I would like to thank the board for the opportunity to address our appeal on RR693 Surplus+. Our appeal was somewhat lengthy but I am going to do my best to keep my remarks as brief as possible today. 
SPP presented the first iteration of Surplus+ as an alternative to a resource adequacy GI fast-track process (what we now know as “ERAS”), intended to allow SPP to rapidly add incremental generation to the system. 
The proposal was reviewed and vetted by several expert stakeholder groups over the last several months and in late June, the required stakeholder working groups voted on the revision request, receiving unanimous support from both TWG and RTWG. 
However, at the July MOPC meeting, modifications were introduced which fundamentally alter the impact of this RR and caused support to drop by nearly 25%. As such, APA requests that the board rejects the three modifications made by the MOPC.
These modifications would expand eligibility to include facilities retired in the past 5 years, assign Surplus+ requests higher queue priority than requests in the 2024 DISIS, and remove key guardrails designed to limit facility expansion through Surplus+. 
Mod 1
The first modification in SPP’s proposal to expand eligibility to include facilities retired in the past 5 years appears to be in direct conflict with SPP’s existing tariff, specifically Attachment V section 8.2 and parts of section 3. 
Under the current Tariff, if a given replacement facility’s expected commercial operation date exceeds (3) years from the date the Facility ceases operation, or 2) Four (4) years from the date a unit is determined to be in forced outage, SPP considers the request a new interconnection request rather than a replacement request, which requires that it undergo a full evaluation per the standard GI process. 
As such, allowing facilities that have been retired longer than this timeline to participate in Surplus+ violates SPP’s own rules. 
SPP staff has not sufficiently explained how these two generator replacement processes can co-exist without conflict and the tariff language offers little to no detail.
Mod 2
The second modification will unfairly change queue priority The original revision request assigned queue priority to Surplus+ resources based on whether requests were submitted prior to the close of a given DISIS Open Window.2 However, the MOPC modifications revise this to move Surplus+ queue priority to the start of the DISIS Phase 1 study instead.3 
This is extremely consequential as higher queue priority will provide Surplus+ resources several advantages, including preferential access to existing transmission headroom in the models and accelerated study timelines. 
It also imposes several disadvantages on 2024 DISIS customers. Not only will they be studied with Surplus+ resources dispatched in their base models, but they may also face delays or restudies caused by a potentially large volume of serial Surplus+ requests. It is unknown how many GW might enter Surplus+ so we have no idea the impact this might have. This is especially unfair when they have already been delayed due to SPP’s waiver request earlier this year. 
Mod 3
Lastly, SPP initially designed Surplus+ with guardrails to ensure the proposal would achieve its stated goal while minimizing negative impacts. 
This rationale supported limiting the process to shovel-ready projects and capping incremental additions at the lesser of 20% of the existing generating facility size or 100 MWs.4 The modification introduced at MOPC removes the MW limitation on facility expansion, without sufficient justification for doing so. 
Removing this limitation is particularly concerning when evaluated in the context of the wider proposal. Surplus+ allows entities to submit new requests every 12 months, and each time the 20% limit is applied through the request process, it compounds the total size of the facility. 
Said another way, the 20% limit is essentially “stackable” so in theory it could be used repeatedly by the same entity over several years, driving the exponential growth of the existing facility. 
Given the potential for compounding growth, it is essential that SPP reinstate a strict MW cap alongside the 20% limit, particularly considering the absence of an established sunset date. Staff has mentioned several times that Surplus+ will sunset when CPP begins but there is nothing in the language of the RR to assure that.
This proposal is intended to serve as a short-term mechanism to facilitate modest incremental capacity additions, not provide an alternative path to interconnection long- term. APA understands that with new challenges have to come new solutions, however, the continued undermining of established processes to interconnect in SPP, adds risk to developers who have a record of investing billions in the region. 
For these reasons, APA urges the Board to disallow the modifications made during MOPC and either impose a one-time participation limit per existing facility in Surplus+ or include an explicit sunset clause for the process in the Tariff filing.









