
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.   )  Docket No. ER14-781-000 
 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ANSWER AND ANSWER OF 
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC. 

 
 Pursuant to Rule 213 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213, Southwest Power 

Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) files this Answer1 to the comments submitted in this proceeding.2 

I. BACKGROUND 

 On December 20, 2013,3 SPP submitted to the Commission proposed revisions to 

its Open Access Transmission Tariff (“Tariff”)4 to modify its Generator Interconnection 

Procedures (“GIP”) in Attachment V (“revised GIP”). On January 17, 2014, six protests 

were filed by entities seeking additional information on how the Tariff revisions will be 

                                                 
1  SPP seeks leave to submit this answer to assist the Commission’s decision-

making process and clarify the issues.  The Commission regularly allows answers 
for such purposes.  See, e.g., Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 135 FERC ¶ 61,223, at P 27 
(2011) (accepting answers that aided the Commission’s decision-making); Sw. 
Power Pool, Inc., 132 FERC ¶ 61,042, at P 28 (2010) (same), reh’g denied, 136 
FERC ¶ 61,050 (2011); Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 131 FERC ¶ 61,252, at P 19 (2010) 
(same), reh’g denied, 137 FERC ¶ 61,075 (2011); Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 128 
FERC ¶ 61,018, at P 15 (2009) (same); Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 126 FERC 
¶ 61,153, at P 18 (2009) (same). 

2  SPP’s silence in this Answer on any issue or argument addressed in any comment 
should not be construed as SPP’s agreement with any such issue or argument. 

3  Revisions to Modify the Generator Interconnection Procedures of Southwest 
Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. ER14-781-000 (Dec. 20, 2013) (“December 20 
Filing”). 

4  Southwest Power Pool, Inc., FERC Electric Tariff, Sixth Revised Volume No. 1. 
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implemented.5  To ensure a full and accurate record, SPP submits this Answer to respond 

to these concerns and aid the Commission’s decision-making.  

II. ANSWER 

In 2009, SPP modified its GIP to implement a “first-ready, first-served” approach 

to its processing of Interconnection Requests.6 The Commission accepted SPP’s “first-

ready, first-served” approach on July 31, 2009,7 as consistent with the Commission’s 

policy.8 As explained in the December 20 Filing, while the queue reforms implemented 

in 2009 provided benefits, SPP still experiences significant issues with its GIP. First, the 

majority of Interconnection Customers elect to proceed straight to the Definitive 

Interconnection System Impact Study (“DISIS”), rather than going through the 

Feasibility Study and Preliminary Interconnection System Impact Study (“PISIS”). This 

results in numerous speculative requests being included in the DISIS that are later 

withdrawn at various stages of the process, sometimes as late as many years after the 

                                                 
5  Comments of E.ON Climate & Renewables North America LLC, Docket No. 

ER14-781-000 (Jan. 17, 2014) (“ECRNA Protest”); Motion to Intervene and 
Protest of Acciona Wind Energy USA LLC, Docket No. ER14-781-000 (Jan. 17, 
2014) (“Acciona Protest”); Motion to Intervene and Protest of Flat Ridge 2 Wind 
Energy LLC, Docket No. ER14-781-000 (Jan. 17, 2014) (“Flat Ridge 2 Protest”); 
Motion to Intervene and Protest of the American Wind Energy Association and 
the Wind Coalition, Docket No. ER14-781-000 (Jan. 17, 2014) (“AWEA 
Protest”); Motion to Intervene and Protest of Invenergy Wind Development LLC 
and Invenergy Thermal Development LLC, Docket No. ER14-781-000 (Jan. 17, 
2014) (“Invenergy Protest”); Protest of NextEra Energy Resources, LLC, Docket 
No. ER14-781-000 (Jan. 17, 2014) (“NextEra Protest”). 

6  See Submission of Revisions to Open Access Transmission Tariff to Reform 
Generation Interconnection Procedures, Docket No. ER09-1254-000 (June 1, 
2009) (“2009 Queue Reform”). 

7  See Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 128 FERC ¶ 61,114 (2009) (“July 31 Order”). 

8  See July 31 Order at P 25. 
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execution of a Generator Interconnection Agreement (“GIA”). These withdrawn requests 

cause significant problems for the Generator Interconnection (“GI”) study process as 

each withdrawn request triggers the need for restudies for one or more DISIS clusters. 

These restudies take a significant amount of time and are performed at the cost of 

Interconnection Customers. In addition, the seemingly never ending cycle of restudies 

causes a great deal of uncertainty for Interconnection Customers. For example, if a 

higher-queued Interconnection Customer elects to withdraw and terminate its GIA, the 

following restudy of all lower-queued Interconnection Customers may result in a lower-

queued Interconnection Customer, who may have originally executed its GIA with little 

or no cost to interconnect, suddenly being faced with significant Network Upgrade costs. 

  Second, the Interconnection Customers currently near the top of the GI Queue, 

the highest-queued Interconnection Customers, have relatively low interconnection costs 

due to their ability to utilize capacity made available by transmission projects included in 

the SPP Transmission Expansion Plan (“STEP”)9 and approved for construction.  Some 

of these Interconnection Requests are quite large in size (over 500 MW).  When lower-

queued Interconnection Customers have gone through the study process, they have found 

upgrade costs can be quite high when all Interconnection Requests, including higher-

queued requests, are taken into consideration because interconnection capacity is being 

held by higher-queued Interconnection Customers. Alternatively, a lower-queued 

Interconnection Customer may have a low upgrade cost but may be dependent upon a 

higher-queued Interconnection Customer funding a Network Upgrade.  In either case, the 

ability of the higher-queued Interconnection Customer’s generator to go into service 

                                                 
9  See Tariff at Attachment O. 
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affects the lower-queued Interconnection Customer.  This leads to cost uncertainty for 

lower-queued Interconnection Requests that will only be realized by later restudies when 

a higher-queued Interconnection Customer’s generator goes into service, its request is 

withdrawn from the GI Queue, or its GIA is terminated.  The current backlog contains 

fifty (50) GIAs for 9,527 MW that have been executed but have not placed any 

generation in service,10 in addition to twelve (12) GIAs for 2,911 MW that have placed 

57% of their generation in service.11   

As a result of the significant issues impacting SPP’s GI Queue, additional reforms 

are needed to further enable SPP’s “first-ready, first-served” approach approved in the 

2009 Queue Reform. These reforms are also intended to encourage Interconnection 

Customers to size their Interconnection Requests realistically and reduce exposure to 

restudy to Interconnection Customers that have placed their generation into Commercial 

Operation. Specifically, in the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes to build upon earlier 

efforts to modify the GIP to: 

 Increase milestones required to enter the DISIS Queue, based on size of request 

 Change study procedures to account for only in-service generators 

 Increase milestones to enter an Interconnection Facilities Study, based on size of 
request 

 Require a financial milestone at execution of a GIA 

 Limit extensions of in-service dates 

 Add a performance obligation in a GIA to build the generating facility  

                                                 
10  See December 20 Filing, Exhibit No. SPP-1, Hendrix Testimony (“Hendrix 

Testimony”) at pp 16-17.  

