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STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE TASK FORCE ON ORDER 1000 

Recommendation to the Strategic Planning Committee 
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Order 1000 Compliance Filing Policy Recommendations 

Organizational Roster 
The following persons are members of the Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000: 

Mel Perkins, OGE 
Ricky Bittle, AECC 
Dennis Reed, Westar 
Todd Fridley, KCPL 
Brian Thumm, ITC 
 

Paul Malone, NPPD 
Noman William, Sunflower 
Mitch Elmore, Xcel Energy 
Terri Gallup, AEP 
 

 
Background 
On July 21, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) issued Order 1000.  Per the 
Order, Public utility transmission providers must either amend their open access transmission tariffs 
(“OATT”) to comply with the requirements of Order No. 1000 or demonstrate how their existing OATT 
provisions already comply. 
 
In response to Order 1000, the SPP Board of Directors tasked SPP’s Strategic Planning Committee 
(“SPC”) to lead SPP’s response to the regional policy requirements contained in Order 1000 for a 
compliance filing.  After initial meetings of the SPC to discuss the requirements of Order 1000, the SPC 
formed the SPC Task Force (“SPCTF”) on Order 1000.  As a result, SPCTF was established to examine 
SPP’s existing OATT to determine whether SPP’s current transmission planning and cost allocation 
provisions comply with the requirements and whether additional revisions will be necessary.  Further the 
SPCTF on Order 1000 was tasked to propose how SPP should make its compliance filing with FERC. 

Analysis 
The SPCTF on Order 1000 met 6 times from November 2011 through March 2012 culminating in a final 
report and recommendation on March 29, 2012. A review of SPP’s existing practices and the regional 
requirements contained in Order 1000 shows that SPP largely complies with Order 1000’s regional 
requirements.  The accompanying attached Report of the SPCTF on Order 1000 contains the task force’s 
policy recommendations on how to comply with the areas that SPP either does not comply with or areas 
in which Order 1000 seeks review.   
 
Recommendation 
The Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on Order 1000 recommends that the SPC approve the 
recommended policy decisions contained in the SPC Task Force on Order 1000 Report dated April 3, 
2012. The following recommendations are contained in the Report: 
 

1. Recommendation as to the Transmission Upgrades for which SPP Should Seek to Retain the 
Federal ROFR. 

2. Recommendation as to What Model SPP Should Use to Select Transmission Owners for 
Projects Without a ROFR. 

3. Recommendation as to Transmission Owner Qualification Criteria. 

4. Recommendation as to Changes to SPP’s Membership Agreement and OATT. 



 

5. Recommendation as to Application of Order 1000 to Future SPP Projects. 

6. Recommendation as to Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by Public Policy 

7. Recommendation as to Information and Data from Merchant Transmission Developers. 

8. Timeline for Compliance Filing. 
 
Approved: Strategic Planning Committee Task Force on 

Order 1000 
March 29, 2012 

 Recommendations 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 all Passed without opposition 

Recommendation 2 Passed with 2 opposed (AEP, KCPL) 

Rationale of Opposed Task Force members 

Opponents of the Motion objected to the recommendation contained in 
Section II of the Report which addresses the Model SPP should use to 
select transmission developers for projects without a ROFR. After 
inviting stakeholders to submit potential Builder Selection Models to the 
SPCTF for consideration, after reviewing each proposal and after 
several meetings the SPCTF on Order 1000 recommends that SPP use 
a Competitive Solicitation Model to select builders for projects that does 
not have a ROFR.  Opponents believe that approach is complex and 
potentially creates unintended drivers; relies on SPP planning staff and 
incumbent TO for ideas and solutions to problems consequently not 
incenting stakeholders solutions and providing an unfair advantage for 
incumbents; imposes construction bidding expertise on SPP staff and 
processes contributing to increased SPP staffing and to delays in 
construction; and is incompatible with current NTC-C process.   

 

Action Requested: Approve recommended policy decisions contained in the SPC Task Force on 
Order 1000 Report dated April 3, 2012. 
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INTRODUCTION: 
 

On July 21, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) issued Order 
1000.  Per the Order, public utility transmission providers1 must either amend their open 
access transmission tariffs (“OATT”) to comply with the requirements of Order 1000 or 
demonstrate how their existing OATT provisions already comply.2   

In response to Order 1000, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) Board of Directors 
tasked SPP’s Strategic Planning Committee (“SPC”) with leading SPP’s response to the 
regional policy requirements contained in Order 1000.  After initial meetings of the SPC 
to discuss the requirements of Order 1000, the SPC formed the SPC Task Force on 
Order 1000 (“SPCTF”) to examine SPP’s existing OATT to determine whether SPP’s 
current transmission planning and cost allocation provisions comply with the Order 1000 
requirements and whether additional revisions will be necessary.  Further, the SPCTF 
was tasked with proposing how SPP should respond in its compliance filing with FERC. 

The following are the members of the SPCTF: 

SPCTF Member Organization 

Mel Perkins, Chairman Oklahoma Gas & Electric, Co. 

Noman Williams, Member Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 

Brian Thumm, Member ITC Holdings 

Dennis Reed, Member Westar Energy, Inc 

Ricky Bittle, Member Arkansas Electric Cooperatives 

Todd Fridley, Member Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Paul Malone, Member Nebraska Public Power District 

Terri Gallup, Member America Electric Power 

Mitch Elmore, Member Xcel Energy 

Michael Desselle, Staff Secretary SPP Staff 

  

 

 

                                                 
1  SPP is a public utility transmission provider.   
2   Order No. 1000 at P 795.  
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AREAS IN WHICH SPP DOES NOT COMPLY 

A review of SPP’s existing practices and the regional requirements contained in Order 
1000 shows that SPP largely complies with Order 1000’s regional requirements.  This 
Report of the SPCTF contains the SPCTF’s recommendation on how to comply with the 
requirements of Order 1000 with which SPP currently does not comply or partially 
complies.    

COMPLIANCE DEADLINES OF ORDER 1000 

FERC Order 1000 has different filing deadlines for Order 1000’s regional and 
interregional requirements:  

Regional Compliance Filing:  Compliance filings addressing the Order 1000 regional 
transmission planning and cost allocation requirements must be submitted to FERC by 
October 11, 2012.  

Interregional Compliance Filing:  Compliance filings addressing the interregional 
coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order 1000 are due by April 11, 2013. 

Therefore, if SPP is to maintain its regular planning cycle of quarterly meetings to meet 
FERC’s Order 1000 filing deadlines, SPP must approve the regional compliance filing at 
the SPP Board of Directors’ July 2012 meeting and interregional compliance filing at the 
SPP Board of Directors’ January 2012 meeting.3 

                                                 
3  The SPCTF recommends that SPP seek a 60-day extension for FERC Order 1000’s regional 
filing compliance deadline.  See § 8.1   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

SPP evaluated Order 1000 to determine SPP’s level of compliance with the new 
requirements.  Through collaborative stakeholder meetings, SPP and the SPCTF 
worked to develop the SPCTF policy recommendations on how SPP should comply with 
the Order 1000 requirements with which SPP currently does not comply or partially 
complies. The SPCTF identified seven specific areas where decisions were needed.  
These recommendations are intended to be the product of a broader SPC 
recommendation to the SPP Board of Directors for its consent and approval.   

The first topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s General Requirement 
to Eliminate Rights of First Refusal from FERC-jurisdictional Tariffs and Agreements.  
The focus of this requirement is transmission facilities that are evaluated at the regional 
level and selected in the regional plan for purposes of cost allocation, as opposed to 
facilities that are planned exclusively in the public utility transmission provider’s local 
planning process and simply “rolled-up” and listed in the regional transmission plan for 
informational purposes and analysis. SPP reviewed the requirements of Order 1000 
relating to a Federal Right of First Refusal (“ROFR”) and evaluated SPP’s existing 
methods of assigning construction and ownership responsibilities for transmission 
upgrades under SPP’s Membership Agreement and SPP’s OATT.  The SPCTF 
unanimously recommends that SPP seek to retain the Federal ROFR for every category 
of transmission facility upgrades except “Highway Upgrades” (300 kV and above, 
regionally-funded transmission facilities).   

The second topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s:  General 
Requirement to Eliminate Rights of First Refusal from FERC-jurisdictional Tariffs and 
Agreements.  Order 1000 requires that the selection of a Transmission Owner to 
construct, own, and maintain an upgrade must provide comparable and 
nondiscriminatory treatment to incumbent transmission owners and non-incumbent 
transmission developers.  The SPCTF has identified essentially three potential options 
for transmission owner selection: 1) a project sponsorship model; 2) a competitive 
solicitation model; and 3) a model that was not defined in Order 1000.  The SPCTF 
invited stakeholders to submit potential builder selection models to the SPCTF for 
consideration. After reviewing each proposal and conducting extensive discussions on 
the proposed models over the course of several meetings, the SPCTF recommends that 
SPP use a Competitive Solicitation Process to select builders for projects that do not 
have a Federal ROFR.  The SPCTF’s decision was not unanimous, with two entities not 
supporting the majority decision and instead supporting a “planning-only” sponsorship 
model.   

