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• 2012 ITP10 included estimation of EPA Regulations 
(through futures development)

Addressing EPA Impacts

• Changing EPA regulation landscape in 2011 
prompted the consideration of a High Priority study

• Preliminary survey was submitted to stakeholders 
to understand impact of EPA regulations (EPA 
impact survey) 

• Policy Survey initiated with stakeholders to share 
latest projections (EPA ITP10 High Priority and other 
studies)
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• Policy Survey

– Used for multiple studies

• EPA Impact Assessment

– Specific to one study

Policy Survey ≠ EPA Impact Assessment

– Open and public

– EPA & renewables

– Completing April 2012

– Includes CSAPR & MATS

R l i t

– Confidential

– EPA only

– Completed March 2012

– Includes CSAPR & MATS

P id d t i t– Responses only, impacts 
will vary by study type

– Provided system impacts 
(N‐1) of dispatch changes
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• Direction from the SPC

– Complete by April 2013

EPA ITP10 High Priority Study

• Direction from the ESWG

– Scope by April 2012

• Results of the Policy 
Survey affect the scope 
of the study

2013
of the study

– Submittals pending

– Recommendation today
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What was Submitted? 

• Respondents supplied limited impacts

– 39 separate plants impacted in some mannerp p p

Affected capacity:  17,962 MW

Switching from coal to gas:   720 MW

Retirements, derates:  460 MW

Retrofits to emission controls:  12,983 MW

– Changes to emission rates (significant)

– Changes to heat rates (≤10%)

– Parasitic load (≤ 3%)

5

• Changes to available capacity shown in the Policy 
Survey fall within the range of ITP10 Assumptions

Comparison to 2012 ITP10 Assumptions

• Reductions are less than 1% of the available capacity in 
the SPP footprint

Expected reductions to capacity due to EPA regulation changes

2012 ITP10:  Business as Usual (Future 1) 0 MW

Current Policy Survey (retirements and derates) 460 MW

2012 ITP10:  Federal RES and EPA Regulations (Future 2) 2,500 MW

the SPP footprint
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Comparison of reductions to available capacity in the SPP footprint

Policy Survey 460 MW

Total Capacity in SPP 72,700 MW
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Estimated Impact to 2012 ITP10 Results

• Retirements

– Potential local and sub‐regional voltage violationsg g

– Will be addressed by the 2013 ITPNT

• Fuel Switching

– No significant impact upon study, no expected impact to 
projects in the area

R t fit• Retrofits

– Minor impact to system dispatch used in the study, no 
expected changes to needed projects
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Recommendation

• SPP staff recommends in light of estimated limited 
differences between the EPA regulation impacts 
communicated by the Policy Survey  and those used in 
the 2012 ITP10 that the EPA ITP10 High Priority study  
no longer be pursued.
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EPA ‐ OUTAGES
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Existing Outage Coordination Study Process

• Generation outages are submitted into outage 
scheduler

– 1 – 7 days out

– Reviewed and approval up to one year out

• Transmission and Generation outages included

• Granted on first come first serve basis
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For your consideration

• Survey predicts up to 13,000 MW of capacity out of 
service at any given time during 2013 ‐ 2015

• Current process may not be sufficient to manage this 
level of outage coordination

• MOPC to direct the ORWG guide the development of• MOPC to direct the ORWG guide the development of 
an EPA outage coordination study
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Minority Report for the Strategic Planning Committee 
For the April 9, 2012 SPC Meeting 

Regarding the FERC Order 1000 Task Force Results 
 

Prepared by AEP and KCP&L 
 
 
In response to FERC Order 1000 regarding the elimination of the right of first refusal 
(ROFR), the Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) FERC Order 1000 Task Force (SPC 
TF) was charged to address and provide a recommendation to the SPC on the SPP action 
needed for FERC compliance. 
 
The SPC TF has discussed competition options at the beginning of the Integrated 
Transmission Planning (ITP) process, at the end of that process, as well as convergence 
of the two options.  While competition may also take place both at the beginning and the 
end of the process, there was limited SPC TF support for competition at both stages of 
the ITP process1.  The SPC TF held a straw poll and the majority vote was for 
competition at the construction phase after the SPP Board has approved projects; 
however, AEP and KCP&L both supported competition at the planning stage and noted 
in the straw poll that competition at both stages was a second preference. 
 
