143 FERC 1 61,151
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Jon Wellinghoff, Chairman;
Philip D. Moeller, John R. Norris,
Cheryl A. LaFleur, and Tony Clark.

PacifiCorp Docket Nos. ER13-64-000
Deseret Generation & Transmission Cooperative, Inc. ER13-65-000
NorthWestern Corporation ER13-67-000
Portland General Electric Company ER13-68-000
Idaho Power Company ER13-127-000

ORDER ON COMPLIANCE FILING
(Issued May 17, 2013)

Paragraph Numbers

I T Uod (o £ 11 o OSSO UOPRPSRPP 2.
1. COMPIIANCE FIIINGS ..ot sbeesbe et e nbe e b 5.
I11. Notice of Filing and Responsive PIeadingsS..........cccocveiiieiieeiiee e 9.
AV B T TS o U Y] (o] o R 10.
F AN o (1o =0 [0 | I oL =] TR 10.
B. SUDSIANTIVE IMALTEIS .....vvieee et e e e s e e e e s sbb e e e e e s sabree s 12.
1. Regional Transmission Planning ReqUIrEMENTS..........ccceevveiiieiiieiieiie e 13.
a. Transmission Planning REQION..........cceiiiiieiieii e 14.
I. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS......c.cocoviiiiiniinin e 17.
[ (0] (5] (@0 1 0] 1 =T 1 F 19.
1. CommISSION DEEIMINALION.....vuviiiiiviiiie it e s r e e s sebae e e e 20.
b. Order No. 890 and other Regional Transmission Planning Process General
REQUITEIMENTS. ...ttt sttt et e st e e sbe e nbe e beebeenbeenee e 25.
(R OLo o] (o [T 4=\ 1 o] o 26.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS .......cccovveiieiieiie e 27.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS .....ooviiiieieeee et 29.
(€) Commission DetermMiNation ..........ccooueiieiieiee e 30.

Tl OPBIINESS . ..ttt ettt ettt ettt e st e et e et e be e st e e st e e s be e be e be e teebeereenreenee e 31.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -2-

(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS .......ccoovviiriiniiniie e 32.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS ......cvieiieie ettt 34.
(c) Commission Determination ..........ccccueiieiieiieeiiee e 37.
. TFANSPAIENCY ..veetiiiieiieti ettt sttt be et e et e e nbeebeebeenseanee e 42.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS ......cccovvviiiiiiniin e 43.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS ......cvveiiiie et nre e 44,
(c) Commission Determination ..........cccocueieeiieiieiie e 47.
IV. Information EXChanQe .........cooviiiiiii e 50.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIIINGS .......ccoovvviieiieiie i 51.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS ......cvieiiiie ettt e e 52.
(€) Commission DetermMiNation ..........ccouueiieiieiee e see e 53.
V. COMPArADITITY ..oeeeiiiiiecie s 55.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS .......cccovveiieiieiic e 56.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS ......cvieiicie et 58.
(€) Commission DetermMination ..........ccooueiieiieiee e e 59.
Vi, DISPULE RESOIULION.......ciiiiiiie e 60.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIIINGS .......cccoveiieiieiie e 61.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS .....ocviiiieieeie ettt 63.
(€) Commission DetermMiNation ..........ccooueiieiieiee e 64.
Vii. ECOnomic Planning STUAIES ........ccuviiviieiieiie e 66.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS .......cccovvviieiiiiie e 67.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS .....coviiiieiieie et 69.
(c) Commission Determination ..........cccccueiieiieiieiiee e 70.
c. Requirement to Plan on a Regional Basis to Identify More Efficient or Cost-
Effective TransmiSSION SOIULIONS .......ccoovviiiiiiiiiiie e 71.
1. Affirmative Obligation t0 Plan ........cccooiiiiiiie e 74.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS .......cccovveiieiiniie e 74.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS ......cviiiicie et 81.
(€) Commission DetermMiNation ..........ccooueiieiieiee e 82.
1. Planning HOFIZON .......ccv it 89.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIIINGS .......cccovveiieiieiie e 89.
(D) ProtestS/COMMENTS ........coviiiiiieeie et 90.
(€) Commission DetermMiNation ..........ccooueiieiieiee e 91.
iii. Proposed GOVErnance SIIUCTUIE ........c.ccveiieiieiie et 92.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS .......cccovveiieiiniie e 92.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS .....ccvieiieiecie et 99.
(c) Commission Determination ..........cccccueiieiieiiieiiee e 100.
iv. Merchant Transmission DEVEIOPErS ........coveiiviieiie i 101.
(@) Filing Parties” Compliance FIlINGS ......cccovvviriiniin e 101.
(D) ProteStS/COMIMENTS .....coviiiieiieie et 102.
(c) Commission Determination ..........cccccueiieiiieiieeiee e 103.
d. Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by Public Policy Requirements ......105.

i. Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by Public Policy



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -3-

Requirements in the Regional Transmission Planning Process...........cccocuvveeviennnenn. 110.
(a) Regional Transmission Planning Process — Filing Parties” Compliance
Il INgS e anes 111.
(b) Regional Transmission Planning Process — Protests/Comments................... 115.
(c) Regional Transmission Planning Process — Commission Determination .....118.
ii. Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by Public Policy
Requirements in the Local Transmission Planning Processes.........c.ccccevvevvevieennenn. 130.
(a) Local Transmission Planning Process — Filing Parties” Compliance
Il INgS e anes 131.
(b) Local Transmission Planning Process — Protests/Comments........................ 135.
(c) Local Transmission Planning Process — Commission Determination........... 136.
2. Nonincumbent Transmission Developer Reforms .........ccccovvveieiiic i 141.
a. Federal Rights of First RefuSal...........ccccoveiiiiiiiicciccr e 142.
i. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS........ccccoveiiiiiiiiiii i 145.
[ 0] (25 (@0 1 4] 1 =T ] F 146.
. CommISSION DEEIMINALION.....cuviiiiiviiiie et e s e s b e e e s seabae e e e 147.
D. QUALITICATION CrItEIIA.......eiiiieeiie ettt e e sb e sbe e e beeaneas 148.
I. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS........cocoiiiiiinin e 151.
[ (0] (25 (@0 1 0] 1 1 =T 1 F 155.
. CommISSION DEEIMINALION......vviiiiieeiiee ettt e s e e e e s s ebae e e e 156.
C. INFOrmMation REQUITEMENTS. .......oiiiiieiie ettt 161.
I. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS......c.cocoviiiiiniinin e 163.
[T R 0] (=) 57 ( @0 ] 1 0] 1 1 [=T 1 <R 166.
1. CommISSION DEEIMINALION ... .vuviiiiiriiie ettt e e s e e e s seabae e e e 168.
d. Evaluation Process for Transmission Proposals for Selection in the Regional
Transmission Plan for Purposes of Cost Allocation ..., 174.
i. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS.........cccvveiiiiiii i 176.
[T R 0] (=) 7L @0 1 0] 1 1 [=T 1 <R 178.
1. CommISSION DEtErMINALION......ueiiiiiiiiiee et sabae e 179.
e. Reevaluation Process for Transmission Proposals for Selection in the
Regional Transmission Plan for Purposes of Cost Allocation ............ccccccevvevviiieenenn, 183.
I. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS......c.cocoviiiiiniinin e 184.
[ (0] (5] (@0 1 0] 1 =T 1 F 190.
. CommISSION DEtEIMINALION.....vvviiiiiveiiee et r e e s e e s ebae e e e 191.
f. Cost Allocation for Transmission Projects Selected in the Regional
Transmission Plan for Purposes of Cost Allocation ............cccoceeviieii e, 196.
i. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNg........c.ccocvviiiiiiin i 198.
[T R 0] (=) 57 ( @0 ] 1 0] 1 1 [=T 1 <R 199.
1. CommISSION DEtErMINALION......veiiiiiiiiiie ettt e s abae e 200.
KO0 1) AN 1 (007 L { (o] o ISR 202.
a. Cost AlOCatioN PriNCIPIES........civeiiiiieciece ettt 213.
i. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS........ccccoveiiiiiiiiiii i 213.

[ (0] (25 (@0 1 0] 1 1 =T ] F 226.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -4 -

. ComMmMISSION DELEIMINALION .....ciiiiiiii it e e e e e s eaeeees
b. Transmission Project Eligibility for Regional Cost Allocation ...........c.cccceeevevvvenen.
i. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS ........cccovviiiiiiiiic e
1. ProteStS/COMMIENTS ....coeeiiieeteeee ettt e e e e e e s s e e e e e e e e e e s seasrbens
1. CommISSION DEErMINALION ....eeviiieiiieieceeeeeee et e e e e s e
C. Participant FUNGING ......ccoveiieiieiie st nns
i. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS ........ccccoveiiiiiiiiic e
1. ProteStS/COMMIENTS ....coeeeiieeteeeeee ettt e e e e e e e s s e b e e e e e e e e s seaarbees
. CommIiSSION DEEMMINALION ....vvviiiiiiiiiie et e e e st e e s ebae e e e
d. OWNEIrShIP RIGNTS .....iiieiicic e e
I. Filing Parties” Compliance FiliNgS........cocooiiiiiiiiin e
1. ProteStS/COMMIENTS ...ceeeeiieeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e s s e bbb r e e e e e e e s seaarrees
. CommISSION DEtEIMINALION ... .uvviiiiieiiiee ettt e e st e e e s sebae e e e
T O 0 S 3 {1001 V=T o USROS
1. ProteStS/COMMENES ...eeeiieiiieeeeee ettt e e e e e s e s s e b e e e e e e e e e s seaarrees
I, CommIiSSION DeterMINAtION ... ..vvviiiiiiiiee et r e e s b e e s seabae e e e

1. On October 10, 2012 and October 15, 2012, PacifiCorp, Deseret, NorthWestern
Montana, Portland General, and Idaho Power (collectively, Filing Parties) respectively
submitted, pursuant to section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA),? revisions to their
transmission planning processes under their respective Open Access Transmission Tariffs
(OATTS) to comply with Order No. 1000.% Specifically, Filing Parties propose revisions
to their respective local and regional transmission planning processes, in order to address
the transmission planning and cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000. In this

! PacifiCorp, Deseret Generation & Transmission Cooperative, Inc. (Deseret),
NorthWestern Corporation (NorthWestern Montana), and Portland General Electric
Company (Portland General) submitted revisions to Attachment K of their Open Access
Transmission Tariffs on October 10, 2012. Idaho Power Company (ldaho Power)
submitted revisions to Attachment K of its Open Access Transmission Tariff on October
15, 2012.

?16 U.S.C. § 824¢ (2006).

® Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and
Operating Public Utilities, Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 (2011), order
on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-B,
141 FERC 1 61,044 (2012).



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -5-

order, we accept Filing Parties’ compliance filings, effective October 1, 2013, subject to
further compliance filings, as discussed below.

l. Background

2. In Order No. 1000, the Commission amended the transmission planning and cost
allocation requirements of Order No. 890* to ensure that Commission-jurisdictional
services are provided at just and reasonable rates and on a basis that is just and reasonable
and not unduly discriminatory or preferential. Order No. 1000’s transmission planning
reforms require that each public utility transmission provider: (1) participate in a
regional transmission planning process that produces a regional transmission plan;

(2) amend its OATT to describe procedures for the consideration of transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements established by local, state, or federal laws or
regulations in the local and regional transmission planning processes; (3) remove federal
rights of first refusal from Commission-jurisdictional tariffs and agreements for certain
new transmission facilities; and (4) improve coordination between neighboring
transmission planning regions for new interregional transmission facilities.

3. Order No. 1000’s cost allocation reforms require that each public utility
transmission provider participate in a regional transmission planning process that has:

(1) a regional cost allocation method or methods for the cost of new transmission
facilities selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation; and

(2) an interregional cost allocation method or methods for the cost of new transmission
facilities that are located in two neighboring transmission planning regions and are jointly
evaluated by the two regions in the interregional transmission coordination procedures
required by Order No. 1000. Order No. 1000 also requires that each cost allocation
method satisfy six cost allocation principles.

4, The Commission acknowledged in Order No. 1000 that each transmission
planning region has unique characteristics, and, therefore, Order No. 1000 accords
transmission planning regions significant flexibility to tailor regional transmission
planning and cost allocation processes to accommodate regional differences.® Order
No. 1000 does not prescribe the exact manner in which public utility transmission

* Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service,
Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241, order on reh’g, Order No. 890-A, FERC
Stats. & Regs. 1 31,261 (2007), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC { 61,299
(2008), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-C, 126 FERC { 61,228, order on clarification,
Order No. 890-D, 129 FERC 1 61,126 (2009).

> Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 61.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -6-

providers must fulfill the regional transmission planning requirements.® Similarly,
because the Commission did not want to prescribe a uniform method of cost allocation
for every transmission planning region, Order No. 1000 adopts the use of cost allocation
principles.” The Commission stated that it was acting to identify a minimum set of
requirements that must be met to ensure that all transmission planning processes and cost
allocation mechanisms subject to its jurisdiction result in Commission-jurisdictional
services being provided at rates, terms and conditions that are just and reasonable and not
unduly discriminatory or preferential, and it acknowledged that public utility
transmission providers in some regions may already meet or exceed some requirements
of Order No. 1000.°

1. Compliance Filings

5. Filing Parties submitted, in separate dockets, coordinated compliance filings that
revise their respective Order No. 890-compliant transmission planning processes.” Their
individual filings contain a common transmittal letter and largely uniform proposed
OATT revisions™ that seek to establish new transmission planning responsibilities for the
Northern Tier Transmission Group (NTTG), the regional entity that, among other duties,

®1d. P 157.
"1d. P 604.
81d. P 13.

% PacifiCorp, Transmission OATT and Service Agreements, Tariff, Attachment K
(Transmission Planning Process) (1.0.0) (PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K); Idaho Power
Co., IPCo eTariff, Attachment K (Transmission Planning Process) (0.0.2) (Idaho Power
OATT, Attachment K); Deseret Generation & Transmission Co-operative, Inc., OATT,
Attachment K (Transmission Planning Process) (3.0.0) (Deseret OATT, Attachment K);
NorthWestern Corporation (Montana), FERC Open Access Transmission Tariff Vol. 2,
Attachment K (Transmission Planning Process) (1.0.0) (NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K); Portland General Electric Co., Electric OATT Vol. No. 8, Attachment K
(Transmission Planning Process) (2.0.0) (Portland General OATT, Attachment K).
Citations to a Filing Party’s existing OATT, instead of its proposed OATT revisions
submitted as part of its compliance filing, will provide the full cite, including the current
version numbers.

1% Given this uniformity, the Commission will cite to the transmittal letter and
OATT of a single Filing Party, PacifiCorp, when referencing Filing Parties’ proposal.
Where differences between or among the filings are addressed, the Commission will cite
to individual Filing Party’s filings as appropriate.
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currently oversees the development of a ten-year regional transmission plan for the
NTTG footprint. Filing Parties seek an effective date for their compliance filings of
October 1, 2013.

6. Filing Parties state that they each own and operate transmission facilities within
the Northwest and Mountain states, and that they conduct local, single system
transmission planning on an individual basis. Additionally, they explain that since 2008,
NTTG has conducted a biennial transmission planning process for the NTTG footprint,
which consists of an eight-quarter transmission planning cycle culminating in a ten-year
regional transmission plan that coordinates the bulk electric system transmission plans of
member transmission providers, provides for the integration of new generation, and
reduces transmission congestion."* Moreover, each Filing Party has committed, through
agreement and by providing funding, to participate in NTTG for regional transmission
planning for purposes of Order No. 1000 compliance. Filing Parties explain that NTTG
Is comprised of a diverse group of members and that a broad range of stakeholders
participate.*?

7. Filing Parties propose a number of revisions to their respective OATTSs to address
Order No. 1000’s requirements, as discussed more fully herein. Filing Parties also
created the Regional Planning and Cost Allocation Practice (Practice Document), which,
they state, contains a detailed description of the NTTG regional transmission planning
process. In describing their proposal, Filing Parties explain the process through which
they developed the proposed revisions. They state that NTTG formed two working
groups, the Cost Allocation Working Group and the Planning Working Group, to address
the requirements and clarifications provided in Order No. 1000. Filing Parties assert that
stakeholder input was solicited throughout this effort.*?

8. Filing Parties explain that NTTG’s activities are governed by its Steering
Committee, which is comprised of representatives from three membership classes. The
Steering Committee will be responsible for, among other things, approving a regional
transmission plan that includes cost allocation determinations. Filing Parties state that
two subcommittees will report to the Steering Committee: the Planning Committee,
which will be responsible for producing the regional transmission plan, and the Cost
Allocation Committee, which will be responsible for conducting the cost allocation
process. Filing Parties state that the NTTG transmission planning process provides

1 To date, NTTG has completed two biennial transmission planning and cost
allocation cycles. E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 6.

2Eg., id. at 3-4.
B Eg., id. at 7-10.
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participation opportunities to all interested parties and a stakeholder does not need to join
a committee in order to participate in the regional transmission planning process.**

I11. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings

9. Notice of Filing Parties’ compliance filings was published in the Federal Register,
77 Fed. Reg. 64,502 (2012), with interventions and protests due on or before

November 9, 2012, subsequently extended to November 26, 2012. Appendix A contains
the list of interveners, commenters, protesters, and entities filing answers in these
proceedings.™

IVV. Discussion

A. Procedural Matters

10.  Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,
18 C.F.R. §8 385.214 (2012), the notices of intervention and timely, unopposed motions to
intervene serve to make the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding.

11.  Pursuant to Rule 214(d) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,
18 C.F.R. § 385.214(d) (2012), the Commission will grant NW Energy Coalition’s late-
filed motion to intervene given its interest in the proceeding, the early stage of the
proceeding, and the absence of any undue prejudice or delay. We also accept the late-
filed comments by AWEA and reply comments by Utah Industrial Energy Consumers.

B. Substantive Matters

12.  We find that Filing Parties’ compliance filings partially comply with the regional
transmission planning and cost allocation requirements adopted in Order No. 1000.
Accordingly, we will accept Filing Parties’ compliance filings to be effective October 1,
2013, subject to further compliance filings as discussed below. We direct Filing Parties
to file the further compliance filings within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order.

“Eg., id. at 3-4.

1> Given that Filing Parties filed a joint regional transmission planning proposal,
we will address comments and protests filed in dockets for individual Filing Parties (e.qg.,
the PPL Companies Protest) as comments and protests filed regarding the joint proposal,
except in instances where the comments or protests address provisions specific to an
individual Filing Party’s OATT.
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1. Regional Transmission Planning Requirements

13.  Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to participate in
a regional transmission planning process that complies with the identified transmission
planning principles of Order No. 890 and that, in consultation with stakeholders, results
in the development of a regional transmission plan.'® The regional transmission plan will
identify transmission facilities that meet the region’s reliability, economic, and Public
Policy Requirements-related®’ needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than solutions
identified by individual public utility transmission providers in their local transmission
planning processes.'® A primary objective of the reforms in Order No. 1000 is to ensure
that transmission planning processes at the regional level consider and evaluate, on a non-
discriminatory basis, possible transmission alternatives and produce a transmission plan
that can meet a transmission planning region’s needs more efficiently and cost-
effectively.'®

a. Transmission Planning Region

14.  Order No. 1000 specifies that a transmission planning region is one in which
public utility transmission providers, in consultation with stakeholders and affected
states, have agreed to participate for purposes of regional transmission planning and
development of a single regional transmission plan.?’ The scope of a transmission
planning region should be governed by the integrated nature of the regional power grid
and the particular reliability and resource issues affecting individual regions.?* However,
an individual public utility transmission provider cannot, by itself, satisfy the regional
transmission planning requirements of Order No. 1000.%

15.  Inaddition, Order No. 1000 requires that public utility transmission providers
explain in their compliance filings how they will determine which transmission facilities
evaluated in their local and regional transmission planning processes will be subject to

1% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at PP 6, 11, 146.

7 public policy requirements are defined and described below in section IV.B.1.d.
'8 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at PP 11, 148.

1d. PP 4, 6.

21d. P 160.

21 1d. (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 527).

1d.
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the requirements of Order No. 1000.2 Order No. 1000’s requirements are intended to
apply to new transmission facilities, which are those transmission facilities that are
subject to evaluation, or reevaluation as the case may be, within a public utility
transmission provider’s local or regional transmission planning process after the effective
date of the public utility transmission provider’s compliance filing.** Each region must
determine at what point a previously approved project is no longer subject to reevaluation
and, as a result, whether it is subject to these requirements.?

