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1. On July 10, 2013, pursuant to section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA),*
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) and Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.
(MISO) separately submitted in Docket No. ER13-1937-000 (SPP Interregional
Compliance Filing) and Docket No. ER13-1938-000 (MISO Interregional Compliance
Filing), respectively,? revisions to Article IX (Coordinated Regional Transmission
Expansion Planning) to the SPP-MISO Joint Operating Agreement (SPP-MISO JOA),® to
comply with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements
of Order No. 1000.*

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

116 U.S.C. § 824¢ (2012).
2 Tariff records filed by SPP and MISO are listed in Appendix D to this order.

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

* Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and
Operating Public Utilities, Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 (2011), order
on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-B,
141 FERC 1 61,044 (2012), aff'd sub nom. S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, No. 12-1232,
2014 WL 3973116 (D.C. Cir. Aug. 15, 2014).
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3. On July 10, 2013, pursuant to section 206 of the FPA, MISO submitted in Docket
No. ER13-1945-000 revisions to Attachment FF of MISO’s Open Access Transmission,
Energy and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff (MISO Tariff) to comply with the
interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order

No. 1000, with respect to the public utility transmission providers in SPP (MISO Tariff
Filing).

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

l. Background

5. In Order No. 1000, the Commission adopted a package of reforms addressing
transmission planning and cost allocation that, taken together, are designed to ensure that
Commission-jurisdictional services are provided at just and reasonable rates and on a
basis that is just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential. In
particular, the Commission determined that the transmission planning requirements of
Order No. 890° were too narrowly focused geographically and failed to provide for
adequate analysis of the benefits associated with interregional transmission facilities in
neighboring transmission planning regions.” The Commission concluded that
interregional transmission coordination reforms were necessary.® Thus, the Commission

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

® Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service,
Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241, order on reh’g, Order No. 890-A, FERC
Stats. & Regs. 131,261 (2007), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC { 61,299
(2008), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-C, 126 FERC { 61,228, order on clarification,
Order No. 890-D, 129 FERC 1 61,126 (2009).

" Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 369.

81d. P 370.
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required each public utility transmission provider to establish further procedures with
each of its neighboring transmission planning regions for the purpose of:

(1) coordinating and sharing the results of the respective regional transmission plans to
identify possible interregional transmission facilities that could address regional
transmission needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than separate regional
transmission facilities;” and (2) jointly evaluating those interregional transmission
facilities that the pair of neighboring transmission planning regions identify, including
those proposed by transmission developers and stakeholders.'® The Commission defined
an interregional transmission facility as “one that is located in two or more transmission
planning regions.” ** Furthermore, the Commission required each public utility

¥ While the Commission required public utility transmission providers to establish
further procedures with each of its neighboring transmission planning regions to
coordinate and share the results of their respective regional transmission plans to identify
possible interregional transmission facilities that could address regional transmission
needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than separate regional transmission facilities,
the Commission neither required nor precluded public utility transmission providers from
conducting interregional transmission planning. See, e.g., Order No. 1000, FERC Stats.
& Regs. 1 31,323 at P 399 (clarifying that “the interregional transmission coordination
requirements that [the Commission] adopt[s] do not require formation of interregional
transmission planning entities or creation of a distinct interregional transmission planning
process to produce an interregional transmission plan” and, “[t]o the extent that public
utility transmission providers wish to participate in processes that lead to the
development of interregional transmission plans, they may do so and, as relevant, rely on
such processes to comply with the requirements of this Final Rule.”). The Commission
also required that “the developer of an interregional transmission project to first propose
its transmission project in the regional transmission planning processes of each of the
neighboring regions in which the transmission facility is proposed to be located.”
Id. P 436.

1% Order No 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC
Stats. & Regs. 131,323 at P 396). The Commission clarified that “the requirement to
coordinate with neighboring regions applies to public utility transmission providers
within a region as a group, not to each individual public utility transmission provider
acting on its own. For example, within an [Regional Transmission Organization (RTO)
or Independent System Operator (1SO)], the RTO or ISO would develop an interregional
cost allocation method or methods with its neighboring regions on behalf of its public
utility transmission owning members.” Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 630
(citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. {31,323 at P 584).

