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 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE  

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION  

International Transmission Co. 

d/b/a ITC Transmission, Michigan 

Electric Transmission Co., LLC, 

ITC Midwest LLC, and ITC Great 

Plains, LLC; Ameren Services Co.; 

American Transmission Co. LLC; 

Cleco Power LLC; Entergy 

Services, LLC; Evergy, Inc.; 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.; The 

Empire District Electric Company; 

and Xcel Energy Services Inc., 

Complainants,  

 v. 

Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator, Inc.; and Southwest 

Power Pool, Inc., Respondents. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Docket No. EL26-58-000  

PROTEST OF CLEAN ENERGY ADVOCATES 

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 211 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“FERC” or “the Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure,1 Natural Resources 

Defense Council, Sustainable FERC Project, Clean Grid Alliance, Clean Wisconsin, 

Sierra Club, and Fresh Energy, together Clean Energy Advocates (“CEAs”), submit 

this protest to the complaint filed by a coalition of nine utilities (“Complainants”)2 

1 18 C.F.R. § 385.211 (2025).  
2 International Transmission Co. d/b/a ITC Transmission, Michigan Electric 

Transmission Co., LLC, ITC Midwest LLC, and ITC Great Plains, LLC; Ameren 

Services Co.; American Transmission Co. LLC; Cleco Power LLC; Entergy Services, 
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with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or the “Commission”) 

pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”) on April  6, 2026.3  

CEAs strongly support the prompt approval and deployment of regional 

transmission projects throughout the footprint of Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator (“MISO”) and Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) that will buttress a resilient 

and affordable power grid. However, the assertion that eliminating competition will 

expedite the transmission in-service dates is unsupported by the evidence and 

contrary to the record upon which Order 1000 was built. Moreover, eliminating 

competition threatens to escalate transmission costs at a time when utility bills are 

already rising unsustainably, and reverts to a status quo that the Commission has 

already found to be unjust and unreasonable. CEAs thus request that the 

Commission reject the complaint in its entirety. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. The Evidence and Argument Provided in the Complaint Is Not 

Sufficient to Justify Abandoning Long-Established Rules and 

Principles 

 

The complaint needs to be named for what it is: an opportunistic attempt to 

deliver billions of dollars in transmission projects into the hands of the 

Complainants, relieving them of the need to transparently compete for those 

 
LLC; Evergy, Inc.; Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.; The Empire District Electric 

Company; and Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
3 International Transmission Co. d/b/a ITC Transmission, et al. v. Midcontinent 

Independent System Operator, Inc., and Southwest Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. 

EL26-58-000 (April 6, 2026), Accession No. 20260407-3073 (hereinafter the 

“Complaint”). 
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projects. This complaint is not about “speed-to-power,”4 it is fundamentally about 

the transfer of risk-free revenue opportunities to the largest utilities throughout the 

Midwest and Great Plains. The scope and gravity of what Complainants seek here 

is unprecedented, as the open-ended logic deployed in the complaint provides no 

meaningful limitation regarding where or how rules and competitive principles 

would be suspended or eliminated. The Commission should reject Complainants’ 

request to discard existing competitive frameworks designed to ensure 

transparency, cost efficiency, and importantly, consumer protection in the face of 

large load growth, especially when exceptions to the provisions for competition 

already exist in both RTOs in cases where there is an urgent reliability need.5 

 Context is important, as the entirety of the factual and legal claims offered in 

the complaint must be skeptically viewed through the lens of two critical 

developments: 1) changes in some state laws that have given utilities less priority in 

building regional transmission projects, i.e., the removal of state-level Rights of 

First Refusal (“ROFR”) laws, and 2) new planning approvals by MISO and SPP for 

regional transmission build-out. Investor-owned utilities, like some Complainants 

here, have largely been supportive of ROFR laws.6 States with ROFRs provide 

investor-owned utilities with the exclusive opportunity to develop transmission 

 
4 Id. at 49. 
5 See infra at Section II.D. 
6 See Jim Rossi, Promoting Cost-Effective Grid Modernization, Regulation, Winter 

2022-2023, at 34, 34, 36-39, https://www.cato.org/regulation/winter-2022-

2023/promoting-cost-effective-grid-modernization (explaining how incumbent 

monopolies have successfully lobbied state legislatures to pass ROFR laws that 

override federal attempts at introducing competitive bidding). 
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projects within “their state granted territories, including segments of projects that 

span[] multiple [utility] service territories.”7 Order 1000 ended ROFRs in federally 

regulated transmission planning tariffs but allowed state-level ROFRs to remain in 

place, and subsequently, both MISO8 and SPP9 incorporated state ROFR laws into 

their tariffs. 

However, the landscape for state-level ROFRs across the MISO and SPP 

footprint has become increasingly fractured, as several high-profile legal challenges 

to state-level ROFRs have succeeded.10 In light of the potential vulnerability of 

these ROFRs, and the possibility of expanded legal challenges in other states, 

Complainants have now turned their attention to seeking federal intervention. 

 Amidst the rear-guard action by investor-owned utilities in defending state-

level ROFRs, SPP11 and MISO12 have both recently approved billions of dollars in 

regional transmission project planning portfolios. Specifically, in November of 2025 

the SPP Board approved its 2025 Integrated Transmission Plan, which includes  

 
7 Ari Peskoe, Is the Utility Transmission Syndicate Forever?, 42 Energy L.J. 1 (2021) 

at 44 (hereinafter “Transmission Syndicate”). 
8 MISO Tariff, Att. FF § VIII.A.1. 
9 SPP Tariff, Att. Y § I.1.e. 
10  See, e.g., NextEra Energy Capital Holdings, Inc. v. Lake, 48 F.4th 306 (5th Cir. 

2022); LS Power Midcontinent, LLC v. State, 988 N.W.2d 316 (Iowa 2023). There is 

also a pending challenge to Indiana’s ROFR that has been remanded back to the 

United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana from the Seventh 

Circuit Court of Appeals. See generally LSP Transmission Holdings II, LLC v. 

Huston, 131 F.4th 566 (7th Cir. 2025). 
11  SPP, 2025 Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report (Nov. 25, 2025), 

www.spp.org/media/2429/2025-itp-report-v10.pdf (“2025 ITP Assessment Report”). 
12 MISO, Fact Sheet: Long Range Transmission Planning (LRTP) Tranche 2.1 (Dec. 

2024), cdn.misoenergy.org/LRTP%20Tranche%202.1666573.pdf.   
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four 765-kV projects totaling 949 miles along with forty-six other projects costing 

roughly $8.6 billion.13 A year prior, SPP’s Board approved the 2024 ITP, which cost 

an additional $7.68 billion.14 MISO’s Board recently approved roughly $22 billion in 

regional transmission projects, known as Tranche 2.1, on top of $10.3 billion in 

Tranche 1 projects approved in mid-2022.15 Combined, SPP and MISO have recently 

approved $40 billion in regional projects, with likely more to come as MISO is 

currently considering additional portfolios for both its North and South 

subregions.16 Notably, MISO’s Tranche 2.1 projects alone are expected to contribute 

to reliability and energy savings benefits of up to $118 billion dollars.17 

 With the retreat of state-level ROFRs and the significant opportunities for 

regional transmission build-out, the purpose for this complaint becomes clear. 

Complainants want easy access to build as many transmission projects as possible 

without having to transparently or competitively secure them. This motivation has 

been called out before. Courts have found that with regard to transmission 

 
13 Tom Kleckner, SPP Board Approves 2025 ITP with 4 765-kV Projects, RTO 

Insider (November 6, 2025), available at: https://www.rtoinsider.com/119101-spp-

board-approves-2025-itp-765kv-projects/. 
14 See 2024 SPP Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment Report, SPP 

Engineering Version 1.0 (Jan. 24, 2025), at 1; available at: 

https://www.spp.org/media/2229/2024-itp-assessment-report-v10.pdf. 
15 Ethan Howland, FERC orders MISO to clarify how merchant projects will be 

included in transmission planning, Utility Dive (October 17, 2025), available at: 

https://www.utilitydive.com/news/ferc-miso-merchant-transmission-grain-belt-

invenergy/803087/. 
16 Complaint at 79. 
17 Brandon Crawford, Constructing the Future of Energy: MISO approves new 

transmission portfolio, Citizens Utility Board (December 17, 2024), available at: 

https://cubminnesota.org/constructing-the-future-of-energy-miso-approves-new-

transmission-portfolio. 
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development in RTO/ISOs, their members regularly “seek[] to protect themselves 

from competition and third parties.”18 More specific to Order 1000, investor-owned 

utilities have repeatedly “objected through legal processes and informal practices” 

to the competitive planning processes, seeking to weaken them at every stage.19 

Indeed, they have “often succeeded[] at scaling back competitive development” as 

enumerated in Order 1000.20 This complaint reflects yet another attack launched by 

utilities of the sort that has plagued Order 1000 since it was adopted. 