16.  Order No. 1000-A states that public utility transmission providers in each
transmission planning region must have a clear enrollment process that defines how
entities, including non-public utility transmission providers, make the choice to become
part of the transmission planning region.?® Each public utility transmission provider (or
regional transmission planning entity acting for all of the public utility transmission
providers in its transmission planning region) must include in its OATT a list of all the
public utility and non-public utility transmission providers that have enrolled as
transmission providers in its transmission planning region.?” A non-public utility
transmission provider will not be considered to have made the choice to join a
transmission planning region and thus be eligible to be allocated costs under the regional
cost allocation method until it has enrolled in the transmission planning region.?®

i Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

17.  Filing Parties state that they will engage in regional transmission planning as
members of NTTG and will support NTTG’s planning and cost allocation processes
through funding a share of NTTG and providing employee support of NTTG’s planning,
cost allocation, and administrative efforts.?® Filing Parties also state that they are

1d. PP 65, 162.

2 1d.

*1d.

2% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC § 61,132 at P 275,
2T d.

% 1d. PP 276-277.

» E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.1.
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signatories to the 2012-2013 NTTG Funding Agreement,* which reflects those entities
that currently fund NTTG activities, the amount of funding, and the terms and conditions
under which funding is provided.*" Filing Parties state that the NTTG footprint is defined
by the service territories of those entities that have executed the NTTG Funding
Agreement.

18.  The Filing Parties state that NTTG conducts its regional transmission planning
process on a biennial basis starting in even years, and is currently in the midst of its third
biennial transmission planning cycle, which will conclude at the end of 2013.% Filing
Parties state that because the requirements of Order No. 1000 are intended to apply
prospectively to new transmission facilities, and so as to permit NTTG’s ongoing work in
its existing transmission planning cycle to be completed without disruption, the Filing
Parties request an effective date of October 1, 2013 for the revisions to their Attachment
Ks to be applied to the 2014-15 transmission planning cycle.*

il. Protests/Comments

19. LS Power objects to the October 1, 2013 effective date requested by Filing Parties
for their compliance filings, arguing that the new transmission planning process should
apply at the beginning of the next quarter of the local and regional transmission planning
processes following Commission action.*

ii. Commission Determination

20.  Asdiscussed further below, we find Filing Parties’ proposal, as it relates to the
enrollment process and the description of the transmission facilities that will be subject to
the requirements of Order No. 1000, partially complies with the requirements of Order

%0 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 4 (citing Portland General Elec. Co.,
Docket No. ER12-719-000 (Feb. 27, 2012) (delegated letter order accepting the 2012-
2013 NTTG Funding Agreement)).

%! Filing Parties state that signatories to the Funding Agreement include the Filing
Parties and the Utah Association of Municipal Power Systems, a non-public utility as
defined in section 201(e) of the FPA. E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 4 n.8.

2Eg., id.at4n.7.
¥Eg.,id.at6.
% E.g., id. at 33.

% LS Power Protest at 9.
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No. 1000. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the date of
issuance of this order, further compliance filings to: (1) revise their respective OATTSs to
include a clear enrollment process that defines how entities, including non-public utility
transmission providers, make the choice to become part of the transmission planning
region; (2) include, in their respective OATTSs, a list of all the public utility and non-
public utility transmission providers that have enrolled; (3) identify to which transmission
facilities within Filing Parties’ existing local and regional transmission planning
processes the proposed OATT revisions will apply as of the effective date of Filing
Parties’ compliance filings; and (4) explain how Filing Parties will evaluate those
transmission projects currently under consideration in those existing transmission
planning processes.

21.  In Order No. 1000, the Commission recognized that every public utility
transmission provider has already included itself in a region for purposes of complying
with Order No. 890 and that the existing regional processes should guide public utility
transmission providers in formulating transmission planning regions to comply with the
requirements of Order No. 1000.% We find that NTTG’s footprint is properly governed
by the integrated nature of the regional power grid and the particular reliability and
resource issues affecting the NTTG region. We also note that the NTTG footprint
remains largely unchanged from the scope of the region that the Commission previously
accepted as part of Filing Parties’ compliance with respect to Order No. 890.%” Thus, we
find that the scope of the NTTG region complies with the requirements of Order

No. 1000.

22.  Order No. 1000-A requires public utility transmission providers in each
transmission planning region to have a clear enrollment process that defines how entities,
including non-public utility transmission providers, make the choice to become part of
the transmission planning region. Order No. 1000-A also requires that each public utility
transmission provider (or regional transmission planning entity acting for all of the public
utility transmission providers in its transmission planning region) include in its OATT a
list of all the public utility and non-public utility transmission providers that have
enrolled as transmission providers in its transmission planning region.* Although Filing
Parties state that they will engage in regional transmission planning as members of

% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 160.

%" |daho Power Co., 124 FERC { 61,053 (2008), order on compliance, 128 FERC
161,064 (2009), order on further compliance, Docket No. OA08-23-002 (Apr. 8, 2010)
(unpublished letter order).

% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 275.
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NTTG,* Filing Parties have not reflected an enrollment process in their respective
OATTSs that defines how entities, including non-public utility transmission providers,
make the choice to become part of the NTTG transmission planning region, nor have they
included in their OATTs a list of those who have made the choice to enroll as
transmission providers in the NTTG transmission planning region. We therefore direct
each Filing Party to revise its OATT accordingly to reflect an enrollment process and to
include a list of all the public utility and non-public utility transmission providers that
have enrolled as transmission providers in the NTTG transmission planning region.

23.  We grant Filing Parties’ proposed October 1, 2013 effective date for their
respective revised OATTS, so that the proposed Order No. 1000 revisions will apply to
NTTG’s next biennial transmission planning cycle (i.e., the 2014-2015 transmission
planning cycle). We are persuaded by Filing Parties that implementation should be
aligned with the start of their next biennial regional transmission planning cycle in order
to permit NTTG to continue its ongoing work on its current regional transmission plan,
which concludes at the end of 2013. We disagree with LS Power’s argument that the
revisions should apply to the next quarter of the ongoing transmission planning cycle
after Commission approval of Filing Parties’ proposal.

24.  However, Filing Parties do not explain which transmission facilities, including
those transmission projects currently under consideration in Filing Parties’ existing Order
No. 890-compliant local and regional transmission planning processes, will be subject to
the regional transmission planning process that the Commission determines complies
with Order No. 1000 (i.e., which facilities are deemed new transmission facilities subject
to evaluation or reevaluation in the next biennial regional transmission planning cycle).*
Therefore, we direct Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this
order, further compliance filings to: (1) identify to which transmission facilities within
Filing Parties’ existing local and regional transmission planning processes the proposed
OATT revisions will apply as of the effective date of Filing Parties’ compliance filings;
and (2) explain how Filing Parties will evaluate those transmission projects currently
under consideration in those existing transmission planning processes.

b. Order No. 890 and other Regional Transmission Planning
Process General Requirements

25.  Order No. 1000 requires that each public utility transmission provider participate
in a regional transmission planning process that produces a regional transmission plan
and that complies with certain transmission planning principles of Order No. 890

% E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.1.

0 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at PP 65, 162.
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identified in Order No. 1000.** The process used to produce the regional transmission
plan must satisfy the following Order No. 890 transmission planning principles:

(1) coordination; (2) openness; (3) transparency; (4) information exchange;

(5) comparability; (6) dispute resolution; and (7) economic planning.* These
transmission planning principles, which were adopted with respect to local transmission
planning processes pursuant to Order No. 890, must now be applied to the regional
transmission planning processes established in Order No. 1000. We will assess Filing
Parties’ compliance with each of these principles individually.

I Coordination

26.  The coordination principle requires public utility transmission providers to provide
customers and other stakeholders with the opportunity to participate fully in the planning
process. The purpose of this requirement is to eliminate the potential for undue
discrimination in planning by opening appropriate lines of communication between
public utility transmission providers, their transmission-providing neighbors, affected
state authorities, customers, and other stakeholders. The planning process must provide
for the timely and meaningful input and participation of customers and other stakeholders
regarding the development of transmission plans, allowing customers and other
stakeholders to participate in the early stages of development.*®

(@)  Eiling Parties’ Compliance Filings

27.  Filing Parties state that their respective Attachment Ks indicate that stakeholders
may participate directly in the NTTG transmission planning process or participate
indirectly through the relevant transmission provider’s process during development of the
local transmission system plan.** Filing Parties explain that, in developing the regional
transmission plan, NTTG will hold quarterly meetings which will be open to all
stakeholders, including, but not limited to, eligible customers, other transmission
providers, federal, state and local commissions and agencies, trade associations, and
consumer advocates. Filing Parties also detail the activities NTTG will undertake each

“11d. PP 146, 151.

“2|d. P 151. These transmission planning principles are explained more fully in
Order No. 890.

% Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at PP 451-454.

* E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.1.
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quarter to develop the regional transmission plan and describe the role of stakeholders in
that process.®

28.  Filing Parties state that stakeholders will have various opportunities to participate
throughout the eight-quarter transmission planning process including: (1) submitting
proposed transmission needs driven by public policy requirements; (2) submitting
economic congestion study requests; (3) providing input on evaluation criteria for
selecting proposals in the regional transmission plan; and (4) submitting comments on the
draft regional transmission plan.*® Additionally, Filing Parties’ OATTSs provide that any
stakeholder may submit data to be evaluated as part of the preparation of the regional
transmission plan, including alternate solutions to the identified transmission needs set
out in the transmission provider’s local transmission plan and prior NTTG biennial
regional transmission plans.”” Filing Parties” OATTs specify that any stakeholder may
comment on NTTG study criteria, assumptions, or results by directly participating in
NTTG or by submitting comments to the relevant transmission provider.*

(b)  Protests/Comments

29.  No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

(c) Commission Determination

30.  We find that the Filing Parties’ compliance filings comply with the coordination
principle because the NTTG regional transmission process, as described above, provides
customers and stakeholders a variety of opportunities to participate in the early stages of
the regional transmission plan’s development. These opportunities are included in the
proposed OATT revisions and are detailed further in the Practice Document, and we find
that these avenues for stakeholder participation and lines of communications between
relevant entities are consistent with the Order No. 890 coordination principle.

®E.g., id. §§ 3.3, 3.4.
®E.g., id. 8§ 3.3, 3.4, 3.5; see also Practice Document § 11.2.2.
“"Eg., id. §3.3.2.