As SPP staff (and its legal counsel) explained during the course of the SPC Task Force 
discussions, a single opportunity to provide for competition at the beginning of the ITP 
process is a reasonable interpretation of FERC Order 1000 in response to ROFR 
elimination.  Both AEP and KCP&L support this interpretation for FERC compliance and 
propose that competition take place at the beginning of the ITP process, during the 
planning stage to utilize existing SPP staff strengths.  This minority report does not 
attempt to address or discuss the project carve outs determined during the SPC Task 
Force discussions.  Our intent is to provide support for competition at the planning stage 
for project selection versus competition after the SPP Board has selected projects to be 
constructed, referred to as the Builder Selection Model (also known as the Competitive 
Bid model or Competition at Construction model or Transmission Owner Selection 
model). 
 
AEP and KCPL believe that competition during the planning stage of the ITP process 
provides the best value to SPP customers and that the SPP Board should select a process 
that not only provides a cost effective process to be used in the selection of future 
projects but that also utilizes the existing SPP strengths that serves customer best interests 
and not the business interests of a subset of SPP’s stakeholders. 

                                                 
1   It should be noted that LS Power that has fully participated in the SPC TF discussions, supported a 
hybrid option with both project sponsorship and competitive solicitation. 
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Customers benefit from a competitive planning process for the following reasons: 
 

− Achieves a greater decrease in cost and a greater increase in benefits for 
customers by introducing competition in the planning stage of the ITP process 

− Provides an incentive for cost effective and creative solutions by awarding the 
project to the party that proposed a selected project 

− Reduces burden on SPP staff by utilizing their direct experience with the 
evaluation of project cost / benefit, and avoids the acquisition and development of 
new skills needed to estimate projects and to evaluate construction proposals 

− ITP processes to remain intact, particularly the newly approved Project Cost 
Estimate process, because competition at the planning stage of the ITP estimates 
utilizes the newly adopted process to allow the Transmission Owner (TO) 
additional time to provide refined project cost estimates for projects greater than 
$20M. 

− Opens competition to vigorous stakeholder engagement during the planning 
process, as opposed to a construction bid that would be closed, since only SPP 
staff has the independence necessary to evaluate offerings 

− Enables a more objective review of the most cost effective solutions to SPP 
system needs by measuring both cost and benefit of planning proposals, providing 
a level playing field 

 
The primary concern, which has been stated by supporters of the Builder Selection 
Model, with competition at the planning stage of the ITP process comes from the 
experience of other RTOs whose underdeveloped processes have led to an 
overabundance of proposals.  SPP has the opportunity to define the quality and quantity 
of planning proposals that would be accepted, which ensures that only credible solutions 
are provided.  To argue that there can be too many credible solutions appears to be 
counter to the intent of FERC Orders 890 and 1000. 
 
The FERC seeks to eliminate practices that (1) undermine identification and evaluation of 
more efficient or cost effective alternatives to regional transmission needs, and (2) result 
in unjust and unreasonable rates or undue discrimination by the Transmission Provider 
(TP).  Both of these are goals for the TP, in this case SPP.  Unless SPP allows for 
competition at the planning stage, it risks violating both directives.  By not opening the 
planning process, identification and evaluation of regional needs is undermined, unless 
new and potentially costly processes are added at SPP to ensure the planning process will 
remain robust.  Even so, adding such processes could result in undue discrimination by 
the TP, if it prevents other prospective TOs from providing estimates during the planning 
phase and participating in the identification of alternative projects for regional needs, as 
well as precluding generation or demand response solutions.  Construction Bidding 
competition, without allowing for a more open identification and an incentive for 
submitting project alternatives at the planning stage, cannot meet the intent of FERC 
Order 1000.  Moreover, a back-end bidding process is not required to produce just and 
reasonable rates, since that is what FERC already achieves now under its current practice 
of setting rates. 
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Customer Benefits 
 
The most basic premise of FERC Order 1000 is “to eliminate practices that have the 
potential to undermine the identification and evaluation of more efficient or cost-effective 
alternatives to regional transmission needs, which in turn can result in rates for 
Commission-jurisdictional services that are unjust and unreasonable, or otherwise result 
in undue discrimination by public utility transmission providers.” (P 226)  It is clear the 
Commission’s intent is for having a process that provides for development of cost 
effective transmission development through competition in the identification process. 
 