1 1d. P 494 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at P 482
n.374).
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transmission provider to describe the methods by which it will identify and evaluate
interregional transmission facilities and to include a description of the type of
transmission studies that will be conducted to evaluate conditions on neighboring systems
for the purpose of determining whether interregional transmission facilities are more
efficient or cost-effective than regional transmission facilities.*> Consistent with the
requirement that public utility transmission providers must describe the methods by
which they will identify and evaluate interregional transmission facilities, the
Commission explained that “each public utility transmission provider must explain in its
OATT how stakeholders and transmission developers can propose interregional
transmission facilities for the public utility transmission providers in neighboring
transmission planning regions to evaluate jointly.”*

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

1. Compliance Filings

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

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

12 1d. P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at P 398).
B 1d. P 522.

 Order No. 1000, FERC Stat. & Regs. 1 31,323 at PP 578, 582, order on reh’g,
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 626.

1> Order No. 1000, FERC Stat. & Regs. § 31,323 at P 603.

%1d. P 400.
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Order No. 1000. SPP and MISO state that they agree on many aspects of the SPP-MISO
JOA revisions related to interregional transmission coordination but disagree on certain
interregional cost allocation matters. SPP and MISO state that, given this disagreement,
they have submitted separate compliance filings in order for the Commission to consider
their respective proposals in the areas of disagreement. Specifically, SPP and MISO
agree to all proposed revisions to the SPP-MISO JOA, except the proposed language in
sections 9.6.3.1.iii (Criteria for Project Designation as an Interregional Project), 9.6.3.1.1
(Determination of Benefits to each RTO from Interregional Project) and 9.3.3.4.1
(Evaluating Potential Impact of Proposed Interregional Projects to Other Transmission
Planning Regions). SPP and MISO request that the Commission accept their respective
versions of the SPP-MISO JOA effective on the effective date of SPP’s Order No. 1000
regional compliance filing in Docket No. ER13-366-000. SPP states that, in its regional
compliance filing, it requested an effective date of March 30 following the Commission’s
acceptance of its regional compliance filing."’

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

8. SPP proposes revisions to the SPP Tariff to address the requirement in Order

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

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

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

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

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

¥d. at 44.
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and its neighboring transmission planning regions (i.e., PJIM Interconnection LLC (PJM),
SPP, and SERTP).? MISO requests an effective date of January 1, 2014 for its proposed
revisigns but notes that the specific agreements with regions may have different effective
dates.”*

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

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

I11. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings

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

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

20 MISO Tariff Filing, Docket No. ER13-1945-000, at 2.
L 1d. at 5.

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

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

24 The entity abbreviations listed in Appendices A, B, and C are used throughout
this order.
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12.  Answers to the SPP Interregional Compliance Filing were filed by the entities
noted in Appendix C to this order and are addressed below.

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

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

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

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

15.  Notice of the SPP Tariff Filing was published in the Federal Register, 78 Fed.
Reg. 43,192 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 2013,
which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013. Notices of
intervention and timely motions to intervene were filed by the entities noted in

Appendix A to this order. Protests and comments were filed by the entities noted in
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below. On September 24, 2013, Wind Parties
submitted a comment out-of-time.

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

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

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

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

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

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

20.  Notice of the Cleco Compliance Filing was published in the Federal Register,

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

IVV. Discussion

A. Procedural Matters

21.  Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,

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

22.  Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.
8§ 385.213(a)(2) (2014), prohibits an answer to a protest or an answer unless otherwise
ordered by the decisional authority. We accept the answers filed in these proceedings
because they have provided information that assisted us in our decision-making process.

