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1. On July 10, 2013, Tampa Electric Company (Tampa Electric), Florida Power       
& Light Company (FP&L), Duke Energy Florida, Inc. (Duke Florida),1 and Orlando 
Utilities Commission (Orlando Commission)2 (collectively, Florida Filing Parties) 
separately submitted, pursuant to section 206 of the FPA, revisions to their respective 
OATTs3 to comply with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation 
requirements of Order No. 1000, with respect to the public utility transmission providers 
that are enrolled in the neighboring Southeastern Regional Transmission Planning 
(SERTP) region.  Florida Filing Parties are enrolled in the Florida Reliability 
Coordinating Council, Inc. (FRCC) transmission planning region. 

2. On July 10, 2013, South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (South Carolina), 
submitted, pursuant to section 206 of the FPA, revisions to its OATT to comply with the 
interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order        
No. 1000, with respect to the public utility transmission providers that are enrolled in the 

                                              
1 Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC filed on behalf of its affiliate, Duke Florida.  Duke 

Florida is a subsidiary of Duke Energy Corporation and shares a joint open access 
transmission tariff (OATT) with Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC.  Duke Florida 
Compliance Filing at 2 n3. 

2 Orlando Commission submitted revisions to its safe harbor OATT transmission 
planning process under section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA), 16 U.S.C. § 824e 
(2012) in compliance with Order No. 1000 (Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation 
by Transmission Owning and Operating Public Utilities, Order No. 1000, FERC Stats.   
& Regs. ¶ 31,323 (2011), order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132, order 
on reh’g, Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 (2012), aff’d sub nom. S.C. Pub. Serv. 
Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41 (D.C. Cir. 2014)).  However, Orlando Commission is not a 
public utility under section 201 of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. § 824 (2012), and is not subject to 
the requirements of FPA sections 205, 16 U.S.C. § 824d (2012), and 206; therefore, we 
will review Orlando Commission’s proposed revisions to its transmission planning and 
cost allocation process under the reciprocity standard to determine whether such revisions 
substantially conform or are superior to the pro forma OATT, as it has been modified by 
Order No. 1000. 

3 Tampa Electric, FP&L, and Orlando Commission submitted changes to 
Attachment K of their OATTs, and Duke Florida submitted changes to Attachment N-1 
of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC’s OATT.  Tariff records filed by all parties are listed in 
Appendix D to this order. 
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neighboring SERTP region.  South Carolina is enrolled in the South Carolina Regional 
Transmission Planning (SCRTP) transmission planning region. 

3. On July 10, 2013, pursuant to section 206 of the FPA, Duke Energy Carolinas 
LLC and Duke Energy Progress, Inc. (Duke Carolinas);4 Southern Company Services, 
Inc. acting as agent for Alabama Power Company, Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, and Mississippi Power Company (collectively, Southern Companies); 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities Company (LG&E/KU); and 
Ohio Valley Electric Corporation (OVEC) (collectively, SERTP Filing Parties), 
separately submitted revisions to their respective OATTs to comply with the interregional 
transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000, with 
respect to the public utility transmission providers that are enrolled in the neighboring 
FRCC transmission region and the neighboring SCRTP transmission planning region.  
SERTP Filing Parties are enrolled in the SERTP transmission planning region. 

4. Each of the SERTP Filing Parties submitted in its single compliance filing 
separate tariff records to comply with the Order No. 1000 interregional transmission 
coordination and cost allocation requirements with respect to the public utility 
transmission providers in all five of the SERTP transmission planning region’s 
neighboring transmission planning regions:  FRCC; SCRTP; Midcontinent Independent 
System Operator, Inc. (MISO); PJM Interconnection LLC (PJM); and Southwest Power 
Pool, Inc. (SPP).  In this order, we address together the SERTP Filing Parties’ 
substantially similar tariff records related to the FRCC and SCRTP regions and that are 
listed in Appendix D.5  We clarify that, although we address SERTP Filing Parties’ 
separate compliance filings with the neighboring FRCC transmission region and the 
neighboring SCRTP transmission planning region together in this order for purposes of 
administrative ease, we do not intend to combine these compliance filings. 

5. In this order, the Commission conditionally accepts SERTP Filing Parties’ and 
Florida Filing Parties’ compliance filings and conditionally accepts SERTP Filing 
Parties’ and South Carolina’s compliance filings, subject to further compliance filings.  
As discussed below, SERTP Filing Parties and Florida Filing Parties and, separately, 
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina are required to submit further compliance 
filings within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order.   
                                              

4 Duke Carolinas states that its Order No. 1000 interregional compliance filing is 
submitted under protest.  Duke Carolinas Compliance Filing at 3 (citing Duke Carolinas, 
Request for Rehearing, Docket No. ER13-83-001 (filed March 25, 2013)). 

5 We address SERTP Filing Parties’ tariff records related to MISO, PJM, and SPP 
in separate orders. 
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I. Background 

6. 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. 8906 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.7  The Commission concluded that 
interregional transmission coordination reforms were necessary.8  Thus, the Commission 
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;9 and (2) jointly evaluating those interregional transmission 

                                              
6 Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service, 

Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,241, order on reh’g, Order No. 890-A, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,261 (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 ¶ 61,126 (2009). 

7 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 369.  

8 Id. P 370. 

9 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. ¶ 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 
 
  (continued ...) 
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facilities that the pair of neighboring transmission planning regions identify, including 
those proposed by transmission developers and stakeholders.10  The Commission defined 
an interregional transmission facility as “one that is located in two or more transmission 
planning regions.” 11  Furthermore, the Commission required each public utility 
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 facilities.12  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.” 13 

                                                                                                                                                  
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. 

10 Order No 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 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 (ISO)], 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 ¶ 61,132 at P 630 
(citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 584). 

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

12 Id. (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 398). 
13 Id. P 522. 
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7. 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.14  The Commission also required that each public utility transmission 
provider’s interregional cost allocation method or methods satisfy six interregional cost 
allocation principles.15  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.16 

II. Compliance Filings 

A. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties Compliance Filings 

8. Florida Filing Parties17 and SERTP Filing Parties18 submitted separate but 
coordinated interregional compliance filings in which they propose to revise their 
respective regional transmission planning processes to comply with the interregional 
transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000.  Florida 
Filing Parties and SERTP Filing Parties state that their individual compliance filings each 
contain a common transmittal letter and common tariff language, with each filing party 
individually submitting relevant revised common tariff language to its respective  

  

                                              
14 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 578, 582, order on reh’g,  

Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

15 Id. P 603. 

16 Id. P 400. 

17 Florida Filing Parties filed their respective compliance filings in Docket Nos. 
ER13-1922-000 (Duke Florida), ER13-1929-000 (FP&L), ER13-1932-000 (Tampa 
Electric), and NJ13-11-000 (Orlando Commission). 

18 SERTP Filing Parties filed their respective compliance filings in Docket Nos. 
ER13-1928-000 (Duke Carolinas), ER13-1941-000 (Southern Companies), ER13-1930-
000 (LG&E/KU), and ER13-1940-000 (OVEC). 
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OATT.19  In this order, we refer to Florida Filing Parties and SERTP Filing Parties 
together as Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and refer to their common 
proposal as the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties proposal or compliance filing.  

B. South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties Compliance Filings 

10. South Carolina20 and SERTP Filing Parties submitted separate but coordinated 
interregional compliance filings in which they propose to revise their respective regional 
transmission planning processes to comply with the interregional transmission 
coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000.  South Carolina and 
SERTP Filing Parties state that their individual compliance filings each contain a 
common transmittal letter and common tariff language, with each filing party 
individually submitting relevant revised common tariff language to its respective 
OATT.21  In this order, we refer to South Carolina and SERTP Filing Parties together as 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties and refer to their common proposal as the South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposal or compliance filing. 

                                              
19 See, e.g., FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 2-3; 

Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 at 3.  Given this 
uniformity, the Commission will cite to Southern Companies’ transmittal letter and 
OATT when referencing SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal and will cite to FP&L’s 
transmittal letter and OATT when referencing Florida Filing Parties’ proposal.  However, 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties note that the common tariff language is not 
absolutely identical across all of their compliance filings; instead it reflects slight 
variations in terminology used in the corresponding OATTs.  See, e.g., FP&L 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 3 n.5; Southern Companies 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 5.  Where differences between or 
among the filings are addressed, we cite to that individual filing party’s OATT, as 
appropriate. 

20 South Carolina filed its compliance filing in Docket No. ER13-1935-000. 

21 See, e.g., South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000 at 2; 
Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 at 3.  Given this 
uniformity, the Commission will cite to Southern Companies’ transmittal letter and 
OATT when referencing SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal and will cite to South Carolina’s 
transmittal letter and OATT when referencing South Carolina’s proposal.  Where 
differences between or among the filings are addressed, the Commission will cite to that 
individual filing party’s filing as appropriate. 
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III. Notices of Filings and Responsive Pleadings 

A. Duke Florida Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1922-000) 

11. Notice of Duke Florida’s compliance filing was published in the Federal Register, 
78 Fed. Reg. 43,197 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 
2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  The entities 
that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in Appendix A to this 
order.22  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in Appendix B to this 
order and are addressed below. 

12. Answers to the Duke Florida compliance filing were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

B. FP&L Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1929-000) 

13. Notice of FP&L’s compliance filing was published in the Federal Register,         
78 Fed. Reg. 43,197 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before August 26, 
2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  The entities 
that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in Appendix A to this 
order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in Appendix B to this order 
and are addressed below. 

14. Answers to the FP&L compliance filing were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

C. Tampa Electric Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1932-000) 

15. Notice of Tampa Electric’s compliance filing was published in the Federal 
Register, 78 Fed. Reg. 43,197 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before 
August 26, 2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  
The entities that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in 
Appendix A to this order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below. 

16. Answers to the Tampa Electric compliance filing were filed by the entities listed 
in Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

                                              
22 The entity abbreviations listed in Appendices A, B, and C are used throughout 

this order. 
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D. Orlando Commission Compliance Filing (Docket No. NJ13-11-000) 

17. Notice of Orlando Commission’s compliance filing was published in the Federal 
Register, 78 Fed. Reg. 43,197 (2013), with interventions and protests due on or before 
August 26, 2013, which the Commission subsequently extended to September 9, 2013.  
The entities that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in 
Appendix A to this order.  No comments or protests were filed. 

E. South Carolina Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1935-000) 

18. Notice of South Carolina’s 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.  
The entities that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in 
Appendix A to this order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below. 

19. Answers to the South Carolina compliance filing were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

F. Duke Carolinas Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1928-000) 

20. Notice of Duke Carolinas’ 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.  
The entities that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in 
Appendix A to this order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below. 

21. Answers to the Duke Carolinas compliance filing were filed by the entities listed 
in Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

G. Southern Companies Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1941-000) 

22. Notice of Southern Companies’ 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.  
The entities that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in 
Appendix A to this order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix B to this order and are addressed below.   

23. Answers to the Southern Companies compliance filing were filed by the entities 
listed in Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 
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H. LG&E/KU’s Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1930-000) 

24. Notice of LG&E/KU’s 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.  The entities 
that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in Appendix A to this 
order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in Appendix B to this order 
and are addressed below. 

25. Answers to the LG&E/KU compliance filing were filed by the entities listed in 
Appendix C to this order and are addressed below. 

I. OVEC Compliance Filing (Docket No. ER13-1940-000) 

26. Notice of OVEC’s 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.  The entities 
that filed notices of intervention and motions to intervene are listed in Appendix A to this 
order.  Protests and comments were filed by the entities listed in Appendix B to this order 
and are addressed below. 

27. Answers to the OVEC compliance filing were by the entities listed in Appendix C 
to this order and are addressed below. 

IV. Discussion 

A. Procedural Matters 

28. 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 these proceedings.  In 
addition, given the early stage of these proceedings and the absence of undue prejudice or 
delay, we grant PPL Electric Utilities’ late-filed motions to intervene in the Duke 
Carolinas, LG&E/KU, OVEC, and Southern Companies Compliance Filings and in the 
South Carolina and Florida Parties Compliance Filings.   

29. Rule 213(a)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.    
§ 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. 

B. Substantive Matters 

30. We find that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties proposal partially 
complies with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation 
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requirements adopted in Order No. 1000.  Accordingly, we accept Tampa Electric’s, 
FP&L’s, Duke Florida’s, and SERTP Filing Parties’ respective compliance filings to be 
effective January 1, 2016, subject to further compliance filings as discussed below.  We 
direct Tampa Electric, FP&L, Duke Florida, and SERTP Filing Parties to submit further 
compliance filings within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order.  We also find that 
Orlando Commission’s revised OATT is essentially the same as Tampa Electric’s, 
FP&L’s, and Duke Florida’s revised OATTs.  Thus, subject to the modifications 
discussed below, Orlando Commission’s revised OATT fulfills the interregional 
transmission coordination and cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000. 

31. We also find that the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposal partially 
complies with the interregional transmission coordination and cost allocation 
requirements adopted in Order No. 1000.  Accordingly, we accept South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ respective compliance filings to be effective January 1, 2015, 
subject to further compliance filings as discussed below.  We direct South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties 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 

32. 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. 1000.23  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.24  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.25 

                                              
23 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 415. 

24 Id. P 475; see also id. P 346; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 223. 

25 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 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 

33. SERTP Filing Parties state that they have five neighboring transmission planning 
regions, two of which are FRCC and SCRTP.26  SERTP Filing Parties explain that they 
are the public utility transmission providers that sponsor the SERTP transmission 
planning region.27  SERTP Filing Parties state that the non-public utility transmission 
providers that sponsor the SERTP region the SERTP Filing Parties’ interregional 
compliance filings.28  SERTP Filing Parties state that the sponsors of the SERTP region 
are referred to collectively as the SERTP Sponsors.29  Florida Filing Parties state that the 
FRCC transmission planning region has one interregional interface with the SERTP 
region.30  South Carolina states that the SCRTP region borders only the SERTP 
transmission planning region.31 

34. SERTP Filing Parties state that they have been able to reach complete agreement 
on all substantive points to develop and adopt parallel tariff language with the public 
utility transmission providers in the FRCC and SCRTP transmission planning regions for 
their mutual seams.32  Likewise, Florida Filing Parties and South Carolina state that they 
have each agreed on a common approach and parallel tariff language with SERTP Filing 
Parties in their respective OATTs to satisfy Order No. 1000’s interregional transmission 
coordination and cost allocation requirements for their respective seams with SERTP.  
However, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties state that their proposed tariff 

                                              
26 Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 

2.Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 at 

27 Id.  
28 Id. at 3. 

29 Id. at 1-2. 

30 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 2. 

31 See, e.g., FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000 at id.; South 
Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 2. 

32 Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, Southern 
Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 2-3. 
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revisions are not identical across their filings as they reflect slight variations in 
terminology used in the corresponding OATTs.33 

35. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that for a transmission project to be considered for interregional cost 
allocation within their respective neighboring transmission planning regions, the 
transmission project must be interregional in nature.  For a transmission project to be 
interregional in nature, they propose that the transmission project must:  (1) be located in 
both the SERTP and FRCC regions or SERTP and SCRTP regions; (2) interconnect to 
the transmission facilities of one or more SERTP Sponsors and the transmission facilities 
of one or more FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the regional planning process; and 
(3) meet the criteria for transmission projects potentially eligible to be included in the 
regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation in both the SERTP and FRCC 
regions or SERTP and SCRTP regions, pursuant to their respective regional transmission 
planning processes.34 

36. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties request that their proposed changes become effective in the transmission planning 
cycle after their Order No. 1000 regional transmission planning processes became 
effective, assuming the Commission does not require extensive changes to the regions’ 
transmission planning processes.35 

                                              
33  For example, some filing parties use the term “Transmission Owner” while 

others use the term “Transmission Provider.”  See, e.g., FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket 
No. ER13-1929-000, at 3 n.5; Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. 
ER13-1935-000, at 5. 

34 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1 A; 
FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1 A. 

35 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 20; South Carolina 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 14; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 49.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties, respectively state that, for example, if Florida 
Filing Parties’, South Carolina’s, and SERTP Filing Parties’ respective regional 
transmission planning OATT provisions are effective in 2014, then Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties interregional OATT 
provisions would become effective on January 1, 2015.  However, should the 
Commission require extensive changes, Florida Filing Parties, South Carolina, and 
SERTP Filing Parties each state that it may not prove feasible to effectuate those changes 
to the interregional transmission planning process by January 1, 2015. 
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ii. Commission Determination 

37. We find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties partially comply with the general interregional transmission 
coordination requirements of Order No. 1000.  Specifically, we find that Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ respective 
compliance filings 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.  FRCC 
and SERTP as well as SCRTP and SERTP are neighboring transmission planning regions 
in the same interconnection, and these regions have proposed procedures to coordinate 
with each neighboring transmission region, including each other. 

38. We also find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties have submitted common OATT language, which complies with 
Order No. 1000’s requirement to develop the same language to be included in each 
OATT that describes the interregional transmission coordination procedures for that 
particular pair of regions.36 

39. We find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed criteria for defining a transmission project as 
interregional in nature partially complies with Order No. 1000’s definition of an 
interregional transmission facility as one that is located in two or more transmission 
planning regions.37  Specifically, the requirement that the transmission project must 
interconnect to the transmission facilities of one or more SERTP Filing Parties and the 
transmission facilities of one or more FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the regional 
transmission planning process is overly limiting and inconsistent with Order No. 1000.  
While the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties’ proposal to allow interconnecting interregional transmission facilities to be 
                                              

36 See Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 475; see also id. P 346; 
see also Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 223.  We also note that while 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties 
propose tariff language in their respective compliance filings that is substantially similar, 
their respective proposals contain several differences that are not minor variations in 
terminology.  We address the differences in the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals in the relevant sections of this 
order. 

37 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 494 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 482 n.374). 
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eligible for interregional cost allocation is consistent with the requirements of Order    
No. 1000, limiting this interconnection to only those transmission projects that will 
interconnect to an enrolled member of the SERTP and FRCC transmission planning 
regions or the SERTP and SCRTP transmission planning regions 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 of an existing transmission owner, or a transmission owner enrolled in the 
respective transmission planning regions.38  The 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 by a transmission developer who has not yet become a sponsor in 
SERTP or an enrolled member of the FRCC or SCRTP transmission planning regions.  
Thus, we find that this proposed definition does not comply with Order No. 1000.39  
Accordingly, we direct South Carolina, SERTP Filing Parties, Tampa Electric, FP&L, 
and Duke Florida to submit further compliance filings to include a definition of an 
interregional transmission facility that is consistent with Order No. 1000, which defines 
an interregional transmission facility as one that is located in two or more transmission 
planning regions.  Likewise, Orlando Commission should also submit a further 
compliance filing to address this issue. 

40. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties request effective dates for their proposed revisions in the transmission planning 

                                              
38 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 SERTP Regional Rehearing 
and Compliance Order, 147 FERC ¶ 61,241 at P 53 (2014); Tampa Elec. Co., 148 FERC 
¶ 61,172, at P 43 (2014).  

39 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 
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 
Company of New Mexico, 149 FERC ¶ 61,247, at P 24 (2014) (Western Interregional 
Order). 
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cycle that takes place subsequent to when their Order No. 1000 regional transmission 
planning processes become effective.40  South Carolina also states that, consistent with 
the foregoing, it proposes an effective date in coordination with SERTP Filing Parties’ 
proposed effective date.  South Carolina’s and SERTP Filing Parties’ Order No. 1000 
regional transmission planning processes became effective on April 19, 2013; and June 1, 
2014, respectively.41  Thus, we find the proposed effective date of January 1, 2015 to be 
reasonable for the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposal and accept these 
compliance filings effective January 1, 2015.42  Florida Filing Parties’ Order No. 1000 
regional transmission planning processes became effective January 1, 2015,43 thus we 
find the proposed effective date of January 1, 2016 to be reasonable for the Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties proposal and accept these compliance filings effective 
January 1, 2016.  

b. Implementation of the Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Requirements 

i. Data Exchange and Identifying Interregional 
Transmission Facilities 

41. 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 
                                              

40 For instance, Florida Filing Parties state that if both FRCC’s and SERTP’s 
regional planning proposals are effective in 2014, then the interregional proposals would 
become effective in 2015.  Similarly, SERTP Filing Parties state that they assume their 
regional planning proposals will be effective January 1, 2014, meaning that the 
interregional proposals would become effective in 2015.  FP&L Compliance Filing, 
Docket No. ER13-1929, at 20; Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket           
No. ER13-1941-000, at 49. 

41 S.C. Elec. & Gas, 147 FERC ¶ 61,126 at P 36; SERTP Regional Rehearing and 
Compliance Order, 147 FERC ¶ 61,241 at P 52. 

42 See, e.g., Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC, 145 FERC ¶ 61,059, at P 6 (2013).  In 
the order, the Commission accepted the SERTP Public Utility Sponsors’ proposal to 
adopt a June 1, 2014 effective date for implementation of their revised Order No. 1000 
regional transmission planning and cost allocation processes. 

43 Tampa Elec. Co., 148 FERC ¶ 61,172 at P 46; SERTP Regional Rehearing and 
Compliance Order, 147 FERC ¶ 61,241 at P 52. 
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to identify interregional transmission facilities.44  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 
transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective solutions to their 
respective regional transmission needs.45  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.46  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.47  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.48 

42. In addition, the Commission required the developer of an interregional 
transmission project to first propose its transmission project in the regional transmission 
planning processes of each of the neighboring transmission planning regions in which the 
transmission facility is proposed to be located.49  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.50 

                                              
44 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 

Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396).  See also Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.           
¶ 31,323 at PP 399 -436. 

45 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396; see also id. P 398. 

46 Id. P 454. 
47 Id. P 455. 

48 Id. 

49 Id. P 436, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506. 

50 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 522. 
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(a) Compliance Filings 

43. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties state that through their regional transmission planning processes, they have 
adopted common interregional transmission coordination procedures that provide for the 
exchange of planning data and information.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to meet no less than once per year with 
the public utility transmission providers in the FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP 
regions to facilitate the interregional transmission coordination procedures.51 

44. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to review each other’s current regional transmission plans and engage in 
data exchange and joint evaluation of proposed interregional transmission facilities 
biennially.52  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties propose that, at least annually, each transmission provider shall exchange 
power-flow models and associated data used in the regional transmission planning 
processes to develop their then-current regional transmission plans.53  They state that this 
data exchange will typically occur by the beginning of each transmission planning 
region’s transmission planning cycle and that additional transmission-based models and 
data may be exchanged between the transmission providers in the relevant transmission 
planning regions as necessary, and if requested.54 

45. In addition, South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to review each other’s 
current local transmission plans55 and to exchange power-flow models and associated 

                                              
51 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 1.1; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 1.1; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 1.1 and Ex. K-7 § 1.1. 