“8 E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.4.3; see also Practice Document
8 11.2.4. The Practice Document includes a timeline that indicates opportunities for
stakeholder participation throughout the biennial transmission planning process.
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il. Openness

31.  The openness principle requires that transmission planning meetings be open to all
affected parties including, but not limited to, all transmission and interconnection
customers, state authorities, and other stakeholders. Although the Commission
recognized in Order No. 890 that it may be appropriate in certain circumstances to limit
participation in a meeting to a subset of parties, such as a particular meeting of a sub-
regional group, the Commission emphasized that the overall development of the
transmission plan and the planning process must remain open. Public utility transmission
providers, in consultation with affected parties, must also develop mechanisms to manage
confidentiality and Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) concerns, such as
confidentiality agreements and password protected access to information. *°

(@)  Eiling Parties’ Compliance Filings

32.  Filing Parties state that, at the end of each quarter of the transmission planning
cycle, the NTTG Planning Committee will convene a meeting, open to all stakeholders,*
including but not limited to, eligible customers, other transmission providers, federal,
state and local commissions and agencies, trade associations and consumer advocates, to
present a status report on the development of the regional transmission plan, summarize
the substantive results of the quarter, present drafts of documents, and receive comments.
The date and time of the public meetings will be posted on the NTTG website and NTTG
will select the location of the public meeting or hold the meeting by telephone, video, or
internet conference.” In addition, Filing Parties state that the Steering Committee,
Planning Committee, and Cost Allocation Committee meetings are open to all
stakeholders, subject to the need to protect critical infrastructure and other sensitive
information, as applicable.

33.  Filing Parties note that any stakeholder may attend meetings and comment on the
NTTG transmission planning and cost allocation criteria, assumptions or results
throughout the regional transmission planning process, irrespective of membership in the

* Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at P 460.

*0 \We interpret this term consistent with Order No. 1000, which explained that the
term “stakeholder” is intended to include any interested party. See Order No. 1000,
FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at n.143 (citing Southern Co. Svcs., Inc., 127 FERC
161,282, at PP 14-16 (2009)).

°L E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.4.1.

2 E.g., id. § 3.4.2; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 4.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -17 -

NTTG Planning or Cost Allocation Committees.>® In addition, Filing Parties state that no
fee is required for membership in the Planning Committee and no funding contributions
are required of non-transmission providers.>*

(b)  Protests/Comments

34.  PPL Companies assert that Filing Parties’ proposal lacks sufficient detail to ensure
that stakeholders will be adequately notified of public meetings because it does not
specify how far in advance stakeholders will be notified.” Accordingly, PPL Companies
request that the Commission require Filing Parties to: (1) schedule meetings at a
regularly scheduled time or provide at least one month advance notice of any planning
meeting; (2) make a status report available at a scheduled date in advance of any
meetings so that stakeholders have adequate time to prepare comments for the public
meetings; and (3) provide telephone or video conferencing for every public meeting to
ensure that interested stakeholders who are unable to travel to the meeting are able to
participate.®

35.  PPL Companies also assert that more detail is needed to clarify the mechanisms
that will be used to address confidentiality and CEIl concerns. Specifically, they argue
that the OATTSs do not clearly define the rules that govern the disclosure of information
and state that it is unclear whether those rules will allow for sufficient disclosure of
information to all interested stakeholders to ensure that the public meetings will be open
and transparent. PPL Companies claim that, in the past, they have been denied access to
data based upon claims of confidentiality and CEII status and therefore believe that
clarity is needed to ensure access to information going forward. >’

36.  Additionally, PPL Companies request that a data request process be created that
will allow stakeholders to access CEIl data and all modeling assumptions used in all local
and regional planning studies. They assert that there should also be a formal process for
challenging determinations to withhold information based on CEIl or confidentiality

> E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K §§ 3.4.2, 3.4.3; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp
Transmittal Letter at 4.

> E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 5.
> PPL Companies Protest at 7-8.
*%|d. at 8.

> d.
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grounds and a means to negotiate a resolution that promotes the disclosure of information
while respecting confidentiality concerns.”®

(c) Commission Determination

37.  We find that Filing Parties’ compliance filings partially comply with the openness
principle. Filing Parties meet the requirement that meetings be open to all affected
parties. However, certain provisions addressing release of CEIl and the provision of
advance notice of meeting information are unclear. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties
to file, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings
that revise their OATTs to: (1) clarify the rules governing access and disclosure of
planning data in the regional transmission planning process, and (2) provide the length of
time that notice will be posted in advance of public meetings to ensure that stakeholders
are provided adequate advance notice of meetings.

38.  Filing Parties’ proposed OATTSs state that NTTG has developed rules governing
access to and disclosure of regional planning data by members and further indicate that
members of NTTG are required to execute non-disclosure agreements before regional
transmission planning data are released.”® Unlike Filing Parties’ Order No. 890-
compliant local transmission planning process, in which Filing Parties provide that the
confidentiality agreement will be posted on each Filing Party’s OASIS, Filing Parties
have not provided the process for stakeholders to access and submit the standard non-
disclosure agreements that stakeholders may execute with the NTTG planning members.
To comply with Order No. 1000, Filing Parties must submit, within 120 days of the date
of issuance of this order, further compliance filings revising their respective OATTs to
include such a process, as well as either a standard non-disclosure agreement, or
alternatively a hyperlink to the NTTG website location where the non-disclosure
agreement can be found.

39.  With respect to PPL Companies’ request that the Filing Parties establish a formal
process for challenging determinations to withhold information on CEIl or confidentiality
grounds and for negotiating a resolution, we find below in section IV.B.1.b.vi that the
dispute resolution procedures set forth in Filing Parties” OATTs must apply to all
disputes related to regional transmission planning activities, including CEIl and
confidentiality disputes. Therefore, no change is needed to Filing Parties’ proposal
beyond the changes ordered below with respect to the dispute resolution principle.

%8 d. at 10.

9 E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.4.2.
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40.  We disagree with PPL Companies’ assertion that Filing Parties’ proposal fails to
provide adequate opportunity for participation by stakeholders. We find that consistent
with the openness principle, the NTTG transmission planning meetings are open to all
affected parties. Quarterly public meetings are held during which the NTTG Planning
Committee will present information and provide opportunities for stakeholder input.
Further, Filing Parties provide that the date and time of these public meetings will be
posted on the NTTG website and state that NTTG may hold web-based or telephone-
accessible meetings.®® Filing Parties additionally provide that stakeholders may also
attend the NTTG Steering, Planning, and Cost Allocation Committee meetings.

41.  However, while Filing Parties state that they will provide notice of each upcoming
regional meeting on their respective OASIS sites, we share PPL Companies’ concern that
stakeholders should be notified on a timely basis in advance of any scheduled meeting.
Unlike Filing Parties” Order No. 890-compliant local transmission planning process, in
which Filing Parties provide notice of public meetings no less than 10 business days’
prior to the meeting,®* Filing Parties’ respective OATTs do not specify how far in
advance of NTTG’s public meetings stakeholders will be notified. Accordingly, we
direct Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the issuance of this order, further
compliance filings that revise Filing Parties’ respective OATTSs to state how far in
advance notice of public meetings will be posted.

ii. Transparency

42.  The transparency principle requires public utility transmission providers to reduce
to writing and make available the basic methodology, criteria, and processes used to
develop transmission plans, including how they treat retail native loads, in order to ensure
that standards are consistently applied. To that end, each public utility transmission
provider must describe in its planning process the method(s) it will use to disclose the
criteria, assumptions and data that underlie its transmission system plans. The
transparency principle requires that sufficient information be made available to enable
customers, other stakeholders, and independent third parties to replicate the results of
planning studies and thereby reduce the incidence of after-the-fact disputes regarding
whether planning has been conducted in an unduly discriminatory fashion.

“Eg.,id §3.4.1.
' Eg.,id. §2.15.
%2 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 471.
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(@  Eiling Parties’” Compliance Filings

43.  Filing Parties state that, subject to CEIIl or other regulatory restrictions, each
transmission provider will post the Biennial Study Plan,® which shall include: (1) the
planning and cost allocation criteria, methodology, assumptions, databases, projects
subject to reevaluation, and analysis tools used in the review of proposals for selection in
the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation; (2) an explanation of which
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements and public policy
considerations® will and will not be evaluated in each biennial transmission planning
process, along with an explanation of why particular transmission needs driven by public
policy requirements and public policy considerations were or were not considered; and
(3) updates on progress and commitments to build received by NTTG.®® Filing Parties
further state that the Biennial Study Plan will be presented to stakeholders and NTTG
Planning Committee members for comment at a public NTTG Planning Committee
meeting in the second quarter of the transmission planning cycle.®® In addition, each
transmission provider will post on its respective OASIS any updates to the Biennial
Study Plan.®’

(b)  Protests/Comments

44,  PPL Companies assert that Filing Parties’ proposal does not provide enough detail
regarding when and how information will be made available to stakeholders, the types of
information that will be made available, and how the NTTG committees will operate and
work with stakeholders. For example, PPL Companies state that section 3.2.5 of

% Additional detail regarding the preparation of the Biennial Study Plan and its
role in the development of the NTTG regional transmission plan is provided below in
section IV.B.1.c.i.

% Filing Parties define public policy requirements as “those public policy
requirements that are established by state or federal laws or regulations, meaning enacted
statutes (i.e., passed by the legislature and signed by the executive) and regulations
promulgated by a relevant jurisdiction.” E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 1.12.
Public policy considerations are defined by Filing Parties as “those public policy
considerations that are not established by state or federal laws or regulations.” E.g., id.

8 1.11. Additional detail can be found in section 1V.B.1.d below.

®“Eg.,id §3.2.5.
®Eg.,id §3.3.3.
°"Eg., id. §3.2.5.
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NorthWestern’s Attachment K requires NorthWestern to post on its OASIS site, subject
to CEll restrictions, information regarding the Biennial Study Plan and the regional
transmission plan.®® However, according to PPL Companies, the posting requirement
does not state at what point(s) during the process the information must be posted and
made available so that stakeholders will be kept apprised of the status.®®

45.  PPL Companies argue that it is unclear whether stakeholders will be provided the
basic criteria, assumptions, and data that underlie the regional transmission plan in a
manner that will allow them to recreate the analysis and provide meaningful input into
the transmission planning process and comments on the status reports and results.”

46.  PPL Companies also contend that there are no details in Filing Parties’ proposal
that state when during each quarter in the regional transmission planning cycle
stakeholder comments should be submitted and what committee will be responsible for
reviewing and addressing such comments.”* PPL Companies assert that Filing Parties’
OATTSs must include a process that clearly defines when and how such comments will be
received, considered, and addressed in the regional transmission planning process, and
that the transmission provider should be required to provide a detailed response that
provides enough explanation to understand the reasoning behind its decision on the
comments provided.

(c) Commission Determination

47.  We find that the Filing Parties’ filings comply with the transparency principle,
subject to Filing Parties making any necessary revisions to their OATTs as part of the
compliance filings required by this order. Filing Parties’ provide that they will post the
Biennial Study Plan, which will include the planning and cost allocation criteria,
methodology, assumptions, and data that will underlie the regional transmission plan.”

% PPL Companies Protest at 9.
*1d. at 10.

.

" 1d. at 11.