The third topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s requirement for   
Transmission Owner Qualification Criteria.  Order 1000 requires each public utility 
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transmission provider to revise its OATT to demonstrate that the regional transmission 
planning process in which it participates has established appropriate qualification 
criteria for determining an entity’s eligibility to propose a transmission project for 
selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, whether that 
entity is an incumbent transmission provider or a non-incumbent transmission 
developer. The SPCTF unanimously recommends that SPP’s compliance filing contain 
Transmission Owner qualification requirements that must be met before a potential 
Transmission Owner can participate in SPP’s Competitive Solicitation Process.  
Recommended Transmission Owner qualification criteria include:  

1. Threshold eligibility criteria that will be developed by the SPCTF; 

2. Financial criteria that will be developed by SPP’s Finance Committee; and 

3. Managerial criteria that will be developed by the SPCTF demonstrating ability to 
site, construct, own and operate transmission projects.  

The fourth topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s Changes to SPP’s 
Membership Agreement and OATT.  The SPCTF unanimously recommends that 
Section 3.3(b) and (c) of SPP’s Membership Agreement be amended to remove the 
Federal ROFR.  Additionally the SPCTF unanimously recommends that Attachment O 
to SPP’s OATT, referencing SPP’s Transmission Expansion Plan (“STEP”) and 
Integrated Transmission Plan (“ITP”) processes, be amended to remove the Federal 
ROFR. 

The fifth topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s Requirement to 
Determine the Application of Order 1000 to Future SPP Projects.  The requirements of 
Order 1000 are intended to apply to new transmission facilities.  Each public utility 
transmission provider must explain in its regional compliance filing how it will determine 
which facilities in its local and regional planning processes will be subject to Order 1000.  
The SPCTF unanimously recommends that Order 1000 requirements would become 
effective on the date that FERC issues an order accepting SPP’s compliance filing, with 
the first Transmission Owner qualification process beginning in the summer (June) 
thereafter.  Further, the SPCTF unanimously recommends that the applicability of Order 
1000 is to all transmission facilities for which Federal ROFR has been eliminated that 
are approved for construction in the first STEP Report issued following the first 
Transmission Owner qualification process, and for all facilities approved thereafter for 
which Federal ROFR has been eliminated.   

The sixth topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s Requirement to 
Consider Transmission Needs Driven by Public Policy. Transmission providers are 
required to amend their OATTs to describe procedures that provide for the 
consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy requirements in their local 
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and regional transmission planning processes or to demonstrate how existing OATT 
provisions comply.  The SPCTF unanimously recommends that SPP’s currently 
effective OATT generally complies with the requirement through the language in 
Attachment O that requires consideration of “Renewable energy standards,” (see 
Attachment O § III.6.k), “Other relevant environmental or government mandates,” (see 
Attachment O § III.6.n), and “Other input requirements identified during the stakeholder 
process” (see Attachment O § III.6.o).  Further, the SPCTF recommends that the 
Regional Tariff Working Group (“RTWG”) examine the existing SPP OATT language to 
determine if any minor revisions might be required to comply with Order 1000. 

The seventh and final topic for decision by the SPCTF relates to Order 1000’s 
Requirement for Information and Data from non-participating Merchant Transmission 
Developers.  Order 1000 requires that public utility transmission providers include in 
their compliance filings the type of information and data that merchant transmission 
developers must provide to the regional planning process when the merchant developer 
does not intend to participate in the planning process or seek to recover costs through 
the regional cost allocation mechanism(s).  The SPCTF unanimously recommends that 
SPP seek FERC’s approval to require merchant developers provide certain information 
and data to SPP.  Therefore, the SPCTF recommends that the SPP Transmission 
Working Group (“TWG”) should develop a recommendation of information that merchant 
transmission developers should be required to provide SPP. 
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE SPCTF  

I. Recommendation as to the Transmission Upgrades for which SPP Should 
Seek to Retain the Federal ROFR.  

II. Recommendation as to What Model SPP Should Use to Select 
Transmission Owners for Projects Without a Federal ROFR. 

III. Recommendation as to Transmission Owner Qualification Criteria. 

IV. Recommendation as to Changes to SPP’s Membership Agreement and 
OATT to Remove the Federal ROFR. 

V. Recommendation as to Application of Order 1000 to Future SPP Projects. 

VI. Recommendation as to Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by 
Public Policy. 

VII. Recommendation as to Information and Data from Merchant Transmission 
Developers. 

VIII. Timeline for Compliance Filing. 
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SECTION I:  

Recommendation as to the Transmission Upgrades for which SPP Should Seek to 
Retain the Federal ROFR. 

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  General Requirement to Eliminate 
Federal ROFR from FERC-jurisdictional Tariffs and Agreements: Public 
utility transmission providers must remove from their OATTs or other 
FERC-jurisdictional tariffs and agreements any provisions that grant a 
federal ROFR for Incumbent transmission providers with respect to 
transmission facilities that are selected in a regional transmission plan for 
purposes of cost allocation.4  [P. 313]  The focus of this requirement is 
transmission facilities that are evaluated at the regional level and selected 
in the regional plan for purposes of cost allocation, as opposed to facilities 
that are planned exclusively in the public utility transmission provider’s 
local planning process and simply “rolled-up” and listed in the regional 
transmission plan for informational purposes and analysis.  [P. 318 and 
n.299] This requirement does not apply to the right of an incumbent utility 
to build, own, and recover costs for upgrades to its existing transmission 
facilities, and does not alter an incumbent transmission provider’s use and 
control of existing rights of way, even if such upgrades or facilities on 
existing rights-of-way are selected in the regional transmission plan for 
purposes of cost allocation.  [P. 319] 

SPCTF Recommendation on Federal ROFR 

1.1  Recommendation on the Upgrades for which SPP Should Seek to Retain 
the Federal ROFR. 

After reviewing the requirements of Order 1000 relating to a Federal ROFR and 
evaluating SPP’s existing methods of assigning construction and ownership 
responsibilities for allocating costs for transmission upgrades under SPP’s Membership 
Agreement and OATT, the SPCTF recommends that SPP provide justification for the 
Federal ROFR as described below: 

 

 

                                                 
4  Order 1000 continues to permit an incumbent transmission provider to meet its reliability needs or 
service obligations by choosing to build new transmission facilities that are located solely within its retail 
distribution service territory or footprint and that are not included in the regional transmission plan for cost 
allocation.  [P. 262]  
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Voltage/Type of 
Facility/Exclusion 

Should SPP 
Seek to 

Retain ROFR? 
Justification of Maintaining Federal ROFR? 

Zonal Upgrades: 
100 kV & below 

Yes 

Funded by the Zone: 
Under SPP’s Highway/Byway Cost Allocation Methodology ITP 
projects that are 100 kV and below are funded exclusively by 
the zone in which they are located.   In this manner, they are 
akin to “local transmission facilities” as defined in Order 1000 
and therefore are not subject to the requirement to eliminate 

Federal ROFR. 

Byway Upgrades: 
100 kV – 300 kV 

Yes 

Multiple Reasons: 
(1) 2/3 of these upgrades are funded by zone; (2) SPP is the 
only RTO in which all load serving entities are vertically 

integrated, thus there is a close nexus between load and a duty 
to serve; and (3) the reliability nature of upgrades. 

Highway Upgrades: 
300 kV & above 

No  Federal ROFR to be Eliminated 

Generation 
Interconnection 

Upgrades 
Yes 

Order 1000 expressly excludes Generation interconnection 
upgrades: 

Order 1000 indicates that “issues related to the generator 
interconnection process and to interconnection cost recovery 
are outside the scope of this rulemaking. . . .  This Final Rule 
does not set forth any new requirements with respect to such 
procedures for interconnecting large, small, or wind or other 

generation facilities.”  See Order 1000 at P. 760. 

Sponsored 
Upgrades 

Yes, with 
modifications 
as discussed 
below in § 1.2 

Order 1000 appears to exclude SPP’s Sponsored Upgrades: 
Sponsored Upgrades do not fall within the definition of 

“transmission facilities selected in a regional transmission plan 
for purposes of cost allocation” and therefore, the requirement 
to eliminate the Federal ROFR does not apply.  First, Sponsored 
Upgrades are not in the STEP for cost allocation, because the 
costs associated with Sponsored Upgrades are paid by the 

Project Sponsor.  Thus, at the time that a Sponsored Project is 
included in the STEP, it is not included for purposes of cost 
allocation.  Additionally, Sponsored Upgrades are built at the 

request of a Project Sponsor; they are not “selected pursuant to 
a transmission planning region’s Commission‐approved regional 
transmission process for inclusion in a regional transmission 
plan for purposes of cost allocation because they are more 
efficient or cost‐effective solutions to regional transmission 
needs.”  The Order 1000 Federal ROFR mandate, therefore, 

should not apply.  See Order 1000 at P. 63. 

