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1. On July 10, 2013, pursuant to section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA),1 
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) and Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. 
(MISO) separately submitted in Docket No. ER13-1937-000 (SPP Interregional 
Compliance Filing) and Docket No. ER13-1938-000 (MISO Interregional Compliance 
Filing), respectively,2 revisions to Article IX (Coordinated Regional Transmission 
Expansion Planning) to the SPP-MISO Joint Operating Agreement (SPP-MISO JOA),3 to 
comply with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements 
of Order No. 1000.4 

2. On July 10, 2013, pursuant to section 206 of the FPA, SPP submitted in Docket 
No. ER13-1939-000 revisions to its Open Access Transmission Tariff (SPP Tariff) to 
comply with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements 
of Order No. 1000, with respect to the public utility transmission providers in MISO (SPP 
Tariff Filing).   

                                              
1 16 U.S.C. § 824e (2012). 

2 Tariff records filed by SPP and MISO are listed in Appendix D to this order.  

3 SPP, FERC Electric Tariff, Rate Schedules and Seams Agreements, Rate 
Schedule 9, Art. IX (Coordinated Regional Transmission Expansion Planning) (0.0.0); 
MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, MISO Rate Schedules, Joint Operating Agreement Midwest 
ISO and SPP, Art. IX (Coordinated Regional Transmission Expansion Planning) (0.0.0) 
(collectively, SPP-MISO JOA).  Unless otherwise noted, citations to the SPP-MISO JOA 
in this order refer to the SPP version filed in Docket No. ER13-1937-000.  

4 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and 
Operating Public Utilities, Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 (2011), order 
on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-B,  
141 FERC ¶ 61,044 (2012), aff'd sub nom. S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, No. 12-1232, 
2014 WL 3973116 (D.C. Cir. Aug. 15, 2014).  
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3. On July 10, 2013, pursuant to section 206 of the FPA, MISO submitted in Docket 
No. ER13-1945-000 revisions to Attachment FF of MISO’s Open Access Transmission, 
Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff (MISO Tariff) to comply with the 
interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order        
No. 1000, with respect to the public utility transmission providers in SPP (MISO Tariff 
Filing). 

4. In this order, we conditionally accept, subject to further compliance filings, the 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing and the MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, as 
discussed below.  We also accept the SPP Tariff Filing and the MISO Tariff Filing, as 
discussed below.5  Additionally, we reject as moot the Entergy Compliance Filing and 
Cleco Compliance Filing, as discussed below. 

I. Background 

5. In Order No. 1000, the Commission adopted a package of reforms addressing 
transmission planning and cost allocation that, taken together, are designed to ensure that 
Commission-jurisdictional services are provided at just and reasonable rates and on a 
basis that is just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential.  In 
particular, the Commission determined that the transmission planning requirements of 
Order No. 8906 were too narrowly focused geographically and failed to provide for 
adequate analysis of the benefits associated with interregional transmission facilities in 
neighboring transmission planning regions.7  The Commission concluded that 
interregional transmission coordination reforms were necessary.8  Thus, the Commission 
                                              

5 We note that our determinations in this order regarding the SPP Tariff Filing and 
the MISO Tariff Filing are limited to the proposed procedures established for 
interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation between SPP and MISO.  The 
proposed procedures for interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation 
between MISO and other neighboring transmission planning regions and SPP and other 
neighboring transmission planning regions will be addressed in separate orders in other 
proceedings. 

6 Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service, 
Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,241, order on reh’g, Order No. 890-A, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,261 (2007), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC ¶ 61,299 
(2008), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-C, 126 FERC ¶ 61,228, order on clarification, 
Order No. 890-D, 129 FERC ¶ 61,126 (2009). 

7 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 369.  

8 Id. P 370.  
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required each public utility transmission provider to establish further procedures with 
each of its neighboring transmission planning regions for the purpose of:                       
(1) coordinating and sharing the results of the respective regional transmission plans to 
identify possible interregional transmission facilities that could address regional 
transmission needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than separate regional 
transmission facilities;9 and (2) jointly evaluating those interregional transmission 
facilities that the pair of neighboring transmission planning regions identify, including 
those proposed by transmission developers and stakeholders.10  The Commission defined 
an interregional transmission facility as “one that is located in two or more transmission 
planning regions.” 11  Furthermore, the Commission required each public utility 
                                              

9 While the Commission required public utility transmission providers to establish 
further procedures with each of its neighboring transmission planning regions to 
coordinate and share the results of their respective regional transmission plans to identify 
possible interregional transmission facilities that could address regional transmission 
needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than separate regional transmission facilities, 
the Commission neither required nor precluded public utility transmission providers from 
conducting interregional transmission planning.  See, e.g., Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. 
& Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 399 (clarifying that “the interregional transmission coordination 
requirements that [the Commission] adopt[s] do not require formation of interregional 
transmission planning entities or creation of a distinct interregional transmission planning 
process to produce an interregional transmission plan” and, “[t]o the extent that public 
utility transmission providers wish to participate in processes that lead to the 
development of interregional transmission plans, they may do so and, as relevant, rely on 
such processes to comply with the requirements of this Final Rule.”).  The Commission 
also required that “the developer of an interregional transmission project to first propose 
its transmission project in the regional transmission planning processes of each of the 
neighboring regions in which the transmission facility is proposed to be located.”          
Id. P 436. 

10 Order No 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396).  The Commission clarified that “the requirement to 
coordinate with neighboring regions applies to public utility transmission providers 
within a region as a group, not to each individual public utility transmission provider 
acting on its own.  For example, within an [Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) 
or Independent System Operator (ISO)], the RTO or ISO would develop an interregional 
cost allocation method or methods with its neighboring regions on behalf of its public 
utility transmission owning members.” Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 630 
(citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 584). 

11 Id. P 494 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 482 
n.374).  
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transmission provider to describe the methods by which it will identify and evaluate 
interregional transmission facilities and to include a description of the type of 
transmission studies that will be conducted to evaluate conditions on neighboring systems 
for the purpose of determining whether interregional transmission facilities are more 
efficient or cost-effective than regional transmission facilities.12  Consistent with the 
requirement that public utility transmission providers must describe the methods by 
which they will identify and evaluate interregional transmission facilities, the 
Commission explained that “each public utility transmission provider must explain in its 
OATT how stakeholders and transmission developers can propose interregional 
transmission facilities for the public utility transmission providers in neighboring 
transmission planning regions to evaluate jointly.”13   

6. In addition, in Order No. 1000, the Commission required that each public utility 
transmission provider in a transmission planning region have, together with the public 
utility transmission providers in its own transmission planning region and a neighboring 
transmission planning region, a common method or methods for allocating the costs of a 
new interregional transmission facility among the beneficiaries of that transmission 
facility in the two neighboring transmission planning regions in which the transmission 
facility is located.14  The Commission also required that each public utility transmission 
provider’s interregional cost allocation method or methods satisfy six interregional cost 
allocation principles.15  To be eligible for interregional cost allocation, an interregional 
transmission facility must be selected in the relevant transmission planning regions’ 
regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation.16  

II. Compliance Filings 

A. SPP Interregional Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1937-000) and 
MISO Interregional Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1938-000) 

7. SPP and MISO submit revisions to Article IX of the SPP-MISO JOA to comply 
with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of 

                                              
12 Id. P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 398). 

13 Id. P 522. 

14 Order No. 1000, FERC Stat. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 578, 582, order on reh’g, 
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

15 Order No. 1000, FERC Stat. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 603. 

16 Id. P 400. 
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Order No. 1000.  SPP and MISO state that they agree on many aspects of the SPP-MISO 
JOA revisions related to interregional transmission coordination but disagree on certain 
interregional cost allocation matters.  SPP and MISO state that, given this disagreement, 
they have submitted separate compliance filings in order for the Commission to consider 
their respective proposals in the areas of disagreement.  Specifically, SPP and MISO 
agree to all proposed revisions to the SPP-MISO JOA, except the proposed language in 
sections 9.6.3.1.iii (Criteria for Project Designation as an Interregional Project), 9.6.3.1.1 
(Determination of Benefits to each RTO from Interregional Project) and 9.3.3.4.1 
(Evaluating Potential Impact of Proposed Interregional Projects to Other Transmission 
Planning Regions).  SPP and MISO request that the Commission accept their respective 
versions of the SPP-MISO JOA effective on the effective date of SPP’s Order No. 1000 
regional compliance filing in Docket No. ER13-366-000.  SPP states that, in its regional 
compliance filing, it requested an effective date of March 30 following the Commission’s 
acceptance of its regional compliance filing.17 

B. SPP Tariff Filing (Docket No. ER13-1939-000) 

8. SPP proposes revisions to the SPP Tariff to address the requirement in Order    
No. 1000 that the tariff identify SPP’s interregional arrangements that are in the form of 
agreements.  SPP specifies that its revisions to the SPP Tariff identify the newly proposed 
procedures established for interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation 
between SPP and its neighboring transmission planning regions (i.e., MISO, Southeastern 
Regional Transmission Planning (SERTP), and the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool 
(MAPP)).18  SPP requests an effective date commensurate with the March 30th effective 
date that SPP requested for SPP’s Order No. 1000 regional compliance filing.19  SPP also 
requests waiver of Order No. 1000 interregional transmission coordination and cost 
allocation requirements for SPP’s seam with SERTP.   

C. MISO Tariff Filing (Docket No. ER13-1945-000) 

9. MISO proposes revisions to Attachment FF of the MISO Tariff, which MISO 
states address the requirement in Order No. 1000 that the tariff identify MISO’s 
interregional arrangements that are in the form of agreements.  MISO specifies that its 
revisions to Attachment FF of the MISO Tariff identify the newly-proposed procedures 
established for interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation between MISO 
                                              

17 The Commission accepted SPP’s regional compliance filing effective March 30, 
2014.  See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 144 FERC ¶ 61,059 (2013).  

18 SPP Tariff Filing, Docket No. ER13-1939-000, at 8-9.   

19 Id. at 44. 
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and its neighboring transmission planning regions (i.e., PJM Interconnection LLC (PJM), 
SPP, and SERTP).20  MISO requests an effective date of January 1, 2014 for its proposed 
revisions but notes that the specific agreements with regions may have different effective 
dates.21 

D. Entergy and Cleco Compliance Filings (Docket Nos. ER13-1955-000 
and ER13-1956-000) 

10. Entergy and Cleco propose to comply with the interregional transmission 
coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000 through their 
participation in the MISO Transmission Expansion Planning (Regional Planning) 
process.22  Entergy and Cleco note that, due to their then-pending integration into MISO, 
the Commission accepted their participation in the MISO regional transmission planning 
process as a means for them to comply with the regional requirements of Order No. 
1000.23   

III. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings 

A. SPP Interregional Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1937-000) 

11. Notice of the SPP Interregional Compliance Filing was published in the Federal 
Register, 78 Fed. Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before 
August 26, 2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  
Notices of intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in 
Appendix A to this order.24  Protests and comments were filed by the entities noted in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below.  On September 24, 2013, Wind Parties 
submitted a comment out-of-time. 

                                              
20 MISO Tariff Filing, Docket No. ER13-1945-000, at 2.  

21 Id. at 5. 

22 See Entergy Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1955-000, at 1-2; Cleco 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1956-000, at 1. 

23 Entergy Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1955-000, at 2; Cleco 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1956-000, at 1-3 (citing Midwest Indep. 
Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 142 FERC ¶ 61,215 (2013) (MISO First Regional 
Compliance Order)). 

24 The entity abbreviations listed in Appendices A, B, and C are used throughout 
this order. 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 9 - 

12. Answers to the SPP Interregional Compliance Filing were filed by the entities 
noted in Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

B. MISO Interregional Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1938-000) 

13. Notice of the MISO Interregional Compliance Filing was published in the Federal 
Register, 78 Fed. Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before 
August 26, 2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  
Notices of intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in 
Appendix A to this order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities noted in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below.  On September 24, 2013, Wind Parties 
submitted a comment out-of-time. 

14. Answers to the MISO Interregional Compliance Filing were filed by the entities 
noted in Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

C. SPP Tariff Filing (Docket No. ER13-1939-000) 

15. Notice of the SPP Tariff Filing was published in the Federal Register, 78 Fed. 
Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 2013, 
which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  Notices of 
intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in   
Appendix A to this order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities noted in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below.  On September 24, 2013, Wind Parties 
submitted a comment out-of-time. 

16. Answers to the SPP Tariff Filing were filed by the entities noted in Appendix C to 
this order and are addressed below. 

D. MISO Tariff Filing (Docket No. ER13-1945-000) 

17. Notice of the MISO Tariff Filing was published in the Federal Register, 78 Fed. 
Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 2013, 
which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  Notices of 
intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in   
Appendix A to this order.  On September 10, 2013, PPL Electric Companies submitted a 
motion to intervene out-of-time.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities noted 
in Appendix B to this order and are addressed below.  On September 24, 2013, Wind 
Parties submitted a comment out-of-time.   

18. Answers to the MISO Tariff Filing were filed by the entities noted in Appendix C 
to this order and are addressed below.  
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E. Entergy Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1955-000) 

19. Notice of the Entergy Compliance Filing was published in the Federal Register, 
78 Fed. Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 
2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  Notices of 
intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in   
Appendix A to this order.  No protests, comments, or answers were filed. 

F. Cleco Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1956-000) 

20. Notice of the Cleco Compliance Filing was published in the Federal Register,     
78 Fed. Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 
2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  Notices of 
intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in the 
Appendix A to this order.  No protests, comments, or answers were filed. 

IV. Discussion 

A. Procedural Matters 

21. Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,        
18 C.F.R. § 385.214 (2014), the notices of intervention and timely, unopposed motions to 
intervene serve to make the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding.  In addition, 
given the early stage of these proceedings and the absence of undue prejudice or delay, 
we grant PPL Electric Companies untimely motion to intervene.25   

22. Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. 
§ 385.213(a)(2) (2014), prohibits an answer to a protest or an answer unless otherwise 
ordered by the decisional authority.  We accept the answers filed in these proceedings 
because they have provided information that assisted us in our decision-making process. 

23. We reject the Entergy Compliance Filing and Cleco Compliance Filing as 
unnecessary to meet the requirements of Order No. 1000.  Because Entergy’s and Cleco’s 
integration into MISO occurred on December 19, 2013, we find that Entergy and Cleco 
should rely on MISO’s compliance with the interregional transmission coordination and 
cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000.  Accordingly, we find that the Entergy 
Compliance Filing and Cleco Compliance Filing are moot and reject them. 

                                              
25 We note that, although Wind Parties filed protests in these proceedings, it did 

not file motions to intervene.  Pursuant to Rule 102(c) and Rule 211(a)(2) of the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, §§ 385.102(c), 385.211(a)(2) (2014), 
while Wind Parties are a protestor, they are not a party to these proceedings. 
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B. Substantive Matters 

24. We find that the SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, the MISO Interregional 
Compliance Filing, the SPP Tariff Filing and the MISO Tariff Filing partially comply 
with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements adopted 
in Order No. 1000, subject to the modifications discussed below.  Accordingly, we 
conditionally accept these compliance filings, subject to further compliance filings, as 
discussed below.26  We direct SPP and MISO to submit the further compliance filings 
within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order.   

1. Interregional Transmission Coordination Requirements 

a. General Requirements 

25. The Commission required each public utility transmission provider through its 
regional transmission planning process to coordinate with the public utility transmission 
providers in each of its neighboring transmission planning regions within its 
interconnection to implement the interregional transmission coordination requirements 
adopted in Order No. 1000.27  The Commission also required public utility transmission 
providers in each pair of neighboring transmission planning regions to develop the same 
language to be included in each public utility transmission provider’s OATT that 
describes the interregional transmission coordination procedures for that particular pair of 
regions.28  Alternatively, if the public utility transmission providers so choose, the 
Commission allowed these procedures to be reflected in an interregional transmission 
coordination agreement among the public utility transmission providers within 
neighboring transmission planning regions that is filed with the Commission.29 

                                              
26 We note that our determinations in this order regarding the SPP Tariff Filing 

and the MISO Tariff Filing are limited to the proposed procedures established for 
interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation between SPP and MISO.  The 
proposed procedures for interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation 
between MISO and other neighboring transmission planning regions and SPP and other 
neighboring transmission planning regions will be addressed in separate orders in other 
proceedings.  

27 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 415. 

28 Id. P 346; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 223. 

29 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 346, 475, order on reh’g, 
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 223. 
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i. Compliance Filings 

26. SPP and MISO propose to comply with the interregional transmission 
coordination requirements of Order No. 1000 through their existing SPP-MISO JOA.30  
With regard to scope, SPP and MISO state that they are adjacent transmission systems in 
the eastern interconnection with several ties along the SPP/MISO seam.  In addition, SPP 
and MISO propose to define an Interregional Project as a new transmission facility that 
may interconnect to transmission facilities under the control of both SPP and MISO.31 

27. SPP and MISO state that they agree on and have submitted identical common 
language related to interregional transmission coordination but disagree on certain 
matters related to interregional cost allocation.  As a result of their disagreement on 
certain revisions, SPP and MISO state that they are making separate filings to comply 
with the interregional cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000 for the Commission 
to consider their respective proposals.32   

28. SPP and MISO request that the Commission accept their respective versions of the 
SPP-MISO JOA to be made effective on the effective date of SPP’s regional compliance 
filing in Docket No. ER13-366-000.  SPP states that, in its regional compliance filing, it 
requested an effective date of March 30 following the Commission’s acceptance of its 
regional compliance filing.  

ii. Commission Determination 

29. We find that SPP and MISO have partially complied with the general interregional 
transmission coordination requirements of Order No. 1000.  Specifically, we find that 
SPP and MISO comply with the requirement to coordinate with the neighboring public 
utility transmission providers within their interconnection to implement the interregional 
transmission coordination requirements adopted in Order No. 1000.  We find that SPP 
and MISO are neighboring transmission planning regions in the eastern interconnection 
with interconnections at several points along the SPP/MISO seam.  However, SPP and 

                                              
30 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 1; MISO 

Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 1. 

31 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.7.1 (0.0.0). 

32 SPP and MISO state that they agree to all proposed revisions to the SPP-MISO 
JOA with the exception of sections 9.6.3.1.iii (Criteria for Project Designation as an 
Interregional Project), 9.6.3.1.1 (Determination of Benefits to each RTO from 
Interregional Project) and 9.3.3.4.1 (Evaluating Potential Impact of Proposed 
Interregional Projects to Other Transmission Planning Regions). 
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MISO partially comply with the requirement of Order No. 1000 that each pair of 
neighboring transmission planning regions develop the same language to describe the 
interregional transmission coordination procedures for that particular pair of regions.  
While SPP and MISO have both submitted identical common language governing 
interregional transmission coordination, SPP and MISO have submitted competing 
provisions regarding interregional cost allocation.  Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO 
to submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings 
that revise the SPP-MISO JOA to include a common interregional cost allocation 
method(s) consistent with our directives below in the Cost Allocation section of this 
order. 

30. In addition, we find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals to define an Interregional 
Project that is eligible for interregional cost allocation as a new transmission facility that 
may interconnect to transmission facilities under the control of both SPP and MISO is 
overly limiting and inconsistent with Order No. 1000’s definition of an interregional 
transmission facility as one that is located in two or more transmission planning 
regions.33  While SPP’s and MISO’s proposals to allow only interconnecting 
interregional transmission facilities to be eligible for interregional cost allocation is 
consistent with the requirements of Order No. 1000, limiting this interconnection to only 
interregional transmission facilities that interconnect to transmission facilities under the 
control of SPP and MISO is unduly limiting.  Order No. 1000 did not limit stakeholders 
and transmission developers to proposing only interregional transmission facilities that 
would interconnect to existing transmission facilities.34  SPP’s and MISO’s proposed 
language would preclude interregional transmission facilities from interconnecting with 
transmission facilities that are selected in the regional plan for purposes of cost allocation 
but that are currently under development and therefore not yet under the control of SPP 
or MISO.  Thus, we find that this proposed definition does not comply with Order       
No. 1000.35  Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date 

                                              
33 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 494 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 

Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 482 n.374). 

34 In its orders on compliance with the regional transmission and cost allocation 
requirements of Order No. 1000, the Commission required regions to remove or clarify 
proposals that required a transmission provider to own, control, or provide service over 
transmission facilities with the respective regions in order to enroll in the respective 
region, finding that this logic appears circular in nature.  See Louisville Gas & Elec. Co., 
147 FERC ¶ 61,241, at P 53 (2014); Tampa Elec. Co., 148 FERC ¶ 61,172, at P 43 
(2014).  

35 We note that the Commission found other definitions of an interregional 
transmission facility to comply with Order No. 1000.  For example, in its December 2014 
(continued ...) 
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of issuance of this order, further compliance filings to revise the definition of an 
Interregional Project consistent with Order No. 1000, which defines an interregional 
transmission facility as one that is located in two or more transmission planning regions. 

31. We conditionally accept certain SPP and MISO proposed revisions to the SPP-
MISO JOA, to become effective March 30, 2014,36 subject to the modifications discussed 
below.  We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposed effective date is reasonable because the 
Commission has sufficiently addressed SPP’s and MISO’s regional Order No. 1000 
compliance filings37 to allow SPP’s and MISO’s respective regional transmission 
planning and cost allocation provisions to be implemented in conjunction with the 
interregional transmission coordination procedures proposed in these proceedings. 

b. Implementation of the Interregional Transmission Coordination 
Requirements 

i. Data Exchange and Identifying Interregional 
Transmission Facilities 

32. In Order No. 1000, the Commission required each public utility transmission 
provider to establish procedures with each of its neighboring transmission planning 
regions to coordinate and share the results of their respective regional transmission plans 
to identify interregional transmission facilities.38  As part of this requirement, the 
Commission required the public utility transmission providers to enhance their existing 
regional transmission planning process to provide for the identification of interregional 

                                                                                                                                                  
order, the Commission found Western Filing Parties’ proposal to define an interregional 
transmission project as a proposed new transmission project that would directly 
interconnect electrically to existing or planned transmission facilities in two or more 
planning regions, and that would be submitted into the regional transmission planning 
process of all such planning regions, consistent with Order No. 1000.  Public Service Co. 
of New Mexico, 149 FERC ¶ 61,247, at P 24 (2014). 

36 The Commission accepted SPP’s regional compliance filing effective March 30, 
2014.  See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 144 FERC ¶ 61,059 (2013). 

37 See MISO First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,215 (2013); 
Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 147 FERC ¶ 61,127 (2014).  Southwest 
Power Pool, Inc., 144 FERC ¶ 61,059.  

38 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396).  See also Order No. 1000, FERC Stat. & Regs.             
¶ 31,323 at PP 399, 436. 
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transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective solutions to their 
respective regional transmission needs.39  The Commission also required each public 
utility transmission provider to adopt interregional transmission coordination procedures 
that provide for the exchange of transmission planning data and information at least 
annually.40  The Commission found that the interregional transmission coordination 
procedures must include the specific obligations for sharing transmission planning data 
and information rather than only an agreement to do so.41  However, the Commission did 
not dictate the specific procedures or the level of detail for the procedures pursuant to 
which transmission planning data and information must be exchanged.  The Commission 
allowed each public utility transmission provider to develop procedures to exchange 
transmission planning data and information, which the Commission anticipated would 
reflect the type and frequency of meetings that are appropriate for each pair of regions 
and will accommodate each pair of region’s transmission planning cycles.42 

33. In addition, the Commission required the developer of an interregional 
transmission facility to first propose its interregional transmission facility in the regional 
transmission planning processes of each of the neighboring regions in which the 
transmission facility is proposed to be located.43  Thus, the Commission required that 
each public utility transmission provider explain in its OATT how stakeholders and 
transmission developers can propose interregional transmission facilities for joint 
evaluation.44 

(a) Compliance Filings 

34. SPP and MISO propose that each party shall provide the other with the following 
data and information on an annual basis:  (1) power flow models for projected system 
conditions for the planning horizon (up to the next 10 years) that include planned 
generation development and retirements, planned transmission facilities and seasonal 
load projections; (2) system stability models with detailed dynamic modeling of 
generators and other active elements; (3) production cost models that include planned 

                                              
39 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396; id. P 398. 