11  Id. at pp 17-18. 
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A. Requirement to reach Commercial Operation Date within three years 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes changes to Articles 2.3 and 11.2 of the 

GIA requiring the Interconnection Customer to install the Generating Facilities described 

in Appendix C of the GIA within three years of the Commercial Operation Date specified 

in Appendix B of the GIA.  Under the proposed changes, if the Generating Facility fails 

to achieve Commercial Operation for three consecutive years following the Commercial 

Operation Date in Appendix B, after giving the Interconnection Customer ninety days 

written notice, SPP may terminate the GIA. If only a portion of the Generating Facility 

fails to achieve Commercial Operation within three consecutive years following the 

Commercial Operation Date in Appendix B, SPP shall issue a revised GIA to reflect the 

amount of the Generating Facilities that achieved Commercial Operation. Such revised 

GIA shall be filed with the Commission in accordance with Article 3.1 of the GIA. 

In the Flat Ridge 2 Protest, Flat Ridge 2 states that “[t]ermination and reissuance 

of a ‘downsized’ GIA in such a circumstance should not be permitted absent an 

affirmative and specific showing on the part of SPP that other Interconnection Customers 

are harmed by the remaining amount of generating facility capacity failing to achieve 

Commercial Operation within the three-year deadline.”12 Acciona requests that the 

Commission clarify that the SPP revisions do not apply to executed GIAs in Commercial 

Operation.13  

                                                 
12  See Flat Ridge 2 Protest at pp 6-7. 

13  See Acciona Protest at p 13.  
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As stated in the December 20 Filing, SPP has seen problems with Interconnection 

Customers installing only a portion of their Generation Facility under their GIA.  

Currently the amount of generation with executed GIAs that have been partially built 

totals just under 1,200 MW.14 In SPP’s experience, this outstanding generation may 

remain partially built for years. SPP must account for this partially built generation in its 

studies going forward and the result has been expensive Network Upgrades for lower-

queued Interconnection Customers that may not be needed if the interconnection capacity 

had been released by those Interconnection Customers. For example, there is an SPP 

Interconnection Customer with an executed GIA whose Interconnection Request was 

made more than 10 years ago.  To date the Interconnection Customer has installed less 

than 50% of its generation.  The Interconnection Customer is located in a heavily 

constrained area and customers being studied in the area in DISIS-2011-001 now require 

construction of a transmission line estimated at more than $100,000,000. While the 

Interconnection Customer in question is at the top of the queue and was assigned to build 

only its interconnection substation, which it has done, its failure to build out its entire 

generating capacity or release interconnection capacity is causing complications in the 

study process that will continue. By allowing Interconnection Customers no more than 3 

years of extension to build their generation, unused interconnection capacity can be 

released for use by lower-queued Interconnection Customers, thereby streamlining the 

interconnection study process and making it more effective. Additionally, the 

Commission has approved similar language for the Midcontinent Independent System 

                                                 
14  See Hendrix Testimony at pp 17-18. 



7 

Operator, Inc.15 (“MISO”) in Docket No. ER12-56,16 agreeing with “MISO that a project 

that never enters Commercial Operation should not be permitted to hold that capacity 

indefinitely.”17 In response to Acciona’s request, this requirement could apply to an 

existing GIA under Section 5.1.2 of the revised GIP. As explained in more detail in 

Section U, if an Interconnection Customer is not meeting the Appendix B milestones, 

SPP would revise the GIA to conform to the current pro forma GIA and file the revised 

GIA with the Commission.            

B. Revised GIP and SPP’s Integrated Marketplace 

NextEra states in the NextEra Protest that the December 20 Filing does not 

explain how the GIP study procedures will be changed as a result of the Integrated 

Marketplace which is scheduled to commence on March 1, 2014. NextEra is correct that 

the December 20 Filing does not address impacts of the Integrated Marketplace on the 

GIP. SPP does not currently anticipate that any Tariff changes will be required for the 

GIP as a result of the implementation of the Integrated Marketplace.  

Additionally, NextEra raises an issue about how SPP currently models wind 

energy generators and how this will be affected by the SPP Integrated Marketplace. 

While SPP does take into account the variability of wind generation in its Energy 

Resource Interconnection Service (“ERIS”) analysis, the variability evaluated by SPP is 

dependent upon location of the wind generation within geographic areas and is not 

                                                 
15  Formally Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 

16  See Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 137 FERC ¶ 
61,188 (2011) (“MISO December 9 Order”); Midwest Independent Transmission 
System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,197 (2012). 

17  MISO December 9 Order at P 29. 
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impacted by balancing authority boundaries as NextEra asserts. SPP groups 

Interconnection Requests together to determine their impacts on each other but also 

captures impacts from requests in other areas at a lower dispatch level to determine if 

network upgrades are beneficial to two or more groups.  For Network Resource 

Interconnection Service (“NRIS”) analysis, SPP does base the analysis on the 

Transmission Owner’s transmission system where the generator is interconnecting.  

However, for NRIS analysis, all wind generators requesting NRIS are dispatched at full 

nameplate capacity. The implementation of SPP’s Integrated Marketplace will have no 

impact on how SPP models wind energy generators in its GI study process.  