52 Id.  
53 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 2.1; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.1; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), §2.1, Ex. K-7, §2.1. 

54 Id. 

55 See, e.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.1; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), §2.1. 
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data used in the transmission planning process to develop their then-current local 
transmission plans.56 

46. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that they will exchange their then-current regional transmission plans in 
accordance with their regional transmission planning processes.  Specifically, they 
propose to post the SERTP regional transmission plans on SERTP’s regional planning 
website, with notice to FRCC or SCRTP so those regions may retrieve the SERTP 
regional transmission plans, and that FRCC and SCRTP propose to exchange regional 
transmission plans in a similar manner.57 

47. In describing the methods by which Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties will identify potential interregional 
transmission facilities, the parties propose that they will review one another’s then-
current regional plans58 and if, through this review, they identify a potential interregional 
transmission project that could be more efficient or cost-effective59 than transmission 
projects included in the regional (or local) transmission plans, the transmission providers 
in the relevant neighboring transmission planning regions will jointly evaluate the 
potential interregional transmission project.60 

48. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties also propose OATT revisions that allow stakeholders to propose interregional 

                                              
56 See, e.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), §§ 1.1, 

2.1; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), §§ 1.1, 2.1. 

57 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.2; FP&L, 
FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 2.2; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), 
§2.2, Ex. K-7, §2.2. 

58 In addition, South Carolina and SERTP Filing Parties propose to review one 
another’s then-current local transmission plans to identify potential interregional 
transmission facilities.  See SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), 
§ 3.1; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 3.1. 

59 Florida Filing Parties propose to identify potential interregional transmission 
projects that may be “more efficient and cost-effective” rather than “more efficient or 
cost-effective.”  See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 3.1; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), §3.1. 

60 See, e.g., id. 
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transmission projects that may be more efficient or cost-effective than projects included 
in SERTP’s and FRCC’s regional transmission plans or SERTP’s and SCRTP’s regional 
or local transmission plans.61 

(b) Protests/Comments 

49. Four Public Interest Organizations argue that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties compliance filings limit the type 
of data they propose to share to power flow models, associated data, “additional 
transmission-based models and data . . . as necessary and if requested.”62  They state that 
the phrase “as necessary and if requested” is open to interpretation and does not ensure 
data necessary for joint identification and evaluation will be shared between regions 
absent criteria around which to base related decisions. 

50. Four Public Interest Organizations argue that the Commission should require 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties to 
include stability models and other models in the regions’ transmission planning processes 
as part of Order No. 1000’s requirement for the identification of interregional 
transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective transmission solutions 
than existing regional transmission planning needs.  Four Public Interest Organizations 
argue that these clarifications are necessary to ensure a comprehensive data exchange so 
the transmission planning regions can effectively identify and evaluate more cost-
effective interregional transmission solutions.63 

51. FMPA/Seminole state that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
proposal fails to provide for sharing of information regarding the respective needs of each 
neighboring transmission planning region.64  FMPA/Seminole assert that the Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties compliance filing does not describe a formal 
procedure by which FRCC and SERTP members will share and consider regional needs 

                                              
61 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 3.2; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 3.2; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 3.2 and Ex. K-7, § 3.2. 

62 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 12 (citing Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 2.1). 

63 Id. at 13-14. 

64 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 13. 
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as required by Order No. 1000.65  FMPA/Seminole assert that the data exchange 
procedures lack sufficient detail.  FMPA/Seminole dispute Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties’ claim that consideration of public policy or economic needs is not required 
at the interregional level.66  FMPA/Seminole assert that the Commission clarified that, 
while it was not requiring consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements as part of the interregional transmission process, such consideration is an 
essential part of the evaluation of an interregional transmission project as part of the 
relevant regional transmission planning process.67  FMPA/Seminole argue that Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties cannot rely solely on state-integrated resource 
planning processes to evaluate economic and public policy needs, since the Commission 
has already rejected that proposal.68 

(c) Answers 

52. SERTP Joint Answering Parties and Florida Answering Parties argue that their 
data exchange proposal meets the requirements of Order No. 1000 and that Four Public 
Interest Organizations do not identify any Order No. 1000 requirement that the parties 
exchange stability models and other models used in the regional transmission planning 
process.69  They assert that Order No. 1000 requires that parties exchange data sufficient 
to make neighboring transmission planning regions aware of each other’s transmission 
plans and the assumptions and analysis that support those plans, which the Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties proposal achieves through the exchange of the power-flow 
models and associated data that support each regional transmission plan.70  Moreover, 
SERTP Joint Answering Parties and Florida Answering Parties state that, while power-
flow models and associated data will be provided automatically each year, the Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties proposal provides SERTP and its neighboring 
regions with the means to request additional information if needed.  Thus, SERTP Joint 

                                              
65 Id. 

66 Id. at 17. 

67 Id. (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at 500). 

68 Id. at 14 (citing Tampa Elec. Co., 143 FERC ¶ 61,254, at P 78, 82, 86-90 
(2013)). 

69 SERTP Joint Answer at 15; Florida Answering Parties Answer at 14. 

70 Id. 
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Answering Parties and Florida Answering Parties conclude that the transmission planning 
regions are free to make such requests.71 

53. Florida Answering Parties maintain that Order No. 1000 requires public utility 
transmission providers to exchange planning data and information, including any 
underlying assumptions and analysis that supports those plans, in a manner sufficient to 
make neighboring transmission planning regions aware of each other’s transmission 
plans.  Florida Answering Parties state that they meet the exchange of information and 
transmission planning data exchange requirements through the regions’ exchange of 
power-flow models and associated data, which support the FRCC and SERTP regional 
transmission plans.72 

54. Florida Answering Parties maintain that the FRCC transmission planning region 
has an open transmission planning process through which neighboring transmission 
planning regions are free to request additional information on the models and data used in 
the regional transmission planning process.  Florida Answering Parties therefore question 
Four Public Interest Organizations’ arguments on the use of the phrase “as necessary and 
if requested.”  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties claim that 
this language grants the FRCC and SERTP transmission planning regions sufficient 
flexibility to determine the type and quantity of additional information to be provided 
under a given set of circumstances, without having to determine in advance what those 
circumstances are or the type of information to be exchanged.73 

55. SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that Order No. 1000 did not require that 
regions exchange all information and every data point used or considered in developing 
their annual transmission plans.74  SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that, depending 
on the type of analysis included in the power-flow models, the “associated data” will 
likely include the type of stability information that Four Public Interest Organizations 
claim is lacking.75 

                                              
71 Id. 

72 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 14. 

73 Id. at 15; SERTP Joint Answer at 16. 

74 SERTP Joint Answer at 16. 

75 Id. 
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56. In addition, SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that the regions exchange 
transmission-related data and planning information regularly through the SERC 
Reliability Corporation (SERC),76 the Eastern Interconnection Reliability Assessment 
Group, the Multi-Regional Modeling Working Group, and other reliability-related 
processes.77  SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that these pre-existing activities 
will not be diminished or eliminated, but rather complemented by data exchanges 
pursuant to Order No. 1000 interregional transmission coordination requirements.78  
SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that regions will not disregard data received 
through other means when reviewing their neighbors’ regional transmission plans, as 
such actions are generally required in order for the utilities to effectively comply with 
their “duty to serve” requirements.79 

57. SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that each region must share data with several 
other neighboring transmission planning regions; by starting with the power-flow models 
and associated data, and then providing additional information as needed, the initial data 
being shared between and among the regions will be consistent, providing needed 
flexibility to conform data produced to the individual needs of each neighboring 
transmission planning region.80  Therefore, SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that 
there is no basis to Four Public Interest Organizations’ assertion that neighboring 
transmission planners will not cooperate with their interregional counterparts in providing 
useful and necessary data.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that assuming 
transmission planning is an inherently litigious process runs counter to the interregional 
transmission coordination policies of Order Nos. 890 and 1000, and is inconsistent with 
the cooperative nature of transmission planning in the Southeast, which operates in 
accordance with “duty to serve obligations.”81 

58. SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that Four Public Interest Organizations’ 
desire for a joint identification mandate exceeds the requirements of Order No. 1000.  

                                              
76 SERC is the regional entity responsible for promoting reliability and adequacy 

of the bulk power system in the area served by its member systems.   

77 SERTP Joint Answer at 16. 

78 Id. 

79 Id. at 16-17. 

80 Id. at 17. 

81 Id. at 19-20. 
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SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that Order No. 1000 only requires joint evaluation, 
not joint identification.82  SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that their commitment to 
engage in identification of potential interregional transmission projects fully satisfies the 
Order No. 1000 requirement.83 

59. Moreover, SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that, although Order No. 1000 
requires “transmission planning” on a regional level, it only requires “transmission 
coordination” on an interregional level.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that    
Four Public Interest Organizations’ request appears to call for top-down, interregional 
transmission planning, where identification of transmission projects must be a joint 
effort.84 

60. SERTP Joint Answering Parties explain that, consistent with Order No. 1000’s 
requirements that a formal process be included, they commit to perform a biennial review 
in order to identify interregional transmission projects.85  SERTP Joint Answering Parties 
further explain that in conjunction with that formal process, each transmission planning 
region, with input from their stakeholders, can identify interregional transmission projects 
at any time and bring them to the attention of the neighboring region.86  SERTP Joint 
Answering Parties argue that the “identification process,” itself, is not described beyond 
the general timeframe and procedure because it is no different than the process for 
identifying regional transmission projects, local projects, or any sort of project.87  SERTP 
Joint Answering Parties explain that, in SERTP, transmission planners review their 
transmission needs – which are transmission capacity requirements required to satisfy 
long-term transmission commitments such as network resource designations, firm long-
term point-to-point reservations, generation commitments, and native load reliably – 
using models to analyze how such demands can be met.88  SERTP Joint Answering 

                                              
82 Id. at 5 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 394, 435, 

order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 396). 

83 Id. 

84 Id. 

85 Id. 

86 Id. at 5-6. 

87 Id. at 6. 

88 Id. at 6-7. 
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Parties argue that the existing OATTs already detail how transmission projects are 
identified through their bottom-up transmission planning processes89 with the additional 
interregional transmission coordination required by Order No. 1000-A providing 
potentially another stimulus for the identification of new transmission projects.90  SERTP 
Joint Answering Parties assert that, in addition to the identification of transmission 
projects by transmission providers, SERTP’s regional transmission planning process also 
allows for stakeholders and transmission developers to identify transmission projects for 
consideration.91 

61. SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that requiring more prescriptive, detailed 
descriptions of exactly how transmission planning must be performed would limit the 
flexibility that transmission planners need to address specific circumstances, thereby 
harming SERTP Joint Answering Parties’ (who are all load-serving entities) ability to 
plan and expand the transmission system to satisfy their load-serving needs.92 

62. FMPA/Seminole assert that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties fail to 
address any of the substantive interregional transmission coordination requirements of 
Order No. 1000 raised in FMPA/Seminole’s protest.  For example, FMPA/Seminole 
assert that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties fail to address, among other 
things, that public utility transmission providers must do more than commit to share their 
regional transmission plans and other transmission planning information.  Further, 
FMPA/Seminole state that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ approach to 
interregional transmission coordination is inadequate to the extent that it ignores the data 
sharing, needs identification, alternative identification, and joint evaluation requirements 
of Order No. 1000.93  Finally, FMPA/Seminole reject Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties’ assertions that the proposed interregional transmission coordination 
procedures meet Order No. 1000 obligations through Florida Filing Parties’ or SERTP 

                                              
89 Id. at 7 (citing Southern Companies, OATT, Attachment K (2.0.0) § 6.6.2, 

6.6.3). 

90 Id. 

91 Id. (citing Southern Companies, OATT, Attachment K (2.0.0) § 3.5.3.3, 15). 

92 Id. at 7-8. 

93 FMPA/Seminole Answer at 2-4. 
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Filing Parties’ existing integrated resource planning processes or through long-term firm 
transmission requests under the OATT.94 

(d) Commission Determination 

63. We find that the interregional data exchange provisions and the procedures for 
identifying interregional transmission facilities proposed by Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties partially comply with Order    
No. 1000.  Accordingly, we direct South Carolina, SERTP Filing Parties, Tampa Electric, 
FP&L, and Duke Florida to submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, 
further compliance filings, as explained further below.  Likewise, Orlando Commission 
should also submit a further compliance filing. 

64. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to exchange their then-current regional transmission plans in accordance 
with their regional transmission planning processes, specifically by posting the SERTP 
regional transmission plan on the SERTP regional planning website and by exchanging 
the FRCC and SCRTP regional transmission plans in a similar manner.  We find that this 
proposal complies with Order No. 1000.95  In addition, we find reasonable South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal to exchange their local transmission plans as 
well as their respective regional transmission plans. 96  This proposal goes beyond the 
minimum requirements of Order No. 1000, which requires only that public utility 
transmission providers establish procedures with neighboring transmission planning 
regions to coordinate and share the results of their regional transmission plans.97  Thus, 
both the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties compliance filings comply with the requirement to propose procedures to share 
the results of their regional transmission plans. 

                                              
94 Id. at 6. 

95 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.2; FP&L, 
FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 2.2; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), 
§ 2.2, and Ex. K-7, § 2.2. 

96 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), (4.0.0), § 2.2; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 2.2. 

97 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396). 
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65. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to exchange the power-flow models and associated data used in the 
regional transmission planning process to develop their then-current regional 
transmission plans at least annually.  They also propose to exchange additional 
transmission-based models and data annually, or as requested.98  We find that Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties comply 
with the requirement to adopt interregional transmission coordination procedures that 
include specific obligations for sharing transmission planning data and information.  In 
addition, we find reasonable South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed OATT 
revisions to exchange transmission planning data and information used to develop their 
then-current local transmission plans at least annually.99  

66. We reject Four Public Interest Organizations’ argument that the Commission 
should require stability models and other models to be exchanged in the regional 
transmission planning process in order to comply with the interregional requirements of 
Order No. 1000.  Order No. 1000 requires an exchange of transmission planning data and 
information and does not dictate the specific type of transmission planning data and 
information, nor does it require the exchange of stability models.100  We also note Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ statement that, while power-flow models and 
associated data will be provided automatically each year, the proposal enables 
transmission providers with the means to request additional transmission-based models 
and data if needed, and the transmission planning regions are free to make such requests 
for additional transmission-based models and data.  In addition, SERTP Filing Parties 
state that the regions exchange transmission-related data and planning information 
regularly through SERC, the Eastern Interconnection Reliability Assessment Group, the 
Multi-Regional Modeling Working Group, and other reliability-related processes.   

67. We disagree with FMPA/Seminole that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties do not include a procedure for sharing information regarding regional 
transmission needs.  Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider, 
through its regional transmission planning process, to establish further procedures with 
each neighboring transmission planning region to coordinate and share the results of their 
                                              

98 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.1; FP&L, 
FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 2.1; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), 
§ 2.1 and Ex. K-7, § 2.1. 

99 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.1; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 2.1. 

100 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396. 
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respective regional transmission plans to identify possible interregional transmission 
facilities that could address transmission needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than 
separate regional transmission facilities.101  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
comply with this requirement by proposing procedures to exchange biennially their 
respective regional transmission plans, which will include information about their 
respective regional needs and the proposed regional solutions to those needs. 

68. We disagree with Four Public Interest Organizations’ concern that the proposed 
phrase “as necessary and if requested” for data exchange to occur between transmission 
providers is open to interpretation and does not ensure data necessary for joint 
identification and evaluation will be shared between regions absent criteria around which 
to base related decisions.  We agree with SERTP Joint Answering Parties that this phrase 
allows neighboring transmission planning regions the flexibility to determine the type 
and quantity of additional information to be provided under a given set of circumstances 
without having to determine in advance what those circumstances are or the type of data 
to be exchanged. 

69. With respect to the requirement to identify potential interregional transmission 
facilities, South Carolina- SERTP Filing Parties propose to review one another’s then-
current regional and local transmission plans to identify any potential interregional 
transmission facility that could be more efficient or cost-effective than projects included 
in the regional or local plans.102  If transmission providers in the SCRTP or SERTP 
regions identify a potential interregional transmission facility that could be more efficient 
or cost-effective than those transmission facilities included in their regional or local 
plans, the neighboring transmission planning regions will jointly evaluate the potential 
project.103  We note that while Order No. 1000 required each public utility transmission 
provider to explain in its OATT how stakeholders and transmission developers can 
propose interregional transmission facilities for joint evaluation,104 Order No. 1000 did 
not require public utility transmission providers to independently identify interregional 
transmission facilities.  Thus, South Carolina- SERTP Filing Parties have proposed to go 
beyond this requirement of Order No. 1000.  We find that the South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties filings provide a clear process for identifying potential interregional 
                                              

101 Id. P 493. 

102 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 3.1; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 3.1. 

103 E.g., id. 

104 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 522. 
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transmission facilities that could address regional transmission needs more efficiently or 
cost-effectively than regional transmission facilities.  We also find reasonable the South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposal to identify potential interregional transmission 
facilities that could be more efficient or cost-effective than transmission projects included 
in their local transmission plans, in addition to transmission projects included in their 
regional transmission plans.105  While Order No. 1000 explicitly requires public utility 
transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning regions to establish 
procedures to coordinate and share the results of regional transmission plans to identify 
possible interregional transmission facilities that could address transmission needs more 
efficiently or cost effectively than separate regional transmission facilities,106 we find 
that the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposal is consistent with Order No. 
1000. 107 

70. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose nearly identical tariff provisions to comply with the requirement to 
identify potential interregional transmission facilities.  However, Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties propose to review each other’s then-current regional transmission 
plans to identify potential interregional transmission facilities that could be “more 
efficient and cost-effective” than projects included in their regional transmission plans.  
Order No. 1000 requires neighboring transmission planning regions to enhance their 
regional transmission planning processes to provide for “the identification and joint 
evaluation of interregional transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-
effective solutions” to regional needs.108  We therefore direct Tampa Electric, FP&L, 
Duke Florida, and SERTP Filing Parties to make this correction in their OATTs in a 
further compliance filing.  Likewise, Orlando Commission should also submit a further 
compliance filing to address this issue. 

                                              
105 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 3.1; 

Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 3.1. 

106 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396. 

107 Id. P 399 (“our requirement is for public utility transmission providers to 
consider whether the local and regional transmission planning processes result in 
transmission plans that meet local and regional transmission needs more efficiently and 
cost-effectively, after considering opportunities for collaborating with public utility 
transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning regions.”). 

108 Id. P 396 (emphasis added). 
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71. We disagree with FMPA/Seminole’s protest that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties compliance filing lacks an affirmative attempt to identify potential 
interregional transmission facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective.  Order 
No. 1000 requires public utility transmission providers to identify interregional 
transmission facilities through their individual regional transmission planning processes 
and does not require them to conduct an independent interregional analysis to identify 
potential interregional transmission facilities.  Instead, public utility transmission 
providers, through their regional transmission planning processes, may rely exclusively 
on proposals from transmission developers and stakeholders proposed in the regional 
transmission planning processes as their means to identify more efficient or cost-effective 
interregional transmission solutions to regional transmission needs.109  However, Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties propose to review one another’s then-current 
regional and local transmission plans to identify interregional transmission facilities. We 
find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ compliance proposal meets and 
exceeds these requirements, except for their proposed “more efficient and cost-effective” 
language, as explained above.  

72. We also dismiss Four Public Interest Organizations’ contention that procedures for 
joint identification of interregional transmission facilities are vague and undefined in the 
proposal.  We agree with SERTP Joint Answering Parties that the Order No. 1000 
interregional transmission coordination requirements only necessitate joint evaluation, 
not joint identification of interregional transmission facilities. 

73. Consistent with Order No. 1000’s requirement to identify interregional 
transmission facilities, we accept the provisions in Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties’ and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ OATTs that provide the ability for 
stakeholders and transmission developers to propose interregional transmission facilities 
and for the public utility transmission providers to use those proposals, along with their 
own professional judgment, to identify possible interregional transmission facilities that 
could address transmission needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than separate 
regional transmission facilities.  However, 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, which will trigger the procedure under 
which the public utility transmission providers, acting through their regional transmission 
planning process, will jointly evaluate the proposed interregional transmission project.  
While we accept the proposals to rely on the regional transmission planning processes as 
the forum for stakeholders and transmission developers to propose interregional 

                                              
109 See supra n.45. 
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transmission facilities for joint evaluation, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties have not explained how a proponent of an 
interregional transmission facility may seek to have its interregional transmission facility 
jointly evaluated by Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties by submitting the interregional transmission facility into the 
respective regional transmission planning processes.  Accordingly, we direct Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties to submit, 
within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings that 
include proposed revisions to their respective tariffs to satisfy these requirements. 

ii. Procedure for Joint Evaluation 

74. In Order No. 1000, the Commission required each public utility transmission 
provider to establish procedures with each of its neighboring transmission planning 
regions in its interconnection to jointly evaluate interregional transmission facilities.110  
The submission of an interregional transmission project in each regional transmission 
planning process will trigger the procedure under which the public utility transmission 
providers, acting through their regional transmission planning processes, will jointly 
evaluate the proposed transmission project.111 

75. The Commission required that joint evaluation be conducted in the same general 
timeframe as, rather than subsequent to, each transmission planning region’s individual 
consideration of the proposed interregional transmission project.112  The Commission 
explained that, to meet the requirement to conduct the joint evaluation in the same 
general time frame, it expected public utility transmission providers to develop a timeline 
that provides a meaningful opportunity to review and evaluate through the interregional 
transmission coordination procedures information developed through the regional 
transmission planning process and, similarly, provides a meaningful opportunity to 
                                              

110 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396).  See also Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.           
¶ 31,323 at P 435.  As explained in the previous section of this order, a developer must 
first propose an interregional transmission project in each regional transmission planning 
processes in which the transmission facility is proposed to be located. 

111 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506. 