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

2> \We note that, although Wind Parties filed protests in these proceedings, it did
not file motions to intervene. Pursuant to Rule 102(c) and Rule 211(a)(2) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 8§ 385.102(c), 385.211(a)(2) (2014),
while Wind Parties are a protestor, they are not a party to these proceedings.
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B. Substantive Matters

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

1. Interregional Transmission Coordination Requirements

a. General Requirements

25.  The Commission required each public utility transmission provider through its
regional transmission planning process to coordinate with the public utility transmission
providers in each of its neighboring transmission planning regions within its
interconnection to implement the interregional transmission coordination requirements
adopted in Order No. 1000.%” The Commission also required public utility transmission
providers in each pair of neighboring transmission planning regions to develop the same
language to be included in each public utility transmission provider’s OATT that
describes the interregional transmission coordination procedures for that particular pair of
regions.?® Alternatively, if the public utility transmission providers so choose, the
Commission allowed these procedures to be reflected in an interregional transmission
coordination agreement among the public utility transmission providers within
neighboring transmission planning regions that is filed with the Commission.?®

2% \We note that our determinations in this order regarding the SPP Tariff Filing
and the MISO Tariff Filing are limited to the proposed procedures established for
interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation between SPP and MISO. The
proposed procedures for interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation
between MISO and other neighboring transmission planning regions and SPP and other
neighboring transmission planning regions will be addressed in separate orders in other
proceedings.

27 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at P 415.
28 1d. P 346; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 223.

2 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at PP 346, 475, order on reh’g,
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 223.
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i Compliance Filings

26.  SPP and MISO propose to comply with the interregional transmission
coordination requirements of Order No. 1000 through their existing SPP-MISO JOA.*
With regard to scope, SPP and MISO state that they are adjacent transmission systems in
the eastern interconnection with several ties along the SPP/MISO seam. In addition, SPP
and MISO propose to define an Interregional Project as a new transmission facility that
may interconnect to transmission facilities under the control of both SPP and M1SO.*

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

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

il. Commission Determination

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

%0 SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 1; MISO
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 1.

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

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

30.  Inaddition, we find that SPP’s and MISQO’s proposals to define an Interregional
Project that is eligible for interregional cost allocation as a new transmission facility that
may interconnect to transmission facilities under the control of both SPP and MISO is
overly limiting and inconsistent with Order No. 1000’s definition of an interregional
transmission facility as one that is located in two or more transmission planning
regions.** While SPP’s and MISO’s proposals to allow only interconnecting
interregional transmission facilities to be eligible for interregional cost allocation is
consistent with the requirements of Order No. 1000, limiting this interconnection to only
interregional transmission facilities that interconnect to transmission facilities under the
control of SPP and MISO is unduly limiting. Order No. 1000 did not limit stakeholders
and transmission developers to proposing only interregional transmission facilities that
would interconnect to existing transmission facilities.** SPP’s and MI1SO’s proposed
language would preclude interregional transmission facilities from interconnecting with
transmission facilities that are selected in the regional plan for purposes of cost allocation
but that are currently under development and therefore not yet under the control of SPP
or MISO. Thus, we find that this proposed definition does not comply with Order

No. 1000.%* Accordingly, we direct SPP and MISO to submit, within 60 days of the date

%% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 494 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC
Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 482 n.374).

% In its orders on compliance with the regional transmission and cost allocation
requirements of Order No. 1000, the Commission required regions to remove or clarify
proposals that required a transmission provider to own, control, or provide service over
transmission facilities with the respective regions in order to enroll in the respective
region, finding that this logic appears circular in nature. See Louisville Gas & Elec. Co.,
147 FERC 1 61,241, at P 53 (2014); Tampa Elec. Co., 148 FERC 161,172, at P 43
(2014).

