
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA92 FERC ¶ 61,109
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners:   James J. Hoecker, Chairman;
       William L. Massey, Linda Breathitt,  
       and Curt Hébert, Jr.

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Docket No. ER00-2713-000

ORDER ACCEPTING FOR FILING, AS MODIFIED, 
REVISIONS TO OPEN ACCESS TARIFF AND PROVIDING GUIDANCE

(Issued July 28, 2000)

On June 5, 2000, Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) filed amendments to its open
access transmission tariff (OATT) to include a new Attachment V prescribing coordinated
procedures for customers seeking the interconnection of generation and for existing
generating facilities to increase their capacity.  In this order, we accept for filing, with
modifications, without suspension or hearing, the proposed revisions to SPP's OATT.  We
also provide industry-wide guidance with respect to the filing of generation and
transmission interconnection agreements with the Commission.

Background

SPP is an Arkansas non-profit corporation with its principal place of business in
Little Rock, Arkansas.  SPP currently has 55 members and serves more than four million
customers in a 400,000 square-mile area covering all or part of the states of Arkansas,
Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas.  SPP's
members include 12 investor-owned utilities, seven municipal systems, eight generation
and transmission cooperatives, three state authorities, one Federal power marketing agency,
one wholesale generator, and 23 power marketers.

SPP proposes to amend its OATT to specify the procedures for generating facilities
to interconnect to SPP's transmission system.  According to SPP, its proposed generation
interconnection procedures (IPs) were developed after an extensive study process involving
working groups and committees comprised of members representing SPP's diverse
membership.  SPP contends that its proposal to include such procedures in its OATT is
consistent with Commission policy and precedent encouraging the inclusion of IPs in
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1Application at 2, n.1 and 2, citing Promoting Wholesale Competition Through Open
Access Non-Discriminatory Transmission Services by Public Utilities; Recovery of
Stranded Costs by Public Utilities and Transmitting Utilities, Order No. 888, 61 Fed. Reg.
21,540 (1996), FERC Statutes and Regulations, Regulations Preambles January 1991-June
1996 ¶ 31,036 (1996), order on reh’g, Order No. 888-A, 62 Fed. Reg. 12,274 (1997),
FERC Statutes and Regulations ¶ 31,048 (1997), order on reh’g, Order No. 888-B, 81
FERC ¶ 61,248 (1997), order on reh’g, Order No. 888-C, 82 FERC ¶ 61,046 (1998); PJM
Interconnection, L.L.C., 87 FERC ¶ 61,299 (1999), order on compliance filing, 89 FERC ¶
61,012 (1999) (PJM); Ameren Operating Companies, 89 FERC ¶ 61,041 (1999);
Commonwealth Edison Co., et al., 91 FERC ¶ 61,083 (2000) (Commonwealth Edison);
Entergy Services, Inc., 91 FERC ¶ 61,149 (2000) (Entergy).

2Application at 14, citing PJM, 87 FERC at 62,204; Indianapolis Power & Light Co.,
90 FERC ¶ 61,180 at 61,587 (2000).

3PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., was originally stated as the applicant.  On June 12,
2000, an errata notice was issued correcting the applicant's name to SPP.

OATTs. 1  SPP also contends that its proposed Attachment V was modeled in large part on
the IPs accepted by the Commission in PJM, and, in addition, that including the proposed
IPs in SPP's OATT will ensure that interconnection requests in the SPP region are
encouraged and continue to be treated in a non-discriminatory manner.

SPP requests an effective date of one day after filing (i.e., June 6, 2000) for the
proposed amendment and seeks waiver of notice and any filing requirements necessary to
allow such an effective date.  In support of its request, SPP, among other things, observes
that the Commission has accepted similar IPs for filing to be effective one day after filing.
2

Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings

Notice of SPP's filing was published in the Federal Register, 65 Fed. Reg. 37,770
(2000), with comments, protests or interventions due on or before June 26, 2000. 3  Enron
Power Marketing, Inc. (Enron) and Kinder Morgan Power Company (Kinder Morgan) filed
timely motions to intervene, raising no substantive issues.  Public Service Company of
Oklahoma and Southwestern Electric Power Company (jointly, PSO/SWEPCO) filed a
timely joint motion to intervene, raising no substantive issues.