112 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 
439). 
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review and use in the regional transmission planning process information developed in 
the interregional transmission coordination procedures.113 

76. In addition, the Commission required that the compliance filing by public utility 
transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning regions include a 
description of the types of transmission studies that will be conducted to evaluate 
conditions on their neighboring transmission systems for the purpose of determining 
whether interregional transmission facilities are more efficient or cost-effective than 
regional transmission facilities.114  Additionally, the Commission directed each public 
utility transmission provider to develop procedures by which differences in the data, 
models, assumptions, transmission planning horizons, and criteria used to study a 
proposed interregional transmission project can be identified and resolved for purposes of 
jointly evaluating a proposed interregional transmission facility.115 

(a) Compliance Filings 

77. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that transmission providers in the FRCC and SERTP regions or in the 
SCRTP and SERTP regions shall act through their regional transmission planning 
processes to evaluate potential interregional transmission projects and determine whether 
the inclusion of any potential interregional transmission projects in each transmission 
planning region’s regional transmission plan would be more efficient or cost-effective 
than transmission projects included in their then-current regional transmission plans.116  
                                              

113 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 439.  Order No. 1000 does 
not require that interregional transmission projects be evaluated simultaneously by both 
regions or in joint sessions of both regions’ stakeholders.  Id. P 438. 

114 Id. P 398, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 493.  
The Commission did not require any particular type of studies be conducted.  Id.  See 
also, e.g., SERTP First Regional Compliance Order, 144 FERC ¶ 61,054 at P 198; 
WestConnect First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,206 at P 283; New York 
Independent System Operator, Inc., 148 FERC ¶ 61,044, at P 257 (2014). 

115 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 437, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 506, 510. 

116 See e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 3.3; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex.K-4 (0.0.0), § 3.3.  South Carolina and SERTP Filing Parties, 
respectively, propose to consider whether a potential interregional transmission project 
would be more efficient or cost-effective than transmission projects in their respective  

 
  (continued ...) 
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Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties 
propose to make such analysis consistent with the transmission planning region’s 
accepted transmission planning practices and methods used to produce its regional 
transmission plan.117 

78. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties state that they may meet more than annually during the evaluation of transmission 
projects proposed for purposes of interregional cost allocation between FRCC and 
SERTP and between the SCRTP and SERTP regions.118  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties indicate that for new 
interregional proposals, the initial coordination activities will typically begin during the 
third quarter of the year.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties state that they will provide status updates for new and pending 
interregional transmission project proposals every six months, or as needed.119  Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties explain 
that these status updates will include, if applicable:  (i) an update of the region’s 
evaluation of the proposal; (ii) the latest calculation of Regional Benefits; (iii) the 
anticipated timeline for future assessments; and (iv) re-evaluations related to the 
proposal.120  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties propose to coordinate expected timelines and milestones associated with 

                                                                                                                                                  
then-current local transmission plans. See e.g.,  SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, 
Attachment K (4.0.0), § 3.3; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 3.3. 

117 See e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 3.3; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 3.3.  South Carolina and SERTP Filing Parties, 
respectively, also propose that such analysis shall also be consistent with the methods 
utilized to produce each transmission planning region’s respective local transmission 
plans.  See e.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 3.3; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), §3.3. 

118 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0); SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0); Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0) and 
Ex. K-7. 

119 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 1.2; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) § 1.2; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 1.2 and Ex. K-7, § 1.2. 

120 See, e.g., id. 
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the joint evaluation, study assumptions, and regional benefit calculations, as necessary 
between transmission planning regions.121 

79. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties state that their proposals provide that if a transmission developer proposes an 
interregional transmission project in both the FRCC and SERTP regions, or in both the 
SCRTP and SERTP regions, in order to be selected for purposes of interregional cost 
allocation in both regions, then the analysis of that project will be performed in the same 
manner as the analysis of the other interregional transmission projects identified by the 
public utility transmission providers through their interregional transmission coordination 
efforts described above.122 

80. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that the respective pair of neighboring transmission planning regions will 
coordinate assumptions and models, expected timelines and milestones, study 
assumptions and regional benefit calculations associated with the joint evaluation “to the 
extent possible and as needed.”123 

81. The Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties proposal and South Carolina--
SERTP Filing Parties proposal also provide specific circumstances under which an 
interregional transmission project may be removed from the FRCC and SERTP or 
SCRTP and SERTP regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation.  These 
circumstances include:  (i) if the developer fails to meet developmental milestones;       
(ii) pursuant to the re-evaluation procedures specified in the regional transmission 
planning processes; or (iii) if the project is removed from one of the region’s regional 
transmission plans pursuant to the requirements of its regional transmission planning 

  

                                              
121 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 1.3; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) § 1.3; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 1.3 and Ex. K-7, § 1.3. 

122 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 3.4; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) § 3.4; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 3.4 and Ex. K-7, § 3.4.  

123 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), §§ 1.3, 3.3; SCE&G, 
Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) §§ 1.3, 3.3; Southern Companies, 
OATT, E. K-4 (0.0.0), §§ 1.3, 3.3 and Ex. K-7, §§ 1.3, 3.3. 



Docket No. ER13-1922-000, et al. - 36 - 

process.124  These proposals specify that the FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP 
transmission planning regions shall notify each other if an interregional transmission 
project or a portion thereof is likely to be and/or is removed from its regional 
transmission plan.125 

(b) Protests/Comments 

82. Four Public Interest Organizations state that joint evaluation is a central tenet of 
Order No. 1000’s interregional transmission coordination requirements, but they contend 
that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties proposals do not include a formal procedure for joint identification and 
evaluation.126  Similarly, FMPA/Seminole argue that the proposals fail to comply with 
Order No. 1000’s directive to provide an adequate evaluation method for interregional 
transmission alternatives.127  Four Public Interest Organizations maintain that the 
proposed procedures do not appear to include any joint evaluation process aside from 
slightly varying commitments “to the extent possible and as necessary” to coordinate 
assumptions and modeling.128  In their view, the proposed joint evaluation involves the 
regions engaging in their own regional transmission planning process using assumptions 
that may be coordinated with the other relevant regions.129 

                                              
124 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 4.6; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.6; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 4.6 and Ex. K-7 § 4.6. 

125 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 4.6.A; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) § 4.6.A; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.6.A and Ex. K-7 §4.6A. 

126 Four Public Interest Organizations Protest, Docket Nos. ER13-1922-000, 
ER13-1923-000, ER13-1928-000, ER13-1929-000, ER13-1930-000, ER13-1932-000, 
ER13-1935-000, ER13-1940-000, and ER13-1941-000, at 7-8 (filed Sept. 9, 2013) 
(hereinafter Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest). 

127 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 16 (citing Order No. 1000, 126 FERC ¶ 61,051 at 
398). 

128 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 9. 

129 Id. 
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83. FMPA/Seminole state that the deadlines for the interregional transmission 
planning process proposed by Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties are vague and 
confusing.130  FMPA/Seminole include the following components of the proposed OATT 
language as examples:  FRCC and SERTP representatives will meet no less than once per 
year;131 FRCC and SERTP will biennially review each other’s current regional plans and 
engage in data exchange and joint evaluation;132 initial coordination activities regarding 
new interregional proposals will occur during the third quarter of the year;133 status 
updates will occur every six (6) months, or as needed;134 the exchange of certain data 
used in the regional transmission planning processes will occur at least annually and 
typically by the beginning of each region’s transmission planning cycle;135 the initial 
evaluation of interregional transmission projects will begin typically during the third 
quarter of the year;136 and the interregional cost allocation projects will be submitted in 
the timeframes outlined in the regional transmission planning processes.137  Thus, 
FMPA/Seminole contend that the clear and discrete timelines that are necessary for 
meaningful coordination are missing from the interregional plan, just as they are missing 
from Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ regional plans.138 

84. FMPA/Seminole assert that the change of the review of regional plans and the data 
exchange and joint evaluation from an annual to a biennial review, after the issuance of a 
previous “strawman” proposal is troubling.  They assert that under the proposal, FRCC 
and SERTP will engage in half as many transmission planning cycles as proposed in the 

                                              
130 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 19. 

131 Id. at 20 (citing Attachment N-2 – SERTP, § 2). 

132 Id. (citing Attachment N-2 – SERTP, § 1.1). 

133 Id. (citing Attachment N-2 – SERTP, § 1.2). 

134 Id. 

135 Id. (citing Attachment N-2 – SERTP, § 2.1). 

136 Id. (citing Attachment N-2 – SERTP, § 3.4). 

137 Id. (citing Attachment N-2 – SERTP, § 4.1.C). 

138 Id. (citing SERTP Regional Rehearing and Compliance Order, 147 FERC         
¶ 61,241. 
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previous strawman proposal.139  FMPA/Seminole state that, to adhere to Order             
No. 1000’s interregional planning requirements, annual review and exchanges are 
preferred but FMPA/Seminole state that after several years Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties can seek to change to a biennial process.140 

85. FMPA/Seminole state that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
proposal also fails to comply with Order No. 1000’s directive to provide an adequate 
evaluation method for interregional transmission alternatives, since the proposal does not 
“include a description of the type of transmission studies that will be conducted to 
evaluate conditions on their neighboring systems for the purpose of determining whether 
the interregional transmission facilities are more efficient or cost-effective than regional 
facilities.”141  Instead, FMPA/Seminole state that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties defer to their regional transmission processes and that simply cross-referencing 
these regional processes cannot satisfy Order No. 1000 requirements, particularly because 
no Commission-approved regional transmission planning method is in effect in either the 
FRCC or SERTP transmission planning regions.142 

86. In addition, Four Public Interest Organizations are concerned that the compliance 
proposals lack procedures for identifying and resolving differences in data.143  Four 
Public Interest Organizations state that Order No. 1000 requires transmission providers to 
“develop procedures by which such differences can be identified and resolved for 
purposes of jointly evaluating the proposed interregional transmission facility.”144  Four 
Public Interest Organizations argue that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals contain no specifics regarding 
how differences in data will be handled as part of joint evaluation and interregional 
transmission coordination besides language stating that assumptions and modeling will be 
coordinated.145  Four Public Interest Organizations also contend that the Florida Filing 

                                              
139 Id. at 20-21. 

140 Id. at 21. 

141 Id. at 16 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 398). 

142 Id. 

143 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 9. 

144 Id. at 11-12. 

145 Id. at 9. 
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Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals 
state that “[t]o the extent possible and as needed, assumptions and models will be 
coordinated,”146 which is too vague and fails to ensure a minimum level of coordination 
for purposes of joint evaluation.  Similarly, FMPA/Seminole state that proposed OATT 
language regarding coordination assumptions for joint evaluation, such as expected 
timelines/milestones, study assumptions, and regional benefit calculations, is not in 
harmony with the procedures required by Order No. 1000 which allow regional 
differences to be identified and resolved.147 

87. FMPA/Seminole assert that the Florida-Georgia Interface is critical to the 
reliability of both the FRCC and SERTP transmission planning regions and provides 
economic benefits to both, so it should be assessed, evaluated, and included as part of the 
planning of both transmission planning regions.148  FMPA/Seminole also state that 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties offer no description of how the existing 
Florida Interface Agreements149 will interact with and accommodate the proposed 
interregional process, noting that the Florida Interface Agreements contain provisions and 
processes that are quite different from, and may present obstacles to, the Order No. 1000 
interregional transmission planning process.150  FMPA/Seminole state that Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties should:  (1) explain how the proposed interregional process 
and joint evaluation of non-incumbent projects will accommodate the Florida Interface 
Agreements and (2) clarify how the Florida Interface Agreements’ provisions for 
assigning increases and decreases in import or export capability will accommodate Order 
No. 1000’s requirements for allocating, through the regional process, the region’s costs 

                                              
146 Id. at 12 (citing FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 3.3; SCE&G, 

Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), §3.3; Southern Companies, OATT, 
Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 3.3 and Ex. K-7, § 3.3. 

147 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 18-19 (citing Order No. 1000, 126 FERC ¶ 61,051 
at 437). 

148 Id. at 8. 

149 FMPA/Seminole assert that each side of the Florida-Georgia Interface is 
governed by complex contractual arrangements.  On the Florida side, they contend that a 
series of multi-party agreements govern the allocation of the Interface’s import and 
export capability, as it may change over time.  On the Georgia side, they contend that 
planning for and allocation of Interface capability is governed by Integrated Transmission 
System Agreements (Florida Interface Agreements).  Id. at 8-9. 

150 Id. 
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and benefits of interregional transmission facilities selected for interregional cost 
allocation.151 

88. FMPA/Seminole specifically state that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
should explain how the provisions of the Florida Interface Agreements allow for and 
accommodate non-incumbent-planned transmission facilities selected through the 
interregional transmission planning process, the identification of benefits of proposed 
interregional transmission projects, and the allocation of the associated costs and benefits 
through the interregional and regional transmission planning processes.152  
FMPA/Seminole also question whether section 8.1 of the Import Allocation 
Agreement153 requires an additional negotiation requirement beyond the procedures set 
forth in the Order No. 1000 interregional process.  They further question how a non-
incumbent transmission provider that is not an entity in Peninsular Florida is treated 
under this provision.154 

(c) Answers 

89. In response to Four Public Interest Organizations’ concerns, SERTP Joint 
Answering Parties argue that the Commission did not define joint evaluation as a single 
evaluation with one set of evaluation criteria and one outcome applicable to both regions.  
Rather, SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that Order No. 1000 in no way requires 
that the process for jointly identifying and evaluating potential interregional transmission 
projects be entirely separate from the project identification and evaluation procedures 
already in place at the regional level, and actually requires the utilization of the regional 
transmission planning process.155  

                                              
151 Id. at 10. 

152 Id.  

153 Section 8.1 of the Import Allocation Agreement provides for negotiations with 
“any entity in Peninsular Florida, not party to [the] Agreement” to establish a point of 
interconnection to a control area outside Florida regarding an agreement to allocate any 
additional import capability. 

154 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 10. 

155 SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that the Commission explained that 
“[t]he submission of the interregional transmission project in each regional transmission 
planning process will trigger the procedure under which the public utility transmission 
providers acting through their regional transmission planning process will jointly evaluate 
 
  (continued ...) 
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90. SERTP Joint Answering Parties further contend that the approach proposed by 
Four Public Interest Organizations is not efficient, arguing that even if there were a joint 
evaluation with one set of criteria, such joint evaluation would have to be repeated by 
each region evaluating the project utilizing its own criteria to determine whether to 
proceed with the project.156 

91. SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that their proposed tariff provisions 
include a process pursuant to which the applicable transmission planning regions will 
coordinate the assumptions and data that will be used when jointly evaluating an 
interregional transmission project.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that for both 
SCRTP and FRCC proposals, this includes coordination of expected timelines and 
milestones, study assumptions, and regional benefit calculations that will be used when 
jointly evaluating an interregional transmission project.157 

92. Additionally, SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that Four Public Interest 
Organizations fail to recognize that the proposal’s use of terms such as “as necessary” 
and “as needed” with regard to data coordination provides SERTP and neighboring 
transmission planning regions with flexibility to coordinate joint evaluation activities as 
circumstances dictate.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that their proposal allows a 
workable and efficient process that ensures a coordinated approach to selecting 
interregional transmission projects for purposes of cost allocation.158 

93. SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that Four Public Interest Organizations 
incorrectly claim that there are no procedures for identifying and resolving differences in 
data.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that they and neighboring transmission 
planning regions have taken a proactive approach to harmonization of data that will be 
used in joint evaluation, and will use coordinated data and assumptions, making any need 
to resolve any differences of data unlikely.159 

                                                                                                                                                  
the proposed transmission project.”  SERTP Joint Answer at 8-9 (citing Order No. 1000, 
FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436). 

156 Id. at 9. 

157 Id. at 18. 

158 Id. at 20. 

159 Id. at 19. 



Docket No. ER13-1922-000, et al. - 42 - 

94. Finally, SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that Order No. 1000 does not require 
a dispute resolution procedure specifically for disputes regarding data and assumptions 
used in interregional transmission project evaluation, as requested by Four Public Interest 
Organizations.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties claim that if such a dispute should occur, 
each region already has dispute resolution procedures, which can be deployed if 
necessary.160 

95. In response to FMPA/Seminole’s argument that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties do not describe how the Florida Interface Agreements will interact with and 
accommodate the proposed interregional process, Florida Answering Parties argue that 
the identified agreements require no special treatment or consideration, since they are a 
small number of contracts that address the interconnected operation of the various 
systems that comprise the Eastern Interconnection.  Florida Answering Parties explain 
that the Commission did not require that each regional transmission planning process 
describe how existing intra-regional or interregional interconnection agreements might 
interact with the Order No. 1000 process.161  

96. Florida Answering Parties assert that the Florida Interface Agreements referenced 
by FMPA/Seminole are outside the scope of this proceeding and do not violate nor act as 
barriers to any principles or policies reflected in Order No. 1000.  Florida Answering 
Parties assert further that Order No. 1000 is a rule relating to new transmission 
development, not existing facilities.162  Florida Answering Parties make similar assertions 
in response to FMPA/Seminole’s inquiries regarding Florida Interface Agreements and 
clarify that an attempt to develop an interregional cost allocation approach that considers 
every single type of impact (adverse and beneficial) on an affected system would lead to 
endless litigation and would be next to impossible to achieve.163  Florida Answering 
Parties assert that the provisions in the Florida Interface Agreements regarding the 
allocation of increases and decreases in capacity allocations do not relate to Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal for FRCC evaluation of proposed interregional 
transmission facilities.164 

                                              
160 Id. at 20. 

161 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 37. 

162 Id. at 38. 

163 Id. at 39. 

164 Id. at 39-40. 
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(d) Commission Determination 

97. We find that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and the South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals partially comply with the joint evaluation 
requirements of Order No. 1000.  Accordingly, we direct South Carolina, SERTP Filing 
Parties, Tampa Electric, FP&L, and Duke Florida to submit further compliance filings, as 
explained further below.  Likewise, Orlando Commission should also submit a further 
compliance filing. 

98. Specifically, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties propose to review their regional transmission plans, and if 
potentially more efficient or cost-effective interregional transmission facilities are 
identified through this review, then Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties will engage in joint evaluation of such transmission 
facilities.165  After coordinating the assumptions that Florida-Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties will use in their regional evaluations, 
the public utility transmission providers in the FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP 
regions will evaluate through their regional processes whether the proposed interregional 
transmission facility would be a more efficient or cost-effective solution than 
transmission facilities included in their existing regional transmission plans.  Thus, we 
find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties established procedures to jointly evaluate interregional transmission facilities and 
comply with, and go beyond, this requirement of Order No. 1000. 

99. We find that the two pairs of neighboring transmission planning regions           
(i.e., FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP) have developed a timeline to ensure that 
neighboring transmission planning regions conduct joint evaluation of a proposed 
interregional transmission facility, in the same general timeframe as each transmission 
planning region’s individual consideration of a proposed interregional transmission 
facility, as required by Order No. 1000.166  Specifically, we find that by memorializing 
that:  (1) initial coordination activities regarding new interregional transmission facility 
proposals will typically begin during the third quarter of the year and (2) Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties will exchange 
                                              

165 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 3.1; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) § 3.1; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-
4 (0.0.0), § 3.1 and Ex. K-7, § 3.1.  

166 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 439.  Order No. 1000 does 
not require that interregional transmission projects be evaluated simultaneously by both 
regions or in joint sessions of both regions’ stakeholders.  Id. P 438. 
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status updates for new interregional transmission facility proposals or those under 
consideration every six months, or as needed, satisfy the Commission’s expectation 
provided in Order No. 1000 that in developing a timeline to conduct joint evaluations, 
such timeline will provide a meaningful opportunity to review and evaluate through the 
interregional transmission coordination procedures information developed through the 
regional transmission planning process.167  Moreover, biennial (or as needed) updates 
will also allow for evaluation of information developed through the regional transmission 
planning process, as the updates will include information regarding the interregional 
transmission facilities to be evaluated, analyses performed, and the results of such 
analyses.168 

100. However, we agree with FMPA/Seminole and find that Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties do not indicate the type 
of transmission studies that will be conducted to evaluate conditions on neighboring 
transmission systems for the purpose of determining whether interregional transmission 
facilities are more efficient or cost-effective than regional transmission facilities, as 
required by Order No. 1000.169  Although Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties generally cross-reference the relevant regional 
transmission planning processes throughout their compliance filings, there is no 
description of the type of transmission studies that will be conducted.  While the 
Commission does not require any particular type of study to be conducted, it does require 
public utility transmission providers to, at a minimum, indicate the type of transmission 
studies that will be conducted to evaluate conditions on neighboring transmission systems 
for the purpose of determining whether interregional transmission facilities are more 
efficient or cost-effective than regional transmission facilities.  We, therefore, direct 
South Carolina, SERTP Filing Parties, Tampa Electric, FP&L, and Duke Florida to 
submit further compliance filings within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order 
listing either the type of transmission studies that will be conducted or cross references to 
the specific provisions in the tariffs that reference such studies at the regional 
transmission planning level.  Likewise, Orlando Commission should also submit a further 
compliance filing. 

                                              
167 Id. P 439. 
168 See FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 1.2; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 

Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 1.2; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), §1.2, Ex. K-7, §1.2. 

169 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 398. 
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101. We find that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties proposed procedures by which differences in the data, models, 
assumptions, planning horizons, and criteria used to study a proposed interregional 
transmission facility can be identified and resolved for purposes of jointly evaluating a 
proposed interregional transmission facility comply with Order No. 1000.  We find that 
both interregional proposals explain that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties will coordinate assumptions used in joint 
evaluations, as necessary, including expected timelines/milestones associated with the 
joint evaluation, study assumptions, and regional benefit calculations.170  The proposals 
also state that, at least annually, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties will exchange power-flow models and associated data 
used in their regional transmission planning processes.  In addition, they may exchange 
additional transmission-based models and data as necessary and if requested.   

102. We dismiss arguments that the provisions regarding data exchange and 
identification of interregional transmission facilities proposed by Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties lack procedures for 
identifying and resolving differences in data, models, assumptions, planning horizons and 
criteria.  The Commission directed each public utility transmission provider, through its 
transmission planning region, to develop procedures by which such differences can be 
identified and resolved for purposes of jointly evaluating the proposed interregional 
transmission facility.  However, it left each pair of neighboring transmission planning 
regions discretion in the way this requirement was designed and implemented, and did 
not require that any particular planning horizons or criteria be used.171   

103. We dismiss Four Public Interest Organizations’ argument that Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposals lack 
specific procedures for dispute resolution relating to coordination.  Disputes concerning 
interregional transmission planning issues may be resolved consistent with the dispute 
resolution process contained in the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ respective OATTs.  We find this information 
provides a sufficient process to identify and resolve disputes in implementing the 
interregional transmission coordination requirements for data exchange. 

                                              
170 See FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 1.3; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 

Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 1.3; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex.K-4 (0.0.0), 
§1.3, Ex. K-7, §1.3. 