Ultimately, the Commission must ask itself: if it is to suspend rules and 

competition here, where/how/why does it stop? Complainants certainly offer no 

limiting principles, and instead, do the opposite by framing load growth to support 

artificial intelligence computing facilities (“AI”) as a carte blanche for the open-

ended suspension or elimination of any process that might slow its adoption. 

Indeed, the complaint references numerous times the need to “win” the AI race, but 

never explains what that means. Complainants never attempt to identify the 

metrics or methodologies that will determine who is winning or has won the race, 

who determines who has won, over what time-period, and at what cost. Indeed, 

Complainants include forty pages of testimony on the subject of AI, yet, provide no 

answers to these very fundamental questions.21 Instead, Complainants merely 

 
18 MISO Transmission Owners, et al. v. FERC, 819 F.3d 329, 335 (7th Cir. 2016). 
19 Transmission Syndicate at 29; see also id. at 47-57 (describing how investor-

owned utilities have fought to “scal[e] back competitive development” pursuant to 

Order 1000). 
20 Id. at 47. 
21 See generally Complaint at Exhibit H. 
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splash this vague phrase across the complaint,22 seeking to wield it as a sword to 

slash away at any process that conceivably slows AI’s proliferation. Moreover, 

promoting a specific end-use of electricity does not fit within the existing FPA 

jurisprudence,23 and if anything, runs head-long into undue discrimination case 

law.24 

As noted above, Complainants seek to benefit substantially from a favorable 

ruling, but one would not know that from the complaint. Complainants’ obfuscation 

of the true stakes of their request are evident by their Rules 206(b)(4) and (5) 

disclosures, where they are required to provide a quantification of the financial 

impact or burden created for them and the practical, operational, or other 

nonfinancial impacts imposed as a result of the action or inaction of the 

Commission.25 There, Complainants conspicuously fail to mention how much they—

and their shareholders—could financially benefit from a favorable ruling from the 

Commission, despite expressly requesting expedited action to potentially grant 

them exclusive rights to construct some of the recently approved projects or to other 

large-scale transmission portfolios on the horizon.26 Instead, Complainants 

 
22 Id. at 3, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 26, 29, 35, 38, 49, 65, 66, 78, 79. 
23 Under Section 201 of the Federal Power Act, the “public interest” as recognized by 

Congress lies in “the business of transmitting and selling electric energy for 

ultimate distribution to the public” (emphasis added). 16 U.S.C. § 824(a). 
24 This is particularly problematic considering that CEAs are unaware of any 

specific findings of fact made by the Commission regarding the importance of 

“winning” the AI race. 
25 Complaint at 79. 
26 See Complaint at 75-77; see also Update Regarding Request Action Date (Docket 

No. EL26-58) (May 18, 2026), Accession No. 20260518-5225 (urging Commission 
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amorphously describe their “financial” interests as being limited to “for[]gone 

benefits,” undefined “harms [to] consumers,” and “hard[] to quantify” delays.27 

Securing a multiyear moratorium on the competitive process, or other similar 

replacement rate, would greenlight incumbent utilities to capture multi-billion-

dollars’ worth of transmission projects in MISO and SPP, guaranteeing them 

exclusive rights to earn a return-on-equity on these massive capital deployments 

from captive ratepayers, without any incentive to offer cost containment provisions 

or penalties should the in-service dates of these transmission projects be delayed. 

While the complaint is cloaked in the intentionally foreboding language of national 

security and “winn[ing] the AI race,”28 the Commission ought to reject 

Complainants’ request for it to abandon principles that have historically guided its 

decision-making and helped facilitate transparent and nondiscriminatory 

transmission project development. 

B. Complainants Have Failed to Meet Their Burden of Proof Because 

They Confuse The Timeline of Developer Selection With the 

Timeline of Project Completion 

 

Complainants argue that “the MISO and SPP [competitive] solicitations add 

16–20 months on average.”29 Conspicuously, they decline to offer in their lengthy 

exposition of RTOs’ solicitation protocols any contention that competitive selection 

directly adds 16 to 20 months to the project completion time, using an 

 
action to avoid competitive bidding on the Anthem-Seminole and CD-Woodward 

(765kV) projects in SPP). 
27 Id. 
28 Id. at 3. 
29 Complaint at 30. 
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argumentative sleight of hand to hope the fact-finder may rush to this inference. 

Their actual assertion appears limited to the tautological point that carefully 

selecting the most attractive developer bid necessarily entails some amount of time.  

To show that the developer selection phase actually delays targeted in-service dates, 

Complainants would need to show (but wholly failed to) that a competitively 

selected developer needs the full timeline from developer selection until the 

targeted in-service date to complete a project. Thus, by missing this evidentiary step 

in their required chain of logic, Complainants have fatally skipped out on their 

required burden of production.30 

Even accounting for the time required to complete competitive selection, 

Complainants would need to demonstrate that the time required to complete a 

project after selection is so long as to blast through project target dates. But 

Complainants nowhere attempt to explore how long the engineering, design, 

permitting, siting, and construction of a typical project actually requires. For 

example, one of Complainants’ experts, Mr. Michael Schnitzer of The NorthBridge 

Group, purports to establish that “[t]he 1 to 2 year solicitation process extends the 

completion date for projects subject to that process,”31 but nowhere explains how 

project workflows operate in practice, and he nowhere provides evidence of an 

actual MISO or SPP competitively solicited project with a delayed completion date.  

 
30 18 C.F.R. § 385.206(b)(4) (a complainant under Section 206 must “[m]ake a good 

faith effort to quantify the financial impact or burden (if any) created for the 

complainant as a result of the [challenged tariff practice]”). 
31 Complaint, Ex. F (Schnitzer) at 16:3-4. 
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Complainants also fail to consider how preparing a response to a competitive RFP 

may entail certain upfront design and planning work that a counterfactual 

incumbent developer might also complete in the same upfront time range (without 

an RFP to address). 

Indeed, Complainants ignore that MISO’s identification and approval of 

“Tranche 1” projects (many of which would be competitively selected) as part of its 

Long-Range Transmission Plan (“LRTP”) in July 2022 included in-service dates six 

to eight years down the road: 

32 

 
32 MISO MTEP21 Report Addendum: Long Range Transmission Planning Tranche 

1 Executive Summary (August 2022), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/MTEP21%20Addendum-

LRTP%20Tranche%201%20Report%20with%20Executive%20Summary625790.pdf, 

at 2. 
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and similarly, that MISO’s identification and approval of LRTP “Tranche 2.1” 

regional projects (of which many, again, would be competitively selected) in 

December 2024 included in-service dates eight to ten years in the future: 

33 

Complainants cite and submit a 2024 study from Concentric Energy Advisors 

that they claim shows “solicited projects failed to meet their expected in-service by 

an average of more than a year.”34 While CEAs have not investigated the details of 

every example in CAISO, NYISO, and PJM where a competitively selected 

developer allegedly finished a project past the expected in-service date, it is 

 
33 MISO, MTEP24 Transmission Portfolio (November 2024), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20241212%20Board%20of%20Directors%20Item%2009a

%20MTEP%20Executive%20Summary%20Appdendix%20A%20Appendix%20F6651

58.pdf , at 13. 
34 Complaint at 34 (citing Ex. J, Concentric Energy Advisors, An Updated 

Examination of FERC Order No. 1000 Projects (Apr. 2024), 

https://ceadvisors.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/An-Updated-Examination-of-

FERC-Order-1000-Projects.pdf,  at Appendix B). 
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important to note that per Concentric’s table, the only MISO or SPP example in 

Concentric’s study – Duff-Coleman (running from Indiana to Kentucky), part of 

MISO’s 2015 Transmission Expansion Plan or MTEP15, finished the project over six 

months ahead of schedule.  From that evidence alone, what MISO is doing to ensure 

competitive developers finish their construction on time appears to be working.35 

On that score, Complainants also fail to note how bidders in a competitive 

transmission RFP in MISO or SPP, and thus the ultimately selected developer, 

typically offer to commit to the required in-service date (or an earlier completion 

date) with financial penalties for delay. For example, for MISO’s LRTP Tranche 1, 

Project 10 in Missouri, “[all] the [bidding] developers stated they could complete the 

project two months to two years earlier than MISO’s deadline,”36 and the selected 

developer (“Developer C”) “offered to reduce its return on equity by 0.025% […] for 

every month it is not ready to energize the facilities beyond the in-service date.”37  

For Tranche 1, Project 17 in Indiana, “the [bidding] developers stated they could 

 
35 See also Ex. A, Kent Chandler and Olivia Manzagol for R Street Institute, “Need 

for Speed: An Analysis of Speed to Market and Cost Results of Competitive 

Transmission: Part 2 – Timing” (May 26, 2026), 

https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/need-for-speed-an-analysis-of-speed-to-market-

and-cost-results-of-competitive-transmission-part-2-timing (“Ex. A”) (examining 

how the competitive transmission development processes does not delay the speed 

with which transmission infrastructure is planned and placed into service). 
36 MISO, Selection Report, Fairport to Denny to IA/MO State Border: 345 kV 