Dynegy Power Marketing, Inc. (Dynegy) and Electric Power Supply Association
(EPSA) filed timely motions to intervene and protests.  Duke Energy North America, LLC
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4On June 29, 2000, DENA filed a ministerial correction to its motion to intervene
and comments.

5 SPP indicates that for requests involving less than 10 megawatts (MW), it plans to
develop streamlined IPs.  Further, SPP observes that under proposed Attachment V, it may
waive, on a non-discriminatory basis, the procedures for any request less than 10 MW.  See
Application, proposed Attachment V at section 1.13.  In support of this provision, SPP
contends that increases in generation of 10 MW or less do not require extensive studies or
major upgrades, and that generating units are frequently re-rated by only a few megawatts. 
Thus, SPP concludes that requests involving such small increases in generation should not
need to be subject to the extensive procedures set forth in Attachment V.  Application at 6,
n.10, citing PJM, 87 FERC at 62,197, n.14.

(DENA) also filed a timely motion to intervene with substantive comments, 4 and Tenaska,
Inc. (Tenaska) filed a timely motion to intervene with substantive comments and a request
for technical conference procedures.

SPP filed an answer to the various motions to intervene and protests.

Discussion

A.  Procedural Matters

Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18
C.F.R. § 385.214 (1999), the timely unopposed motions to intervene of DENA, Dynegy,
Enron, EPSA, Kinder Morgan, PSO/SWEPCO, and Tenaska serve to make them parties to
this proceeding.

Although answers to protests generally are prohibited under 18 C.F.R.
§ 385.213(a)(2) (1999), we nevertheless find good cause to allow SPP's answer in this
proceeding because it has assisted us in the decision-making process.

B.  Overview of SPP's Interconnection Procedures

SPP states that like the procedures accepted in PJM, the IPs set forth in proposed
Attachment V will be applicable to all requests for interconnection of generation to the
SPP transmission system.  The IPs thus will be applicable not only to additions of
generation, but also to increases in the capacity of existing generation plants.  SPP asserts
that as a result, the new IPs will not discriminate in favor of, or against, any new generation.
5
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6Specifically, Appendix E to Attachment V.

7SPP states that all studies will be coordinated by SPP in conjunction with affected
transmission owners.  Time frames for the preparation of studies are provided in Appendix
A to Attachment V, and these represent the specific time frames in which SPP estimates
the studies will be completed.  SPP asserts that its proposed time frames are consistent
with the Commission's recognition that studies concerning generation interconnections
requests will often require more than 60 days.  Application at 6, n.11, citing PJM, 87 FERC
at 62,198; Commonwealth Edison, 91 FERC at 61,297.

8SPP notes that prepayment is in lieu of nonrefundable deposits approved by the
Commission in PJM.  SPP contends that like nonrefundable deposits, the prepayment of
study costs should limit requests to "serious proposals" and discourage generators from
using SPP as a consultant to study the feasibility of projects they do not seriously
contemplate constructing.  Application at 7, citing PJM, 87 FERC at 62,197-98.

9SPP points out that the Commission has previously accepted similar refund
provisions.  Application at 7, n.14, citing PJM, 87 FERC at 62,197; Entergy, 91 FERC at
61,561.

According to SPP, an entity desiring to connect generation to the SPP transmission
system (Interconnection Customer) must submit to SPP both a Generation Interconnection
Request (GIR) and an executed Feasibility Study Agreement in the form contained in
Attachment V, 6 under which the customer must agree to reimburse SPP for the actual cost
of the Feasibility Study.  The normal interconnection process will consist of a request by
the Interconnection Customer that initiates the Feasibility Study.  The study process would
then progress through the System Impact Study (SIS) and the Facilities Study. 7  Third party
studies may be used for any or all studies upon mutual agreement between the customer and
SPP.  The Interconnection Customer may expedite the study process at the time it submits
its initial request by requesting that either an Expedited SIS (which combines in one study
the Feasibility Study and the SIS) or an Expedited Generation Interconnection Study (which
combines in one study the Feasibility Study, the SIS, and the Facilities Study).

Prepayments for all studies must be made by the Interconnection Customer based on
estimates by SPP on an individual request basis. 8  The customer is responsible for SPP's
actual study costs including any actual costs in excess of prepaid amounts.  Prepaid
amounts in excess of actual costs will be refunded. 9  Adjustments to the study cost
estimates may be made by SPP during or after the study.  The Interconnection Customer
may terminate its GIR at any time during the study process upon written notice by SPP;
however, any such termination does not relieve the Interconnection Customer of study
costs incurred or committed to be incurred by SPP.
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10In support of this aspect of its proposal, SPP contends that the Commission has
previously found that involvement of transmission owners in the interconnection agreement
is appropriate given that "interconnection of new generation requires physical changes to
the facilities" of the transmission owner.  Application at 7, n.15, citing PJM, 87 FERC at
62,199.