171 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 437. 
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104. We also disagree with Four Public Interest Organizations that the proposed 
language providing that “[t]o the extent possible and as needed, assumptions and models 
will be coordinated” is too vague and possibly limits the coordination of joint evaluation.  
We agree with SERTP Joint Answering Parties that this phrase allows neighboring 
transmission planning regions with the flexibility to determine the type and quantity of 
additional information to be provided under a given set of circumstances without having 
to determine in advance what those circumstances are or the type of data to be 
exchanged. 

105. We also find FMPA/Seminole’s concerns over the impact Order No. 1000 
interregional transmission planning on existing agreements governing Florida interface 
agreements to be misplaced and outside the scope of this proceeding.  While transmission 
planning in such regions could occur under the Order No. 1000 interregional transmission 
planning process, it is not a requirement.  

iii. Transparency and Stakeholder Participation 

106. The Commission required public utility transmission providers, either individually 
or through their transmission planning region, to maintain a website or e-mail list for the 
communication of information related to interregional transmission coordination 
procedures.172  While public utility transmission providers may maintain such 
information on an existing public utility transmission provider’s website or a regional 
transmission planning website, the information must be posted in a way that enables 
stakeholders to distinguish between information related to interregional transmission 
coordination and information related to regional transmission planning.173 

107. In order to facilitate stakeholder involvement, the Commission required public 
utility transmission providers, “subject to appropriate confidentiality protections and 
[Critical Energy Infrastructure Information] requirements,” to “make transparent the 
analyses undertaken and determinations reached by neighboring transmission planning 
regions in the identification and evaluation of interregional transmission facilities.”174  
The Commission also required that each public utility transmission provider describe in 
its OATT how the regional transmission planning process will enable stakeholders to 

                                              
172 Id. P 458. 

173 Id. 

174 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 520 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 465 n.365). 
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provide meaningful and timely input with respect to the consideration of interregional 
transmission facilities.175 

(a) Compliance Filings 

108. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to post procedures for coordination and joint evaluation on their regional 
transmission planning region websites.176  They propose that access to the data utilized 
will be made available through the regional transmission planning region websites, 
subject to the appropriate clearance (such as Critical Energy Infrastructure Information 
(CEII) and confidential non-CEII).  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to notify the transmission providers in the 
relevant transmission planning regions of such posting.177  South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to post their local transmission plans on their websites, pursuant to their 
regional transmission planning processes.178  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that these data be considered CEII for 
the public utility transmission providers in their pair of neighboring transmission 
planning regions.179 

109. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to make available, on their regional transmission planning websites, links 
for stakeholders to register (if applicable/available) for the stakeholder committees or 

  

                                              
175 Id. P 522. 

176 See e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), § 5.A; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 5.A; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 5.A and Ex. K-7, § 5.A. 

177 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1(0.0.0), §§ 2.1, 2.2; SCE&G, 
Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), §§ 2.1, 2.2; Southern Companies, 
OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), §§ 2.1, 2.2 and Ex. K-7, §§ 2.1, 2.2. 

178 See, e.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 2.2; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 2.2. 

179 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 2.1; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4, § 2.1 (0.0.0), and Ex. K-7, § 2.1; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0) § 2.1. 
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distribution lists of the transmission planning regions.180  They also propose to provide 
status updates of the interregional transmission planning activities during their regional 
transmission planning meetings, including facilities to be evaluated, analysis performed, 
determinations, and results.181  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that stakeholders will have an opportunity to 
provide input and feedback within the regional transmission planning process related to 
interregional transmission facilities identified, analysis performed, and any 
determinations and results.  They also propose that stakeholders may participate in either 
or both neighboring transmission planning regions’ regional transmission planning 
processes to provide their input and feedback regarding interregional transmission 
coordination between the relevant transmission planning regions.182 

(b) Protests/Comments 

110. Four Public Interest Organizations note that while both the Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals state that 
updates will describe:  “(i) facilities to be evaluated; (ii) analysis performed; and          
(iii) determinations/results,”183 both proposals lack specifics.  Four Public Interest 
Organizations believe that the transparency aspects of the compliance proposals are 
insufficient to comply with Order No. 1000’s obligations and should be strengthened.  
They propose that:  (1) each region should be required to post all of the studies and 
documents (subject to CEII and other confidentiality requirements) related to 
interregional transmission projects; (2) status updates should be provided at each 
stakeholder meeting regarding interregional transmission projects under construction 
                                              

180 See e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 5.B; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 5.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex.K-
4 (0.0.0), § 5.B, Ex. K-7, § 5.B. 

181 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 5.C; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 5.C; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 5.C, Ex. K-7, § 5.C. 

182 See, e.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 5.D; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 5.D; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 5.D and Ex. K-7, § 5.D. 

183 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest  at 15 (citing e.g., FP&L, 
FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 5.C; SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, 
Attachment K (4.0.0), § 5.C; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex.K-4 (0.0.0), § 5.C and Ex. 
K-7, § 5.C. 
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throughout the planning cycle; (3) the ability of stakeholders to access shared data should 
be made explicit; and (4) summaries of the status updates provided at the stakeholder 
meetings should be posted on all of the regions’ websites.184 

111. FMPA/Seminole state that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties cannot rely 
on the posting of transmission needs on a website since Order No. 1000 required 
additional procedures that provide for the sharing of information.185 

(c) Answers 

112. SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that exchanging all or virtually all 
information involved in regional transmission planning would be cumbersome for both 
the region providing the information and the region receiving it, particularly considering 
such information is frequently CEII and possibly confidential non-CEII and must be 
protected.186 

113. SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that their implementation of Order            
No. 1000’s requirements will be made in accordance with SERTP’s existing planning 
processes that have been found to comply with Order No. 890’s open, transparent, and 
coordination planning principles.  They assert that the Commission observed 
“stakeholders will have the opportunity to participate fully in the consideration of 
interregional transmission facilities during the regional [transmission] planning process,” 
and that stakeholder participation in the various regional transmission planning processes 
will enhance the effectiveness of interregional transmission coordination.”187  SERTP 
Joint Answering Parties note that SERTP stakeholders that wish to understand a 
neighboring transmission planning region’s evaluation of an interregional facility may 
participate in that region’s planning processes.188 

114. SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that while the proposal references an annual 
update, there will be other opportunities to provide and receive information regarding 

                                              
184 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 15. 
185 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 14 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs.     

¶ 31,323 at P 398). 

186 SERTP Joint Answer at 16. 

187 Id. at 22-23  (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 465). 

188 Id. at 23. 
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potential interregional transmission projects through the regional transmission planning 
processes and updates may be more frequent if circumstances dictate.  SERTP Joint 
Answering Parties note that SERTP and its neighbors have had several years of 
experience under Order No. 890 and other transmission planning requirements without 
complaints regarding insufficient data or explanation.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties 
assert that Four Public Interest Organizations have provided no reason to believe that 
SERTP or its neighbors will not be open and transparent with regard to interregional 
evaluation of projects.189 

115. In addition, SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that it is not necessary to share 
all data or documentation in order for regions to understand and assess each other’s 
transmission plans; or for stakeholders to understand analysis performed and 
determinations made during the interregional evaluation process.  SERTP Joint 
Answering Parties argue that Four Public Interest Organizations overlook provisions in 
their proposal for posting of data regarding interregional evaluations on the regional 
websites.  In addition, SERTP Joint Answering Parties claim that posting all interregional 
documents is unreasonable; would serve no purpose; and would potentially confuse 
stakeholders by commingling relevant materials with extraneous information.  Finally, 
SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that Four Public Interest Organizations can point to 
no provision of Order No. 1000 that requires such a level of transparency.190 

(d) Commission Determination 

116. We find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ proposals comply with the relevant transparency and stakeholder 
participation requirements of Order No. 1000.  We find that the regional planning 
websites are adequate means to post information related to interregional transmission 
coordination procedures.  We find that, by posting on their respective regional 
transmission planning websites information regarding interregional transmission 
coordination and cost allocation procedures, documents related to joint evaluation of 
interregional transmission facilities, and status reports on interregional transmission 
facilities selected for purposes of interregional cost allocation, stakeholders may 
distinguish between information related to interregional transmission coordination and 
information related to regional transmission planning. 

117. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to post these data on the pertinent regional transmission planning process’ 
                                              

189 Id. 

190 Id. at 24. 
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website, consistent with the posting requirements of the regional transmission planning 
processes and subject to the applicable treatment of confidential data and CEII.  We find 
that these provisions meet the transparency requirements of Order No. 1000, by allowing 
transmission providers to communicate information related to the interregional 
transmission coordination procedures and easily access data from their neighboring 
transmission providers for the purposes of identifying interregional transmission 
facilities. 

118. We also find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties provide sufficient transparency with respect to disclosing the 
analyses undertaken and determinations reached in identifying and evaluating 
interregional transmission facilities.  In addition to posting on the regional transmission 
planning website information related to interregional transmission coordination 
procedures, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties propose to provide stakeholders an opportunity, within the FRCC and 
SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP regional transmission planning processes, to provide input 
and feedback related to interregional transmission facilities identified, analysis 
performed, and any determinations made from the interregional transmission 
coordination between the FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP transmission 
planning regions.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties also propose to provide stakeholders with status updates of 
proposed interregional transmission facilities during those regional processes.  We find 
that these proposals regarding transparency meet the requirements set forth in Order    
No. 1000. 

119. Furthermore, we find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties compliance proposals adequately describe in their 
OATTs, each region’s regional transmission planning process that will allow 
stakeholders to provide meaningful and timely input and feedback with respect to the 
consideration of interregional transmission facilities.  Further, stakeholders may 
participate in either or both regions’ regional transmission planning processes to provide 
input and feedback regarding the interregional transmission coordination between SERTP 
and SCRTP or SERTP and FRCC. 

120. We disagree with Four Public Interest Organizations that the transparency aspects 
of the compliance proposals are insufficient to comply with Order No. 1000 and should 
be strengthened.  As stated above, we find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties provide sufficient transparency with 
respect to disclosing the analyses undertaken and determinations reached in identifying 
and evaluating interregional transmission facilities and that requiring additional 
transparency, as suggested by Four Public Interest Organizations, goes beyond the 
requirements of Order No. 1000.  We agree with SERTP Joint Answering Parties that it is 
not necessary to share all data or documentation for regions to understand and assess each 
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other’s transmission plans, or for stakeholders to understand analyses performed and 
determinations made during the interregional evaluation process.  Additionally, Four 
Public Interest Organizations point to no provision of Order No. 1000 that requires the 
suggested level of transparency.  Therefore, we find Four Public Interest Organizations’ 
protest on this issue unpersuasive.  

121. We disagree with Four Public Interest Organizations that, to ensure transparency, 
the regions should commit to providing status updates about all interregional 
transmission facilities identified and under consideration, not just those that have already 
been chosen.  Order No. 1000 requires “public utility transmission providers to make 
transparent the analyses undertaken and determinations reached by neighboring 
transmission planning regions in the identification and evaluation of interregional 
transmission facilities.”191  Providing the level of transparency proposed by Four Public 
Interest Organizations is therefore not required under Order No. 1000.  

2. Cost Allocation 

122. In Order No. 1000, the Commission required each public utility transmission 
provider in a transmission planning region to have, together with the public utility 
transmission providers in its own transmission planning region and a neighboring 
transmission planning region in its interconnection, 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.192  The Commission found that the method or 
methods for interregional transmission cost allocation used by two transmission planning 
regions may be different from the method or methods used by either of them for regional 
transmission cost allocation.193  The Commission added that the method or methods for 
allocating a region’s share of the cost of an interregional transmission facility may differ 
from the method or methods for allocating the cost of a regional facility within that 
region.194  The Commission clarified that it would not require each transmission planning 
                                              

191 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 465. 

192 Id. P 578, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 626, 
634. 

193 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 733, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

194 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 733, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 
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region to have the same interregional cost allocation method or methods with each of its 
neighbors, but rather that each pair of transmission planning regions could develop its 
own approach to interregional cost allocation that satisfied both transmission planning 
regions’ transmission needs and concerns, as long as that approach satisfied the 
interregional cost allocation principles.195 

123. The Commission required that, for an interregional transmission facility to be 
eligible to receive interregional cost allocation, each of the neighboring transmission 
planning regions in which the interregional transmission facility is proposed to be located 
must select the facility in its regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.196  
The Commission clarified that, if one of the regional transmission planning processes 
does not select the interregional transmission facility to receive interregional cost 
allocation, neither the transmission developer nor the other transmission planning region 
may allocate the costs of that interregional transmission facility under the provisions of 
Order No. 1000 to the region that did not select the interregional transmission facility.197 

124. The Commission required each public utility transmission provider to show on 
compliance that its cost allocation method or methods for interregional cost allocation are 
just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential by demonstrating that 
each method satisfies the six interregional cost allocation principles described in Order 
No. 1000.198  The Commission took a principles-based approach because it recognized 
that regional differences may warrant distinctions in cost allocation methods among 
transmission planning regions.199  The Commission recognized that a variety of methods 
for cost allocation, including postage stamp cost allocation, may satisfy the set of general 
principles.200  The Commission stated that the cost allocation principles do not apply to 
                                              

195 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 627 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 580). 

196 Id. PP 628, 635 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 
436). 

197 Id. P 635. 

198 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 603, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 638. 

199 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 604, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 638. 

200 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 605, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 683. 
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other new, non-Order No. 1000 transmission facilities and therefore did not foreclose the 
opportunity for a developer or individual customer to voluntarily assume the costs of a 
new transmission facility.201  The Commission also explained that Order No. 1000 
permits participant funding but not as an interregional cost allocation method.202   

125. The Commission stated that, in an RTO or ISO transmission planning region, the 
cost allocation method or methods must be filed in the RTO or ISO OATT; while, in a 
non-RTO/ISO transmission planning region, the method or methods must be filed in the 
OATT of each public utility transmission provider in the transmission planning region.203  
The Commission stated that, in either instance, such cost allocation method or methods 
must be consistent with the interregional cost allocation principles in Order No. 1000.204  
The Commission noted that, if public utility transmission providers in a region or pair of 
regions could not agree, the Commission would use the record in the relevant compliance 
filing proceeding(s) as a basis to develop a cost allocation method or methods that meets 
the Commission’s requirements.205 

126. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1 specifies that the costs of a new 
interregional transmission facility must be allocated to each transmission planning region 
in which that transmission facility is located in a manner that is at least roughly 
commensurate with the estimated benefits of that transmission facility in each of the 
transmission planning regions.  In determining the beneficiaries of interregional 
transmission facilities, transmission planning regions may consider benefits including, 
but not limited to, those associated with maintaining reliability and sharing reserves, 
production cost savings and congestion relief, and/or meeting Public Policy 

                                              
201 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 603, order on reh’g, Order 

No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 638. 

202 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 723-729, order on reh’g, 
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 718, 726-737. 

203 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 578; Order No. 1000-A, 
139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

204 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 578, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 626. 

205 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 607, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 66. 
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Requirements.206  Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 1 precludes an allocation where 
the benefits received are trivial in relation to the costs to be borne.207 

127. Order No. 1000 does not prescribe a particular definition of “benefits” or 
“beneficiaries.”208  The Commission stated in Order No. 1000-A that, “while Order     
No. 1000 does not define benefits and beneficiaries, it does require the public utility 
transmission providers in each transmission planning region to be definite about benefits 
and beneficiaries for purposes of their cost allocation methods.”209  In addition, for a cost 
allocation method or methods to be accepted by the Commission as Order No. 1000-
compliant, the method will have to specify clearly and definitively the benefits and the 
class of beneficiaries.210  A benefit used by public utility transmission providers in an 
interregional cost allocation method or methods must be an identifiable benefit, and the 
transmission facility cost allocated must be roughly commensurate with that benefit.211  
The Commission stated that, once beneficiaries are identified, public utility transmission 
providers would then be able to identify what is the more efficient or cost-effective 
transmission solution or assess whether costs are being allocated at least roughly 
commensurate with benefits.212  Each regional transmission planning process must 
provide entities who will receive interregional cost allocation an understanding of the 
identified benefits on which the cost allocation is based.213  Order No. 1000-A stated that 
public utility transmission providers in each transmission planning region, in consultation 
with their stakeholders, may consider proposals to allocate costs directly to generators as 
beneficiaries that could be subject to interregional cost allocation, but any such allocation 

                                              
206 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 622, order on reh’g, Order 

No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132  at P 654, 681-682, 691. 

207 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 639.  

208 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 624, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 655, 674, 676-679. 

209 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 679. 

210 Id. P 678. 

211 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 625. 

212 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 679. 

213 Id. P 746 (noting that it would occur prior to the recovery of such costs through 
a formula rate). 
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must not be inconsistent with the generator interconnection process under Order          
No. 2003.214 

128. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 2 specifies that a transmission planning 
region that receives no benefit from an interregional transmission facility that is located 
in that region, either at present or in a likely future scenario, must not be involuntarily 
allocated any of the costs of that transmission facility.215  All cost allocation methods 
must provide for allocation of the entire prudently incurred cost of a transmission project 
to prevent stranded costs.216  To the extent that public utility transmission providers 
propose a cost allocation method or methods that consider the benefits and costs of a 
group of new transmission facilities and adequately support their proposal, Interregional 
Cost Allocation Principle 2 would not require a showing that every individual 
transmission facility in the group of transmission facilities provides benefits to every 
beneficiary allocated a share of costs of that group of transmission facilities.217 

129. The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that public utility transmission 
providers may rely on scenario analyses in the preparation of a regional transmission plan 
and the selection of new transmission facilities for cost allocation.218  Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 2 would be satisfied if a project or group of projects is shown to 
have benefits in one or more of the transmission planning scenarios identified by public 
utility transmission providers in their Commission-approved Order No. 1000-compliant 
cost allocation methods.219  The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-B that, when it 
made this finding, it did not intend to remove the “likely future scenarios” concept from 

                                              
214 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 760, order on reh’g, Order 

No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 680. 

215 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 637, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 684, 689, 691. 

216 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 640, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 685; Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at      
P 68. 

217 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 641. 

218 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 690, order on reh’g, Order        
No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 70. 

219 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 690, order on reh’g, Order        
No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 70. 



Docket No. ER13-1922-000, et al. - 57 - 

transmission planning and that likely future scenarios can be an important factor in public 
utility transmission providers’ consideration of transmission projects and in the 
identification of beneficiaries consistent with the cost causation principle.220 

130. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 specifies that, if a benefit-to-cost 
threshold ratio is used to determine whether an interregional transmission facility has 
sufficient net benefits to qualify for interregional cost allocation, the ratio must not be so 
large as to exclude a transmission facility with significant positive net benefits from cost 
allocation.221  Public utility transmission providers located in the neighboring 
transmission planning regions may choose to use such a threshold to account for 
uncertainty in the calculation of benefits and costs.222  If adopted, such a threshold may 
not include a ratio of benefits to costs that exceeds 1.25 unless the pair of regions justify 
and the Commission approves a higher ratio.223  

131. The Commission stated that Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 did not 
require the use of a benefit-to-cost ratio threshold.224  The Commission did not specify 
whether or how an interregional benefit-cost threshold should be applied when selecting a 
project in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation or which costs 
should be included when calculating a benefit-cost threshold to use in this selection 
process.225  However, if a transmission planning region chooses to have such a threshold, 
Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 limited the threshold to one that is not so high 
as to block inclusion of many worthwhile transmission projects in the regional 
transmission plan.226  The Commission allowed public utility transmission providers in a 
transmission planning region to use a lower ratio without a separate showing and to use a 

                                              
220 Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 72. 

221 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 646, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 692. 

222 Id. 

223 Id. 

224 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 647, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at 693. 

225 Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 at P 64. 

226 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 647, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at 693. 
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higher threshold if they justify it and the Commission approves a greater ratio.227  The 
Commission stated that, if the issue of whether any benefit-to-cost ratio threshold for an 
interregional transmission facility may supersede the ratio for a transmission planning 
region’s regional transmission cost allocation should be presented on compliance, the 
Commission would address it then based on the specific facts in that filing.228 

132. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 4 specifies that costs allocated for an 
interregional transmission facility must assign costs only to the transmission planning 
regions in which the interregional transmission facility is located.229  Costs cannot be 
assigned involuntarily to a transmission planning region in which that interregional 
transmission facility is not located.230  However, interregional transmission coordination 
must identify consequences for other transmission planning regions, such as upgrades 
that may be required in a third transmission planning region and, if the transmission 
providers in the regions in which the interregional transmission facility is located agree to 
bear costs associated with such upgrades, then the interregional cost allocation method 
must include provisions for allocating the costs of such upgrades among the beneficiaries 
in the transmission planning regions in which the interregional transmission facility is 
located.231  The Commission noted that, given the option for a transmission planning 
region in which an interregional transmission facility is not located to voluntarily be 
assigned costs, regions are free to negotiate interregional transmission arrangements that 
allow for the allocation of costs to beneficiaries that are not located in the same 
transmission planning region as any given interregional transmission facility.232 

133. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5 specifies that the cost allocation method 
and data requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries for an 
interregional transmission facility must be transparent with adequate documentation to 

                                              
227 Id. 

228 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 650. 

229 Id. P 657; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 696. 

230 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 657, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 696. 

231 Id. 

232 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 629 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 582). 
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allow a stakeholder to determine how they were applied to a proposed interregional 
transmission facility.233 

134. Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6 specifies that the public utility 
transmission providers located in neighboring transmission planning regions may choose 
to use a different cost allocation method for different types of interregional transmission 
facilities, such as interregional transmission facilities needed for reliability, congestion 
relief, or to achieve Public Policy Requirements.234  Each cost allocation method must be 
set out clearly and explained in detail in the compliance filing.235  If public utility 
transmission providers choose to have a different cost allocation method for each type of 
transmission facility, there can be only one cost allocation method for each type.236 

a. Compliance Filings 

135.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose a common interregional cost allocation method for interregional 
transmission projects located in the FRCC and SERTP regions or in the SCRTP and 
SERTP regions237 that quantifies a Regional Benefit based upon the transmission costs 
that each region is projected to avoid due to projects in the region’s then-current regional 
transmission plan being displaced by the proposed interregional transmission project.238  

                                              
233 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 668. 

234 Id. P 685. 

235 Id. 

236 Id. P 686, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 
628.  See also Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 581. 

237 Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties have submitted the same OATT 
language to reflect their common interregional cost allocation method proposal.  South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties have also submitted the same OATT language to reflect 
their common interregional cost allocation method proposal.  While the interregional cost 
allocation method proposals submitted by Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties are substantially similar, there are several 
differences, which we will address in this section.  

