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SUMMARY: The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (Commission) is
issuing an Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (ANOPR) presenting
potential reforms to improve the electric
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes. The Commission invites all
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interested persons to submit comments
on the potential reforms and in response
to specific questions.

DATES: Comments are due October 12,
2021 and Reply Comments are due
November 9, 2021.
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docket number, may be filed in the
following ways. Electronic filing
through https://www.ferc.gov, is
preferred.
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O Mail via U.S. Postal Service only:
Addressed to: Federal Energy
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Secretary, 888 First Street NE,
Washington, DC 20426.
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The Comment Procedures Section of
this document contains more detailed
filing procedures.
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I. Introduction

1. Pursuant to its authority under
section 206 of the Federal Power Act
(FPA),1 the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (Commission) is
considering the potential need for
reforms or revisions to existing
regulations to improve the electric
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes.

2. Approximately 10 years ago, the
Commission issued Order No. 1000.2
That order stated its purpose generally
in its introduction:

The reforms herein are intended to
improve transmission planning processes
and cost allocation mechanisms under the
pro forma Open Access Transmission Tariff
(OATT) to ensure that the rates, terms and
conditions of service provided by public
utility transmission providers are just and
reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or
preferential. This Final Rule builds on Order
No. 890,3 in which the Commission, among
other things, reformed the pro forma OATT
to require each public utility transmission
provider to have a coordinated, open, and
transparent regional transmission planning
process. After careful review of the
voluminous record in this proceeding, the
Commission concludes that the additional
reforms adopted herein are necessary at this
time to ensure that rates for Commission-

116 U.S.C. 824e. Section 206 requires that
transmission rates be just and reasonable, and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential.

2 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by
Transmission Owning and Operating Public
Utilities, Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 (2011),
order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC
61,132, order on reh’g and clarification, 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).

3 Preventing Undue Discrimination and
Preference in Transmission Service, Order No. 890,
118 FERC 161,119, order on reh’g, Order No. 890—
A, 121 FERC {61,297 (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
161,126 (2009).

(
(
(
(
i
(a) Interconnection-Related Network Upgrade Cost Sharing
(
(
(
(

jurisdictional service are just and reasonable
in light of changing conditions in the
industry. In addition, the Commission
believes that these reforms address
opportunities for undue discrimination by
public utility transmission providers.*

3. More than a decade after Order No.
1000, we believe it appropriate to
review the issues addressed by that
order and other transmission-related
regulations and determine whether
additional reforms to the regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes or revisions to existing
regulations are needed to ensure rates
for Commission-jurisdictional service
remain just and reasonable, and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential.
The electricity sector is transforming as
the generation fleet shifts from resources
located close to population centers
toward resources, including renewables,
that may often be located far from load
centers. The growth of new resources
seeking to interconnect to the
transmission system and the differing
characteristics of those resources are
creating new demands on the
transmission system. Ensuring just and
reasonable rates as the resource mix
changes, while maintaining grid
reliability, remains the priority in the
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes.

4. In light of these evolving
conditions, we believe it timely and
appropriate to consider whether there
should be changes in the regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes and, if so, which changes are
necessary to ensure that transmission
rates remain just and reasonable and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential

4Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at P 1.
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and that reliability is maintained.5
Accordingly, we will consider herein
whether and which reforms and
revisions are necessary to the
Commission’s regulations on these
topics. This Advanced Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (ANOPR)
discusses proposals or concepts for
changes to existing processes in several
broad categories: Regional transmission
planning, regional cost allocation,
generator interconnection funding,
generator interconnection queueing
processes and consumer protection, and
in several instances the ANOPR also
offers a potential rationale or argument
for potential proposals. We note that the
Commission has not predetermined that
any specific proposal discussed herein
shall or should be made or in what final
form; rather, we seek comment from the
public on these proposals and welcome
commenters to offer additional or
alternative proposals for consideration.
5. We believe it appropriate to review
whether there are questions that should
be explored and possible solutions
proposed regarding any potential
shortcomings in the existing regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes, which may have become
evident since the Commission issued
Order No. 2003, Order No. 890, and
Order No. 1000. We seek comment on
several topics across transmission
planning and cost allocation and
interconnection queue processes, as
well as oversight of transmission
infrastructure development. Examples

516 U.S.C. 824e.

6 Standardization of Generator Interconnection
Agreements and Procedures, Order No. 2003, 104
FERC {61,103 (2003), order on reh’g, Order No.
2003-A, 106 FERC {61,220, order on reh’g, Order
No. 2003-B, 109 FERC { 61,287 (2004), order on
reh’g, Order No. 2003-C, 111 FERC {61,401 (2005),
aff’d sub nom. Nat’l Ass’n of Regul. Util. Comm’rs
v. FERC, 475 F.3d 1277 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (NARUC
v. FERC).
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of such questions for which we will
seek comment in this ANOPR include,
among others: (1) Whether the existing
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation processes appropriately
considers the transmission needs of
anticipated future generation to drive
study assumptions, or instead relies on
less comprehensive information, such as
existing interconnection requests with
completed facilities studies, and
whether such current planning criteria
are appropriate or should be revised; (2)
whether the regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes’
consideration of transmission needs
driven by reliability, economic
considerations, and Public Policy
Requirements 7 are inappropriately
siloed from one another, and, if so,
whether this influences the
consideration of potential benefits of a
regional transmission facility (and the
associated beneficiaries for purposes of
allocating the costs of such a facility);
(3) whether criteria in addition to those
related to reliability, economic, and
Public Policy Requirements needs
should be planned for and considered in
the evaluation of benefits, and used to
determine cost allocation in the regional
transmission planning process, and
these needs should be clear, credibly
quantifiable and not speculative; (4)
how to appropriately identify and
allocate the costs of new transmission
infrastructure in a manner that satisfies
the Commission’s cost-causation
principle that costs are allocated to
beneficiaries in a manner that is at least
roughly commensurate with estimated
benefits; (5) whether or not it is
appropriate for the costs of state or local
public policy-driven transmission
facilities to be shifted through regional
cost allocation to consumers in non-
participating states, or whether changes
to current interconnection cost
allocation mechanisms may unjustly
and unreasonably shift costs to

7 Public Policy Requirements are requirements
established by local, state, or federal laws or
regulations (i.e., enacted statutes passed by the
legislature and signed by the executive and
regulations promulgated by a relevant jurisdiction,
whether within a state or at the federal level). Order
No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at P 2. The
Commission clarified that Public Policy
Requirements established by state or federal laws or
regulations include duly enacted laws or
regulations passed by a local governmental agency,
such as a municipal or county government. Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC {61,132 at P 319. Order No.
1000 left planning and cost allocation for Public
Policy Requirements largely to the discretion of
transmission providers. See also infra P 16.