Transmission 
Service Upgrades 

 
Yes 

Order 1000 appears to exclude Transmission Service 
Upgrades: 

Service Upgrades identified through the SPP Aggregate 
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Transmission Service Study process do not appear to be subject 
to the requirement to eliminate the Federal ROFR.  While 

Service Upgrades are included in the STEP, and all or a portion 
of the costs of some Service Upgrades may be eligible for 

allocation under SPP’s Base Plan funding (i.e., Service Upgrades 
associated with a Designated Resource that meet the 

conditions in Section III.B of Attachment J or have obtained a 
waiver of the requirements), such upgrades do not appear to 
fall within the description of “transmission facilities selected in 
a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.” 
See SPP OATT at Attachment O § III.7.a. and Attachment J 

§§ III.B – III.C. 
 

Upgrades to 
Existing 

Transmission 
Facilities (Tower 
Change outs; Re‐
conductoring) 

Yes 

FERC limitation on Federal ROFR Removal Requirement: 
“This Final Rule does not remove or limit any right an 

incumbent may have to build, own and recover costs for 
upgrades to the facilities owned by an incumbent . . . .”  See 

Order 1000 at P. 319. 

Upgrades when 
state or local laws 
or regulations limit 
who can site or be 
permitted to build 

transmission 
facilities 

Yes 

FERC limitation on Federal ROFR Removal Requirement: 
“Nothing in this Final Rule is intended to limit, preempt, or 

otherwise affect state or local laws or regulations with respect 
to construction of transmission facilities, including but not 
limited to authority over siting or permitting of transmission 

facilities.” See Order 1000 at P. 227 & Footnote 231. 

Upgrades along 
existing incumbent 

Transmission 
Owner Rights‐of‐

Way 

Yes 

FERC limitation on Federal ROFR Removal Requirement: 
“Nor does this Final Rule grant or deny transmission developers 
the ability to use rights‐of‐way held by other entities, even if 
transmission facilities associated with such upgrades or uses of 
existing rights‐of‐way are selected in the regional transmission 

plan for purposes of cost allocation.” 
 

1.2  RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS TO SPONSORED UPGRADES5 

With respect to Sponsored Upgrades as defined in the SPP OATT, the SPCTF 
recommends that SPP establish in its OATT three categories of “Sponsored Upgrades”  
that are funded directly by a SPP stakeholder.  These categories are: (1) a 
Transmission Owner proposes to fund (sponsor) an upgrade on its own system that the 
Transmission Owner/sponsor will construct, own, and operate; (2) a Transmission 

                                                 
5  For purpose of clarification, the term “Sponsored Upgrade” in the context herein, is describing 
SPP’s existing OATT provision that allows a stakeholder to build a transmission upgrade that the 
stakeholder will fund. This type of upgrade is not to be confused with the “sponsorship model” suggested 
in Order 1000.  
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Owner or other stakeholder proposes to fund (sponsor) an upgrade on another 
Transmission Owner’s system that the sponsor will construct, own, fund, and operate; 
and (3) a Transmission Owner or other stakeholder proposes to fund (sponsor) an 
upgrade on facilities not owned by the sponsor, and not construct, own and operate the 
upgrade.6  The SPCTF recommends that these categories of upgrades be addressed in 
SPP’s compliance filing as follows:   

Category Summary Who Builds 

(1) a Transmission Owner 
proposes to fund (sponsor) 
an upgrade on its own 
system that the proposing 
sponsor will fund, construct, 
own, and operate. 

This is the same process 
that is currently in SPP’s 
OATT.  This process has 
been used by SPP 
members. 

Sponsor Builds. 

(2) a Transmission Owner or 
other stakeholder proposes 
to fund (sponsor) an upgrade 
on another Transmission 
Owner’s system that the 
proposing sponsor will fund, 
construct, own, and operate. 

This would be a process in 
which a stakeholder 
proposes to fund (sponsor) 
and construct, own, fund, 
and operate a new 
transmission facility on 
another Transmission 
Owner’s system. 

Sponsor Builds. 

(3) a Transmission Owner or 
other stakeholder proposes 
to fund (sponsor) an upgrade 
on facilities not owned by the 
sponsor, and not construct, 
own and operate the 
upgrade.   

This would be a process in 
which a stakeholder 
proposes to fund but NOT 
construct, own, and operate 
an upgrade on another 
Transmission Owner’s 
facilities. 

Use existing SPP 
processes.   

 

 

                                                 
6  The SPCTF notes that these recommended changes do not change the obligations Transmission 
Owners have to meet other SPP requirements. 
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SECTION II:  

Recommendation as to What Model SPP Should Use to Select Transmission 
Owners for Projects Without a Federal ROFR. 

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  General Requirement to Eliminate 
Federal Rights of First Refusal from FERC-jurisdictional Tariffs and 
Agreements: Upon the elimination of a federal ROFR, Order 1000 requires 
that public utility transmission providers provide comparable and 
nondiscriminatory treatment to incumbent transmission owners and non-
incumbent transmission developers in the selection of transmission 
facilities and identification of developers to build those facilities.  Order 
1000 suggests at least two options under which this requirement can be 
met – a sponsorship model and a competitive solicitation model.   

Sponsorship Model - In the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that resulted 
in Order 1000, FERC expressly proposed that an entity that proposes or 
“sponsors” a project in the regional planning process would be granted the 
right to build the project if it is selected in the regional transmission plan. In 
Order 1000, FERC decided not to adopt its proposal that would give a 
project sponsor the federal right to construct and own a transmission 
facility it sponsored in the regional planning process.  However, while 
Order 1000 did not mandate a sponsorship model, neither did it prohibit 
such an approach to determining which entity will construct a project in the 
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.  Order 1000 
arguably contemplates that an appropriately designed, nondiscriminatory 
sponsorship model may satisfy the mandate to eliminate federal ROFR 
and facilitate non-incumbent transmission developer participation in the 
regional transmission planning process. 

Competitive Solicitation Model - Throughout Order 1000, FERC indicated 
that transmission planning regions may adopt a competitive solicitation 
process to identify transmission projects and developers to build those 
projects.  While Order 1000 provided very little guidance on the design of 
a competitive solicitation process for selecting transmission projects and 
developers, such a process can be developed to comply with Order 1000.  

2.1  Background Information on Transmission Owner Selection Model Options 

The SPCTF has identified three potential options for Transmission Owner selection, as 
discussed in more detail below: 
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(1) Project Sponsorship Model: Projects for which Federal ROFR has been 
eliminated will be assigned to the entity that proposed or “sponsored” the project 
in the SPP planning process; 

(2) Competitive Solicitation Model: Each project selected in the SPP planning 
process for which Federal ROFR has been eliminated will be subject to 
competitive bidding by qualified entities, with the winner to be selected by SPP 
on the basis of criteria set forth in the SPP OATT and Business Practices; or 

(3) Other: SPP and its stakeholders develop a different process for selecting which 
entity will construct each project selected in the SPP planning process. 

(1) Project Sponsorship Model 
 
Throughout Order 1000, FERC repeatedly refers to project “sponsors”7,  suggesting that 
a nondiscriminatory sponsorship model may satisfy the requirements of Order 1000.  

Under a sponsorship model, an entity seeking to construct transmission projects in the 
SPP planning process would first need to demonstrate its eligibility to participate in the 
SPP planning process by satisfying a series of qualification criteria set forth in the SPP 
OATT.  [See Section III below.] Order 1000 requires each regional planning process to 
develop qualification criteria “for determining an entity’s eligibility to propose a 
transmission project for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation, whether that entity is an incumbent transmission provider or a non-incumbent 
transmission developer.”8  SPP can tailor the qualification criteria to ensure that only 
qualified entities are permitted to propose projects and be designated as the designated 
Transmission Owner if the project is selected in the SPP planning process. 

If SPP opts for a sponsorship approach, its process would need to accommodate 
changes such as if a selected project is modified from its original proposal; two 
sponsored projects are combined into a single project; or SPP selects a project that 
does not have a sponsor in the planning process. 

                                                 
7  See, e.g., Order 1000 at P. 267 (“The Commission recognizes that there may be circumstances 
when an incumbent transmission provider may be called upon to complete a transmission project that it 
did not sponsor. . . . There also may be situations in which an incumbent transmission provider has an 
obligation to build a project that is selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation but has not been sponsored by another transmission developer.”); Id. at P. 332 (“The 
Commission also requires that a nonincumbent transmission developer must have the same eligibility as 
an incumbent transmission developer to use a regional cost allocation method or methods for any 
sponsored transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.”)  
8  Id. at P. 323. 
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(2)  Competitive Solicitation Model 
 
Order 1000 provided very little guidance on the design of a competitive solicitation 
process for selecting transmission owners to construct projects.  However, SPP could 
use as a basis for a competitive solicitation model its current process for selecting an 
alternate entity to build a transmission facility if the designated Transmission Owner is 
unable or unwilling to construct an assigned transmission facility set forth in Section VI.6 
of Attachment O to SPP OATT and SPP Business Practice 7150.  Any entity seeking to 
bid on a project in the SPP planning process would be required to satisfy the 
qualification criteria required by Order 1000. 