So where does the potential for development of cost effective solutions exist, creative 
ideas established through planning competition or lower cost of capital, assuming many 
incumbent and non-incumbent TOs will have similar qualifications on the non-cost areas 
of a competitive solicitation process?  One example for a cost effective solution compares 
the cost of a 20 mile, 345 kV line relative to an alternative project from a competitive 
planning process that would suggest the installation of a Phase Shifting Transformer 
(PST) that resolves the same contingency.  At roughly $1.5M/mile and $5M per each 
terminal, the 345 kV line would cost approximately $40M installed.  The PST alternative 
cost is approximately $8M installed at a green field site and less at an existing station.  In 
this example, a creative technical solution to install a PST in lieu of building a 20 mile, 
345 kV line would reduce capital investment by approximately $32M at a green field site 
and more at an existing station.  Such savings cannot be duplicated in the construction 
competitive process.  While this example may book end the savings derived from creative 
ideas introduced in a competitive planning process, the potential of substantial savings to 
customers is real.  Construction competition will not result in the magnitude of savings to 
customers, which is possible with planning competition that provides  the forum for 
creative and cost effective solutions. 
 
 
Burden on SPP Staff 
 
The ITP process as it exists today relies on the incumbent TOs to provide cost estimates 
for proposed projects on their system for their own ideas, SPP proposed projects, and 
project ideas supplied by other stakeholders.  If SPP were to adopt the Builder Selection 
Model, TOs could no longer expect to receive a resulting investment opportunity for 
projects to be proposed and/or estimated under this model.  As a result, there is reduced 
incentive to engage a TO’s resources to develop the most creative and cost effective 
solution to SPP’s regional system needs, contrary to the intent of FERC Order 1000. 
 
More importantly, the incumbent TOs will get a head start on the development of projects 
to be competitively bid during the Builder Selection Model process.  Incumbent TOs 
should not be in a position to develop estimates that will become the basis for a 
competitive bidding process.  If implemented as proposed by the Builder Selection Model 
proponents, the incumbent TOs will provide the initial cost estimates that could be 
perceived as the potential for undue preference to incumbent TOs over non-incumbent 



Page 4 of 12 

transmission developers through practices applied within the transmission planning 
process.  This may be a potential litigation risk related to the Builder Selection Model. 
 
Therefore, it is reasonable to propose, should the Builder Selection Model be adopted by 
SPP, that SPP should either derive their own cost estimates of projects for their analysis, 
which will require both new expertise and resources, or that SPP should hire a consultant 
to provide all cost estimates for competitive projects under SPP consideration prior to 
selection for SPP Board approval (see Note A in “Builder Selection Model” first slide).  
If a consultant is utilized, it should abstain from participating in the bid process through a 
participating TO. 
 
Supporters of the Builder Selection Model have indicated it is not a “bidding” process as 
much as a TO selection process; however, parties in a competitive bidding environment 
are competing both on the cost to build a project as well as their ability to build the 
project.  This would enable the selection of an entity that can demonstrate it provides the 
lowest total life cycle cost of the project.  Even if that were to be the case, one could 
argue that the existing TOs that have abundant construction experience in the SPP 
footprint would likely result in similar scores in non-capital cost scoring, resulting in the 
demonstration of total life cycle cost being the “swing vote”, so the Builder Selection 
Model is much like a “bid” to construct. 
 
So not only will a transparent and impartial Builder Selection Model require new SPP 
expertise and resources to estimate projects, it will also require that SPP be the entity to 
make an assessment of the total life cycle cost of the project supplied by each entity.  
This would require the SPP to create a new back-end process to evaluate the bids, 
including qualification of new entrants, as the independent entity (see Note B in “Builder 
Selection Model” second slide).  This is a fundamental shift in philosophy from existing 
SPP RTO status as SPP becomes not only the planner, but also becomes the project 
manager for the SPP system. 
 
In sharp contrast, the Competitive Planning Model does not alter SPP’s role, as it keeps 
the existing planning process in place, only adding supplemental competitive project 
submissions, and does not require a new back-end project construction competition and 
management process.  As has been the practice in the existing ITP process, SPP requests 
stakeholder input for projects and evaluates the cost benefit of economic projects.  The 
only change resulting from the Competitive Planning Model is an additional source of 
proposed projects that supplements the existing planning process by allowing a qualified 
project sponsor to submit project proposals complete with modeling and analysis for SPP 
review. 
 