Competitive Transmission Project (Oct. 27, 2023), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/FDIM%20345%20kV%20Selection%20Report630669.pdf, 

at 21. 
37 Id. at 22.  This quotation applies literally to the proposal of a different bidder, 

Developer B, but MISO noted that for the winning Developer C, “its schedule delay 

penalty is substantially equal.” Id. 
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complete the project two months to two years earlier than MISO’s deadline”38 and 

the selected developer (“Developer C”) “will decrease its ROE by 2.5 basis points for 

every month, up to twelve months, completion is delayed,” conditional on MISO and 

neighboring transmission owners confirming their intention to complete necessary 

work.39 For Tranche 2.1, Project 35 spanning Indiana to Kentucky, MISO used 

competitive selection for a portion called Reid EHV to IN/KY State Border. The 

selected developer (“Developer B”) committed to “reduce its return on equity by 

0.025%, up to a maximum of 0.3%, for every month it is not ready to energize the 

facilities beyond the June 1, 2032 [required in-service date].”40 For Tranche 2.1, 

Projects 26, 30 and 31, MISO grouped Wisconsin portions of those three projects 

into a single competitive solicitation called Bell Center to IL/WI State Line. The 

selected developer (“Developer E”) committed “to reduce its ROE cap by .025% for 

every month, up to 12 months, its actions resulted in a delay beyond 1/1/2034, 6 

months prior to the in-service date specified in the RFP, to the final energization of 

 
38 MISO, Selection Report, Hiple to IN/MI State Border 345 kV Competitive 

Transmission Project (May 11, 2023), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/HIMB%20345%20kV%20Selection%20Report628866.pdf, 

at 17. 
39 Id. at 15. This quoted description applies directly to a different bidder, but the 

selected developer also adopted the same terms, with the additional stated 

condition. Id. 
40 MISO, Selection Report, Reid EHV to IN/KY State Border (July 30, 2025), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/RIKY%20Selection%20Report710990.pdf, at 16. 
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a project facility [. . .] contingent on the authorization from FERC for an 

abandonment incentive.”41 

Similarly, in Southwest Power Pool’s 2024 Integrated Transmission Plan 

(“ITP”), for the Elm Creek-Tobias 345 kV Competitive Upgrade (spanning Kansas to 

Nebraska), the selected developer (“Respondent A”) proposed to “reduce its capped 

4.05% weighted cost of equity by 1 basis point for every month of in-service delay, 

up to a maximum 12 basis point reduction.”42 And as part of the same 2024 ITP, for 

the Beckham County-Potter Competitive Upgrade (spanning Texas to Oklahoma), 

the selected developer (“Proposal B”) “agree[d] to a reduction in the Project’s ROE 

by 2.5 basis points for each month [past the scheduled in-service date] up to a 

maximum of 20 basis points for 15 years after in-service of the Project.”43 Also 

within SPP’s 2024 ITP, for the competitive Lynch-Medanos Project, the selected 

developer (“Developer B”) “agree[d] to a reduction in the Project’s ROE by 2 basis 

points for each month [of delay past the guaranteed completion date] up to a 

 
41 MISO, Selection Report, Bell Center–Columbia–Sugar Creek – IL/WI State Line 

765 kV Competitive Transmission Project (Jan. 6, 2026), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/BECI%20Selection%20Report734487.pdf, at 15. 
42 Industry Expert Panel: Transmission Provider Public Report, RFP-000011, Elm 

Creek-Tobias 345 kV (April 14, 2026), 

https://www.spp.org/documents/76491/elm%20creek-

tobias%20345%20kv%20rfp%20iep%20recommendation%20report%20-%20public.p

df, at 48, 100. 
43 Industry Expert Panel: Transmission Provider Internal Report – Public Version, 

RFP-000009, Beckham County-Potter 345 kV (Oct. 14, 2025),  

https://www.spp.org/documents/75024/beckham%20county-

potter%20345kv%20%20rfp_iep%20recommendation%20report%20-%20public%20v

ersion.pdf, at 46-47. 
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maximum of 20 basis points.”44 Complainants seemingly are unaware of or 

uninterested in these tools that both MISO and SPP regularly use to discipline 

competitive developers to stay on task and on time. 

By contrast, incumbent transmission owners automatically awarded 

transmission projects per MISO’s tariff and the MISO Transmission Owners 

Agreement have no incentive nor procedure to offer delay penalties.45 While an 

incumbent transmission owner assigned a project “shall make a good faith effort to 

design, certify, and build the designated facilities to fulfill the approved MISO 

Plan,” governing rules already contemplate that “[t]he Board shall allow the 

Owners to optimize the final design of specific facilities and their in-service dates if 

necessary to accommodate changing conditions, provided that such changes comport 

with the approved MISO Plan and provided that any such changes are accepted by 

MISO.”46 

Moreover, a new report by R Street Institute, attached hereto as Exhibit A, 

shows that competitive developers systematically outperform incumbent 

transmission owners on speed of completion. R Street examined 

“all incumbent projects that are primarily transmission lines (projects 

with >1 line mile, excluding substations), greater than $50 million, 

with in-service dates from January 2018 through Q3 2025 (or May 

 
44 Industry Expert Panel: Transmission Provider Public Report, RFP-000008, Lynch-

Medanos 115 kV (July 15, 2025), https://www.spp.org/documents/74319/lynch-

medanos%20115kv%20%20rfp%20iep%20recommendation%20report%20-%20public

%20report.pdf, at 65. 
45 See MISO Tariff, Att. FF § V; MISO Transmission Owners Agreement 

(https://docs.misoenergy.org/miso12-legalcontent/Rate_Schedule_01_-

_Transmission_Owners_Agreement.pdf), Appx. B § VI. 
46 MISO Transmission Owners Agreement, Appx. B § VI. 
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2026 for MISO and SPP) [and] [c]ompetitive projects [that] are those 

greenfield transmission line projects developed via competitive 

processes in transmission planning regions and placed into service 

through Q3 2025 (or May 2026 for SPP)”47 

 

R Street’s analysis found that the median time of completion in MISO was 1,645 

days for competitive developers and 1,835 days for incumbent developers. In SPP, 

the median time of completion was 1,825 days for competitive developers and 1,884 

days for incumbent developers.48 In MISO, the lone completed competitive project 

(again, Duff-Coleman) was completed 204 days ahead of schedule, while the median 

incumbent project experienced a delay of 108 days relative to the in-service date.49  

The Commission, and the stakeholder community generally, should feel confident 

that competitive solicitation is not slowing the completion of badly needed grid 

expansion. 

C. The Proposed Remedy is Not Just and Reasonable Because 

Competition is Critical for Affordability 

 

One of the key flaws in the complaint is that the proposed remedy, 

abandoning the competitive solicitation process for some projects or for some period-

of-time, merely returns us to the status quo that the Commission has already found 

to be unjust and unreasonable prior to the adoption of Order 1000. In other words, 

the specific circumstances that required the Commission to find unjust and 

unreasonable rates in 2011 with regard to transmission development are still 

salient today, and Complainants do not assert that the relief sought would remedy 

 
47 Ex. A at 7. 
48 Ex. A at 16, 19. 
49 Ex. A at 19, 20. 
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those circumstances. Therefore, even assuming Complainants’ factual allegations 

are true, and that rates are unjust and unreasonable now, all Complainants propose 

is substituting one unjust and unreasonable rate for a prior one. 

The record upon which Order 1000 was developed, and the competitive 

solicitation process it codified, remains well-reasoned and relevant to the 

Commission’s consideration of this complaint. FERC originally issued Order 1000 to 

address anti-competitive transmission planning practices by incumbent 

transmission owners.50 FERC noted that “it is not in the economic self-interest of 

incumbent transmission providers to permit new entrants to develop transmission 

facilities, even if proposals submitted by new entrants would result in a more 

efficient or cost-effective solution to the region’s needs.”51 The Commission 

concluded that its existing framework was deficient, noting that federal ROFRs 

“exacerbat [ed]” the problem of, among other things, “discouraging new entrants” 

who could “propos[e] alternative solutions for consideration at the regional level.”52 

In response to these problems, “FERC employed several mechanisms to pry 

control over regional transmission development from IOUs and break the IOU-by-

IOU planning model,”53 one of which was to require, for the first time, utilities “to 

compete for the opportunity to earn cost-of-service rates associated with new 

transmission projects.”54 The Commission’s determination relied upon an extensive 

 
50 Order No. 1000, 136 F.E.R.C. ¶ 61,051 (2011) (hereinafter “Order 1000”). 
51 Id. at P 256. 
52 Id. at PP 256-257. 
53 Transmission Syndicate at 43. 
54 Id. at 45. 
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record illustrating the general economic principle that competition leads to lower 

rates.55 Complainants provide no evidence that the institutional structures and 

dynamics that spurred the need for, and adoption of, Order 1000 have changed in 

the intervening years, and that returning to the status quo would now somehow be 

just and reasonable. Instead, Complainants ask that FERC discard the extensive 

record upon which Order 1000 was built, and return regional transmission 

development to the exclusive domain of investor-owned utilities, i.e. one of the very 

problems Order 1000 sought to resolve. 