(3) Other 
 
The two options identified above are not the only potential options to address the issue 
of transmission construction and ownership assignment in the SPP planning process.  It 
is possible that SPP and its stakeholders could establish a process that combines 
elements of the sponsorship and competitive solicitation models or some different 
process altogether.  In any event, whichever option SPP selects will need to provide 
comparable and nondiscriminatory treatment to incumbent transmission owners and 
non-incumbent transmission developers. 

SPCTF on Order 1000 Recommendation on a Transmission Owner Selection 
Model 

2.2  Recommendation on Transmission Owner Selection Model 

The SPTC invited stakeholders to submit potential Transmission Owner selection 
models to the SPCTF for consideration. After reviewing each proposal and after 
conducting extensive discussion over the course of several meetings, the SPCTF 
recommends that SPP use a Competitive Solicitation Process to select Transmission 
Owners to construct, own, and operate projects that do not have a Federal ROFR. 

2.3 Recommended Competitive Solicitation Process to Select Transmission 
Owners 

The SPCTF recommends that SPP propose to FERC a Competitive Solicitation Model 
to select Transmission Owners to construct, own and operate projects that do not have 
a Federal ROFR.  The SPCTF recommends that SPP use a process similar to the 
process outlined in the Draft Transmission Owner Selection Process which is attached 
hereto as “Attachment A”.  Additionally, a flow chart of the Competitive Solicitation 
Process recommended by the SPCTF is attached hereto as “Attachment B”. 
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2.4  Recommendation on Development of Detailed Transmission Owner 
Selection Criteria 

The SPCTF recommends the SPCTF develop in detail the evaluation criteria and 
associated scoring needed to evaluate/compare Qualified Transmission Owners 
(“QTOs”) that are competing to build transmission projects within SPP’s footprint.  The 
general process, criteria and scoring is found in Attachment A and B which the SPCTF 
recommends be further vetted and developed by the SPCTF by June 2012. 

2.5  Majority/Minority Position 

Proponents of the Competitive Solicitation Process, while acknowledging some 
weaknesses, believe the proposal:  preserves the current ITP process recently 
approved by FERC maintaining the open, transparent and collaborative planning 
process; keeps the “need” component separated from the “construction” component 
thereby facilitating that the most cost-effective solutions are built; establishes only one 
competitive process for SPP staff to manage; and, has the least amount of Tariff work of 
all the options considered by the Task Force.   

Opponents believe that the Competitive Solicitation approach is complex and potentially 
creates unintended drivers; relies on SPP planning staff and incumbent transmission 
owner for ideas and solutions to problems consequently not incenting stakeholders 
solutions and providing an unfair advantage for incumbents; imposes construction 
bidding expertise on SPP staff and processes contributing to increased SPP staffing 
and to delays in construction; and is incompatible with current NTC-C process. 

For the comprehensive comparisons, see the following link: 
http://www.spp.org/publications/SPCTFOrder1000-030812.pdf.   
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SECTION III:  

Recommendation as to Transmission Owner Qualification Criteria 

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  Transmission Owner Qualification 
Criteria: Order 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to 
revise its OATT to demonstrate that the regional transmission planning 
process in which it participates has established appropriate qualification 
criteria for determining an entity’s eligibility to propose a transmission 
project for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost 
allocation, whether that entity is an incumbent transmission provider9 or a 
non-incumbent transmission developer.  These criteria must not be unduly 
discriminatory or preferential.10  [P. 323] The qualification criteria must 
provide each potential transmission developer the opportunity to 
demonstrate that it has the necessary financial resources and technical 
expertise to develop, construct, own, operate and maintain transmission 
facilities.11  [P. 323]  Within these general parameters, FERC leaves it to 
each region to develop qualification criteria that are workable for the 
region, including procedures for timely notifying transmission developers 
of whether they satisfy the region’s qualification criteria and opportunities 
to mitigate any deficiencies. [P. 324]   

SPCTF on Order 1000 Recommendation on Transmission Owner Qualifications 

3.1 Recommended Transmission Owner Qualification Criteria 

The SPCTF recommends that SPP’s compliance filing for Order 1000 contain 
Transmission Owner qualification criteria that must be met before a potential 
transmission owner can participate in SPP’s Competitive Solicitation Process described 
in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 above.  The Transmission Owner qualification criteria would 
apply only to those entities seeking to construct, own, and operate transmission projects 
that are subject to the SPP Competitive Solicitation Process.  The general basis upon 
which the SPCTF make its recommendation for Transmission Owner qualification 

                                                 
9  The qualification criteria should allow for the possibility that an existing public utility transmission 
provider already satisfies the criteria and should allow any transmission developer the opportunity to 
remedy any deficiency.  [P. 324] 
10  The criteria are intended to apply only to entities that propose transmission projects and intend to 
develop the proposed transmission project if selected.  Stakeholders that do not intend to develop 
transmission projects may continue to propose transmission projects for consideration in the regional 
transmission plan without being required to demonstrate compliance with the criteria.  [n.304] 
11  Nothing in the qualifications criteria requirement of Order 1000 is intended to change any existing 
RTO procedure or practice regarding the operation of existing transmission facilities.  [n.303] 
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criteria is the existing process outlined in Attachment O § VI.6 of the SPP OATT.  These 
are:   

(1) Threshold eligibility criteria:  The recommended threshold eligibility criteria would 
include, at a minimum, some level of proof by an Applicant Transmission Owner (“ATO”) 
that the ATO has the legal authority under state law to construct facilities within a state 
in which a project will be built and some level of assurance that the ATO is or will be a 
member of SPP.   

The SPCTF recommends that the SPCTF develop the threshold criteria by June 30, 
2012. 

(2) Financial criteria:  The recommended financial eligibility criteria would include 
certain creditworthiness requirements. 

The SPCTF recommends that the SPP Finance Committee develop the financial 
eligibility criteria by June 30, 2012. 

 (3) Managerial criteria:  The recommended managerial eligibility criteria would require 
an ATO to demonstrate certain managerial expertise. 

The SPCTF recommends that the SPCTF develop the managerial expertise criteria by 
June 30, 2012. 

3.2 Recommended Process for Incumbent/Non-incumbent Transmission 
Developers to Submit the Information Necessary for SPP to Evaluate 
Whether They Satisfy the Transmission Owner Qualification Criteria. 

The SPCTF recommends the following process under which incumbent/non-incumbent 
transmission developers must submit the information necessary for SPP to evaluate 
whether they satisfy the qualification criteria discussed in Section 3.1 above.   

 1) Application to become a Qualified Transmission Owner:  Prior to being eligible to 
participate in SPP’s Competitive Solicitation Process stated in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 
above, an ATO must submit an Application to SPP demonstrating satisfaction of the 
Transmission Owner qualification criteria to be designated as a QTO.  

 The Application can be submitted at any time, but must be submitted by at least June 
30th of the year prior to the year in which the developer plans to participate in SPP’s 
Competitive Solicitation process for one or more projects.   

 2) Application Review by SPP:  Upon receiving an Application to become a QTO, SPP 
will review the Application to determine whether it satisfies the Transmission Owner 
qualification criteria and inform the ATO of its determination.  SPP must notify each 
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ATO of its determination no later than September 30th of the year prior to the year in 
which the ATO desires to participate in SPP’s Competitive Solicitation Process.    

 3) Notification of Qualification Deficiency(ies):  If SPP determines that the ATO fails 
to meet one or more of the qualification criteria, SPP will inform the ATO of such 
deficiency(ies) and the ATO will have 30 days to cure the deficiency(ies).  Once SPP 
receives information from the ATO that the ATO believes cures each deficiency, SPP 
will inform the ATO within 45 days whether the deficiency(ies) have been cured.  SPP 
will post the list of all QTOs by December 31 of each year for the Competitive 
Solicitation Process that will occur the following spring after approval of the STEP. 

 4) Notification of Qualification: Once SPP determines that an ATO satisfies the 
qualification criteria, the ATO will be deemed a QTO to participate in SPP’s Competitive 
Solicitation Process as described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 above.  Additionally, once 
qualified, the QTO will not be required to demonstrate its qualifications in any 
subsequent SPP planning process cycles or with respect to any subsequent SPP 
Competitive Solicitation Processes unless the QTO experiences a change in 
circumstances as discussed below.  