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

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

b. Implementation of the Interregional Transmission Coordination
Requirements

I Data Exchange and Identifying Interregional
Transmission Facilities

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

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

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

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

%8 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC
Stats. & Regs. 131,323 at P 396). See also Order No. 1000, FERC Stat. & Regs.
131,323 at PP 399, 436.
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transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective solutions to their
respective regional transmission needs.* The Commission also required each public
utility transmission provider to adopt interregional transmission coordination procedures
that provide for the exchange of transmission planning data and information at least
annually.*® The Commission found that the interregional transmission coordination
procedures must include the specific obligations for sharing transmission planning data
and information rather than only an agreement to do so.** However, the Commission did
not dictate the specific procedures or the level of detail for the procedures pursuant to
which transmission planning data and information must be exchanged. The Commission
allowed each public utility transmission provider to develop procedures to exchange
transmission planning data and information, which the Commission anticipated would
reflect the type and frequency of meetings that are appropriate for each pair of regions
and will accommodate each pair of region’s transmission planning cycles.*

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

(@  Compliance Filings

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

% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 396; id. P 398.

“01d. P 454,

“11d. P 455.

2 1d.

“® 1d. P 436, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 506.

* Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 522.
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generation development and retirements, load forecasts, and planned transmission
facilities; (4) assumptions used in development of above power flow, stability and
production cost models; and (5) contingency lists for use in power flow, stability, and
production cost analyses.*

35.  SPP and MISO also propose to exchange the following types of data upon either
party’s request and provide it within 30 calendar days from the date of such request or on
a mutually agreed schedule: (1) any updates to data exchanged in accordance with the
annual data exchange requirements; (2) short-circuit models for transmission systems;

(3) the regional plan document produced by the party, the timing of each planned
enhancement, estimated completion dates, and indications of the likelihood a system
enhancement will be completed; (4) the status of expansion studies, such that each party
has knowledge that a commitment has been made to a system enhancement as a result of
any such studies; (5) transmission system maps in electronic format for the party’s bulk
transmission system and lower voltage transmission system maps that are relevant to the
interregional transmission coordination between the two parties; (6) breaker diagrams for
the specified portion(s) of the party’s transmission system; (7) identification and status of
interconnection and long-term firm transmission service requests that have been received,
including associated studies; (8) long-term or short-term reliability assessment documents
produced by the party and any operating assessment reports produced by the party; and
(9) such other data and information as is needed for each party to plan its own system
accurately and reliably and to assess the impact of conditions existing on the system of
the other party.*

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

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

® M1SO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 10-11;
SPP Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 12-13 (citing SPP,
SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, §9.2.2 (0.0.0)).

" MISO Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1938-000, at 9; SPP
Interregional Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1937-000, at 11 (citing SPP, 1X,
§9.3.1 (1.0.0)).
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that, in a year where a Coordinated System Plan study“® is not being performed, the Joint
Planning Committee® and the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee
will conduct an annual evaluation of transmission issues (which include potential
interregional transmission solutions).”® According to SPP and MISO, the Interregional
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee will meet at least annually®? to review and
discuss any proposed transmission issues (including proposed interregional transmission
solutions), including the analysis to support recommended issues for evaluation.>® SPP
and MISO state that the Joint Planning Committee and the Interregional Planning
Stakeholder Advisory Committee may meet more frequently, as determined by the Joint
Planning Committee, when performing a Coordinated System Plan study.>* SPP and
MISOSpSropose that transmission issues can be identified by MISO, SPP, or any other
entity.

*® “The primary purpose of coordinated system planning is to ensure that
coordinated analyses are performed to identify expansions or enhancements to
transmission system capability needed to maintain reliability, improve reliability,
improve operational performance, or enhance the efficiency of electricity markets. Any
such expansions or enhancements shall be described in a Coordinated System Plan.”
SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, 8 9.3 (1.0.0).

* The Joint Planning Committee is comprised of staff representatives from both
SPP and MISO and is the decision making body for coordinated interregional
transmission planning under the SPP-MISO JOA. The responsibilities and activities of
the Joint Planning Committee are detailed in sections 9.1.1 and 9.1.1.1 of the SPP-MISO
JOA. See SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.1 (1.0.0); SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX,
§9.1.1.1 (0.0.0).