While Complainants lean into the Federal Power Act’s mandate to 

“encourag[e] the orderly development of plentiful supplies of electricity . . . at 

reasonable prices,”56 it bears noting that statute was enacted within the context of 

“the Great Depression with the primary goal of protecting customers from economic 

exploitation at the hands of monopoly utilities.”57 “Congress passed the Public 

Utility Act of 1935 ‘in the context of, and in response to, great concentrations of 

economic and even political power vested in’” interstate utility holding companies.58 

The Public Utility Act, “according to the Supreme Court, ‘had two primary and 

related purposes: to curb abusive practices of public utility companies by bringing 

them under effective control, and to provide effective federal regulation of the 

 
55 See generally, Order 1000 (summarizing comments). 
56 See Complaint at 36-37 (quoting NAACP v. FPC, 425 U.S. at 669-70). 
57 Matthew Christiansen, et al., Long Live the Federal Power Act’s Bright Line, 134 

Harv. L. Rev. 1360, at 1363 (2021). 
58 Transmission Syndicate at 4 (quoting Gulf States Utilities Co. v. FPC, 411 U.S. 

747, 758 (1973)). 
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expanding business of transmitting and selling electric power in interstate 

commerce.’”59 Indeed, as noted by then-Commissioner Christie, the FPA is “at its 

core, a consumer protection statute and the principal role of this Commission is to 

ensure consumers have reliable and affordable power.”60 As further explained by 

the D.C. Circuit, the FPA’s “‘primary aim is the protection of consumers from 

excessive rates and charges.’”61 Nevertheless, Complainants attempt to flip the FPA 

on its head to expand the power and reach of some of the world’s largest utilities, 

when Congress enacted that very statute to expressly rein in regulated utilities’ 

monopoly power. 

To protect consumers and ensure affordable rates, long-standing Commission 

policy has been to foster competition in its regulated RTO/ISOs markets, because 

such competitive pressure has the effect of reducing prices, providing more efficient 

operation of wholesale markets, mitigating market power, and enhancing 

reliability.62 More specifically, courts have repeatedly found that it is appropriate 

for FERC to rely on the theory that competition would lead to lower transmission 

rates. For example, the D.C. Circuit has concluded that “[a]gencies do not need to 

 
59 Id. 
60 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.. 191 FERC ¶ 61,203 (2025) (Comm’r. Christie, 

Dissent at P3). 
61 Towns of Alexandria, Minn. v. FPC, 555 F.2d 1020, 1028 (D.C. Cir. 1977) 

(quoting Mun. Light Bds. v. FPC, 450 F.2d 1341, 1348 (D.C. Cir. 1971)); see also 

Elec. Dist. No. 1 v. FERC, 774 F.2d 490, 492 (D.C. Cir. 1985) (recognizing that the 

benefits of rate predictability, which are the “whole purpose” of the filed rate 

doctrine, ought to be considered in light of the FPA’s “primary purpose of protecting 

the utility’s customers”). 
62 See, e.g., Transmission Syndicate at 55-57 (documenting extensive use of 

competition exemption for near-term reliability-only projects)). 
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conduct experiments in order to rely on the prediction that an unsupported stone 

will fall; nor need they do so for predictions that competition will normally lead to 

lower prices.”63  

There is ample evidence that the competitive process in transmission 

development achieves this purpose.64 Because of the critical role competition plays 

in containing costs, stripping it away will ultimately harm captive ratepayers and 

exacerbate the affordability crisis. If the competitive process does cause certain 

specific harms, the solution is not, and cannot be, to toss aside competition in its 

entirety as Complainants suggest. Allowing projects to bypass competitive 

processes, thereby forgoing the affordability, cost discipline, and schedule 

accountability that competition strongly engenders, only results in a return to a 

status quo that the Commission has already found to be unjust and unreasonable. 

The Commission should reject Complainants’ self-serving framework, where the 

ends of AI proliferation justify the means of abandoning the lodestar of competitive 

principles that have guided its decision-making over the last two decades. 

D. Competition Exceptions Should Not Compromise Robust 

Regional Planning Outcomes 

 

 
63  S.C. Pub. Serv. Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41, 65 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (quoting 

Associated Gas Distributors v. FERC, 824 F.2d 981, 1008-09 (D.C. Cir. 1987); see 

also FPC v. Transcon. Gas Pipe Line Corp., 365 U.S. 1, 29, (1961); Interstate 

Natural Gas Ass’n of Am. v. FERC, 285 F.3d 18, 37–38 (D.C. Cir. 2002). 
64 See, e.g., FERC Order 1000 Competitively Bid Transmission Projects 2021-2025, 

Electricity Transmission Competition Coalition, available at:  

https://electricitytransmissioncompetitioncoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/FERC-

Order-1000-Competitively-Bid-Transmission-Projects-2021-2025-1.pdf. 
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The foregoing gaps in the complaint illustrate why the Commission should 

decline to upend competitive solicitation processes based on vague claims by 

financially motivated parties. CEAs emphasize, however, the ongoing importance of 

facilitating robust transmission planning to maintain a reliable grid and affordable 

electricity. Multiple factors require significant new transmission, including a 

changing resource mix, increasingly severe extreme weather, and load growth.65 

But as the Commission has recognized, the magnitude of these investments makes 

it more imperative—not less—to not just build transmission quickly, but to build 

the right transmission at the lowest cost to consumers.66 Accordingly, any action by 

the Commission (in this proceeding or otherwise) should ensure that transmission 

planning processes facilitate efficient infrastructure investments, consumer 

affordability, and timely project construction.  

In contrast to Complainants’ theory of the case, if anything, it is efforts to 

avoid competition that potentially distort planning outcomes and thwart all three of 

these goals. As described below, in some cases, these strategic efforts are driving the 

timing or scope of regional transmission investment decisions, rather than the 

technical planning process designed to safeguard affordability and efficiently meet 

long-term system needs. As a matter of sound planning principles, transmission 

 
65 See Order No. 1920, Building for the Future Through Electric Regional 

Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation, 187 FERC ¶ 61,068, at PP 92–99 (May 

13, 2024), on reh’g & clarification, Order No. 1920-A, 189 FERC ¶ 61,126 (Nov. 21, 

2024), on reh’g & clarification, Order No. 1920-B, 191 FERC ¶ 61,026 (Apr. 11, 

2025).  
66 See Order No. 1920, at P 100. 
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projects are most efficiently identified, designed, and approved through 

comprehensive regional planning processes, that address long-term system needs 

across a range of plausible future conditions.67 But financially-interested parties 

have incentives to interfere with those processes through strategic behavior 

intended to avoid competitive outcomes, including shifting capital investment into 

less efficient planning regimes (such as local planning processes) or through the 

manipulation of procedural mechanisms that allow the circumvention of competitive 

solicitation processes (such as immediate need designations). These tactics 

undermine regional planning processes and increase costs to ratepayers.   

The recent volume of non-competitive projects in MISO is a textbook 

example. While Complainants focus on large regional projects, they largely ignore 

the billions of dollars in transmission development that already occurs without 

being subject to competitive solicitation, including local projects and Baseline 

Reliability Projects.68 The 2025 MISO Transmission Expansion Plan (“MTEP25”) 

approved $3.39 billion in Baseline Reliability Projects.69 The 2025 plan also 

contained another $8.11 billion in local “Other” projects,70 including $5.05 billion 

 
67 See generally Order No. 1920.   
68 See MISO Tariff, Module A (definition of “Eligible Project”), Att. FF §§ VIII, 

VIII.A; see also, e.g., Order No. 1920, at P 109 (“In MISO, baseline reliability 

projects and other local transmission projects have grown dramatically since 2010 

and constituted 100% of approved transmission between 2018 and 2020 and 80% 

since 2010.”); Transmission Syndicate at 55–56. 
69 MISO, MTEP25 Report at 34 (Dec. 2025), available at 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/MTEP25731615.zip. 
70 “Other” projects “address local reliability issues and/or provide local economic 

benefit” and “do not qualify as Baseline Reliability Projects, New Transmission 
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driven by load growth.71 Similarly, the 2024 plan approved $1.05 billion in Baseline 

Reliability Projects and $4.05 billion in local “Other” projects (including $1.51 

billion driven by load growth).72 Because MISO Transmission Owners primarily 

uses bottom-up planning to meet local and reliability needs rather than a more 

comprehensive planning analysis,73 these projects may not represent the most 

efficient transmission solutions. Instead, as the Commission recognized in Order 

No. 1920, where projects are planned exclusively to address local or individual 

reliability needs, that approach results in “piecemeal” and “relatively inefficient or 

less cost-effective transmission development,” contributing to unjust and 

unreasonable rates.74  

 SPP’s recent use of its immediate-needs exception for large regional 

transmission projects is another illustrative example. Under this exception, projects 

that would otherwise be eligible for competition can be classified as Short Term 

Reliability Projects (“STRP”) if their need dates fall within a three-year horizon,75 

thereby rendering them exempt from competition. This STRP exemption creates a 

 
Access Projects, Targeted Market Efficiency Projects, Market Efficiency Projects, or 

Multi-Value Projects.” MTEP25 Report at 14. 
71 MTEP25 Report at 34.  
72 MISO, MTEP24 Report at 180 (Dec. 2024), available at 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/MTEP24720395.zip; see also id. at 193-94 ($919 million 

in local projects approved through EPR process). 
73 See, e.g., Complaint, Industrial Energy Consumers of America, et al. v. Avista 

Corp., et al., at 88–101 Docket No. EL25-44 (Dec. 19, 2024), Accession No. 