5) Changes in Transmission Developer Application:  All QTOs will be required to 
inform SPP if, at any time, there is any change to the information provided in their 
application, so that SPP may determine whether the QTO continues to satisfy the 
Transmission Owner qualification criteria.  Upon notification of any such change, SPP 
will have the option to: 

 (a) Determine that the change does not affect the QTO’s qualification to 
participate in SPP’s Competitive Solicitation Process; 

 (b) Determine that the QTO no longer qualifies as a QTO; 

 (c) Suspend the QTO’s eligibility to participate in SPP’s Competitive 
Solicitation Process until the QTO has cured any deficiency in its qualifications to 
SPP’s satisfaction; or 

 (d) Allow the QTO to continue to participate in SPP’s Competitive Solicitation 
Process for a limited time period while the QTO cures the deficiency to SPP’s 
satisfaction. 
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SECTION IV:  Changes to SPP’s Membership Agreement and OATT. 

Recommended Changes to SPP’s Membership Agreement and OATT to 
Remove the Federal ROFR 

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  General Requirement to Eliminate Rights 
of First Refusal from FERC-jurisdictional Tariffs and Agreements: Public 
utility transmission providers must remove from their OATTs or other 
FERC-jurisdictional tariffs and agreements any provisions that grant a 
federal ROFR to incumbent transmission providers for transmission 
facilities that are selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of 
cost allocation.12  [P. 313]   

SPCTF Recommendation on Changes to SPP’s Membership Agreement and 
OATT 

4.1 Recommended Change to SPP’s Membership Agreement  

The SPCTF recommends that the following sections of SPP’s Membership Agreement 
be amended to remove the Federal ROFR, as stated below. 

Section 3.3 of the SPP Membership Agreement, which governs construction of 
transmission facilities in SPP, contains Federal ROFR language that will need to be 
modified to comply with Order 1000. Specifically, Section 3.3(b) of the SPP Membership 
Agreement indicates: 

After a new transmission project has received the required 
approvals and been approved by SPP, SPP will direct the 
appropriate Transmission Owner(s) to begin implementation 
of the project. If the project forms a connection between the 
facilities of a single Transmission Owner, that Transmission 
Owner will be designated to provide the new facilities. If the 
project forms a connection between facilities owned by 
multiple parties, all parties will be designated to provide the 
respective new facilities. The parties will agree among 
themselves as to how much of the project will be provided by 
each entity. If agreement cannot be reached, SPP will 
facilitate the ownership determination process. 

                                                 
12  Order 1000 continues to permit an incumbent transmission provider to meet its reliability needs or 
service obligations by choosing to build new transmission facilities that are located solely within its retail 
distribution service territory or footprint and that are not included in the regional transmission plan or 
submitted for regional cost allocation.  [P. 262]  
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Thus, under the language of Section 3.3(b), SPP is obligated to designate an incumbent 
Transmission Owner to construct new transmission facilities (i.e., the owner of existing 
facilities to which the new facility will connect). 

Furthermore, Section 3.3(c) of the SPP Membership Agreement states:  

A designated provider for a project can elect to arrange for a 
new entity or another Transmission Owner to build and/or 
own the project in its place. If the designated provider(s) 
does not or cannot agree to implement the project in a timely 
manner, SPP will solicit and evaluate proposals for the 
project from other entities and select a replacement. 

This language provides an option for the designated Transmission Owner to assign the 
project to another entity or to decline to “implement the project” (i.e., “refuse” to build the 
project).  

When read together, Sections 3.3(b) and 3.3(c) provide incumbent Transmission 
Owners a Federal ROFR over transmission projects approved for construction by SPP. 
SPP is required to assign the construction obligations for new transmission facilities to 
incumbent Transmission Owners that own the existing facilities to which a new 
transmission facility will interconnect. Once a new transmission facility is assigned, the 
designated Transmission Owner(s) have the option either to construct the project, 
assign the project to another entity, or decline to construct the project.  As a result, the 
SPCTF recommends that SPP modify these sections to comply with Order 1000 in a 
manner that is consistent with this Report.   

The SPCTF will provide language to the Corporate Governance Committee (“CGC”) by 
April 30, 2012. 

4.2 Recommended Change to SPP’s OATT  

The SPCTF recommends that the following sections of SPP’s OATT be amended to 
remove the Federal ROFR as stated below. 

 A.  SPP OATT, Attachment O  

SPP’s STEP and ITP processes set forth in Attachment O of the SPP OATT contain 
similar provisions to the Membership Agreement related to assignment of construction 
obligations and Federal ROFR. Specifically, Section VI of Attachment O, which governs 
the construction of transmission facilities, contains several provisions that address the 
manner in which SPP assigns the responsibility to construct transmission facilities in the 
STEP:  
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Section VI(1): The Transmission Provider, with input from 
the Transmission Owners and other stakeholders, shall 
designate in a timely manner within the SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan (“STEP”) one or more Transmission Owners 
to construct, own, and/or finance each project in the plan. 

Section VI(4): After a new transmission project is (i) 
approved under the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan or (ii) 
required pursuant to a Service Agreement or (iii) required by 
a generation interconnection agreement to be constructed by 
a Transmission Owner(s) other than the Transmission 
Owner that is a party to the generation interconnection 
agreement, the Transmission Provider shall direct the 
appropriate Transmission Owner(s) to begin implementation 
of the project for which financial commitment is required prior 
to the approval of the next update of the SPP Transmission 
Expansion Plan. . . . If the project forms a connection with 
facilities of a single Transmission Owner, that Transmission 
Owner shall be designated to construct the project. If the 
project forms a connection with facilities owned by multiple 
Transmission Owners, the applicable Transmission Owners 
will be designated to provide their respective new facilities. If 
there is more than one Transmission Owner designated to 
construct a project, the Designated Transmission Owners 
will agree among themselves which part of the project will be 
provided by each entity. If the Designated Transmission 
Owners cannot come to a mutual agreement regarding the 
assignment and ownership of the project the Transmission 
Provider will facilitate their discussion. . . 

Like Section 3.3(b) of the SPP Membership Agreement, Section VI of Attachment O 
requires SPP to assign construction and ownership responsibilities for transmission 
facilities to the incumbent Transmission Owner(s) to whose existing facilities a new 
transmission facility will interconnect.  

Section VI of Attachment O also contains language permitting the designated 
Transmission Owner to assign its construction responsibilities to another entity or to 
decline to construct a transmission facility. Specifically, Section VI(6) indicates: 

In order to maintain its right to construct the project, the 
Designated Transmission Owner shall respond within ninety 
(90) days after the receipt of the Notification to Construct 
with a written commitment to construct the project as 
specified in the Notification to Construct or a proposal for a 
different project schedule and/or alternative specifications in 
its written commitment to construct (“Designated 
Transmission Owner’s proposal”). . . . If a Designated 
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Transmission Owner does not provide an acceptable written 
commitment to construct within the ninety (90) day period, 
the Transmission Provider shall solicit and evaluate 
proposals for the project from other entities and select a 
replacement designated provider.  (emphasis added) 

Therefore, by not providing “an acceptable written commitment to construct,” a 
designated Transmission Owner (i.e., the incumbent Transmission Owner(s) that own(s) 
facilities to which the new transmission facility will connect) has the option of declining 
to construct a facility. Read together, these provisions of Section VI of Attachment O to 
the SPP OATT create a Federal ROFR for incumbent Transmission Owners.  As a 
result, the SPCTF recommends that SPP modify these sections to comply with Order 
1000 in a manner that is consistent with this Report.   

The SPCTF recommends that the RTWG draft the specific language for approval by the 
SPP Board of Directors during SPP’s current meeting cycle by June 30, 2012. 
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SECTION V:   Application of Order 1000 to Future SPP Projects  

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  Determination as to Which Facilities Will 
Be Subject to Order 1000 Requirements: The requirements of Order 1000 
are intended to apply to new transmission facilities, which are facilities that 
are no longer subject to evaluation or reevaluation in the transmission 
planning process after the effective date of the public utility transmission 
provider’s regional compliance filing.  [PP. 65, 162]  Each public utility 
transmission provider must explain in its regional compliance filing how it 
will determine which facilities in its local and regional planning processes 
will be subject to the Order 1000 requirements.  [PP. 65, 162] 

SPCTF on Order 1000 Recommendation as to the applicability of Order 1000. 
 