8 A regional transmission facility is a
transmission facility located entirely in one
transmission planning region. Order No. 1000, 136
FERC {61,051 at n.374.

customers of load serving entities; © (6)
whether and which reforms are
necessary to the generator
interconnection process to ensure a
more purposeful integration with the
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation processes, a more efficient
queueing process, and a more efficient
and cost-effective allocation of
interconnection costs; (7) whether the
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation processes may have resulted
in transmission facilities addressing an
unduly narrow set of transmission
needs, including needs located in a
single transmission owner’s footprint,
and having limited region-wide benefits,
but that, collectively, may impose
significant costs on customers; (8)
whether and how to better coordinate
between regional and local transmission
planning processes to identify more
efficient or cost-effective solutions; and
(9) whether it is necessary, and how, to
more clearly identify the lines of
regulatory authority and oversight
between states and federal authorities
with regard to regional and local
transmission facilities to ensure
appropriate vetting of transmission
infrastructure. In addition, we seek
comment regarding whether the current
approach to oversight of transmission
investment adequately protects
customers, particularly given the
potentially significant and very costly
investments proposed to meet the
transmission needs driven by a
changing resource mix, and, if
customers are not adequately protected
from excessive costs, which potential
reforms may be required and are legally
permissible to ensure just and
reasonable rates.

II. Background

A. Regional Transmission Planning and
Cost Allocation Process

6. In 1996, the Commission issued
Order No. 888 and the accompanying
pro forma OATT, setting forth certain
minimum requirements for transmission
planning.10 In 2007, the Commission

9 Under current Commission policy, the costs of
interconnection-related network upgrades are either
(1) directly assigned to the interconnection
customer or (2) funded initially by the
interconnection customer and reimbursed through
transmission service credits.

10 Promoting Wholesale Competition Through
Open Access Non-Discriminatory Transmission
Services by Public Utilities; Recovery of Stranded
Costs by Public Utilities and Transmitting Utilities,
Order No. 888, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,036 (1996)
(cross-referenced at 75 FERC { 61,080), order on
reh’g, Order No. 888—A, FERC Stats. & Regs.
931,048 (cross-referenced at 78 FERC {61,220),
order on reh’g, Order No. 888-B, 81 FERC {61,248
(1997), order on reh’g, Order No. 888-C, 82 FERC
161,046 (1998), aff’d in relevant part sub nom.

issued Order No. 890 to remedy flaws in
the pro forma OATT, and in so doing,
required coordinated, open, and
transparent transmission planning on
both a local and regional level.
Specifically, the Commission required,
among other things, that each
transmission provider’s 1 local
transmission planning process satisfy
nine transmission planning principles:
(1) Coordination; (2) openness; (3)
transparency; (4) information exchange;
(5) comparability; (6) dispute resolution;
(7) regional participation; (8) economic
planning studies; and (9) cost allocation
for new projects.12

7.1n 2011, the Commission issued
Order No. 1000 to build on the
transmission planning requirements of
Order No. 890. Order No. 1000 included
a package of reforms to ensure that the
transmission planning and cost
allocation mechanisms embodied in the
pro forma OATT were adequate to
support the development of more
efficient or cost-effective transmission
facilities.?3 The reforms in Order No.
1000 fell into the following categories:
(1) Regional transmission planning; (2)
transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements; (3) nonincumbent
transmission developer reforms; (4)
regional and interregional cost
allocation; and (5) interregional
transmission coordination. Here we
provide a brief overview of the Order
No. 1000 regional transmission planning
requirements, nonincumbent developer
reforms, regional transmission cost
allocation rules, and interregional
transmission coordination.

1. Regional Transmission Planning
Requirements

8. Order No. 1000 requires that each
transmission provider participate in a
regional transmission planning process
that produces a regional transmission
plan.?¢ Through the regional
transmission planning process,
transmission providers must evaluate,
in consultation with stakeholders,

Transmission Access Policy Study Group v. FERC,
225 F.3d 667 (D.C. Cir. 2000), aff’d sub nom. New
York v. FERC, 535 U.S. 1 (2002).

111n this order, we use the term “‘transmission
provider” when referring to a public utility that
owns, controls, or operates transmission facilities.
The term transmission provider should be read to
include the transmission owner when the
transmission owner is separate from the
transmission provider, as is the case in regional
transmission organizations (RTOs) and independent
system operators (ISOs).

12 QOrder No. 890, 118 FERC 61,119 at PP 418—
601.

13 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at PP 11—
12, 42—44; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC {61,132
at PP 3, 4-6.

14 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC { 61,051 at PP 146,
148.
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alternative transmission solutions that
might meet the region’s reliability,
economic, and Public Policy
Requirements needs 15 more efficiently
or cost-effectively than solutions that
transmission providers identified in
their local transmission planning
processes.16 Order No. 1000 also
requires that the regional transmission
planning process satisfy the Order No.
890 transmission planning principles.1?
Therefore, these transmission planning
principles, which the Commission
adopted with respect to local
transmission planning processes in
Order No. 890, also apply to the regional
transmission planning processes
established in Order No. 1000.

2. Nonincumbent Transmission
Developer Reforms

9. Order No. 1000 institutes a number
of reforms that seek to ensure that
nonincumbent transmission developers
have an opportunity to participate in the
regional transmission development
process.18 In particular, Order No. 1000
requires that each transmission provider
eliminate provisions in Commission-
jurisdictional tariffs and agreements that
establish a federal right of first refusal
for an incumbent transmission provider
with respect to transmission facilities
selected in a regional transmission plan
for purposes of cost allocation.® Order
No. 1000 defines a transmission facility
selected in a regional transmission plan
for purposes of cost allocation as one
that has been selected because it is a
more efficient or cost-effective solution
to a regional transmission need.2°

10. In addition, Order No. 1000
requires that each regional transmission
planning process include not unduly
discriminatory qualification criteria and
information requirements for
transmission developers that want to
propose a transmission facility for
selection in the regional transmission
plan for purposes of cost allocation.2?
The regional transmission planning
process must also have a transparent

15 Order No. 1000’s requirement to consider
transmission needs driven by Public Policy
Requirements is described below.

16 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at PP 11,
148.