20241219-5368. 
74 Order No. 1920, at P 110; id. at PP 127–128 (finding similar issues with 

development through processes focused on “near-term reliability needs”). 
75 SPP Tariff, Attachment Y, § I.3. 
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perverse incentive to defer the approval of economically justified transmission 

projects until they can be characterized as immediately needed, thereby avoiding 

competition. The sheer amount of investment in these projects over the last two 

years potentially reflect this dynamic, as SPP has designated of $3.78 billion in 

transmission as STRPs in its 2025 ITP76 and $3.2 billion of such projects in its 2024 

ITP.77  

The influence of strategic behavior to shape competitive outcomes in regional 

planning decisions warrants close scrutiny, because it has significant consequences 

for consumers. First, as discussed above, non-competitive projects deprive 

ratepayers of the cost containment and schedule accountability provided by 

competitive bidding—which often incentivizes offers of lower returns on equity and 

commitments to pay financial penalties for delay.78 Non-competitive projects built 

by incumbent Transmission Owners, in turn, have a worse record of timely 

 
76 SPP, 2025 ITP Assessment Short-Term Reliability Projects Report at 7 (Dec. 9, 

2025) (Appendix A), https://www.spp.org/Documents/75446/2025%20ITP%20Short-

Term%20Reliability%20Projects%20Report.pdf; SPP Boad of Directors & Members 

Committee Meeting, Summary of Approvals, at 2 (Feb. 3, 2026) (noting approval of 

2025 Short-Term Reliability project designations), 

https://spp.org/documents/75924/2026-02-

03%20board%20of%20directors%20members%20committee%20meetings%20minute

s.pdf.  
77 SPP, Short-Term Reliability Project Determination Process for 2024 ITP 

Assessment (Dec. 12, 2024), available at 

https://www.spp.org/Documents/72869/2024%20ITP%20Short%20Term%20Reliabili

ty%20Projects%20and%20Informational%20Paper%20Postings%2012-12-2024.zip; 

SPP Boad of Directors & Members Committee Meeting, Summary of Motions and 

Action Items, at 1 (Feb. 4, 2025) (noting approval of 2024 Short-Term Reliability 

project designations), 

https://spp.org/documents/73244/bod%20mc%20minutes%2020250204%20v2.pdf.  
78 See supra, Section II.B. 
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completion.79 Second, manipulating planning processes for the sake of avoiding 

competition undermines sound regional planning. For instance, capital investment 

instead flows to projects that are identified through siloed planning processes, 

which are not designed to identify the most efficient and cost-effective solutions for 

regional needs. Or, rather than addressing multiple needs as proactively as 

possible, investment decisions are influenced by an intent to avoid competitive 

outcomes rather than by planning study results. 

Without reform, the competitive processes for regionally planned 

transmission projects will continue to give transmission owners clear incentives to 

funnel transmission investment into non-competitive categories, at consumers’ 

ultimate expense. And these entities have multiple avenues to do so, such as by 

waiting to identify transmission needs until they fall within the three-year 

immediate-need window as described above, or through the strategic overuse of 

local planning processes, which can displace more efficient regional solutions that 

would otherwise be subject to competitive bidding.80   

 
79 Id. 
80 Concerns regarding this behavior have previously surfaced, and potential 

examples continue to mount. See, e.g., Transmission Syndicate at 54 (describing 

stakeholder complaints that investor-owned utilities “conjured up these so-called 

‘immediate needs’ projects by failing to report system information to PJM in a 

timely fashion”); SPP, Economic Studies Working Group & Transmission Working 

Group, Summary of Voting for 2025 ITP Assessment (Oct. 1, 2025) (explaining 

stakeholder voting rationale in support of a reliability-only portfolio of transmission 

and the deferral of certain economic lines), available at 

https://www.spp.org/Documents/74946/MOPC%20Materials%20Zip%20File_G.zip; 

compare MISO, MTEP21 Report, at 12 (July 2022) (indicative roadmap figures 

showing potential transmission expansions in Louisiana), available at 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/MTEP21626044.zip, with MTEP25 Report, at 116, 122 
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To mitigate these concerns, any action by the Commission should ensure that 

major transmission development occurs primarily through comprehensive, forward-

looking planning to the greatest extent possible—without discarding the 

affordability protections of the competitive process.81 CEAs note that other pending 

proceedings give the Commission several opportunities to make progress towards 

these goals in MISO, SPP, and other regions. The Commission should, for example, 

strengthen Order No. 1920 to impose guardrails to prevent overuse of local and 

reliability-only projects at the expense of more comprehensive, long-term 

planning.82 And the Commission should act to address the serious concerns 

regarding local planning raised in Industrial Energy Consumers of America, et al. v. 

Avista Corp., et al. (Docket No. EL25-44).83 

Against this backdrop, Complainants’ request for a multi-billion dollar 

handout of additional non-competitive projects should be rejected, as it threatens to 

exacerbate an affordability crisis that has already hit consumers hard, and 

 
(showing subsequent approval of Baseline Reliability Projects for similar routes), 

and Entergy Louisiana, Select transmission projects, 

https://www.entergylouisiana.com/transmission (describing projects). 
81 For example, the Commission could consider extending cost containment and 

schedule accountability requirements to non-competitive transmission projects. 
82 See, e.g., Request for Rehearing and Clarification of Public Interest Organizations 

at 19–25, Docket No. RM21-17 (June 12, 2024), Accession No. 20240612-5189. 

Regardless, the Commission should closely scrutinize ongoing Order No. 1920 

compliance filings and reject proposals that would enable piecemeal planning to 

dilute the Order No. 1920 planning process. 
83 See, e.g., Complaint, Industrial Energy Consumers of America, et al. v. Avista 

Corp., et al., Docket No. EL25-44 (Dec. 19, 2024), Accession No. 20241219-5368; 

Comments of Public Interest Organizations, Docket No. EL25-44 (Mar. 20, 2025), 

Accession No. 20250320-5164.  
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needlessly distracts from other pressing priorities before the Commission. But to 

the extent there are needed changes with MISO or SPP’s competitive solicitation 

processes, the Complaint misdiagnoses the problem. If anything, the Commission 

should more holistically review the competitive framework—including existing 

exceptions—to ensure that the rules for regional and local planning together with 

the rules for competition lead to the best outcomes for consumers. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, CEAs respectfully request that the Commission reject 

the complaint in its entirety. 
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This is the second in a  examining the performance of transmission

competition relative to the outcomes of similar incumbent utility transmission

development. The series will focus on the timing and cost of transmission competition in

the United States, reviewing relevant literature, evaluating outcomes of similar

competitive transmission mechanisms in other countries, and concluding with policy

recommendations.

five-part series

ANALYSIS,  REAL SOLUTIONS
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Summary

This part of the series evaluates whether competitive transmission development

processes meaningfully affect the speed with which transmission infrastructure

is planned and placed into service. While critics of the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission (FERC)  competition frequently argue that competitive

solicitations create unnecessary delays, this analysis examines whether the

empirical evidence supports those claims. Through regional case studies of the

Southwest Power Pool (SPP), MISO, PJM, the New York Independent System

Operator (NYISO), the California Independent System Operator (CAISO), and the

Independent System Operator of New England (ISO-NE), we compare

competitive and incumbent projects across two key timing metrics: the total time

required to move a project from identified need to in-service completion and

whether projects meet their initially estimated in-service dates. Together, these

case studies provide a broader understanding of how transmission processes

perform in practice and how timing outcomes compare.