C. Alignment of SPP’s GIP, Aggregate Transmission Service Study 
process and Integrated Marketplace 

 

AWEA’s Protest states that there “are significant gaps in the way transmission 

service and [Generator] Interconnection are studied” and that “SPP’s interconnection and 

transmission service request study processes are not aligned with SPP’s new market 

design scheduled to begin in March.”18 AWEA further states that “the proposed GI 

process does not include a delivery to the market concept that is needed to provide an 

[Interconnection Customer] greater certainty of the potential for its generation to be 

dispatched into the market.”19 SPP’s GIP study process does take into account the 

generator’s ability to participate in SPP’s market. SPP’s ERIS Studies analyze a 

generator’s ability to be able to interconnect and studies its output as if it is being 

                                                 
18  See AWEA Protest at pp 4-5. 

19  Id. at p 5. 
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displaced by the entire SPP footprint.20  While ERIS does not guarantee delivery to any 

specific load, it allows the generator to participate in the SPP Energy Imbalance Service 

(“EIS”) Market, or the Integrated Marketplace, scheduled to commence on March 1, 

2014. SPP also offers NRIS for generators that wish to obtain that service.21  NRIS 

studies differ from ERIS studies in that Network Upgrades are identified as if the 

generation is being designated by a load serving entity on the Transmission Owner’s 

transmission system where the generator is located and the upgrades are assigned based 

on a tighter tolerance for overloads.  Since NRIS also does not guarantee delivery of 

energy, NRIS generators do not have any advantage over ERIS generators in the EIS 

Market or Integrated Marketplace. However, NRIS generators may have an advantage 

towards receiving transmission service in the SPP’s Aggregate Transmission Service 

Study process since many of the required Network Upgrades for transmission service 

have already been identified in the NRIS study.  NRIS would be the closest 

approximation to a “delivery to the market” concept that AWEA mentions.  SPP finds 

that most Interconnection Customers do not prefer NRIS due to the additional Network 

Upgrades that are assigned for that analysis.  Most GIAs in SPP are for ERIS only.  

While SPP does not currently include a guaranteed “delivery to the market” concept in its 

GIP, SPP and its stakeholders are evaluating whether this concept has merit in SPP as a 

future enhancement. Consideration by SPP and its stakeholders of this potential future 

enhancement should not hold up the changes to the GIP proposed in the December 20 

Filing.   

                                                 
20  See Tariff at Attachment V, Section 3.2.1. 

21  See Tariff at Attachment V, Section 3.2.2. 
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D. Interconnection Customer’s ability to stay in DISIS 
 
Section 8.6 of the revised GIP permits an Interconnection Customer to remain in 

the DISIS if the Interconnection Customer is not yet ready to proceed into the 

Interconnection Facilities Study. In the AWEA Protest, AWEA seeks clarifications 

regarding an Interconnection Customer’s ability to stay in the DISIS.22 AWEA is correct 

that earlier white papers developed by SPP and its stakeholders limited the number of 

DISIS cycles to 3. However, during the development of the Tariff changes for the revised 

GIP, this limitation was omitted from the Tariff language included in the December 20 

Filing. Therefore, as filed, there is no limit to the amount of times an Interconnection 

Customer can spend in the DISIS stage as long as it continues to pay the study costs.  As 

discussed in the December 20 Filing, the DISIS will be restudied every cycle and those 

Interconnection Customers will be charged for the cost of each study cycle. An 

Interconnection Customer remaining in the DISIS for more than one cycle will not 

automatically be required to pay an additional study deposit for each cycle of the DISIS. 

Before each study commences, SPP will notify those Interconnection Customers electing 

to remain in the DISIS of additional deposits required to cover the costs of additional 

studies. 

E. Acceleration of Previously Approved Network Upgrades 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes revisions to Section 8.7 of the GIP to 

permit the acceleration of a Previously Approved Network Upgrade in conjunction with 

Limited Operation. AWEA and NextEra raise concerns about Previously Approved 

Network Upgrades and the Interconnection Customer’s obligation to accelerate such 

                                                 
22  See AWEA Protest at pp 6-7. 
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upgrades.23 Both AWEA and NextEra’s concerns are misplaced. The revised GIP does 

not require an Interconnection Customer to accelerate Previously Approved Network 

Upgrades. The proposed process is intended to permit Interconnection Customers that 

require Previously Approved Network Upgrades with long lead times to remain in the 

DISIS study until those upgrades are nearer to completion.  This ensures that 

Interconnection Customers do not move into the Interconnection Facilities Study solely 

to hold their place in the queue and potentially hold interconnection capacity that will not 

be available for several years.  The revised GIP states that if such long lead time upgrades 

are required, the Interconnection Customer will not be tendered a Facilities Study 

Agreement.24 However, if the Interconnection Customer has a business need that requires 

it to move forward expeditiously out of the DISIS, then the Interconnection Customer has 

the option to do so.  To move at an accelerated pace out of the DISIS, the Interconnection 

Customer is required to accelerate the Previously Approved Network Upgrade(s). This 

requirement is reasonable, since in accordance with the December 20 Filing, an 

Interconnection Customer is allowed to adjust its size after the DISIS and avoid the need 

for the Previously Approved Network Upgrades.25 Otherwise, the Interconnection 

Customer would not be able to operate without the Network Upgrades. In the 

circumstance that an Interconnection Customer cannot adjust its generator size (i.e. large 

steam turbine), it is also allowed to move forward with the same abilities as one that can 

more easily reduce its generator size.  Without the exception allowing generators to move 

                                                 
23  Id. at pp 7-8; See also NextEra Protest at pp 5-7. 

24  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 8.7. 

25  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 4.4.1. 
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forward if 75% of their generation can be accommodated, these generators would not be 

afforded the same opportunity as generators whose characteristics allows them to easily 

increment or decrement their size.  

With regard to the cost to accelerate a Previously Approved Network Upgrade, 

Section 12.2.3 of the GIP provides that the Interconnection Customer that elects to 

accelerate an upgrade that is part of the STEP must pay for the acceleration costs.  In the 

case of an upgrade that is needed for interconnection, the cost to construct the upgrade is 

collected from the Interconnection Customer to meet its in-service date.  Those costs are 

then refunded back to the Interconnection Customer at the time of the STEP determined 

need date for the upgrade.   

F. Limited Operation 

The ECRNA Protest states that SPP should be required to offer Limited Operation 

to allow an Interconnection Customer to utilize the existing interconnection capacity.26 

AWEA suggests that the proposed aspects of Limited Operation are too limited and could 

be expanded to provide greater use of the existing transmission system.27  The concept of 

Limited Operation is not new to the revised GIP proposed in the December 20 Filing. 

SPP currently offers Limited Operation in accordance with GIA Article 5.9.28  Many 

Interconnection Customers have utilized this service particularly at the end of 2012 when 

the Production Tax Credits (“PTCs”) were thought to be expiring.  Since it was only 

referenced in GIA Article 5.9 of the current GIP, SPP’s proposed process puts more 

                                                 
26  See ECRNA Protest at p 16. 

27  See AWEA Protest at p 9. 

28  See Tariff at Attachment V, Appendix 6 at Article 5.9. 
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framework around the availability of Limited Operation. Additionally, SPP’s proposed 

process removes some of the uncertainty that Interconnection Customers currently face 

when taking Limited Operation service, such as a higher-queued Interconnection 

Customer choosing to take Limited Operation and pre-empt the lower-queued 

Interconnection Customer’s service.29  To address AWEA’s concerns, SPP does list a 

maximum amount available to the Interconnection Customer for Limited Operation.  