238 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.2.B and Ex. K-7, § 4.2.B. 
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Noting that Order No. 1000 stated that interregional transmission processes should 
complement local and regional transmission planning processes, not replace them, 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties 
argue that an avoided cost-only method is the most consistent with the regions’ existing 
transmission planning processes and will not disrupt their bottom-up and integrated 
resource planning processes.239  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties assert that the avoided cost-only method considers more 
efficient or cost-effective transmission solutions to satisfy system needs identified in the 
regional transmission and integrated resource planning processes, while other methods 
focus on identifying other or alternative system needs by overriding the resource 
solutions and decisions incorporated in bottom-up planning processes.  Florida Filing 
Parties, and South Carolina, and SERTP Filing Parties state that the use of production 
cost analyses, if applied at a regional or interregional level, would disrupt integrated 
resource and bottom-up transmission planning if it identified different solutions to 
address a load-serving entity’s resource needs by altering dispatch patterns, assuming an 
alternate set of network resources or other changes would be made to resource plans.240 

136. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that for a transmission project to be considered for interregional cost 
allocation within the FRCC-SERTP regions and the SCRTP-SERTP regions the 
transmission project must be interregional in nature, meaning that it must:  (1) be located 
in the FRCC and the SERTP regions or the SCRTP and SERTP regions; (2) interconnect 
to the transmission facilities of one or more SERTP Sponsors and the transmission 
facilities of one or more FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the regional planning 
process; and (3) meet the criteria for transmission projects to potentially be included in 
the regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation in the FRCC and SERTP 
or the SCRTP and SERTP regions.241 

                                              
239 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 5-6, 12; Southern 

Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 8 (citing Order No. 1000, 
FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 401; South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket     
No. ER13-1935-000 at 8 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 368, 
order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 511)).  

240 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 11-12; South 
Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 9-10. 

241 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.A; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.A; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.1.A, Ex. K-7, § 4.1.A. 
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137. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that, on a case-by-case basis, they will consider a transmission project for 
interregional cost allocation that does not satisfy all of these criteria defining a 
transmission project as interregional in nature but that:  (1) meets the threshold criteria 
for a transmission project proposed to be included in the regional transmission plan for 
purposes of cost allocation in only one of the two relevant neighboring transmission 
planning regions; (2) would be located in both neighboring transmission planning 
regions; and (3) would be interconnected to the transmission facilities of one or more 
SERTP Sponsors and the transmission facilities of one or more FRCC or SCRTP 
members enrolled in the regional transmission planning process.242  Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties also propose a fourth criterion to be eligible for this case-
by-case consideration, i.e., a transmission project must also provide significant 
interregional benefits (i.e., a major transmission project effectuating significant bulk 
transfers between the FRCC and SERTP regions).243 

138. Finally, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties propose that for a transmission project to be considered for interregional 
cost allocation, it must also be proposed for purposes of cost allocation in the FRCC and 
SERTP regions or the SCRTP and SERTP regions.244  South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that the transmission developer and transmission project submittal must 
satisfy all criteria specified in the regional transmission processes and that the proposal 
should be submitted in the timeframes outlined in the regional transmission planning 
processes.245  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties propose that, except for the 
case-by-case exception for project threshold criteria identified above, the transmission 
developer and project submittal must satisfy all criteria specified in the regional 

                                              
242 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.B; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 

Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.1.B, Ex. K-7, § 4.1.B. 

243 Id. 

244 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.C; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.1.C, Ex. K-7, § 4.1.C. 

245 SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.C; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C. 
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transmission processes and that the proposal should be submitted in the timeframes 
outlined in the regional transmission planning processes.246 

139. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that each region, acting through its regional transmission planning 
process, will evaluate proposals to determine whether the proposed interregional 
transmission project addresses transmission needs that are currently being addressed with 
transmission projects in its regional transmission plan and, if so, which transmission 
projects in the regional transmission plan could be displaced by the proposed 
interregional transmission projects.247  South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties also propose 
to evaluate proposals to determine whether the proposed interregional transmission 
project addresses transmission needs that are currently being addressed with transmission 
projects in a local transmission plan and, if so, which transmission projects in the local 
transmission plan could be displaced by the proposed interregional transmission 
project.248  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that, based on each transmission planning region’s evaluation, each 
region will quantify a Regional Benefit based on the transmission costs that each region 
is projected to avoid due to its regional and/or local transmission projects being displaced 
by the proposed interregional transmission projects.249  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that the Regional Benefit 
is the total avoided capital costs of projects included in the then-current regional and/or 
local transmission plans that would be displaced if the proposed interregional 
transmission project was included.250  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 

                                              
246 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C; Southern Companies, 

OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C. 
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OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.2.A. 
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249 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.2.B and Ex. K-7 § 4.2B. 

250 SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.B; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex.K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B. 
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South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose language stating that the Regional Benefit 
is not necessarily the same as benefits used for purposes of regional cost allocation.251 

140. South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that each region will calculate a 
regional benefit-to-cost ratio consistent with its regional process and compare the ratio to 
its respective threshold to determine if the interregional transmission project appears to 
be more efficient or cost-effective than those projects included in its current regional and 
local transmission plans.252  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties similarly 
propose that each region will calculate a regional benefit-to-cost ratio consistent with its 
regional process and compare the benefit-to-cost ratio to its respective threshold to 
determine if the interregional transmission project appears to be more efficient and cost-
effective than those projects included in its current regional transmission plan.253  Under 
these proposals, to calculate the regional benefit-to-cost ratio, each region shall utilize the 
benefit calculations as defined in the region’s regional transmission planning process 
(which are not necessarily the same as the Regional Benefits calculated using the 
interregional transmission coordination procedures described above).254  In addition, they 
propose that each region shall use the cost calculation as defined in each region’s regional 
transmission planning process and the anticipated percentage allocation of costs of the 
interregional transmission project to each region shall be based upon the ratio of the 
transmission planning region’s Regional Benefit to the sum of the Regional Benefits 
identified for the SCRTP and SERTP regions or FRCC and SERTP regions.255  Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties also 
propose to calculate the regional benefit-to-cost assessments in accordance with each 

                                              
251 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 

Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.2.B and Ex. K-7 § 4.2.B. 

252 SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.3; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex.K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.3. 

253 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.3.A; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.3.A. 

254 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), §§ 4.3, 4.2.B; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.3, 4.2B. 

255 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.3B; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.3B. 
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region’s regional transmission planning process, including but not limited to subsequent 
calculations and re-evaluations.256 

141. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to include an interregional transmission project proposed for interregional 
cost allocation in the regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation after 
each region has performed all evaluations, as prescribed in its regional transmission 
planning process, necessary for a project to be included in its regional transmission plan 
for purposes of cost allocation, including any regional benefit-to-cost ratio calculations 
performed pursuant to the provisions above.257  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties also propose that, to be included in the 
regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation, all approvals and agreements 
for an interregional transmission project, as prescribed in each respective regional 
transmission planning process, necessary for a project to be included in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation must be obtained.258 

142. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that the FRCC and SERTP regions or the SCRTP and SERTP regions 
will be allocated a portion of an interregional transmission project’s costs in proportion to 
each region’s ratio of Regional Benefits to total Regional Benefits identified by the 
FRCC and SERTP regions, or the SCRTP and SERTP regions.259  Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to base the 
Regional Benefits used for this determination on the last Regional Benefit calculation 
performed pursuant to the interregional transmission coordination provisions described 
above, before each transmission planning region included the interregional transmission 
project in its regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation and as approved 

                                              
256 E.g., id.; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.3.B and Ex. K-7,    

§ 4.3.B. 

257 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.4.A; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.4.A. 

258 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.4.B; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.4.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.4.B and Ex. K-7 § 4.4.B. 

259 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.5; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.5; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.5 and Ex. K-7, § 4.5. 
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by each transmission planning region.260  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties further propose that the costs allocated to each 
transmission planning region shall be further allocated within each region pursuant to the 
cost allocation method contained in each respective regional transmission planning 
process.261 

143. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties also propose an additional provision 
stating that, should one region be willing to bear more costs of the interregional 
transmission project than those costs identified pursuant to the method described above, 
the FRCC and SERTP regions may voluntarily agree, subject to applicable regional 
approvals, to an alternative cost sharing arrangement.262 

144. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose that an interregional transmission project may be removed from a 
transmission planning region’s regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation:  
(1) if the developer fails to meet development milestones; (2) pursuant to the re-
evaluation procedures specified in the regional transmission planning process; or (3) the 
interregional transmission project is removed from one of the transmission planning 
region’s regional transmission plans pursuant to the requirements of the regional 
transmission planning process.263  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties also propose the relevant transmission providers notify 

  

                                              
260 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.5.A; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.5.A; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.5.A and Ex. K-7§ 4.5.A. 

261 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.5.B; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.5.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.5.B and Ex. K-7, § 4.5.B. 

262 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.5.C; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.5.C. 

263 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.6; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.5.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.5.B and Ex. K-7, § 4.5.B. 
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each other if an interregional transmission project or a portion thereof is likely to be 
removed from its regional transmission plan.264 

145. South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose an additional provision stating that, 
if an interregional transmission project is abandoned, the impacted transmission providers 
may seek to complete the interregional transmission project (in accordance with all 
applicable laws and regulations) or to propose alternative projects (including non-
transmission alternatives) that will ensure that any reliability need is satisfied in an 
adequate manner.  South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to require NERC 
Registered Entities to submit a mitigation plan to the appropriate entity if the NERC 
Registered Entity believes that abandonment will cause a specific NERC Reliability 
Standard to be violated, and if the transmission providers have not chosen to complete the 
interregional transmission project in order to prevent the violation, or if the NERC 
Registered Entity cannot complete such a project in a timely fashion.265 

146. Regarding the six interregional cost allocation principles, Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties state that the proposed 
avoided cost-only method meets Cost Allocation Principle 1 because costs are allocated 
in proportion to the quantifiable benefits of avoided/displaced transmission.  Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties note that in 
the context of cost allocation within a planning region, the Commission has found that a 
cost allocation that includes avoided costs “could be a reasonable approach for allocating 
costs in a manner that is roughly commensurate with benefits.”266 

                                              
264 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.6; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 

Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.6; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.6 and Ex. K-7, § 4.6. 

265 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.7; 
Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.7. 

266 Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 at 12 
(citing Avista Corp., 143 FERC ¶ 61,255, at P 300 (2013) (citing S.C. Elec. & Gas Co., 
143 FERC ¶ 61,058, at P 232 (2013); WestConnect First Regional Compliance Order,  
142 FERC ¶ 61,206 at P 312).  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties note that the Commission specifically approved an 
avoided cost-only approach for allocating the cost of reliability projects within a region, 
finding that it “reasonably captures the benefits of such projects.”  FP&L Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 9; South Carolina Compliance Filing, ER13-1935-
000 at 9; Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 at 12 
(citing WestConnect First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,206 at P 312). 
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147. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties state that utilizing an avoided/displaced cost allocation metric facilitates the 
comparison of the costs of an interregional transmission project with a project(s), which 
has already been determined to provide benefits to the planning region.  Therefore, 
according to Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties, replacing an already existing project with a comparable, or a more efficient 
or cost-effective interregional transmission project ensures that the cost and benefits are 
roughly commensurate in a manner that identifies efficient or cost-effective solutions to 
address transmission needs.267 

148. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties assert that an avoided cost-only method for interregional cost allocation is 
particularly appropriate given that Order No. 1000 requires interregional transmission 
coordination rather than interregional planning.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties note that under Order No. 1000-A, the 
Commission’s interregional transmission coordination reforms do not require the 
establishment of interregional transmission planning processes to develop integrated 
interregional plans, but rather call upon public utility transmission providers to consider 
“whether the local and regional transmission planning processes result in transmission 
plans that meet local and regional transmission needs more efficiently and cost-
effectively, after considering opportunities for collaborating with public utility 
transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning regions.” 268  Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties, therefore, assert 
that the purpose of interregional transmission coordination is “to determine whether an 
interregional [transmission] project might beneficially displace one or more projects 
included in regional or local plans.”269  As a result, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties aver that “the cost of the displaced 

                                              
267 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 9; Southern 

Companies Compliance, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 Filing, at 12; South Carolina 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 8-9. 

268 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 9; FP&L 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 9; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 12 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 
at P 511). 

269 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 9; FP&L 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 9; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 12. 
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projects represents a reasonable measure of the benefits of the interregional 
[transmission] project” for purposes of cost allocation.270 

149. South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties state that the use of an avoided cost-only 
approach is particularly appropriate given the bottom-up transmission planning employed 
in the two regions.  They state that the avoided cost-only method is the most consistent, if 
not the only, cost allocation method that is consistent with, and avoids significant 
disruption to, their bottom-up and Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) Process.  South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties explain that this is because the avoided cost-only method 
looks to see if a more efficient or cost-effective transmission solution satisfies system 
need(s) identified in the IRP and other bottom-up planning processes, as opposed to other 
methods that might look to identify other or alternative system needs by overriding the 
resource solutions and decisions incorporated in those bottom-up transmission planning 
processes.271 

150. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties state that they recognize that the Commission has found that an avoided cost-only 
method does not comply with the six regional cost allocation principles because such a 
method does not account for economic or public policy benefits.  However, they argue 
that these findings are not determinative or relevant to their interregional filing because 
the avoided cost methodology captures transmission needs driven by public policy 
requirements and economic criteria assessed in the regional processes.  They argue that 
Order No. 1000 does not require consideration of public policy or economic benefits to 
be repeated at the interregional level.272  Moreover, they argue that the avoided cost-only 
method is appropriate since each region may choose not to select an interregional 
transmission project in its regional plan for cost allocation purposes if the proposed 
project is not cost-effective for that region.273  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
                                              

270 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000 at FP&L 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000 at Id. Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at Id. 

271 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 9-10. 

272 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at n.29; FP&L 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 10; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 13. 

273 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 10 (quoting 
Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 582); FP&L Compliance Filing, 
Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 10 (quoting Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶  

 
  (continued ...) 
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Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties conclude that an avoided cost-only 
method, which allocates the costs of an interregional transmission project in proportion to 
the costs of the displaced regional transmission project(s), accounts for the “essentially 
voluntary nature of interregional transmission coordination,” and results in a close 
“alignment of transmission planning and cost allocation,” which they assert was a 
“central underpinning” of Order No. 1000’s interregional transmission coordination 
reforms.274 

151. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties assert that the proposed cost allocation method complies with Cost Allocation 
Principles 2 and 4 because a facility is eligible for interregional cost allocation only if it is 
selected in the regional transmission plan of the SERTP region and in the FRCC and 
SCRTP regional transmission plans.  In addition, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties state that by only allocating costs to 
regions that are able to avoid costs, the agreed-upon approach (i.e., the avoided cost-only 
method) assures that there will be no allocation to a region that does not benefit.275  
Regarding Cost Allocation Principle 4, the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
and the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals do not provide for the sharing of 
costs of upgrades that might be required in a region in which an interregional facility is 
not located.276 

152. Specifically, according to Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties, their proposed tariff revisions provide that the costs of 
the interregional transmission project will only be allocated to a region that has selected 
                                                                                                                                                  
31,323 at P 582); Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, 
at 13 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 512). 

274 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 10 (quoting 
Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 582); FP&L Compliance Filing, 
Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 10 (quoting Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 
31,323 at P 582); Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, 
at 13-14 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 582). 

275 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 10-11; 
FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 10; Southern Companies 
Compliance Filing, ER13-1941-000, at 14. 

276 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000 at Id. FP&L 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000 at Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000 at Id.  
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the project in its regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.277  In 
addition, they state that neither the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties nor the 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals are responsible for compensating another 
planning region for required upgrades or for any other consequences in another planning 
region associated with interregional transmission projects identified in the interregional 
transmission coordination process.278 

153. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties state that the proposed avoided cost-only method complies with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 3 because it does not establish a benefit-cost threshold for 
interregional cost allocation.279  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties state that the avoided/displaced cost method satisfies this 
principle because the FRCC-SERTP and SCRTP-SERTP seams do not apply an 
interregional cost-benefit analysis.280  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties state that their proposal provides that proposed 
interregional cost allocation projects must be accepted in the regional processes; thus if a 
regional transmission planning process requires a benefit-to-cost ratio threshold, the 
portion of the project allocated to such region would be required to satisfy such 
threshold. 281  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties similarly state that each region will calculate the regional benefit-to-cost 
ratio consistent with its regional process and compare the benefit-to-cost ratio to its 
respective threshold to determine if the interregional transmission project appears to be 
more efficient or cost-effective than those projects included in its current regional or local 
transmission plans.282 

                                              
277 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C; SCE&G, Fifth 

Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.C; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C and Ex. K-7, § 4.1C. 

278 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 10. 

279 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 11; South Carolina 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 11; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 14. 

280 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 10; South Carolina 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 11. 

281 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 11. 

282 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 11. 
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154. Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties assert that the proposed cost allocation method also complies with Cost Allocation 
Principle 5 because the benefits that form the basis of cost allocation under the avoided 
cost-only method are readily quantifiable, and therefore the cost allocation method and 
data requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries would be 
transparent.  In addition, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties assert that there would be sufficient documentation to allow 
stakeholders to determine how the cost allocation method was applied to a proposed 
interregional transmission facility.283 

155. Finally, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP 
Filing Parties state that the proposed cost allocation method complies with Cost 
Allocation Principle 6 because it would apply to all transmission facilities proposed for 
interregional cost allocation.284 

b. Protests/Comments 

156. Four Public Interest Organizations assert that both the Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties proposals fail to meet 
the requirements of Order No. 1000 because:  (1) they do not include an actual 
interregional cost allocation method and (2) the proposed avoided cost-only method fails 
to satisfy the first cost allocation principle of Order No. 1000, namely, that costs must be 
allocated in a manner roughly commensurate with benefits.285 

157. Regarding their assertion that both proposals fail to include an actual interregional 
cost allocation method, Four Public Interest Organizations state that both proposals are 
“missing the Order No. 1000-required step in which a clearly defined interregional 
method is applied in the same manner by the involved regions before each region then 
divides its regional share according to its chosen Order No. 1000-compliance method.”286  

                                              
283 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 11; South Carolina 

Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 11; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 14-15. 

284 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 11; South Carolina 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 11; Southern Companies Compliance 
Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000, at 15. 

285 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 15.  
286 Id. at 23. 
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They assert that, without an interregional cost allocation method, the benefits and 
beneficiaries of a proposed interregional transmission project will be not captured 
fully.287  They contend that allowing each region to determine its own pro rata share of 
the costs and benefits of an interregional transmission project, instead of utilizing a 
shared mechanism to allocate costs roughly commensurate with benefits among the 
regions, may not account for all benefits and costs, fails to satisfy Order No. 1000’s 
obligation, and will not result in just and reasonable rates and the avoidance of undue 
discrimination.288  

158. Four Public Interest Organizations and FMPA/Seminole argue that the Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and the South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ cost 
allocation proposals fail to sufficiently consider all of the benefits that may accrue from 
an interregional transmission project, and therefore do not comply with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 1.289  In Four Public Interest Organizations’ view, focusing only on 
the avoided costs of regional transmission projects oversimplifies the analysis of benefits 
and ignores the fact that the selected interregional transmission project may address 
regional transmission needs but may have “different attributes, functions, and even 
location than the displaced regional [transmission] projects” and, therefore, a different 
benefit profile than the displaced regional transmission projects.290  They note that the 
proposed cost allocation method does not consider the public policy benefits of regional 
transmission projects when estimating avoided costs of an interregional transmission 
project.291 

159. Similarly, FMPA/Seminole state that the interregional facility benefits are 
evaluated by each affected region based on its own regional criteria, for which the 
Commission rejected the avoided cost-only method as the sole basis for evaluating 
benefits for purposes of regional project selection.292  Thus, FMPA/Seminole assert that 
there is no assurance that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal will 
result in a cost allocation for interregional transmission projects that is roughly 

                                              
287 Id. at 16. 

288 Id.  

289 Id. at 16-17; FMPA/Seminole Protest at 22-24. 

290 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 21. 

291 Id. 
292 Id. at 25. 
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commensurate with benefits, as required by Cost Allocation Principle 1.293  
FMPA/Seminole state that, as a result, individual regions may reject an interregional 
transmission alternative for regional cost allocation—and thus, interregional cost 
allocation—even if the alternative provides clear benefits for the two regions as a 
whole.294 

160. FMPA/Seminole state that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ inclusion of Regional Benefit, narrowly defined as only 
the avoided cost of displaced regionally planned transmission facilities, cannot change 
the requirement to correctly consider the benefits of interregional transmission 
alternatives, including the benefits that must be considered on a regional level.295  
FMPA/Seminole state that the regional needs as required by Order No. 1000 and the 
associated benefits for addressing those needs, not just the avoided cost of regionally 
planned facilities, should be the basis for selecting interregional transmission alternatives 
and allocating their costs.296 

161. Additionally, Four Public Interest Organizations and FMPA/Seminole assert that 
the Commission has rejected an avoided cost-only approach in several regional 
compliance filings, including those of SERTP Filing Parties, because such an approach 
does not allocate costs in a manner that is roughly commensurate with benefits.297      
Four Public Interest Organizations further assert that, while an avoided cost-only method 
may be appropriate when applied to reliability-driven transmission projects under certain 
circumstances, it is not appropriate to address all potential drivers of transmission needs 
at the interregional level because some benefits of the more efficient or cost-effective 
interregional transmission solution will not be allocated to beneficiaries.  They conclude 
that arguing that Cost Allocation Principle 1 should be applied differently at the 

  

                                              
293 Id. 

294 Id. 
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296 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 26. 

297 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 22 (citing SERTP First 
Regional Compliance Order, 144 FERC ¶ 61,054); FMPA/Seminole Protest at 25. 
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interregional level “amounts to a post hoc disagreement with [Order No. 1000’s] 
requirements for interregional cost allocation.”298 

162. Four Public Interest Organizations also argue that the Commission rejected 
SERTP Filing Parties’ perspective that an avoided cost-only approach to cost allocation is 
“the most consistent, if not the only, cost allocation method that is consistent with, and 
avoids disruption to, their bottom-up and [integrated resource] planning.”299  Four Public 
Interest Organizations argue that the Commission implicitly rejected this perspective in 
two instances:  (1) when it prohibited an avoided cost-only approach to allocation in the 
regional compliance filings and (2) in applying the cost allocation principles to 
interregional transmission coordination in the Order No. 1000 Final Rule.  Four Public 
Interest Organizations contend that the decisions about efficient or cost-effective regional 
or interregional solutions to identified Commission-jurisdictional grid needs do not serve 
to undermine this state planning; to the contrary, they help to facilitate state resource 
planning priorities.300 

163. In response to Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ assertion that Order No. 1000 does not require the consideration of 
public policy or economic benefits at the interregional level, Four Public Interest 
Organizations claim that Order No. 1000 does not limit the consideration of benefits at 
the interregional level to meeting regional reliability needs.301  Rather, Four Public 
Interest Organizations state that the Commission’s intention for interregional 
transmission coordination “is to ensure that transmission providers can ‘identify more 
efficient or cost-effective solutions to the individual needs identified in their respective 
local and regional transmission planning processes.’”302  Four Public Interest 
Organizations conclude that if regional transmission planning processes consider 
transmission needs driven by economics and public policy requirements, the interregional 
cost allocation method must be appropriate to apply to potential interregional 
transmission solutions that can more efficiently and cost effectively meet regional 
transmission needs (i.e., it must reasonably consider these types of benefits).  Four Public 
                                              

298 Four Public Interest Organizations Non-RTO Protest at 22-23 (citing 
WestConnect First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,206 at P 312). 