*® The Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee is open to all
stakeholders from both regions and provides guidance and recommendations to the Joint
Planning Committee. The responsibilities and activities of the Interregional Planning
Stakeholder Advisory Committee are detailed in sections 9.1.2 and 9.1.2.2 of the SPP-
MISO JOA. See SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.1.2 (1.0.0); SPP, SPP-MISO JOA,
art. 1X, 89.1.2.2 (1.0.0).

>1 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0).

*2 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.2 (0.0.0).
>3 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0).
> SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2 (1.0.0).

> SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2 (1.0.0).
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37.  SPP and MISO further propose that, 60 calendar days before the annual meeting of
the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, a notification of the meeting
shall be posted on each party’s interregional coordination website and circulated through
applicable electronic distribution lists, inviting interested entities to submit transmission
issues, which can also include related solutions.*® SPP and MISO propose that
transmission issues, which may include associated solutions, together with any
supporting analysis must be submitted at least 30 calendar days before the annual
Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting.>” SPP and MISO also
propose that, if an entity other than SPP and MISO submits an identified transmission
issue to the Joint Planning Committee, then that entity is responsible for providing
analysis to support the recommended transmission issue.”® SPP and MISO propose that
the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee shall review transmission
issues at its annual meeting.>® SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee
may call other meetings to review transmission issues, after providing 14 calendar days
advance notice.®® SPP and MISO propose that the Interregional Planning Stakeholder
Advisory Committee shall vote on whether to submit a recommendation to the Joint
Planning Committee to perform a Coordinated System Plan study.®

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

*% SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0).
" SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0).
*8 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.1 (0.0.0).
9 SPP, 1X, § 9.3.2.2 (0.0.0).
%'SPP, IX, §9.3.2.3 (0.0.0).
°1 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.3 (0.0.0).

%2 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0).
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System Plan study.®® SPP and MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee’s
notification to the Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee regarding the
Joint Planning Committee’s determination of whether or not to perform a study will be
within 30 calendar days of the Joint Planning Committee’s determination of whether or
not to perform a study and that the start date of the Coordinated System Plan study will
be within 180 calendar days of the Joint Planning Committee’s determination to conduct
a study.® SPP and MISO also propose that either party may propose an Interregional
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting to review the Joint Planning
Committee’s determination to conduct a Coordinated System Plan study within 30 days
of the Joint Planning Committee’s determination.®

39.  SPP and MISO propose that, at the beginning of the Coordinated System Plan
study, the Joint Planning Committee will develop, with input from the Interregional
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, the scope for the Coordinated System Plan
study.®® SPP and MISO propose that the scope includes, but is not limited to:

(1) identification of transmission issues to be evaluated; (2) joint model(s) that will be
developed including assumptions; (3) types of analysis, including, but not limited to, joint
futures development, congestion analysis, reliability analysis, and stability analysis;

(4) study timeline, not exceeding 18 months from the first Interregional Planning
Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting discussing the study scope; and

(5) deliverables.®” SPP and MISO propose that the Coordinated System Plan study will
be completed within no more than 18 months depending on the study scope.®® SPP and
MISO propose that the Joint Planning Committee will be responsible for facilitating the
development of a joint and common model(s) that shall be used for the Coordinated
System Plan study.®® SPP and MISO propose that the type of analysis or study will be

% SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0).
% SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.4 (0.0.0).
% SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.2.5 (0.0.0).
% SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0).
%7 SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0).
% SPP, SPP-MISO JOA, art. IX, § 9.3.3.1 (0.0.0).

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

40.  During the Coordinated System Plan study, SPP and MISO propose that potential
Interregional Projects can be proposed by MISO, SPP, their respective stakeholders, or
other entities. Specifically, the Joint Planning Committee shall request, through each
party’s applicable distribution lists and each party’s respective interregional coordination
webpage, suggestions for tr