Historically, all projects have been volunteered with no backup support, but under 
planning competition, supplemental projects can also be offered as a proposal to meet a 
SPP-identified need.  These supplemental projects offered under a Competitive Planning 
Model would be required to be fully developed, complete with estimates, schedule 
commitments and targeted SPP-identified needs.  Proposals would utilize the existing 
SPP models and data sets that are readily available to SPP members, thus providing the 
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compatible models with the associated engineering analysis for SPP’s review, rather than 
SPP performing all the work.  Hence, the burden on SPP could be reduced since the 
proposal submitted under a Competitive Planning Model is fully developed for SPP 
review, as opposed to conceptual projects (from A to B) that require SPP to fully 
develop. 
 
More importantly, SPP would not require any new expertise, since the traditional power 
flow modeling they currently utilize as well as the associated cost / benefit analysis 
would be employed; which is a developed skill set SPP staff already has (see Note C in 
“Planning Competition” first slide).  SPP will spend time validating such comprehensive 
proposals; however, it would be utilizing an existing skill set.  As a result, under a 
Competitive Planning Model SPP remains the planner and the TO remains the project 
manager.  Scrutiny of the project cost in the quarterly tracking report by stakeholders, the 
Regional State Committee and the SPP Board under the new Project Cost Estimate 
process will ensure that projects are executed in a prudent manner. 
 
SPP burden should be measured both in staff resources and administrative cost to 
customers.  While additional SPP staff2 would be needed to validate planning proposals, 
only incremental resources utilizing existing skill sets are needed.  In contrast, the 
Builder Selection Model has the potential need for new skill sets for an entirely new 
department within SPP to prepare and issue a Request for Proposals and to oversee the 
evaluation of project bids (including assessment of bidder qualifications).  It could also 
require SPP to hire consultants to analyze proposals to offer a ranking to the SPP Board 
to select the builder for each project with ROFR elimination.  While SPP could outsource 
such expertise, new staff within SPP would be required to manage and oversee the bidder 
qualification and review process.  The use of consultants will clearly increase the cost to 
administer the selection of the builder, relative to the cost of using SPP staff to analyze 
project proposals. 
 
 
Utilizes Existing SPP Project Cost Estimate Process 
 
Competition at Planning utilizes the new SPP Business Practice for project cost 
estimating that was developed and implemented to address SPP Board and Regional State 
Committee concerns to allow for more fully vetted project cost estimates.  Competition at 
Planning would allow the larger projects (greater than $20M) to utilize the new process 
developed by the Project Cost Task Force/Working Group.  For projects of this size it 
still allows the TO additional time to refine its cost estimate after SPP Board approval. 
 
With SPP proposing to file for ROFR elimination for ITP process projects of 300 kV or 
greater, this criteria would apply to most projects.  For example, if the estimated cost of a 
10 mile, 345 kV line is roughly $1.5M/mile and $5M per each terminal, the 345 kV line 
would cost approximately $25M.  This project would fall under the new processes 
developed to meet SPP Board and Regional State Committee intended to address 
                                                 
2   It should be noted that as Entergy moves to MISO, the existing SPP ICT staff might be able to absorb 
this potential need. 



Page 6 of 12 

concerns regarding the quality of project cost estimates.  This could still be achieved in 
the Planning Competition Model. 
 
However, the Builder Construction model does not allow for this review.  In fact, it 
reduces the time to respond to a Notification To Construct for all projects to 60 days (or 
as much as 75 days in extreme circumstances as added by SPP staff).  This response 
timeframe does not  the comply with the NTC and Project Cost Estimate Business 
Practice that allows 90 days for a designated TO to respond for projects less than $20M 
and does not comply at all for projects greater than $20M that allows several months for a 
designated TO to provide a refined estimate.  This is another reason that a planning 
competition model should be used. 
 
For project analysis on a comparable basis, the Builder Select Model may also need to go 
further than the Study Estimate Design Guide developed to provide an apples to apples 
cost estimate comparison of standard design to be utilized in the Study Estimate (+/- 30% 
cost estimates) stage of the new SPP Project Cost Estimate process.  Supporters indicated 
the competitive bids in the Builder Selection Model would be submitted to the +/- 20% 
SPP NPE or CPE standard.  SPP regional design standards have not been achievable in 
the past due to many operational and regulatory reasons.  Therefore, this has not been a 
path SPP members have elected to take for supportable reasons and concerns. 
 
Not having a regional design standard may introduce a new hurdle for the SPP in regard 
to bid comparison for projects in the Builder Selection Model.  The existing ITP allows 
for TOs to use individual design standards, since the Study Estimate Design Guide only 
addresses high level performance requirements for Study Estimate comparisons.  If the 
SPP is to evaluate bids for life cycle costs, then design becomes a critical element in the 
evaluation of bids.  Without a regional design standard, SPP would lack the objective 
measures needed to support their judgment.  This is another area where there is a greater 
litigation risk related to the Builder Selection Model.  While some risk exists in the 
planning process, the risk is significantly more in the Builder Selection Model process 
due to number of variables involved in deciding the total life cycle cost of the various 
proposals. 
 