21d. at 11-12.

" E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K §§ 3.2, 3.3.
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Furthermore, each Filing Party states that it will post on its respective OASIS any updates
to the Biennial Study Plan.”

48.  Additionally, consistent with the Commission’s finding for the local transmission
planning process, we find that Filing Parties have provided sufficient detail regarding the
timeline and process for submitting comments during the eight-quarter transmission
planning cycle.” Further, we find that Filing Parties are not required to include in their
tariffs a commitment to provide a detailed response to every comment a stakeholder
raises during the stakeholder process in order to ensure a transparent transmission
planning process.’®

49.  We note that, while we find here that Filing Parties” proposed OATT revisions
satisfy the transparency principle, Filing Parties” OATT revisions made to comply with
this order, including those made to satisfy the affirmative obligation to plan discussed
below in section 1V.B.1.c.i, must also comply with the transparency principle.
Accordingly, Filing Parties should evaluate, as they develop these further OATT
revisions, whether additional changes to their OATTs will be required to satisfy the
transparency principle and propose such changes, if any, as are needed to remain in
compliance.

iv. Information Exchange

50.  The information exchange principle requires network customers to submit
information on their projected loads and resources on a comparable basis (e.g., planning
horizon and format) as used by public utility transmission providers in planning for their
native load. Point-to-point customers are required to submit their projections for need of
service over the planning horizon and at what receipt and delivery points. To the extent
applicable, transmission customers should also provide information on existing and
planned demand resources and their impact on demand and peak demand. In addition,
stakeholders should provide proposed demand response resources if they wish to have
them considered in the regional transmission planning process.”” Public utility
transmission providers, in consultation with their customers and other stakeholders, are to
develop guidelines and a schedule for the submittal of such customer information.

"E.g.,id. §3.2.5.

" See Idaho Power Co., 128 FERC 1 61,064 at P 50.

"® Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,261 at P 189.
" Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 487.

"8 1d. at PP 486-487.
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(@  Eiling Parties’” Compliance Filings

51.  Filing Parties state that information is exchanged throughout the NTTG regional
transmission planning process. Filing Parties’ tariffs provide that each transmission
provider will provide NTTG with its local transmission plan, as well as updates to
information about new or changed circumstances or data contained in the local
transmission plan.”® In addition, the NTTG regional transmission planning process
describes the information that transmission developers seeking to propose transmission
projects in the regional transmission plan over the ten-year planning horizon must submit,
including, among other things, load and resource data, forecasted transmission service
requirements, and whether the proposed transmission project meets reliability and load
service needs.®

(b)  Protests/Comments

52.  No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

(c) Commission Determination

53.  We find that Filing Parties’ compliance filings do not comply with the information
exchange principle. Unlike Filing Parties’ Order No. 890 compliance filings, in which
they stated that they received load forecasts and resource information from network
customers,®! Filing Parties failed to revise their OATTs in these compliance filings to
meaningfully address the information exchange principle as it relates to the regional
transmission planning process in compliance with Order No. 1000. The tariff language
accepted by the Commission in Filing Parties’ Order No. 890 compliance proceeding is
still in Filing Parties’ OATTSs, but it applies only to the local transmission planning
process, as currently drafted.

54.  We find that Filing Parties have not proposed any Attachment K language to
address the information exchange principle to comply with the requirement that the Order
No. 890 transmission planning principles apply to the Order No. 1000-compliant regional
transmission planning process. Filing Parties state that stakeholders may propose
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements and provide comments on
proposed regional transmission projects proposed by transmission developers. However,
we find no specific OATT provisions addressing the issues that information exchange is

" E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.4
0Eg.,id §3.3.2
81 |daho Power Co., 124 FERC { 61,053 at PP 53-57.
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intended to cover, such as customer load forecasts, projected service information, and
existing and planned demand response resources provided by customers and stakeholders
that are used to develop the regional transmission plan. To the extent that Filing Parties
are relying on information exchange that is part of its Order No. 890-compliant
transmission planning process, they have not explained why this is an appropriate means
of compliance with Order No. 1000 and made such clarification in their OATTSs.
Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to revise their OATTSs to address these issues in a
further compliance filing due within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order.

V. Comparability

55. The comparability principle requires public utility transmission providers, after
considering the data and comments supplied by customers and other stakeholders, to
develop a transmission system plan that meets the specific service requests of their
transmission customers and otherwise treats similarly-situated customers (e.g., network
and retail native load) comparably in transmission system planning.®® In addition, public
utility transmission providers must identify, as part of their transmission planning
processes, how they will treat resources on a comparable basis, and therefore, how they
will determine comparability for purposes of transmission planning.®® Furthermore,
public utility transmission providers are required to identify how they will evaluate and
select from competing solutions and resources such that all types of resources are
considered on a comparable basis.**

82 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 494.
% Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,261 at P 2186.

% See, e.g., NorthWestern Corp., 128 FERC { 61,040, at P 38 (2009)
(NorthWestern) (requiring the transmission provider’s OATT to permit sponsors of
transmission, generation, and demand resources to propose alternative solutions to
identified needs and identify how the transmission provider will evaluate competing
solutions when determining what facilities will be included in its transmission plan); El
Paso Elec. Co., 128 FERC {61,063, at P 15 (2009) (same); N. Y. Indep. Sys. Operator,
Inc., 129 FERC {61,044, at P 35 (2009) (NYISO) (same). In each of these cases, the
Commission stated that tariff language could, for example, state that solutions will be
evaluated against each other based on a comparison of their relative economics and
effectiveness of performance. Although the particular standard a public utility
transmission provider uses to perform this evaluation can vary, the Commission
explained that it should be clear from the tariff language how one type of investment
would be considered against another and how the public utility transmission provider
would choose one resource over another or a competing proposal. Northwestern, 128

(continued . . .)
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(@  Eiling Parties’” Compliance Filings

56.  During quarter 1 of the NTTG regional transmission planning process, any
stakeholder may submit data to be evaluated as part of the regional transmission plan,
including transmission needs and associated transmission facilities driven by public
policy requirements and public policy considerations, and alternate solutions to the needs
set out in the transmission providers’ local transmission system plans and prior NTTG
biennial regional transmission plans. Additionally, Filing Parties commit to use best
efforts to facilitate NTTG conducting its regional transmission planning process, using
identified regional transmission service needs and transmission and non-transmission
alternatives, to identify regional transmission projects that are more efficient and cost-
effective from a regional perspective than the transmission projects identified in the
transmission providers’ local transmission plans.®

57.  Filing Parties” OATTSs state that “[a]ll stakeholder submissions will be evaluated,
in consultation with stakeholders, on a basis comparable to data and submissions required
for planning the transmission system for both retail and wholesale customers. Solutions
will be evaluated based on a comparison of their ability to meet reliability requirements,
address economic considerations and/or meet transmission needs driven by [public policy
requirements].”®®

(b)  Protests/Comments

58.  No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

(c) Commission Determination

59.  We find that the Filing Parties’ compliance filings partially comply with the
comparability principle. Specifically, Filing Parties’ proposal: (1) identifies where and
when stakeholders may propose alternatives; (2) states that all stakeholder submissions
will be evaluated on a comparable basis;® and (3) commits each Filing Party to use its
best efforts to facilitate NTTG conducting its regional process, using identified regional
transmission service and non-transmission alternatives, to identify regional transmission
projects (if any) that are more efficient and cost-effective from a regional perspective

FERC 161,040 at P 38 n.31; El Paso Elec. Co., 128 FERC { 61,063 at P 15 n.25; NYISO,
129 FERC 1 61,044 at P 35 n.26.

8 E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.2.
% Eg.,id. §3.3.3.
% E.g. id. §§3.3.3,3.35.
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than the transmission projects identified in the participating transmission providers’ local
transmission plans.®® However, Filing Parties’ OATTSs fail to require that the NTTG
regional transmission planning process, after considering the data and comments supplied
by customers and other stakeholders, will develop a transmission system plan that meets
the specific service requests of transmission customers and otherwise treats similarly-
situated customers (e.g., network and retail native load) comparably in the transmission
system planning.®® Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of
the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings revising their respective
OATTSs to address this requirement.

Vi. Dispute Resolution

60.  The dispute resolution principle requires public utility transmission providers to
identify a process to manage disputes that arise from the regional planning process. In
order to facilitate resolution of all disputes related to planning activities, a public utility
transmission provider’s dispute resolution process must be available to address both
procedural and substantive planning issues.*°

(@)  Eiling Parties’ Compliance Filings

61.  Filing Parties state that the NTTG Planning Process includes a dispute resolution
process that is available to transmission providers, signatories to the Planning Agreement,
and eligible customers and stakeholders that participate in the regional planning
process.®® The dispute resolution process will be used to: (1) resolve disputes related to
the integration of Filing Parties’ local transmission plans with the regional transmission
plan; (2) enforce compliance with the NTTG regional study process; and (3) to challenge
a decision within a milestone document. Filing Parties state that disputing entities should
submit written notice of a dispute to the committee chair of the applicable NTTG
committee that the dispute involves no more than 30 days after a decision is made by the
NTTG planning committee in the study process or the posting of a milestone document,
whichever is earlier. %

®E.g.,id §3.2.2.

% Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 494,
% |d. at P 501.

%L E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.6.1.

%Eg.,id. §3.6.3.
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62.  Under the dispute resolution process, if a dispute involves the NTTG Planning or
Cost Allocation Committees, an executive representative from the disputing entity will
participate in negotiations with the NTTG Planning Committee or Cost Allocation
Committee, as applicable, to resolve the dispute. If the dispute is not resolved to the
satisfaction of the disputing entity within 30 days of the initial written notice of the
dispute, or another time period chosen by the parties, the NTTG Planning or Cost
Allocation Committee Chair will refer the dispute to the NTTG Steering Committee. The
disputing entity’s representative and the NTTG Steering Committee will then negotiate to
resolve the dispute. Filing Parties propose that if the state co-chair of the NTTG Steering
Committee declares an impasse and the dispute is within the scope of the WECC dispute
resolution procedures, the disputing entity will follow the mediation process outlined in
Appendix C of the WECC bylaws. However, if the dispute is outside of the scope of the
WECC dispute resolution procedures, the disputing entity may use the Commission’s
dispute resolution service to mediate the dispute.*® Finally, Filing Parties note that
affected parties retain any rights they possess under the Federal Power Act to file
complaints with the Commission.*

(b)  Protests/Comments

63. PPL Companies contend that Filing Parties’ dispute resolution proposal appears to
limit the issues that may be addressed through the dispute resolution procedures.*
Additionally, PPL Companies contend that the proposed 30 days by which a dispute must
be identified after a decision is made in the transmission planning process or after a
milestone document is posted is not sufficient time for stakeholders to review materials
and i%|6entify any issues in dispute and assert that this period should be extended to 90
days.