Order 1000
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The timing and schedule performance of competitive transmission facilities—

how quickly projects are built and whether or not they stay on schedule—has

become a  for utilities attempting to recover their federal rights of

first refusal (ROFR). Contrary to , our study finds that Order

1000 transmission competition does not lead to significant delays. In fact, even

with solicitations and evaluations, the few competitive projects that have been

placed into service have done so faster than, or on a timeline comparable to,

similar incumbent projects. While the competitive project sample size limits the

significance of the result, the outcomes may indicate that competitive projects

are not objectively slower than incumbent projects. Additionally, when it comes

to meeting initially estimated in-service deadlines, competitive projects perform

better or similarly to comparable incumbent projects. While competitive

solicitations take time, this time does not add to the overall in-service date of the

facility as compared to an incumbent building similar facilities.

Our regional transmission organization/independent system operator (RTO/ISO)

case studies analyze comparable competitive and incumbent projects to identify

any impacts of competitive processes on the timeline necessary to plan, develop,

and construct transmission facilities. Specifically, we analyze quantitative data

on two key considerations related to transmission development timing:

How long does it take to plan and develop transmission once a need is

identified?

When is a project actually placed into service relative to its expected in-

service date?

key argument

previous analysis
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To create robust comparisons, each region’s data is compared with other similar

projects within that region. Various regions utilize divergent planning and

development frameworks with widely variable project tracking processes and

data quality and availability across regions. Some, like SPP and MISO, collect and

maintain data for competitive projects in a coherent and consistent manner,

which helped inform our analysis. However, we identify SPP as best in class in

reporting non-competitive projects in a consistent and accurate manner to

provide regulators and policymakers insight into the time and cost data of all

projects. SPP’s consistent, detailed, and verified competitive and incumbent data,

largely unavailable in other RTOs/ISOs, enhanced our ability to focus on the

region. In Part 5 of this series, we will discuss our overall findings in more detail

and recommend that other RTOs/ISOs follow SPP’s model in tracking incumbent

and competitive projects. We will also recommend that FERC use its authority

under Section 304 of the  to request a one-time informational

report on transmission planning and development to gather information from

utilities using data collection methods similar to SPP’s. These recommendations

will allow policymakers to better understand how well incumbent and

competitive projects are planned and developed and will better inform

regulatory changes that can improve development timelines and cost outcomes. 

While SPP’s data on speed and cost components of competitive and non-

competitive transmission planning and development was the most useful for our

analysis, we gathered sufficient data in each region to provide meaningful case

studies. However, due to the small number of competitive projects currently in

service or the fidelity of data on incumbent or competitive projects, some parts of

our analysis required project- or region-specific treatment to provide reliable

estimates.

Federal Power Act
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Data and Methodology

Project timelines are evaluated to understand how long transmission projects

take to move from identifying a need to in-service completion of the project that

solves that need and how those timelines may have changed over the course of

development. There are a few measurable and relevant dates throughout the

transmission planning and development process:

Identification of need

Award or approval date

Initial estimated in-service date

In-service date

This analysis compares expected timelines at the planning stage with actual

durations revealed through project development and construction. By examining

the available data, we identified patterns in delays, schedule extensions, and

delivery performance. Given the unique treatment required to assess each region,

the data and measurements utilized will be described in more detail within the

region-specific sections that follow.
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The sample used in this timeline analysis relies on large new greenfield

competitive and incumbent projects. Importantly, using only greenfield

incumbent projects is required for a reasonable timeline comparison, as rebuild

or reconductor projects (even large ones) have inherent timing advantages

associated with ownership of the retired facility. The timing sample includes all

incumbent projects that are primarily transmission lines (projects with >1 line

mile, excluding substations), greater than $50 million, with in-service dates from

January 2018 through Q3 2025 (or May 2026 for MISO and SPP). Competitive

projects are those greenfield transmission line projects developed via competitive

processes in transmission planning regions and placed into service through Q3

2025 (or May 2026 for SPP). Notably, this sample includes all greenfield projects

included in the broader sample we will use when comparing incumbent and

competitive cost impacts in Part 3.

To summarize results across projects, our timing analysis primarily relies on

median timelines as shown in the following charts, which better account for

outliers and unusually long delays that can distort averages. We also examined

simple averages to provide an overall measure of project duration within each

region’s processes. By assessing comparable types of projects across similar

scales and complexities, the analysis offers insight into relative efficiency and the

predictability of project delivery. The data below shows each region’s aggregate

time to plan and develop incumbent and competitive transmission, from the

identification of the need for the project to placing the transmission project in

service. The graphs that follow also illustrate how well incumbent and

competitive transmission projects meet expected in-service dates. Region-

specific case studies provide details on the calculation and fidelity of data used in

the analysis.  
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Figure 1 shows that based on the limited sample size, competitive project

timelines in MISO and SPP were either comparable to or shorter than incumbent

median timelines. More broadly, competitive projects were developed faster than

incumbent projects in most regions analyzed, with PJM representing the primary

exception where incumbent projects demonstrated shorter overall development

timelines.

Figure 1: Median Total Completion Time by Region

Note: No comparable incumbent sample was available for NYISO

Figure 2 shows that incumbent transmission projects frequently experienced

meaningful delays relative to their originally projected in-service dates,

particularly in CAISO and ISO-NE. By comparison, several competitive projects

were completed ahead of schedule, as reflected by negative delay values in the

chart. These results suggest that the ability to meet projected in-service timelines

may depend more on project-specific execution, permitting, siting, and

construction conditions than whether a project is developed through a

competitive or incumbent framework.
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Figure 2: Median Delay by Region

Note: Negative delay values indicate projects completed ahead of schedule
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Regional Analysis: Southwest Power Pool (SPP)

SPP’s regional transmission planning processes can drive new or proposed

transmission facilities as a result of nearly a dozen FERC-approved processes

including generation interconnection, high-impact large load generator requests,

the region’s Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment, transmission service

requests, and interregional transmission proposals. As explained in 

 of SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT), all of these processes lead to

an annual transmission expansion plan. SPP’s governing rules (and Attachment Y

of SPP’s OATT in particular) dictate which transmission needs or projects can be

developed through a competitive process or merely designated to the incumbent

utility or utilities. As part of SPP’s 

(ITP), SPP produces recurring ITP assessment reports following a multi-month

planning process that uses a 10-year planning horizon. Part of SPP’s ITP is the

“ ,” which covers economic, reliability, public policy, and

reliability needs related to transmission. While the needs are identified as part of

the ITP, they do not necessarily have to be solved via transmission facilities

through the planning process. The needs assessment starts 

 the assessment report is released. Ultimately, the ITP cycle ends with the

ITP assessment report, which is finalized, approved by SPP’s board of directors,

and published.

Attachment

O

Integrated Transmission Planning Assessment

needs assessment

approximately a year

before
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Since our analysis attempts to determine how competitive and non-competitive

projects compare over the planning and development life of a project, identifying

a common starting point for development in each region (or a reasonable proxy

for that starting point) is imperative. For competitive projects in SPP, we chose

the board’s issuance of the ITP assessment approving the need for the facility as a

starting point. For incumbent projects in SPP, we used a starting point of SPP

determining a facility was required as part of a planning study. With SPP’s

superior data collection, tracking, and transparency, the authors have initial

expected in-service dates, notice to construct date, expected in-service date,

actual in-service date, and project status—all part of SPP’s quarterly project

tracking report. With this information, we can identify from initial study reports

and assessments when incumbent and competitive projects were identified as

needed, the projects’ initial expected in-service date, the date they need to be in

service, and—for our sample of in-service projects—the approximate date the

projects were placed into service. 
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SPP has brought three competitive projects into service within the last year and a

half, with  indicating a fourth project was placed into service

within the past month. Various ITPs identified all four of these competitive

projects, in particular the 2019, 2020, and 2021 ITPs. Relevant to this timing

analysis, SPP’s competitive solicitations follow the procurement model, where

the RTO—based on the needs assessment and submitted solutions to those

needs—creates a portfolio of projects screened by staff and the board. Once SPP’s

board of directors approves the ITP assessment, the RTO can open a solicitation

for projects identified during the ITP process. For projects meeting the criteria for

competition, SPP opens a months-long solicitation with the issuance of a request

for proposal (RFP). After developers submit proposals, SPP uses an independent

industry expert panel (IEP) to score the proposals and recommend a winning

developer and proposal. The SPP board of directors then selects the developer

and proposal to construct the project.

Table 1 provides detailed timing metrics for SPP’s competitive transmission

projects, including the length of solicitation periods, overall project development

timelines, and performance relative to initial in-service estimates. SPP provides

one of the strongest datasets for evaluating timing outcomes because it

consistently tracks project milestones and development schedules. The following

table demonstrates that even with solicitation periods lasting nearly a year in

some cases, overall development timelines remained comparable to incumbent

projects in the region.