40 Id. P 454. 

41 Id. P 455. 

42 Id. 

43 Id. P 436, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506. 

44 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 522. 
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generation development and retirements, load forecasts, and planned transmission 
facilities; (4) assumptions used in development of above power flow, stability and 
production cost models; and (5) contingency lists for use in power flow, stability, and 
production cost analyses.45 

35. SPP and MISO also propose to exchange the following types of data upon either 
party’s request and provide it within 30 calendar days from the date of such request or on 
a mutually agreed schedule:  (1) any updates to data exchanged in accordance with the 
annual data exchange requirements; (2) short-circuit models for transmission systems;  
(3) the regional plan document produced by the party, the timing of each planned 
enhancement, estimated completion dates, and indications of the likelihood a system 
enhancement will be completed; (4) the status of expansion studies, such that each party 
has knowledge that a commitment has been made to a system enhancement as a result of 
any such studies; (5) transmission system maps in electronic format for the party’s bulk 
transmission system and lower voltage transmission system maps that are relevant to the 
interregional transmission coordination between the two parties; (6) breaker diagrams for 
the specified portion(s) of the party’s transmission system; (7) identification and status of 
interconnection and long-term firm transmission service requests that have been received, 
including associated studies; (8) long-term or short-term reliability assessment documents 
produced by the party and any operating assessment reports produced by the party; and 
(9) such other data and information as is needed for each party to plan its own system 
accurately and reliably and to assess the impact of conditions existing on the system of 
the other party.46 

36. SPP and MISO also propose to share, on an ongoing basis, information that arises 
in the performance of single party planning activities as necessary or appropriate for 
effective interregional transmission coordination between the parties, including 
information on requests received from generation resources that plan on permanently 
retiring or suspending operation, and the identification of proposed transmission system 
enhancements that may affect the parties’ respective systems.47  SPP and MISO propose 
                                              

45 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 10; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11-12 (citing SPP, SPP-
MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.2.1 (0.0.0)). 

46 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 10-11; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 12-13 (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.2.2 (0.0.0)). 

47 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 9; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11 (citing SPP, IX,        
§ 9.3.1 (1.0.0)). 
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that, in a year where a Coordinated System Plan study48 is not being performed, the Joint 
Planning Committee49 and the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee50 
will conduct an annual evaluation of transmission issues (which include potential 
interregional transmission solutions).51  According to SPP and MISO, the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee will meet at least annually52 to review and 
discuss any proposed transmission issues (including proposed interregional transmission 
solutions), including the analysis to support recommended issues for evaluation.53  SPP 
and MISO state that the Joint Planning Committee and the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee may meet more frequently, as determined by the Joint 
Planning Committee, when performing a Coordinated System Plan study.54  SPP and 
MISO propose that transmission issues can be identified by MISO, SPP, or any other 
entity.55  

                                              
48 “The primary purpose of coordinated system planning is to ensure that 

coordinated analyses are performed to identify expansions or enhancements to 
transmission system capability needed to maintain reliability, improve reliability, 
improve operational performance, or enhance the efficiency of electricity markets.  Any 
such expansions or enhancements shall be described in a Coordinated System Plan.”  
SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3 (1.0.0). 

 49 The Joint Planning Committee is comprised of staff representatives from both 
SPP and MISO and is the decision making body for coordinated interregional 
transmission planning under the SPP-MISO JOA.  The responsibilities and activities of 
the Joint Planning Committee are detailed in sections 9.1.1 and 9.1.1.1 of the SPP-MISO 
JOA.  See SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.1 (1.0.0); SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX,   
§ 9.1.1.1 (0.0.0). 
 
 50 The Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee is open to all 
stakeholders from both regions and provides guidance and recommendations to the Joint 
Planning Committee.  The responsibilities and activities of the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee are detailed in sections 9.1.2 and 9.1.2.2 of the SPP-
MISO JOA.  See SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.2 (1.0.0); SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.2 (1.0.0). 

51 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

52 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.2 (0.0.0). 

53 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0). 

54 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2 (1.0.0). 

55 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2 (1.0.0). 
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37. SPP and MISO further propose that, 60 calendar days before the annual meeting of 
the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, a notification of the meeting 
shall be posted on each party’s interregional coordination website and circulated through 
applicable electronic distribution lists, inviting interested entities to submit transmission 
issues, which can also include related solutions.56  SPP and MISO propose that 
transmission issues, which may include associated solutions, together with any 
supporting analysis must be submitted at least 30 calendar days before the annual 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting.57  SPP and MISO also 
propose that, if an entity other than SPP and MISO submits an identified transmission 
issue to the Joint Planning Committee, then that entity is responsible for providing 
analysis to support the recommended transmission issue.58  SPP and MISO propose that 
the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee shall review transmission 
issues at its annual meeting.59 

 SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee 
may call other meetings to review transmission issues, after providing 14 calendar days 
advance notice.60 

 SPP and MISO propose that the Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee shall vote on whether to submit a recommendation to the Joint 
Planning Committee to perform a Coordinated System Plan study.61 

38. SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee will review the 
recommendation from the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee and 
all submitted transmission issues to determine the need for a Coordinated System Plan 
study.  SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee will determine whether 
to perform a Coordinated System Plan study within 45 calendar days of the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee’s recommendation to perform such a study.62  
SPP and MISO propose that a Coordinated System Plan study can be initiated:  (1) if 
each party in the Joint Planning Committee votes in favor of performing the Coordinated 
System Plan study; or (2) if after two consecutive years in which a Coordinated System 
Plan study has not been initiated, one party votes in favor of performing a Coordinated 

                                              
56 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

57 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

58 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

59 SPP, IX, § 9.3.2.2 (0.0.0). 

60 SPP, IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0). 

61 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0). 

62 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0). 
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System Plan study.63 
 SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee’s 

notification to the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee regarding the 
Joint Planning Committee’s determination of whether or not to perform a study will be 
within 30 calendar days of the Joint Planning Committee’s determination of whether or 
not to perform a study and that the start date of the Coordinated System Plan study will 
be within 180 calendar days of the Joint Planning Committee’s determination to conduct 
a study.64  SPP and MISO also propose that either party may propose an Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting to review the Joint Planning 
Committee’s determination to conduct a Coordinated System Plan study within 30 days 
of the Joint Planning Committee’s determination.65 

39. SPP and MISO propose that, at the beginning of the Coordinated System Plan 
study, the Joint Planning Committee will develop, with input from the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, the scope for the Coordinated System Plan 
study.66  SPP and MISO propose that the scope includes, but is not limited to:                
(1) identification of transmission issues to be evaluated; (2) joint model(s) that will be 
developed including assumptions; (3) types of analysis, including, but not limited to, joint 
futures development, congestion analysis, reliability analysis, and stability analysis;      
(4) study timeline, not exceeding 18 months from the first Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting discussing the study scope; and                     
(5) deliverables.67  SPP and MISO propose that the Coordinated System Plan study will 
be completed within no more than 18 months depending on the study scope.68  SPP and 
MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee will be responsible for facilitating the 
development of a joint and common model(s) that shall be used for the Coordinated 
System Plan study.69  SPP and MISO propose that the type of analysis or study will be 

                                              
63 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0). 

64 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0). 

65 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.5 (0.0.0). 

66 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0). 

67 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0). 

68 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0). 

69 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.2 (0.0.0). 
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based on the transmission issues to be studied and the applicable benefit metrics for 
evaluating potential solutions.70 

40. During the Coordinated System Plan study, SPP and MISO propose that potential 
Interregional Projects can be proposed by MISO, SPP, their respective stakeholders, or 
other entities.  Specifically, the Joint Planning Committee shall request, through each 
party’s applicable distribution lists and each party’s respective interregional coordination 
webpage, suggestions for transmission solutions from third parties to address the 
transmission issues identified in the Coordinated System Plan study.  SPP and MISO 
propose that the transmission solutions shall be considered by the Joint Planning 
Committee and reviewed with the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee.71 

  SPP and MISO reason that the proposed timeline will enable the 
interregional process to consider Interregional Projects proposed to benefit SPP and 
MISO, while the individual regional processes consider the proposals.72 

(b) Comments and Protests 

41. Organization of MISO States raises concerns about the term “transmission issue,” 
as proposed by both SPP and MISO in their proposed versions of the SPP-MISO JOA.73  
Organization of MISO States contends that the SPP-MISO JOA should explicitly state 
that reliability, economic, and public policy-related “transmission issues” will be 
considered by the SPP-MISO Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
and Joint Planning Committee.  Further, Organization of MISO States notes that the term 
“transmission issue” is not a capitalized, defined term in either the SPP or MISO 
compliance filings and that, while it is capitalized in the Coordinated System Plan Study 
Scope Development section of MISO’s version of the SPP-MISO JOA, it is not 
capitalized consistently throughout MISO’s compliance filing, such as in the proposed 
Annual Transmission Issues Evaluation section of the SPP-MISO JOA.74  Organization 

                                              
70 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.3 (0.0.0). 

71 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.4 (0.0.0). 

72 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 16; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 18. 

73 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 16 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

74 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 16 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX,           
§§ 9.3.3.1 & 9.3.2 (0.0.0)). 
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of MISO States asserts that the term should be defined in the SPP-MISO JOA to ensure 
that reliability, economic, and public policy concerns can be potential “transmission 
issues” for interregional consideration.75 

42. Multiple parties raise concerns about whether SPP and MISO could be required to 
study interregional projects and how frequently such studies should take place.  Wind 
Parties point out that SPP and MISO proposed to specify in the SPP-MISO JOA revisions 
that the two regions will annually consider the interregional transmission issues identified 
by each party and by third parties and that a Coordinated System Plan study will be 
conducted if (1) both SPP and MISO agree that one is needed, or (2) if a Coordinated 
System Plan study has not been conducted for two consecutive years, a study will 
conducted in the third year if at least one of the parties votes in favor of a study.76  Wind 
Parties support the inclusion of a backstop provision to allow a single region to initiate a 
Coordinated System Plan because the second provision above may not be sufficient to 
ensure that all cost-effective and efficient interregional projects are considered and 
evaluated and the requirement that two years pass without agreement between the        
two RTOs before the backstop mechanism applies will result in an unnecessary delay in 
studying potentially beneficial projects.  Arkansas Electric similarly argues that providing 
each RTO the ability to delay an interregional study for two years does not take into 
account the potential benefits of more efficient and cost-effective interregional facilities 
to entities such as Arkansas Electric that have load and generation on both sides of the 
SPP-MISO seam.77  Arkansas Electric adds that an affirmative vote by a single RTO 
should be sufficient to require the initiation of a Coordinated System Plan, unless a study 
was initiated the previous year. 

43. ATC/Duke contends that the Commission should direct SPP and MISO to 
establish a required minimum frequency for conducting Coordinated System Plan studies 
because otherwise the RTOs will risk not identifying interregional transmission facilities 
to more efficiently and cost-effectively address local and regional transmission needs.78  
                                              

75 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 16 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

76 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-
1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 9 n.13 (filed Sept. 24, 2013) (citing SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0)). 

77 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 4-5 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

78 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 2 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 346). 
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ATC/Duke also argues that the process does not ensure that the RTOs are identifying 
interregional solutions that may resolve each region’s needs more efficiently or cost-
effectively, despite SPP’s and MISO’s claim that the SPP-MISO JOA provisions comply 
with the “same general timeframe” requirement for joint evaluation, because the Joint 
Planning Committee will review each RTO’s annual regional plan on an annual basis and 
incorporate the regional plans into the RTOs' Coordinated System Plan.79  ATC/Duke 
also argues that the Coordinated System Planning section of the SPP-MISO JOA gives 
SPP and MISO too much discretion as to when, or if, they will conduct a Coordinated 
System Plan study and evaluate proposed interregional projects from the RTOs, 
developers, and other stakeholders.80  ATC/Duke contends that, despite an annual review 
of transmission issues by the Joint Planning Committee and input by the stakeholder 

  

                                              
79 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5-6 

(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-
1938-000, at 15-16).  

80 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 6 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3 (1.0.0)). 
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committee,81 there does not appear to be any requirement that the RTOs jointly evaluate 
any projects if neither RTO requests a Coordinated System Plan study.  ATC/Duke 
asserts that this does not satisfy the Order No. 1000 requirement that regions must 
identify and jointly evaluate proposed interregional transmission facilities82 and do so 
within the same general time frame as each transmission planning region's individual 
consideration of the proposed project.83 

44. Wind Parties also raise concerns that the SPP-MISO process will not study 
interregional projects proposed by stakeholders other than the RTOs, especially merchant 
transmission projects, in order to protect the RTOs and their member transmission 
owners’ interests.84  Wind Parties point to the fact that the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee has the opportunity to provide input regarding the need 
for a Coordinated System Plan, but only SPP or MISO staff on the two RTOs’ Joint 
Planning Committee can cause a Coordinated System Plan to be conducted.  Wind Parties 
request that the Commission require SPP and MISO to develop a mechanism for third 
parties to initiate a Coordinated System Plan that will not permit the RTOs to reject 
evaluation of third party proposed projects to protect their own interests.85 

45. Public Interest Organizations further note that the Process for Submitting 
Transmission Issues for Review section of the SPP-MISO JOA states that “[i]f a Third 
Party submits an identified transmission issue to the Joint Planning Committee, then that 
Third Party is responsible for providing analysis to support the recommended 

  

                                              
81 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 6-7 

(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-
1938-000, at 13).  

82 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 7 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 345, 
435). 

83 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 7 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436). 

84 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-
1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 9 n.15 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

85 Id. 9-10. 
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transmission issue.”86  Public Interest Organizations object to placing on third parties the 
burden of providing the analysis to support a recommended transmission issue for study.  
Public Interest Organizations assert that the third party should only be required to provide 
enough information for the Joint Planning Committee, in consultation with the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, to evaluate the issue in more 
detail and, if necessary, perform additional analysis using the RTOs’ resources.  Public 
Interest Organizations contend that few parties, including independent transmission 
companies, have the technical resources to conduct all of the analysis that the SPP-MISO 
JOA indicates may be necessary.87 

(c) Answers 

46. In response to ATC/Duke’s, Wind Parties’, and Public Interest Organizations’ 
concerns about whether interregional projects will be jointly evaluated and the minimum 
frequency with which they are evaluated, SPP and MISO state that they have committed 
to the annual exchange of regional plans and the joint review of transmission issues.  SPP 
and MISO note that the annual review of transmission issues will include stakeholder 
involvement through the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee and 
allow stakeholders to submit proposed solutions for consideration.  SPP and MISO 
contend that the Coordinated System Plan study process satisfies and goes beyond the 
requirements of Order No. 1000 because it includes interregional planning in addition to 
interregional transmission coordination on the regional evaluation of potential 
interregional projects.88  SPP and MISO further contend that requiring that a Coordinated 

                                              
86 Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-

1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 10 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

87 Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-
1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 10 (filed Sept 9, 2013). 

88 MISO notes that certain parties also requested that the Commission accept 
SPP’s proposed section 9.3.3.4.1 regarding evaluation of the impacts of proposed 
interregional projects on neighboring systems.  See East Texas Cooperatives Protest, 
Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 8-9 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); SPP 
Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 
15-17 (filed Sept. 9, 2013).  As discussed in MISO’s September 9, 2013 protest in 
Docket No. ER13-1937, at 8-10, MISO has proposed Tariff language in its July 22, 2013 
regional compliance filing in Docket No. ER3-187-003 that addresses the potential 
reliability-related impacts of Market Efficiency Projects and Multi-Value Projects on 
other transmission planning regions during its regional planning process.  Since MISO 
proposes that interregional projects with SPP qualify as Market Efficiency Projects under 
(continued ...) 
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System Plan study be performed annually, regardless of whether such a study is 
necessary, would be resource-intensive and potentially wasteful.89 

47. MISO states that it agrees with the Organization of MISO States’ assertion that the 
meaning of transmission issues is intended to cover economic, reliability, and public-
policy related issues.  MISO states that, if the Commission shares the Organization of 
MISO States’ concern, MISO would not be opposed to adding “Transmission Issue” as a 
defined term in the SPP-MISO JOA for purposes of clarity.90  SPP also states that it 
supports the Organization of MISO States’ request to revise the SPP-MISO JOA to 
define the term “transmission issue” to mean reliability, economic, and public policy 
concerns.  SPP states that it supports requiring the Joint Planning Committee and 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee to review transmission issues 
(including reliability, economic and public policy concerns) for potential interregional 
solutions.91 

(d) Commission Determination 

48. We find that the SPP-MISO JOA partially complies with the data and information 
exchange requirements of Order No. 1000.  We find that the SPP-MISO JOA complies 
with the requirement to adopt interregional transmission coordination procedures that 
provide for the exchange of transmission planning data and information at least annually.  
The proposed tariff language requires SPP and MISO to share their regional transmission 
plans, upon request, and requires SPP and MISO to share planning data and information 
annually.92  Specifically, among other things, SPP and MISO will exchange power flow 

                                                                                                                                                  
MISO’s Tariff, when Market Efficiency Projects that are proposed interregional projects 
are evaluated in MISO’s regional process, their potential reliability impacts on other 
transmission planning regions will also be addressed.  If so required by the Commission, 
MISO states that it would be willing to include a similar provision in the SPP-MISO JOA, 
focused on reliability-related impacts.  MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at   
12 n.38 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

89 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 12 (filed Nov. 4, 2013).  SPP 
Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 7 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

90 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 17 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) (citing 
Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 17 (filed Sept. 9, 2013)). 

91 SPP Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 5-6 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

92 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, §§ 9.2.1 (0.0.0) & 9.2.2 (0.0.0). 
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models for projected system conditions for the planning horizon (up to the next 10 years) 
that include planned generation development and retirements, planned transmission 
facilities and seasonal load projections, system stability models, production cost models, 
and the underlying assumptions and contingency lists used in those models.  In addition, 
the SPP-MISO JOA includes proposed revisions requiring SPP and MISO to provide 
other data and information needed for each to plan its own system accurately and reliably 
and to assess the impact of conditions existing on the system of the other party.93    

49. We also find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals comply with the requirements to 
identify interregional transmission facilities.  The Coordinated System Planning section 
of the SPP-MISO JOA provides for single party planning and the development of a 
Coordinated System Plan which will serve to ensure that coordinated analyses are 
performed to identify expansions or enhancements to transmission system capability 
needed to maintain reliability, improve operational performance or enhance the efficiency 
of electric markets.94  Specifically, the proposed SPP-MISO JOA language requires SPP 
and MISO to review transmission issues, which may include related transmission 
solutions, identified by SPP, MISO or any third party for interregional evaluation.95 

50. We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals comply with Order No. 1000’s 
requirement that public utility transmission providers in neighboring transmission 
planning regions include a description of the types of transmission studies conducted to 
evaluate conditions on their neighboring transmission systems for the purposes of 
determining whether interregional transmission facilities are more efficient or cost-
effective than regional transmission facilities.  Specifically, the proposed SPP-MISO JOA 
includes provisions for the identification and evaluation of transmission issues; the 
initiation, scoping and timing of Coordinated System Plan studies; the types of models 
and analyses conducted during Coordinated System Plan studies; and the ability of SPP, 
MISO or third parties to propose projects during the coordinated system planning 
process.96  While the SPP-MISO JOA does not explicitly state that SPP and MISO will 
review transmission issues related to regional transmission needs driven by reliability, 
economics, and public policy requirements,97 SPP and MISO stated in their answers that 
                                              

93 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.2.2 (0.0.0). 

94 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3 (0.0.0). 

95 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2 (0.0.0). 

96 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, §§ 9.3 (0.0.0), 9.3.2.1, 9.3.2.2, 9.3.2.3, 9.3.2.4, 
9.3.3.1, 9.3.3.2, 9.3.3.3, 9.3.3.4. 

97 Order No. 1000 defined Public Policy Requirements as requirements established 
by local, state or federal laws or regulations (i.e., enacted statutes passed by the 
(continued ...) 
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they intend to do so and are not opposed to defining “transmission issue” to explicitly 
cover these issues.  Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, within 60 days of 
the date of issuance of this order, a further compliance filing to include “Transmission 
Issue” as a defined term in the SPP-MISO JOA that includes issues related to regional 
transmission needs driven by reliability, economics, and public policy requirements. 

51. We deny ATC/Duke’s and Wind Parties’ request that the Commission require SPP 
and MISO to conduct a Coordinated System Plan study more frequently.  The proposed 
SPP-MISO JOA language provides that a Coordinated System Plan study will be 
performed (1) if each party in the Joint Planning Committee votes in favor of conducting 
a Coordinated System Plan study; or (2) if after two consecutive years a Coordinated 
System Plan study has not been performed and either SPP or MISO votes in favor of 
conducting such study.98  We agree with SPP and MISO that Order No. 1000 does not 
require a Coordinated System Plan study to be performed more frequently.  However, we 
note that, even when a Coordinated System Plan is not performed, stakeholders and 
developers can propose an interregional transmission facility for joint evaluation.  In 
particular, the SPP-MISO JOA provides that, in a year where a Coordinated System Plan 
study is not being performed, the Joint Planning Committee and the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee will conduct an annual evaluation of 
transmission issues (which include potential interregional transmission solutions).99  The 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee will meet at least annually100 to 
review and discuss any proposed transmission issues (including proposed interregional 
transmission solutions), including the analysis to support recommended issues for 
evaluation.101  Thus, an interregional transmission facility can be proposed for joint 
evaluation even if the more in-depth evaluation associated with a Coordinated System 
Plan study is not being performed during a particular year. 

                                                                                                                                                  
legislature and signed by the executive and regulations promulgated by a relevant 
jurisdiction, whether within a state or at the federal level).  Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. 
& Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 2.  Order No. 1000-A clarified that Public Policy Requirements 
included local laws and regulations passed by a local governmental entity, such as a 
municipal or county government.  Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 319. 

98 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0). 

99 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

100 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.2 (0.0.0). 

101 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0). 
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52. However, we agree with Public Interest Organizations that the provision requiring 
an entity to provide the analysis to support a transmission issue it proposes for 
consideration is vague and potentially unduly burdensome on third party stakeholders. 102  
In Order No. 1000-A, the Commission clarified that each public utility transmission 
provider must describe in its OATT how its regional transmission planning process will 
enable stakeholders to provide meaningful and timely input with respect to the 
consideration of interregional transmission facilities.103  The Commission also required 
each public utility transmission provider to explain in its OATT how stakeholders and 
transmission developers can propose interregional transmission facilities for the public 
utility transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning regions to evaluate 
jointly.104  We therefore find that this requirement may unreasonably prevent third parties 
from submitting transmission issues that they believe need to be addressed because they 
do not possess the technical expertise of the regional planning authorities to conduct the 
appropriate analysis of the transmission issue.  Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to 
submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, a further compliance filing to 
remove the requirement that third parties must provide the analysis to support 
recommended transmission issues. 

53. Finally, we find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals comply with the requirement to 
explain how stakeholders and transmission developers can propose interregional 
transmission facilities for joint evaluation.  The proposed SPP-MISO JOA language 
states that SPP and MISO shall solicit, and any entity can propose, suggestions for 
transmission solutions to identified transmission issues.105  

ii. Procedure for Joint Evaluation  

54. In Order No. 1000, the Commission required each public utility transmission 
provider to establish procedures with each of its neighboring transmission planning  

regions in its interconnection to jointly evaluate interregional transmission facilities.106  
The submission of an interregional transmission project in each regional transmission 

                                              
102 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

103 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 522. 

104 Id. P 522. 

105 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.4 (0.0.0). 

106 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396).  See also, Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.          
¶ 31,323 at P 435.  As explained in the Data Exchange and Identifying Interregional 
(continued ...) 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 29 - 

planning process will trigger the procedure under which the public utility transmission 
providers, acting through their regional transmission planning processes, will jointly 
evaluate the proposed transmission project.107  

55. The Commission required that joint evaluation be conducted in the same general 
timeframe as, rather than subsequent to, each transmission planning region’s individual 
consideration of the proposed interregional transmission project.108  The Commission 
explained that, to meet the requirement to conduct the joint evaluation in the same 
general time frame, it expected public utility transmission providers to develop a timeline 
that provides a meaningful opportunity to review and evaluate through the interregional 
transmission coordination procedures information developed through the regional 
transmission planning process and, similarly, provides a meaningful opportunity to 
review and use in the regional transmission planning process information developed in 
the interregional transmission coordination procedures.109 

56. In addition, the Commission required that the compliance filing by public utility 
transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning regions include a 
description of the types of transmission studies that will be conducted to evaluate 
conditions on their neighboring transmission systems for the purpose of determining 
whether interregional transmission facilities are more efficient or cost-effective than 
regional transmission facilities.110  Additionally, the Commission directed each public 
utility transmission provider to develop procedures by which differences in the data, 
                                                                                                                                                  
Transmission Facilities section of this order, a developer must first propose an 
interregional transmission project in each regional transmission planning processes in 
which the transmission facility is proposed to be located. 