171d. P 151. Order No. 890 explains these
transmission planning principles.

18 For purposes of Order No. 1000,
“nonincumbent transmission developer” refers to
two categories of transmission developer: (1) A
transmission developer that does not have a retail
distribution service territory or footprint; and (2) a
transmission provider that proposes a transmission
facility outside of its existing retail distribution
service territory or footprint, where it is not the
incumbent for purposes of that project. Id. P 225.

19]d. P 313.

20 Id. PP 5, 63.

21]d. PP 225, 323, 325.

and not unduly discriminatory process
for evaluating whether to select a
proposed transmission facility in the
regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation.?2 Furthermore, the
regional transmission planning process
must provide a nonincumbent
transmission developer with the same
eligibility as an incumbent transmission
developer to use a cost allocation
method(s) for any sponsored
transmission facility selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation.23

3. Regional Transmission Cost
Allocation

11. Order No. 1000 requires each
transmission provider to have in place
a method, or set of methods, for
allocating the costs of new regional
transmission facilities selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation.24 Each regional cost
allocation method must satisfy six
regional cost allocation principles,25
including the principle that the cost of
transmission facilities must be allocated
to those in the transmission planning
region that benefit from the facilities in
a manner that is roughly commensurate
with estimated benefits.26

4. Interregional Transmission
Coordination

12. Order No. 1000 requires each
transmission provider, through its
regional transmission planning process,
to establish further procedures with
each of its neighboring transmission
planning regions for the purpose of
coordinating and sharing the results of
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.
The interregional coordination
processes must provide for: (1) The
sharing of information regarding the
respective needs of each region and
potential solutions to those needs; and
(2) the identification and evaluation of
interregional transmission facilities that
may be more efficient or cost-effective
solutions to those regional needs.2?

B. Overview of Transmission Planning

13. The next few paragraphs provide
an overview of how transmission
providers plan their systems to meet

22 Id. P 328; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC

161,132 at P 452.
23 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC 61,051 at P 332.
24]d. P 558.
25]d. P 603.
26 Id. PP 622, 639.
271d. P 396.

their reliability, economic, and Public
Policy Requirements needs, consistent
with Order Nos. 890 and 1000.

1. Reliability Needs

14. Transmission providers within
transmission planning regions conduct
reliability planning studies to help
ensure the ability of the transmission
system to serve firm transmission use.
These studies may extend 10 to 15 years
into the future depending on the
transmission planning region’s
transmission planning process and tests
for violations of established North
American Electric Reliability
Corporation (NERC) reliability
requirements.?8 Additional regional and
local reliability criteria may also apply
in specific transmission planning
regions. In order to meet applicable
reliability planning criteria, the regional
transmission planning process focuses
on studying and producing a
transmission system that is robust
enough to be able to withstand a range
of probable contingencies (e.g., the
sudden loss of a generator or high
voltage transmission line) while reliably
serving customer demand and
preventing cascading outages.29
Generally, transmission providers
identify areas not in compliance with
planning criteria and develop plans to
achieve compliance. Transmission
providers examine facilities to mitigate
identified reliability criteria violations
for their feasibility, impact, and
comparative costs, culminating in a
recommended regional transmission
plan.

2. Economic Needs

15. Transmission providers within
transmission planning regions also plan
transmission facilities to meet economic
needs. In Order No. 1000, the
Commission recognized that Order No.
890 placed no affirmative obligation on

28 For example, Reliability Standard TPL-001—4
requires that Transmission Planners conduct an
annual planning assessment of their region’s
portion of the bulk electric system and document
summarized results of the steady state analyses,
short circuit analyses, and stability analyses. TPL—
001—4 also requires that Transmission Planners
conduct these analyses using a model of their
systems operating under a wide variety of potential
conditions to see under what, if any, conditions the
system will fail to meet reliability criteria. TPL—
0014 lays out the variety of these conditions,
including system peak, off-peak, single
contingency, multiple contingencies (both
sequential and simultaneous), severe contingencies
on adjacent systems, sensitivity analyses to
underlying model assumptions, and extreme events.

29 The regional transmission planning process
will identify the necessary transmission system
facilities (which have varying costs and lead times
for when they can be placed into service) that are
needed to achieve reliable transmission system
operations.
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transmission providers to perform
economic planning studies absent a
request by stakeholders. To remedy this
deficiency, Order No. 1000 required
that, in addition to economic planning
studies requested by stakeholders,
transmission providers evaluate,
through a regional transmission
planning process and in consultation
with stakeholders, alternative
transmission solutions that might meet
the needs of the transmission planning
region more efficiently or cost-
effectively than solutions identified by
individual transmission providers in
their local transmission planning
process. These regional transmission
solutions could include transmission
facilities needed to meet reliability
requirements, address economic
considerations, and/or meet
transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements.3? As Order No.
890 explains, the purpose of economic
transmission planning is to plan
transmission to alleviate congestion
through the integration of new
generation resources or an expansion of
the regional transmission system, by an
amount that justifies its cost, usually by
a defined threshold.3? However, to
implement the requirement in Order No.
1000 to affirmatively plan for economic
needs, transmission providers
implemented thresholds that vary across
the regions. Examples of regional
transmission facilities driven by
economic needs include transmission
facilities that relieve historical or
projected transmission congestion and
allow lower-cost power to flow to
consumers.

3. Public Policy Requirement Needs

16. Order No. 1000 requires
transmission providers to consider
transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements in their local and
regional transmission planning
processes.32 However, the requirement
in Order No. 1000 to consider
transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements is limited, and the
Commission provided transmission
providers with flexibility in how to
meet the requirement. For example,
Order No. 1000 does not require that a
separate class of transmission facilities
be created in the regional transmission
planning process to address
transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements,33 nor does it

30 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at PP 147—
148.

31Order No. 890, 118 FERC 61,119 at P 549.

32 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at PP 203,
222; Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC {61,132 at P 208.

33 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at P 220
(explaining that the Final Rule is intended to

mandate the consideration of any
particular transmission need driven by
a Public Policy Requirement.34 As a
result, the process for identifying and
considering such needs varies from
transmission planning region to
transmission planning region.