 
Open Processes 
 
Many TOs routinely use competitive bidding to buy materials and select construction 
contractors.  The Builder Selection Model provides the additional layer of competitive 
bids through the TO selection process.  As with the bid processes used by the TOs, SPP 
must maintain a closed bid to avoid sharing proprietary information to the public or 
between competing bidding TOs.  The result is that SPP alone knows what the proposals 
state.  If optimistic information is provided in a bid, the SPP must be able to discern this 
relative inequality on its own or with an unbiased consultant, because others with the 
capacity to provide such insight are precluded from seeing the offers. 
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Additionally, in order to ensure that offers in the construction competition are evaluated 
objectively, they must be compared on an apples-to-apples basis.  Therefore, solution 
variations of projects offered at this stage that might be more cost effective to meet the 
identified need would need to be rejected, even if they are lower cost.  Lacking visibility 
into the bid by stakeholders, SPP would be the judge and jury of the call between the 
apples and the oranges.  Given that the construction bid process is closed, there cannot be 
visibility into the offers, which would allow stakeholders to determine if bid outcome is 
truly the best deal for the customers. 
 
In contrast, the Planning Competition Model would be completely transparent, just as it is 
today.  This process also utilizes the new Project Cost Estimate process in its entirety. 
Competition during planning is inherently an open process.  The SPP planning process 
has been very successful in obtaining engaged and frequent input from all participants, 
and planning competition would perpetuate this constructive pursuit.  While proposals 
would need to remain confidential until a point in time when the offer process is closed, 
thereafter, the basic information of the proposal would be made public, no different than 
the public discourse around the conceptual ideas derived by the SPP staff and suggested 
by stakeholders in the existing planning process utilized by SPP.  Any proposals that are 
artificially optimistic will be exposed to the public, and the SPP staff will be able to 
obtain feedback from all stakeholders on each proposal’s validity, which will enhance 
SPP’s ability to select projects that are the most cost effective and obtain the best value 
projects for the customers.  Planning competition provides a platform upon which open 
discussion of ideas is encouraged, as opposed to the closed process of a construction bid 
process. 
 
In a Planning Competition Model, the Regional State Committee, SPP Board and 
stakeholders get visibility into the different solutions to mitigate SPP transmission issues 
relative to the regional plan selected through the ITP process.  A planning competition 
model provides Regional State Committee members information for the transmission 
issues that are being resolved and the possible solutions.  Regional State Committee 
endorsement of the applicable ITP results provides more value than the Regional State 
Committee acknowledging a list of bidders chosen to construct the SPP Board-approved 
projects, the only visible result of the Builder Selection Model.  Additionally, the 
Regional State Committee would know early in the ITP process who submitted which 
solutions in the planning competition model, including any new entrants.  By allowing 
new entrants to compete in a planning competition model, confidence is developed in 
these new entrants, rather than trying to assess their capabilities based on a winning bid in 
the Builder Selection Model. 
 
 
Level Playing Field 
 
The existing ITP process depends on incumbent TOs to provide project cost estimates 
during the planning process in order for SPP to measure cost relative to the benefits that 
the SPP calculates.  This practice of incumbent TOs providing project cost estimates is no 
longer practical in the Builder Selection Model, as it is critical that all projects are 
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estimated on a consistent basis.  Since it is indeterminate who the owner will be, 
estimates that reflect unique characteristics of an incumbent TO would bias the 
determination of the most cost effective solution.  It may be perceived as an unfair 
advantage to the incumbent TO, if the bias introduced with an incumbent’s design, 
making it more difficult for other TOs to compete.  An independent project cost estimator 
would be required as addressed previously, along with the burden it produces.  Clearly, if 
all TOs are allowed to supply project cost estimates through a transparent planning 
competition, this barrier to competition would be removed. 
 
Larger SPP Transmission Owners should rank similarly in the proposed Builder Selection 
Model selection process, thus moving the evaluation to the other non-cost components of 
evaluation.  Such non-cost components under discussion are:  1)  Project Expertise; 2)  
Safety Program/Current/Past Statistics;  3) Reliability/Quality/General Design; 4)  
Operations; and 5)  Maintenance.  However, the existing SPP TOs should have similar 
scoring in most of these areas.  Some companies have more project expertise in EHV 
projects than others, but the other areas may be similarly scored.  It has also been 
discussed that restoration history is very important.  Returning load to service quickly 
after outages is critical to SPP members who have an obligation to serve would have 
historical information for this review component. 
 