Each time a higher-queued Interconnection Customer goes into service, SPP performs a 

restudy and updates the amount available.   

G. DISIS cluster study scenario 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes to perform stand-alone and cluster 

scenarios for each DISIS cycle. AWEA requests that the Commission require SPP to 

clarify the value of the DISIS cluster study when very few Interconnection Customers are 

expected to move to the next study phase and how Interconnection Customers can make 

reasonable use of the DISIS cluster study results.  

Currently, it is possible for SPP to identify a Network Upgrade for one cluster that 

contains a group of Interconnection Requests. A subsequent cluster of Interconnection 

Requests could then benefit from that upgrade with no additional upgrades assigned.  A 

group of Interconnection Requests in another cluster following the first two could then be 

assigned the cost of a new upgrade. The current process, as depicted in this example, does 

not give answers containing the most optimal upgrades to accommodate all requests.  

SPP intends to continue to study the cluster scenario in order to determine the optimal 

                                                 
29  The Commission confirmed lower-queued Customer’s Interconnection Service 

could be pre-empted in Docket No. ER11-2632-000.  See Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 
134 FERC ¶ 61,160 (2011). 
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upgrades for integrating all Interconnection Requests in the queue.   Placing all unbuilt 

Interconnection Requests in the DISIS will facilitate better planning of the 

interconnection of these generators and updates the plan for each DISIS cycle.  While 

SPP agrees with AWEA that not all generators will move forward out of the DISIS, SPP 

has no way of knowing which projects will or will not move forward.  SPP anticipates 

with its proposed milestones in place that most likely one request will move out of the 

DISIS per cycle, which is the basis for its proposal to offer a Stand Alone scenario. SPP’s 

proposal will bring more certainty to the Interconnection Customer because speculative 

projects will not be included in the study results for the Stand Alone scenario.  However, 

if Interconnection Customers are allowed to move to the Facility Study that are not ready 

to build their generation facilities and network upgrades, the Stand Alone scenario will 

provide absolutely no value since a restudy will be required for every Facility Study cycle 

to determine the upgrades required for the Interconnection Customers that do move 

forward.  Therefore, SPP proposes to study both scenarios to provide information about 

the possible range of possibilities.   

H. Number of DISIS cycles per year 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP did not propose any changes to the number of 

DISIS cycles performed each year. AWEA and Invenergy both request that the 

Commission require SPP to offer three DISIS cycles each year.30 While initial versions of 

SPP’s proposal did envision up to three DISIS cycles per year, SPP stakeholders 

ultimately agreed that requiring Transmission Owner personnel to perform three Facility 

Studies per year was simply not feasible in addition to their workloads supporting other 

                                                 
30  See AWEA Protest at pp 14-15; See also Invenergy Protest at Section III.F. 
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SPP planning processes which includes the transmission planning process in Attachment 

O of the SPP Tariff, Aggregate Transmission Service Studies, Order No. 1000 

Compliance, and compliance with North American Electric Reliability Corporation’s 

Transmission Planning (“TPL”) Reliability Standards,.     

I.  Credits 

In the AWEA Protest, AWEA requests that the Commission require SPP to 

resolve issues with SPP’s Revenue Crediting prior to setting an effective date for the 

revised GIP proposed in the December 20 Filing.31 The December 20 Filing does not 

propose any changes to requirements in Attachment Z1 and Attachment Z2; therefore, it 

is not appropriate to delay the application of the revised GIP based on SPP’s process 

under those Attachments.  

J. Network Upgrades if GIA is terminated or reduced under Article 2.3 
of the GIA 

 
AWEA requests clarification on how payment for Network Upgrades will be 

treated if a GIA is terminated or reduced in accordance with Article 2.3 of the revised 

GIP.32 AWEA states that compensation is due to Interconnection Customers that have 

funded upgrades that are not fully utilized by the Customer.  AWEA is not taking into 

account the fact that a large majority of GIA upgrades in SPP consist primarily of the 

interconnection substation or a modification to an existing substation.  These “attachment 

facilities” are required whether the generator builds its entire GIA amount or a smaller 

amount.  In this case, no compensation is required.  SPP has not experienced a case 

                                                 
31  See AWEA Protest at p 16. 

32  Id. at pp 16-17. 
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where an Interconnection Customer paid for upgrades that accommodated generation 

more than the minimum amount that the substation would interconnect and then did not 

build the subsequent generation.  In the case that it does, the current GIA Article 11.4 

allows for credits to be due to the Interconnection Customer for the duration of the term 

of the GIA.33  If the GIA is terminated, Article 2.4 of the GIA ensures the Interconnection 

Customer’s ability to receive credits survive the termination of the GIA. 

K. Adoption of a de minimis threshold 

Invenergy and AWEA both request that the Commission require SPP to adopt a 

de minimis threshold for allowing increases in capacity consistent with that recently 

proposed by the New York Independent System Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”) in Docket No. 

ER14-627.34 The NYISO proposal AWEA points to was filed with the Commission on 

December 16, 2013, just four days prior to the December 20 Filing and nearly two 

months following the conclusion of SPP’s stakeholder process that developed the revised 

GIP. At this time, SPP has not had sufficient time to thoroughly review the NYISO 

proposal and assess its applicability to the SPP GIP. In addition, any such modifications 

would need to be addressed through SPP’s stakeholder process.  

L. Suspension provisions 

Acciona’s Protest states that the “effect of SPP’s proposed revisions is to 

effectively read the Section 5.16 suspension provisions out of existing GIAs.”35 This is 

simply not the case. First, SPP did not propose any changes to the suspension provisions 

                                                 
33  See Tariff at Attachment V, Appendix 6 at Article 11.4. 

34  See Invenergy Protest at Section III.F; See also AWEA Protest at pp 17-18. 

35  See Acciona Protest at p 7. 
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in Article 5.16 of the GIA. Second, the transition provisions proposed in Article 5.1.2 

would apply only to those Interconnection Customers not meeting their Appendix B 

milestones. Any Interconnection Customer that is currently on suspension in accordance 

with Article 5.16 of its GIA would not fall into that category because when a GIA is 

placed on suspension, the milestones in Appendix B are placed on hold.  Prior to bringing 

the GIA out of suspension, an Interconnection Customer is expected to re-negotiate its 

Appendix B milestones in order to account for the period of time the GIA was suspended 

provided their in-service date does not extend beyond the dates allowed in the current 