107 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506. 

108 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.  
¶ 31,323 at P 439). 

109 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 439.  Order No. 1000 does 
not require that interregional transmission projects be evaluated simultaneously by both 
regions or in joint sessions of both regions’ stakeholders.  Id. P 438. 

110 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 398, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493.  The Commission did not require any 
particular type of studies be conducted.  Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 
at P 398. 
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models, assumptions, transmission planning horizons, and criteria used to study a 
proposed interregional transmission project can be identified and resolved for purposes of 
jointly evaluating a proposed interregional transmission facility.111 

(a) Compliance Filings 

57. SPP and MISO state that they have developed a procedure to jointly evaluate 
interregional transmission facilities that are proposed to be located in their neighboring 
transmission planning regions.112  SPP and MISO state that the interregional process is 
implemented by the Joint Planning Committee, which is made up of representatives from 
the staff of SPP and MISO.113  SPP and MISO further state that the Joint Planning 
Committee will consider stakeholder inputs that are facilitated by the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  After completion of the Coordinated System 
Plan study, SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee shall produce a 
draft report documenting the transmission issues evaluated, studies performed, solutions 
considered, and, if applicable, the recommended Interregional Projects with the 
associated interregional cost allocation.  SPP and MISO state that they will provide this 
report to the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee for review and 
feedback and the updated Coordinated System Plan study report will be posted on their 
respective interregional transmission coordination websites.114  SPP and MISO propose 
that SPP and MISO would then consider any recommended interregional solution in their  

respective regional transmission planning processes.115  SPP and MISO note that each 
proposed Interregional Project needs to be approved by both regional processes to be 
implemented as an Interregional Project as a part of a Coordinated System Plan.116  As 

                                              
111 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 437, order on reh’g, Order 

No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 506, 510. 

112 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 8; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 10. 

113 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 9; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11. 

114 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.1 (0.0.0). 

115 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 9; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11.  

116 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 9; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11. 
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discussed further below, SPP and MISO assert that the revisions to the SPP-MISO JOA 
and their respective OATTs satisfy the joint evaluation procedures requirement in Order 
No. 1000.117 

58. SPP and MISO state they have developed a timeline for the joint evaluation of 
Interregional Projects that is within the same general timeframe as their respective 
regional processes.118  SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee 
recommendation of an Interregional Project(s) shall be reviewed by each region through 
its respective regional processes within six months of the Joint Planning Committee 
recommendation.  SPP and MISO add that the Joint Planning Committee may grant one 
or both regions additional time for its review.  SPP and MISO propose that, if the 
recommended Interregional Project is not approved by the regions within six months or 
any Joint Planning Committee approved extension, the proposed Interregional Project is 
“deemed rejected.”119  SPP and MISO propose that the rejected Interregional Project may 
be reevaluated and recommended by the Joint Planning Committee as part of a future 
Coordinated System Plan study.120 

59. SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee responsibilities include 
preparing and documenting detailed procedures for the development of power system 
analysis models.  SPP and MISO propose that at a minimum, and unless otherwise 
agreed, the Joint Planning Committee will develop common power system analysis 
models to perform coordinated system planning, as well as models for power flow 
analysis, short circuit analyses, and stability analyses.  SPP and MISO propose that the 
Joint Planning Committee will direct the performance of a detailed review of the 
appropriateness of applicable power system models for studies of interconnections in 
close electrical proximity at the boundaries between the SPP and MISO systems.  SPP 
and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee will also assure that the models 
used in the interregional evaluation by each planning region are sufficiently similar.  SPP 
and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee agree upon the models that are 
used to ensure confidence in the results.121  SPP and MISO propose that, at the beginning 
                                              

117 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 7; SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 9. 

118 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 15; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 17. 

119 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.6 (0.0.0). 

120 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.6 (0.0.0). 

121 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, §§ 9.1.1.1.i and 9.1.1.1.ii (0.0.0). 
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of the Coordinate System Plan study, the Joint Planning Committee develop, with input 
from the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, the scope for the 
Coordinated System Plan study, which shall include joint model(s) that will be developed 
including assumptions.122 

60. SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee will be responsible for 
facilitating the development of a joint and common model(s) that will be used for the 
Coordinated System Plan study.  SPP and MISO propose that the joint and common 
model(s) will be used by the Joint Planning Committee to perform all analysis related to 
the joint evaluation of Interregional Projects and will be based on the assumptions 
defined in the scope for the Coordinated System Plan study.  SPP and MISO propose that 
stakeholders may provide input on the joint and common model(s) developed for the 
Coordinated System Plan study through the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee.123  

(b) Comments and Protests 

61. ATC/Duke asserts that the Commission should direct SPP and MISO to develop 
procedures for jointly evaluating all projects identified by developers and other 
stakeholders in the Coordinated System Plan study.124  ATC/Duke states that SPP’s and 
MISO’s proposal falls short of the Commission’s requirement for regions to develop and 
implement procedures to evaluate proposed interregional projects125  ATC/Duke states 
that transmission providers may be unable to identify more efficient or cost effective 
solutions to the individual needs identified in the local and regional transmission planning 
processes,126 which will create uncertainty regarding whether their proposed interregional 
projects will be jointly evaluated by SPP and MISO as Order No. 1000 requires .127  
ATC/Duke argues that the proposed SPP-MISO JOA provisions would allow the RTOs 

                                              
122 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1(2) (0.0.0). 

123 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.2 (0.0.0). 

124 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 2 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

125  Id. 2-3  (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 345). 

126 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 2-4 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 368). 

127 ATC/Duke Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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to decide which projects they will study in the proposed Coordinated System Plan 
study.128   

62. Public Interest Organizations similarly assert that an interregional project that is 
under evaluation in both regional planning processes should be studied in the 
interregional planning process.  Public Interest Organizations contend that, if both RTOs 
have chosen to study an interregional project in their regional process, they should not 
object to an interregional study applying common models, assumptions and other data to 
the project.  Public Interest Organizations recommend requiring either a full Coordinated 
System Plan study or some more specific study whenever an interregional project is 
under review in both regional planning processes.129    

63. Wind Parties and Public Interest Organizations are concerned that the proposed 
SPP-MISO JOA revisions regarding the harmonization of models and assumptions 
between the two regions lack procedures for identifying and resolving differences in data, 
models, assumptions, planning horizons, and criteria exchanged for the purpose of 
evaluating potential facilities.  Public Interest Organizations note that the proposed SPP-
MISO JOA states that the Joint Planning Committee will develop joint models (including 
assumptions) and other analytical information necessary to carry out joint studies.130  
Public Interest Organizations contend that the proposal does not establish any procedures 
related to the development of those models or for reconciling differences in assumptions 
or other inputs.  Public Interest Organizations contend that, without some procedure for 
resolving differences in assumptions, the proposed SPP-MISO JOA fails to comply with 
the Order No. 1000 directive to “develop procedures by which such differences can be 
identified and resolved for purposes of jointly evaluating the proposed interregional 
transmission facility.”131  Wind Parties request that the Commission direct SPP and 
MISO to provide details on the procedures they will use to resolve any differences in 
models, data, and scenarios used for interregional planning studies.132 

                                              
128 Id. 8  (citing MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-

000, at 12-16). 

129 Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-
1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 9-10 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

130 Id. 7 (citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0). 

131 Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-
1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 7-8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order 
No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 437). 

132 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
(continued ...) 
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(c) Answers 

64. In response to ATC/Duke’s request that the Commission require SPP and MISO to 
jointly evaluate all proposed interregional projects identified by developers and other 
stakeholders,133 SPP and MISO reiterate that they have already agreed to an interregional 
planning process that goes beyond the requirements of Order No. 1000.  SPP and MISO 
state that on an annual basis the RTOs will coordinate and review with stakeholders 
identified transmission issues, including proposed solutions.  SPP and MISO contend that 
this process is more than sufficient to meet the requirements of Order No. 1000.  SPP and 
MISO state that they will continue to give due consideration to transmission issues that 
may be identified by stakeholders and third parties, but that it is unnecessary, and not 
required by Order No. 1000, for SPP and MISO to commit to fully evaluate any and 
every project that may be submitted without any preliminary screening.  SPP and MISO 
aver that, just as some initial evaluation is reasonable to determine what transmission 
needs should be studied further,134 it is also reasonable to perform similar preliminary 
evaluation on the proposed solutions for such needs.  SPP and MISO cite to the finding in 
Order No. 1000 that it is reasonable for a transmission provider to “identify, out of this 
larger set of needs, those needs for which transmission solutions will be evaluated”135 and 
that Order No. 1000 does not require that every potential transmission need proposed by 
stakeholders must be selected for further evaluation.”136  They further assert that, to the 
extent protestors believe Order No. 1000 should have required both interregional 
planning and evaluation of every project that stakeholders would recommend, such 
                                                                                                                                                  
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 8 (filed Sept. 24, 2013) (citing MISO 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 11, SPP Interregional 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 13). 

133 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 13 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) and SPP 
Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 7-8 (filed Nov. 4, 2013)  (citing ATC/Duke 
Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 10 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

134 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 14 n. 41 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) 
and SPP Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 8. (filed Nov. 4, 2013) (citing Order 
No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 209 (finding it reasonable for a 
transmission provider to “identify, out of this larger set of needs, those needs for which 
transmission solutions will be evaluated”); Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 (2012) 
at PP 302, 320 (“Order No. 1000 does not require that every potential transmission need 
proposed by stakeholders must be selected for further evaluation”)).  

135 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 209. 

136 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 302, 320. 
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arguments should have been raised in requests for rehearing and, therefore, are barred in 
this compliance proceeding.137 

65. In spite of SPP’s and MISO’s answers, ATC/Duke continues to object to the 
unlimited discretion that SPP and MISO propose to give themselves in the Coordinated 
System Planning process and the lack of formal procedures for evaluating interregional 
transmission projects proposed by developers.  ATC/Duke asserts that the Order No. 
1000 requirement to identify and jointly evaluate proposed interregional facilities require 
the RTOs to develop procedures to ensure that developers have the opportunity to have 
their projects jointly evaluated.  ATC/Duke points to SPP’s and MISO’s statement that 
there will be a preliminary screening process for proposed projects, which SPP and MISO 
suggest may alleviate the need to study every project that is submitted.138  ATC/Duke 
argues that this approach ignores the plain language of Order No. 1000, gives too much 
discretion to SPP and MISO, does not require that the RTOs jointly evaluate proposed  

transmission projects, and creates significant uncertainty for transmission developers. 139  
ATC/Duke states that the RTOs’ suggested preliminary screening process appears to be 
new and is not adequately described in the RTOs’ compliance filings (e.g., lacking the 
criteria for evaluating projects).140  ATC/Duke asks the Commission to require SPP and 
MISO to work with their stakeholders to develop appropriate procedures for evaluating 
proposed interregional projects and to require that such procedures be submitted in a 
compliance filing for Commission approval.141 

                                              
137 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 14 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) and SPP 

Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 8. (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

138 ATC/Duke Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4 
n.11 (filed Nov. 21, 2013) (citing MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 13-14 
(filed Nov. 4, 2013) and SPP Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 8 (filed Nov. 4, 
2013)) (“MISO will continue to give due consideration to transmission issues that may be 
identified by stakeholders and third parties, but it is unnecessary, and not required by 
Order No. 1000, for SPP and MISO to commit to fully evaluate any and every project 
that may be submitted without any preliminary screening”). 

139 ATC/Duke Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4 
(filed Nov. 21, 2013). 

140 ATC/Duke Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5 
n.15 (filed Nov. 21, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 
345). 

141 ATC/Duke Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5 
(continued ...) 
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(d) Commission Determination 

66. We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposed procedures for joint evaluation of 
identified interregional transmission facilities partially comply with Order No. 1000.  
SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee, under the advisement of the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, will identify and evaluate 
transmission issues and potential solutions through the development of a Coordinated 
System Plan.  Following this study, the Joint Planning Committee will produce a report 
detailing the transmission issues evaluated, studies performed, solutions considered, and, 
if applicable, the recommended interregional transmission facilities with the associated 
interregional cost allocation.  The report is provided to the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee for review, comment, and a recommendation on any 
proposed interregional transmission facility.  Thus, we find that SPP’s and MISO’s 
proposed procedures to jointly evaluate interregional transmission facilities comply with, 
and go beyond, this requirement of Order No. 1000.  

67. We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals comply with Order No. 1000’s 
requirement that the joint evaluation of interregional transmission facilities occur in the 
same general timeframe as each transmission planning region’s individual consideration 
of a proposed interregional transmission facility.  SPP and MISO state that the proposed 
process for the joint evaluation of identified interregional transmission facilities will 
proceed in parallel to the regional transmission planning processes. 

68. We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals also comply with Order No. 1000’s 
requirement that public utility transmission providers in neighboring transmission 
planning regions include a description of the types of transmission studies conducted to 
evaluate conditions on their neighboring transmission systems for the purposes of 
determining whether interregional transmission facilities are more efficient or cost-
effective than regional transmission facilities.  SPP and MISO propose that, at the 
completion of the Coordinated System Plan study, the Joint Planning Committee produce 
a draft report documenting the Coordinated System Plan study, including the 
transmission issues evaluated, studies performed, solutions considered, and, if applicable, 
the recommended interregional transmission facilities.142 

69. For several reasons, we find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposals satisfy Order      
No. 1000’s requirement that each public utility transmission provider develop procedures 
by which differences in data, models, assumptions, transmission planning horizons, and 
criteria used to study a proposed interregional transmission project can be identified and 
                                                                                                                                                  
(filed Nov. 21, 2013). 

142 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.1 (0.0.0). 
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resolved for purposes of joint evaluation.  The proposed provisions of the SPP-MISO 
JOA provide the steps that SPP and MISO will take to coordinate planning models and 
modeling assumptions.  The proposed provisions indicate that the Joint Planning 
Committee will identify any differences between SPP’s and MISO’s respective 
transmission planning data, models, assumptions, planning horizons, and criteria and 
review those differences with stakeholders through the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  The proposal states that any differences shall be 
resolved by the Joint Planning Committee and the Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee as part of the development of a joint and common model for the 
joint study of transmission issues and potential interregional transmission solutions.  We 
find that these provisions provide the specificity necessary to comply with the 
requirement of Order No. 1000.  As a result, we reject Public Interest Organizations’ and 
Wind Parties’ argument that the SPP-MISO JOA proposal fails to ensure effective 
interregional transmission coordination for purposes of joint evaluation because it lacks 
certain procedures for identifying and resolving certain differences and certain terms are 
vague. 

70. We find that Public Interest Organizations’ recommendation to require either a full 
Coordinated System Plan or some more specific study whenever an interregional 
transmission facility is under review in both regional transmission planning processes is 
unnecessary to meet the requirements of Order No. 1000.  Order No. 1000 explains that 
“submission of the interregional transmission facility in each regional transmission 
planning process will trigger the procedure under which the public utility transmission 
providers, acting through their regional transmission planning process, will jointly 
evaluate the proposed interregional transmission facility.”143  We find that the annual 
review of transmission issues provided in the SPP-MISO JOA is sufficient for a 
stakeholder to present its proposals for consideration.  However, we note that Order     
No. 1000 also stated that the regional transmission planning process should be informed 
by the evaluation conducted in the interregional transmission coordination process and 
vice versa.144  Accordingly, we expect that, if an interregional transmission facility is 
considered in both regional transmission planning processes, SPP and MISO will analyze 
the interregional transmission facility in the interregional transmission coordination 
process. 

71. We find ATC/Duke’s and Wind Parties’ concerns that third parties’ interregional 
transmission proposals may be ignored in the transmission planning process are without 
merit.  We agree with SPP and MISO that the proposed procedures in the SPP-MISO 
JOA will give due consideration to proposed transmission issues (which include potential 
                                              

143 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436. 

144 See Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 439. 
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interregional transmission solutions) that may be identified by stakeholders and third 
parties.145  We note that, if third parties believe that SPP and MISO have unreasonably 
refused to consider their proposed transmission issues (which include potential 
interregional transmission solutions), they can raise their concerns through the 
stakeholder process (e.g., the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee).  
If the issues cannot be resolved in the stakeholder process, parties may file a complaint 
with the Commission pursuant to FPA section 206. 

72. However, we find that SPP and MISO have not proposed to consider regional 
reliability needs or transmission needs driven by public policy requirements in both 
transmission planning regions as part of the joint evaluation of an interregional 
transmission facility.  In Order No. 1000-A, the Commission explained that 

[i]n Order No. 1000, the Commission determined that 
interregional transmission coordination neither requires nor 
precludes longer-term interregional transmission planning, 
including consideration of transmission needs driven by 
Public Policy Requirements.[ 146]  Order No. 1000 stated that 
whether and how to address this issue with regard to 
interregional transmission facilities is a matter for public 
utility transmission providers, through their regional 
transmission planning processes, to resolve in the 
development of compliance proposals.  We clarify that Order 
No. 1000 does not require or prohibit consideration of 
transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements as 
part of interregional transmission coordination.  However, 
such considerations are required through the regional 
transmission planning process, which is an integral part of 
interregional transmission coordination because all 

                                              
145 See Determination on Data and Information Exchange directing SPP and MISO 

to include “Transmission Issue” as a defined term in the SPP-MISO JOA that includes 
issues related to regional transmission needs driven by reliability, economics, and public 
policy requirements. 

146 Order No. 1000 defined Public Policy Requirements as requirements 
established by local, state or federal laws or regulations (i.e., enacted statutes passed by 
the legislature and signed by the executive and regulations promulgated by a relevant 
jurisdiction, whether within a state or at the federal level).  Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. 
& Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 2.  Order No. 1000-A clarified that Public Policy Requirements 
included local laws and regulations passed by a local governmental entity, such as a 
municipal or county government.  Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 319. 
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interregional transmission projects must be selected in both of 
the relevant regional transmission planning processes in order 
to receive interregional cost allocation.  Therefore, 
consideration of transmission needs driven by Public Policy 
Requirements is an essential part of the evaluation of an 
interregional transmission project, not as part of interregional 
transmission coordination, but rather as part of the relevant 
regional transmission planning processes.  As such, we 
continue to believe that the decision of whether and how to 
address these issues with regard to interregional transmission 
facilities in the regional transmission planning processes is a 
matter for public utility transmission providers to work out 
with their stakeholders in the development of compliance 
proposals.[147] 

73. MISO proposes to consider economic benefits under the joint evaluation 
procedures by measuring adjusted production cost savings of an interregional 
transmission project.148  MISO does not propose to measure benefits associated with 
reliability needs or transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.  Therefore, 
we find MISO’s proposal to consider only economic benefits does not comply with the 
joint evaluation requirements of Order No. 1000 because it does not provide a way for 
SPP and MISO in their respective regional transmission process to evaluate proposed 
interregional transmission facilities that address both transmission planning region’s 
regional reliability needs and transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.   

74. SPP proposes to consider economic benefit under the joint evaluation procedures 
by measuring adjusted production cost savings149 and consider reliability benefits by 
measuring a combination of avoided costs150 and adjusted production cost savings. 151  
SPP does not propose a benefit metric to measure benefits associated with transmission 

                                              
147 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 500. 

148  MISO, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1 (0.0.0). 

149 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1.a (0.0.0). 

150 See Public Service Co. of Colorado, 142 FERC ¶ 61,206, at P 319 (2013) 
(finding that the avoided cost approach to identifying the beneficiaries of reliability 
transmission projects reasonably captures the benefits of such transmission projects). 

151 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1.b (0.0.0).  
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needs driven by public policy requirements.152  Therefore, we find SPP’s proposal to 
consider only economic and reliability benefits does not comply with the joint evaluation 
requirements of Order No. 1000 because it does not provide a way for SPP and MISO in 
their respective regional transmission processes to evaluate proposed interregional 
transmission facilities that address both transmission planning region’s transmission 
needs driven by public policy requirements. 

75.  Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date of the 
issuance of this order, further compliance filings that revise their proposed interregional 
transmission coordination procedures so that an interregional transmission facility that 
may resolve regional reliability needs (which MISO’s proposal lacks) and transmission 
needs driven by public policy requirements (which both SPP’s and MISO’s proposals 
lack) can be considered by each respective regional transmission planning process.        

iii. Transparency and Stakeholder Participation 

76. The Commission required public utility transmission providers, either individually 
or through their transmission planning region, to maintain a website or e-mail list for the 
communication of information related to interregional transmission coordination 
procedures.153  While public utility transmission providers may maintain such 
information on an existing public utility transmission provider’s website or a regional 
transmission planning website, the information must be posted in a way that enables 
stakeholders to distinguish between information related to interregional transmission 
coordination and information related to regional transmission planning.154 

77. In order to facilitate stakeholder involvement, the Commission required public 
utility transmission providers, “subject to appropriate confidentiality protections and 
[Critical Energy Infrastructure Information] requirements,” to “make transparent the 
analyses undertaken and determinations reached by neighboring transmission planning 
regions in the identification and evaluation of interregional transmission facilities.”155  
The Commission also required that each public utility transmission provider describe in 

                                              
152 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1.c (0.0.0) (stating that the Joint 

Planning Committee will develop a benefit metric for projects identified as primarily 
addressing public policy issue). 

153 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 458. 

154 Id. 

155 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 520 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 465 n.365). 
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its OATT how the regional transmission planning process will enable stakeholders to 
provide meaningful and timely input with respect to the consideration of interregional 
transmission facilities.156 

(a) Compliance Filings 

78. SPP and MISO propose that each will maintain webpages on their respective 
websites dedicated to the communication of information on interregional transmission 
coordination procedures.  SPP and MISO state that, to ensure consistency, they will 
coordinate the documents and information posted on their respective websites.  At a 
minimum, SPP and MISO propose that each website will include:  (1) a link to the SPP-
MISO JOA; (2) notice of scheduled Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee meetings; (3) links to materials for Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee meetings; and (4) documents relating to Coordinated System Plan 
studies.157  Additionally, SPP and MISO propose that information shared between the 
parties as part of the interregional transmission planning process will appropriately 
protect confidential information and Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII).158 

79. SPP and MISO state that their respective stakeholders will have an opportunity to 
participate fully in the evaluation of any proposed Interregional Projects through the 
regional processes of SPP and MISO.159  In addition, SPP and MISO propose that 
stakeholders will be represented and able to provide input through the stakeholder-driven 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  SPP and MISO explain that the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee advises the Joint Planning 
Committee on the identification and evaluation of transmission issues and potential 
solutions in connection with the determination and development of a Coordinated System 
Plan.  SPP and MISO propose that the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
                                              

156 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 522.  

157 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 12; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 13-14 (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.1.4 (0.0.0)). 

158 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 11; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 13 (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.2.1 (0.0.0) and § 9.2.2 (0.0.0)). 

159 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 12; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 13-14 (citing 
MISO, Tariff, Attachment FF, § I.C.2 (14.0.0) and SPP, OATT, Attachment O, § IV.6 
(2.0.0)). 
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Committee shall meet at least annually, during the third quarter of each year, and more 
frequently when necessary during the development of a Coordinated System Plan.  SPP 
and MISO propose that each of them will define and be represented by its voting group.  
SPP and MISO add that each voting group will represent one vote and may provide a 
recommendation to the Joint Planning Committee on behalf of the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee.160  SPP and MISO propose that the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee can make recommendations to the Joint 
Planning Committee concerning both the need to study transmission issues and solutions 
and the appropriate action on any solutions identified in the draft of the Joint Planning 
Committee’s report on the results of a study.161  

80. The proposed SPP-MISO JOA provides that, when the Coordinated System Plan 
study is complete, the Joint Planning Committee will produce a draft report documenting 
the study, including transmission issues evaluated, studies performed, solutions 
considered, and transmission projects recommended.  SPP and MISO explain that the 
Coordinated System Plan will be provided to the Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee for comments and review.162  SPP and MISO propose that the Joint 
Planning Committee will vote on whether to recommend the Interregional Project(s) and 
the associated cost allocation to each party’s regional process for review and approval, 
taking into consideration the recommendation of the Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee.  SPP and MISO state that the final Coordinated System Plan will 
include, among other things, the analyses performed and the results and will be posted to 
SPP’s and MISO’s interregional transmission coordination webpages.163 

(b) Comments and Protests 

81. Wind Parties express concerns about the make-up of the SPP members of the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  They state that, because the 
SPP members of the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee will be 
members of the current SPP seams work group plus any transmission owner that is 
                                              

160 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 12-13; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 14-15 (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.2 (1.0.0)). 