11DENA at 3.

Upon completion of the study process, SPP will provide the Interconnection
Customer and affected transmission owner with a Generation Interconnection Agreement
(GIA) that will specify the transmission owners responsible for the construction of
necessary facilities and upgrades. 10  The Interconnection Customer will retain its first-
come, first-served priority by executing the GIA and providing security equal to the
estimated cost of new facilities or upgrades.  The customer must also complete a Notice to
Proceed obligating it to pay for the necessary facilities and upgrades related to the
interconnection as specified in the GIA.  SPP will file the GIA with the Commission
consistent with Commission regulations.

As discussed further below, we find that SPP's proposed IPs, with modification, are
consistent with or superior to the pro forma tariff and are reasonable for processing
interconnection applications.  We also note that the protests and comments of the
intervenors included numerous recommendations for detailed, and sometimes minor,
changes to SPP's IPs.  We will not address each specific comment in this order.  For those
areas not specifically addressed herein, we find that SPP's IPs are consistent with or
superior to the pro forma tariff.

C. Specific Issues

1.  Study Procedures and Costs

a.  Use of Third Party Studies

Proposed section 1 of the IPs provides that third party studies may be used for any
or all studies upon mutual agreement between the Interconnection Customer and
transmission provider.  DENA indicates that it supports this provision as it may assist the
parties in eliminating backlogs and avoiding delays. 11  Dynegy asserts that in order to
eliminate any unnecessary delays in the study process, the provision should be expanded to
provide for a specific obligation on the part of SPP to use a mutually agreeable third party
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12Dynegy at 3.

13SPP Answer at 3, citing AEP, 91 FERC at _____, slip op. at 16.

14However, because SPP will recover the full costs of processing GIRs from
Interconnection Customers, we expect SPP to dedicate sufficient resources to meet the
time frames specified in Appendix A.

15DENA at 5-6.

16SPP Answer at 3, citing PJM, 87 FERC at 62,197.

to complete studies if SPP is unable to meet the time frames specified in Appendix A of
the IPs. 12

In reply, SPP argues that the proposed section 1 appropriately provides SPP with
discretion to determine when it should contract with third parties given the need for third
parties to coordinate in the study process.  In support of its argument, SPP cites to a similar
provision accepted by the Commission in AEP. 13

We reject Dynegy's proposed revision.  In that third parties would need to spend
time learning what SPP already knows about its system and would have to coordinate with
SPP in any event, we fail to see how the use of a third party would always expedite the
process.  Thus, we will not require SPP to expand section 1 as proposed by Dynegy. 14

b.  Responsibility for Additional Study Costs

Proposed section 1.7.2 of the IPs provides that if a Facilities Study is being
performed that involves more than one GIR, and if one of those GIRs is withdrawn or is
terminated, then the transmission provider shall reassess the facilities needed and
determine a revised cost responsibility for the remaining GIR(s).  DENA indicates that it
objects to paying additional study costs incurred to re-evaluate the project in light of the
withdrawal or termination of another project, and it proposes that such costs be the
responsibility of the generator whose request was withdrawn or terminated. 15

In reply, SPP argues that section 1.7.2 is identical to a provision accepted by the
Commission in PJM. 16  In addition, SPP contends that its proposed provision appropriately
recovers joint study costs (including costs related to reevaluation caused by a customer's
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17In support of its assertion, SPP notes that under section 1.10.3 of the IPs, the
termination and withdrawal of a request does not relieve the customer from the obligation
to reimburse SPP for the actual costs incurred prior to such termination and withdrawal. 
SPP Answer at 3, n.3.

18Application, Attachment V at section 1.10.

withdrawal) from all those customers that continue to request interconnection rather than
from a customer whose request has been withdrawn. 17

We reject DENA's alternative proposal.  Irrespective of the fact that Facilities
Studies for proximate generators are conducted separately or jointly, the withdrawal or
termination of any GIR will necessitate further iterations of those studies.  Thus, for the
same reason it would be inappropriate to allocate any further iteration costs to generators
subject to separate studies, we will not require SPP to allocate such costs to generators
subject to joint studies.