299 Id. at 21. 

300 Id.  

301 Id. at 20. 
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Interest Organizations argue that otherwise, Order No. 1000’s first cost allocation 
principle is violated and the Commission’s intent in requiring a default interregional cost 
allocation method—to ensure that the most efficient or cost-effective transmission 
solutions to grid needs are the ones chosen in regional transmission plans – is 
undermined.303 

164. Four Public Interest Organizations assert that the Commission’s statement that, in 
the regional context, accounting for the costs avoided by replacing a local transmission 
project with a regional transmission project fails to ensure that all the benefits of the 
regional transmission project are captured, applies equally in the context of interregional 
transmission projects replacing a planned regional transmission project.304  Specifically, 
Four Public Interest Organizations state that interregional transmission projects chosen 
for purposes of cost allocation that may end up in separate regional plans instead of a 
distinct interregional plan have no bearing on the reality of the transmission project’s 
benefits.305  Four Public Interest Organizations also contend that the proposals appear to 
only consider interregional transmission projects that displace specific regional 
transmission projects and effectively prohibit consideration of interregional transmission 
projects that would address other regional system needs for which “local or regional” 
projects are not currently planned.306 

165. FMPA/Seminole assert that the sole reliance on an avoided cost-only method 
could be particularly pernicious with respect to the Georgia-Florida interface.  
FMPA/Seminole note that many of the transmission alternatives to increase transmission 
capability across the interface would require upgrades in both the FRCC and SERTP 
regions and, absent assurance that a complementary project will be proposed on the 
opposite side of the interface, each region will have little incentive to include such a 
project in its own regional transmission plan.307  FMPA/Seminole state that, as a result, it 
is unclear whether regionally planned transmission facilities would displace a potential, 
even highly beneficial interregional transmission project.308  Moreover, FMPA/Seminole 
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state that, to the extent that any regional facilities are displaced, those displaced facilities 
may have originally been planned to serve a completely different function and there 
accordingly may be no relationship between the cost of those displaced facilities and the 
value of the regional benefits provided by the interregional transmission facility.309 

166. FMPA/Seminole note that the Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties 
proposal requires that, for a transmission project to be considered for interregional cost 
allocation, among other criteria, the project must be proposed for purposes of cost 
allocation in both SERTP and FRCC and must satisfy all criteria specified in the regional 
transmission processes.310  FMPA/Seminole request clarification that, under this 
provision, the segment of the interregional transmission facility within each region must 
comply with the applicable threshold for that region, but that the line segment in FRCC 
does not have to meet SERTP thresholds, or vice-versa.311  FMPA/Seminole note that the 
thresholds could vary significantly between the two regions and it would be inappropriate 
to require facilities constructed in FRCC to meet the SERTP threshold requirements, 
which are much higher in SERTP than the smaller FRCC region.312 

c. Answers 

167. SERTP Joint Answering Parties provide several reasons for disagreeing with Four 
Public Interest Organizations’ argument that the avoided cost-only method does not 
constitute an interregional cost allocation method.  First, SERTP Joint Answering Parties 
state that the interregional cost allocation is based on total project benefits and costs, and 
the fact that the individual regions may use different methods to determine their benefits 
within their region for purposes of regional cost allocation does not undercut the fact that 
this approach is a common method for interregional cost allocation.313  They explain that 
an interregional transmission project must have been shown at the regional level to 
produce benefits for each region; thus, logically, each region’s specific provisions 
addressing the determination of benefits should govern.  Second, SERTP Joint 

                                              
309 Id. 

310 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C; Southern Companies, 
OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C. 

311 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 21 (citing Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.1.C). 

312 FMPA/Seminole Protest at 21-22. 

313 SERTP Joint Answer at 26. 
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Answering Parties argue that the proposed interregional cost allocation method does not 
seek to impose a new definition of benefits or beneficiaries upon an interregional 
transmission project because to do so would impose interregional transmission planning 
on top of regional transmission planning, which is not required by Order No. 1000.314  
Third, SERTP Joint Answering Parties aver that Four Public Interest Organizations 
recognize that there is no requirement in Order No. 1000 that the interregional cost 
allocation method must be the same as the participating regions’ regional cost allocation 
methods or that both regions must employ the same regional cost allocation method.315  

168. Florida Answering Parties-SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that individual 
regions may use different methods to determine their benefits within their region for 
purposes of regional cost allocation, but that does not undercut the fact that the avoided 
cost-only approach is a common method for interregional cost allocation.  Florida 
Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties point out that an interregional 
project must have been shown at the regional level to produce benefits that are important 
to those within each region.  Florida Answering Parties also point out that Order No. 
1000 does not require that the interregional cost allocation method must be the same as 
the regional cost allocation methods or that both regions must employ the same regional 
cost allocation method.316  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering 
Parties clarify that regions are allowed to select an interregional cost allocation method 
that differs from their regional cost allocation methods.317  Florida Answering Parties and 
SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that beneficiaries are identified exclusively at the 
regional level, and that the proposed interregional cost allocation method does not seek to 
impose a new definition of benefits or beneficiaries upon an interregional transmission 
facility.  Florida Answering Parties state that doing so would impose interregional 
planning on top of regional planning and point out that the Commission has found that 
Order No. 1000 does not require either interregional or interconnection-wide 
transmission planning.318 

                                              
314 See id. at 27 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 500, 711). 

315 Id. at 26. 

316 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 24-25; SERTP Joint Answer at 26. 

317 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 25 and SERTP Joint Answer at 26-27 
(citing Order 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 578, 733.). 

318 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 25 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 
¶ 61,132 at PP 500,711). 
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169. SERTP Joint Answering Parties also challenge Four Public Interest Organizations’ 
argument that the avoided cost-only method must be rejected since the Commission 
previously rejected the avoided cost-only method as the sole regional cost allocation 
method.319  SERTP Joint Answering Parties find that this argument ignores crucial 
differences between Order No. 1000’s regional transmission planning obligations and the 
interregional transmission coordination obligations.  They assert that, unlike at the 
regional level, Order No. 1000 does not require neighboring transmission planning 
regions to engage in economic and public policy planning at the interregional level, and 
there is no obligation placed on transmission providers to identify interregional 
transmission needs.320 

170. Contrary to Four Public Interest Organizations’ argument that the avoided cost-
only method will fail to capture all benefits and therefore will leave some costs 
unallocated to beneficiaries, SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that a selected 
interregional transmission solution will necessarily capture economic and public policy 
transmission benefits to the extent that it is displacing a regional transmission project that 
has been identified to meet those transmission needs.321  SERTP Joint Answering Parties 
also argue that the avoided cost-only method captures all “transmission needs” in that it 
encompasses all needs driving the physical expansion of the transmission system        
(i.e., transmission capacity needed to satisfy long-term firm transmission commitments) 
reliably.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that “[b]ecause the relevant and 
measurable benefits are captured, the avoided cost-only method meets the cost causation 
principle underlying the Commission’s first interregional cost allocation principle, which 
requires the allocation of costs ‘in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate with 
estimated benefits.”322  SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that a cost allocation 
method does not violate the cost causation principle merely because there may be some 
customers who might receive some other, purported benefit from a transmission project 
and who do not bear a direct cost responsibility.  Rather, SERTP Joint Answering Parties 
argue that a cost allocation method fails to meet the cost causation principle only if the 
omission of some other “benefits” or beneficiaries causes the resulting cost allocation not 
to be “roughly commensurate” with the distribution of benefits.  SERTP Joint Answering 
Parties assert that Four Public Interest Organizations offer no analysis to support a 

                                              
319 SERTP Joint Answer at 27-28. 

320 Id. at 28 (citing WestConnect First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC      
¶ 61,206 at PP 311-313); Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 401. 

321 SERTP Joint Answer at 29. 
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finding that the ancillary benefits that they suggest may exist are so great that they cause 
the avoided cost-only method to fall short of the “roughly commensurate” standard.323 

171. In response to Four Public Interest Organizations’ position that the avoided cost-
only method is defective because it does not take into account instances in which a 
selected project may differ in some respect from the displaced regional transmission 
projects, SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that this argument ignores the nature of 
the interregional transmission coordination process.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties 
explain that the interregional transmission coordination process does not change the 
locally and regionally identified transmission needs but instead determines whether an 
interregional transmission project may more efficiently or cost-effectively satisfy the 
identified transmission needs.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that neither the 
needs that interregional transmission projects address nor the benefits have changed; 
instead, the transmission needs that interregional transmission projects address are being 
addressed in a more efficient or cost-effective manner.324 

172. Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that the 
avoided cost-only method captures all transmission needs, including all needs driving the 
physical expansion of the transmission system (i.e., transmission capacity needed to 
reliably satisfy long-term firm transmission commitments), as well as all of the benefits 
that accrue from meeting such needs.  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint 
Answering Parties argue further that economic and public policy benefits are necessarily 
captured in the Order No. 1000 regional transmission plan because an interregional 
transmission project that is more efficient or cost-effective than local and regional 
projects must provide those same benefits.  In response to protests, Florida Answering 
Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend that even if it could be demonstrated 
that ancillary benefits (i.e., benefits not tied to any need) also would be provided, such 
benefits could not be readily measured and allocated, as no beneficiary has identified a 
related need.325  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering  Parties contend 
that because the relevant and measurable transmission-related benefits are captured, the 
avoided cost-only method meets the cost causation principle underlying the 
Commission’s first interregional cost allocation principle.  Florida Answering Parties and 
SERTP Joint Answering Parties contend further that an allocation method fails this test 
only if the omission of some other “benefits” or beneficiaries causes the resulting cost 
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allocation not to be “roughly commensurate” with the distribution of benefits.326  Florida 
Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that they have not seen an 
example of missed benefits and a means of allocating such benefits which appropriately 
reflects the market structure, the physical transmission rights model, and the fact that 
transmission planners do not engage in resource planning.  Florida Answering Parties and 
SERTP Joint Answering Parties explain that savings due to reduced transmission losses 
could be an example of such a benefit, however the missed benefit examples reflect 
savings that are greater than those that typically could be achieved by reducing losses.  
Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties point out that the types of 
benefits listed in the examples in the regional orders are generally “economic” benefits, 
which are the types of benefits Order No. 1000 does not require to be considered for 
purposes of its interregional transmission coordination requirements.327 

173. SERTP Joint Answering Parties disagree with Four Public Interest Organizations’ 
protests that the avoided cost-only method fails to consider public policy and economic 
transmission needs.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that Order No. 1000 holds 
that economic and public policy transmission needs need not be addressed at the 
interregional level because these needs will have already been addressed at the local and 
regional levels.  However, SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that the reason they do 
not categorize either transmission projects or needs into “the three buckets” (i.e., as 
economic, public policy, or reliability) is because such buckets do not reflect meaningful 
categories related to the transmission planning performed for the “physical” transmission 
markets employed in the Southeast.328  SERTP Joint Answering Parties explain that in 
these non-RTO markets, resource-related transmission needs are identified and addressed 
in the underlying integrated resource planning processes, with the long-term transmission 
commitments made to effectuate those integrated resource planning determinations then 
driving the transmission planning performed by the transmission planners in the 
Southeast.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties further explain that, as a result, the economic 
and transmission needs driven by public policy requirements, as well as transmission 
needs triggered by the requirement to have sufficient generation and demand-side 
resources to serve load reliably, are first identified in those state-regulated processes, 
while the transmission planning processes then ensure that the transmission system is 
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expanded to reliably deliver the power associated with addressing those needs.329  SERTP 
Joint Answering Parties argue that this aspect of the non-RTO, physical transmission 
markets employed in the SERTP region reinforces the use of an avoided cost-only 
method.   

174. In response to Four Public Interest Organizations’ argument that an avoided cost-
only approach is not the only allocation method consistent with state-jurisdictional 
planning, SERTP Joint Answering Parties acknowledge that not all other cost allocation 
methods are inconsistent with state-supervised integrated resource planning.330  However, 
they argue that an avoided cost-only allocation method is the most consistent with that 
approach.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that the proposed avoided cost-only 
allocation method recognizes, in the context of integrated resource planning, that:         
(1) load-serving entities and other customers benefit in the same manner however their 
needs are met; (2) transmission providers cannot dictate that load-serving entities change 
their needs or otherwise override state-regulated resource planning processes; and         
(3) other benefits beyond meeting needs identified in resource plans are too remote and 
speculative to quantify.331 

175. Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that the 
interregional cost allocation process does not seek to reevaluate the regional allocation of 
costs based on those benefits; rather, it provides a method to distribute the benefit of the 
more economical or efficient solution to the affected regions.  Florida Answering Parties 
and SERTP Joint Answering Parties explain that the regions in turn will rely upon their 
own regional allocation processes to allocate the costs within each region.332 

176. Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties assert that if an 
interregional transmission facility does not meet the core set of needs that displace the 
project, then there cannot be a need for that interregional transmission facility and it 
would not survive any evaluation process.  Florida Answering Parties argue that 
FMPA/Seminole assumes that an interregional transmission project that does not meet 
any identified need will be built.333 
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177. Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties state that the 
avoided cost-only method does not second-guess the potential need determinations made 
in the integrated resource processes but instead looks to see if there are more efficient and 
cost-effective transmission solutions to address those long-term commitments.  Florida 
Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties argue that whatever additional 
measure of benefits the Commission may require as to regional cost allocation is clearly 
not applicable to interregional cost allocation.334  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP 
Joint Answering Parties point out that the purpose of the interregional transmission 
coordination process is to consider whether the local and regional transmission planning 
processes result in transmission plans that meet local and regional transmission needs 
more efficiently and cost-effectively, after considering opportunities for collaborating 
with public utility transmission providers in neighboring transmission planning 
regions.335  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties clarify that 
interregional transmission planning processes therefore inform, and are inherently 
complementary to, regional processes because decision-making authority resides at the 
regional level.336 

178. Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties point out that 
measuring the benefits of interregional transmission projects for cost allocation purposes 
through the avoided cost-only method is appropriate given that each region may decline 
to select an interregional transmission project in its regional transmission plan for cost 
allocation purposes if the project is not cost-effective for that region.337  Florida 
Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties also point out that allocating an 
interregional transmission project’s cost in proportion to the costs of the regional project 
or projects that it would displace takes into account the essentially voluntary nature of 
                                              

334 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 32 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats.  
& Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 401); SERTP Joint Answer at 35 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 401).  

335 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 32 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 
¶ 61,132 at P 511); SERTP Joint Answer at 35 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC       
¶ 61,132 at P 511). 

336 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 32-33 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 401); SERTP Joint Answer at 35-36 (citing Order No. 1000 
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337 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 33 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 
¶ 61,132 at P 512); SERTP Joint Answer at 36 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC       
¶ 61,132 at P 512). 
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interregional transmission coordination and results in a close “alignment of transmission 
planning and cost allocation.”338 

179. In response to arguments alleging that the avoided cost-only method will result in 
projects not being built because they would not qualify in either regional plan, Florida 
Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties note that interregional 
transmission projects do not need to qualify for Order No. 1000 interregional cost 
allocation to be built and clarify that any transmission customer can request that a project 
be built for any reason, subject to the cost allocation rules of the relevant OATTs and/or 
the FPA sections 210-212.339  Florida Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering 
Parties clarify that limits on criteria for transmission projects to potentially be included in 
the regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation in the FRCC and SERTP 
or the SCRTP and SERTP regions relate to projects seeking cost allocation.  Florida 
Answering Parties and SERTP Joint Answering Parties also assert that needs are not 
determined at the interregional level.340 

180. Florida Answering Parties respond to FMPA/Seminole’s request for clarification 
with respect to whether the segment of an interregional transmission  project within each 
region must comply with the applicable threshold for that region and that the segment in 
FRCC does not have to meet SERTP thresholds (or vice-versa).  Florida Answering 
Parties explain that while taking into account that only an interregional cost allocated 
project must meet the mentioned criteria (or merit an exception), the entire project does 
not have to meet the criteria of the first region, as to the portion of the project in the 
second region.  Florida Answering Parties clarify that as long as the project meets the 
other individual SERTP or FRCC threshold criteria, the project could qualify as an 
interregional cost allocated project, without requesting that SERTP apply the flexibility 
exception to its kV threshold criteria.341 

181. In its answer, FPMA/Seminole contends that the point of Order No. 1000’s 
regional and interregional requirements is to address impacts on affected systems in a 
systematic manner that will eliminate obstacles to transmission development, including 

                                              
338 Florida Answering Parties Answer at 33 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 
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through cost allocation, in response to Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ 
argument that it is “next to impossible” to consider all impacts on “affected systems,” and 
because any such effort would lead to “endless litigation,” and asserts that this argument 
should be rejected.342  FMPA/Seminole reiterates that FMPA’s experience with seeking 
transmission for a power resource located north of the Georgia border demonstrates how 
the individual transmission service requests process effectively requires one customer to 
pay for the necessary upgrade costs for all future customers wanting transmission 
service.343  FPMA/Seminole asserts that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties have 
refused to come to grips with the interregional transmission coordination and cost 
allocation requirements of Order No. 1000.344 

d. Commission Determination 

182. We find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed interregional transmission cost allocation methods 
partially comply with the interregional transmission cost allocation requirements of Order 
No. 1000, subject to further compliance filings, as explained further below.  Accordingly, 
we direct South Carolina, SERTP Filing Parties, Tampa Electric, FP&L, and Duke 
Florida to submit, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance 
filings, as explained further below.  Likewise, Orlando Commission should also submit a 
further compliance filing. 

183. We find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties comply with Order No. 1000’s requirement that neighboring 
transmission planning regions propose a common interregional cost allocation method.  
Both Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties have proposed a common avoided cost-only cost allocation method, which each 
pair of neighboring regions has proposed in their tariffs with identical OATT language.  
Additionally, as permitted by Order No. 1000, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to apply their proposed avoided 
cost-only cost allocation method to all selected interregional transmission facilities, rather 
than having separate interregional cost allocation methods for different types of 
interregional transmission facilities, including interregional transmission facilities for 
                                              

342 FMPA/Seminole Answer at 5. 

343 Id. at 7 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at PP 10, 534, 
order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at PP 578, 726 (describing free-
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344 Id. at 8. 
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transmission needs driven by reliability, economic, or public policy requirements.  These 
proposals are also consistent with our determination that public utility transmission 
providers, through their regional transmission planning process, must have an 
interregional cost allocation method or methods that apply to interregional transmission 
projects that address regional reliability and economic needs as well as transmission 
needs driven by public policy requirements.345 

184. We also find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties comply with Order No. 1000’s requirement that an interregional 
transmission facility must be selected in each relevant regional transmission plan to be 
eligible for the proposed interregional cost allocation method.  Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties all propose that for a 
transmission project to be considered for interregional cost allocation, the transmission 
project must be proposed for purposes of cost allocation in both regions (i.e., FRCC and 
SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP) and that for costs of the transmission project to be 
allocated pursuant to the interregional cost allocation method, the project must be 
selected for purposes of cost allocation in the regional transmission plans of both regions 
(i.e., FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP).346 

185. We find that requiring that all criteria and associated requirements that Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose be 
met for an interregional transmission facility to be considered for interregional cost 
allocation, partially complies with Order No. 1000.  Specifically, Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that the 
interregional transmission facility must be:  (1) interregional in nature; and (2) proposed 
for purposes of cost allocation in both the SERTP and SCRTP transmission planning 
regions or SERTP and FRCC transmission planning regions.  Florida Filing Parties-
SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties also propose a case-by-
case exception by which each pair of neighboring regions will consider a transmission 
project that does not satisfy all of the proposed requirements for a transmission facility to 
be interregional in nature.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal specifies certain requirements that must be 
fulfilled in order for an interregional transmission facility to meet each of two criteria and 
thus be considered for interregional cost allocation. 
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186. With respect to the first proposed criterion that an interregional transmission 
facility must be interregional in nature, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that the transmission facility:  (1) be 
located in the FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP regions; (2) interconnect to the 
transmission facilities of one or more SERTP Filing Parties and the transmission facilities 
of one or more FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the regional planning process; and 
(3) meet the criteria for transmission projects potentially eligible to be included in the 
regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation in both the SERTP and FRCC 
regions or SERTP and SCRTP regions pursuant to their regional transmission planning 
processes.347  We find that these requirements partially comply with Order No. 1000.  We 
reiterate our earlier finding in the General Requirements section of this order that the 
proposed criterion for defining a transmission facility as interregional in nature requiring 
that the transmission facility must interconnect to the transmission facilities of one or 
more SERTP Sponsors and the transmission facilities of one or more FRCC or SCRTP 
members enrolled in the regional transmission planning process is overly limiting and 
inconsistent with Order No. 1000 for the same reasons discussed above.    Therefore, 
consistent with our finding in the General Requirements section of this order, we direct 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties to 
submit further compliance filings revising this criterion to remove the requirements that 
for an interregional transmission facility to be interregional in nature, the transmission 
facility must interconnect to the transmission facilities of one or more SERTP Sponsors 
and the transmission facilities of one or more FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the 
regional transmission planning process. 