5.1 Recommendation as to Which Facilities Will Be Subject to Order 1000 
Requirements 

The SPCTF recommends that SPP propose that the effective date of its Order 1000 
compliance filing be the date FERC issues an order accepting the compliance filing, 
with the first developer qualification process beginning in the summer (June) thereafter.  
The SPCTF therefore recommends that the requirements of Order 1000 apply to all 
transmission facilities subject to Federal ROFR elimination that are approved for 
construction in the first STEP Report that is issued following the first developer 
qualification process, and for all facilities approved thereafter for which Federal ROFR 
has been eliminated.   
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SECTION VI:   Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by Public Policy  

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  Consideration of Transmission Needs 
Driven by Public Policy: Under Order 1000, public utility transmission 
providers are required to amend their OATTs to describe procedures that 
provide for the consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements in their local13 and regional transmission planning processes 
or to demonstrate how existing OATT provisions already comply.  [P 203, 
222]  Public policy requirements include, at a minimum, needs driven by 
state or federal laws or regulations;14 however, the public utility 
transmission providers in a region can agree to consider needs driven by 
additional public policy objectives not specifically required by state or 
federal laws or regulations.15  [P. 214-216]   

SPCTF on Order 1000 Recommendation on Consideration of Public Policy 

6.1 Background Information on Order 1000 “Public Policy” Requirements 

FERC’s requirement that public utility transmission providers consider transmission 
needs driven by public policy requirements means: 

(1) The identification of transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements:  Public utility transmission providers must establish, in 
consultation with stakeholders, procedures under which public utility 
transmission providers and stakeholders16 will identify those transmission 
needs driven by public policy requirements for which potential 
transmission solutions will be evaluated.  [PP. 205-206]; and 

(2) The evaluation of potential solutions to meet those needs: Public utility 
transmission providers are required to amend their OATTs to describe the 
procedures by which transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements will be identified in the local and regional transmission 

                                                 
13  To the extent public utility transmission providers within a region do not engage in local 
transmission planning, such as in some RTO regions, the public policy requirements of Order 1000 apply 
only to the regional transmission planning process.  [n.185] 
14  “State or federal laws or regulations” mean enacted statutes (i.e., 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.  [P. 2] 
15  For example, a public utility transmission provider and its stakeholders are not precluded from 
choosing to plan for state public policy goals that have not yet been codified into state law, which they 
nonetheless consider to be important long-term planning considerations.  [n.193]  
16  All stakeholders must have an opportunity to provide input and offer proposals regarding the 
transmission needs they believe should be identified.  [P. 209] 
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planning processes and how potential solutions to the identified 
transmission needs will be evaluated in the local and regional 
transmission planning processes.17  [PP. 205, 211] 

Public utility transmission providers are required to post on their websites an 
explanation of which transmission needs driven by public policy requirements will be 
evaluated for potential solutions in the local or regional transmission planning process, 
as well as an explanation of why other suggested transmission needs will not be 
evaluated.  [P. 209] 

Order 1000 also clarifies that the allocation of costs associated with transmission 
facilities associated with public policy requirements must be at least roughly 
commensurate with estimated benefits, meaning that those that receive no benefit, 
either at present or in a likely future scenario, must not be involuntarily allocated costs 
of the facility.  [P. 219]  Additionally, Order 1000 permits, but does not require, the 
creation of a separate class of public policy transmission facilities and separate cost 
allocation for such facilities.  [P. 220] 

6.2 Current SPP OATT Relating to Public Policies 

Currently, the SPP OATT contains requirements relating to the consideration of public 
policy in SPP’s planning process. These requirements are contained in Attachment O to 
the SPP OATT as cited below: 

Sections III.6.k, n & o of Attachment O to the SPP OATT states: 

 III. The Integrated Transmission Planning Process 

The ITP process is an iterative three-year process that 
includes 20-Year, 10-Year and Near Term Assessments.  
The 20-Year Assessment identifies the transmission 
projects, generally above 300 kV, and provides a grid flexible 
enough to provide benefits to the region across multiple 
scenarios.  The 10-Year Assessment focuses on facilities 
100 kV and above to meet the system needs over a ten-year 
horizon.  The Near Term Assessment is performed annually 
and assesses the system upgrades, at all applicable voltage 
levels, required in the near term planning horizon. 

* * * * * 

                                                 
17  Order 1000 leaves it to public utility transmission providers and their stakeholders to determine 
the procedures for evaluating potential transmission solutions to address identified public policy needs.  
The evaluation must include, at a minimum, proposals by stakeholders for transmission facilities proposed 
to satisfy an identified transmission need driven by public policy requirements.  [P. 211] 
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6) Policy, Reliability, and Economic Input Requirements 
to Planning Studies  

 The Transmission Provider shall incorporate, as 
appropriate for the assessment being performed, the 
following into its planning studies: 

* * * * * 

 k) Renewable energy standards; 

* * * * * 

 n) Other relevant environmental or government 
mandates; and 

 o) Other input requirements identified during the 
stakeholder process. 

6.3 Recommendation as to How SPP Should Handle Public Policy under Order 
1000. 

The SPCTF recommends that SPP rely primarily on its existing OATT language 
regarding transmission needs driven by public policy requirements as discussed above.  
Rather than revising the OATT to provide explicitly for the consideration of transmission 
needs driven by public policy goals, the SPCTF recommends that SPP remain open to 
considering public policy goals through the language in Attachment O that allows for 
“Other input requirements identified during the stakeholder process” (see Attachment O 
§ III.6.o). 

The SPCTF recommends that the RTWG, in consultation with the TWG and the 
Economic Studies Working Group (“ESWG”), examine the existing OATT language to 
determine if any minor revisions are required to ensure that SPP complies with the 
requirements in paragraphs 205-211 of Order 1000 to establish procedures to: (1) 
identify transmission needs driven by public policy; (2) identify potential solutions to 
meet those needs; and (3) post information on the SPP website relating to public policy 
transmission planning.  

The SPCTF recommends that the RTWG draft any specific OATT language needed to 
comply with the public policy provisions of Order 1000 by June 30, 2012. 
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SECTION VII:   Information and Data from Merchant Transmission Developers  

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  Information and Data from Merchant 
Transmission Developers: Order 1000 requires that public utility 
transmission providers include in their compliance filings the type of 
information and data that merchant transmission developers must provide 
to the regional planning process when the merchant developer does not 
intend to participate in the planning process or seek to recover costs 
through the regional cost allocation mechanism(s).  [P. 164]  The purpose 
of this requirement is to provide transmission providers in the regional 
planning process with adequate information and data to assess the 
potential reliability and operational impacts of the merchant transmission 
developer’s proposed transmission facilities on other systems in the 
region. 

SPCTF Recommendation on Merchant Developer Information and Data 

7.1 Recommended Information and Data that Merchant Transmission 
Developers that Do Not Participate in SPP Planning and Cost Allocation 
Should Be Required to Provide to SPP. 

The SPCTF recommends that SPP seek FERC’s approval to require that merchant 
developers provide certain information and data to SPP.  While Order 1000 does not 
expressly define "merchant developers", the Order states that merchant facilities are 
facilities that are not subject to the evaluation and selection processes that apply to 
transmission facilities for which regional cost allocation is sought and that merchant 
transmission developers assume all financial risk for developing and constructing the 
transmission project. [PP. 163-165] The SPCTF recommends that SPP consider any 
transmission facility within and/or interconnecting to the SPP Region that the builder 
does not intend to place under SPP's control under the SPP OATT to be "merchant 
facilities" for the purposes of the information and data requirements.  While the 
language of Order 1000 could be read to include Sponsored Upgrades as defined in the 
SPP OATT (i.e., sponsor assumes financial risk and is not part of the evaluation 
process), because “Sponsored Upgrades” will be placed under SPP’s control under the 
SPP OATT, the SPCTF recommends that entities proposing to construct "Sponsored 
Upgrades" as defined in the SPP OATT will be subject to all of the requirements 
applicable to other Transmission Owners participating in the SPP transmission planning 
process.  The SPCTF recommends that SPP’s TWG review existing SPP practices and 
policies in order to recommend the specific information and data SPP should require 
merchant transmission developers to provide to SPP.   

Further, the SPCTF recommends that the TWG provide their recommendation to the 
Markets and Operations Policy Committee by June 30, 2012. 
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SECTION VIII:   Timeline for Compliance Filing 

ORDER 1000 REQUIREMENT:  Deadline to File Regional Compliance 
Filing: Compliance filings addressing the Order 1000 regional transmission 
planning and cost allocation requirements must be submitted to FERC by 
October 11, 2012.  

SPCTF Recommendation on Compliance Filing Timeline 

8.1 Recommended Compliance Filing Timeline for SPP. 

The SPCTF recommends that the SPP Board of Directors direct SPP to seek a sixty 
(60) day extension from FERC for SPP to make its regional compliance filing under 
Order 1000.  This will enable SPP to use its October 30, 2012 quarterly BOD meeting to 
finalize SPP’s compliance filing for Order 1000’s regional requirements.   
 