161 MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 13; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 15 (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0), § 9.3.2.5 (0.0.0), and § 9.3.3.5.1 (0.0.0)). 

162 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.1 (0.0.0). 

163 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.2 (0.0.0). 
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located on the seam, the proposed structure favors incumbent transmission companies to 
the detriment of independent power producers, transmission-dependent utilities, and 
merchant transmission companies.  Wind Parties argue that this structural issue is critical 
because the SPP portion of the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
will have voting rights, which will reflect the position of the SPP portion of the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  Wind Parties allege that SPP 
staff members have stated that they will follow the wishes of the SPP portion of the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee group in taking positions on the 
Joint Planning Committee.164  Wind Parties state that the membership of the seams 
working group is intended to be balanced between transmission owners and others.165  
They assert nevertheless that this proposed structure will lessen the value and effect of 
input from important stakeholder groups and give a veto to the interests of incumbent 
transmission companies in all aspects of the decisions of the Joint Planning Committee, 
including the modeling and assessment of interregional transmission solutions.  Wind 
Parties ask the Commission to require SPP to explain this proposed membership 
structure, why the proposal is not unduly discriminatory, and whether it may in certain 
cases prevent achieving solutions that result in just and reasonable rates.166 

82. Public Interest Organizations support SPP’s and MISO’s use of the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee as a forum for stakeholder review and input 
into coordinated system planning. 167  Public Interest Organizations state that the 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee forum will provide an Order  
No. 1000-compliant opportunity for stakeholder engagement.  However, Public Interest 
Organizations are concerned that not all relevant analyses and determinations will be 
sufficiently transparent for stakeholder review.  They note that the SPP-MISO JOA 
                                              

164 Wind Parties state that SPP approved using this group as the official 
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee membership for SPP, plus any 
additional SPP transmission members that have assets located on the seam, and SPP staff 
members have stated on several occasions that they will follow the wishes of this group 
in taking positions on the Joint Planning Committee.  Wind Parties Comments, Docket 
Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 11 (filed 
Sept. 24, 2013).   

165 Id. at 11.  (“The [seams work group] is a working group within the SPP which 
is supposedly ‘balanced’ under SPP’s tariff with members from transmission and non-
transmission owning members”). 

166 Id. at 11 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

167 Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-
1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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commits both SPP and MISO to maintain a website containing specified interregional 
transmission coordination information, including “documents related to Coordinated 
System Plan studies.”168  Public Interest Organizations argue that this requirement does 
not state “all documents” or “all documents subject to confidentiality requirements” or 
provide a list of the types of documents that will be provided, and, therefore, SPP and 
MISO have not ensured sufficient transparency.  Public Interest Organizations ask the 
Commission to require SPP and MISO to post all of the studies and documents (subject 
to Commission-accepted confidentiality requirements) related to Interregional Projects 
that have been jointly identified and that are under review and the rationales for decisions 
not to pursue joint evaluation of specific Interregional Projects proposed by 
stakeholders.169    

(c) Answers 

83. In response to the Public Interest Organizations’ request for the SPP-MISO JOA to 
explicitly provide for access to “all documents,” SPP and MISO explain that the 
requirement to provide “documents related to Coordinated System Plan studies” includes 
all documents that bear a relationship to the performance of such studies, subject to 
applicable confidentiality requirements.  Therefore, SPP and MISO argue that their 
proposal is compliant with the transparency requirements of Order No. 1000. 170 

(d) Commission Determination 

84. We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposed revisions to the SPP-MISO JOA 
concerning transparency and stakeholder participation partially comply with the 
requirements of Order No. 1000.  Specifically, we find that the proposed revisions 
comply with the requirement to maintain a website or email list for the communication of 
information related to interregional transmission coordination.  Specifically, the proposed 
SPP-MISO JOA provides that SPP and MISO will each maintain their own webpages 
dedicated to interregional transmission coordination information between SPP and MISO.  
Additionally, under the Joint Planning Committee, SPP and MISO will coordinate to 
ensure the consistency of information, which shall contain at a minimum:  (1) a link to 
                                              

168 Id. (citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.1.4 (0.0.0) (emphasis added by 
Public Interest Organizations)). 

169 Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-
1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 8-9 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

170 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 15 (filed Nov. 4, 2013); SPP 
Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 10 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) (citing SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.1.4 (0.0.0)). 
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the SPP-MISO JOA; (2) notices of Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee meetings and materials; and (3) documents related to Coordinated System 
Plan studies.171  These proposed revisions satisfy Order No. 1000. 

85. SPP and MISO propose that information shared between the parties as part of the 
interregional transmission planning process will appropriately protect confidential 
information and CEII.  We find that these provisions also meet the transparency 
requirements of Order No. 1000, by allowing transmission providers to communicate 
information related to the interregional transmission coordination procedures.   

86. We agree with SPP and MISO that Public Interest Organizations’ request that SPP 
and MISO add language stating that they must post all documents and studies on their 
websites is unnecessary.  SPP and MISO have explained that the requirement to provide 
“documents related to Coordinated System Plan studies” in the SPP-MISO JOA includes 
all documents that bear a relationship to the performance of such studies, subject to 
applicable confidentiality requirements.  For this reason, we find the proposed language 
sufficiently indicates that SPP and MISO are required to post all documents related to the 
Coordinated System Plan studies.  We note that, if in practice all these documents are not 
posted, stakeholders may file a complaint with the Commission pursuant to FPA section 
206 raising this issue. 

87. We find that SPP’s and MISO’s proposed revisions to the SPP-MISO JOA 
concerning opportunities for stakeholders to participate and provide input into the 
interregional transmission coordination processes comply with the requirements of Order 
No. 1000.  First, we find that the proposal to create the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee as a venue for stakeholders to be represented and for 
them to provide input satisfies Order No. 1000.  We find that allowing the Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee to provide recommendations to the Joint 
Planning Committee gives stakeholders sufficient opportunity to provide input during the 
identification of interregional transmission issues and the evaluation of interregional 
transmission solutions.  Additionally, we find that allowing the Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee to review and comment on the draft report that 
documents the Coordinated System Plan study, including the transmission issues 
evaluated, studies performed, solutions considered, and transmission projects 
recommended, prior to the Joint Planning Committee voting on the whether to 
recommend interregional transmission facilities for SPP and MISO to consider in their 
respective regional transmission planning processes satisfies the stakeholder participation 
requirements of Order No. 1000. 

                                              
171 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.1.4 (0.0.0). 
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88. We agree with Wind Parties that the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee voting process must be clarified.  The proposed SPP-MISO JOA states that 
“[Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee] participation is open to all 
stakeholders,”172  but the proposed SPP-MISO JOA does not define or otherwise explain 
the voting process for SPP or MISO.  In the absence of such an explanation, we find 
unclear how that voting process will  achieve the goal of enabling all stakeholders to 
participate fully in the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, 
including which stakeholders will be participating in the voting process and how the 
votes of those that do participate will be considered.  Therefore, we agree with Wind 
Parties that, without transparency into how the voting process is defined, the potential for 
the voting process to lessen the value of input from particular stakeholder groups exists.  
Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance 
of this order, a compliance filing that revises the SPP-MISO JOA to explain how all 
stakeholders can participate in the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee, which stakeholders will participate in the Interregional Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee voting process and how their votes will be considered. 

2. Cost Allocation 

89. In Order No. 1000, the Commission required each public utility transmission 
provider in a transmission planning region to have, together with the public utility 
transmission providers in its own transmission planning region and a neighboring 
transmission planning region in its interconnection, a common method or methods for 
allocating the costs of a new interregional transmission facility among the beneficiaries of 
that transmission facility in the two neighboring transmission planning regions in which 
the transmission facility is located.173   The Commission found that the method or 
methods for interregional transmission cost allocation used by two transmission planning 
regions may be different from the method or methods used by either of them for regional 
transmission cost allocation.174  The Commission added that the method or methods for 
allocating a region’s share of the cost of an interregional transmission facility may differ 
from the method or methods for allocating the cost of a regional facility within that 
region.175  The Commission clarified that it would not require each transmission planning 
                                              

172 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.2.1 (0.0.0). 

173 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 578, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 626, 634. 

174 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 733, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

175 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 733; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 47 - 

region to have the same interregional cost allocation method or methods with each of its 
neighbors, but rather that each pair of transmission planning regions could develop its 
own approach to interregional cost allocation that satisfied both transmission planning  

regions’ transmission needs and concerns, as long as that approach satisfied the 
interregional cost allocation principles.176   

90. The Commission required that, for an interregional transmission facility to be 
eligible to receive interregional cost allocation, each of the neighboring transmission 
planning regions in which the interregional transmission facility is proposed to be located 
must select the facility in its regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.177  
The Commission clarified that, if one of the regional transmission planning processes 
does not select the interregional transmission facility to receive interregional cost 
allocation, neither the transmission developer nor the other transmission planning region 
may allocate the costs of that interregional transmission facility under the provisions of 
Order No. 1000 to the region that did not select the interregional transmission facility.178 

91. The Commission required each public utility transmission provider to show on 
compliance that its cost allocation method or methods for interregional cost allocation are 
just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential by demonstrating that 
each method satisfies the six interregional cost allocation principles described in Order 
No. 1000.179  The Commission took a principles-based approach because it recognized 
that regional differences may warrant distinctions in cost allocation methods among 
transmission planning regions.180  The Commission recognized that a variety of methods 
for cost allocation, including postage stamp cost allocation, may satisfy the set of general 
principles.181  The Commission stated that the cost allocation principles do not apply to 
                                              

176 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 627 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 580). 

177 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 628, 635 (citing Order No. 1000, 
FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436). 

178 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 635. 

179 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 603; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 638. 

180 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 604; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 638. 

181 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 605; Order No. 1000-A at 
P 683. 
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other new, non-Order No. 1000 transmission facilities and therefore did not foreclose the 
opportunity for a developer or individual customer to voluntarily assume the costs of a 
new transmission facility.182  The Commission also explained that Order No. 1000 
permits participant funding but not as an interregional cost allocation method.183   

92. The Commission stated that, in an RTO or ISO transmission planning region, the 
cost allocation method or methods must be filed in the RTO or ISO OATT; while, in a 
non-RTO/ISO transmission planning region, the method or methods must be filed in the 
OATT of each public utility transmission provider in the transmission planning region.184  
The Commission stated that, in either instance, such cost allocation method or methods 
must be consistent with the interregional cost allocation principles in Order No. 1000.185  
The Commission noted that, if public utility transmission providers in a region or pair of 
regions could not agree, the Commission would use the record in the relevant compliance 
filing proceeding(s) as a basis to develop a cost allocation method or methods that meets 
the Commission’s requirements.186 

93. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1 specifies that the costs of a new 
interregional transmission facility must be allocated to each transmission planning region 
in which that transmission facility is located in a manner that is at least roughly 
commensurate with the estimated benefits of that transmission facility in each of the 
transmission planning regions.  In determining the beneficiaries of interregional 
transmission facilities, transmission planning regions may consider benefits including, 
but not limited to, those associated with maintaining reliability and sharing reserves, 
production cost savings and congestion relief, and/or meeting Public Policy  

                                              
182 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 603; Order No. 1000-A at 

P 638. 

183 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 723-729; Order            
No. 1000-A at PP 718, 726-737. 

184 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 578; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

185 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 578; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

186 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 607; Order No. 1000-B, 
141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 66. 
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Requirements.187  Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1 precludes an allocation where 
the benefits received are trivial in relation to the costs to be borne.188 

94. Order No. 1000 does not prescribe a particular definition of “benefits” or 
“beneficiaries.”189  The Commission stated in Order No. 1000-A that, “while Order     
No. 1000 does not define benefits and beneficiaries, it does require the public utility 
transmission providers in each transmission planning region to be definite about benefits 
and beneficiaries for purposes of their cost allocation methods.”190  In addition, for a cost 
allocation method or methods to be accepted by the Commission as Order No. 1000-
compliant, the method will have to specify clearly and definitively the benefits and the 
class of beneficiaries.191  A benefit used by public utility transmission providers in an 
interregional cost allocation method or methods must be an identifiable benefit, and the 
transmission facility cost allocated must be roughly commensurate with that benefit.192  
The Commission stated that, once beneficiaries are identified, public utility transmission 
providers would then be able to identify what is the more efficient or cost-effective 
transmission solution or assess whether costs are being allocated at least roughly 
commensurate with benefits.193  Each regional transmission planning process must 
provide entities who will receive interregional cost allocation an understanding of the 
identified benefits on which the cost allocation is based.194  Order No. 1000-A stated that 
public utility transmission providers in each transmission planning region, in consultation 
with their stakeholders, may consider proposals to allocate costs directly to generators as 
beneficiaries that could be subject to interregional cost allocation, but any such allocation 

                                              
187 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 622, order on reh’g, Order 
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188 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 639.  

189 Id. P 624; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 655, 674, 676-679. 

190 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 679. 

191 Id. P 678. 

192 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 625. 

193 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 679. 
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prior to the recovery of such costs through a formula rate). 
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must not be inconsistent with the generator interconnection process under Order          
No. 2003.195 

95. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 2 specifies that a transmission planning 
region that receives no benefit from an interregional transmission facility that is located 
in that region, either at present or in a likely future scenario, must not be involuntarily 
allocated any of the costs of that transmission facility.196  All cost allocation methods 
must provide for allocation of the entire prudently incurred cost of a transmission project 
to prevent stranded costs.197  To the extent that public utility transmission providers 
propose a cost allocation method or methods that consider the benefits and costs of a 
group of new transmission facilities and adequately support their proposal, Interregional 
Cost Allocation Principle 2 would not require a showing that every individual 
transmission facility in the group of transmission facilities provides benefits to every 
beneficiary allocated a share of costs of that group of transmission facilities.198 

96. The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that public utility transmission 
providers may rely on scenario analyses in the preparation of a regional transmission plan 
and the selection of new transmission facilities for cost allocation.199  Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 2 would be satisfied if a project or group of projects is shown to 
have benefits in one or more of the transmission planning scenarios identified by public 
utility transmission providers in their Commission-approved Order No. 1000-compliant 
cost allocation methods.200  The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-B that, when it 
made this finding, it did not intend to remove the “likely future scenarios” concept from 
transmission planning and that likely future scenarios can be an important factor in public 

                                              
195 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 760, order on reh’g, Order 

No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 680. 

196 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 637, order on reh’g, Order 
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utility transmission providers’ consideration of transmission projects and in the 
identification of beneficiaries consistent with the cost causation principle.201 

97. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 specifies that, if a benefit to cost 
threshold ratio is used to determine whether an interregional transmission facility has 
sufficient net benefits to qualify for interregional cost allocation, the ratio must not be so 
large as to exclude a transmission facility with significant positive net benefits from cost 
allocation.202  Public utility transmission providers located in the neighboring 
transmission planning regions may choose to use such a threshold to account for 
uncertainty in the calculation of benefits and costs. 203  If adopted, such a threshold may 
not include a ratio of benefits to costs that exceeds 1.25 unless the pair of regions justify 
and the Commission approves a higher ratio.204  

98. The Commission stated that Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 did not 
require the use of a benefit to cost ratio threshold.205  The Commission did not specify 
whether or how an interregional benefit-cost threshold should be applied when selecting a 
project in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation or which costs 
should be included when calculating a benefit-cost threshold to use in this selection 
process.206  However, if a transmission planning region chooses to have such a threshold, 
Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 limited the threshold to one that is not so high 
as to block inclusion of many worthwhile transmission projects in the regional 
transmission plan.207  The Commission allowed public utility transmission providers in a 
transmission planning region to use a lower ratio without a separate showing and to use a 

                                              
201 Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 72. 

202 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 646, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 692. 

203 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 646, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 692. 

204 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 646, order on reh’g Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 692. 

205 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 647, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 693. 

206 Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 64. 

207 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 647, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 693. 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 52 - 

higher threshold if they justify it and the Commission approves a greater ratio.208  The 
Commission stated that, if the issue of whether any benefit to cost ratio threshold for an 
interregional transmission facility may supersede the ratio for a transmission planning 
region’s regional transmission cost allocation should be presented on compliance, the 
Commission would address it then based on the specific facts in that filing.209 

99. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 4 specifies that costs allocated for an 
interregional transmission facility must assign costs only to the transmission planning 
regions in which the interregional transmission facility is located. 210  Costs cannot be 
assigned involuntarily to a transmission planning region in which that interregional 
transmission facility is not located. 211  However, interregional transmission coordination 
must identify consequences for other transmission planning regions, such as upgrades 
that may be required in a third transmission planning region and, if the transmission 
providers in the regions in which the interregional transmission facility is located agree to 
bear costs associated with such upgrades, then the interregional cost allocation method 
must include provisions for allocating the costs of such upgrades among the beneficiaries 
in the transmission planning regions in which the interregional transmission facility is 
located.212  The Commission noted that, given the option for a transmission planning 
region in which an interregional transmission facility is not located to voluntarily be 
assigned costs, regions are free to negotiate interregional transmission arrangements that 
allow for the allocation of costs to beneficiaries that are not located in the same 
transmission planning region as any given interregional transmission facility.213 

100. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5 specifies that the cost allocation method 
and data requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries for an 
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interregional transmission facility must be transparent with adequate documentation to 
allow a stakeholder to determine how they were applied to a proposed interregional 
transmission facility.214  

101. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6 specifies that the public utility 
transmission providers located in neighboring transmission planning regions may choose 
to use a different cost allocation method for different types of interregional transmission 
facilities, such as interregional transmission facilities needed for reliability, congestion 
relief, or to achieve Public Policy Requirements.215  Each cost allocation method must be 
set out clearly and explained in detail in the compliance filing.216  If public utility 
transmission providers choose to have a different cost allocation method for each type of 
transmission facility, there can be only one cost allocation method for each type.217 

a. Interregional Transmission Project Criteria 

i. Proposals 

102. SPP and MISO state that they have been unable to reach agreement about the 
criteria they will use to determine whether an Interregional Project will be eligible for 
interregional cost allocation and therefore each party has proposed a version for the 
Commission’s consideration.218  SPP and MISO agree that to be eligible for interregional 
cost allocation an Interregional Project must have:  (i) a minimum total project cost of   
$5 million; (ii) be evaluated as part of the Coordinated System Plan and recommended by 
the Joint Planning Committee; (iii) benefits to SPP and MISO of five percent or greater 
of the total benefits identified for the combined SPP and MISO region; and (iv) an in-
service date within 10 years from the Interregional Project’s approval by the respective 
Board of Directors of SPP and MISO.219  However, SPP and MISO disagree on a final 
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criterion.  MISO proposes to require that an Interregional Project be approved as a 
Market Efficiency Project220 under MISO’s Tariff and as an Interregional Project under 
the terms of the SPP Tariff.221  In contrast, SPP proposes that an Interregional Project 
must be “approved by both [p]arties in their respective regional planning process as 
outlined in their respective [Open Access Transmission Tariffs].”222 

103. MISO states that it proposes to rely on Market Efficiency Projects as the only   
category of Interregional Project that is eligible for interregional cost allocation with SPP 
because Market Efficiency Projects allow for the consideration of reliability, economic 
and public policy issues.223  MISO states that Multi-Value Projects are “not suitable for 
interregional coordination, planning, and cost allocation with SPP” or with MISO’s other 
neighboring transmission planning regions.  MISO states that Multi-Value Projects are 
required to be evaluated on a portfolio basis to ensure that the benefits are spread broadly 
across the MISO region consistent with the 100 percent system-wide allocation of costs 
                                                                                                                                                  
MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1(i)-(ii), (iv)-(v) (0.0.0)).  

220 Market Efficiency Projects are defined as: 

Network Upgrades:  (i) that are proposed by the Transmission 
Provider, Transmission Owner(s), ITC(s), Market Participant(s), or 
regulatory authorities; (ii) that are found to be eligible for inclusion 
in the [MTEP] or are approved pursuant to…the [MISO 
Transmission Owners Agreement]…; (iii) that have a Project Cost of 
$5 million or more; (iv) that involve facilities with voltages of 345 
kV or higher; and that may include any lower voltage facilities of 
100 kV or above that collectively constitute less than fifty percent 
(50%) of the combined project cost, and without which the 345 kV 
or higher facilities could not deliver sufficient benefit to meet the 
required [1.25] benefit-to-cost ratio threshold…; (v) that are not 
determined to be Multi Value Projects; and (vi) that are found to 
have regional benefits under…Attachment FF. 
 

MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, Attachment FF, § II.B.  
221 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 19 

(citing MISO, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1 (iii) (0.0.0)). 

222 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 20 (citing 
SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1(iii) (0.0.0)). 

223 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 19. 
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for Multi-Value Projects.  MISO argues that, to be approved under MISO’s regional cost 
allocation methods as a Multi-Value Project, an Interregional Project would have to meet 
this same requirement tied to 100 percent regional cost allocation, which does not align 
with the current regional cost allocation methods of the SPP planning region.224  MISO 
states that, taking into account the requirements for regional approval of Multi-Value 
Projects and the differences with the cost allocation processes and methods of the SPP 
planning region, MISO believes that the Market Efficiency Project cost allocation method 
better aligns with the processes of SPP at this time.  MISO adds that it provides a more 
likely path towards the approval of Interregional Projects to the benefit of customers in 
both regions, given the current difference in SPP’s and MISO’s regional cost allocation 
mechanisms.225  For example, MISO states that Market Efficiency Projects would make it 
more feasible for SPP and MISO to resolve any differences between their modeling and 
other data that could otherwise impede the effective joint evaluation of transmission 
needs and the benefits of potential Interregional Projects.226 

104. SPP disagrees with MISO’s proposal to use Market Efficiency Projects as the only 
category of transmission facility that is eligible for interregional cost allocation.  SPP 
notes that the MISO Tariff defines a Market Efficiency Project to include upgrades 
involving facilities with voltages of 345 kV or higher (that may include any lower voltage 
facilities of 100 kV or above as necessary to facilitate the 345 kV facilities) with a cost-
benefit ratio of 1.25.  SPP therefore asserts that MISO’s proposal is more restrictive than 
what the MISO Tariff provides because it limits Interregional Projects that are eligible for 
interregional cost allocation to those approved as Market Efficiency Projects and 
excludes transmission projects with a voltage primarily less than 345 kV and projects that 
are primarily needed to resolve reliability issues or provide public policy benefits.227  SPP 
argues that its proposed language would be less restrictive than MISO’s proposal and 
would allow an Interregional Project to qualify for interregional cost allocation by 
providing reliability, economic, public policy benefits, or that are of a lower voltage level 
than 345 kV.228   

105. SPP argues that MISO’s proposal that an Interregional Project must be approved 
as a MISO Market Efficiency Project does not comply with the “coordination and joint 
                                              

224 Id. 20. 

225 Id. 

226 Id. 

227 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 21. 