187. With respect to the additional requirement under this criterion that an interregional 
transmission facility must meet the threshold criteria for transmission facilities potentially 
eligible to be included in the regional transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation in 
both the SERTP and FRCC transmission planning regions or the SERTP and SCRTP 
transmission planning regions, we find that to the extent that either FRCC/SERTP’s or 
SCRTP/SERTP’s Order No. 1000-compliant regional transmission planning processes 
contain threshold criteria that a transmission facility must meet in order to be proposed in 
the regional transmission planning process and be included in the regional transmission 
plans for purposes of cost allocation, such a determination is appropriate as a criterion for 
a transmission facility to be eligible for interregional cost allocation.  However, 
consistent with the requirement that public utility transmission providers make 
transparent the analyses undertaken and determinations reached by neighboring 

                                              
347 E.g., SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1 A; 

FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1 A; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.A and Ex. K-7, § 4.1.A. 
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transmission regions in the identification and evaluation of interregional transmission 
facilities,348 South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties and Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties must allow stakeholders to propose, and must keep a record of, 
interregional transmission facilities that are found not to meet the minimum threshold 
criteria for transmission facilities potentially eligible for selection in a regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation in both the SERTP and SCRTP regions 
and SERTP and FRCC regions.  In addition, as part of the information that public utility 
transmission providers must communicate on their website related to interregional 
transmission coordination procedures,349 South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties and 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties must post a list of all interregional 
transmission facilities that are proposed for potential selection in the regional 
transmission plans for purposes of cost allocation but that are found not to meet the 
relevant thresholds, as well as an explanation of the thresholds the proposed interregional 
transmission facilities failed to satisfy. 

188. With respect to the proposal that, on a case-by-case basis, FRCC and SERTP or 
SCRTP and SERTP will consider a transmission project that does not meet all the 
requirements for a transmission facility to be interregional in nature but that:  (1) meets 
the threshold criteria for a transmission project proposed to be included in the regional 
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation in only one of the two relevant 
neighboring transmission planning regions; (2) would be located in both neighboring 
transmission planning regions; and (3) would be interconnected to the transmission 
facilities of one or more SERTP Sponsors and the transmission facilities of one or more 
FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the regional transmission planning process, 350 we 
find that these requirements partially comply with the requirements of Order No. 1000.  
We do not object to Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-

                                              
348 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 520 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC 

Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 465 n.365). 

349 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 458. 

350 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.B; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.1.B and Ex. K-7, § 4.1.B.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties also 
propose a fourth criterion to be eligible for this case-by-case consideration, i.e., a 
transmission project must also provide significant interregional benefits (i.e., a major 
transmission project effectuating significant bulk transfers between the respective FRCC 
and SERTP regions).  FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.B; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.B. 
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SERTP Filing Parties’ flexibility in allowing interregional cost allocation for 
interregional transmission projects that do not satisfy all of the criteria specified in each 
region’s individual regional process.  However, regarding Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties’ proposed fourth criterion that a transmission project must also provide 
significant interregional benefits to qualify for a case-by-case exception, it is unclear how 
and to what extent an interregional transmission project will be deemed to provide 
“significant” benefits.  Further, as explained above, we do not accept the requirement that 
the transmission facility must be interconnected to the transmission facilities of one or 
more transmission owners in both relevant neighboring transmission planning regions.  
Accordingly, we direct Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties to submit further compliance filings revising this case-by-case 
criterion to (1) provide additional explanation on how and to what extent a transmission 
project will be deemed and qualified to provide significant benefits such that it can be 
selected as an interregional transmission facility for purposes of cost allocation and       
(2) remove the requirement that the transmission facility must be interconnected to the 
transmission facilities of one or more SERTP Sponsors and the transmission facilities of 
one or more FRCC or SCRTP members enrolled in the regional transmission planning 
process. 

189. Finally, with respect to the third proposed criterion that the transmission facility 
must be proposed for purposes of cost allocation in both the FRCC and SERTP regions or 
SCRTP and SERTP regions, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that:  (1) the transmission developer and project 
submittal must satisfy all criteria specified in the regional transmission processes and     
(2) the proposal should be submitted in the timeframes outlines in the regional 
transmission processes.351  We find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposals comply with Order No. 1000 because 
the requirements under this criterion memorialize that in proposing an interregional 
transmission facility for purposes of cost allocation, such a project must meet all of the 
criteria and requirements of each region in which it is proposed and the project and its 
developer must satisfy the qualification criteria and submittal requirements of the 
pertinent regions.  We find that these requirements are consistent with the requirement in 
Order No. 1000 that a transmission developer of an interregional transmission project 
first propose its transmission project in the regional transmission planning processes of 

                                              
351 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C; Southern Companies, 

OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.C. 
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each of the neighboring regions in which the transmission facility is proposed to be 
located.352 

190. We also find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ interregional cost allocation proposals comply with Order No. 
1000’s six Interregional Cost Allocation Principles.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing 
Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to quantify the regional 
benefits of a proposed interregional transmission facility based upon the cost of regional 
transmission projects in each of their regional transmission plans that could be displaced 
by the proposed interregional transmission facility.  Such a proposal is an “avoided-cost 
only method,” meaning a cost allocation method that relies exclusively on avoided-costs 
to account for benefits associated with transmission needs driven by reliability, 
economic, and public policy requirements.  The Commission previously concluded that 
an avoided-cost only method was not permissible as the sole cost allocation method for 
regional transmission projects proposed for selection in the regional transmission plan for 
purposes of cost allocation.  As explained below, we conclude that an avoided-cost only 
method is permissible as the sole cost allocation methodology for interregional 
transmission projects proposed for interregional cost allocation.   

191. As an initial matter, we find that the interplay between the regional transmission 
planning and interregional coordination requirements of Order No. 1000 address, at the 
interregional level, the Commission’s concerns regarding use of the avoided-cost only 
method at the regional level.  The Commission previously found that an avoided cost-
only method for allocating the costs of new regional transmission facilities selected in the 
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation at the regional level did not 
comply with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1.353     

192. Specifically, the Commission stated that using one regional cost allocation method 
that relies solely on avoided costs to capture the potential benefits associated with 
transmission needs driven by regional reliability, economic, and/or public policy 
requirements does not allocate costs in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate 
                                              

352 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 436, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 506. 

353 See SERTP First Compliance Order, 144 FERC ¶ 61,054 at P 248.  However, 
the Commission found that such an approach may be used to identify the beneficiaries of 
reliability transmission projects when separate cost allocation methods are used for 
transmission projects to address transmission needs driven by regional reliability, 
economic, and public policy requirements.  See, e.g., WestConnect First Regional 
Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,206 at P 312. 
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with estimated benefits because it does not adequately assess the potential benefits 
provided by that transmission facility.  Rather, an avoided cost-only cost allocation 
method when used at the regional level would consider as benefits only the cost savings 
that result when a local transmission project is avoided due to the selection of a regional 
transmission facility in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, 
failing to account for benefits that were not identified in the local transmission planning 
processes, but that could be recognized at the regional level through a regional analysis of 
more efficient or cost-effective solutions to regional transmission needs.354  Additionally, 
in rejecting an avoided cost-only cost allocation method at the regional level, the 
Commission stated that a regional transmission facility that resulted in a more efficient or 
cost-effective transmission solution than what was included in the roll-up of local 
transmission plans would not be eligible for regional cost allocation if there was no 
transmission facility in the local transmission plans that it would displace.355  A key 
consideration in the Commission’s finding, therefore, was the interplay between the 
scope of local and regional transmission planning.             

193. However, we conclude that the regional transmission planning and interregional 
transmission coordination reforms required by Order No. 1000 address these concerns 
regarding the use of an avoided-cost only method at the interregional level.  Through the 
reforms implemented by Order No. 1000, we expect that the regional transmission 
planning process will result in the identification of regional transmission facilities that 
potential interregional transmission facilities may displace.  In Order No. 1000, the 
Commission required reforms to existing transmission planning processes to ensure that 
public utility transmission providers “adequately assess the potential benefits of 
alternative transmission solutions at the regional level that may meet the needs of a 
transmission planning region more efficiently or cost-effectively than solutions identified 
by individual public utility transmission providers in their local transmission planning 
process.”356  For instance, the Commission required public utility transmission providers 
to work within a transmission planning region to create a regional transmission plan that 
identifies transmission facilities needed to meet reliability, economic, and public policy 
requirements, and reflects fair consideration of transmission facilities proposed by 
incumbent and nonincumbent transmission developers, as well as interregional 
transmission facilities.357  Thus, in contrast to the concerns that the Commission had with 

                                              
354 SERTP First Regional Compliance Order, 144 FERC ¶ 61,054 at PP 249- 250. 

 
356 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 81. 

357 See e.g., id. P 11. 
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an avoided cost-only cost allocation method when used at the regional level,358 we expect 
there will be regional transmission facilities identified in the regional transmission 
planning process that are needed to meet transmission needs driven by reliability, 
economic, and/or public policy requirements that potential interregional transmission 
facilities may displace.  

194. As noted above, the relationship between the regional transmission planning and 
interregional transmission coordination requirements of Order No. 1000 is central to our 
finding here.  Order No. 1000’s interregional coordination requirements build upon and 
complement the reforms required in the regional transmission planning processes; as a 
result, use of an avoided cost-only cost allocation method at the interregional level would 
consider as benefits the cost savings that result when a regional transmission project 
selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation is avoided due to 
the selection of a more efficient or cost-effective interregional transmission facility.  
Whereas Order No. 1000 requires public utility transmission providers to evaluate 
through the regional transmission planning process alternative transmission solutions that 
might meet the needs of the transmission planning region more efficiently or cost-
effectively than transmission solutions identified by individual public utility transmission 
providers in their local transmission planning process,359 Order No. 1000 does not require 
public utility transmission providers to conduct interregional transmission planning, nor 
does it require public utility transmission providers to produce an interregional 
transmission plan that considers transmission solutions to meet interregional transmission 
needs identified separately at the interregional level.360  Rather, Order No. 1000’s 
interregional transmission coordination requirements obligate public utility transmission 
providers to identify and jointly evaluate interregional transmission facilities that may 
more efficiently or cost-effectively address the individual needs identified in their 
respective local and regional transmission planning processes.361  Since the interregional 
coordination procedures do not require an interregional analysis of more efficient or cost-
                                              

358 As noted above, in the SERTP First Regional Compliance Order, the 
Commission stated that a regional transmission facility that resulted in a more efficient or 
cost-effective transmission solution than what was included in the roll-up of local 
transmission plans would not be eligible for regional cost allocation if there was no 
transmission facility in the local transmission plans that it would displace.  SERTP First 
Regional Compliance Order, 144 FERC ¶ 61,054 at P 251. 

359 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 148. 

360 See id. P 399. 

361 Id. P 393.  
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effective solutions to interregional transmission needs, but only a joint evaluation of 
interregional transmission facilities that may more efficiently or cost-effectively address 
regional transmission needs, the selected interregional transmission facility will address 
transmission needs driven by regional reliability, economic, and/or public policy 
requirements that have already been identified and evaluated for potential transmission 
solutions at the regional level.  Thus, an avoided cost-only cost allocation method when 
used at the interregional level will account for benefits that were identified in the regional 
transmission planning processes and therefore complies with Interregional Cost 
Allocation Principle 1. 

195. We also disagree with Four Public Interest Organizations’ assertion that an 
avoided cost-only interregional cost allocation method fails to sufficiently consider all of 
the benefits that may accrue from an interregional transmission project.  While Four 
Public Interest Organizations argue that an avoided cost-only method ignores the fact that 
a selected interregional transmission facility may address regional transmission needs but 
have different attributes, functions, and location than a displaced regional transmission 
project, and therefore a different benefit “profile,” we agree with SERTP Joint Answering 
Parties’ response.  Specifically, we agree that the interregional transmission coordination 
process does not change the regional transmission needs that the interregional 
transmission facility addresses, but instead determines whether the interregional 
transmission facility addresses those regional transmission needs more efficiently or cost-
effectively. 

196. With respect to Four Public Interest Organizations’ argument that Florida Filing 
Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposals to 
allow each region to determine its own pro rata share of the costs and benefits of an 
interregional transmission facility fails to meet Order No. 1000’s requirement for a 
common interregional cost allocation method, we agree with SERTP Filing Parties that 
allowing each region to use its own method to determine benefits does not undercut the 
fact that an avoided cost-only method may constitute a common interregional cost 
allocation method.  We agree that because Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ 
and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposals require that in order for an 
interregional transmission facility to be eligible for interregional cost allocation, the 
project must have benefits for each region, it is appropriate that each region’s specific 
provisions addressing the determination of benefits should apply. 

197. Furthermore, we find that the proposed avoided cost-only method complies with 
Interregional Cost Allocation Principles 2 and 4 because the costs of an interregional 
transmission facility will be allocated either between the FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP 
and SERTP transmission planning regions if that transmission facility is selected for 
purposes of cost allocation in the regional transmission plans of both FRCC and SERTP 
or SCRTP and SERTP.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties also propose that only a transmission project that is located in both 
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FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP will be considered for interregional cost 
allocation.362  Thus, a transmission planning region that receives no benefit from an 
interregional transmission facility located in that region will not be involuntarily 
allocated costs of that transmission facility.  Further, costs of an interregional 
transmission facility will only be allocated to the transmission planning regions in which 
that transmission facility is located.  We note that both Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that neither FRCC and 
SERTP nor SCRTP and SERTP will be responsible for compensating another 
transmission planning region for necessary upgrades or other consequences of 
interregional transmission projects identified in the interregional coordination process.363  
While we find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties’ proposals comply with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 4, we 
encourage FRCC and SERTP or SCRTP and SERTP to work with neighboring 
transmission planning regions pursuant to any existing arrangements, and to consider new 
opportunities that might arise, to address impacts on other regions.  Order No. 1000 was 
not intended to disrupt or impede any such arrangements. 

198. In addition, we find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed avoided cost-only allocation method complies 
with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 because they do not propose to apply an 
interregional benefit-to-cost ratio.  In Order No. 1000, the Commission stated that 
Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 3 did not require the use of a benefit-to-cost ratio 
threshold.364 

199. However, we note that while South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose that 
each region will calculate a regional benefit-to-cost ratio and compare the ratio to its 
respective threshold to determine if the interregional transmission facility appears to be 
more efficient or cost-effective than those projects included in its current regional and 
local transmission plans,365 Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties propose to 
                                              

362 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.1.A; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.1.A ; Southern Companies, OATT, 
Ex.K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.1.A and Ex. K-7, § 4.1.A. 

363 E.g., Southern Companies Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1941-000      
at 14. 

364 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 647, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 at P 693. 

365 SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.3; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.3. 
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compare the benefit-to-cost ratio to its respective threshold to determine if the 
interregional transmission facility appears to be more efficient and cost-effective than 
those projects included in its current regional transmission plan.366  We find that Florida 
Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal to use the “more efficient and cost-
effective” standard is not consistent with Order No. 1000, which requires neighboring 
transmission planning regions to enhance their regional transmission planning processes 
to provide for “the identification and joint evaluation of interregional transmission 
facilities that may be more efficient or cost-effective solutions” to regional needs.367  We 
therefore direct Tampa Electric, FP&L, Duke Florida, and SERTP Filing Parties to make 
this correction in their OATTs in a further compliance filing.  Likewise, Orlando 
Commission should also submit a further compliance filing to address this issue. 

200. Moreover, we find that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South 
Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed avoided cost-only cost allocation method 
complies with Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 5.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties argue that because benefits that 
form the basis of cost allocation are quantifiable, the cost allocation method and data 
requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries would be transparent.  
We agree.  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties propose to make the analyses and results that determine Regional Benefits368 for 
purposes of allocating costs available to stakeholders.369  Similarly, we also find that 
these proposed tariff revisions regarding transparency will also ensure that stakeholders 
                                              

366 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.3.A; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.3.A. 

367 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 396 (emphasis added). See 
also, e.g., SERTP Regional Rehearing and Compliance Order, 144 FERC ¶ 61,054 at P 
198; WestConnect First Regional Compliance Order, 142 FERC ¶ 61,206 at P 283; New 
York Independent System Operator, Inc., 148 FERC ¶ 61,044, at P 257 (2014). 

368 E.g., FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B; SCE&G, Fifth 
Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.B; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. 
K-4 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B and Ex. K-7, § 4.2.B.  As defined in section 4.2.B, Regional Benefit 
is the total avoided costs of transmission projects included in the then-current regional 
transmission plan that would be displaced if a proposed interregional transmission project 
is included. 

369 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), 
§ 4 and Ex. K-7, § 4. 
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will have access to adequate documentation that describes how the interregional cost 
allocation method was applied to a proposed interregional transmission facility. 

201. We find that the proposed interregional cost allocation method complies with 
Interregional Cost Allocation Principle 6.  Order No. 1000 states that under Interregional 
Cost Allocation Principle 6, public utility transmission providers located in neighboring 
transmission planning regions may choose to use a different cost allocation method for 
different types of interregional transmission facilities.370  Florida Filing Parties-SERTP 
Filing Parties and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties have chosen not to propose 
different cost allocation methods for different types of transmission facilities.  However, 
as noted above in the discussion of Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ compliance with Interregional Cost Allocation 
Principle 1, the Commission previously found that their regional transmission planning 
processes and regional cost allocation methods address regional reliability, market 
efficiency, and public policy related needs, as well as consider the benefits that may 
accrue from addressing regional reliability, market efficiency, and public policy related 
needs.371  Also as previously noted, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and 
South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed interregional cost allocation methods 
affirmatively require that a proposed interregional transmission facility must be selected 
in Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties or South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ 
regional transmission planning processes.372  Taken together, these findings confirm that 
Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ and South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ 
proposed avoided cost-only cost allocation method applies to interregional transmission 
facilities that address regional transmission needs driven by reliability, economic and/or 
public policy requirements. 

202. Finally, we find reasonable South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposed 
OATT revisions to:  (1) evaluate proposals to determine whether, in addition to 
transmission projects in the regional transmission plans, the proposed interregional 
transmission facility addresses transmission needs that are currently being addressed with 
transmission projects in local transmission plans and, if so, which transmission projects 
in the local transmission plans could be displaced by the proposed interregional 

                                              
370 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,323 at P 685 (emphasis added). 

371 See SERTP Regional Rehearing and Compliance Order, 147 FERC ¶ 61,241. 

372 FP&L, FPL OATT, Attachment K-1 (0.0.0), § 4.5; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.5; Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-4 
(0.0.0), § 4.5 and Ex. K-7, § 4.5. 



Docket No. ER13-1922-000, et al. - 96 - 

transmission facility373 and (2) calculate a Regional Benefit based on the total avoided 
capital costs of projects included in the then-current local transmission plans, in addition 
to the then-current regional transmission plans, that would be displaced if the proposed 
interregional transmission facility was included.374 

3. Other 

a. Compliance Filings  

203. South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties propose to terminate or dissolve the 
Southeast Inter-Regional Participation Process (SIRPP).375  South Carolina-SERTP Filing 
Parties explain that the original goals of the SIRPP, to allow stakeholder-requested 
studies for the SIRPP footprint and to provide updates of SERC Reliability Corporation’s 
activities, will now be included by SERTP Filing Parties’ regional process, providing a 
venue for stakeholders to submit economic study requests for the SIRPP geographic 
footprint.376  In addition, Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties and South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties state that Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties removed 
references to SIRPP-FRCC coordination provisions and references to SIRPP from their 
OATTs.377  South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties also indicate that they previously 
adopted language stating that their interregional transmission coordination procedures 
need “to provide a means for, among other things, stakeholders to request inter-regional 

  

                                              
373  Southern Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.2.A; SCE&G, Fifth Revised 

Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.A. 

374 SCE&G, Fifth Revised Volume No. 5, Attachment K (4.0.0), § 4.2.B; Southern 
Companies, OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0), § 4.2.B. 

375 The SIRPP consists of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC, Entergy Operating 
Companies, E.ON U.S., LLC, Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc., Santee Cooper, Southern 
Companies, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

376 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 18-19; South 
Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 13-14. 

377 FP&L Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1929-000, at 19; South Carolina 
Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 49. 
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economic studies,” which will be removed from their OATTs following final dissolution 
of the SIRPP.378 

b. Commission Determination 

204. We find South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ proposal to dissolve the SIRPP and 
remove the corresponding references to the SIRPP, is acceptable.  As South Carolina-
SERTP Filing Parties note, the SERTP regional transmission planning process provides a 
robust planning process for the expanded SERTP region that includes the opportunity to 
submit economic study requests.  Thus, we accept South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ 
proposal to terminate and delete tariff references to the SIRPP. 

The Commission orders: 

 (A) Florida Filing Parties-SERTP Filing Parties’ compliance filings are hereby 
accepted, as modified, effective January 1, 2016, subject to further compliance filings, as 
discussed in the body of this order. 
 
 (B) South Carolina-SERTP Filing Parties’ compliance filings are hereby 
accepted effective January 1, 2015, subject to further compliance filings, as discussed in 
the body of this order. 
 
 (C)  South Carolina is hereby directed to submit further compliance filings, 
within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, as discussed in the body of this order. 
 
 (D) Florida Filing Parties are hereby directed to submit further compliance 
filings, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, as discussed in the body of 
this order. 
 
  
  

                                              
378 South Carolina Compliance Filing, Docket No. ER13-1935-000, at 13-14. 
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 (E) SERTP Filing Parties are hereby directed to submit further compliance 
filings, within 60 days of the date of issuance of this order, as discussed in the body of 
this order. 
 
By the Commission.  Commissioner Honorable is voting present. 
 
( S E A L ) 
 
 
 
 
 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
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Appendix A: Abbreviated Names of Intervenors 
 

The following tables contain the abbreviated names of intervenors that are used in 
this Order on Compliance Filings. 