4. Local Transmission Facilities in the
Regional Transmission Planning Process

17. Generally, the transmission
facilities that transmission providers
include in their individual local
transmission plans are incorporated into
regional transmission plans as inputs,
with minimal opportunity for
stakeholder review in the regional
transmission planning process. That is
because the analysis of local
transmission plans in the regional
transmission planning process is limited
mainly to a reliability analysis to ensure
that local transmission plans do not
negatively affect the reliability of the
regional transmission system.

C. Overview of Generator
Interconnection

18. In Order No. 2003, the
Commission recognized a need for a
single set of interconnection procedures
for jurisdictional transmission providers
and a single, uniformly applicable
interconnection agreement for large
generators.3® The Commission
explained that generator
interconnection is a “critical component
of open access transmission service and
thus is subject to the requirement that
utilities offer comparable service under
the OATT.” 36 The Commission also
determined that, because of the
inefficiency of addressing generator
interconnection issues on a case-by-case
basis,3” it was appropriate to establish a
standard set of generator
interconnection procedures to
“minimize opportunities for undue
discrimination and expedite the
development of new generation, while
protecting reliability and ensuring that
rates are just and reasonable.” 38 To this
end, the Commission adopted the pro
forma Large Generator Interconnection
Procedures (LGIP) and pro forma Large
Generator Interconnection Agreement
(LGIA) 39 and required that all

“provide flexibility for public utility transmission
providers to develop procedures appropriate for
their local and regional transmission planning
processes”).

341d. P 215.

35 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC {61,103 at P 11.

36 Id. P 9 (citing Tenn. Power Co., 90 FERC
161,238 (2000)).

37]d. P 10.

381d. P 11.

39The pro forma LGIP and pro forma LGIA
govern large generating facilities, which are

transmission providers’ OATTs
incorporate the pro forma LGIP and pro
forma LGIA.

19. In Order No. 2003, the
Commission also retained a distinction
between interconnection facilities,
which are located between the
interconnection customer’s generating
facility and the transmission provider’s
transmission system, and network
upgrades,*® which include only
facilities at or beyond the point where
the interconnection customer’s
generating facility interconnects to the
transmission provider’s transmission
system.4? This distinction is important
because the determination of which
entity is ultimately responsible for the
cost of a facility can depend on whether
that facility is an interconnection
facility or an interconnection-related
network upgrade.

20. To initiate the generator
interconnection process set forth in
Order No. 2003,42 the interconnection
customer submits an interconnection
request associated with its proposed
generating facility that includes
preliminary site documentation, certain
technical information about the
proposed generating facility, and the
expected in-service date along with a
deposit.#3 The transmission provider
uses this information to determine the
interconnection facilities and
interconnection-related network
upgrades necessary to accommodate the
interconnection request and their
associated costs.4

21. After the transmission provider
determines that the interconnection
request is complete, the interconnection
request will enter the interconnection
queue with other pending requests, and
the transmission provider will assign
the request a queue position based on
the date and time of receipt. The queue
position will determine the order in
which the transmission provider will
perform three phases of interconnection
studies for the interconnection request.
The three phases in order are: (1) The
feasibility study; (2) the system impact

generating facilities that have a generating facility
capacity of more than 20 MW.

40 For clarity, this ANOPR will refer to these
facilities as interconnection-related network
upgrades.

41]1d. P 21.

42 While we provide a broad description of the
generator interconnection process under Order No.
2003 as background here, we recognize that many
transmission providers have adopted (and the
Commission has accepted) variations to many of the
terms in the pro forma LGIP and the pro forma
LGIA. Consequently, some or many of the details
of a particular transmission provider’s generator
interconnection process may vary considerably
from the broad description provided here.

43]d. P 35.

44 Pro forma LGIP Section 3.1.
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study; and (3) the facilities study, all of
which are necessary to determine the
interconnection facilities and
interconnection-related network
upgrades needed to accommodate the
interconnection request and the
interconnection customer’s cost
responsibility for these facilities.45

22. At the completion of the facilities
study, the transmission provider will
issue a report, which includes a “‘best
estimate of the costs to effect the
requested interconnection,” and provide
a draft generator interconnection
agreement to the interconnection
customer.46 If the interconnection
customer wishes to proceed, after
negotiations, the interconnection
customer enters into a generator
interconnection agreement with the
transmission provider or requests that
the transmission provider file the
agreement with the Commission
unexecuted.4”

D. Interaction Between the Regional
Transmission Planning and Cost
Allocation and Generator
Interconnection Processes

23. The interaction between a
transmission provider’s current
generator interconnection process and
its regional transmission planning and
cost allocation processes appears to be
limited. The primary interaction is that
the baseline regional transmission
planning models generally only
incorporate interconnection projects
that are near the end of the
interconnection process and have
completed a facilities study. In addition,
when creating interconnection study
models, transmission providers
incorporate transmission planning
information into the interconnection
base cases, but what information is
incorporated varies for each
transmission provider. The base cases
for interconnection studies impact the
cost assignment for interconnection
customers, often dramatically, and at
present, most transmission providers’
OATTs do not contain requirements for
what information is included in base
cases.48

45 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC {61,103 at PP 35—
36. The interconnection customer is responsible for
the costs of interconnection studies and any
necessary restudies.

46]d. P 38.

471d.

48 For example, some transmission providers have
details regarding what information is included in an
interconnection study base case in their tariffs, see
e.g. Sw. Power Pool, Inc., 172 FERC {61,283, at P10
(2020), while others limit that information to the
business practices manuals. See, e.g., NYISO
Manual 26, Reliability Planning Process Manual at
15-16.

E. Current Funding Paradigm

1. Regional Transmission Cost
Allocation

24. As noted above, Order No. 1000’s
cost allocation reforms require each
transmission provider to participate in a
regional transmission planning process
that features a regional cost allocation
method or methods for allocating the
cost of new regional transmission
facilities selected in a regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation. The Commission also
required that such regional cost
allocation methods satisfy six regional
cost allocation principles, including the
principle that the cost of transmission
facilities must be allocated to those in
the transmission planning region that
benefit from the facilities in a manner
that is roughly commensurate with
estimated benefits.49

2. Local Transmission Facilities

25. In Order No. 1000, the
Commission explained that the local
transmission planning process is the
transmission planning process that a
transmission provider performs for its
individual retail distribution service
territory or footprint pursuant to the
requirements of Order No. 890.5° The
outcome of the local transmission
planning processes are local
transmission facilities. In Order No.
1000, the Commission defined a local
transmission facility as a transmission
facility located solely within a
transmission provider’s retail
distribution service territory or footprint
that is not selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation.51

26. The Commission clarified that, if
the transmission provider has a retail
distribution service territory and/or
footprint, then only a transmission
facility that it decides to build within
that retail distribution service territory
or footprint, and that is not selected in
a regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation, may be
considered a local transmission facility.
Further, the Commission explained that,
in the case of an RTO/ISO whose
footprint covers the entire region, local
transmission facilities are defined by
reference to the retail distribution
service territories or footprints of its
underlying transmission owing
members.>2 The Commission did not
require that the transmission facilities in

49 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at PP 622,
639. The six Order No. 1000 regional cost allocation
principles are discussed further below.