228 Id. 21-22. 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 56 - 

evaluation” requirements of Order No. 1000.229  SPP states that excluding transmission 
projects that primarily address reliability or public policy issues, and transmission 
projects that primarily have a voltage below 345 kV, severely limits the possibility of 
identifying interregional transmission facilities that could address transmission needs 
more efficiently or cost-effectively than separate regional transmission facilities.230  SPP 
further states that, under MISO’s proposal, to qualify for interregional cost allocation, an 
Interregional Project’s voltage level must primarily be greater than 345 kV, so that at 
least 51 percent of a transmission facility must be at a voltage level greater than 345 kV.  
SPP states that, based on SPP’s planning models, approximately 80 percent of the 
interconnections between SPP and MISO are at a voltage level less than 345 kV.  Thus, 
SPP concludes that many opportunities for more efficient or cost-effective resolution of 
issues near the SPP-MISO seam will be precluded from being considered by using 
MISO’s proposed criteria, contrary to the policy goals established in Order No. 1000.231  
SPP further states that removing transmission projects less than 345 kV from 
consideration as potential interregional solutions may bias the cost-effective analysis 
towards higher-voltage and possibly less economically efficient and cost-effective 
solutions.232 

ii. Supporting Parties Comments 

106. MISO, MISO Transmission Owners, and Xcel support MISO’s proposal.  MISO 
states that Market Efficiency Projects are the only regionally cost-allocated project 
category that is appropriate for interregional transmission coordination and cost 
allocation.233  In addition, MISO argues that Multi-Value Projects are also not suitable 
for interregional cost allocation with SPP because SPP does not have a type of regionally 
cost-allocated project similar enough to Multi-Value Projects.234  MISO states, however, 
that Market Efficiency Projects are suitable for interregional cost allocation with SPP 
because SPP has a type of regionally cost-allocated project that is similar to Market 
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Efficiency Projects.235  MISO also states that, while the 345 kV threshold is necessary for 
interregional/regional cost allocation under Order No. 1000, both the regional and 
interregional processes can also consider participant-funded options for lower voltage 
projects that do not meet MISO’s Market Efficiency Project criteria.  MISO adds that the 
interregional study will also identify lower voltage options that could be better solutions 
for identified needs, although such solutions would not involve interregional cost 
allocation.236 

107. MISO states that the Market Efficiency Project category also accounts for 
reliability needs and benefits, as exemplified by the fact that a project that satisfies both 
Market Efficiency Project and Baseline Reliability Project classification criteria will be 
classified as a Market Efficiency Project.237  In addition, MISO states that Order No. 
1000 does not require consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements in the interregional transmission coordination process.  Nonetheless, MISO 
states that Market Efficiency Projects can also take public policy considerations into 
account.238 

108. MISO Transmission Owners similarly argue that SPP’s proposal would wrongly 
impose interregional cost allocation on transmission projects that are not eligible for such 
treatment because they do not satisfy the threshold eligibility requirement for regional 
cost allocation.239  MISO Transmission Owners argue that SPP’s proposed formulation of 
the criteria would expand the scope of the SPP-MISO JOA to include projects that 
primarily address reliability or public policy issues and do not have the agreed-to benefit 
to cost ratio of 1.25 and that primarily have a voltage below 345 kV.240  MISO 
Transmission Owners assert that these changes would create conflicts with provisions of 
the Commission-accepted MISO Tariff and create inconsistencies across MISO seams 
that would result in inefficiencies and a lack of clarity in procedures.241  In addition, 
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MISO Transmission Owners argue that SPP’s proposal does not provide any way to meet 
the clear requirement of Order No. 1000 that transmission projects must be selected in 
both transmission planning regions’ regional plans to be eligible for interregional cost 
allocation.242  MISO Transmission Owners state that use of Market Efficiency Projects as 
the basis for interregional cost allocation meets both the requirements of Order No. 1000 
and the Commission’s six cost allocation principles.243   

109. MISO Transmission Owners further state that SPP’s proposal to expand the 
interregional classification criteria to include public policy transmission projects is not 
supported by Order No. 1000 or existing tariffs.244  MISO Transmission Owners state that 
under the MISO Tariff, such transmission projects are considered Multi-Value Projects, 
which are evaluated on a portfolio basis to ensure that the benefits are spread broadly 
across the MISO region, consistent with the 100 percent system-wide allocation of costs 
for Multi-Value Projects.  MISO Transmission Owners contend that there is no 
comparable transmission project cost allocation designation within SPP at this time, and 
thus the cost allocation proposed by SPP does not align with MISO’s Multi-Value Project 
structure.  MISO Transmission Owners request that, if the Commission finds that a 
broader scope than that proposed by MISO should be included in interregional cost 
allocation, the Commission consider requiring MISO to develop a tieline based 
mechanism for evaluation of cross-border reliability projects.245 

110. Xcel states that SPP seeks to set aside the Commission-approved regional 
transmission planning process that MISO employs.246  Xcel states that, if the Commission 
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seeks a broader scope than that proposed by MISO, it supports the alternative tie-line 
based concept put forward by the MISO Transmission Owners.247 

111. In its answer, MISO reiterates that Order No. 1000 requires that the interregional 
transmission coordination and joint evaluation requirements, and potential interregional 
solutions, be limited to transmission projects that can be approved by each neighboring 
transmission planning region’s regional process and can be included in their respective 
transmission plans “for purposes of regional cost allocation.”248  MISO states that the 
Commission accepted MISO’s proposal to comply with regional cost allocation 
requirements through Market Efficiency Projects as well as Multi-Value Projects.249  
MISO adds that the Market Efficiency Project category is the only regionally cost-
allocated project category that currently has a comparable type of project in SPP.250  
MISO argues that, because the Commission accepted MISO’s proposed use of Market 
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selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation[.]).  MISO 
Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 4 (filed Nov. 4 n.12, 2013). 

249 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 5 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) (citing 
First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,215 at PP 434-445). 

250 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 5 (filed Nov. 4, 2013).  The 
SPP Transmission Owners assert that “any project approved in accordance with SPP’s 
regional planning process would be eligible for consideration” as an interregional project. 
SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 6 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (emphasis in original).  MISO states, however, that it 
appears SPP’s regional process also includes the evaluation and approval of facilities 
below 100 kV, which are not eligible for regional cost allocation under the SPP tariff, and 
as such would not be eligible for consideration as interregional projects.  See 2013 SPP 
Transmission Expansion Plan Report at 14, 40-53 (Appendix A - Complete List of 
Network Upgrades), which was approved by SPP’s Board of Directors on Jan. 29, 2013 
(available at:  http://www.spp.org/publications/2013STEPReport.pdf). Therefore, not 
every project approved by SPP’s regional process would be eligible to be considered as a 
potential interregional project.  MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 5 n.14 
(filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

http://www.spp.org/publications/2013STEPReport.pdf).
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Efficiency Projects (along with Multi-Value Projects) for regional cost allocation 
compliance, the 345 kV voltage threshold for Market Efficiency Projects also applies to 
their consideration as potential Interregional Projects.251  MISO reiterates that, while the 
345 kV threshold is necessary for MISO’s regional and interregional cost allocation 
under Order No. 1000, both the regional and interregional processes can also consider 
participant-funded options for lower voltage transmission projects that do not meet 
MISO’s Market Efficiency Project criteria.  Moreover, MISO states that lower voltage 
options could be the preferred solutions, although they would not involve regional or 
interregional cost allocation as Market Efficiency Projects under the MISO Tariff and 
lower voltage solutions will not be excluded from the scope of the interregional study that 
will evaluate alternatives to address identified transmission issues.252 

iii. Opposing Parties Comments 

112. Multiple commenters argue that MISO’s proposal to limit interregional 
transmission projects to those that qualify as Market Efficiency Projects does not comply 
with Order No. 1000 because it does not permit consideration of the reliability and/or 
public policy benefits that may be provided by interregional transmission projects.253 

113. Western Farmers state that Order No. 1000 requires the identification of 
“transmission facilities that more efficiently or cost-effectively meet the region’s 
reliability, economic and Public Policy Requirements.”254  Western Farmers argue that, 
                                              

251 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 6 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

252Id. 

253 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 5-8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); Wind Parties 
Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-
1945-000, at 11-20 (filed Sept. 24, 2013); East Texas Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. 
ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4-8 (filed September 9, 2013); Indiana 
Commission Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 3-8 (filed 
Sept. 9, 2013); ITC Companies Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 6-9 (filed Aug. 26, 2013); Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket 
Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 3-16 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); Public Interest 
Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, 
and ER13-1945-000, at 11-15 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); SPP Transmission Owners 
Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4-13 (filed Sept. 9, 
2013); Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 4-5 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

 254 Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
(continued ...) 
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by focusing on only economic benefits, MISO would exclude interregional projects 
addressing other or additional transmission needs from the regional plan’s project 
selection process.255  Western Farmers disagree with MISO’s claims that its Market 
Efficiency Projects can also address reliability and public policy issues.256  Western 
Farmers argue that, “rather than bury[ing] the consideration of reliability and public 
policy requirements in MISO’s [Market Efficiency Projects], the interregional process 
should be transparent in the consideration of benefits related to reliability and public 
policy requirements” to enable stakeholders to determine the full scope of benefits of an 
interregional transmission project. 257  Arkansas Electric, Wind Parties, East Texas 
Cooperatives, and Public Interest Organizations similarly state that MISO’s use of 
Market Efficiency Project for interregional transmission projects is inappropriate because 
the Market Efficiency Project identification process fails to adequately consider 
benefits.258 

114. Wind Parties, East Texas Cooperatives, ITC Companies, Public Interest 
Organizations, SPP Transmission Owners, and Western Farmers state that MISO’s 
proposal to rely solely on Market Efficiency Projects as the interregional cost allocation 
method does not comply with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1.259  East Texas 
                                                                                                                                                  
000, at 4 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at   
P 11). 

 255 Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 4 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at   
P 443). 

 256 Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 4 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket    
No. ER13-1938-000, at 19). 

 257 Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 4-5 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

258 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); Wind Parties Comments, 
Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 
18 (filed Sept. 24, 2013); East Texas Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 
and ER13-1938-000, at 6 (filed September 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. 
& Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 203); Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-
1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 14 (filed Sept. 9, 
2013). 

259 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
(continued ...) 
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Cooperatives state that the inclusion of reliability and public policy benefits are 
specifically permitted by Order No. 1000. 260   

115. SPP Transmission Owners add that it is not possible to ensure that costs are 
“roughly commensurate” with benefits without a full evaluation of those benefits.  SPP 
Transmission Owners argue that measuring only economic benefits leads to two 
undesirable consequences:  (1) projects with significant reliability and/or public policy 
benefits may not qualify for regional planning at all, and (2) the costs for transmission 
projects approved as interregional projects that have uncalculated public policy or 
reliability benefits could be unjustly shifted based upon the economic benefit measure 
i.e., adjusted production cost.261 

116. In addition, Wind Parties and ITC Companies state that, if there are significant 
reliability or public policy benefits from a Market Efficiency Project, but the costs of the 
transmission project are allocated between the regions using only the economically-
driven adjusted production cost metric, then the customers that receive those non-
economic benefits will be free riders who do not bear the costs of those benefits.262  ITC 
Companies state that this result is contrary to Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1’s 
requirement that costs and benefits be roughly commensurate and the Commission’s 
                                                                                                                                                  
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 11-13 (filed Sept. 24, 2013); East Texas 
Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 6-8 (filed 
September 9, 2013); ITC Companies Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 6-9 (filed Aug. 26, 2013); Public Interest Organizations Protest, 
Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 
12-15 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-
1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 14-15 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); Western Farmers 
Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5-6 (filed Sept. 9, 
2013).  

260 East Texas Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 7 (filed September 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.             
¶ 31,323 at P 622). 

261  SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 15 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); see also SPP Interregional Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at Ex. SPP-4, 20:1-13 (Prepared Direct Testimony of 
David Kelley). 

262 ITC Companies Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 9 (filed Aug. 26, 2013); Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-
1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 11-12 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 
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holding that interregional cost allocation proposals ought to address “the potential 
opportunity for free ridership inherent in transmission services.”263  Finally, Wind Parties 
argue that failure to include reliability and public policy benefits in the analysis means 
that the benefits of some potential interregional transmission projects will be ignored, 
contrary to Order No. 1000 and recent court decisions.264 

117. With regard to the 345 kV limitations of Market Efficiency Projects, Arkansas 
Electric, Wind Parties, East Texas Cooperatives, Public Interest Organizations, and SPP 
Transmission Owners contend that MISO’s proposal to limit interregional transmission 
projects to those that are above 345 kV will result in cost-effective transmission projects 
being inappropriately excluded from the interregional planning process.265  East Texas 
Cooperatives state that approximately 80 percent of the interconnections between SPP 
and MISO are at a voltage level less than 345 kV.266  SPP Transmission Owners agree 
with SPP that lower voltage facilities that can be built at a lower cost may be more cost-
effective and therefore should qualify for consideration in the interregional transmission 
planning process.267  Some Organization of MISO States members also recommend 
                                              

263 ITC Companies Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 9 (filed Aug. 26, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 10). 

264 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 13 (filed Sept. 24, 2013) (citing Illinois 
Commerce Comm’n v. FERC, 721 F.3d 764 (7th Cir. 2013)). 

265 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 7-8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); Wind Parties 
Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-
1945-000, at 18 (filed Sept. 24, 2013); East Texas Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. 
ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5 (filed September 9, 2013); Public Interest 
Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, 
and ER13-1945-000, at 12 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); SPP Transmission Owners Comments, 
Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 9 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing SPP 
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 23). 

266 East Texas Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 6 (filed September 9, 2013) (citing SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket 
No. ER13-1937-000, EXH. SPP-4 (Prepared Direct Testimony of David Kelley at 11 
(July 10, 2013)). 

267 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 9 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket 
No. ER13-1937-000, at 24-25). 
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rejecting the portion of MISO’s proposal that makes projects below 345 kV ineligible for 
consideration as interregional projects.268 

118. Wind Parties and SPP Transmission Owners reject MISO’s assertion that Multi-
Value Projects are not an appropriate transmission project type (and associated cost 
allocation method) for interregional transmission projects.269  Wind Parties and SPP 
Transmission Owners argue that Multi-Value Projects are the only type of MISO project 
with a cost allocation method that considers reliability, economic, and public policy 
benefits.270  Wind Parties ask the Commission to reject MISO’s argument that it cannot 
consider a Multi-Value Project as an interregional transmission project because Multi-
Value Projects must be considered in a portfolio of multiple projects.271  SPP 
Transmission Owners add that MISO approved one Multi-Value Project, the Michigan 
Thumb project, a year before it was evaluated with the rest of its portfolio.272  Thus, SPP 
Transmission Owners contend that the requirement to consider Multi-Value Projects as 

                                              
268 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 

ER13-1938-000, at 12-13 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

269 MISO states that Multi-Value Projects are projects that spread benefits 
“broadly across the MISO footprint,” based on benefit criteria including (1) the ability to 
enable “the reliable and economic delivery of energy in support of documented energy 
policy mandates or laws that have been enacted or adopted through state or federal 
legislation;” (2) the provision of multiple types of economic value across multiple pricing 
zones; and (3) the ability to address multiple transmission Issues associated with 
reliability and economic issues affecting multiple pricing zones.  See MISO Interregional 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, Tab F, Testimony of Jennifer Curran 
(Curran Testimony) at 5-6.  MISO asserts that because 100 percent of the costs of Multi-
Value Projects are allocated across the region, the Multi-Value Project category “does not 
align with the current regional cost allocation methods of the SPP planning region” 
(Curran Testimony at 7). 

270 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 14-15 (filed Sept. 24, 2013); SPP Transmission 
Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 10-13 (filed 
Sept. 9, 2013). 

271 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 15 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

272 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 11 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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part of a portfolio of similar projects does not preclude considering the project as an 
interregional project.273 

119. SPP Transmission Owners also disagree with MISO that, given the different 
regional cost allocation mechanisms employed by SPP and MISO, the Market Efficiency 
Project cost allocation method better aligns with SPP’s processes.274  SPP Transmission 
Owners assert that Order No. 1000 does not mandate that the interregional cost allocation 
method match up with each RTO’s regional cost allocation method.275  SPP 
Transmission Owners argue that interregional cost allocation is just the first cut at the pie 
because it determines what overall percentage of project cost SPP and MISO pay. 276  
SPP Transmission Owners state that the way SPP and MISO allocate those costs within 
their own regions is up to them. 

120. Wind Parties, East Texas Cooperatives, ITC Companies, SPP Transmission 
Owners, and Western Farmers urge the Commission to accept SPP’s proposal because it 
includes consideration of economic, reliability, and public policy requirement benefits.277  
In the alternative, Wind Parties state that, if the Commission is not willing to accept 
SPP’s proposal, it should provide guidance to SPP and MISO and hold a technical 

                                              
273Id. 

274 Id. 12 (citing MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-
000, at 20). 

275 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 12 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.          
¶ 31,323 at P 578). 

276 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 12-13 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

 277 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 19-20, 23 (filed Sept. 24, 2013); East Texas 
Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 6, 10 (filed 
September 9, 2013); ITC Companies Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 8 (filed Aug. 26, 2013); SPP Transmission Owners Comments, 
Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4, 15 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); and 
Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 4 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013). 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 66 - 

conference or settlement process so that SPP and MISO can agree upon a single 
interregional cost allocation proposal.278 

121. Organization of MISO States and Indiana Commission provide alternatives for the 
Commission to resolve the conflict between SPP’s and MISO’s proposals.279  
Organization of MISO States asserts that, in the MISO Order No. 1000 Regional 
Rehearing and Compliance Order, the Commission approved MISO’s proposal to 
eliminate regional cost sharing for Baseline Reliability Projects.280  Organization of 
MISO States contend that this approval creates a difficulty with regard to cost allocation 
because one of the requirements for interregional cost allocation for an Interregional 
Project is that the transmission project must also be selected in a regional transmission 
plan for purposes of cost allocation.281  Thus, Organization of MISO States argues that 
the fact that a Baseline Reliability Project, which can no longer be selected in a regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, cannot be an Interregional Project has 
led to the elimination of certain Interregional Projects.  Organization of MISO States 
contends that this outcome is contrary to Order No. 1000’s goal of encouraging such 
projects when they are more efficient or cost-effective than regional Baseline Reliability 
Projects.282    

                                              
278 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 

ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 24-25 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

279 Indiana Commission Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 6-8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013); Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. 
ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5-16 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

280 While previously the costs of Baseline Reliability Projects were shared 
depending on multiple factors, the Commission accepted MISO’s proposal to eliminate 
cost sharing between transmission pricing zones and allocate all Baseline Reliability 
Project costs to the pricing zone where the Baseline Reliability Project is located.  MISO 
First Regional Compliance Order., 142 FERC ¶ 61,215.  

281 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 4, 4 n.7 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC      
¶ 61,132 at PP 394, 423, 500, 506 and 628). 

282 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 4 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (“Due to the March 22 Order . . . MISO has 
had to propose along all of its seams either the elimination of cross-border [Baseline 
Reliability Projects] and interregional cost allocation for cross-border [Baseline 
Reliability Projects], or to have no cross-border [Baseline Reliability Projects] and no 
interregional cost allocation for cross-border [Baseline Reliability Projects]”). 
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122. Organization of MISO States’ members have proposed two options to address this 
conflict.  Under Option 1, some Organization of MISO States’ members recommend 
accepting MISO’s proposal, allowing only Market Efficiency Projects to qualify as 
Interregional Projects, and modifying the SPP-MISO JOA to incorporate the voluntary 
negotiated approach for interregional reliability transmission projects proposed by MISO 
in its MISO-PJM interregional Order No. 1000 filing with PJM.283  Organization of 
MISO States contend that the negotiated voluntary approach MISO proposed for its seam 
with PJM is workable on the SPP-MISO seam.284 

123. Under Option 2, other Organization of MISO States’ members favor the 
Commission’s requiring MISO to create an interregional reliability project category with  

an interregional cost allocation between SPP and MISO.285  Organization of MISO States 
argues that, while the Commission allowed for different cost allocation methods between 
RTOs and for different types of transmission facilities, the Commission stated that each 
cost allocation method must be determined in advance for each type of transmission 
facility.286  The Organization of MISO States’ members supporting Option 2 agree that 
there are significant benefits to a predetermined interregional cost allocation method for 
cross-border reliability projects, as well as an open and transparent stakeholder process 
for determining the cost allocation method.  Organization of MISO States asks the 

                                              
283 Id. 8-16.  Organization of MISO States members favoring Option 1 are:  

Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa Utilities Board, Kentucky Public Service 
Commission, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Montana Public Service 
Commission, City of New Orleans, North Dakota Public Service Commission, South 
Dakota Public Utilities Commission, and Texas Public Utility Commission. Id. 6 n.8. 

284 Id. 6-7.  As an example of how the MISO-PJM proposal would work for the 
SPP-MISO seam, Organization of MISO States states that where a MISO transmission 
owner and an SPP transmission owner each have a pending regional reliability project, 
through the joint planning process, SPP and MISO would identify an alternative 
interregional project that is more efficient and cost effective than the individual projects.  
Organization of MISO States states that the transmission owners would negotiate a cost 
allocation based on benefits. 

285 Id. 8.  Organization of MISO States members favoring Option 2 are: Arkansas 
Public Service Commission, Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Missouri Public Service Commission, and Wisconsin Public 
Service Commission. Id. 8 n.9. 

286 Id. 9(citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 581). 
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Commission to consider section 9.3 of the proposed SPP-MISO JOA—Coordinated 
System Planning, which states that   

The primary purpose of coordinated system planning is to 
ensure that coordinated analyses are performed to identify 
expansions or enhancements to transmission system 
capability needed to maintain reliability, improve operational 
performance, or enhance the efficiency of electricity markets. 
Any such expansions or enhancements shall be described in a 
Coordinated System Plan.287 

124. Organization of MISO States argues that, if the Commission accepts MISO’s 
proposal to restrict interregional transmission projects to just Market Efficiency Projects, 
it may be less likely that the above underlined portions of the Coordinated System Plan’s 
primary purpose will be carried out.288  Organization of MISO States is concerned that 
there are potential transmission projects identified as “needed to maintain reliability” at 
or near the SPP-MISO seam that do not meet MISO’s definition of a Market Efficiency 
Project.289 

125. If the Commission accepts MISO’s proposal that only MISO Market Efficiency 
Projects can qualify as interregional reliability projects, Organization of MISO States’ 
members supporting Option 2 propose that the Commission require MISO to work with 
their stakeholders, the Organization of MISO States, and SPP to develop a predetermined 
method for cost allocation between the two RTOs.  These Organization of MISO States’ 
members also ask the Commission to direct MISO to work with its stakeholders and the 
Organization of MISO States to develop a predetermined method for cost allocation for 
the costs allocated to MISO for interregional reliability projects.290  Regarding the 
interregional cost allocation method, Organization of MISO States point out that one 
recommended solution would be to develop a distribution factor analysis method 
(“DFAX”) similar to the one in section 9.4.3.2.1 of the MISO-PJM JOA for identifying 
each RTO’s cost responsibility.  Organization of MISO States argues that the violation-

                                              
287 Id. 10 (citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3 (1.0.0) (emphasis added by 

Organization of MISO States)). 