The SPCTF recommends that the following timeline18 be used by SPP stakeholders to 
meet the FERC compliance filing deadline for the regional requirements of Order 1000: 
 

 
SPCTF Report Implementation 

Requirement 

Responsible 
Stakeholder 

Group(s) 
Deadline 

1 
Endorsement of SPCTF on Order 1000 

Report 
SPC & BOD April 2012 

2 

Development of Transmission Owner 

Selection Criteria for a Competitive 

Solicitation Process 

(See §§ 2.3 & 2.4) 

SPCTF   June 30, 2012 

3 

Development of Transmission Owner 

Qualification Criteria & TO Managerial 

Experience Criteria 

(See §§ 3.1 & 3.2) 

SPCTF  June 30, 2012 

4 

Development of Transmission Owner 

Creditworthiness Criteria 

(See § 3.1) 

Finance 

Committee 
June 30, 2012 

5 Drafting & Approval of Language to Remove SPCTF, CGC, SPCTF – April 30, 2012 

                                                 
18  The SPCTF makes this recommended timeline without considering SPP’s request for an 
extension of time to make SPP’s regional compliance filing on Order 1000 at FERC.  This 
recommendation will change if such an extension is granted.   
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ROFR in Membership Agreement 

(See § 4.1) 

MOPC, & 

BOD 

CGC – May 2012 

MOPC & BOD - July 2012 

6 

Drafting & Approval of Language to Remove 

ROFR in OATT 

(See § 4.2) 

RTWG, 

MOPC, & 

SPP BOD 

RTWG – June 30, 2012 

MOPC & BOD - July 2012 

7 

Review and Drafting of Recommended 

Language on Public Policy Requirements of 

Order 1000 

(See § 6.3) 

RTWG, 

MOPC, & 

SPP BOD 

RTWG – June 30, 2012 

MOPC & BOD - July 2012 

8 

Review and Draft Information and Data SPP 

Will Propose to Require Merchant 

Transmission Developers to Provide to SPP 

(See § 7.1) 

TWG June 30, 2012 

9 

Drafting and Endorsement/Approval of Tariff 

Language for SPP’s Order 1000 Regional 

Compliance Filing 

RTWG  RTWG – August 31, 2012 

10 

Review and Approval of RTWG’s Language 

for SPP’s Order 1000 Regional Compliance 

Filing  

MOPC & 

BOD 
September 31, 2012 

11 

Parallel Work of Drafting SPP’s Order 1000 

Compliance Filing Letter for Regional 

Requirements 

SPP Staff October 11, 2012 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

DRAFT TRANSMISSION OWNER SELECTION PROCESS 
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Policy, Reliability and
Economic Inputs

(Section III.6)

Reviewed by
Stakeholder

Working Groups

ITP Upgrades
Approved or
Endorsed by
SPP BOD

Competitive Solicitation Process

ITP Studies (20/10 and
Near Term) and other
Studies Endorsed by
Stakeholder Working

Groups

TO 
Selection 
Process4/3/2012 1

Study Scope 
Including Policy,

Reliability & Econ.
Inputs, and TSR 
and GI upgrades
(Attach O III.7)

Analyze Alternatives
(incl. zonal upgrades

Broader Regional
Upgrades and non-wire

Upgrades
(Attach. O III.8)

Fall Planning
Forum

Present potential
Solutions to 
stakeholders

Spring Planning
Forums

Obtain input  and 
Projects from all

Stakeholders
(Attach. O.2)

Annual
SPP Transmission

Expansion Plan
(Section V)

Does 
ROFR 
Apply*?

Incumbent TO
builds

Integrated Transmission Planning 
Process

(does not include upgrades related to TSRs, GI, or 
Sponsored Upgrades) Yes

No
Note: * ROFR applies to 
any project that is either 
(1) < 300 kV, 
(2) is an upgrade to an 
existing facility
(3) Or an addition or 
expansion of an existing 
facility which is on 
existing right-of-way
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SPP issues RFI
[Develop  list of 
Interested TOs]

(30 days)

SPP Reviews
Responses
(15 days)

SPP develops
RFP

(45 days)
TO 

Selection 
Process

Transmission Owner Selection Process

Did SPP 
Receive any 
Responses?

Incumbent TO
Builds (builder of last 

resort)

SPP issues
RFP to TOs that 
responded  to RFI

and qualified.   If only
one TO responds then
a shorter procedure

may be used.

TOs Develop Proposal
and cost Estimate 

(+/‐ 20%)
(60 days)

SPP reviews 
responses to RFP

(30 days)

Recommendation
Goes to SPP BOD

SPP BOD 
selects TO?

NTC issued to TO

Project is re‐evaluated
Revise Project 
Specifications?

Project is Cancelled

4/3/2012 1

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

COMPETITIVE SOLICITATION PROCESS FLOWCHART 
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Attachment B –  Competitive Solicitation Process 
Flowchart 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

SPP staff develops and issues an 
RFP.  (30 days) 

BOD selects Transmission 
Developers (15 Days) 

QEs respond to RFP (60-75 days) 

SPP staff reviews RFP responses 
and provides the responses to the 
IEP for evaluation 
IEP Evaluates RFPs and makes 
recommendation to the OC (30-
60 days) 

OC reviews IEP recommendation 
and makes recommendation to 
the BOD (15 Days)

SPP Contacts STO  

No QE‐
Obligation to 
Construct 
remains with 
DTO 

Selected QE 
executes 
agreements to 
become the 
DTO (10 
Days)

Selected QE does not 
sign agreements 

The Oversight Committee shall 
designate an IEP (15 Days) 

BOD approves applicable transmission 
projects for construction as a result of 
the regional planning process 
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SPP EPA Impact 
Assessment 

For SPC & MOPC

April, 2011

Joshua Phillips
jphillips@spp.org

501.688.1761

Outline

• Contextual Overview

• Assessment Process

• Key Data: MW, Generation, and Margin
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Contextual Review

• SPC directed SPP to perform an impact assessment 
regarding member plans for compliance

– This assessment is for the reliability impacts of the Cross 
State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR) and Mercury and Air 
Toxics Standards (MATS)

– Assessing EPA Rules against meeting the reliability 
criteria

l d f l i h– SPP completed a survey of plans, generation changes, 
retrofits, and retirements and modeled those plans

3

Contextual Review
• Key Considerations

– Information has not been vetted through standard 
model development processes for its utilized purposep p p p

– Dispatch was developed by stakeholders, and not a 
Security Constrained Economic Dispatch

– This assessment should not be utilized to determine 
need for additional transmission or generation or relied 
upon as conclusive regarding all impacts to the SPP 

iregion

– Off peak models were developed based on winter peak 
models

– System dynamics were not evaluated

4
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Assessment Process

• Initial teleconference was held on January 20th 2012

– Members and SPP agreed to study the following yearsg y g y

2013 to determine immediate CSAPR impacts

2014 to determine impacts from the MATS outages

2015 to determine CSAPR and MATS impacts and determine 
what resources would be lost or might need extensions 
through 2016

2011 Model Build 2 Scenario 0 would act as the baseline– 2011 Model Build 2 Scenario 0 would act as the baseline 
for comparison

• Scenarios for each year were developed

5

Assessment Process ‐ Scenarios

Year Reliability Scenario A Reliability Scenario B
Adequacy 
Assessment

13

CSAPR rules are implemented 
in April 2012 with allowances 

CSAPR rules are implemented 
April 2012 with state caps on 

Yes

20
1 p

available, no penalties 
exceeding CSAPR state caps

p p
the allowance and variability 
limit in place

20
14

None None Yes

MATS rule is in place, and  MATS rule is in place and  Yes

6

20
15

these are expected plans estimated impact regarding 
uncertainty of unit availability
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Assessment Process (cont.)

• Members reviewed an initial survey draft and 
provided feedback

• Confidential Impact Assessment Survey was updated

– Included projected load

– Fields were provided for outages, imports, and exports

7

Assessment Process (cont.)

• SPP adjusted generation in the models to reflect the 
survey responses

• Where members had an inadequate amount of 
generation follow ups were conducted to determine if 
other generation was available.

• Individual BAs imported when there was insufficient 
generation to meet those loads

• Powerflow analysis was conducted to determine  the 
system intact and N‐1 impacts

8
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Results Generation Changes in MWs

2013 2015

Retire/Mothball 330 914

Derate 0 60

Revise Dispatch 3,480 4,075

9

Retrofit 6,859 10,080

Planning Criteria Potential Issues

2013 2015

Scenario A Scenario A Scenario BScenario A Scenario A Scenario B

Peak
Off‐
Peak Peak

Off‐
Peak Peak

Off‐
Peak

Thermal Overloads 14 3 9 1 15 1
Local Planning Criteria 
Voltage Issues 18 12 39 1 26 1

10

g

SPP Planning Criteria 
Voltage Issues 52 2 7 5 2 6

Total Voltage Issues 70 14 46 6 28 7
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Annual Generation Unavailable
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Resource Adequacy 2013 Reserve Margin
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Resource Adequacy 2015 Reserve Margin
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Joshua Phillips: 501‐256‐6326; jphillips@spp.org

QUESTIONS?
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LS POWER TRANSMISSION, LLC 
c/o LS Power Development, LLC 
400 Chesterfield Center, Suite 110 
Chesterfield, MO 63017 
Ph: (636) 532-2200 · Fax: (636) 532-2250 

 

 
                                                        April 2, 2012 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Ricky Bittle 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
1 Cooperative Way 
Little Rock, 0AR  72209 
ricky.bittle@aecc.com 
 
RE: LS Power Transmission Stakeholder Comments on SPP SPCTF Order 1000 Report. 
 