GIP for their original Interconnection Request.36   

M. Cure Period 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes to add a DISIS Review Period for SPP 

to review all Interconnection Requests received during the DISIS Queue Cluster Wind 

and notify the Interconnection Customer of any deficiencies.37 ECRNA requests that the 

Commission clarify that the cure period can run past the end of the 30 calendar day 

DISIS Review Period.38 To clarify, the cure period for a deficiency identified in the 

DISIS Review Period can run past the end of the DISIS Review Period. Section 8.3 of the 

                                                 
36  See Tariff at Attachment V, GIP Section 3.3.1; See also Standardization of  

Generator Interconnection Agreements and Procedures, Order No. 2003, 68 FR 
49846 (Aug. 19, 2003), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,146, at P 102 (2003) (“Order 
2003”), order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-A, 69 FR 15932 (Mar. 26, 2004), FERC 
Stats. & Regs., ¶ 31,160 at P 100 (2004), order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-B, 70 
FR 265 (Jan. 4, 2005), FERC Stats. & Regs., ¶ 31,171 (2005), order on reh’g, 
Order No. 2003-C, 70 FR 37661 (Jun. 30, 2005), FERC Stats. & Regs., ¶ 31,190 
(2005), aff’d sub nom. Nat’l Ass’n of Regulatory Utils. Comm’rs v. FERC, 475 
F.3d 1277 (D.C. Cir. 2007). 
   

37  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 8.3. 

38  See ECRNA Protest at p 5. 
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revised GIP clearly provides that the “Interconnection Customer shall have fifteen (15) 

Business Days from the date of the notice to cure any deficiencies” and does not include 

any limitation that the cure period must end when the DISIS Review Period closes.39 

N. Interconnection Queue Positions 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes to add a new term “Interconnection 

Queue Position” to clarify that projects in the Interconnection Facilities Study Queue will 

be assigned an Interconnection Queue Position while other projects would retain their 

Initial Queue Position. ECRNA states that Sections 4.1.3, 4.1.2 and 8.9 conflict with 

regard to the queue priority for Interconnection Queue Positions.40 However, a conflict 

does not exist. Interconnection Customers in the DISIS will have equal queue priority.41 

Upon the completion of a DISIS cycle, each Interconnection Customer will have the 

same due date for Facility Study requirements. Any Interconnection Customers in the 

same DISIS cycle that elect to move forward into the Facility Study within those 

timeframes will be assigned an Interconnection Queue Position and will have equal queue 

priority. SPP does not intend to start a race between Interconnection Customers to return 

the Facility Study Agreement and Section 8.9 milestones. In addition, ECRNA requests 

that the Commission direct SPP “to revise its GIP to use the order that interconnection 

customers entered the DISIS to establish priority in the Interconnection Facilities Study 

Queue.”42 ECRNA’s proposal is not appropriate as it would reverse all the progress SPP 

                                                 
39  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 8.3. 

40  See ECRNA Protest at pp 6-9. 

41  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 4.1.1. 

42  See ECRNA Protest at p 9. 
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has made in recent years moving from a serial queue to a cluster based queue.  If multiple 

Interconnection Customer move out of the DISIS and queue priority was assigned based 

on a first come basis, SPP would again see major backlogs in its study processes as 

experienced before the 2009 Queue Reform.   

AWEA requests more detail on what will happen if more than one 

Interconnection Customer moves into the Facilities Study at the same time43 and ECRNA 

requests clarification regarding an Interconnection Customer’s ability to withdraw if a 

DISIS restudy is necessary for more than one Interconnection Customer moving into the 

Facilities Study at the same time.44 As stated above, more than one Interconnection 

Customer may move into the Facilities Study stage at the same time if they have met the 

requirements to enter the Facility Study.  However, like in the current process, when a 

higher-queued Interconnection Request is withdrawn, a DISIS restudy must be performed 

even though the Interconnection Customer may have already signed a Facility Study 

Agreement. With the revised GIP, after the initial DISIS restudy, the Interconnection 

Customers may withdraw after the restudy without penalty under the rules of the DISIS 

study as if it had never moved into the Interconnection Facilities Study.   

O. Phasing 

ECRNA requests more specificity about phased projects.45 Order 2003, SPP’s 

current GIP, and the revised GIP have no prohibitions against Interconnection Customers 

phasing its projects.  Each Interconnection Customer is responsible for determining the 

                                                 
43  See AWEA Protest at pp 10-12. 

44  See ECRNA Protest at p 10. 

45  Id. at pp 19-20. 
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phasing of their respective project.  If an Interconnection Customer’s Interconnection 

Request and GIA do not anticipate phasing of the project, SPP must proceed on the basis 

that the project is not phased.  Currently, Interconnection Customers that intend to phase 

their projects put the Commercial Operation Dates for those phases in the GIA. Since 

phasing is addressed on a project by project basis, there is no need to include additional 

provisions in the Tariff to address phases. 

P. Study Refunds 

ECRNA states that SPP should be required to provide a 20% refund for each 30 

day period that SPP delays in providing study results beyond the dates in its GIP.46 This 

is inappropriate. First, SPP is a non-profit entity. Interconnection Customers are 

responsible for all costs associated with the studies SPP performs for their respective 

Interconnection Requests.47  Regardless of whether the study costs are provided upfront 

in the form of a deposit or billed upon the completion of the study, SPP must be made 

whole for the studies it performs. Second, as stated in the December 20 Filing, SPP has 

not missed a filing deadline for DISIS studies since its 2009 Queue Reform. Restudies 

are more complex and can take much more time than the initial DISIS study because 

restudies affect multiple DISIS clusters. A single withdrawal may cause the need to 

restudy five DISIS clusters, but leave others unaffected due to the nature of the 

withdrawn request.  In addition, SPP has had several instances of having to restart 

restudies due to the fact that requests continue to be withdrawn even as restudies are in 

progress to determine the effects of earlier withdrawals.  For instance, just since the 

                                                 
46  Id. at p 20. 

47  See Tariff at Attachment V, Section 13.3; See also Order 2003 at P 274. 
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December 20 Filing, SPP has received termination notices for two GIAs and four 

withdrawal notices for late stage interconnection requests.  Most importantly, the never-

ending cycle of restudies is one of the biggest issues that SPP is attempting to address 

with the December 20 Filing.  