288 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 10-11 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

289 Id. 12 (citing MISO, Tariff, Attachment FF, § III.A.2.h (14.0.0)). 

290 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 14 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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based DFAX metric is a well-established metric for identifying the primary beneficiaries 
(cost causers) of transmission upgrades needed to address reliability standard violations.  
In general, the violation-based DFAX method measures the contributions to flows on the 
congested facility, which needs the network upgrade, in order to avoid the reliability 
standard violation.  In this instance, Organization of MISO States contend that the DFAX 
method would be appropriate because reliability projects are planned and designed to 
address specifically-identified reliability violations and contributors to those reliability 
violations can be characterized as cost-causers.291 

126. Indiana Commission states that the Commission should recognize that 
interregional transmission projects should still be transmission projects that have been 
selected in the MISO regional transmission plan, but they do not have to be selected for 
purposes of cost allocation and that, under this solution, interregional reliability projects 
could be approved as MISO Baseline Reliability Projects.292  Alternatively, Indiana 
Commission recommends that (1) the Commission require MISO to develop an 
interregional reliability project category with its own cost allocation method293 or (2) the 
Commission develop, based on the record, an interregional cost allocation method for 
interregional reliability projects between SPP and MISO.294 

127. In its answer, SPP states that it disagrees with MISO and MISO Transmission 
Owners that Multi-Value Projects are not comparable to the transmission project 
designation within SPP’s regional cost allocation method.  SPP states that its 
Highway/Byway cost allocation method for transmission projects is similar to MISO’s 
Multi-Value Projects because all transmission projects over 100 kV are regionally 
funded: transmission projects over 300 kV are 100 percent regionally funded, and 
transmission projects between 100 and 300 kV are 33 percent regionally funded.295  SPP 
states that the Commission has not required regional cost allocation comparability within 
each respective planning region.296  In addition, SPP disagrees with the MISO 
Transmission Owners’ assertion that the interregional transmission coordination and cost 

                                              
291 Id. 

292 Indiana Commission Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 7 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

293 Id. 6-7. 

294 Id. 7. 

295 SPP Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 4 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

296Id. 
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allocation requirements of Order No. 1000 mandate an interconnection-wide interregional 
cost allocation.297 

128. SPP also states that the Organization of MISO States’ proposal, as part of Option 
1, that the Commission require a tie-line approach298 is inconsistent with the cost 
allocation principles of Order No. 1000, because it would “take[] interregional 
coordination between the regions and redirect[] it to a local transmission owner level” 
and “shift[] interregional coordination to the local level,” which would result in the 
development of tie-line facilities that would likely not be eligible for regional cost 
allocation.299  SPP states that the proposal has no mechanism to ensure that costs are 
allocated roughly commensurate with benefits, or that the other cost allocation principles 
are addressed,300 and to the extent the Commission considers the options proposed by 
Organization of MISO States, SPP supports Option 2 (i.e., the creation of a reliability-
based interregional project type).  

iv. Commission Determination 

129. We accept the four criteria SPP and MISO jointly propose for an interregional 
transmission facility to be eligible for interregional cost allocation.  Specifically, we 
accept the proposal that, to be eligible for interregional cost allocation, an interregional 
transmission facility must have:  (i) a minimum total transmission project cost of            
$5 million; (ii) be evaluated as part of the Coordinated System Plan and recommended by 
the Joint Planning Committee; (iii) benefits to SPP and MISO of five percent or greater 
of the total benefits identified for the combined SPP and MISO region; and (iv) an in-
service date within 10 years from the interregional transmission facility’s approval by the 
respective Board of Directors of SPP and MISO.301 

130. As for the last criterion for which SPP and MISO cannot agree, we accept SPP’s 
proposal and require MISO to revise the MISO Tariff to include SPP’s proposed 
language, as discussed below.  Specifically, we accept SPP’s proposal that, to be eligible 

                                              
297 Id. 5. 

298 See MISO Transmission Owners Comments, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 6-
7 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

299 SPP Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 7-8 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

300 Id. 8. 

301 MISO, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1 (i)-(ii), (iv)-(v) (0.0.0); SPP, SPP-
MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1(i)-(ii), (iv)-(v) (0.0.0).  
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for interregional cost allocation, an interregional transmission facility must be “approved 
by both [p]arties in their respective regional planning process as outlined in their 
respective [Open Access Transmission Tariffs].”302  We agree with commenters that 
MISO’s proposal to limit an interregional transmission facility that is eligible for 
interregional cost allocation to those that qualify as a Market Efficiency Project under the 
MISO Tariff does not comply with Order No. 1000 because MISO’s regional cost 
allocation method for Market Efficiency Projects accounts for mainly regional economic 
benefits, but does not account for regional reliability benefits or benefits associated 
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.303  We therefore agree with 
commenters that MISO’s proposal to only consider Market Efficiency Projects fails to 
sufficiently consider all of the benefits that may accrue from an interregional 
transmission facility.304    

131. In addition, Order No. 1000 requires that, to be eligible for interregional cost 
allocation, an interregional transmission facility must be selected in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.  The Commission accepted MISO’s 
Market Efficiency Project and Multi-Value Project regional cost allocation methods as 
Order No. 1000-compliant.  Market Efficiency Projects account for regional economic 
benefits and Multi-Value Projects consider three categories of regional benefits:  (1) a 
combination of the benefits associated with the satisfaction of public policy mandates and 
reliability and economic benefits; (2) multiple economic benefits; and (3) a combination 
of economic and reliability benefits.305  The Commission similarly accepted SPP’s two 
regional cost allocation methods as Order No. 1000-compliant:  (1) the Highway/Byway 
regional cost allocation method and (2) the Balanced Portfolio regional cost allocation 
method.306  We find that SPP’s proposal allows SPP and MISO to jointly identify and 
evaluate interregional transmission facilities that account for regional transmission needs 
driven by reliability, economics, and public policy requirements consistent with each 
region’s regional transmission planning processes.  Under SPP’s proposal, MISO’s 
Market Efficiency Projects and Multi-Value Projects and SPP’s Highway/Byway and 
                                              

302 See SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1(iii) (0.0.0). 

303MISO First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,215 at P 519. 

304 As discussed in the next section of this order, MISO’s proposal to only consider 
Market Efficiency Projects also does not comply with Interregional Cost Allocation 
Principle 6. 

305 See Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 142 FERC ¶ 61,215 
(2013) at P 519. 

306 See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 144 FERC ¶ 61,059 (2013) at P 347. 
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Balanced Portfolio transmission projects can be evaluated to determine whether an 
interregional transmission facility is more efficient or cost-effective than the individually 
identified regional transmission solution.  We also find that SPP’s proposal sufficiently 
includes all benefits that may accrue from an interregional transmission facility.   

132. We disagree with MISO’s claim that it cannot rely on its regional Multi-Value 
Project cost allocation method for its allocated portion of an interregional transmission 
facility because SPP does not have a comparable regional transmission cost allocation 
method that, like Multi-Value Projects, is evaluated on a portfolio basis.  Order No. 1000 
did not require that a pair of neighboring transmission planning regions share a common 
regional cost allocation method(s).  Instead, the Commission stated in Order No. 1000 
that the “cost allocation method or methods used by the pair of neighboring transmission 
regions can differ from the cost allocation method or methods used by each region to 
allocate the cost of a new interregional transmission facility within that region.”307  Under 
SPP’s proposal, the interregional cost allocation method determines the percentage of an 
interregional transmission facility’s cost assigned to the SPP and MISO regions.  After 
the interregional cost allocation is determined, the methods SPP and MISO then use to 
evaluate whether to select the interregional transmission facility in their respective 
regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation do not need to be the same. 
We note that MISO has not explained why it cannot evaluate an interregional 
transmission facility through its existing regional transmission planning process for 
Multi-Value Projects just as it would evaluate a regional transmission facility.  For 
example, MISO could include an interregional transmission facility that results from the 
interregional process in the MISO-SPP JOA in the portfolio of other potential Multi-
Value Projects to evaluate whether MISO should select the interregional transmission 
facility as a more efficient or cost-effective solution to regional transmission needs.  As 
SPP Transmission Owners note, MISO has previously followed a similar process by first 
evaluating a regional transmission facility on its own and then including it in the Multi-
Value Project portfolio.308  Accordingly, we direct MISO to submit, within 60 days of the 
date of issuance of this order, a further compliance filing to revise section 9.6.3.1(iii) 
(Criteria for Project Designation as an Interregional Project) to state that an Interregional 
Project must be “approved by both Parties in their respective regional transmission 
planning processes as outlined in their respective tariffs.”309  Because we accept SPP’s 
proposed criterion, it is not necessary for us to evaluate Organization of MISO States’ 
and Indiana Commission’s alternative proposals.  

                                              
307 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323, at P 578. 

308 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 11 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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133. Although we reject MISO’s proposal to limit an interregional transmission facility 
that is eligible for interregional cost allocation to those that qualify as a Market 
Efficiency Project, we find that it does not eliminate the concerns commenters raise about 
an interregional transmission facility that does not meet other minimum threshold 
requirements but could still provide benefits for both regions.  Because Order No. 1000 
requires that an interregional transmission facility must be selected in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation once the transmission facility has been 
identified as a more efficient or cost-effective interregional transmission facility than the 
identified regional solution, the criteria and minimum thresholds of the regional cost 
allocation method(s) still apply.  However, consistent with the requirement that public 
utility transmission providers make transparent the analyses undertaken and 
determinations reached by neighboring transmission regions in the identification and 
evaluation of interregional transmission facilities,310 SPP and MISO must allow 
stakeholders to propose, and must keep a record of, interregional transmission facilities 
that are found not to meet the minimum threshold criteria for transmission facilities 
potentially eligible for selection in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation in both the SPP and MISO regions.  In addition, as part of the information that 
public utility transmission providers must communicate on their website related to 
interregional transmission coordination procedures,311 SPP and MISO must post a list of 
all interregional transmission facilities that are proposed for potential selection in the 
regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation but that are found not to meet 
the relevant thresholds, as well as an explanation of the thresholds the proposed 
interregional transmission facilities failed to satisfy. 

b. Cost Allocation Method 

i. Proposals 

134. SPP and MISO state that they have been unable to reach agreement as to the 
interregional cost allocation method and therefore each party has proposed a version for 
the Commission’s consideration.312  MISO proposes to use adjusted production cost as 
the sole benefit metric to evaluate an Interregional Project.313  SPP proposes using 
                                              

310 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 520 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 465 n.365). 

311 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 458. 

312 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 17, 
20-21; SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 25-27. 

313 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 17, 
20-21 (citing MISO, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1 (0.0.0)). 
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adjusted production cost as the metric for economic projects, a combination of avoided 
cost and adjusted production cost for reliability projects, and another undetermined 
metric for public policy projects.314 

135. SPP asserts that, although adjusted production cost is an appropriate measure of 
the distribution of benefits between regions for projects addressing economic issues, 
adjusted production cost is not a valid or appropriate indicator of the distribution of 
benefits provided by reliability and public policy projects.  According to SPP, adjusted 
production cost only measures the generation and congestion cost to serve load and does 
not account for the quantifiable benefits of meeting public policy requirements or 
addressing reliability issues.315  SPP additionally notes that, when the parties are 
determining how to allocate the costs of an Interregional Project identified in a 
Coordinated System Plan under the current SPP-MISO JOA, they can consider the nature 
of the constraint being resolved (i.e., whether it will resolve thermal or reactive system 
constraints related to reliability criteria).316  SPP argues that, on the other hand, MISO’s 
proposed revisions for interregional cost allocation disregard the nature of the constraint 
and force the use of a benefit metric that is irrelevant for measuring the benefits 
associated with resolving a reliability constraint.  SPP further asserts that, while 
transmission solutions needed to meet public policy requirements are not always 
economical, public policy requirements must be met regardless of the economics of the 
transmission solution.  SPP argues that, therefore, the public policy benefits must be 
quantified in order to identify the most efficient and cost-effective solution.  SPP states 
that the adjusted production cost metric does not quantify the benefits of meeting public 
policy requirements.317 

136. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1, MISO states that its proposal 
to use Market Efficiency Projects and adjusted production cost savings allocates the costs 
to beneficiaries in SPP and MISO in a manner at least roughly commensurate with 
estimated benefits.318  MISO adds that its proposal allocates the costs in proportion to the 
net present value of the total benefits calculated for SPP and MISO.319  SPP states that its 
                                              

314 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 25-26 
(citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1(a)-(c) (0.0.0)). 

315 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 27. 

316 Id. 28, 28 n.154 (citing Exhibit SPP-4 at 16). 

317 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 28. 

318 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 18, 20. 

319 Id. 20. 
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proposal’s use of adjusted production cost as the metric for economic projects, a 
combination of avoided cost and adjusted production cost for reliability projects, and 
another metric yet to be determined for public policy projects complies with Order      
No. 1000 because adjusted production cost alone does not capture the benefits of 
reliability and public policy projects.  SPP argues that its proposal more accurately 
distributes the benefits of reliability, economic and public policy projects.320  

137. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 2, SPP and MISO state that 
Interregional Project costs cannot be allocated to either SPP or MISO without being 
selected in both regions’ transmission planning processes.321  SPP and MISO state that 
the allocation of the cost of any Interregional Project located in that party’s region to the 
appropriate SPP-MISO JOA party is based on the voluntary agreement of both SPP and 
MISO and the outcome of benefit determination processes, under the SPP-MISO JOA.322 

138. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3, MISO states that, while it 
does not propose an explicit benefit to cost ratio for Interregional Projects within the 
SPP-MISO JOA, MISO proposes to comply by evaluating and classifying Interregional 
Projects as Market Efficiency Projects, which are subject to a cost-benefit threshold of 
1.25.323  MISO notes that the Commission recently found that the Market Efficiency 
Project “fixed benefit-cost ratio of 1.25 is just and reasonable because it balances the 
economic uncertainty of transmission projects with the prospect of approving and 
constructing projects that provide benefits.”324  MISO states that the same is true of the 
application of the 1.25 benefit to cost ratio to Market Efficiency Projects that are 

                                              
320 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 29-30. 

321 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 21-22; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 32-33. 

322 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 21-22; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 32-33. 

323 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 23. 

324 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 23 
(citing Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,261, at P 32 
(2012)). 
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Interregional Projects.325  SPP states that its proposed SPP-MISO JOA complies because 
it does not have an explicit benefit to cost ratio for Interregional Projects.326 

139. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 4, SPP states it has proposed 
language requiring that, as a part of the evaluation of an Interregional Project, “the 
[p]arties will determine whether the proposed Interregional Project has potential adverse 
impacts on the systems of other transmission planning regions.”327  SPP states that, as a 
result of this proposed language, any identified adverse impacts will be coordinated with 
the other potentially affected transmission planning region.  SPP states that MISO has not 
included this section in its proposed version of the SPP-MISO JOA or provided 
alternative language.328  SPP further states that SPP and MISO have not agreed to bear 
costs associated with upgrades to mitigate potential adverse impacts and, therefore, there 
is no need for SPP and MISO to include provisions for allocating the costs of such 
upgrades among the beneficiaries in the transmission planning regions in which the 
transmission facility is located.329 

140. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5, SPP and MISO state that the 
proposed SPP-MISO JOA specifies the data requirements, benefit and beneficiary 
determination, and cost allocation methods applicable to Interregional Projects.330  In 
addition, SPP and MISO state that stakeholders will be able to review and elicit the 
documentation and details of the benefit determination and cost allocation of each 
proposed Interregional Project from proposal through approval or disapproval.331  SPP 
and MISO add that approved Interregional Projects and the associated information and 

                                              
325 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 23. 

326 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 34. 

327 Id. 30, 34 (citing SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.4.1 (0.0.0)). 

328 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 30, 34. 

329 Id. 31, 34-35. 

330 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 24; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 35. 

331 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 25; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 35. 
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documentation will be publicly posted on the interregional planning webpages on SPP’s 
and MISO’s respective websites.332 

141. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6, MISO states that Order     
No. 1000 allows, but does not require, different cost allocation methods for different 
types of Interregional Projects.  MISO states that its proposal to use Market Efficiency 
Projects and adjusted production cost will account for reliability, economic and public 
policy project types.333  SPP states that its proposal accounts for reliability, economic, 
and public policy projects.334 

ii. Comments and Protests 

142. With respect to Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 4, SPP notes that it has 
proposed section 9.3.3.4.1 (Evaluating Potential Impact of Proposed Interregional 
Projects to Other Transmission Planning Regions) regarding the determination of 
potential adverse impacts on systems of other transmission planning regions.  SPP argues 
that, because MISO failed to include such a provision, MISO’s compliance filing is 
deficient.335   East Texas Cooperatives and Western Farmers agree that SPP’s proposed 
Section 9.3.3.4.1 complies with Principle 4 and challenge MISO’s refusal to include this 
provision.336  SPP Transmission Owners also urge the Commission to approve SPP’s 
proposed provision as complying with Principle 4.337  

143. In response, MISO states that the difference in proposals exists because SPP 
focuses on “adverse” impacts, while MISO focuses on reliability impacts.338  MISO 

                                              
332 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 25; 

SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 35-36. 

333 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 25. 

334 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 36. 

335 SPP Comments, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 2 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

336 East Texas Cooperatives Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-
000, at 8 (filed September 9, 2013); Western Farmers Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-
1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 6 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

337 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 16 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) 

 338 MISO states that it proposed that as part of the evaluation of any Market 
Efficiency Project or Multi-Value Project, it would “determine whether the proposed 
(continued ...) 
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argues that, when Market Efficiency Projects that are proposed as Interregional Projects 
are evaluated in MISO’s regional process, their potential reliability impacts on other 
transmission planning regions will also be addressed during the regional evaluation.  
MISO states that its regional process sufficiently meets the requirement to consider the 
potential impact of Interregional Projects on other transmission planning regions.  
However, MISO states that, if the Commission requires, MISO would be willing to 
include such a provision in the SPP-MISO JOA, focused on reliability-related impacts.339 

144. With respect to Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5, Wind Parties claim that 
SPP does not comply.  Wind Parties argue that, while SPP has indicated that it will 
develop a benefit metric for transmission projects identified as primarily addressing 
public policy issues, the specifics of how this benefit metric will be included in the 
interregional cost allocation method must be sufficiently detailed to comply with 
Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5.340 

145. With respect to Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6, Arkansas Electric and 
Wind Parties argue that MISO’s proposed cost allocation method does not comply with 
the requirement that different cost allocation methods may be used for different types of 
interregional transmission facilities.341  Wind Parties state that MISO must either propose 
multiple types of projects that can each consider different benefits or provide for a more 
robust benefit evaluation in a single interregional transmission project type.342  Wind 
Parties state that interregional transmission projects are likely to bring a combination of 
benefits, including reliability, economic, and public policy benefits, and that SPP and 
                                                                                                                                                  
[Market Efficiency Project or Multi-Value Project] causes any violations of NERC 
reliability standards on the transmission system(s) of the adjacent neighboring 
transmission planning region(s).”  MISO Protest, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 9 (filed 
Sept. 9, 2013). 

 339 Id. 9-10. 

340 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 19-20 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

341 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 6-7 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, 
FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 685); Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-
1937-000, ER13-1938-000, ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 16 (filed Sept. 24, 
2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 685). 

342 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 16 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 
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MISO have agreed to consider economic, reliability and public policy projects in their 
interregional filing.343  Wind Parties state that one of the Commission’s goals with Order 
No. 1000 is “to increase the likelihood that transmission facilities in regional 
transmission plans are actually constructed.” 344  Wind Parties argue that interregional 
cost allocation methodologies that do not consider all the potential benefits of the project 
are less likely to meet required benefit to cost ratios and therefore are less likely to get 
built.  Wind Parties assert that not building cost-effective projects because methodologies 
do not consider all benefits will result in rates that are not just and reasonable.345  

146. MISO states that the Commission did not require that differences between regional 
projects be entirely removed for purposes of creating a distinct interregional project 
category.  MISO also argues that Order No. 1000 does not require the creation of a 
distinct interregional project category that is independent of, much less trumps, regional 
project eligibility requirements.346  MISO states that Principle 6 permits, but does not 
require, separate types of projects for different transmission needs on the regional or 
interregional level.  Thus, MISO contends that SPP cannot compel the creation of 
separate types of projects for economic, reliability, and/or public policy-related needs.347 

147. In its answer, MISO reiterates that Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6 
permits, but does not require, separate types of transmission projects for different 
transmission needs, whether on the regional or interregional level, and, therefore, it is not 
required to create separate types of interregional cost allocation methods for economic, 
reliability, and/or public policy-related needs.  MISO argues that it is also unnecessary to 
require separate interregional benefit metrics.348  MISO contends that Order No. 1000 
                                              

343 Id. 16-17. 

344 Id. 17 n.26 (filed Sept. 24, 2013) (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 
¶ 31,323 at P 501). 

345 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 17 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

 346 MISO Protest, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

 347 Id. 8. 

348 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 8 (filed Nov. 4, 2013).  MISO 
contends that the SPP Transmission Owners are wrong in contending that MISO’s 
proposed benefit metric may recognize disproportionately more benefits in MISO, which 
could allegedly be used to give MISO more “control” over an interregional facility. SPP 
Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, at 5 
(filed Sept. 9, 2013).  MISO asserts that the SPP Transmission Owners purport to 
(continued ...) 
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allows, but does not require, consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements in the interregional transmission coordination process. 349  MISO argues that 
Market Efficiency Projects can also take public policy considerations into account.  
Finally, MISO argues that SPP has not proposed a metric to which MISO can respond 
and, thus, SPP’s proposed development of a public policy metric is unripe for the 
Commission’s consideration.350  MISO states that it would be willing to discuss with SPP 
a voluntary negotiation process similar to the process that MISO proposed for reliability 
projects in the MISO-PJM JOA (the Organization of MISO States’ Option 1).351  Finally, 
MISO states that the Multi-Value Project category does not align with SPP’s regional 
cost allocation method and it would be unlikely that a single SPP-MISO interregional 
transmission project would be able to demonstrate benefits to the entire MISO footprint 
to justify the 100 percent regional cost allocation for Multi-Value Projects in MISO.352 

iii. Commission Determination 

148. We conditionally accept SPP’s and MISO’s proposals to comply with the cost 
allocation requirements for interregional transmission facilities in Order No. 1000, 
subject to a further compliance filing to address Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6, 
as discussed below.  We find that SPP and MISO have partially complied with Order   
No. 1000’s requirements that neighboring regions propose a common interregional cost 
allocation method.  As discussed in the General Requirements section of this order and 
below, SPP and MISO have submitted competing provisions regarding interregional cost 
allocation.  However, SPP and MISO have complied with Order No. 1000’s requirement 

                                                                                                                                                  
support their point by citing SPP’s disagreement with MISO regarding the proposed 
market-to-market (M2M) provisions of the SPP-MISO JOA in Docket No. ER13-1864-
000, including the issue of Firm Flow Entitlements (FFEs) associated with flowgates 
between SPP and MISO.  MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 8 n.24 (filed 
Nov. 4, 2013). MISO further asserts that the SPP Transmission Owners’ invocation of 
the latter dispute is misplaced, as M2M protocols and FFEs only address the relief of 
seams congestion, not the ownership or control of interregional facilities.  Id.  

349 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 8 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) (citing 
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 500). 

350 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 8 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

351 Id. 10. 

352 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 10-11 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) 
(citing Curran Testimony at 6-7).  
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that an interregional transmission facility must be selected in each relevant regional 
transmission plan to be eligible for the proposed interregional cost allocation method.   

149. As explained above, MISO proposes to require that an interregional transmission 
facility qualify as a Market Efficiency Project under the MISO Tariff and to use adjusted 
production cost as the sole benefit metric for reliability, economic and public policy 
transmission projects.  We find that MISO’s proposal to use adjusted production cost for 
interregional transmission facilities that address regional economic transmission needs is 
consistent with Interregional Cost Allocation Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  However, we 
find that MISO’s proposal does not comply with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6 
because it does not include an interregional cost allocation method for regional reliability 
needs and transmission needs driven by public policy requirements. 

150. SPP proposes using adjusted production cost as the metric for economic projects, a 
combination of avoided cost and adjusted production cost for reliability projects, and 
another metric yet to be determined for public policy projects.353  We find that SPP’s 
proposal to use to a combination of avoided cost and adjusted production cost for 
interregional transmission facilities that address regional reliability needs and adjusted 
production cost for interregional transmission facilities that address regional economic 
transmission needs is consistent with Interregional Cost Allocation Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, 
and 5.  However, we find that SPP’s proposal does not comply with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 6 because it does not include an interregional cost allocation method 
for regional transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.  Accordingly, SPP 
and MISO must revise their cost allocation proposals, as discussed below. 

151. We find SPP’s and MISO’s proposals to allocate the cost of an interregional 
transmission facility meant to address economic needs complies with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principles 1 and 2.  We agree with SPP and MISO that using adjusted 
production costs to measure benefits allocates the costs of interregional transmission 
facilities addressing economic needs to SPP and MISO in a manner that is at least 
roughly commensurate with the estimated benefits of the interregional transmission 
facility, while ensuring that SPP and MISO are not involuntarily allocated the costs of 
those interregional transmission facilities from which they do not benefit. 

152.  We also find SPP’s proposal to allocate the costs of an interregional transmission 
facility meant to address reliability needs complies with Interregional Cost Allocation 
Principles 1 and 2.  We agree that SPP’s proposal to use a combination of avoided 
costs354 and adjusted production cost savings allocates the costs of interregional 
                                              

353 See SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1 (0.0.0). 

354 See Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc. et al., 150 FERC ¶ 61,045, at      
PP 176-187 (2015). 
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transmission facilities addressing reliability needs to SPP and MISO in a manner that is at 
least roughly commensurate with the estimated benefits of the interregional transmission 
facility, while ensuring that SPP and MISO are not involuntarily allocated the costs of 
these interregional transmission facilities from which they do not benefit.   

153. Regarding Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3,355 we note that SPP’s 
proposed interregional transmission cost allocation method for interregional transmission 
facilities addressing reliability needs and SPP’s and MISO’s proposed interregional 
transmission cost allocation method for interregional transmission facilities addressing 
economic needs do not include a benefit to cost threshold.  Therefore, Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 3 does not apply. 