2.  Generation Interconnection Agreement Appendices

Proposed section 1.10 of the IPs states that:

[u]pon completion of a Facilities Study or an Expedited Interconnection
Study, the Transmission Provider shall tender to the Generation
Interconnection Customer a Generation Interconnection Agreement to be
executed by the Generation Interconnection Customer, Transmission
Provider, and the Transmission Owner.  (Appendices B, C, D) [18]

With respect to this provision, Dynegy observes that Appendix B is a "Generation
Interconnection Responsibility Check Sheet," Appendix C is a "Generation Owner
Information Check Sheet," and Appendix D consists of "Generation Detail Information
Sheets."  Dynegy complains that it is unclear why section 1.10 makes reference to these
Appendices, and it contends that if SPP merely referenced the Appendices in the IPs in
order to indicate that the completed Appendices would be attached as part of a GIA, then
SPP should confirm this fact.  Dynegy also contends that if there is some other reason the
Appendices are referenced in the IPs, then SPP should explain that reason.

SPP did not address Dynegy's concern in its answer.

We agree with Dynegy.  Although it would appear that SPP intends for the three
Appendices to be attached to a GIA and completed accordingly, no such requirement is
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19See Application, Attachment V at Appendix A.

20DENA at 4; EPSA at 6.

21SPP Answer at 2, citing American Electric Power Services Corp., 91 FERC ¶
61,308 (2000) at _____, slip op. at 8 (AEP).

22See AEP, 91 FERC at _____, slip. op at 8, citing PJM, 87 FERC at 62,198.

explicitly stated in the proposed IPs.  Thus, we will require SPP to clarify this matter in its
compliance filing.

3.  Proposed Time Frames

a.  Study Completion

Appendix A of the IPs provides SPP with a time frame of up to 90 days in order to
complete the SIS. 19  DENA and EPSA assert that the Commission should require SPP to
complete the SIS within 60 days, or, in the alternative, to provide a written explanation to
the Interconnection Customer if it will be unable to complete such studies within such a
time frame. 20

In reply, SPP contends that its proposed time frame is consistent with the
Commission's prior recognition that for studies involving GIRs, a transmission provider
may need more time than the 60-day period presumed appropriate for more routine
requests. 21  SPP agrees, however, to modify the procedures to require written notification
and explanation to the affected parties if SPP determines it needs more than 60 days to
complete the SIS.

We will not require SPP to complete an SIS within 60 days.  In AEP, we noted that
the pro forma tariff does not bind the transmission provider to a 60-day time frame, and we
acknowledged our prior finding that transmission providers may need more than 60 days for
studies involving GIRs. 22  That reasoning is also applicable to SPP's proposal, and,
therefore, we reject DENA's and EPSA's requests on this matter.

With respect to the issue of written notification, we will accept SPP's proposed
modification, as discussed above, and we direct SPP to make that modification in its
compliance filing.

b.  Execution of a GIA
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23DENA at 4.

24EPSA at 6.

Proposed section 1.10.2(a) of the IPs states that to retain priority of a GIR, an
Interconnection Customer, in accordance with the time frames for Facilities Study
submission prescribed in Appendix A of the IPs, must execute and return the tendered GIA
to the transmission owner, or, alternatively, request dispute resolution or that the GIA be
filed unexecuted with the Commission.  In turn, Appendix A indicates only that "Customer
Response" to the Facilities Study must be tendered within 15 days, and to "Retain Priority" a
customer has 60 days.

DENA complains that the these time frames do not specify what must be executed in
15 days or 60 days in order to retain priority.  Furthermore, DENA notes that Appendix A
does not explicitly state the time frame for negotiating a GIA and for requesting the filing
of an unexecuted GIA, and it asserts that the IPs are therefore vague as to that time frame. 
DENA requests clarification of this matter. 23

EPSA argues that section 1.10.2(a) may be interpreted so that the time frame for
executing a GIA is 15 days.  DENA asserts that such a time frame is unreasonable and may
force generators to sign unacceptable agreements merely to retain their place in the queue.
24

Dynegy echoes DENA's and EPSA's arguments.  Further, Dynegy contends that if
SPP is indeed proposing that customers be limited to a 15-day period to execute a GIA for
a facility, then the provision should be modified to provide for a more realistic time period
for the parties to engage in good-faith negotiations.  Dynegy states that based on past
experience, it would recommend at least 120 days to complete the process following
completion of the Facilities Study.