Evaluation of transmission builders from construction proposals might be perceived as a 
more subjective evaluation comparing one transmission developer to another, which then 
could result in tie breakers limited to life-cycle cost.  So subjectivity can swing the 
decision between construction proposals more easily and speculative estimates of future 
operations and maintenance costs can potentially bias the selection. 
 
Finally, under the Competitive Planning Model, proposals will be graded on both life-
cycle cost and customer benefit.  Often times customer benefits will significantly 
outweigh any savings available through construction cost, as previously identified in 
regard to customers benefit.  As explained, benefits can produce savings multiple times 
the savings of construction cost savings.  The clear separation between projects due to 
widely varying benefits ensures a clear and objective selection of projects and provides 
that every TO has an equal opportunity to be selected. 
 
 
Competitive Planning Model Proposal Requirements 
 
The simple way to consider the requirements of the Competitive Planning Model 
developed proposal is to follow existing ITP steps.  On slide one of the “Planning 
Competition” slide there are four steps that would need to be replicated into the Planning 
Proposal: 

1) Definition of the Project to be proposed 
2) Submission of SPP compatible models for simulation 
3) Preparation of SCERT estimates identical to those that would otherwise be 

prepared by incumbents 
4) Identification of Target Need as identified by the SPP in the ITP 
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Since all these conditions must be met to proceed, the Planning Proposal would eliminate 
several steps the SPP staff would otherwise have to execute.  Except for the validation 
requirement, the Planning Competition Model would not add any steps to the ITP 
process. 
 
The remaining concern is the abundance of Planning Proposals that might be submitted.  
While the supporters of the Builder Selection Model would argue that the “sky is falling”, 
the threshold requirements for the Planning Proposal should be set to ensure only 
meaningful projects are submitted.  A simple solution being forwarded by other RTOs is 
the concept of “put your best foot forward”.  Competitors are only allowed to submit one 
project per identified need(s), avoiding the shotgun approach to achieving success.  
Further, the information to be submitted should be complete and include minimum 
requirement, such as the following: 
 

• Life Cycle Cost (+/- 30%) 
– Installed cost broken down into components as per the SCERT 
– Annual maintenance plan with schedule of activities and associated cost 
– Operational resources and associated cost with locations of both control 

center and field operations 
– Capital structure and overheads applied 
– Annual Transmission Revenue Requirement including capital cost and 

annual maintenance and operations  

• Project Schedule 
– Date of expected NTC/NTC-C award as the start date of the schedule 
– Siting procedures and proposed regulatory filings 
– Regulatory approval process with potential schedule variations 
– Right of way and land acquisition schedule accounting for condemnation 
– Clearance expectations and feasibility as it relates to construction of new 

facilities  
– Schedule of construction and energization based on season availability of 

clearances and weather 

• Target Need 
– Only one Planning Proposal per identified need(s) 
– Specific problem(s) to be addressed as identified by the SPP during the 

first stage of the ITP process 
– Demonstration that the targeted need is adequately addressed with 

proposed components in a timely manner 
– Identifiable benefits for individual components, including the component 

cost with its associated benefits must be broken out, so the SPP can select 
individual components to create the SPP overall plan 
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Conclusion 
 
Planning competition provides the greatest customers benefit, results in the least burden 
on SPP staff, fully utilizes the new Project Cost Estimate process, opens the proposals to 
transparent stakeholder review, and creates visibility that provides equal opportunity to 
non-incumbents.  It is also necessary to select a process that is manageable if FERC does 
not accept SPP’s filing to retain ROFR for projects 100 kV to 300 kV and that best serves 
the customers.  Clearly, planning competition meets that goal and ultimately achieves the 
intent of FERC Order 1000.  Also, RTOs analyze transmission solutions today to 
determine what needs to be constructed in its footprint.  Moving to a process that selects 
a transmission builder at the back-end of the ITP process may introduce the potential for 
litigation resulting not only in increased costs to the customers but an increased 
likelihood that needed projects may be delayed and fail to be constructed in a timely 
manner.  While either new process will introduce additional time to the existing ITP 
process, the option chosen should not unduly delay the construction of needed 
transmission build out in the SPP. 
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