501d. P 68.

51]1d. P 63.

52 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC {61,132 at P 429.

a transmission provider’s local
transmission plan be subject to approval
at the regional or interregional level,
unless that transmission provider seeks
to have any of those facilities selected
in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.53

27. Moreover, local transmission
facilities planned through a local
transmission planning process are not
eligible to use the Order No. 1000
regional cost allocation method and
instead their costs are allocated to the
transmission provider in whose retail
distribution service territory or footprint
the local transmission facility is located.
In support of this, the Commission
explained that it continues to permit an
incumbent transmission provider to
meet its reliability needs or service
obligations by choosing to build new
transmission facilities that are located
solely within its retail distribution
service territory or footprint as long as
the transmission provider does not
receive regional cost allocation for the
facilities.5¢ Further, the Commission
clarified that nothing in Order No. 1000
restricts an incumbent transmission
provider from developing a local
transmission solution that is not eligible
for regional cost allocation to meet its
reliability needs or service obligations
in its own retail distribution service
territory or footprint.5s

3. Interconnection-Related Network
Upgrades

28. The Commission’s
interconnection pricing policy 56 allows
for two general approaches on how to
assign the cost of interconnection-
related network upgrades, one of which
we refer to as the crediting policy and
the other as participant funding. We
will discuss the rationale that the
Commission provided when accepting
each of the two approaches in later
sections.

29. In Order No. 2003, the
Commission established the crediting
policy as a requirement of the
Commission’s interconnection pricing
policy. Pursuant to the crediting policy,
the interconnection customer is solely
responsible for the costs of
interconnection facilities, and
interconnection-related network
upgrades are funded initially by the

53 Id. P 190.

54 ]d. PP 366, 379, 425, 428.

55 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC {61,051 at P 329.

56 We use the term interconnection pricing policy
to refer collectively to both Order No. 2003’s
establishment of the crediting policy for financing
interconnection-related network upgrades and
Order No. 2003’s allowance of participant funding
for interconnection-related network upgrades in
RTOs/ISOs.
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interconnection customer (unless the
transmission provider elects to fund
them) and the transmission provider
reimburses the interconnection
customer through transmission service
credits.57 The Commission reasoned
that ““it is appropriate for the
Interconnection Customer to pay
initially the full cost of Interconnection
Facilities and [interconnection-related]
Network Upgrades that would not be
needed but for the interconnection.” 58
While the interconnection customer
pays for the costs of the
interconnection-related network
upgrades upfront, the transmission
provider must reimburse the total
amount that the interconnection
customer paid for interconnection-
related network upgrades, plus interest,
as credits against the charges for
transmission service taken with respect
to the interconnection customer’s
generating facility as such charges are
incurred. The transmission provider
recovers the cost of interconnection-
related network upgrades funded under
the crediting policy through its
embedded cost transmission rates.59
The second pricing approach for
interconnection-related network
upgrades is called participant funding.
Participant funding for interconnection-
related network upgrades refers to the
direct assignment to a particular
interconnection customer of the costs of
interconnection-related network
upgrades that would not be needed but
for the interconnection.®9 The
Commission has accepted as just and
reasonable various participant funding
approaches proposed by RTOs/ISOs as
independent entity variations from the
pro forma requirements of Order No.
2003.

57 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC {61,103 at P 22.

58 Jd. P 694. “But for” interconnection-related
network upgrades are those interconnection-related
network upgrades that would not have been
constructed “but for” the interconnection request.
See N.Y. Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 122 FERC
161,267, at n.3 (2008).

59 The embedded cost pricing “attempts to
allocate costs among customers based upon usage.”
Fla. Power & Light Co., 70 FERC 61,158 (1995).
Embedded cost rates reflect “system average costs
including the cost of the [interconnection-related]
network upgrades, and incremental cost rates
“reflect [] just the cost of the [interconnection-
related] network upgrades.” See Interstate Power &
Light Co. v. ITC Midwest, LLC, 144 FERC {61,052,
at P 36 (2013) (emphasis added).

60 Order No. 845-B, 166 FERC {61,092 at P 5; see
also Order No. 2003, 104 FERC {61,103 at P 679
(pursuant to a “policy of participant funding . . .
those [that] benefit from a particular project pay for
it”).

III. The Potential Need for Reform

A. The Existing Regional Transmission
Planning and Cost Allocation and
Generator Interconnection Processes
May Be Inadequate To Ensure Just and
Reasonable Rates

30. As a result of changing
circumstances since the Commission
issued Order Nos. 890, 1000, and 2003,
we believe it is now appropriate to
examine whether the existing regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes adequately account for the
transmission needs of the changing
resource mix, or whether reforms may
be necessary to ensure that transmission
rates remain just and reasonable and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential.

1. Considering Anticipated Future
Generation

31. Expansion of the transmission
system generally occurs by design
through a transmission provider’s
transmission planning processes, or ad
hoc through its generator
interconnection process. At present, it
appears that regional transmission
planning processes may not adequately
model future scenarios to ensure that
those scenarios incorporate sufficiently
long-term and comprehensive forecasts
of future transmission needs, including
considering the needs of anticipated
future generation in identifying needed
transmission facilities. Although
regional transmission planning
processes may include some level of
generation development in different
future scenarios analyses, it appears that
they tend to include in their baseline
reliability models only those generators
that have completed facilities studies,
and thus are far along in the generator
interconnection process. These baseline
reliability models, by relying only on
generators that have completed facilities
studies, may only account for generation
that will come online in the short term.