Q. Interconnection Study Milestones 

In Section 8.9 of the revised GIP, SPP proposes to modify the milestone required 

to enter the Interconnection Facilities Study Queue to be a security deposit equal to 

$3,000/MW of the plant size. Invenergy takes issue with this proposed milestone.48 The 

Commission has acknowledged that it may be appropriate to increase the requirements 

for getting a queue position and that such a change would increase the likelihood that 

only projects that are likely to be commercially viable are in the queue.49 SPP’s proposal 

to require projects to demonstrate readiness by making a capital contribution is just and 

reasonable. As stated in the December 20 Filing, the existing milestones are no longer 

sufficient to distinguish those projects that are ready to proceed to Commercial Operation 

from those that are speculative in nature. This is evident from the number of withdrawals 

and terminations SPP has experienced, causing the aforementioned cycle of restudies. By 

requiring a milestone to move from the DISIS into the Facilities Study, each 

Interconnection Customer must consider its project and the accompanying risks prior to 

making the commitment to enter into the Facilities Study and proceed with a GIA. If the 

                                                 
48  See Invenergy Protest at Section III.A 

49  See Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 138 FERC ¶ 
61,233 at P 147 (2012) (“MISO March 30 Order”). 
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Interconnection Customer’s project is not yet ready to make such a financial 

commitment, the Interconnection Customer has the option of remaining in the DISIS.   

Invenergy states that “SPP has not demonstrated that this amount is not placed so 

high as to price interconnection customers out of the market.”50 As support for this 

statement, Invenergy mistakenly points to MISO’s Docket No. ER08-1169. In that 

docket, the Commission found that a MISO proposal to increase its deposit requirements 

for entry into an interconnection study to more accurately reflect the costs of conducting 

such studies was “appropriate to prevent speculative interconnection requests while not 

unreasonably pricing interconnection customers out of the market because they are based 

on expected study and potential restudy costs.”51 However, this is not relevant to this 

particular milestone. The milestone Invenergy takes issue with is a readiness milestone, 

similar to the MISO “M2” milestone approved by the Commission in MISO’s 2012 

Queue Reform,52 and not a study deposit. As noted in the December 20 Filing, SPP 

actually proposes to reduce the cost to enter the DISIS in order to align the study deposit 

requirements with the cost of performing the study.53 

 Invenergy claims that SPP’s proposal places a greater burden on Interconnection 

Customers and compares SPP’s proposed milestone to that of MISO. In that comparison,   

Invenergy only mentions MISO’s minimum milestone of $2,000/MW and fails to 

mention that MISO’s maximum milestone is $10,000/MW, well above the $3,000/MW 
                                                 
50  See Invenergy Protest at Section III.A. 

51  See Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 124 FERC ¶ 
61,183 at P 61 (2008) (“MISO August 25 Order”).  

52  See MISO March 30 Order at P 146. 

53  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 8.2. 
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proposed by SPP. In initial proposals in the stakeholder process, SPP did propose a 

$2,000/MW milestone.  However, input from several stakeholders, which included wind 

generators, indicated that a higher milestone should be required to deter speculative 

requests from moving forward into the Facility Study.   

As discussed, a higher hurdle to enter the Facilities Study is necessary to separate 

speculative projects from more serious projects.  Since the 2009 Queue Reform, there 

have been one-hundred-seventy-one (171) Interconnection Requests enter the DISIS 

Queue.  Of those, one-hundred-fifty-six (156) entered the Facility Study and as pointed 

out in the December 20 Filing, several of those have gone on to withdraw much later in 

the process, sometimes after a GIA is executed.54  Additionally, a milestone based on size 

of the Interconnection Request is appropriate for SPP since Interconnection Customers 

will target areas where SPP has approved transmission upgrades in its planning 

processes. A milestone based on size will encourage the Interconnection Customer to size 

the request appropriately and discourage large requests that may never get built out to 

their full capacity.    

R. Initial Payment Required Upon Execution of GIA 

In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes to require an initial payment within 30 

days of the execution of the GIA.55 Invenergy states that SPP’s proposal to require an 

initial payment upon execution of a GIA is unjust and unreasonable. Invenergy claims 

that “[i]mposing large financial burdens to secure and maintain an interconnection 

                                                 
54  Includes requests is DISIS-2009-001, DISIS-2010-001, DISIS-2010-002, DISIS-

2011-001, DISIS-2011-002, DISIS-2012-001, DISIS-2012-002, and DISIS-2013-
001. 

55  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Appendix 6 at Article 11.6. 
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agreement will create an unreasonable barrier to project development by Invenergy and 

similarly situated companies.”56 The initial payment proposed in the December 20 Filing 

is similar to the initial payment required in MISO. In the MISO March 30 Order, the 

Commission agreed “with MISO that the customer’s ability to build long lead times into 

its milestones while taking no action towards achieving commercial operation coupled 

with the lack of a financial commitment to reach commercial operation has significantly 

contributed to the problem of late-stage terminations and the potential for cascading and 

iterative restudies.”57 In the MISO March 30 Order the Commission disagreed with the 

parties that argued that MISO’s proposed Initial Payment was anticompetitive or unduly 

discriminates against independent developers. The Commission stated that 

All interconnection customers – whether independent or utility affiliated – 
will be required to make the initial payment. While underfunded projects 
may decide to withdraw from the queue, independent developers that have 
properly funded their projects should benefit from the increased efficiency 
of the interconnection process. We do not dispute that developers face 
challenges in order to proceed through the interconnection process and to 
achieve commercial operation. However, we believe that viable projects 
would have been laying the groundwork and marketing their projects well 
ahead of executing a GIA. That is, for projects that are truly viable, the 
negotiations necessary to finalize business arrangements should be nearly 
finalized well prior to the actual execution of the GIA such that once the 
GIA is executed, the other arrangements necessary to obtain funding 
should be able to be finalized and executed soon after the GIA is 
executed.58 

 
The premise of the reforms proposed in the December 20 Filing is to modify the 

process such that only projects that are viable and ready to move forward will move out 

                                                 
56  See Invenergy Protest, Section III.B. 

57  See MISO March 30 Order at P 178. 

58  Id. at P 179. 
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of the DISIS and execute a GIA. The Initial Payment will help determine the intentions of 

Interconnection Customers that establish a long lead time for their generators.  

Generators whose business plans are set should be able to meet this milestone, while 

speculative projects that may be adding extra time in the milestones in order stay in the 

queue may find the milestones more difficult to meet.  SPP expects that projects that are 

ready to proceed will be able to meet this milestone at this stage. Any projects still in the 

process of finalizing its business arrangements has the option to remain in the DISIS until 

the project is ready to move forward.  The requirement to provide the initial payment of 

20% of Network Upgrades or the greater of $4,000/MW is appropriate for the reasons 

that were given above for the Facilities Study milestone.   