(c) Commission Determination

64.  We find that Filing Parties’ filings partially comply with the dispute resolution
principle. Filing Parties have included regional dispute resolution procedures in their
OATTSs, which explain the step-by-step process of how disputes will be resolved in each
of the relevant NTTG committees. However, we agree with PPL Companies that the
proposed dispute resolution procedures restrict the issues that may be raised by a

¥ Eg.,id. §3.6.2.
%Eg.,id. §3.6.3.
% PPL Companies Protest at 14-15.

% d. at 15.
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disputing entity. Filing Parties’ dispute resolution procedures should facilitate resolution
of all disputes related to regional transmission planning activities and must be available
to address both procedural and substantive transmission planning issues. Restricting the
use of the dispute resolution procedures to disputes related to the integration of the
transmission providers’ local transmission plans with the regional transmission plan,
enforcing compliance with the NTTG regional study process, and challenging a decision
within a milestone is too prohibitive. We understand these provisions to exclude
substantive disputes regarding, for example, which transmission facilities are appropriate
for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. Order

No. 890 requires that a public utility transmission provider’s dispute resolution process
must be available to address both procedural and substantive planning issues.®’
Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance of
this order, a further compliance filing that revises Filing Parties’ dispute resolution
procedures to facilitate resolution of all disputes that arise from the regional transmission
planning process.

65.  With regard to PPL Companies’ concern about the limited time period for raising
issues they wish to dispute following a decision in the study process or the posting of a
milestone document, we find that 30 days to raise such issues for dispute is consistent
with the time frame previously accepted by the Commission under Order No. 890 for
disputes arising in Filing Parties’ local transmission planning processes.®

vii. Economic Planning Studies

66.  The economic planning studies principle requires public utility transmission
providers to account for economic, as well as reliability, considerations in the
transmission planning process. The economic planning principle is designed to ensure
that economic considerations are adequately addressed when planning for OATT
customers as well. The principle requires that the scope of economic studies should not
be limited to individual requests for transmission service. Customers must be given the
opportunity to obtain studies that evaluate potential upgrades or other investments that
could reduce congestion or integrate new resources and loads on an aggregated or
regional basis.*

% Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 501.
% |daho Power Co., 128 FERC { 61,064 at PP 39-40.
% Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. | 31,241 at PP 542-543.
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(@  Eiling Parties’” Compliance Filings

67.  Filing Parties” OATTSs state that each transmission provider will participate in the
NTTG processes to prioritize, categorize, and complete up to two regional economic
congestion studies per regional transmission planning cycle, as outlined in NTTG’s
standardized process for congestion studies.'® Filing Parties propose that the NTTG
Planning Committee will be responsible for developing regional economic study plans
and conducting stakeholder-requested regional economic congestion studies for
NTTG.™

68.  In order to submit an economic congestion study request for consideration, the
party making the request must either be a member of the NTTG Planning Committee or
sign the economic study agreement.'® Filing Parties propose that eligible customers and
stakeholders may request additional economic congestion studies within each regional
transmission planning cycle, which must be paid for by the party requesting the study.'%®
Filing Parties further propose that NTTG will cluster and study together economic
congestion studies if all of the point(s) of receipt and point(s) of delivery match one
another, or if NTTG otherwise determines that the requests can be feasibly and
meaningfully studied together.**

(b)  Protests/Comments

69. No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

(c) Commission Determination

70.  We find that Filing Parties’ filings partially comply with the economic planning
studies principle. As described above, the transmission planning process will account for

100 F 4., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.5.1.
0lEg.,id. §3.1.

92 E g., id. § 3.5.5; Exhibit B, NTTG Economic Study Agreement. The economic
study agreement outlines an entity’s obligations regarding the economic congestion study
process. Obligations include executing non-disclosure agreements as necessary before
receiving regional transmission planning data and reimbursing NTTG for the costs of
performing the studies if a request is not selected as one of the up to two economic
congestion studies.

% Eg.,id. §3.5.2.
1 Eg., id. §35.3
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economic considerations as required by the economic planning studies principle. Filing
Parties’ compliance filings also describe the process through which regional economic
studies may be requested by stakeholders and eligible customers. However, unlike Filing
Parties’ Order No. 890 compliance filings, in which Filing Parties described the process
by which economic planning studies will be prioritized for the local transmission
planning process,'® Filing Parties’ respective OATTs do not provide the process by
which NTTG will prioritize regional economic planning studies in the instance that more
than two regional economic congestion studies are requested. Accordingly, we direct
Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further
compliance filings that revise Filings Parties’ respective OATTSs to include the process by
which NTTG will prioritize regional economic planning studies.

C. Requirement to Plan on a Regional Basis to Identify More
Efficient or Cost-Effective Transmission Solutions

71.  Through the regional transmission planning process, public utility transmission
providers must evaluate, 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 public utility transmission
providers in their local transmission planning process.'®® Public utility transmission
providers have the flexibility to develop, in consultation with stakeholders, procedures by
which the public utility transmission providers in the region identify and evaluate the set
of potential solutions that may meet the region’s needs more efficiently or cost-
effectively.’” In addition, whether or not public utility transmission providers within a
transmission planning region select a transmission facility in the regional transmission
plan for purposes of cost allocation will depend in part on their combined view of
Wheth?(r)sthe transmission facility is a more efficient or cost-effective solution to their
needs.

72.  Public utility transmission providers in each transmission planning region, in
consultation with stakeholders, must propose what information and data a merchant
transmission developer’® must provide to the regional transmission planning process to

% Eg.,id. §2.7.3.

1% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 148.
97 1d. P 149.

1% 1d. P 331.

199 Order No. 1000 defines merchant transmission projects as projects “for which
the costs of constructing the proposed transmission facilities will be recovered through
(continued . . .)
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allow the public utility transmission providers in the transmission planning region to
assess the potential reliability and operational impacts of the merchant transmission
developer’s proposed transmission facilities on other systems in the region.**

73.  Finally, the regional transmission planning process developed by public utility
transmission providers, in consultation with stakeholders, must result in a regional
transmission plan that reflects the determination of the set of transmission facilities that
more efficiently or cost-effectively meet the region’s needs."™* Order No. 1000 does not
require that the resulting regional transmission plan be filed with the Commission.

I Affirmative Obligation to Plan

(@)  Eiling Parties’ Compliance Filings

74.  Filing Parties’ respective OATTs describe the steps that NTTG will take on a
quarterly basis over the biennial transmission planning cycle to develop the regional
transmission plan. In quarter 1, NTTG will collect data from transmission providers,
stakeholders, and transmission developers. Filing Parties’ OATTSs also state that
stakeholders may submit economic congestion study requests during quarter 1, which the
NTTG Planning Committee will collect, prioritize, and select for evaluation.**?

75.  Inquarter 2 of the biennial transmission planning process, the Planning Committee
will develop a Biennial Study Plan to guide the preparation of the NTTG regional
transmission plan. Filing Parties state that the Biennial Study Plan will describe the
methodology, criteria, assumptions, databases, projects subject to reevaluation, analysis
tools, and public policy projects used and/or analyzed during preparation of the regional
transmission plan. Filing Parties explain that NTTG will use a bottom-up approach to
develop what it calls an “initial regional transmission plan” based on a combination of the
previously approved NTTG regional transmission plan and a “roll-up” of the
transmission providers’ local transmission plans. Additionally, to produce an optimized

negotiated rates instead of cost-based rates.” Id. P 119. The Commission noted in Order
No. 1000 that “a merchant transmission developer assumes all financial risk for
developing its transmission project and constructing the proposed transmission facilities. .
.7 1d. P 163.

11914, p 164, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC § 61,132 at PP 297-
208.

1 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 147.
12 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.2.
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regional transmission plan, NTTG will use a regional perspective to consider the
transmission projects in the initial regional transmission plan together with proposed
nonincumbent transmission projects, merchant transmission projects, non-transmission
alternatives, regional transmission solutions driven by public policy requirements, and
projects generated through regional analysis.*** Filing Parties state that the Biennial
Study Plan will be presented to stakeholders and NTTG Planning Committee members
for comment and direction at a publicly-held meeting during quarter 2, and that the
NTTG Planning Committee will recommend the Biennial Study Plan to the NTTG
Steering Committee for approval.***

76.  During quarters 3 and 4, modeling and transmission system analysis will be
performed using the methods documented in the Biennial Study Plan, culminating in the
preparation of a draft of the regional transmission plan for stakeholder comment and
review.'*> Filing Parties indicate that the initial regional transmission plan’s loads and
resources will be incorporated in the appropriate WECC base cases, and that the NTTG
Planning Committee will confirm or identify regional transmission projects, or non-
transmission alternatives, that will likely result in a regional transmission plan that is
more efficient or cost-effective than the initial plan. In addition, through this study
process, the regional transmission plan may identify unsponsored projects that will meet
the region’s transmission needs more efficiently and cost-effectively.''®

77.  Filing Parties” OATTSs state that during quarter 5, stakeholders will have an
opportunity to review and comment on the regional transmission plan, including
assessment of the benefits accruing from transmission facilities planned according to the
transmission planning process. Filing Parties’ OATTs also state that the “NTTG
Planning Committee will collect, prioritize and select Economic Congestion Study
Requests for consideration [in] the draft regional transmission plan.”*’

13 Practice Document § 11.3.7.2.1.

14 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 16-17; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K
§3.3.3.

15 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.4.

118 practice Document § 11.3.5; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K
8§ 3.7.2.1(a) (referencing unsponsored projects identified in the regional transmission
planning process as a category of transmission projects that may be eligible for selection
in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation).

Y7 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.5.
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78.  Inquarter 6, up to two economic congestion studies per biennial transmission
planning cycle will be conducted, and the Biennial Study Plan will be updated based on
the NTTG Planning Committee’s review of stakeholder-submitted comments, additional
information about new or changed circumstances relating to loads, resources,
transmission projects or alternative solutions, or identified changes to data provided in
quarter 1. The NTTG Cost Allocation Committee will also estimate the benefits
associated with each transmission project identified for cost allocation to determine if
such projects are eligible for regional cost allocation.**®

79.  The regional transmission plan will be reviewed in quarter 7, with stakeholders
reviewing and commenting on the plan, including assessing the benefits accruing from
transmission facilities planned through the transmission planning process. The regional
transmission planning process will document and consider the simultaneous feasibility of
identified projects, cost allocation recommendations, and stakeholder comments.***

80.  Finally, Filing Parties” OATTSs state that in quarter 8 the final regional

transmission plan will be submitted to the NTTG Steering Committee for approval.*?