32. As a result, the generator
interconnection process appears to be
the principal means by which
infrastructure is built to accommodate
new generators. That process, however,
focuses on a single interconnection
request (or cluster of requests). In other
words, the generator interconnection
process is not designed to consider how
to address anything beyond the
reliability interconnection-related
network upgrades required for a specific
interconnection request or group of
interconnection requests.

33. New transmission facilities often
have a development lead time that
exceeds the interconnection timing
needs of those interconnection

customers already in the queue. It
appears that these types of transmission
facilities may not currently be planned
and built in advance to meet the needs
of anticipated future generation and as
a result, interconnection customers are
assigned the costs to construct large,
high-voltage transmission facilities.

34. In addition, because transmission
planning processes generally do not
plan for the needs of anticipated future
generation, transmission infrastructure
that is being developed in order to
facilitate new generation is constructed
largely through the generator
interconnection process, which is
unlikely to result in the economies of
scale that could more efficiently or cost-
effectively meet the needs of the
changing resource mix.

35. Likewise, the existing generator
interconnection process appears to
focus on the limited set of facilities
needed to reliably interconnect a single
interconnection customer (or cluster of
requests) at the interconnection service
level that the interconnection customer
requests. The generator interconnection
process may not adequately consider
whether it may be more efficient or cost-
effective to consider the
interconnection-related network
upgrades needed for multiple
anticipated future generators that are
not in the same cluster or are not yet in
the interconnection queue in areas that
have abundant wind or solar attributes
that could support multiple future
generators.61

36. In addition, there may be a need
for coordination between the regional
transmission planning process and the
generator interconnection process, the
absence of which may result in
inefficient investment in transmission
infrastructure and ultimately unjust and
unreasonable or unduly discriminatory
or preferential rates. By considering the
transmission needs of anticipated future
generation in its regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes,
a transmission provider may identify
transmission facilities that could
facilitate both the interconnection of
new generation as well as address other
identified transmission system needs—
such as mitigating a reliability violation
or reducing congestion—at a lower total
cost than pursuing two separate
transmission projects through the

61 We note that certain regions do have the ability
to share costs of network upgrades with future
generation, but this is generally limited to the short
term. For example, Midcontinent Independent
System Operator, Inc.’s (MISO’s) Shared Network
Upgrade construct allows interconnection
customers to be repaid for portions of an
interconnection-related network upgrade’s cost if
another interconnection customer uses that network
upgrade within five years.
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generator interconnection and regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation processes. Without co-
optimization of the two processes,
however, there appears to be no system
in place to jointly assess the benefits
and allocate the costs of transmission
facilities that yield benefits to both
system loads and new generation.

2. Results of Existing Local and Regional
Transmission Planning Processes

37. We seek to better understand
whether the current transmission
planning processes may be resulting
increasingly in transmission facilities
addressing a narrow set of transmission
needs, often located in a single
transmission owner’s footprint. To the
extent that the requirements of the
regional transmission planning process
result in transmission providers
expanding predominately local
transmission facilities, that process may
fail to identify more efficient or cost-
effective transmission facilities needed
to accommodate anticipated future
generation. We seek to better
understand how the reforms of the
federal right of first refusal in Order No.
1000 have shaped the type and
characteristics of transmission facilities
developed through regional and local
transmission planning processes, such
as a relative increase in investment in
local transmission facilities or the
diversity of projects resulting from
competitive bidding processes.

3. Cost Responsibility for Transmission
Facilities and Interconnection-Related
Network Upgrades

38. The Commission cannot ensure
just and reasonable rates without
considering how to allocate the costs of
transmission facilities and
interconnection-related network
upgrades that result from the regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation and generator interconnection
processes to the entities that benefit
from those facilities. As the Commission
explained in Order No. 1000, the costs
of transmission infrastructure must be
allocated to its beneficiaries in a manner
that is at least roughly commensurate
with the benefits that they draw from
those facilities.62 We seek to better
understand whether the current
approach to allocating the costs of
transmission infrastructure, including
transmission facilities developed
through the regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes
and interconnection-related network
upgrades planned through the generator
interconnection process, continues to

62 Order No. 1000, 136 FERC 61,051 at P 10.

appropriately allocate the costs of those
transmission facilities to the entities
that ultimately benefit from them.

39. The current regional transmission
planning process considers transmission
needs driven by reliability, economics,
and Public Policy Requirements. We
seek comment whether, by separating
transmission facilities into types,
transmission planning processes may
fail to take into account the benefits of
multi-faceted projects for the purposes
of cost allocation.

40. The current approach to allocating
the costs of interconnection-related
network upgrades may fail to allocate
costs in a manner that is roughly
commensurate with benefits. As
discussed above, the generator
interconnection process identifies the
interconnection facilities and
interconnection-related network
upgrades needed to interconnect a
single interconnection request (or
cluster of requests). Under the
participant funding approach to
financing the cost of interconnection-
related network upgrades, the
interconnection customer pays for the
costs of such upgrades, even where they
would provide benefits to other
customers such as resolving congestion
on the transmission system. At the time
that the Commission issued Order No.
2003, it was less likely that
interconnection customers would be
assigned significant interconnection-
related network upgrades through the
interconnection study process. Now,
however, there is little remaining
existing interconnection capacity on the
transmission system, particularly in
areas with high degrees of renewable
resources that may require new
resources to fund interconnection-
related network upgrades that are more
extensive and, as a result, more
expensive. The more significant the
interconnection-related network
upgrades needed to accommodate a new
resource, the greater the potential that
such upgrades may benefit more than
just the interconnection customer.
Where an interconnection customer
elects not to pursue a generating facility
with system-wide benefits that exceeds
such facility’s cost, net beneficial
infrastructure would not be developed,
potentially leaving a wide range of
customers worse off as a result.

41. We also note that the cost of
interconnection-related network
upgrades can depend entirely on both
the timing of when and the specific site
where the interconnection customer
enters the interconnection queue that
may result in interconnection customers
submitting multiple speculative
interconnection requests in an effort to

receive a favorable queue position and
reduce their interconnection-related
network upgrade costs.®3 When
interconnection customers ‘‘test the
waters” in this manner, it may lead to
late-stage withdrawals of the excess
interconnection requests that can then
impede the transmission provider’s
ability to process its interconnection
queue in an efficient manner. Because of
the changing interconnection landscape
since Order No. 2003, the Commission’s
interconnection pricing policy, and in
particular participant funding, now may
result in a situation where
interconnection customers have a
financial incentive to submit multiple
speculative projects. As a result, we
believe it may be time to reexamine the
rationale behind the Commission’s
pricing policy established for
interconnection-related network
upgrades and to consider reforms to
generator interconnection processes that
would make such processes more
efficient, less costly, and ensure that
generation projects that are more
“ready” than others are not unduly
delayed in the queue. In consideration
of generator interconnection process
reforms, we remain mindful of the need
to ensure that interconnection costs are
not unjustly and unreasonably shifted to
customers of load-serving entities.