Dear Ricky, 
 
LS Power Transmission, LLC (“LS Power”) has been an active participant in SPP’s process to 
prepare a response to FERC Order 1000 (“Order 1000”) and its regional policy requirements 
since it was kicked off on October 13, 2011.  As you know, SPP kicked off its discussion of the 
requirements of Order 1000 at a regularly scheduled Strategic Planning Committee (“SPC”) 
meeting on October 13, 2011.  At the conclusion of the October SPC meeting, the SPC formed 
the SPC Task Force (“SPCTF”) on Order 1000 to examine SPP’s OATT and determine whether 
the current transmission planning and cost allocation provisions comply with the requirements 
of Order 1000 and whether revisions are necessary.  LS Power volunteered to be a member on 
the SPCTF Order 1000.  LS Power participated as a member for several months before being 
informed that because we are currently not a member of SPP, we are not able to be a voting 
member of the SPCTF.  LS Power has continued to be an active stakeholder in the SPCTF Order 
1000 process even though we are not a member and do not have voting privileges.   We have 
very much appreciated the opportunity to participate..     
 
The SPCTF Order 1000 identified seven specific decision points over the past four months that 
needed to be addressed to comply with Order 1000.  These decision points included: 
 

1. What SPP transmission projects should the elimination of the Right of First Refusal 
(“ROFR”) apply? 

2. What builder selection model (project sponsorship, planning only or competitive 
solicitation) should SPP use? 

3. Should SPP’s compliance filing contain builder qualification requirements before a 
potential transmission builder can participate in SPP’s competitive process? What should 
the qualification criteria include? 

4. Should SPP’s Membership Agreement and OATT be amended to remove the Federal 
right of first refusal? 
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5. When should Order 1000 become effective? 
6. Is the SPP OATT compliant in considering transmission needs driven by public policy? 
7. Is SPP compliant with the Order 1000 requirement to collect information and data from 

non-participating Merchant Transmission developers? 
   
In six of the seven decision points, a report of the SPCTF Order 1000 states that unanimous 
approval was reached by the members.  However, while this was factually correct comments of 
stakeholders such as FERC Staff and LS Power were not considered or captured in the report as 
discussed in more detail below.   
 
The first decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was What SPP 
transmission projects should the elimination of ROFR apply?  The SPCTF Order 1000 
unanimous recommendation in its report to the SPC is that SPP should seek to retain the Federal 
ROFR for every category of transmission facility upgrades except highway upgrades (300 kV 
and above, regionally-funded transmission facilities).  However, LS Power disagreed strongly 
and recommended to the SPCTF Order 1000 that the ROFR must be removed for any project for 
which any of its costs are allocated regionally, rather to the local utility.  In other words, all 
transmission facilities with a voltage of 100 kV and above that are allocated on a highway or 
byway basis shall have the ROFR eliminated (regardless of percentage) and be competitively 
administered.  This includes (1) byway projects (100 kV – 300 kV); (2) highway projects (300 
kV and above); (3) stakeholder identified transmission projects; and (4) customer funded 
transmission projects.  Further, the only transmission facilities that shall retain a ROFR shall 
include (1) generation interconnection projects; (2) local projects/zonal projects (100 kV and 
below that are solely within a retail distribution service territory or footprint); (3) transmission 
delivery service projects; and (4) transmission projects that represent an upgrade to an 
incumbents own facilities.   It is our understanding that FERC staff also expressed concern with 
the direction of the SPCTF Order 1000 task force related to keeping a ROFR for byway projects. 
 
The second decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was What builder 
selection model (project sponsorship, planning only or competitive solicitation) should SPP 
use?  The SPCTF Order 1000 report to the SPC states that this was the only decision point that 
was not unanimous as seven members favored a competitive solicitation (SPCTF Order 1000 
recommendation) and two members supported the planning only builder selection model.  LS 
Power, on the other hand, proposed a hybrid builder selection model (project 
sponsorship/competitive solicitation), which we believe offers the most equitable and flexible 
option for all parties. Under the hybrid builder selection model, a project sponsorship model 
would be used for transmission projects submitted for evaluation in the ITP for approval and a 
competitive solicitation process would be used for projects approved for purposes of cost 
allocation but do not otherwise have a project sponsor.  Many aspects of the existing SPP Tariff 
and business practices could still be utilized under this approach. 
 
The third decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was Should SPP’s 
compliance filing contain builder qualification requirements before a potential transmission 
builder can participate in SPP’s competitive process?  The SPCTF Order 1000 unanimous 
recommendation in its report to the SPC is that SPP’s compliance filing should contain builder 
qualification requirements that must be met before a potential transmission builder can 
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participate in SPP’s proposed competitive solicitation process.  Further, the SPCTF Order 1000 
recommended qualification criteria included: 
 

1. Threshold eligibility criteria requiring state regulatory authority necessary to construct, 
own, and operate transmission facilities within the state(s) where the project will be 
located and the commitment to sign the SPP Membership Agreement as a Transmission 
Owner upon its selection or have signed a Membership Agreement; 

2. Financial criteria indicative of meeting SPP’s creditworthiness requirements and the 
ability to finance new transmission construction in SPP as developed by SPP’s Finance 
Committee; and 

3. Managerial criteria demonstrating ability to site, construct, own and operate transmission 
projects. 

 
LS Power envisions a qualification process that results in all transmission developers being on a 
level playing field at the conclusion of the qualification process and prior to the start of the 
competitive process.  Further, when it is time to evaluate criteria for selecting the transmission 
project builder it should be determined by selecting the transmission developer that build the 
project at the lowest cost (based on an annual revenue requirement) to the consumer.   LS Power 
believes that the vast majority of the decision points in a competitive bidding process must be 
focused on cost, as this is what is consistent with FERC’s mandate to ensure just and reasonable 
rates. 
 
LS Power believes that the above qualification criteria “requiring state regulatory authority 
necessary to construct, own, and operate transmission facilities within the state(s) where the 
project will be located…” is inappropriate and is a standard that no party, even an incumbent 
transmission owner, legally can meet today.   No party, even an incumbent utility, has “state 
regulatory authority to construct, own and operate transmission facilities within a state where the 
project will be located…” at the transmission planning stage without state authorizations.  
Qualification criteria must be reasonable and can not be unduly discriminatory in order to be 
compliant with FERC Order 1000. 
 
The fourth decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was Should SPP’s 
Membership Agreement and OATT be amended to remove the Federal right of first refusal?  
The SPCTF Order 1000 unanimous recommendation in its report to the SPC is that sections of 
the SPP Membership Agreement and OATT must be amended to remove the ROFR. LS Power 
is supportive of this recommendation. 
 
The fifth decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was When should Order 
1000 become effective?  The SPCTF Order 1000 unanimous recommendation in its report to the 
SPC is that changes to the SPP Membership Agreement and OATT to comply with Order 1000 
should go into effect on the date that FERC issues an order accepting the compliance filing, with 
the first developer qualification process beginning in the summer (June) thereafter.  Further, the 
SPCTF Order 1000 recommended that the applicability of Order 1000 be to all transmission 
facilities subject to ROFR elimination that are approved for construction in the first STEP 
Report that is issued following the first developer qualification process, and for all facilities 
approved thereafter for which ROFR has been eliminated.  LS Power’s position is that SPP’s 
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Order 1000 reform should begin immediately on the date of SPP’s Order 1000 compliance filing 
(October 12, 2012). 
 
The sixth decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was Is the SPP OATT 
compliant in considering transmission needs driven by public policy?  The SPCTF Order 1000 
unanimous recommendation in its report to the SPC is that the current OATT implicitly already 
complies with the transmission needs driven by public policy through the following language in 
Attachment O Section III.6.0 “Other input requirements identified during the stakeholder 
process”.  Further, the SPCTF Order 1000 recommends that the SPC have the RTWG review the 
SPP Tariff for any minor revisions that might be required. LS Power is supportive of these 
recommendations. 

 
The seventh decision point that was addressed by the SPCTF Order 1000 was Is SPP compliant 
with the Order 1000 requirement to collect information and data from non-participating 
Merchant Transmission developers?  The SPCTF Order 1000 unanimous recommendation in its 
report to the SPC is that SPP should seek FERC’s approval to require merchant developers to 
provide certain information and data to SPP pursuant to the SPP Transmission Working Group’s 
recommendation of what information merchant transmission developers should be required to 
provide to SPP. LS Power is supportive of this recommendation. 
 
LS Power appreciates the opportunity to provide these Order 1000 comments to the SPC and 
kindly requests that the SPC consider these comments as LS Power has been (and continues to 
be) an active stakeholder in the SPCTF Order 1000 meetings.  Further, LS Power encourages the 
SPC to consider its positions and insights as it reviews the Report and recommendations of the 
SPCTF on Order 1000.  
 
 
 
 
                         Sincerely, 

     Bryan Rushing  
and Sharon Segner 
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cc:  Mel Perkins (Chairman SPC Task Force Order 1000) 
 Michael Desselle (Staff Secretary) 
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