154. We find that SPP’s proposal complies with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 
4.  SPP proposes that, as part of the evaluation of any proposed interregional transmission 
facility, the parties will determine whether the proposed interregional transmission 
facility has potential adverse impacts on the systems of other neighboring transmission 
planning regions.   If the evaluation identifies any such potential adverse impact, the 
parties will contact and coordinate with the other potentially affected neighboring 
transmission planning region on the further evaluation of the potential adverse 
impact(s).356  MISO did not include a similar provision in its version of the SPP-MISO 
JOA, but commits in its answer to include such a provision.  Accordingly, we direct 
MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, a further compliance 
filing to add a new section 9.3.3.4.1 to its version of the SPP-MISO JOA that matches the 
proposed language in SPP’s version of the SPP-MISO JOA. 

155. With respect to Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5, SPP and MISO state that 
the allocation and benefit determination methods for reliability and economic 
transmission projects are specified in the SPP-MISO JOA, there are numerous 
opportunities for stakeholder participation, and the analysis of projected benefits are 
documented through studies and are published Coordinated System Plan, which is posted 
on the interregional planning websites.  For these reasons, we find that SPP’s and 
MISO’s proposals meet the requirement of Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5 that 
the cost allocation methods be transparent.   

156. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6 specifies that the public utility 
transmission providers located in neighboring transmission planning regions have the 
flexibility to choose a different cost allocation method for different types of interregional 
                                              

355 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 647, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 693. 

356 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.4.1 (0.0.0). 
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transmission facilities, such as interregional transmission facilities needed for reliability, 
congestion relief, or to achieve public policy requirements.357  The Commission noted 
that public utility transmission providers are permitted, but not required, to designate 
different types of transmission facilities, such as transmission facilities needed for 
reliability, congestion relief, or to achieve public policy requirements.358  This statement 
means that, unless public utility transmission providers decide to have a different cost 
allocation method for each different type of interregional transmission facility, then they 
must have one interregional cost allocation method that applies to all three types of 
interregional transmission facilities.  Therefore, the ability to pick one of these 
approaches did not remove the requirement that public utility transmission providers, 
through their regional transmission planning process, must have an interregional cost 
allocation method or methods that apply to interregional transmission projects that 
address regional transmission needs driven by reliability, economics, and public policy 
requirements.359  As discussed above, we find MISO’s proposal to use adjusted 
production cost for interregional transmission facilities that address regional economic 
transmission needs consistent with Interregional Cost Allocation Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, and 
5.  Also discussed above, we find SPP’s proposal to use a combination of avoided cost 
and adjusted production cost for interregional transmission facilities that address regional 
reliability needs and adjusted production cost for interregional transmission facilities that 
address regional economic transmission needs consistent with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  However, to comply with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 6, SPP and MISO must also have an interregional cost allocation 
method that addresses regional transmission needs driven by public policy requirements, 
and MISO must include an interregional cost allocation method for regional reliability 
needs.  Therefore, neither SPP’s nor MISO’s interregional cost allocation proposals fully 
comply with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6. 

157. In addition, MISO’s proposal to limit an interregional transmission facility to 
those that qualify as a Market Efficiency Project in MISO’s regional transmission 
planning process does not comply with Order No. 1000 because MISO’s regional cost 
allocation method for Market Efficiency Projects only accounts for regional economic 
benefits.360  In Order No. 1000, the Commission did not require public utility 
transmission providers to conduct interregional transmission planning and did not require 

                                              
357 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 685. 

358 Id. P 686. 

359Id. 

360 See MISO First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,215 at P 519. 
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them to produce an interregional transmission plan.361  However, through the 
Commission’s requirement that each public utility transmission provider identify 
interregional transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective than 
regional transmission facilities using its regional transmission planning process, the 
Commission expected public utility transmission providers to consider all types of 
regional transmission needs, including regional reliability, economic and public policy 
related transmission needs.362  Moreover, in Order No. 1000-A, the Commission 
explained that consideration of whether an interregional transmission facility satisfied 
regional transmission needs driven by public policy requirements is an essential part of 
the evaluation of an interregional transmission project; not as part of interregional 
transmission coordination, but as part of the relevant regional transmission planning 
process.363  Because of this obligation to identify and evaluate interregional transmission 
projects to the extent that they might be more efficient or cost-effective in addressing 
regional reliability, economic, and public policy transmission needs, Order No. 1000 
requires that the interregional cost allocation method must account for all benefits that 
were identified in the regional transmission planning processes.  We therefore find that 
MISO’s proposal to only consider Market Efficiency Projects fails to sufficiently 
consider all of the benefits that may accrue from an interregional transmission project.  
Thus, we find that the proposed interregional cost allocation method does not comply 
with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6.364 

158. For these reasons, we conditionally accept SPP’s cost allocation proposal for 
interregional transmission facilities addressing reliability needs in sections 9.6.3.1.1.b of 
the SPP-MISO JOA365 and SPP’s and MISO’s proposed cost allocation for interregional 
transmission facilities addressing economic needs in section 9.6.3.1.1 of SPP-MISO 

                                              
361 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 399. 

362 Id. P 368. 

363 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 500. 

364 See PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 149 FERC ¶ 61,250, at P 190 (2014) (finding 
that MISO’s and PJM Transmission Owners’ interregional cost allocation proposals for 
Cross-Border Market Efficiency Projects do not fully comply with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 6, because to comply with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6, 
MISO and PJM must also have an interregional cost allocation method(s) for regional 
reliability and transmission needs driven by public policy requirements).  

365 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1.b (0.0.0).  
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JOA,366 subject to our acceptance of a further compliance filing to address Interregional 
Cost Allocation Principle 6. 

159. Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date of 
issuance of this order, a further compliance filing to propose a new interregional cost 
allocation method that applies to interregional transmission facilities addressing regional 
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements and are eligible to be selected in 
both SPP’s and MISO’s regional transmission planning processes for purposes of cost 
allocation.  In addition, we direct MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance 
of this order, a further compliance filing to revise its version of the SPP-MISO JOA to 
adopt SPP’s cost allocation method that applies to interregional transmission facilities 
addressing regional reliability transmission needs.  We note, however, that to the extent 
SPP and MISO propose different interregional cost allocation method(s) for interregional 
transmission facilities addressing regional transmission needs driven by reliability, 
economics, and public policy requirements than we accept here, we will address those 
proposed interregional cost allocation method(s) in the order addressing the compliance 
filing directed herein. 

c. Miscellaneous 

160. SPP and MISO state that, while they disagree on certain aspects of the cost 
allocation of Interregional Projects, they agree on the proposed provisions regarding the 
determination of ownership rights and construction obligations with respect to 
Interregional Projects.367  SPP and MISO state that the proposed SPP-MISO JOA 
provides that SPP will enforce obligations to construct, own, and finance Interregional 
Projects in accordance with the SPP Tariff and the SPP Membership Agreement and 
MISO will enforce obligations to construct Interregional Projects in accordance with its 
Transmission Owners Agreement.368  SPP and MISO explain that, when an approved 
Interregional Project will interconnect only to transmission facilities under the control of 
one party, that party’s tariff will designate the entity to construct, own, operate and 
finance the Interregional Project. 369  SPP and MISO further explain that, when an 

                                              
366 See, e.g., SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1.a (0.0.0); MISO, SPP-

MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1 (0.0.0).  

367 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 16; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 18. 

368 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 16-17; 
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 18-19 (citing SPP, 
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.7 (0.0.0)). 
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approved Interregional Project will interconnect to transmission facilities under the 
control of both parties, the tariff used to designate the entity to construct, own, operate 
and finance the Interregional Project will be determined based on the proportion of 
benefits to each party, unless otherwise precluded by any applicable jurisdictional 
limitations.

 
 

i. Comments and Protests 

161. Organization of MISO States argues that neither SPP’s nor MISO’s proposal 
include language on how to administer changes in interregional transmission project cost 
estimates.370  Organization of MISO States requests that the Commission direct SPP and 
MISO to include language on how changes to an interregional project cost estimate will 
be administered.371    

162. SPP Transmission Owners state that the cost allocation method is utilized not only 
to determine whether to build a interregional transmission project, but also to determine 
the proportion of the interregional transmission project that will be built and operated 
under each RTO’s tariff.372  SPP Transmission Owners request confirmation that the 
benefits test will only be used to determine the proportion of an interregional 
transmission project built and operated by each RTO, rather than which RTO tariff will 
govern the entire interregional transmission project.  SPP Transmission Owners argue 
that it would be unjust and unreasonable to confer control of an entire interregional 
transmission project to an RTO that is projected to receive, for example, fifty-one percent 
of the benefits.373 

                                                                                                                                                  
369 MISO Interregional Compliance Filling, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 17; 

SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-00, at 19 (citing SPP, SPP-
MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.7.1 (0.0.0)). 

370 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 17 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

371Id. 18. 

372 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 13 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, 
Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 17). 

373 SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-
1938-000, at 13 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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ii. Answers 

163. With regard to Organization of MISO States’ request that the SPP-MISO JOA be 
revised to clarify how changes in interregional project cost estimates will be handled, 
SPP and MISO explain that, because any interregional transmission project must be 
approved through the regional transmission process, the regional processes of SPP and 
MISO will be applied, including the regional procedures related to changes in 
transmission project costs.  MISO also notes that Order No. 1000 did not require 
development of an interregional process to address changes in interregional transmission 
project cost or that each interregional neighbor handle changes in project cost 
identically.374 

164. With regard to the SPP Transmission Owners’ request for confirmation that the 
benefits test will only be used to determine the proportion of an interregional project to 
be built and operated by each RTO,375 SPP and MISO clarify sections 9.7 and 9.7.1 of the 
SPP-MISO JOA.  SPP and MISO explain that, when a tie-line interregional project 
interconnects with transmission facilities that are under the respective functional control 
of the neighboring RTOs and are respectively owned by adjacent transmission owners in 
each RTO, pursuant to section 9.6.3.1.1 of the MISO-SPP JOA, the benefits calculation 
would be used to determine the ownership shares of such transmission owners.  SPP and 
MISO add that the ownership shares of such transmission owners would determine the 
tariff applicable to the portion respectively owned by the relevant MISO transmission 
owner and SPP transmission owner.  SPP and MISO state that majority ownership does 
not determine the tariff that will govern the entire project or line.  SPP and MISO state 
that, instead, the portion of the transmission project owned by a transmission owner will 
be governed by the tariff of that transmission owner’s RTO.  SPP and MISO state that, if 
there are jurisdictional limitations, the ownership for the transmission owner in each 
respective RTO will be determined in accordance with the identified jurisdictional 
boundaries.  For example, SPP and MISO state that, if based on the benefits of the 
interregional project, the ownership would be split 50/50 between the respective RTOs 
but, due to the geographic location of the project, only a transmission owner from one 
RTO is permitted to construct and own transmission projects in that location, then that 
portion of the transmission project would be 100 percent subject to the RTO tariff of the 
transmission owner constructing the project.  Likewise, SPP and MISO state that for 

                                              
374 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 18 (filed Nov. 4, 2013); SPP 

Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 12 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

375 Id. (citing SPP Transmission Owners Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 
and ER13-1938-000, at 13 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (emphasis in original)). 
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interregional transmission projects that are solely located within one RTO, the ownership  
and operation of that project will be subject to the tariff of the RTO where it is located.376 

iii. Commission Determination 

165. We find it unnecessary to require revisions to the SPP-MISO JOA to include 
language on how interregional transmission facility cost estimates will be reevaluated, as 
Organization of MISO States’ requests.  We agree with SPP and MISO that, because any 
interregional transmission facility must be approved through the regional transmission 
planning processes, the regional procedures for reevaluation related to changes in 
transmission project costs will apply.  We also note that Order No. 1000 did not require 
development of an interregional process to address changes in interregional transmission 
project cost; therefore, this issue is beyond the scope of Order No. 1000.  

166. With respect to SPP Transmission Owners’ requested clarification regarding the 
determination of ownership rights and construction obligations, we accept SPP’s and 
MISO’s clarification in their answers.  Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, 
within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, revisions to sections 9.7 (Network 
Upgrade Construction and Ownership) and 9.7.1 (Interregional Project Construction and 
Ownership) of the SPP-MISO JOA to provide the additional detail and examples 
provided in their answers. 

d. Entergy 

i. Comments and Protests 

167. Arkansas Electric argues that it is forced to pay pancaked transmission rates 
whenever it serves load connected to the Entergy system with resources located in SPP 
or, more frequently, when it serves load in SPP with resources connected to Entergy 
transmission facilities because Entergy opted to join MISO rather than SPP.377  Arkansas 
Electric urges the Commission to require the elimination of rate pancaking between SPP 
and MISO as it did rate pancaking between MISO and PJM.378    

                                              
376 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 19 (filed Nov. 4, 2013); SPP 

Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, 13 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

377 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 

378 Id. 9 (citing Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 104 FERC         
¶ 61,105, at P 39 (2003)). 
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168. Arkansas Electric states that this negative effect of rate pancaking is equally 
applicable to the seam that Entergy’s integration into MISO will create between SPP and 
MISO.  Arkansas Electric states that the new configuration will divide a highly integrated 
portion of the grid and will leave a portion of the MISO footprint – MISO South         
(i.e., Entergy, Central Louisiana Electric Company, and the many load serving entities 
embedded within their transmission systems) – barely contiguous with the rest of the 
MISO region.379  Arkansas Electric claims that this point is illustrated by the fact that 
MISO has only a 1000 megawatt contract path to the Entergy system.  Finally, Arkansas 
Electric argues that this configuration will subject a significant number of transactions, 
including but not limited to Arkansas Electric’s transactions to serve its members’ loads, 
to continued rate pancaking at substantially higher rates.  Arkansas Electric states that the 
failure of SPP and MISO to address this subject in their filings on interregional 
transmission coordination is not just and reasonable.380  

169. Wind Parties argue that the single interconnection point between Entergy and 
MISO is insufficient to allow the capture of the benefits that have justified the finding 
that Entergy’s membership in MISO was in the public interest.  Wind Parties contend that 
more interconnections must be established to realize these benefits.  Wind Parties further 
state that the integration of MISO North and South will create additional flows on 
neighboring systems and new transmission to connect MISO North and South will likely 
cross SPP, Associated Electric, or TVA.  Wind Parties assert that it is unlikely that a test 
that merely involves calculations of adjusted production cost benefits will result in the 
development of needed transmission that crosses the adjoining regions.  Wind Parties 
state that it seems probable that added flows between MISO North and South will 
increase congestion on the SPP system.  Wind Parties contend that addressing the need 
for transmission will require a cost allocation tool that sufficiently identifies the benefits 
of such transmission and allocates its costs in a manner roughly commensurate with 
benefits.  Wind Parties state that, otherwise, the benefits of resolving a serious reliability 
issue may not be reflected in an adjusted production cost model.  Wind Parties claim that, 
as a result, SPP and MISO may not build needed transmission either because (1) the 
adjusted production cost model does not acknowledge benefits that would meet the 

                                              
379 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 

ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 9-10 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Docket        
No. EL11-34, Affidavit of Carl A. Monroe on behalf of SPP at P 12 (May 9, 2011) 
(eLibrary accession no. 20110509-5162)). 

380 Arkansas Electric Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 
ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 10 (filed Sept. 9, 2013). 
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requirements of the required cost benefit ratios or (2) the benefits are so disproportional 
to the allocation of costs that one RTO will not agree to proceed.381  

170. The Organization of MISO States recommends that MISO clarify how the 
interregional cost allocation will be considered in relation to the FERC-approved five- 

year cost allocation process during the Entergy integration into MISO.382  The 
Organization of MISO States seeks clarity as to how, if interregional transmission 
projects are identified and approved between the Entergy region and SPP, especially 
during the Entergy Transition period, the costs of those projects will be allocated amongst 
the MISO North and South regions.  The Organization of MISO States seeks clarification 
as to whether SPP and MISO intend that the costs of any interregional transmission 
projects identified and approved during the five-year transition period will be allocated 
pursuant to the FERC-approved five-year transition period method so that any costs for 
an interregional transmission project that terminates within the MISO North or South 
region would be borne by only the MISO North or South region, respectively.383 

ii. Answers 

171. MISO asserts that the rate pancaking issue raised by Arkansas Electric is beyond 
the scope of this Order No. 1000 interregional compliance proceeding.  It states that, 
pursuant to Order No. 1000, any such rate pancaking should have been raised in the 
stakeholder process preceding SPP’s and MISO’s interregional compliance filings.384  

                                              
381 Wind Parties Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000, ER13-1938-000, 

ER13-1939-000, and ER13-1945-000, at 22 (filed Sept. 24, 2013). 

382 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 18 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Midwest Independent Transmission 
System Operator, Inc., et al., 139 FERC ¶ 61,056 (2012)). 

383 Organization of MISO States Comments, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and 
ER13-1938-000, at 18-19 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) (citing Southern Region Workshop 
Update, Planning Advisory Committee of MISO, 6/26/2013. 
https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/PAC/
2013/20130626/20130626%20PAC%20Item%2010%20Southern%20Region%20Integrat
ion%20Workshop%20Highlights.pdf.  

384 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 16 (filed Nov. 4, 2013) (citing 
Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 761, order on reh’g, Order            
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC  ¶ 61,132 at P 623) (“We decline to make new findings with 
respect to pancaked rates in this Final Rule as it is beyond the scope of this proceeding.  
In particular, we do not make any modifications to the Commission’s pancaked rate 
(continued ...) 

https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/PAC/2013/20130626/
https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/PAC/2013/20130626/
https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/PAC/2013/20130626/20130626%20PAC%20Item%2010%20Southern%20Region%20Integration%20Workshop%20Highlights.pdf
https://www.midwestiso.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/PAC/2013/20130626/20130626%20PAC%20Item%2010%20Southern%20Region%20Integration%20Workshop%20Highlights.pdf
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MISO claims that, because Arkansas Electric failed to raise its rate pancaking concerns 
during MISO’s stakeholder process that led to the SPP-MISO JOA filing, it should be 
barred from raising the issue at this juncture.385  SPP agrees that Arkansas Electric’s 
arguments are outside the scope of Order No. 1000.  SPP argues that the SPP stakeholder 
process is the appropriate venue to discuss rate pancaking issues and Arkansas Electric 
should address its concerns on a prospective basis through the appropriate SPP working 
groups.386 

172. Arkansas Electric asserts that SPP’s and MISO’s argument that Arkansas Electric 
should now be barred from raising the rate pancaking issue because Arkansas Electric 
failed to raise its concerns during MISO’s stakeholder process that led to the SPP-MISO 
JOA filing is factually incorrect and legally irrelevant.  Arkansas Electric states that it did 
raise this concern during the stakeholder process on a number of occasions.  Arkansas 
Electric states that the issues was raised on two occasions: (1) Ricky R. Bittle, Arkansas 
Electric’s Vice President of Planning, Rates and Dispatching, raised the issue at a forum 
in Dallas, Texas on March 26, 2013 and (2) Robert Shields, Arkansas Electric’s Senior 
Rate Analyst, Rates & Forecasting, did the same at a forum in St. Louis, Missouri on 
May 17, 2013.  In addition, Arkansas states that on each occasion that written surveys 
were distributed to participants in the stakeholder process Arkansas Electric noted its 
concerns about rate pancaking.  Arkansas claims that, in the first instance, Arkansas 
Electric added that concern to the list of issues the RTOs had prepared.387  Arkansas 
contends that, on at least one of those occasions, an SPP representative acknowledged 
receipt of Arkansas Electric’s survey.388  Thus, Arkansas Electric argues that the fact that 
the proposed changes to the SPP-MISO JOA did not reflect Arkansas Electric’s concerns 
about the increased cost of rate pancaking is a result of SPP’s and MISO’s lack of 
                                                                                                                                                  
provisions for an RTO under Order No. 2000.  If rate pancaking is an issue in a particular 
transmission planning region, stakeholders may raise their concerns in the consultations 
leading to the compliance proceedings for this Final Rule or make a separate filing with 
the Commission under section 205 or 206 of the FPA, as appropriate.”). 

385 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 16 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

386 SPP Answer, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11 (filed Nov. 4, 2013). 

 387 Arkansas Electric Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 3 (filed Nov. 19, 2013) (citing Arkansas Electric Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 
and ER13-1938-000, Attachments 1 and 2). 

 388 Arkansas Electric Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 3 (filed Nov. 19, 2013) (citing Arkansas Electric Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 
and ER13-1938-000, Attachment 3). 
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responsiveness to Arkansas Electric’s concerns, rather than Arkansas Electric’s failure to 
articulate those concerns.389 

173. Arkansas Electric further asserts that, even if it had not raised its concerns in the 
stakeholder process that would not lead to the conclusion that the Commission should not 
consider the issues raised in Arkansas Electric’s protest.  Arkansas Electric points out 
that, when the Commission issued a public notice of the filings and invited comments and 
protests by interested parties,390 the Commission did not limit the right to file comments 
and protests to parties that had participated in stakeholder processes.  Arkansas Electric 
adds that the Commission is required to provide a “cogent response” and to “respond 
meaningfully” to arguments raised before it,391 without regard to whether those 
arguments were first raised in a stakeholder process. 

174. MISO responds that the cost allocation treatment of SPP-MISO interregional 
transmission projects during Entergy’s five-year transition period will depend on the 
physical location of the project.392 

iii. Commission Determination 

175. We find that Arkansas Electric’s claims regarding rate pancaking are beyond the 
scope of these proceeding.  We note that the Commission has established hearing and 
settlement judge procedures in another proceeding to address this issue.393  We also find 
that Wind Parties’ argument that the lack of transfer capacity between MISO North and 
MISO South will prevent a calculation of adjusted production costs from adequately 
valuing the benefits of an interregional transmission facility is beyond the scope of the 
interregional requirements of Order No. 1000.     

                                              
 389 Arkansas Electric Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 3 (filed Nov. 19, 2013). 

390 Id. (citing FERC Combined Notice of Filings #1 (July 12, 2013); Notice 
Granting an Extension of Time To Submit Comments on Interregional Compliance 
Filings (August 7, 2013).  

 391 Arkansas Electric Answer, Docket Nos. ER13-1937-000 and ER13-1938-000, 
at 3-4 (filed Nov. 19, 2013) (citing PPL Wallingford Energy LLC v. FERC, 419 F.3d 
1194, 1198-1200 (D.C. Cir. 2005); PSEG Energy Resources & Trade, LLC v. FERC,  
360 F.3d 200, 205 (D.C. Cir. 2004)). 

392 MISO Answer, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 20 (filed November 4, 2013). 

393 See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 146 FERC ¶ 61,231 (2014). 
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176. As to the Organization of MISO States’ concern regarding Entergy’s integration 
into MISO, we find that MISO’s proposal to allocate its share of an interregional 
transmission facility’s costs using the current regional cost allocation method during the 
five-year integration of Entergy Operating Companies and/or utilities adjacent to Entergy 
into MISO is sufficiently detailed in Attachment FF-6 of MISO’s OATT and supported 
by the record.  While Order No. 1000 states that the method for allocating a transmission 
planning region’s share of the cost of an interregional transmission facility may differ 
from the method for allocating the cost of a regional transmission facility within that 
region,394 it does not require transmission planning regions to use a different cost 
allocation method to allocate its costs of an interregional transmission facility.  Therefore, 
MISO can use its existing regional cost allocation method for allocating its share of an 
interregional transmission project.  We note that the Commission has already accepted 
the cost allocation mechanism in MISO’s existing OATT for Entergy’s five-year 
transition into MISO.395  Regional and interregional transmission facilities that are 
evaluated and selected during the five-year transition period will be eligible to use the 
appropriate regional cost allocation method based on the type of transmission facility. 

The Commission orders: 

 (A) SPP’s and MISO’s compliance filings are hereby conditionally accepted, as 
modified, subject to a further compliance filing, as discussed in the body of this order. 
 
 (B) SPP and MISO are hereby directed to submit further compliance filings, 
within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, as discussed in the body of this order. 
 

(C) Entergy’s compliance filing is hereby rejected, as discussed in the body of 
this order. 
 

(D) Cleco’s compliance filing is hereby rejected, as discussed in the body of 
this order. 
 
By the Commission.  Commissioner Honorable is not participating. 
 