In reply, SPP agrees that the proposed IPs should be clarified by specifying a
separate time frame that requires execution of the GIA within 60 days of SPP's completion
of the Facilities Study and tendering of the GIA to the customer.  However, SPP states that
it does not support Dynegy's proposed 120-day time frame, and, in support, SPP notes that
such an increase would substantially lengthen the maximum time frame for study and
execution of GIA to 300 days, which SPP believes is excessive.  In addition, SPP contends
that in order to be fair to others in the queue and to allow prompt processing of their
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25SPP Answer at 4-5.

26We find persuasive SPP's reasoning that it should not be required to adopt the 120-
day time frame proposed by Dynegy.  Accordingly, we will not require SPP to make such a
modification.

27Tenaska at 4-5.

requests, it is reasonable to require action on the GIA within 60 days as proposed, which is
the typical time frame used in the pro forma tariff. 25

We accept SPP's proposed modification, and we will require an additional
modification to Appendix A of the IPs.  Although we find that SPP's proposed modification
adequately addresses one aspect of Intervenors' concerns, 26 it does not address them all. 
Specifically, we agree with DENA that Appendix A lacks specificity with respect to the
instruments that must be executed in 15 days or 60 days in order to retain priority of a GIR,
and, therefore, we direct SPP to modify Appendix A to provide not only for SPP's proposed
modification, but to also correct the lack of specificity discussed above.

4.  Cost Allocation

Tenaska requests clarification that proposed Attachment V, along with SPP's
existing OATT, requires that the interconnection party only be financially responsible for
upgrades necessary to physically connect to the SPP transmission system.  Tenaska also
requests that the Commission confirm that interconnection service is the service by which
a new generator physically "attaches" its generation facilities to the transmission grid, and
that transmission service, and the payment for any system upgrades beyond the point of
interconnection, should be dealt with solely when a transmission service request is
submitted in accordance with SPP's OATT.  Tenaska asks the Commission to direct SPP to
modify its proposal, if necessary, to make the latter distinction. 27

In reply, SPP confirms that it does not intend to recover costs from the
interconnection customer that relate solely to the transmission of power from the point of
interconnection.  However, SPP asserts that there may be costs for certain facilities such
as circuit breakers or system protection and control equipment located beyond the point of
interconnection that are required to allow the interconnection of the generator to the
transmission system.  Thus, SPP concludes, it is appropriate for the Interconnection
Customer to be responsible for any such costs since the need for facilities is precipitated
by interconnection of the generator.
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28See Inquiry Concerning the Commission's Pricing Policy for Transmission
Services Provided by Public Utilities Under the Federal Power Act: Policy Statement, 59
Fed. Reg. 55,031 (1994), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,005 (1994).

29Application, Attachment V at section 1.10.4.

We agree with SPP insofar as we find that its proposed recovery of costs is not
unreasonable for an interconnection customer who has not yet requested transmission
service.  Until either the generator or a third party contract for transmission service to
allow the generator's power to actually flow on the grid, it is appropriate for the
interconnection customer to pay the full cost of these upgrades which would not have been
needed but for the customer's request for interconnection.  We note, however, that once
transmission has been secured, SPP is limited to charging the higher of the expansion cost
of these upgrades or an embedded cost rate which has the expansion cost of these upgrades
rolled-in. 28

Moreover, we find that Tenaska's concerns have been adequately addressed by SPP's
confirmation and by our above discussion.  Accordingly, we will not require any
modifications to this aspect of SPP's proposal.

5.  Construction Pending Execution of a GIA

Proposed section 1.10.4 of the IPs states, in pertinent part:

[i]n the event the Generation Interconnection Customer has requested dispute
resolution or that the Generation Interconnection Agreement be filed
unexecuted, construction of facilities and upgrades may be deferred until any
disputes are resolved. [29]

With respect to the above provision, DENA contends that it is not clear what would
occur if two GIRs were studied together and an unexecuted agreement was filed for one of
the parties, whereas the other party proceeded to execute a GIA.  DENA therefore requests
clarification that construction would go forward for the party that has signed the executed
agreement.