Table 1: SPP Competitive Transmission Projects

public sources
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SPP projects in service

As part of its  issued Nov. 6, 2019, the SPP board identified

the need for the Sooner-Wekiwa 345 kV line. The project had a needed in-service

date of Jan. 1, 2026. SPP solicited a  30 days after publication

of the ITP assessment. The solicitation period lasted 312 days until the IEP

provided its —the proposal that received the

highest score from the IEP. The IEP’s recommendation was summarized as

follows: 

2019 ITP assessment

request for proposal

recommended project development
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The IEP recommends Proposal E as the Recommended RFP Proposal.

Proposal E received the highest overall point allocation, and Proposal E

received the highest point allocation in the scoring categories of Project

Management and Operations, the third highest point allocations in the

scoring category of Engineering Design, and fourth highest in Finance. In

addition to receiving the highest point allocation, the IEP determined the

designation was appropriate because Proposal E best addressed a significant

risk the IEP identified to project success — the timely acquisition of Rights

of Way (ROW). This proposal also demonstrated significant capabilities and

historical success in construction management and in the ability to operate

and maintain a 345 kV transmission line.

The selected development was a 76-mile-long line, and the developer was issued

a  a few months after the IEP recommendation. While the IEP

studied and scored any proposed in-service schedule guarantees provided in

response to the RFP, those portions of the selection report were redacted.

Ultimately, the Sooner-Wekiwa project was placed into service in October 2025

—nearly three months ahead of its estimated and needed in-service date. The

project was in planning and development, between the time the SPP Board

identified the need for the project in the 2019 ITP and its in-service date, for 2,163

days. 

notice to construct
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The need for the Wolf Creek-Blackberry line was also identified in the 

. SPP waited until Sept. 28, 2020 to issue the RFP. After identifying

an issue with the first RFP, the SPP board issued a replacement RFP on Dec. 7,

2020. We used the second RFP in this analysis to measure the length of the

solicitation, as it is more representative of the region’s typical process. However,

any delay caused by the reissuance is reflected in our overall timing analysis. The

IEP recommended a developer for the project on Oct. 12, 2021, meaning the

solicitation period after the second RFP lasted 309 days. The developer the IEP

chose to recommend unanimously for the 92-mile-long project received the

highest points of any proposal. Although the selection report redacted material

data regarding the cost schedule guarantees of the winning bidder, 

 confirmed the winning bidder did have an in-service

guarantee of 1.5 basis point ROE reduction for every month of delay. With a

needed in-service date of Jan. 1, 2026 and an initial estimated in-service date of

Jan. 1, 2025, the project was actually placed into service July 15, 2025—195 days

after the initial estimate. The total time between when the board identified the

need for the facility and it being placed into service was 2,078 days.

2019 SPP

ITP assessment

subsequent

public information
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The (published Oct. 27, 2020) identified the need for the

Minco-Pleasant Valley-Draper line, and an  for developers for the project was

issued on May 4, 2021. On April 12, 2022, the  issued its recommendation for

the developer of the 48-mile-long project, with a needed in-service date of Jan. 1,

2025 and an initial estimated in-service date of July 3, 2024. Ultimately, the

project went into service on Jan. 29, 2025—210 days after the initial expected in-

service date and 1,555 days after the SPP board identified the need for the project.

Nevertheless, similar to the Wolf Creek-Blackberry line and the just-in-service

, the Minco-Pleasant Valley-Draper

project had an in-service guarantee with a 1.5 basis point per month penalty for

delay.

The incumbent sample in SPP includes 13 facilities that are in-service and that are

exclusively or primarily transmission lines rather than substation projects and

otherwise meet the data criteria previously set forth in this part of the series.

Across these 13 projects, an average of 318 days passed between when the need

for a project was accepted by SPP in the relevant study applicable to the project to

when SPP issued notices to construct. Relevant to the two primary points of

analysis in this part of the series, projects in the incumbent sample were an

average of 129 days and a median of 6 days delayed or “late” as compared to an

80-day average and 98-day median for the four competitive projects that are

either in or nearly in service. Furthermore, projects in the incumbent sample had

an average of 1,691 days and a median of 1,884 days between when the project

was accepted as needed by SPP and when it was placed into service as compared

to the competitive average of 1,842 days and median of 1,825 days. The average

length of the 13 incumbent projects within the sample assessed was 51 miles,

with a median line length of 47 miles. The average project length for competitive

projects was 88 miles, with a median of 84 miles.

2020 ITP assessment 

 RFP

IEP

Crossroads-Hobbs-Roadrunner project
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Table 2 shows the incumbent transmission projects for SPP. The incumbent

sample shows that non-competitive projects also experience meaningful

schedule extensions and long development timelines. The data shows that

competitive projects in SPP were developed within timelines comparable to

incumbent projects despite the additional competitive solicitation process.

Table 2: SPP Incumbent Transmission Projects
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Regional Analysis: MISO

Relevant to this timing analysis, MISO’s competitive solicitations follow the

procurement model, where the RTO creates a 

(MTEP) to identify “expansions and/or enhancements to the MISO Transmission

System.” If transmission facilities are identified as “Competitive Transmission

Facilities” as part of the MTEP process, the RTO uses a competitive process to

determine what entity will build, own, and operate it. MISO issues RFPs for

competitive projects, and its business practice manuals permit the RTO to

stagger the issuance of those proposals based on the RTO’s needs and

prioritization. The RFP leads to a months-long solicitation during which

qualified developers submit proposals. MISO then evaluates and scores the

proposals and announces the winning developer and proposal.

MISO does an adequate job tracking the cost and timing of competitive projects

with quarterly frequency, but information on older MTEP and competitive

project selection reports are no longer available on the MISO website, including

the relevant MTEP (2015) and the selection report from the Duff-Coleman

solicitation described in the next section.

MISO projects in service

, the only competitive project in service in MISO, was identified as

needed in the  and approved by the board of directors in December 2015.

A month after identifying the need for the project, MISO opened its competitive

solicitation by issuing a RFP. The solicitation processes lasted 347 days until the

selected developer was announced for the 31-mile-long project. Relevant to this

part of our analysis, MISO’s comments in its selection report are as follows:

MISO Transmission Expansion Plan

Duff-Coleman

MTEP15
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Republic Transmission excelled among a complement of strong proposals.

Republic Transmission’s proposal provided the strongest combination of

attributes, including but not limited to, the highest degree of certainty and

specificity, the lowest risk, and low cost. In selecting Republic Transmission,

MISO evaluated Republic Transmission’s proposal against four FERC-

approved evaluation criteria: cost and design, project implementation,

operations and maintenance, and planning participation. MISO was also

guided and influenced by the collective application of the four evaluation

principles found in MISO’s business practices manual: specificity, certainty,

cost, and risk mitigation.

While Duff-Coleman’s initial expected in-service date was Jan. 1, 2021, the project

was actually placed into service June 11, 2020—204 days earlier than scheduled

—bringing the total time of the project from identification of need to being

placed into service at 1,645 days as compared to the expected period of 1,849

days.

Although MISO currently has only one completed competitive transmission

project available for analysis, the Duff-Coleman project still provides a useful

comparison point. The project was completed ahead of schedule and within a

total development timeline that compares to incumbent MISO projects,

suggesting that the competitive solicitation process did not impede project

delivery.

Table 3 summarizes key milestones in the development timeline for the Duff-

Coleman project, including the time between identification of need and

solicitation opening, the duration of the competitive solicitation process,

projected and actual in-service dates, and the total project development timeline.
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Table 3: MISO Competitive Transmission Project

The incumbent sample in MISO includes 38 projects that are exclusively or

primarily lines and that otherwise meet the selection criteria previously

explained. For incumbent projects in MISO, our total timeline calculations also

begin when the project is included in the relevant, board-approved MTEP,

although there is no measure between “need” and “award” date in MISO like

there is in SPP. The incumbent sample in MISO were delayed or “late” by an

average of 215 days with a median delay of 108 days as compared to the

competitive project in MISO, which was 204 days early. The average time for the

incumbent sample to be placed into service after board approval was 1,835.3 days

(rounded to 1,835 days), with a median of 1,834.5 days (rounded to 1,835 days).

This is nearly 200 days longer than the competitive experience, but similar to the

expected timeline of the Duff-Coleman project. Notably, the incumbent project

sample appears to have faster timelines than MISO had previously observed for

other incumbent regional transmission projects. For instance, MISO noted in its

:

The MTEP14 Appendix A projects have, on average, adjusted their in-service

date back by 13 months. In the MTEP14 report, the average in-service delay

for a similar subset of projects was 16 months. Little or no impact on

reliability is expected from the adjusted in-service dates. Transmission

Owners may adjust project in-service dates to match system needs.

MTEP15 report
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Table 4 shows the wide variation in timing performance across incumbent

transmission projects in MISO. Several projects experienced substantial schedule

extensions, while others were completed ahead of schedule. The data reinforces

that delays occur across all transmission development models, as transmission

development timelines are highly project-specific and influenced by a wide range

of operational and regulatory factors beyond the presence or absence of

competition.