( S E A L ) 
 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 

                                              
394 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 733. 

395 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,056 (2012), 
order on reh’g, 141 FERC ¶ 61,128 (2012).   
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Appendix A: Abbreviated Names of Intervenors 

 
The following tables contain the abbreviated names of intervenors that are used in 
this Order on Compliance Filings. 
 

Intervenors 
 

SPP Interregional Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1937-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
American Transmission Company LLC American Transmission Company LLC 
  
Arkansas Electric Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Organization of MISO States Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa 
Utilities Board, Kentucky Public 
Service Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission, Missouri Public 
Service Commission, Montana Public 
Service Commission, City of New 
Orleans, North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, South Dakota Public 
Utilities Commission, Texas Public 
Utility Commission and Wisconsin 
Public Service Commission 

  
Springfield City of Springfield, Missouri 
  
Public Interest Organizations Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, DATC Midwest 
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Holdings, American Transmission 
Company LLC, and Duke Energy 
Transmission Holding Company  

  
East Texas Cooperatives East Texas Cooperatives 
  
Empire District Electric Company Empire District Electric Company 
  
E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor  

  
Indiana Commission Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
  
ITC Companies International Transmission Company; 

Michigan Electric Transmission 
Company, LLC; ITC Midwest LLC 
Company 

  
KCP&L Kansas City Power & Light Company 

and KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company 

  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc.  
  
MISO Transmission Owners MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 

Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
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American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 

  
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 
  
Omaha Public Power District Omaha Public Power District 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
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Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

  
Transource Energy, LLC Transource Energy, LLC 
  
Westar Energy, Inc. Westar Energy, Inc. 
  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
  
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
  
Xcel Xcel Energy Services, Inc. 
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MISO Interregional Compliance Filing 

Docket No. ER13-1938-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  
Ameren Ameren Services Company (on behalf 

of its affiliated operating companies: 
Ameren Illinois Company and Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; and on behalf of its affiliated 
marketing and generating companies: 
Ameren Energy Marketing Company, 
Ameren Energy Generating Company 
and AmerenEnergy Resources 
Generating Company (collectively, the 
Ameren Companies)) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
American Transmission Company American Transmission Company LLC 
  
Arkansas Electric Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Organization of MISO States Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa 
Utilities Board, Kentucky Public 
Service Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission, Missouri Public 
Service Commission, Montana Public 
Service Commission, City of New 
Orleans, North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, South Dakota Public 
Utilities Commission, Texas Public 
Utility Commission and Wisconsin 
Public Service Commission 

  
Springfield City of Springfield, Missouri 
  



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 99 - 

Public Interest Organizations Climate & Energy Project and the 
Sustainable FERC Project 

  
Consumers Energy Company Consumers Energy Company 
  
DATC Midwest Holdings, LLC DATC Midwest Holdings, LLC 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, American 
Transmission Company LLC, and Duke 
Energy Transmission Holding Company  

  
Duke Energy Corporation Duke Energy Corporation 
  
Duke Energy Transmission Holding 
Company, LLC 

Duke Energy Transmission Holding 
Company, LLC 

  
East Texas Cooperatives East Texas Cooperatives 
  
Empire District Electric Company Empire District Electric Company 
  
E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor  

  
Indiana Commission Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
  
International Transmission Company International Transmission Company 
  
KCP&L Kansas City Power & Light Company 

and KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company 

  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 
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MISO Transmission Owners MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 

Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power  
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Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 

  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Inc., Sierra Club, Southern 
Environmental Law Center and 
Sustainable FERC Project 

  
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 
  
Omaha Public Power District Omaha Public Power District 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
  
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

  
Transource Energy, LLC Transource Energy, LLC 
  
Westar Energy, Inc. Westar Energy, Inc. 
  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
  
Wisconsin Electric Power Company Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
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SPP Tariff Filing 

Docket No. ER13-1939-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
American Transmission Company American Transmission Company LLC 
  
Arkansas Electric Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Public Interest Organizations Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, American 
Transmission Company LLC, and Duke 
Energy Transmission Holding Company  

  
Duke Energy Carolinas Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC (DEC), 

Duke Energy Progress, Inc. (DEP) and 
Duke Energy Florida, Inc. (DEF) 

  
East Texas Cooperatives East Texas Cooperatives 
  
Empire District Electric Company Empire District Electric Company 
  
E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
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Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor  

  
International Transmission Company International Transmission Company 
  
KCP&L Kansas City Power & Light Company 

and KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company 

  
LG&E-KU Louisville Gas and Electric Company 

(LG&E) and Kentucky Utilities 
Company (KU 

  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MEAG Power Municipal Electric Authority of Georgia 
  
MISO Transmission Owners MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 

Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 



Docket No. ER13-1937-000, et al.   - 104 - 

Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 

  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Inc., Sierra Club, Southern 
Environmental Law Center and 
Sustainable FERC Project 

  
North Carolina Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission 
  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
South Carolina Office of Regulatory 
Staff 

South Carolina Office of Regulatory 
Staff 

  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
Southern Company Services, Inc. Southern Company Services, Inc. 
  
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
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and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

and Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

  
TVA Tennessee Valley Authority 
  
Transource Energy, LLC Transource Energy, LLC 
  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
  
Xcel Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
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MISO Tariff Filing 

Docket No. ER13-1945-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  
Ameren Ameren Services Company 
  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
American Transmission Company American Transmission Company LLC 
  
Arkansas Electric Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Organization of MISO States Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa 
Utilities Board, Kentucky Public 
Service Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission, Missouri Public 
Service Commission, Montana Public 
Service Commission, City of New 
Orleans, North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, South Dakota Public 
Utilities Commission, Texas Public 
Utility Commission and Wisconsin 
Public Service Commission 

  
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Public Interest Organizations Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
Consumers Energy Company Consumers Energy Company 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, and DATC Midwest 
Holdings, LLC  
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Duke Energy Corporation Duke Energy Corporation 
  
Duke Energy Transmission Holding 
Company 

Duke Energy Transmission Holding 
Company 

  
Nine Public Interest Organizations Earthjustice, Environmental Law and 

Policy Center, National Audubon 
Society, Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Pace Energy and Climate 
Center, Sierra Club, Southern 
Environmental Law Center, Sustainable 
FERC Project and Union of Concerned 
Scientists 

  
E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

E.ON Climate & Renewables North 
America LLC 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor  

  
Indiana Commission Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
  
International Transmission Company International Transmission Company 
  
KCP&L Kansas City Power & Light Company 

and KCP&L Greater Missouri 
Operations Company 

  
LG&E-KU Louisville Gas and Electric Company 

(LG&E) and Kentucky Utilities 
Company (KU 

  
Maryland Commission Maryland Public Service Commission 
  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
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Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MEAG Power Municipal Electric Authority of Georgia 
  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
MISO Transmission Owners MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 

Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
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Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 

  
NIPSCO Northern Indiana Public Service 

Company 
  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
ODEC Old Dominion Electric Cooperative 
  
PJM PJM Interconnection, LLC 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
PPL PJM Companies * PPL Electric Utilities Corporation; PPL 

EnergyPlus, LLC; PPL Brunner Island, 
LLC; PPL Holtwood, LLC; PPL 
Ironwood, LLC; PPL Martins Creek, 
LLC; PPL Montour, LLC; PPL 
Susquehanna, LLC; Lower Mount 
Bethel Energy, LLC; PPL New Jersey 
Solar, LLC; PPL New Jersey Biogas, 
LLC; and PPL Renewable Energy, LLC 

  
PSEG PSEG Companies 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
Southern Company Services, Inc. Southern Company Services, Inc. 
  
Transource Energy, LLC Transource Energy, LLC 
  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
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Wisconsin Electric Power Company Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
 
*late motion for intervention 
 

Entergy Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1955-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
Lafayette Utilities System Lafayette Utilities System 
  
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 
  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
 
 

Cleco Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1956-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Lafayette Utilities System Lafayette Utilities System 
  
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 
  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
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Appendix B: Abbreviated Names of Initial Commenters 

 
The following tables contain the abbreviated names of initial commenters that are 
used in this Order on Compliance Filings. 

Initial Commenters 
 

SPP Interregional Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1937-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Wind Parties* ++ American Wind Energy Association 

(AWEA), Wind on the Wires (WOW) 
and the Mid-Atlantic Renewable 
Energy Coalition (MAREC)  

  
Arkansas Electric+ Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Organization of MISO States Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa 
Utilities Board, Kentucky Public 
Service Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission, Missouri Public 
Service Commission, Montana Public 
Service Commission, City of New 
Orleans, North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, South Dakota Public 
Utilities Commission, Texas Public 
Utility Commission and Wisconsin 
Public Service Commission 

  
Public Interest Organizations+ Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
ATC/Duke+ Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, DATC Midwest 
Holdings, American Transmission 
Company LLC, and Duke Energy 
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Transmission Holding Company 
  
East Texas Cooperatives+ East Texas Cooperatives 
  
Indiana Commission+ Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
  
MISO+ Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
MISO Transmission Owners+ MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 

Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
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Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 

  
SPP Transmission Owners (each of 
whom intervened separately) 

SPP Transmission Owners (Kansas City 
Power & Light Company and KCP&L 
Greater Missouri Operations Company; 
American Electric Power Service 
Company, on behalf of Public Service 
Company of Oklahoma and 
Southwestern Electric Power Company; 
Lincoln Electric System; Omaha Public 
Power District; The Empire District 
Electric Company; Westar Energy, Inc.; 
City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri; 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation; 
Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC; 
Nebraska Public Power District; and 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company) 

  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
  
Xcel+ Xcel Energy Services, Inc. 
 
*    late comments 
+    protest 
++  Not an intervenor in this docket 
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MISO Interregional Compliance Filing 

Docket No. ER13-1938-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  
Wind Parties* ++ AmericanWind Energy Association 

(AWEA), Wind on the Wires (WOW) 
and the Mid-Atlantic Renewable 
Energy Coalition (MAREC)  

  
Arkansas Electric+ Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Organization of MISO States Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa 
Utilities Board, Kentucky Public 
Service Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission, Missouri Public 
Service Commission, Montana Public 
Service Commission, City of New 
Orleans, North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, South Dakota Public 
Utilities Commission, Texas Public 
Utility Commission and Wisconsin 
Public Service Commission 

  
Public Interest Organizations+ Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
ATC/Duke+ Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, DATC Midwest 
Holdings, American Transmission 
Company LLC, and Duke Energy 
Transmission Holding Company 

  
East Texas Cooperatives+ East Texas Cooperatives 
  
Indiana Commission+ Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 
  
MISO Transmission Owners+ MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 
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Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 
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SPP Southwest Power Pool 
  
SPP Transmission Owners (each of 
whom intervened separately) 

SPP Transmission Owners (Kansas City 
Power & Light Company and KCP&L 
Greater Missouri Operations Company; 
American Electric Power Service 
Company, on behalf of Public Service 
Company of Oklahoma and 
Southwestern Electric Power Company; 
Lincoln Electric System; Omaha Public 
Power District; The Empire District 
Electric Company; Westar Energy, Inc.; 
City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri; 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation; 
Mid-Kansas Electric Company, LLC; 
Nebraska Public Power District; and 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company) 

  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
 
*    late comments 
+    protest 
++  Not an intervenor in this docket 
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SPP Tariff Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1939-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Wind Parties* ++ American 

Wind Energy Association (AWEA), 
Wind on the Wires (WOW) and the 
Mid-Atlantic Renewable Energy 
Coalition (MAREC)  

  
Arkansas Electric+ Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
SERTP Sponsors (each of whom 
intervened separately) 

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc.; 
Dalton Utilities; Duke Energy 
Carolinas, LLC; Duke Energy Progress, 
Inc.; Georgia Transmission 
Corporation; Louisville Gas and 
Electric Company and Kentucky 
Utilities Company; the Municipal 
Electric Authority of Georgia; Ohio 
Valley Electric Corporation; 
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative; 
Southern Company Services, Inc.; the 
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association; and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority 

  
Public Interest Organizations+ Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
MISO Transmission Owners+ MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 

Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
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Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 

  
Western Farmers Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
  
Xcel+ Xcel Energy Services, Inc. 
 
*    late comments 
+    protest  
++  Not an intervenor in this docket 
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MISO Tariff Filing 

Docket No. ER13-1945-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  

Wind Parties* ++ American Wind Energy Association 
(AWEA), Wind on the Wires (WOW) 
and the Mid-Atlantic Renewable 
Energy Coalition (MAREC)  

  
Arkansas Electric+ Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
Organization of MISO States Arkansas Public Service Commission, 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, Iowa 
Utilities Board, Kentucky Public 
Service Commission, Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission, Missouri Public 
Service Commission, Montana Public 
Service Commission, City of New 
Orleans, North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, South Dakota Public 
Utilities Commission, Texas Public 
Utility Commission and Wisconsin 
Public Service Commission 

  
Public Interest Organizations+ Climate & Energy Project and the 

Sustainable FERC Project 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, American 
Transmission Company LLC, and Duke 
Energy Transmission Holding Company  

  
Nine Public Interest Organizations+ Earthjustice, Environmental Law and 

Policy Center, National Audubon 
Society, Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Pace Energy and Climate 
Center, Sierra Club, Southern 
Environmental Law Center, Sustainable 
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FERC Project and Union of Concerned 
Scientists 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation+ 
  
NIPSCO+ Northern Indiana Public Service 

Company 
  
PJM PJM Interconnection, LLC+ 
  
PJM Transmission Owners+ ++ PJM Transmission Owners 
 
*   Late comments 
+    Protest 
++  Not an intervenor in this docket 
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Appendix C: Abbreviated Names of Reply Commenters 

 
The following tables contain the abbreviated names of initial commenters that are 
used in this Order on Compliance Filings. 

Reply Commenters 
 

SPP Interregional Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1937-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Arkansas Electric Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, American 
Transmission Company LLC, and Duke 
Energy Transmission Holding Company 

  
SPP (filed separate answers on 9/24/13 
and 11/4/13) 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

 
 
 

MISO Interregional Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1938-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Arkansas Electric Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

Corporation 
  
ATC/Duke Duke-American Transmission 

Company, LLC, American 
Transmission Company LLC, and Duke 
Energy Transmission Holding Company 

  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
 

SPP Tariff Filing 
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Docket No. ER13-1939-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  

SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 

 
MISO Tariff Filing 

Docket No. ER13-1945-000 
  

Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 
  

Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  

MISO Transmission Owners MISO Transmission Owners (Ameren 
Services Company, as agent for Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren 
Missouri; Ameren Illinois Company 
d/b/a Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois; 
American Transmission Company LLC; 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation; 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Duke Energy Corporation 
for Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc.; Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC; Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, 
L.L.C.; Entergy Mississippi, Inc.; 
Entergy New Orleans, Inc.; Entergy 
Texas, Inc.; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric 
Cooperative, Inc.; Indiana Municipal 
Power Agency; Indianapolis Power & 
Light Company; Michigan Public 
Power Agency; MidAmerican Energy 
Company; Minnesota Power (and its 
subsidiary Superior Water, L&P); 
Missouri River Energy Services; 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern 
Indiana Public Service Company; 
Northern States Power Company, a 
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Minnesota corporation, and Northern 
States Power Company, a Wisconsin 
corporation, subsidiaries of Xcel Energy 
Inc.; Northwestern Wisconsin Electric 
Company; Otter Tail Power Company; 
Prairie Power Inc.; South Mississippi 
Electric Power Association; Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative; Southern 
Indiana Gas & Electric Company (d/b/a 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana); 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 
Agency; Wabash Valley Power 
Association, Inc.; and Wolverine Power 
Supply Cooperative, Inc.) 
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Appendix D: eTariff Records 

The following table contains the eTariff records that are addressed in this Order on 
Compliance Filings. Shorthand eTariff record citations are only provided for those 
records that are explicitly addressed in this Order on Compliance Filings. 
 
Filing Party 
Short Cite Docket No. Tariff Record Citation Shorthand Tariff 

Record Citation 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. II, § 2.2 (Definitions) 
(0.0.1). 

 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.1 (Joint 
Planning Committee) (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1. (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.1 (Joint 
Planning Committee 
Responsibilities) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.2 
(Participating in Multi-Party 
Studies) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.3 (Joint 
Planning Committee Voting 
Process) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1.3 (0.0.0). 
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SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.4 
(Interregional Coordination 
Webpage) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1.4 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.2 (Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee) 
(1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.2 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.1 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Structure) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.2.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.2 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Responsibilities) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.2.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.3 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Voting Process) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.2.3 (0.0.0). 
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SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.2 (Data and 
Information Exchange) 
(1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.2 
(1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.2.1 (Annual Data 
and Information Exchange 
Requirement) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.2.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.2.2 (Data and 
Information Exchange Upon 
Request) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.2.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3 (Coordinated 
System Planning) (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1.2 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.1 (Single Party 
Planning) (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.1 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.2 (Annual 
Transmission Issues 
Evaluation) (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.1.1.2 (0.0.0). 
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SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (Process for 
Submitting Transmission 
Issues for Review) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.2.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.2 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Annual Issues 
Evaluation Meeting(s)) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.2.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Review of 
Identified Transmission 
Issues) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.2.3 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (Joint 
Planning Committee 
Decision Process) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.2.4 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.5 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Review of Joint 
Planning Committee 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.2.5 (0.0.0). 
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Determination of the Need 
for a Coordinated System 
Plan Study) (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3 (Coordinated 
System Plan Study) (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 
(Coordinated System Plan 
Study Scope Development) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.2 (Model 
Development for a 
Coordinated System Plan 
Study) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.3 (Study 
Analysis) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.3 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.4 (Identifying 
Interregional Solutions) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.4 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.4.1 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.4.1 (0.0.0). 
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(Evaluating Potential Impact 
of Proposed Interregional 
Projects to Other 
Transmission Planning 
Regions) (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.5 
(Interregional Project 
Recommendation Process) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.5 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.1 
(Coordinated System 
Planning Study Report and 
Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee 
Recommendation) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.5.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.2 (Joint 
Planning Committee 
Interregional Project 
Recommendation) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.5.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.6 (Regional 
Approval Process) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.3.6 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.4 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.4 (1.0.0). 
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SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.5 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.5 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.5.1 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.5.1 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.3.5.2 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.3.5.2 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.4 (Analysis of 
Interconnection Requests) 
(1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.4 
(1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.4.1 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.4.1 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.4.2 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.4.2 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.4.3 (1.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.4.3 (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.5 (Analysis of 
Long Term Firm 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.5 
(1.0.0). 
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Transmission Service 
Requests) (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6 (Allocation of 
Costs of Network Upgrades) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.6 
(0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.1 (Network 
Upgrades Associated with 
Interconnections) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.2 (Network 
Upgrades Associated with 
Transmission Service 
Requests) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.3 (Network 
Upgrades Under 
Coordinated System Plan) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.1 (Criteria for 
Project Designation as an 
Interregional Project) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3.1 (0.0.0). 
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SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1 
(Determination of Benefits 
to each RTO from 
Interregional Project) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3.1.1 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.2 (Cost 
Allocation and Recovery for 
Interregional Projects) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3.2 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.3 (Quarterly 
Status Reporting of 
Interregional Projects) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3.3 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.7 (Network 
Upgrade Construction and 
Ownership) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.7 
(0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.7.7 (Interregional 
Project Construction and 
Ownership) (0.0.0). 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.7.7 (0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1937-000 

SPP, Rate Schedules and 
Seams Agreements Tariff, 
Rate Schedule 9 (MISO-SPP 
Joint Operating Agreement), 
art. IX, § 9.8 (CMP 

SPP, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 9.8 
(0.0.0). 
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Allocation Adjustments for 
Interregional Project - 
Reserved for Future Use) 
(0.0.0). 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. II, § 2.2 (Definitions) 
(1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.1. (Joint 
Planning Committee) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.1 (Joint 
Planning Committee 
Responsibilities) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.2 
(Participating in Multi-Party 
Studies) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.3 (Joint 
Planning Committee Voting 
Process) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.1.4 
(Interregional Coordination 
Webpage) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.2 (Interregional 
Planning Stakeholder 
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Advisory Committee) 
(1.0.0). 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.1 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Structure) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.2 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Responsibilities) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.1.2.3 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Voting Process) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.2 (Data and 
Information Exchange) 
(1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.2.1 (Annual Data 
and Information Exchange 
Requirement) (0.0.0). 
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MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.2.2 (Data and 
Information Exchange Upon 
Request) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3 (Coordinated 
System Planning) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.1 (Single Party 
Planning) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.2 (Annual 
Transmission Issues 
Evaluation) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (Process for 
Submitting Transmission 
Issues for Review) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.2 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Annual Issues 
Evaluation Meeting(s)) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
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Committee Review of 
Identified Transmission 
Issues) (0.0.0). 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (Joint 
Planning Committee 
Decision Process) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.2.5 
(Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Review of Joint 
Planning Committee 
Determination of the Need 
for a Coordinated System 
Plan Study) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3 (Coordinated 
System Plan Study) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 
(Coordinated System Plan 
Study Scope Development) 
(1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.2 (Model 
Development for a 
Coordinated System Plan 
Study) (1.0.0). 
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MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.3 (Study 
Analysis) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.4 (Identifying 
Interregional Solutions) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.5 
(Interregional Project 
Recommendation Process) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.1 
(Coordinated System 
Planning Study Report and 
Interregional Planning 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee 
Recommendation) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.5.2 (Joint 
Planning Committee 
Interregional Project 
Recommendation) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.3.3.6 (Regional 
Approval Process) (0.0.0). 
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MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.4 (Analysis of 
Interconnection Requests) 
(1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.5 (Analysis of 
Long Term Firm 
Transmission Service 
Requests) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6 (Allocation of 
Costs of Network Upgrades) 
(1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.1 (Network 
Upgrades Associated with 
Interconnections) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.2 (Network 
Upgrades Associated with 
Transmission Service 
Requests) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.3 (Network 
Upgrades Under 
Coordinated System Plan) 
(1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.1 (Criteria for 

MISO, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3.1 (0.0.0). 
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Project Designation as an 
Interregional Project) (0.0.0). 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.1.1 
(Determination of Benefits 
to each RTO from 
Interregional Project) (0.0.0). 

MISO, SPP-MISO 
JOA, art. IX, § 
9.6.3.1.1 (0.0.0). 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.2 (Cost 
Allocation and Recovery for 
Interregional Projects) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.6.3.3 (Quarterly 
Status Reporting of 
Interregional Projects) 
(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.7 (Network 
Upgrade Construction and 
Ownership) (1.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.7.7 (Interregional 
Project Construction and 
Ownership) (0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1938-000 

MISO, MISO Rate 
Schedules, Joint Operating 
Agreement MISO and SPP, 
art. IX, § 9.8 (CMP 
Allocation Adjustments for 
Interregional Project - 
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Reserved for Future Use) 
(0.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Part I, § 1, 
Definitions I (Definitions I) 
(1.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Part I, § 1, 
Definitions R (Definitions R) 
(3.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
H (Annual Transmission 
Revenue Requirement for 
Network Integration 
Transmission Service) 
(28.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment J, 
§ II (Network Upgrades) 
(1.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment J, 
§ VI (Interregional Projects 
as Network Upgrades) 
(1.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
L, § III (Distribution of 
Revenues From Base Plan 
Zonal Charges and Region-
wide Charges and 
Interregional Projects) 
(3.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, § I (Overview of Planning 
Process) (1.0.0). 
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SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, § II (Roles and 
Responsibilities) (3.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, § IV (Other Planning 
Studies) (2.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, § V (The SPP 
Transmission Expansion 
Plan) (1.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, § VI (Construction of 
Transmission Facilities) 
(3.0.0). 

SPP, OATT, 
Attachment O, § VI 
(3.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, § VIII (Interregional 
Planning) (1.0.0). 

SPP, OATT, 
Attachment O, § 
VIII (1.0.0). 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Attachment 
O, Addendum 1 
(Interregional Coordination 
Agreements) (1.0.0). 

 

SPP ER13-1939-000 

SPP, OATT, Sixth Revised 
Volume No. 1, Part IV, 
Attachment O, Addendum 3 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
Transmission Provider and 
the Midwest Independent 
Transmission System 
Operator, Inc.)(0.0.0). 

 

MISO ER13-1945-000 

MISO, FERC Electric Tariff, 
Attachment FF 
(Transmission Expansion 
Planning Protocol) (14.0.0). 

MISO, Tariff, 
Attachment FF 
(14.0.0). 
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