42. While a reassessment of Order No.
2003’s assumptions pertaining to the
Commission’s interconnection pricing
policy may be necessary, our focus is in
line with Order No. 2003’s finding that
“relatively unencumbered entry into the
market is necessary for competitive
markets.” 6¢ Furthermore, the purpose
of this examination is also consistent
with the original objectives of Order No.
2003, namely to “limit opportunities for
Transmission Providers to favor their
owner generation” and to “facilitate
market entry for generation competitors
by reducing interconnection costs and
time.”” 5 At the same time, there is
reason to question the contention in
Order No. 2003 that participant funding
provides more “‘efficient price signals
and a more equitable allocation of costs
than the crediting approach.” 66 Also,
while the crediting policy “recognizes
the reliability benefits of a stronger

63 See, e.g., Review of Generator Interconnection
Agreements and Procedures, Technical Conference
Transcript, Docket No. RM16-12-000, at Tr.
211:10-21 (May 13, 2016) (Steve Naumann, Exelon
Corporation) (filed Aug. 23, 2016) (“We would look
at putting let’s say new gas fired generation in PJM,
it may have four queue positions. And we only
intend to go through with one, that’s not
speculation, that’s trying to get information on
which is the most viable.”).

64 Order No. 2003, 104 FERC {61,103 at P 11.

651d. P 12.

66 Id. P 695.
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transmission infrastructure and more
competitive power markets that result
from a policy that facilitates the
interconnection of new generating
facilities,” 67 we raise questions on
whether there are improvements that
can be made to the crediting policy or
whether a different pricing policy may
be more efficient.

43. We note that ensuring just and
reasonable rates, while maintaining grid
reliability, remain the priorities for
regional transmission planning, and cost
allocation processes, and generator
interconnection processes, and any
comments proposing revisions to
existing regulations should address their
impact on reliability and costs to
customers. All proposed reforms or
revisions to regulations proposed in this
proceeding must be consistent with the
Commission’s authority under section
206 of the FPA.

IV. Consideration of Potential Reforms
and Request for Comment

A. Regional Transmission Planning and
Cost Allocation Processes

1. Potential Reforms and Request for
Comment

a. Planning for the Transmission Needs
of Anticipated Future Generation

44. We seek comment regarding
whether transmission providers in each
transmission planning region should
amend the regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes
to plan for the transmission needs of
anticipated future generation to meet a
changing resource mix, including
generation that is not yet in the
interconnection queue. We seek
comment on whether the existing
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation processes fail to adequately
account for anticipated future
generation. We also seek comment on
whether the possible failure to account
for anticipated future generation results
in inefficient investment in
transmission infrastructure and causes
customers to pay unjust and
unreasonable rates for transmission
service. We also seek comment on
whether, and, if so, how the
Commission could structure and
implement a framework for considering
the transmission needs of anticipated
future generation in the regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation processes. Commenters
should address how each suggested
reform or revision to existing rules is
consistent with the Commission’s
authority under the FPA.

67 Order No. 2003—-A, 106 FERC {61,220 at P 584.

45. Below, we describe potential
changes to the regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes
that may be components of a process
that plans for transmission needs
associated with anticipated future
generation. We seek comment on each
of these potential changes, including
whether and, if so, how the potential
changes may lead to identification of
more efficient or cost-effective
transmission solutions to meet the
needs of anticipated future generation.
We also seek comment on whether there
exist other potential revisions that could
improve regional transmission planning
and cost allocation for anticipated
future generation, either as alternatives
to potential reforms discussed herein or
as supplementary reforms.

i. Future Scenarios and Modeling
Anticipated Future Generation

46. We seek comment on whether
reforms are needed regarding how the
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation processes model future
scenarios to ensure that those scenarios
incorporate sufficiently long-term and
comprehensive forecasts of future
transmission needs. We seek comment
on what factors shaping the generation
mix are appropriate to use for
transmission planning purposes, such
as, for example: (1) Federal, state, and
local climate and clean energy laws and
regulations; (2) federal, state, and local
climate and clean energy goals that have
not been enshrined into law; (3) utility
and corporate energy and climate goals;
(4) trends in technology costs within
and outside of the electricity supply
industry, including shifts toward
electrification of buildings and
transportation; and (5) resource
retirements. With regard to each factor
that may be considered for inclusion in
scenario modeling, we seek comment on
the source of the Commission’s
authority to incorporate that factor in
the regional transmission planning and
cost allocation processes. In addition,
we seek comment on whether the
Commission should establish minimum
requirements regarding future scenarios
for transmission providers to use in
their regional transmission planning,
including modeling anticipated future
generation in those scenarios.
Commenters should also address
whether and how any reforms or
revisions to existing rules could
unjustly and unreasonably shift
additional costs to customers of load
serving entities. Commenters should
also address whether the status quo
does or does not allocate costs in a
manner roughly commensurate with
benefits, and whether the status quo

leads to rates that are unjust or
unreasonable.

47. The current regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes
vary regarding how far into the future
transmission providers look when
evaluating transmission needs driven by
reliability, economic considerations, or
Public Policy Requirements. In general,
however, the extent to which regional
transmission planning processes plan
for anticipated future generation is often
limited to generation in the generator
interconnection queue with a completed
facilities study, which represents a
relatively short-term outlook, and
therefore may under-forecast anticipated
future generation on a longer-term basis
(and the associated transmission needs
of that anticipated future generation). As
noted, planning and developing the
transmission facilities needed to address
more efficiently or cost-effectively the
transmission needs of a changing
resource mix will often take
considerably longer than the typical
development timeline of a generating
facility that has completed a facilities
study and by considering such a limited
subset of generation resources, more
cost-effective transmission facilities that
address longer-term needs may never be
developed.