(b)  Protests/Comments

81.  According to AWEA, Filing Parties’ proposal to establish separate planning
processes for different categories of transmission, such as reliability-driven or economic-
driven transmission, creates artificial distinctions among transmission projects. AWEA
asserts that in reality the most cost-effective transmission projects are those that serve
multiple purposes simultaneously. Moreover, it contends that these artificial planning
categories will bias the transmission planning process against larger transmission
projects, resulting in undue discrimination against some transmission developers, and will
not produce the most cost-effective and efficient results.***

(c) Commission Determination

82.  We find that the regional transmission planning process specified in Filing Parties’
compliance filings partially complies with Order No. 1000’s requirement that public
utility transmission providers evaluate, in consultation with stakeholders, alternative
transmission solutions that might meet the needs of the transmission planning region

U8 E g, id. § 3.3.6.
WEQ.,id §3.3.7.
120Fg. id. §3.3.8.
21 AWEA Comments at 17-18.
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more efficiently or cost-effectively than transmission solutions identified by individual
public utility transmission providers in their local transmission planning process.
However, Filing Parties fail to provide adequate detail in their respective OATTSs
regarding how they will implement Order No. 1000’s requirement that they plan on a
regional basis to identify more efficient or cost-effective solutions to regional
transmission needs. Accordingly, Filing Parties must submit further compliance filings
to revise their respective OATTS, as discussed below.

83.  Order No. 1000 requires public utility transmission providers to participate in a
transmission planning region that conducts a regional analysis to identify whether there
are more efficient or cost-effective solutions to regional needs. It is not sufficient for a
transmission planning region to merely “roll-up” local transmission plans without
analyzing whether the regional transmission needs, when taken together, can be met more
efficiently or cost-effectively by a regional solution.

84.  One of the stated purposes of the requirements adopted in Order No. 1000 is “to
remedy deficiencies in the existing requirements of Order No. 890. . . .”*?* The
Commission explained the deficiencies as follows:

Order No. 890 required public utility transmission providers
to coordinate at the regional level for the purpose of sharing
system plans and identifying system enhancements that could
relieve congestion or integrate new resources. The
Commission did not specify, however, whether such
coordination with regard to identifying system enhancements
included an obligation for public utility transmission
providers to take affirmative steps to identify potential
solutions at the regional level that could better meet the needs
of the region. As a result, the existing requirements of Order
No. 890 permit regional transmission planning processes to
be used as a forum merely to confirm the simultaneous
feasibility of transmission facilities contained in their local
transmission plans. Consistent with the economic planning
requirements of Order No. 890, regional transmission
planning processes also must respond to requests by
stakeholders to perform studies that evaluate potential
upgrades or other investments that could reduce congestion or
integrate new resources or loads on an aggregated or regional
basis. Again, no affirmative obligation was placed on public
utility transmission providers within a region to undertake

122 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at P 12.
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such analyses in the absence of requests by stakeholders.
There is also no obligation for public utility transmission
providers within the region to develop a single transmission
plan for the region that reflects their determination of the set
of transmission facilities that more efficiently or cost-
effectively meet the region’s needs.'®

Order No. 1000 addresses these deficiencies by, among other requirements, placing an
affirmative obligation on public utility transmission providers to participate in a regional
transmission planning process that produces a regional transmission plan.***

85.  Filing Parties’ Practice Document and respective OATTSs indicate that the NTTG
regional transmission planning process will conduct its own analysis to identify more
efficient or cost-effective solutions, including the development of unsponsored
transmission projects that may be selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation,*® and indicate that the NTTG transmission planning region will use a
regional perspective to consider the transmission projects generated through regional
analysis to produce an optimized draft regional transmission plan.**® However, the
procedures for performing these analyses are not explicitly stated in Filing Parties’
OATTs. For example, Filing Parties’ proposed project qualification criteria reference
“unsponsored project[s] identified in the regional planning process” as a category of
transmission projects that are eligible for selection in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation; ™" however, Filing Parties’ OATTs provide no explanation of
the circumstances in which NTTG will identify and evaluate unsponsored transmission
projects to meet regional transmission needs. We find that Filing Parties” OATTs must
include the method and detail underlying the analyses to be performed to identify more
efficient or cost-effective solutions that are referenced in their OATTs and described in
the Practice Document. To satisfy the requirements of Order No. 1000, we require Filing
Parties to submit OATT revisions that describe the process NTTG will use to identify

123 1d. P 147 (footnotes omitted).
4 1d. P 148.

125 practice Document § 11.3.5; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K
§3.7.2.1(a).

126 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.2.

2TE g.,id. § 3.7.2.1(a) (referencing unsponsored projects identified in the regional
transmission planning process as a category of transmission projects that may be eligible
for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation).



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. - 36 -

more efficient or cost-effective solutions and explain how NTTG will conduct such
regional analysis through, for example, power flow studies, production cost analyses,
and/or other methods.

86.  Order No. 1000’s affirmative obligation to identify more efficient or cost-effective
transmission solutions applies to transmission needs driven by economic considerations
just as it applies to transmission needs driven by public policy requirements or reliability
considerations. We note that, while Filing Parties’ proposal meets Order No. 1000’s
requirement to permit stakeholders to request economic studies on a regional basis, as
proposed, economic planning is not an integral part of NTTG’s regional transmission
planning process. In particular, the proposed regional transmission planning process does
not require that NTTG affirmatively identify transmission needs driven by economic
considerations, regardless of whether it receives stakeholder requests for economic
studies. We find that the compliance filings are deficient in this regard.

87.  Accordingly, as discussed above, we direct Filing Parties, within 120 days of the
date of issuance of this order, to revise their respective OATTSs to set forth the affirmative
obligation to identify transmission solutions that more efficiently or cost-effectively meet
reliability requirements, address economic considerations, and meet transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements.*?®

88.  We disagree with AWEA’s assertion that by establishing separate planning
processes for different categories of transmission projects, Filing Parties’ proposal will
bias the transmission planning process against larger transmission projects, result in
undue discrimination against some transmission project sponsors, and will not produce
the most cost-effective and efficient results. As an initial matter, it is unclear to what
“separate processes” AWEA is referring, as Filing Parties propose an integrated
transmission planning process that identifies transmission solutions that more efficiently
or cost-effectively meet reliability requirements, address economic considerations, and
meet transmission needs driven by public policy requirements. In any case, Order No.
1000 gave regions the flexibility to craft their own processes consistent with the order’s
requirements.

128 \We also note that any additional OATT procedures proposed to implement the
affirmative obligation discussed above must also comply with the Order No. 890
principles.
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il. Planning Horizon

(@)  Eiling Parties’ Compliance Filings

89.  Filing Parties propose that the NTTG Planning Committee will prepare a bulk
transmission expansion plan using a ten-year planning horizon, while taking into
consideration up to a twenty-year planning horizon.'?

(b) Protests/Comments

90. AWEA claims that the proposed ten-year planning horizon is too short and that
failure to adopt a longer planning horizon may result in undue discrimination against
those who propose plans that will meet the needs of the region most efficiently, as a short
time horizon will favor smaller, local transmission plans such as those proposed by
incumbent transmission providers. AWEA recognizes that Order No. 1000 did not
specify a requirement of a minimum number of years that constitute a planning horizon,
but contends that the narrow scope of Filing Parties’ proposed time horizon will not
ensure the evaluation of more cost-effective or efficient plans. Accordingly, it requests
that the Commission consider requiring Filing Parties to increase the time horizon to one
that will ensure that the most efficient and cost-effective plans are evaluated.'*°

(c) Commission Determination

91.  We disagree with AWEA that the proposed ten-year planning horizon is too short
and will prevent the region from evaluating transmission plans that would meet regional
needs more efficiently or cost-effectively than plans assessing a longer planning horizon.
We note that the while the NTTG Planning Committee uses a ten-year planning horizon,
it also takes into consideration up to a 20 year planning horizon. Order No. 1000 did not
establish a minimum long-term planning horizon for regional transmission planning.***
We also note that a ten-year planning horizon is consistent with planning horizons used to
comply with the NERC Transmission Planning standards.*** Therefore, we find that a

129 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.
130 AWEA Comments at 16-17.
31 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 157.

132 See Reliability Standard TPL-001-0.1 (System Performance Under Normal
Conditions), at Requirement R1.2; Reliability Standard TPL-002-0b (System
Performance Following Loss of a Single BES Element), at Requirement R1.2; Reliability
Standard TPL-003-0a (System Performance Following Loss of Two or More BES
Elements), at Requirement R1.2.
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ten-year planning horizon is a reasonable timeframe for use in the regional transmission
planning process.

ii. Proposed Governance Structure

(@  Eiling Parties’” Compliance Filings

92.  Filing Parties propose to use a committee structure, consisting of three committees
— the Steering Committee, Planning Committee, and Cost Allocation Committee — to
develop the NTTG regional transmission plan.

93.  Filing Parties state that the Steering Committee provides governance and direction
on initiatives undertaken by NTTG members and is responsible for approving NTTG’s
biennial regional transmission plan.*** According to the NTTG Steering Committee
charter, Steering Committee membership is composed of: (1) state utility regulatory
commissioners appointed by each state’s utility regulatory commission in the NTTG
footprint; (2) executive level representatives appointed from each utility, or utility
cooperative, who is a party to the NTTG Funding Agreement; and (3) representatives
appointed by state customer advocacy groups within the NTTG footprint.*** The
Steering Committee charter also states that the committee shall pass approval items by
unanimity.*®

94.  The Planning Committee, which reports to the Steering Committee, will be
responsible for, among other things, reviewing planning and cost allocation data
submitted by transmission developers, developing and updating the Biennial Study Plan
for each biennial cycle, performing and documenting assessments defined in the Biennial
Study Plan, developing regional economic study plans and performing stakeholder-
requested regional economic studies, and publishing the Steering Committee-approved
regional transmission plan.**®

95.  The Planning Committee charter states that there are three classes of committee
members: (1) transmission providers and developers engaged in or intending to engage

138 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 5.

3% NTTG Steering Committee Charter (Second Revision posted July 26, 2010) at
2, available at:
http://nttg.biz/site/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=236&Itemid=31
B 1d. at 4.