Furthermore, DENA asserts that construction activities should be allowed to
commence if an interconnection customer is willing to bear the financial risk that the
project will not be completed or that some portion of the construction may ultimately be
unnecessary.  Thus, DENA concludes that section 1.10.4 of the IPs should be modified or
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30DENA observes that the Commission found Commonwealth Edison's commitment
to commence construction on a project whose service date is less than one year in the
future to be appropriate, provided that Commonwealth Edison was furnished with
appropriate financial security.  DENA at 7, n.10, citing Commonwealth Edison, 91 FERC at
61,300.

31EPSA at 6.

32Dynegy at 6.

33SPP Answer at 5.

clarified to permit construction to proceed prior to the execution of a GIA, subject to the
provision of adequate security. 30

EPSA contends that the above provision severely penalizes a generator for
exercising its option to seek dispute resolution of filing an unexecuted GIA. 31  Dynegy
contends that section 1.10.4 should be modified to permit construction of facilities and
upgrades to continue if an unexecuted GIA is filed with the Commission. 32

In reply, SPP states that subject to the understanding that the customer agrees to
bear all of the financial risk for all facilities-related costs prudently incurred prior to
execution of the GIA, and that the customer provides adequate financial security, SPP
agrees to modify section 1.10.4 to remove the provision regarding deferral of construction.
33

We find that SPP's proposed modification adequately addresses Intervenors'
concerns.  Thus, we direct SPP to make that modification to its proposal.

6.  Grandfathered GIRs

Proposed section 1.5 of the IPs states that for GIRs received prior to the date the
IPs are accepted for filing by the Commission, the transmission provider shall commence
SISs for all requests received as though they were received at the same time.  Furthermore,
proposed section 4 of the IPs provides that all GIRs which pre-date the acceptance of SPP's
proposed IPs will be assigned a priority based upon the date that the request with the
transmission provider was initiated.

DENA asserts that sections 1.5 and 4 are in conflict with one another with respect to
the treatment of grandfathered projects.  DENA requests clarification that SPP intends to
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34DENA at 5.

35EPSA at 3, citing its Motion to Intervene and Protest, filed with the Commission
on March 22, 2000, in Docket No. ER00-1743-000, at Attachment Nos. 1 and 2.

base priority for these projects according to the date upon which the GIR was made to SPP.
34

SPP contends that sections 1.5 and 4 are not contradictory.  In support of its
contention, SPP points out that section 4 governs the priority assignment of grandfathered
requests pre-dating acceptance of the proposed IPs.  SPP argues that, in contrast, section
1.5 merely provides that SPP will commence SISs for all such requests as though they were
received at the same time, and, therefore, section 1.5 has no impact on the priority assigned
to such GIRs.  Furthermore, SPP also argues that section 4 is consistent with DENA's
requested clarification since it provides that SPP will assign a priority based on the date
that the GIR was initiated with the transmission owner.

We agree with SPP.  With respect to grandfathered GIRs, section 1.5 regards only
the commencement of any associated SISs, while section 4 regards only priority
assignment of the GIRs themselves.  Furthermore, as SPP argues, section 4 already clearly
provides for the language requested by DENA.  Thus, we find clarification of that matter to
be unnecessary.

7.  Initiation of Generic Proceedings on Interconnection

EPSA urges the Commission to issue a comprehensive policy statement that would
address, among other things, the rights, obligations, and expectations of interconnecting
generators and interconnection service/transmission providers.  EPSA indicates that it has
previously requested that the Commission reflect in any such policy statement the
principles set forth in EPSA's recently filed position paper and proposed Model
Interconnection Agreement.35  Tenaska urges the Commission to convene a technical
conference to discuss on an industry-wide basis the interconnection of power plants to the
nation's grid.

In reply, SPP asserts that the effectiveness of its proposed IPs should not be delayed
by any technical conference procedures the Commission may establish.  Furthermore, SPP
notes that in accepting IPs filed by other transmission providers, the Commission
consistently has declined to issue a policy statement or convene an industry collaboration
to establish standardized IPs.  SPP argues that the Commission should adhere to this
position in this proceeding and allow the proposed IPs to become effective without delay
on July 6, 2000.  Finally, in support of the latter argument, SPP contends that prompt
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36See Commonwealth Edison and Entergy.

37Designation of Electric Rate Schedule Sheets, Order No. 614, 65 Fed. Reg.
18,221 (2000), FERC Statutes and Regulations ¶ 31,096 (2000).