Table 4: MISO Incumbent Transmission Projects

* Note: MISO line miles available for 35 of 38 incumbent projects
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Regional Analysis: PJM

Differently from MISO and SPP, PJM conducts transmission competition under

the sponsorship model. :

When needs are identified, PJM opens competitive planning “windows” so

that transmission owners and other developers can submit solutions they’ve

designed. If a solution is selected and approved by the PJM Board of

Managers, the developer will, as appropriate, seek siting approval for,

construct and maintain the substations and transmission lines included in

its proposal.

As indicated in the results of the following analysis, PJM is the only RTO/ISO

where incumbent projects are placed into service faster than competitive projects

over comparable planning and development processes. Relatedly, four of the six

projects in our competitive sample in PJM were awarded to incumbent utilities.

Relevant to the observations, PJM’s project tracker collects lower-quality data

than trackers in other regions. This is due to a number of factors: Developers

provide PJM’s data, which is not independently verified, has no vintage details,

and can become stagnant from a lack of updates.      

As described by PJM
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PJM projects in service

For our competitive project sample in PJM, we identified the six greenfield

projects that are in service and went through the RTO’s competitive process. Our

calculation for total planning and development time started when PJM published

the need, seeking responses with solutions. The solicitation period used in other

regions is similar to the competitive “window” PJM used to receive and judge

projects, and the end of that measurement period in PJM is marked in our data by

the approval of the project by the PJM board of managers. The average total time

for the competitive project sample in PJM to be placed into service after

identifying the need for any project is 2,145 days, with a median of 2,169 days. In

the aggregate, these competitive projects were not delayed; instead, they came in

an average of 75 days (with a median of 36) before their initial expected in-

service dates.
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Our incumbent sample in PJM includes 13 greenfield or rebuild projects that are

primarily lines rather than substations, along with the selection criteria

previously noted. Of that sample, our analysis started with need identification,

taken from the initial presentation of need by the utility at either the attachment

M3 local transmission stakeholder meeting or the meeting of the transmission

expansion advisory committee. While utility-identified need is generally the best

data point available to begin the calculation in PJM, there are 

of utilities in the region delaying the identification of need—sometimes not

publicly acknowledging it until the solution is placed into service. Although we

identified initial estimated in-service dates from PJM’s live project tracker (which

remains editable by transmission owners on an ongoing basis), there are

concerns with data vintage in that if in-service estimates change, the initial dates

disappear from the tracker. With these constraints in mind, and given the

available data, we identified the average length of projects in the incumbent

sample as 1,881 days, with a median of 1,821 days. The average delay for the

incumbent sample was 63 days, with a median of 23 days early.

Regional Analysis: NYISO

NYISO conducts a  to meet the

state’s public policy requirements in the most cost-effective way. Similar to PJM,

NYISO aggregates the state’s needs in conjunction with the New York Public

Service Commission and seeks sponsored transmission solutions to those needs

from interested developers. After reviewing sponsored proposals, the NYISO

board of directors may choose one or more proposals that efficiently or cost-

effectively meet the previously identified needs.

notable examples

competitive transmission development process
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NYISO projects in service

NYISO has three competitive projects with facilities in service since 2022 or 2023.

For our analysis, we begin our timeline calculations at the point where the New

York Public Service Commission identifies and approves the Public Policy

Transmission Planning needs and end when the projects are placed into service.

We also measured and analyzed the time it takes between identification of needs

and the NYISO board of directors’ approval of projects to meet those needs. On

average, it took 2,716 days between need identification and the competitive

transmission solution’s in-service date, with a median of 2,723 days. The projects

were placed into service an average of 58 days before the expected in-service

date, with a median delay of 0 days.

NYISO has not historically required public reporting and tracking of large

incumbent transmission projects; therefore, the authors did not have data to

analyze any incumbent projects in the planning region that fit our selection

criteria.

Regional Analysis: CAISO

CAISO follows the procurement model, where the ISO identifies solutions to

transmission needs and subsequently seeks developer proposals to build, own,

and operate those facilities. As part of CAISO’s effort to produce its 

, it identifies and aggregates transmission needs that it will later identify

solutions to address. After identifying solutions, the ISO will identify which of

those projects are available for inclusion in subsequent competitive solicitations

and provide sufficient information for interested developers to submit proposals

to build the facility.

transmission

plan

Document Accession #: 20260527-5253      Filed Date: 05/27/2026

https://bpmcm.caiso.com/Pages/BPMDetails.aspx?BPM=Transmission%20Planning%20Process
https://bpmcm.caiso.com/Pages/BPMDetails.aspx?BPM=Transmission%20Planning%20Process


CAISO projects in service

CAISO has three lines-only competitive transmission projects in service. The

authors have data for substation-only competitive projects that are not included

in this case study for reasons of brevity but are included in the table of data. For

determining the time it takes to plan and develop competitive lines in CAISO, we

used the ISO’s posting of its reliability study results as the starting point or proxy

for need identification. The average time it took CAISO’s three lines-only

competitive projects to be placed into service after need identification was 2,558

days, with a median of 2,064 days. The average delay for those projects was 945

days, with a median of 834 days. While the competitive transmission delays in

CAISO are more severe than in other regions, they are comparable with

incumbent project results, indicating  that could benefit

from additional analysis.

The authors also analyzed a sample of five line-only greenfield or rebuild

incumbent projects. The authors have data for substation-only incumbent

projects that will not be included in this case study for reasons of brevity;

however, relevant data points will be included in tables. In calculating the timing

aspect of the incumbent sample, our analysis assumed the need for the project

arose in the year it was included in the incumbent utility’s Long-Term

Transmission Investment Plan as provided through the California Public Utilities

Commission’s  process. These incumbent projects in

CAISO took 3,447 days on average to complete, with a median timeline of 2,980

days. The average delay for the five projects was 1,379 days, with a median delay

of 550 days.

CAISO-specific drivers

Transmission Project Review
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Regional Analysis: ISO-NE

ISO-NE uses the sponsorship model to conduct competitive transmission, and it

has successfully placed one competitive project in service to date. After

conducting a , ISO-NE determines whether the needs are far

enough in the future to be alleviated via transmission built, owned, and operated

under a “competitive solution process.” If needs exist that should be subject to

the competitive process, an RFP is issued and qualified prospective developers

can submit solutions to the identified needs. The ISO then selects preferred

solutions and notifies the chosen developer(s). 

ISO-NE projects in service

The one competitive project in service in ISO-NE, the  project,

was placed into service in 2023. The need for a solution to that project was

identified in 2019, and the time between need identification and its in-service

date was 1,458 days—116 days earlier than initially estimated. The solicitation

period for the project (i.e., the time after the RFP for solutions was issued and the

project was ultimately selected) lasted 210 days.

The incumbent sample for ISO-NE includes seven lines-only projects. For the

purposes of our assessment, the starting point for determining the timeline of

the projects is the same: the needs assessment release date that drove each

project. Further, our analysis sourced initial in-service estimates from tracker

data and identified the actual in-service date using post-in-service tracker

updates. These seven projects took an average of 3,377 days to be placed into

service after their need was identified, with a median length of 3,126 days. These

seven projects were delayed an average of 1,161 days relative to their initial

estimated in-service dates, with a median delay of 1,035 days.   

needs assessment

Boston 2028 RFP
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Conclusion

While competitive solicitations take time to conduct—more than a year, in some

instances—they do not delay needed transmission. Even taking into account the

solicitation processes, competitive transmission planning and development

timelines are consistent with incumbent timelines, and in many regions the

competitive projects in service today were put into service faster than utility-

developed transmission projects. If the length of competitive solicitations is a

concern for policymakers, they should focus on changes or amendments to those

processes to speed them along. If the length of solicitations is reduced,

competitive projects would have an even greater advantage over incumbent

developed transmission projects. However, transmission development delays are

consistent between competitive and incumbent projects and across regions,

indicating industry-wide factors that could benefit from further analysis.

Appendix

The appendix includes detailed timing metrics for all transmission projects

across the remaining ISOs, based on available data.

Appendix Table 1:  NYISO Competitive Transmission Projects
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Appendix Table 2:  NYISO Incumbent Transmission Projects

No comparable incumbent sample was available for NYISO

Appendix Table 3:  CAISO Competitive Transmission Projects
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Appendix Table 4:  CAISO Incumbent Transmission Projects

Appendix Table 5:  PJM Competitive Transmission Projects

Appendix Table 6:  PJM Incumbent Transmission Projects

* Note: PJM Line Miles are available for 11 projects out of 13 incumbent projects
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Appendix Table 7:  ISO-NE Competitive Transmission Projects

Appendix Table 8:  ISO-NE Incumbent Transmission Projects
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Next in this series: Part 3—Cost
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