48. In light of the above, we seek
comment on whether, and if so, how the
regional transmission planning process
should be restructured to consider a
longer-term outlook. We seek comment
on whether developing plausible long-
term scenarios would lead to the
identification of more efficient or cost-
effective transmission solutions in
regional transmission plans, whether
building transmission facilities to
accommodate anticipated future
generation is required to render rates
just and reasonable, and whether there
are deficiencies in existing regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation processes that would be
cured by conducting such future
scenarios planning. Specifically, we
seek comment on whether the
development of longer-term scenarios
for planning purposes should be
pursued and, if so: (1) The number of
years into the future the scenarios
should consider (including an
explanation of how far ahead it is
reasonable to forecast anticipated future
generation and system requirements);
(2) the inputs that should be considered
in modeling anticipated future
generation; (3) different transmission
planning methods, including whether
consideration should be given to
multiple future scenarios, as well as
how the planning process should
consider the probabilities of future
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scenarios; (4) whether and how
transmission providers should account
for an array of different future scenarios
when identifying more efficient or cost-
effective transmission solutions in
regional transmission plans; (5) whether
and how transmission providers should
account for federal, state, local, and
individual utility energy and climate
goals (including federal, state and local
laws and regulations, as well as other
policies or goals), and the source of the
Commission’s authority to account for
such laws, regulations, policies and
goals; (6) whether and how transmission
providers should plan for expected
future generator retirements; (7) whether
and how Grid-Enhancing

Technologies 68 should be accounted for
in determining what transmission is
needed under such scenarios; (8) how
benefits and costs of transmission
infrastructure should be accounted for
in such models, including how adjusted
production costs should be calculated;
(9) any other aspects of future scenarios
modeling, including planning for
anticipated future generation and
associated transmission needs that
would be useful for the Commission to
consider.

49. In addition, we seek comment on
whether greater use of probabilistic
transmission planning approaches may
better assess the benefits of regional
transmission facilities. While some
transmission providers consider a small
number of future scenarios as part of
their transmission planning process,
more advanced approaches, such as
stochastic 69 techniques, may provide an
opportunity to consider a broader array
of potential future conditions.
Accordingly, we seek comment on
potential benefits and drawbacks of
such techniques in regional
transmission planning assessments,
including whether these or other new
approaches may facilitate the co-
optimization of generation siting and
transmission development, whether
such methods capture savings in
generation capital costs as well as
production expenses that can be
realized from transmission additions,
and whether implementing such
methods is required to render rates just
and reasonable.

68 Grid Enhancing Technologies increase the
capacity, efficiency, or reliability of transmission
facilities. These technologies include, but are not
limited to: (1) Power flow control and transmission
switching equipment; (2) storage technologies, and
(3) advanced line rating management technologies.
FERC, Grid Enhancing Technologies, Notice of
Workshop, Docket No. AD19-9-000 (Sept. 9, 2019).

69 Stochastic models are frameworks for
addressing optimization problems that involve
uncertainty.

50. We also seek comment on which
inputs and assumptions transmission
providers would need to model to
represent new generation sources, such
as renewable resources, in order to
reflect their actual performance, such as
active power-frequency control, reactive
power-voltage control, and fault ride-
through capabilities, in the planning
study cases and any additional studies
in order to ensure that transmission
planning solutions result in operating
reliability for the future.

51. We seek comment on the extent to
which anticipated generation and
transmission facility retirements are
reflected in future scenarios modeled by
transmission providers, and whether
modifications to regional market rules
and coordination processes between
local and regional plans could facilitate
more accurate regional transmission
plans that reflect such anticipated
retirements.

52. In addition, should the use of
certain long-term scenarios be shown
appropriate as part of ensuring just and
reasonable rates, we seek comment on
whether and how the Commission
should ensure that the regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation processes develop a
sufficiently wide range of future
scenarios. We seek comment on whether
the Commission should consider
principles or minimum requirements as
a basis for establishing such scenarios.
Given that states or other local
governing bodies may be uniquely
situated in determining how much
anticipated future generation is needed,
or in providing information related to
infrastructure siting or resource mix as
influenced by state and local policies,
we seek comment on how their input
should be reflected by transmission
providers in developing a sufficiently
wide range of future scenarios,
including those for anticipated future
generation, and the more efficient or
cost-effective transmission facilities that
may be necessary to facilitate those
future scenarios. We seek comment on
whether it is necessary to require
transmission providers to modify the
regional transmission planning and cost
allocation processes, such as requiring
additional stakeholder input, to develop
future scenarios, including those for
anticipated future generation, such that
there are sufficient opportunities for
stakeholders to assess the
reasonableness of the results, as well as
for future modifications to the planning
process.

53. Finally, we seek comment on
whether and how such long-term
scenarios should be used in identifying
and selecting solutions to meet future

transmission needs. For example, as
discussed below, should transmission
providers focus on a broader set of
benefits for transmission facilities and a
portfolio of transmission facilities in
identifying the more efficient or cost-
effective transmission solutions? If so,
how should regional planning processes
determine the right set of benefits to
factor into such an evaluation? Is
maximizing net benefits an appropriate
criterion to use to identify efficient and
cost-effective transmission solutions?
Should the willingness of some
beneficiaries to pay for certain
transmission infrastructure, for example
utilities or corporations with renewable
resource or zero carbon goals, be
considered in determining whether to
include the benefits within a broader set
of benefits from transmission facilities,
and if so then how? Is there a need to
establish a minimum set of transmission
facility benefits that transmission
providers must incorporate into regional
transmission planning decisions, and if
so, is there also a need to regularly
update the minimum set of transmission
facility benefits?

ii. Identifying Geographic Zones That
Have Potential for High Amounts of
Renewable Resource Development To
Meet Increased Demand

54. We seek comment on whether the
Commission should require
transmission providers in each
transmission planning region to
establish, as part of their regional
transmission planning and cost
allocation processes, a process to
identify geographic zones that have the
potential for the development of large
amounts of renewable generation and
plan transmission to facilitate the
integration of renewable resources in
those zones.

55. Examples of transmission
planning and development initiatives
that have identified geographic zones
with the potential for the development
of significant amounts of renewable
resources and transmission to facilitate
the integration of renewable resources
in those zones include the Public Utility
Commission of Texas’s (Texas
Commission) Competitive Renewable
Energy Zones (CREZ) initiative 70 and
MISO’s Multi-Value Projects (MVP).71

56. California Independent System
Operator Corporation (CAISO) offers
another example of a regional
transmission planning process
identifying trans