38Order No. 614, FERC Statutes and Regulations at 31,502.

effectiveness is necessary to provide IPs required by generators in the SPP region and limit
the grandfathering issue.

We agree with SPP, and, as we have done in earlier cases, we decline at this time to
issue a policy statement or convene a industry collaboration to establish standardized IPs
and IAs.36  With respect to IPs, the Commission's recent findings in Tennessee Power
amplify the Commission's findings in Order No. 888, which established standard
procedures for obtaining transmission service.  We do however, as we did in Entergy,
continue to encourage utilities to revise their OATTs to include procedures for requesting
interconnection services and the criteria for evaluating those requests.  Further, because
RTOs will administer pro forma OATTs, it is our hope that compliance with our RTO
rulemaking will eliminate any concerns regarding IPs.

8.  Other Matters

a.  Compliance with Order No. 614

In Order No. 614, 37 we amended our regulations to require the inclusion of a
proposed designation for all rate schedule sheets filed with the Commission by public
utilities.  In addition, Order No. 614 required that effective June 1, 2000, if a change is
proposed in a pre-existing tariff or rate schedule, the entire tariff or rate schedule must be
re-filed according to the new system explicated in the order. 38  SPP failed to make such a
re-filing in its application, and, thus, we will require it to do so when it submits its
compliance filing with the Commission.

b.  Guidance Regarding Filing of Interconnection Agreements

We will take this opportunity to provide industry-wide guidance on two matters
regarding the filing of interconnection agreements.  First, the Commission has previously
accepted and designated interconnection agreements as either stand-alone agreements or as
service agreements to an OATT, depending on the specific circumstances of each case. 
However, in Tennessee Power Company, 90 FERC ¶ 61,238 (2000), we explained, among
other things, that interconnection is an element of transmission service.  Therefore, from
this point forward, we will require any generation or transmission interconnection
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agreements filed with the Commission to be done so as service agreements under the
applicable OATT and to be designated accordingly in compliance with Order No. 614.

Second, we note that several parties have previously filed interconnection
agreements with the Commission which have also included rates for power sales.  Such
filings, however, do not comport with our above requirement that interconnection
agreements be filed as service agreements under an OATT.  Accordingly, we hereby direct
that any interconnection agreements hereafter filed with the Commission must include only
those charges associated with interconnection and/or delivery services, and that any
associated power sales rates must be filed either in a stand-alone agreement or in a service
agreement to the applicable power sales tariff.

9.  Effective Date

We will grant waiver of the Commission's 60-day prior notice requirement to allow
SPP's proposed amendment to become effective on June 6, 2000, as requested because by
doing so will reduce the number of grandfathered interconnection requests pending action
by SPP.  

The Commission orders:

(A)  SPP is hereby directed to submit a compliance filing, including a re-filed
OATT, as discussed in the body of this order, within 30 days of the date of this order.

(B)  SPP's proposed tariff revisions are hereby accepted for filing, without
suspension or hearing, to become effective on June 6, 2000, as requested, as modified
pursuant to Ordering Paragraph (A) above.

(C)  Rate schedule designations will be assigned in the order addressing SPP's
compliance filing.

By the Commission.  Commissioner Massey concurred with a separate
                                  statement attached.
( S E A L )



Docket No. ER00-2713-000 -16-16

                                      Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,
                                                 Acting Secretary.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Docket No. ER00-2713-000

(Issued July 28, 2000)



1Tennessee Power Company, 90 FERC ¶ 61,238 (2000).

MASSEY, Commissioner, concurring:

This is the fourth open access tariff revision setting out interconnection procedures
that we have acted on since our Tennessee Power order.1  I commend SPP for taking a
regional approach to the problem.  

I continue to believe, however,  that the Commission should move forward with a
generic approach to standardizing interconnection procedures and interconnection
agreements.  The tariff specific procedures we have approved in the four cases have their
idiosyncracies.  The decision of a new generator to locate in one area or another should be
driven by economics, not the relative peculiarities of the interconnection procedures of
individual transmission providers or even of particular regions.  This Commission should
leave no stone unturned in removing barriers to the entry of new generation where it is
needed.  Thus, I once again endorse the calls of intervenors to initiate a generic proceeding
or collaborative process to move toward greater standardization in interconnection
procedures and agreements. 

For these reasons, I respectfully concur with today's order.

_____________________________
William L. Massey