S. Refunds of Interconnection Facilities Study milestones 

As explained in the December 20 Filing, milestones for entering the 

Interconnection Facilities Study provided in accordance with Section 8.9 of the revised 

GIP are refundable if the Interconnection Request is withdrawn prior to the execution of a 

GIA unless (1) the withdrawal of the Interconnection Request is determined by SPP to 

cause increased facility upgrade costs to any Interconnection Customer in the 

Interconnection Facilities Queue; and (2) the total Network Upgrade costs estimates in 

the Interconnection Facilities Study increased by less than 25% over the Network 

Upgrade costs estimates in the DISIS for the withdrawing Interconnection Customer. 

Invenergy states that SPP is requiring a higher-queued Interconnection Customer to take 

on the obligations of a lower-queued Interconnection Customer.59 This is not the case. 

These milestones are fully refundable except in a limited set of circumstances. First, if the 

                                                 
59  See Invenergy Protest at Section III.B. 
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withdrawal of the Interconnection Customer causes a shift in the cost of a shared 

Network Upgrade to an equally-queued Customer, provided the Network Upgrade is still 

required after the completion of a restudy, the deposit is forfeited to use towards the 

construction of the upgrade.  Second, if upon the withdrawal of the Interconnection 

Customer, SPP determines through a restudy that a lower-queued Interconnection 

Customer’s upgrade that is already being constructed is no longer needed due to the 

withdrawal, the higher-queued Interconnection Customer’s milestone payment will be 

applied to offset the unnecessarily expended costs.  These requirements are reasonable in 

that these costs are caused by the withdrawal of the Interconnection Request. The 

Commission has approved similar language for the MISO60 and found that it was 

consistent with cost causation principles to apply forfeited milestone payments “to offset 

the cost of upgrades that are shifted to other interconnection customers due to a project’s 

withdrawal.”61 

T. Non-financial milestones 

Invenergy requests that the Commission require SPP to maintain non-financial 

milestones for entering the DISIS. As SPP explained in the December 20 Filing, the 

existing non-financial milestones currently in place have not been indicative of a 

project’s viability. SPP reiterates that terminations of GIAs and withdrawals of advanced 

stage Interconnection Requests continue to show the need for reform of milestones to 

enter the DISIS Queue.  While a filing of an application for a Federal Aviation 

                                                 
60  See MISO March 30 Order at PP 154-156. 

61  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,253 
(2012) at P 69 (“MISO June 27 Order”). 
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Administration (“FAA”) for a construction permit was accepted in the 2009 Queue 

Reform as a basis for a project that is in its advanced stages, SPP’s experience has shown 

Interconnection Customers have had no problem obtaining such an application.  While an 

Interconnection Customer must supply turbine locations to the FAA to receive approval, 

SPP’s experience has been that the Interconnection Customer can easily resubmit its 

application and have it approved by the FAA at a later date when its project is actually at 

a state to move forward.  Therefore, SPP and its stakeholders have determined that the 

FAA permit provides no value in the SPP process.  With regards to purchasing 

agreements for generating equipment, SPP has received these in the past only to see that 

years later the Interconnection Customer eventually used a different manufacturer of 

generating equipment when the project went into service, diminishing the significance of 

these documents. In addition, these agreements come in many forms. As a result, SPP is 

required to expend time and resources to determine whether or not the submittal is 

sufficient. While these non-financial milestones can be important, what distinguishes 

projects that will go forward from ones that will not is how well the project is financed 

and whether investors believe in the project’s business plan. In addition, there is less 

ambiguity when it comes to financial milestones.  For reasons already mentioned, a size 

based financial milestone approach is the best approach for SPP.  SPP’s proposal in the 

December 20 Filing is consistent with the Commission’s order in MISO 2012 Queue 

Reform.62  

 

                                                 
62  See MISO March 30 Order at P 146. 
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U. Application of Revised GIP to Interconnection Customers with 
executed GIAs 

 
In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes in Section 5.1.2 of the revised GIP that 

any Interconnection Request with an effective GIA at the time of the revised GIP shall 

not be subject to the revised GIP unless the Interconnection Customer is not meeting the 

milestones listed in Appendix B of its GIA. An Interconnection Customer not meeting its 

milestones in Appendix B of its GIA shall be required to conform to Section 8.2 and 8.9 

of the revised GIP and SPP shall revise the GIA to conform to the revised GIP and file 

such revised GIA at the Commission. These transition provisions will aid SPP in assuring 

a more efficient and reliable DISIS. To start the new DISIS process while there are so 

many executed GIAs that have yet to begin construction and are still in an uncertain state 

would undermine the process.  The Commission has previously recognized that it may be 

necessary to apply reforms to late-stage interconnection requests to address backlogs in 

the queue.63 In the December 20 Filing, SPP described the issues it is currently facing 

with the number of withdrawals of Interconnection Requests following the DISIS, 

termination of GIAs and constant cycle of restudies. Simply having an executed GIA is 

not sufficient to demonstrate a commitment to achieve commercial operation.  

The revisions to Section 5.1.2 of the GIP are consistent with the Commission’s 

Orders on MISO’s 2012 Queue Reform.64 In the MISO March 30 Order, the Commission 

accepted MISO’s proposal to apply the revised GIP to projects that are subject to restudy 

and not  meeting the milestones under an existing GIA. However, the Commission found 

                                                 
63  See Interconnection Queuing Practices, 122 FERC ¶ 61,252 at P 19 (2008). 

64  See MISO March 30 Order. 
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that “if MISO wants to revise the body of an existing GIA to reflect the revisions to the 

pro forma GIA accepted in this proceeding, it must file each agreement that it proposes to 

modify with the Commission and demonstrate that its proposed revisions are just and 

reasonable.”65 As with the MISO 2012 Queue Reform, applying SPP’s revised GIP to 

projects that are before or after some pre-determined point in the queue would create 

bifurcation in the queue and would not address the problems identified by SPP. 

In the Flat Ridge 2 Protest, Flat Ridge 2 states that “it is unclear whether SPP 

intends to apply proposed GIP Section 5.1.2 to generators, such as Flat Ridge 2, that have 

existing and effective GIAs and have met and/or are meeting milestones set forth in 

Appendix B of their GIAs as of the effective date of SPP’s proposal.”66 To clarify, as of 

the effective date of the GIP, SPP proposes that any Interconnection Customer with an 

existing GIA that continues to meet the milestones in Appendix B of its GIA will not be 

subject to the revised GIP. Upon the effective date of the revised GIP, SPP proposes to 

apply the revised GIP to any Interconnection Customer with an existing GIA that is not 

meeting its Appendix B milestones as of such effective date or in the future.  