Intervenors 
 

Tampa Electric, Duke Florida and FP&L Compliance Filings 
Docket Nos. ER13-1922-000, ER13-1929-000 and ER13-1932-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenors 

  
Associated Electric Cooperative  Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Florida Public Service Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
FMPA/Seminole Florida Municipal Power Agency and 

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 

  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
LG&E/KU Louisville Gas and Electric Co. and 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 
  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
North Carolina Utilities Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission 

and the Public Staff of the North 
Carolina Utilities Commission 

  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
Reedy Creek Improvement District Reedy Creek Improvement District 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
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South Carolina Office of Regulatory 
Staff 

South Carolina Office of Regulatory 
Staff 

  
Southern Companies Southern Company Services, Inc. (on 

behalf of Alabama Power Company, 
Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, Mississippi Power Company, 
and Southern Power Company) 

  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 
  
 
 
 

Duke Carolinas Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1928-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
Associated Electric Cooperative Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Dominion Resources Services Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 

 
  
FirstEnergy Transmission Owners Jersey Central Power & Light 

Company, Metropolitan Edison 
Company, Pennsylvania Electric 
Company, Monongahela Power 
Company, The Potomac Edison 
Company, West Penn Power Company, 
American Transmission Systems, 
Incorporated, Trans-Allegheny 
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Interstate Line Company 
  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 
 

  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
LG&E/KU Louisville Gas & Electric Company and 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
MISO Transmission Owners Ameren Services Company (as agent 

for Union Electric Company, Ameren 
Illinois Company, Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois); 
City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric; 
MidAmerican Energy Company; 
Minnesota Power (and its subsidiary 
Superior Water, L&P); Montana-
Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern States 
Power Company (Minnesota and 
Wisconsin corporations); Otter Tail 
Power Company; Southern Indiana Gas 
& Electric Company; Southern 
Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; 
and Wabash Valley Power Association, 
Inc.   
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NCEMC North Carolina Electric Membership 

Corporation 
  
North Carolina Utilities Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission, 

Public Staff-North Carolina Utilities 
Commission 

  
Old Dominion Electric Cooperative Old Dominion Electric Cooperative 
  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PJM PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
PPL Electric Utilities * PPL Electric Utilities Corporation; PPL 

EnergyPlus, LLC; PPL Brunner Island, 
LLC; PPL Holtwood, LLC; PPL 
Ironwood, LLC; PPL Martins Creek, 
LLC; PPL Montour, LLC; PPL 
Susquehanna, LLC; Lower Mount 
Bethel Energy, LLC; PPL New Jersey 
Solar, LLC; PPL New Jersey Biogas, 
LLC; and PPL Renewable Energy, LLC 

  
PSEG Companies Public Service Electric and Gas 

Company, PSEG Power LLC, and 
PSEG Energy Resources & Trade LLC 

  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
South Carolina Office of Regulatory 
Staff 

South Carolina Office of Regulatory 
Staff 

  
Southern Companies  Southern Company Services, Inc. (on 

behalf of Alabama Power Company, 
Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, Mississippi Power Company, 
and Southern Power Company) 

  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 
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SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 
  
*    late intervention 
 
 

LG&E/KU Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1930-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
Associated Electric Cooperative Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Dominion Resources Services Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
  
Duke Carolinas and Duke Florida Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC; Duke 

Energy Florida, Inc.; Duke Energy 
Progress, Inc. 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
FirstEnergy Transmission Owners Jersey Central Power & Light 

Company, Metropolitan Edison 
Company, Pennsylvania Electric 
Company, Monongahela Power 
Company, The Potomac Edison 
Company, West Penn Power Company, 
American Transmission Systems, 
Incorporated, Trans-Allegheny 
Interstate Line Company 

  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 
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Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
Indiana Commission Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission  
  
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
MISO Transmission Owners Ameren Services Company (as agent 

for Union Electric Company, Ameren 
Illinois Company, Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois); 
City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric; 
MidAmerican Energy Company; 
Minnesota Power (and its subsidiary 
Superior Water, L&P); Montana-
Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern States 
Power Company (Minnesota and 
Wisconsin corporations); Otter Tail 
Power Company; Southern Indiana Gas 
& Electric Company; Southern 
Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; 
and Wabash Valley Power Association, 
Inc.   

  
North Carolina Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission, 

Public Staff-North Carolina Utilities 
Commission 

  
Old Dominion Electric Cooperative Old Dominion Electric Cooperative 
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Organization of MISO States Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; 

Iowa Utilities Board; Michigan Public 
Service Commission; Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission; Missouri Public 
Service Commission; Montana Public 
Service Commission; North Dakota 
Public Service Commission; South 
Dakota Public Utilities Commission; 
Wisconsin Public Service Commission 

  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PJM PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 
  
PowerSouth Electric Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
PPL Electric Utilities * PPL Electric Utilities Corporation; PPL 

EnergyPlus, LLC; PPL Brunner Island, 
LLC; PPL Holtwood, LLC; PPL 
Ironwood, LLC; PPL Martins Creek, 
LLC; PPL Montour, LLC; PPL 
Susquehanna, LLC; Lower Mount 
Bethel Energy, LLC; PPL New Jersey 
Solar, LLC; PPL New Jersey Biogas, 
LLC; and PPL Renewable Energy, LLC 

  
  
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
Southern Company Services Southern Company Services, Inc. (on 

behalf of Alabama Power Company, 
Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, Mississippi Power Company, 
and Southern Power Company) 

  
SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 
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Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company 

Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company 

  
*    late intervention 
 
 

OVEC Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1940-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
Associated Electric Cooperative Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Dominion Resources Services Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
  
Duke Carolinas and Duke Florida Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC; Duke 

Energy Florida, Inc.; Duke Energy 
Progress, Inc. 

  
FirstEnergy Transmission Owners Jersey Central Power & Light 

Company, Metropolitan Edison 
Company, Pennsylvania Electric 
Company, Monongahela Power 
Company, The Potomac Edison 
Company, West Penn Power Company, 
American Transmission Systems, 
Incorporated, Trans-Allegheny 
Interstate Line Company 

  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 

  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
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Indiana Commission Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission  
  
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer 
Counselor 

  
LG&E/KU Louisville Gas & Electric Company and 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
MISO Transmission Owners Ameren Services Company (as agent 

for Union Electric Company, Ameren 
Illinois Company, Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois); 
City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric; 
MidAmerican Energy Company; 
Minnesota Power (and its subsidiary 
Superior Water, L&P); Montana-
Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern States 
Power Company (Minnesota and 
Wisconsin corporations); Otter Tail 
Power Company; Southern Indiana Gas 
& Electric Company; Southern 
Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; 
and Wabash Valley Power Association, 
Inc.   

  
North Carolina Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission, 

Public Staff-North Carolina Utilities 
Commission 

  
Old Dominion Electric Cooperative Old Dominion Electric Cooperative 
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Organization of MISO States Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; 

Iowa Utilities Board; Michigan Public 
Service Commission; Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission; Missouri Public 
Service Commission; Montana Public 
Service Commission; North Dakota 
Public Service Commission; South 
Dakota Public Utilities Commission; 
Wisconsin Public Service Commission 

  
PJM PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 
  
PowerSouth Electric Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
PPL Electric Utilities* PPL Electric Utilities Corporation; PPL 

EnergyPlus, LLC; PPL Brunner Island, 
LLC; PPL Holtwood, LLC; PPL 
Ironwood, LLC; PPL Martins Creek, 
LLC; PPL Montour, LLC; PPL 
Susquehanna, LLC; Lower Mount 
Bethel Energy, LLC; PPL New Jersey 
Solar, LLC; PPL New Jersey Biogas, 
LLC; and PPL Renewable Energy, LLC 

  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
Southern Company Services Southern Company Services, Inc. (on 

behalf of Alabama Power Company, 
Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, Mississippi Power Company, 
and Southern Power Company) 

  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 
  
*    late intervention 
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Southern Companies Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1941-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
AEP American Electric Power Service 

Corporation 
  
Alabama Commission Alabama Public Service Commission 
  
AMEA Alabama Municipal Electric Authority 
  
Associated Electric Cooperative Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Dominion Resources Services Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
  
Duke Carolinas and Duke Florida Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC; Duke 

Energy Florida, Inc.; Duke Energy 
Progress, Inc. 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
FirstEnergy Transmission Owners Jersey Central Power & Light 

Company, Metropolitan Edison 
Company, Pennsylvania Electric 
Company, Monongahela Power 
Company; The Potomac Edison 
Company, West Penn Power Company, 
American Transmission Systems, 
Incorporated, Trans-Allegheny 
Interstate Line Company 

  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 

  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
LG&E/KU Louisville Gas & Electric Company and 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
Midwest TDUs Madison Gas and Electric Company, 

Missouri Joint Municipal Electric 
Utility Commission, Missouri River 
Energy Services, and WPPI Energy 

  
MISO Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc. 
  
MISO Transmission Owners Ameren Services Company (as agent 

for Union Electric Company, Ameren 
Illinois Company, Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois); 
City Water, Light & Power 
(Springfield, IL); Dairyland Power 
Cooperative; Great River Energy; 
Hoosier Energy Rural Electric; 
MidAmerican Energy Company; 
Minnesota Power (and its subsidiary 
Superior Water, L&P); Montana-
Dakota Utilities Co.; Northern States 
Power Company (Minnesota and 
Wisconsin corporations); Otter Tail 
Power Company; Southern Indiana Gas 
& Electric Company; Southern 
Minnesota Municipal Power Agency; 
and Wabash Valley Power Association, 
Inc. 

  
North Carolina Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission, 

Public Staff-North Carolina Utilities 
Commission 

  
Old Dominion Electric Cooperative Old Dominion Electric Cooperative 
  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PJM PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
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PPL Electric Utilities* PPL Electric Utilities Corporation; PPL 

EnergyPlus, LLC; PPL Brunner Island, 
LLC; PPL Holtwood, LLC; PPL 
Ironwood, LLC; PPL Martins Creek, 
LLC; PPL Montour, LLC; PPL 
Susquehanna, LLC; Lower Mount 
Bethel Energy, LLC; PPL New Jersey 
Solar, LLC; PPL New Jersey Biogas, 
LLC; and PPL Renewable Energy, LLC 

  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
SPP Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 
  
*    late intervention 
 
 

South Carolina Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1935-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Associated Electric Cooperative  Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
  
Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Duke Carolinas and Duke Florida Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC, Duke 

Energy Florida, Inc., and Duke Energy 
Progress, Inc. 

  
Exelon Exelon Corporation 
  
Florida Commission Florida Public Service Commission 
  
Four Public Interest Organizations Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 
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Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
LG&E/KU Louisville Gas & Electric Company and 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
North Carolina Electric Membership 
Corporation 

North Carolina Electric Membership 
Corporation 

  
North Carolina Commission North Carolina Utilities Commission 

and the Public Staff of the North 
Carolina Utilities Commission 

  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
  
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
Southern Companies Southern Company Services, Inc. (on 

behalf of Alabama Power Company, 
Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, Mississippi Power Company, 
and Southern Power Company) 

  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 

 
 
 

Orlando Commission Compliance Filing 
Docket No. NJ13-11-000 

  
Abbreviation Intervenor(s) 

  
Associated Electric Cooperative  Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
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Dalton Utilities Dalton Utilities 
  
Georgia Transmission Corporation Georgia Transmission Corporation 
  
LG&E/KU Louisville Gas and Electric Co. and 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 
  
MEAG Power MEAG Power 
  
OVEC Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
  
PowerSouth Energy Cooperative PowerSouth Energy Cooperative 
  
Reedy Creek Improvement District Reedy Creek Improvement District 
  
Rockland Electric Company Rockland Electric Company 
  
South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

South Mississippi Electric Power 
Association 

  
Southern Companies Southern Company Services, Inc. (on 

behalf of Alabama Power Company, 
Georgia Power Company, Gulf Power 
Company, Mississippi Power Company, 
and Southern Power Company) 

  
Tennessee Valley Authority Tennessee Valley Authority 
 

Appendix B: Abbreviated Names of Initial Commenters 
 

The following tables contain the abbreviated names of initial commenters that are 
used in this Order on Compliance Filings. 

Initial Commenters 
 

Tampa Electric, Duke Florida and FP&L Compliance Filings 
Docket Nos. ER13-1922-000, ER13-1929-000 and ER13-1932-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

Four Public Interest Organizations+ Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 
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FMPA/Seminole+ Florida Municipal Power Agency and 

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
+  protest 
 
 
 

Duke Carolinas, LG&E/KU, OVEC, and Southern Companies Compliance 
Filings 

Docket Nos. ER13-1928-000, ER13-1930-000, ER13-1940-000, and ER13-
1941-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

  
Four Public Interest Organizations+ Natural Resources Defense Council, 

Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 

  
+ protest 
 
 
 

South Carolina Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1935-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

Four Public Interest Organizations+ Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Sierra Club, Southern Environmental 
Law Center, Sustainable FERC Project 

+ protest 
 
 

Orlando Commission Compliance Filing 
Docket No. NJ13-11-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

 No comments were filed 
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Appendix C: Abbreviated Names of Reply Commenters 
 

The following tables contain the abbreviated names of reply commenters that are 
used in this Order on Compliance Filings. 

Reply Commenters 
 

Tampa Electric, Duke Florida and FP&L Compliance Filings 
Docket Nos. ER13-1922-000, ER13-1929-000 and ER13-1932-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

Florida Answering Parties379 Duke Energy Florida, LLC  
Tampa Electric Company  
Florida Power & Light Company 

  
FMPA/Seminole380 Florida Municipal Power Agency and 

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
 
 
 

Duke Carolinas, LG&E/KU, OVEC, and Southern Companies Compliance 
Filings 

Docket Nos. ER13-1928-000, ER13-1930-000, ER13-1940-000, and ER13-
1941-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

  
SERTP Joint Answering Parties381 South Carolina Electric & Gas 

                                              
379 Florida Answering Parties filed an answer to protests.  

380 FMPA/Seminole filed an answer to Florida Answering Parties’ answer. 

381 SERTP Joint Answering Parties filed a joint answer to comments and protests 
submitted in Docket Nos. ER13-1928-000, ER13-1930-000, ER13-1935-000, ER13-
1940-000, and ER13-1941-000.  In its answer, SERTP Joint Answering Parties address 
the protest filed by Four Public Interest Organizations in this proceeding, as well protests 
and comments that were filed by American Wind Energy Association, Wind on the 
Wires, and the Wind Coalition; Wisconsin Electric Power Company, the Organization of 
MISO States, Public Interest Organizations, and Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, 
regarding SERTP Filing Parties’ compliance filings with MISO, PJM, and SPP.  SERTP 
 
  (continued ...) 
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Company 
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 
Duke Energy Progress, Inc. 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
Alabama Power Company  

  
 
 

South Carolina Compliance Filing 
Docket No. ER13-1935-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

SERTP Joint Answering Parties South Carolina Electric & Gas 
Company 
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 
Duke Energy Progress, Inc. 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Ohio Valley Electric Corporation 
Alabama Power Company  

 
 

Orlando Commission Compliance Filing 
Docket No. NJ13-11-000 

  
Abbreviation Commenter(s) 

 No reply comments were filed 
 
  

                                                                                                                                                  
Joint Answering Parties state that since these protests generally raised similar issues, they 
have answered all relevant pleadings in a single answer.  Further, South Carolina joins 
this answer to the extent the pleading addresses Four Public Interest Organizations’ Non-
RTO Protest.  SERTP Joint Answering Parties Answer at 2-3. 
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Appendix D: eTariff Records 
 

The following table contains the eTariff records that are addressed in this Order on 
Compliance Filings.  Shorthand eTariff record citations are only provided for those 
records that are explicitly addressed in this Order on Compliance Filings. 
 

Filing Party 
Short Cite Docket No. Tariff Record Citation Shorthand Tariff Record 

Citation 

Duke Florida ER13-1922-000 

Duke Carolinas, Rate 
Schedules and Service 
Agreements, Tariff Volume 
No. 4 (Joint OATT of Duke 
Energy Carolinas, LLC, Duke 
Energy Florida, LLC, and 
Duke Energy Progress), 
Attachment N-2 
(Transmission Planning 
Process (Duke Energy Florida 
Zone)) (0.0.0).   

Duke Florida, OATT, 
Attachment N-2- Duke 
Florida (0.0.0). 

Duke Florida ER13-1922-000 

Duke Florida, Tariffs, Rate 
Schedules and Service 
Agreements, Tariff Volume 
No. 4 (OATT), Attachment 
N-2, SERTP Transmission 
Planning Process (FRCC-
SERTP Seam) (Interregional 
Transmission Coordination 
Between the FRCC and 
SERTP Regions) (0.0.0). 

Duke Florida, OATT, 
Attachment N-2 - SERTP 
(0.0.0). 

Duke Carolinas ER13-1928-000 

Duke Carolinas, Tariffs, Rate 
Schedules and Service 
Agreements, Tariff Volume 
No. 4 (Joint OATT of Duke 
Energy Carolinas, LLC, Duke 
Energy Florida, LLC, and 
Duke Energy Progress), 
Attachment N-1, 
Transmission Planning 
Process (Progress Zone and 
Duke Zone) (5.0.0). 

Duke Carolinas, OATT, 
Attachment N-1 (5.0.0). 
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Duke Carolinas ER13-1928-000 

Duke Carolinas, Tariffs, Rate 
Schedules and Service 
Agreements, Tariff Volume 
No. 4 (Joint OATT of Duke 
Energy Carolinas, LLC, Duke 
Energy Florida, LLC, and 
Duke Energy Progress), 
Attachment N-1 - FRCC, 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
SERTP and FRCC Regions) 
(4.0.0). 

Duke Carolinas, OATT, 
Attachment N-1 – FRCC 
(4.0.0). 

Duke Carolinas ER13-1928-000 

Duke Carolinas, Tariffs, Rate 
Schedules and Service 
Agreements, Tariff Volume 
No. 4 (Joint OATT of Duke 
Energy Carolinas, LLC, Duke 
Energy Florida, LLC, and 
Duke Energy Progress), 
Attachment N-1 - FRCC, 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
SERTP and SCRTP Regions) 
(0.0.0). 

Duke Carolinas, OATT, 
Attachment N-1 – SCRTP 
(0.0.0). 

FP&L ER13-1929-000 
FP&L, FPL OATT, § 7.4 
(Regional Participation) 
(1.1.0). 

FP&L, OATT, § 7.4 
(1.1.0). 

FP&L ER13-1929-000 

FP&L, FPL OATT, 
Attachment K-1 (Interregional 
Transmission Coordination 
Between the FRCC and 
SERTP Regions) (0.0.0). 

FP&L, FPL OATT, 
Attachment K-1 (0.0.0). 

LG&E/KU ER13-1930-000 

LG&E/KU, Transmission, 
LGE and KU Pro Forma 
OATT, Part V, Attachment K 
(Transmission Planning 
Process) (5.0.0). 

LG&E/KU, OATT, 
Attachment K (5.0.0). 

LG&E/KU ER13-1930-000 

LG&E/KU, Transmission, 
LGE and KU Pro Forma 
OATT, Attachment K, app. 4 
(Reserved) (2.0.0). 

LG&E/KU, OATT, 
Attachment K, app. 4 
(2.0.0). 
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LG&E/KU ER13-1930-000 

LG&E/KU, Transmission, 
LGE and KU Pro Forma 
OATT, Attachment K, app. 6 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
SERTP and FRCC Regions) 
(1.0.0).  

LG&E/KU, OATT, 
Attachment K, app. 6 
(1.0.0). 

LG&E/KU ER13-1930-000 

LG&E/KU, Transmission, 
LGE and KU Pro Forma 
OATT, Attachment K, app. 9 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
SERTP and FRCC Regions) 
(1.0.0).  

LG&E/KU, OATT, 
Attachment K, app. 9 
(1.0.0). 

LG&E/KU ER13-1930-000 

LG&E/KU, Transmission, 
LGE and KU Pro Forma 
OATT, Attachment K-3, Ex. 
K (Regional and Inter-
Regional Reliability and 
Economic Planning 
Milestones Timeline) (2.0.0). 

LG&E/KU, OATT, 
Attachment K-3, Ex. K 
(2.0.0). 

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 133, Attachment K 
(Transmission Planning 
Process), § 7.4 (Regional 
Participation) (1.1.0).  

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 133, Attachment 
K, § 7.4 (1.1.0). 

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 142K, Attachment K, 
app. 5 (Interregional 
Transmission Coordination 
Between the FRCC and 
SERTP Regions) (0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 142K, 
Attachment K, app. 5 
(0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 142L, Attachment K, app. 
5 (Interregional Transmission 
Planning Principles: 
Coordination and Data 
Exchange) (0.0.0)  

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 142L, 
Attachment K, app. 5 
(0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 142M, Attachment K, 
app. 5 (Interregional 
Transmission Planning  
 

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 142M, 
Attachment K, app. 5 
(0.0.0). 
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Principles: Data Exchange 
and Joint Evaluation) (0.0.0).  

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 142N, Attachment K, 
app. 5 (Interregional 
Transmission Planning 
Principles: Cost Allocation) 
(0.0.0).  

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 142N, 
Attachment K, app. 5 
(0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 142O, Attachment K, 
app. 5 (Interregional 
Transmission Planning 
Principles: Cost Allocation) 
(0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 142O, 
Attachment K, app. 5 
(0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric ER13-1932-000 

Tampa Electric, OATT, Sheet 
No. 142P, Attachment K, app. 
5 (Interregional Transmission 
Planning Principles: Cost 
Allocation and Transparency) 
(0.0.0). 

Tampa Electric, OATT, 
Sheet No. 142P, 
Attachment K, app. 5 
(0.0.0). 

OVEC ER13-1940-000 
OVEC, OVEC OATT, 
Attachment M (Transmission 
Planning Process) (3.0.0).  

OVEC, OATT, 
Attachment M (3.0.0). 

OVEC ER13-1940-000 

OVEC, OVEC OATT, 
Attachment M-1, ITC 
Between SERTP and FRCC, 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
SERTP and FRCC Regions) 
(0.0.0). 

OVEC, OATT, 
Attachment M-1 (0.0.0). 

OVEC ER13-1940-000 

OVEC, OVEC OATT, 
Attachment M-4, ITC 
Between SERTP and SCRTP, 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination Between the 
SERTP and SCRTP Regions) 
(0.0.0). 

OVEC, OATT, 
Attachment M-4 (0.0.0). 

Southern 
Companies ER13-1941-000 

Southern Companies, OATT 
and Associated Service 
Agreements, Attachment K 
(The Southeastern Regional 

Southern Companies, 
OATT, Attachment K 
(2.0.0). 
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Transmission Planning 
Process) (2.0.0). 

Southern 
Companies ER13-1941-000 

Southern Companies, OATT 
and Associated Service 
Agreements, Exhibit K-2 
([Reserved]) (1.0.0). 

Southern Companies, 
OATT, Ex. K-2 
([Reserved]) (1.0.0). 

Southern 
Companies ER13-1941-000 

Southern Companies, Exhibit 
K-3 (Regional and Reliability 
Planning Milestones 
Timeline) (2.0.0) 

Southern Companies, 
OATT, Ex. K-3 (2.0.0). 

Southern 
Companies ER13-1941-000 

Southern Companies, OATT 
and Associated Service 
Agreements, Exhibit K-4 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination - SERTP/FRCC 
Regions) (0.0.0).  

Southern Companies, 
OATT, Ex. K-4 (0.0.0). 

Southern 
Companies ER13-1941-000 

Southern Companies, OATT 
and Associated Service 
Agreements, Exhibit K-7 
(Interregional Transmission 
Coordination - 
SERTP/SCRTP Regions) 
(0.0.0).  

Southern Companies, 
OATT, Ex. K-7 (0.0.0). 

Orlando 
Commission NJ13-11-000 

Orlando Commission, FERC 
Electric Tariff, Attachment K 
(Transmission Planning 
Process) (1.0.0). 

Orlando Commission, 
FERC Electric Tariff, 
Attachment K (1.0.0). 

SCE&G ER13-1935-000 

SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment K 
(Transmission Planning 
Process) (4.0.0). 

SCE&G, Fifth Revised 
Volume No. 5, Attachment 
K (4.0.0). 
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