Flat Ridge 2 also states that “it is unclear under SPP’s proposal what an 

Interconnection Customer with an existing GIA would be required to do to ‘conform’ to 

Section 8.2 and 8.9.”67 For projects with executed GIAs that are not meeting the 

milestones in Appendix B, SPP proposes to require those projects to conform to Sections 

8.2 and 8.9 of the GIP which means that the Interconnection Customer would be required 

                                                 
65  See MISO March 30 Order at P 105; See also MISO June 27 Order at P 34. 

66  See Flat Ridge 2 Protest at p 3. 

67  Id. at p 4. 
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to submit the milestones payments in order to demonstrate the project’s ability to achieve 

Commercial Operation. For Interconnection Customers that have already paid for all their 

Network Upgrades, additional milestone payments in Sections 8.2 and 8.9 would not be 

required under the revised GIA.   

In the Flat Ridge 2 Protest, Flat Ridge 2 further states that Section 5.1.2 fails to 

provide sufficient detail as to what revising an existing GIA to conform to the proposed 

GIP means, how such a process would unfold and how SPP proposes to address the 

milestones that were missed.68 Flat Ridge 2 requests that SPP be required to clarify that 

Section 5.1.2 does not affect the Interconnection Customer’s rights under Article 17.1.1 

of the GIA.69  To clarify, SPP is not proposing any changes to Article 17.1 of the GIA 

and nothing proposed in the December 20 Filing will affect the Interconnection 

Customer’s rights under Article 17.1.1 of the GIA. With the proposed language in 

Section 5.1.2, SPP is proposing to apply the revised GIP to a subset of those 

Interconnection Customers with executed GIAs that are not currently meeting their 

Appendix B milestones, including their milestone dates for Commercial Operation. For 

those Interconnection Customers, SPP proposes to revise the Interconnection Customer’s 

existing GIA to conform to the terms of the pro forma GIA in effect at the time of the 

filing. SPP specifically added language to Section 5.1.2 requiring that such revised GIA 

be filed with the Commission, consistent with the Commission’s order on the MISO 2012 

Queue Reform.70 When it becomes necessary under the circumstances in Section 5.1.2 to 

                                                 
68  Id. at p 5. 

69  Id. at p 5. 

70  See MISO March 30 Order at P 105; See also MISO June 27 Order at P 34. 
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revise an existing GIA to conform to the current pro forma GIA, SPP will file the revised 

GIA with the Commission and SPP will be required to demonstrate that its proposed 

revisions are just and reasonable.   

V.  SPP’s proposal to allow lower-queued Interconnection Customers to 
move ahead of higher-queued Interconnection Customers 

 
In the December 20 Filing, SPP proposes changes to its GIA to permit a lower-

queued Interconnection to move ahead of a higher-queued Interconnection Customer.  

Invenergy states that the “proposal is unprecedented and extremely outside the bounds of 

the Commission’s interconnection policies.”71 Invenergy claims that this “will simply 

devolve into a system in which the companies with the most money force their way up 

the queue by eliminating projects that are not able to fund projects which are not needed 

until some later date.”72 SPP’s proposal is not outside the bounds of the Commission’s 

interconnection policies. This process is designed to enable the “first-ready, first-served” 

approach already approved by the Commission by allowing those Interconnection 

Customers with viable projects to move forward. The proposal does not allow any 

Interconnection Customer to buy their way up the queue just for the sake of moving up 

the queue.  An Interconnection Customer that provides its payment for 100% of its 

Network Upgrades, must also authorize construction of those upgrades.  Very few 

customers, even those with great financial wherewithal, would willingly spend to build 

Network Upgrades that it has no intent to use.   

                                                 
71  See Invenergy Protest at Section III.E. 

72  Id. 
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Second, ECRNA states that it understands this provision to “mean that so long as 

the higher-queued interconnection customer agrees to make its initial GIA deposit non-

refundable and to be applied toward the cost of construction, then it will maintain its 

queue position and not be jumped by a lower-queued project.”73 SPP clarifies that the 

Interconnection Customer that converts its deposit to non-refundable status will also be 

required to have its GIA milestones revised to start construction on a timely basis as more 

fully described below.   

Third, ECRNA requests that an objective criteria be established regarding when a 

lower-queued Interconnection Customer can request to move ahead of a higher-queued 

Interconnection Customer.74 Since this option is at the election of the lower-queued 

Interconnection Customer, the revised GIP is sufficient. In addition, ECRNA requests 

addition of a requirement that SPP notify the higher-queued Interconnection Customer 

that a lower-queued Interconnection Customer has requested to move ahead.75 SPP agrees 

that this addition would add clarity to the process. 

Finally, AWEA alleges that allowing lower-queued Interconnection Customers to 

move ahead of higher-queued Interconnection Customers creates risk and uncertainty. 

AWEA states that once an Interconnection Customer has executed a GIA, “and has made 

the financial commitment of a large deposit, the possibility that this [Interconnection 

Customer] could be jumped and thus subject to restudy has significant ramifications.”76 

                                                 
73  See ECRNA Protest at p 14. 

74  Id. at pp 14-15. 

75  Id. at p 15. 

76  See AWEA Protest at p 10. 
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As noted in the December 20 Filing, Interconnection Customers with executed GIAs are 

currently subject to the possibility of restudies. Any time a GIA for higher-queued 

Interconnection Customer is terminated, all lower-queued Interconnection Customers, 

those with and without executed GIAs, are subject to restudy and the possibility of 

changes in costs and required upgrades. SPP proposes to reduce this risk with December 

20 Filing.  SPP’s proposal will relieve an Interconnection Customer that goes into 

Commercial Operation the exposure of being restudied.  The proposed changes in the 

December 20 Filing continue with SPP’s “first-ready, first-served” approach and are 

designed to help reduce the number of restudies required.  

Interconnection Customers who choose to make their initial payment non-

refundable are authorizing the Transmission Owner to move forward with construction.  

It is correct that the Appendix B milestones will need to be revised to account for a more 

accelerated construction schedule.  AWEA’s concern that a generator would be forced to 

come on line before the other upgrades are completed is unfounded.  This is the case 

since a generator that has received a GIA that was dependent upon a long lead time 

upgrade has already agreed to move forward with Limited Operation on an expedited 

basis.77 AWEA’s other concerns  about the complexity of multiple customers wishing to 

exercise this provision are also unfounded in that once a Customer has exercised this 

option it has authorized construction of its Network Upgrades.  Once this has happened, 

no other Interconnection Customers can exercise this provision.   

                                                 
77  See Proposed GIP at Attachment V, Section 8.7. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons set forth above and in the December 20 Filing, SPP requests that 

the Commission accept SPP’s December 20 Filing as just and reasonable as proposed. 
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