13 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 5-6.
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in the sale of electric transmission service within the NTTG footprint; (2) transmission
users engaged in the purchase of electric transmission service within the NTTG footprint,
or other entities which have, or have the intention of entering into, an interconnection
agreement with a transmission provider within the NTTG footprint; and (3) regulators
and other state agencies within the NTTG footprint that are interested in transmission
development.®®”  According to the Planning Committee charter, committee approval of a
voting matter requires the approval of the transmission provider/developer sector and at
least one other membership sector, with sector approval constituting a two-thirds majority
of voting members present.*®

96. The Cost Allocation Committee, which also reports to the Steering Committee,
will be responsible for, among other things, reviewing cost allocation data submitted by
transmission developers, advising the Planning Committee on scenarios used for cost
allocation, developing and revising cost allocation recommendations for transmission
projects under consideration for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation, and preparing detailed reports explaining its cost allocation
recommendations.**

97.  The Cost Allocation Committee charter states that each regulatory commission,
state consumer agency, and publicly-owned or consumer-owned entity which is a
member of NTTG shall be entitled to appoint one person to the committee.**® The
charter also states that while the Cost Allocation Committee will strive for unanimity in
its decisions, actions, and recommendations, the Committee may proceed by a majority
vote (except for making changes in cost allocation principles or publicly censuring a
person, which requires unanimous votes), with minority opinions, and the reasons
therefore, recorded and summarized in any written material forwarded to the Planning or
Steering Committees.**

7 NTTG Planning Committee Charter (Feb. 24, 2010) at 3-4, available at:
http://nttg.biz/site/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=236&Itemid=31

138 1d. at 5.

139 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 5.

Y0 NTTG Cost Allocation Committee Charter (Oct. 21, 2009) at § 111.1, available
at:
http://nttg.biz/site/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=236&Itemid=31

1411d. 8 111.5.
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98.  Filing Parties state that NTTG is currently in the process of revising the three
charters, and states that it will finalize and post the updated Charters after the
Commission issues its final order on NTTG’s Order No. 1000 compliance.**

(b)  Protests/Comments

99.  No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

(c) Commission Determination

100. In Order No. 1000-A, the Commission held that “[i]f public utility transmission
providers in a transmission planning region, in consultation with stakeholders, decide to
establish formal stakeholder governance procedures, such as voting measures, they
should include these in their Order No. 1000 compliance filings.”*** Under Filing
Parties’ proposal, it appears that transmission projects will be selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation as part of the process approving the
regional transmission plan. This process includes stakeholder voting procedures in the
various NTTG committees. As a result, the governance procedures, including the voting
mechanisms, included in the committee charters appear to impact whether a transmission
project will be selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.
Filing Parties explain that NTTG is currently revising its committee charters and will post
the revised charters following the Commission’s final order on their compliance filings,
and therefore Filing Parties do not include in their OATTSs the governance procedures for
the development of the regional transmission plan, including voting procedures and
requirements that will govern the selection of transmission projects in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation and the approval of the plan itself.
Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the date of issuance of
this order, revisions to their OATTSs to incorporate these procedures and requirements.

iv. Merchant Transmission Developers

(@)  Eiling Parties’ Compliance Filings

101. Filing Parties propose to require the sponsor — whether a transmission provider,
nonincumbent transmission developer, merchant transmission developer, or any other
stakeholder — of a transmission project proposed for the regional transmission plan to
submit certain minimum information: (1) load and resource data; (2) forecasted
transmission service requirements; (3) whether the proposed project meets reliability or

12 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 5 n.12.

143 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 269.
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load service needs; (4) economic considerations; (5) whether the proposed project
satisfies a transmission need driven by public policy requirements; (6) project location;
(7) voltage level; (8) structure type; (9) conductor type and configuration; (10) project
terminal facilities; (11) project costs, associated annual revenue requirements, and
underlying assumptions and parameters in developing revenue requirements; (12) project
develltzfment schedule; (13) current project development phase; and (14) in-service

date.

(b)  Protests/Comments

102. No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

(c) Commission Determination

103. We find that the Filing Parties’ proposed OATT provisions regarding merchant
transmission developers do not comply with the requirements of Order No. 1000. First,
we note that Filing Parties propose to apply uniform data submission requirements for all
transmission projects, including merchant transmission projects, proposed for the
regional transmission plan.'* However, Order No. 1000 requires only that merchant
transmission developers provide adequate information and data to allow public utility
transmission providers in the transmission planning region to assess the potential
reliability and operational impacts of the merchant transmission developer’s proposed
transmission facilities on systems in the region;** it does not require that merchant
transmission developers propose their project for the regional transmission plan. As a
result, Filing Parties’ proposal does not contain provisions requiring a merchant
transmission developer who does not propose its transmission project for the regional
transmission plan to provide information necessary to assess the potential reliability and
operational impacts of its proposed transmission facility on systems in the region. We
therefore direct Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order,
revisions to their respective OATTS to establish information requirements for merchant
transmission projects, consistent with the requirements of Order No. 1000. The
information requirements included in Filing Parties’ proposal regarding project location,
voltage level, structure type, conductor type and configuration, project terminal facilities,
project development schedule, current project development phase, and in-service date

14 E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 12-13; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K
§3.3.2.

S E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 12-13.

148 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 164, order on reh’g, Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 298.
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would be appropriate to apply to merchant transmission developers because they are
related to the operational and reliability impacts of the merchant transmission project.

104. Certain of the information requirements that Filing Parties propose to apply to
transmission projects proposed for the regional transmission plan might be inappropriate
to include in the information requirements ordered in paragraph 103 because those
requirements appear unrelated to the reliability and operational impacts of a merchant
transmission project. Specifically, we find that Filing Parties may not require that
merchant transmission developers provide information regarding project costs, associated
annual revenue requirements, and underlying assumptions and parameters in developing
revenue requirements. This type of rate information is unrelated to the merchant
transmission project’s reliability or operational impacts on the transmission system, and
sharing this information might impact the merchant developer’s ability to arrange
negotiated rates. We also find that the Filing Parties may include the following
information requirements in their OATTs for merchant transmission projects but must
make clear that a merchant transmission developer will be required to provide this
information only to the extent it has the information readily available when the
information is due: (1) forecasted transmission service requirements; (2) whether the
proposed project meets reliability or load service needs; and (3) whether the proposed
project satisfies a transmission need driven by public policy requirements.**’ With
respect to load and resource data and economic considerations, and as discussed further
in paragraph 169, we find that additional clarification regarding those information
requirements is needed before we could evaluate whether they would be appropriate to
apply to merchant transmission developers.

d. Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by Public
Policy Requirements

105. Order No. 1000 requires public utility transmission providers to amend their
OATTSs to describe procedures that provide for the consideration of transmission needs
driven by Public Policy Requirements in the local and regional transmission planning
processes.*® The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that Order No. 1000

17 With respect to information requirements (2) and (3), i.e., whether the project
meets reliability or load service needs or satisfies a transmission need driven by public
policy requirements, we understand these provisions to require only that the transmission
developer identify whether its proposed transmission project addresses reliability or load
service need(s) or transmission need(s) driven by public policy requirements, and not to
impose a requirement that the merchant transmission developer perform and provide the
region with its own studies demonstrating that it meets such requirements or satisfies
such needs.

148 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 203.
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requires that transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements be considered just
as transmission needs driven by reliability or economic concerns are also considered.**°
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).™™® As explained further below, Order No. 1000 specifies that the
consideration of transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements means: (1) the
identification of transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements; and (2) the
evaluation of potential solutions to meet those identified needs.™*

106. To comply with the requirement to identify transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements, public utility transmission providers, in consultation with their
stakeholders, must establish procedures in their OATTs to identify at the local and
regional level those transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements for which
potential transmission solutions will be evaluated.™ The process for identifying
transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements must allow stakeholders,
including, but not limited to, those responsible for complying with the Public Policy
Requirements at issue and the developers of potential transmission facilities that are
needed to comply with one or more Public Policy Requirements, an opportunity to
provide input and to offer proposals regarding the transmission needs they believe are
driven by Public Policy Requirements.'*® Public utility transmission providers must
explain in their compliance filings how the procedures adopted give all stakeholders a
meaningful opportunity to submit what the stakeholders believe are transmission needs
driven by Public Policy Requirements.***

107. In addition, public utility transmission providers, in consultation with
stakeholders, must establish a just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory process

149 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at PP 204, 206, 208-211, 317-319.

% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,323 at P 2. Order No. 1000-A
clarified that Public Policy Requirements include local laws and regulations passed by a
local governmental entity, such as a municipal or county government. Order No. 1000-
A, 139 FERC 161,132 at P 319.

1 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 205.
52 1d. PP 206, 207.

53 1d. PP 207, 208.

>4 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 335.
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through which public utility transmission providers will identify, out of this larger set of
needs, those needs for which transmission solutions will be evaluated.® Public utility
transmission providers must explain in their compliance filings how their open and
transparent transmission planning process determines whether to move forward regarding
transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements.™®® In addition, each public
utility transmission provider must post on its website an explanation of: (1) those
transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements that have been identified for
evaluation for potential solutions in the local and regional transmission planning
processes; and (2) how other transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements
introduced by stakeholders were considered during the identification stage and why they
were not selected for further evaluation.™’

108. To comply with the requirement to evaluate potential solutions to meet the
identified transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements, public utility
transmission providers, in consultation with stakeholders, must also establish procedures
in their OATTs to evaluate at the local and regional level potential solutions to identified
transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements.**® These procedures must
include the evaluation of transmission facilities stakeholders propose to satisfy an
identified transmission need driven by Public Policy Requirements.**® Stakeholders must
be provided an opportunity to provide input during the evaluation of potential solutions to
identified needs.'® In addition, the Commission and stakeholders must be able to review
the record that is created by the process to help ensure that the identification and
evaluation decisions are open and fair, and not unduly discriminatory or preferentia
The Commission will review the proposed evaluation procedures to ensure they comply

161
l.

55 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 209.
158 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 335.

7 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 209; see also Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 325.

158 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,323 at P 211.

159 1d. P 211; see also id. n.191 (“This requirement is consistent with the existing
requirements of Order Nos. 890 and 890-A which permit sponsors of transmission and
non-transmission solutions to propose alternatives to identified needs.”).

1%0 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at P 220.
11 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 321.
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with the objective of meeting the identified transmission needs more efficiently or cost-
effectively.'®

109. Public utility transmission providers must amend their OATTSs to describe
procedures that provide for the consideration of transmission needs driven by Public
Policy Requirements in the local and regional transmission planning processes.'®® There
are no restrictions on the type or number of Public Policy Requirements to be considered
as long as any such requirements arise from local, state, or federal laws or regulations
that drive transmission needs and as long as the requirements of the procedures required
in Order No. 1000 are met.*®* In addition, Order No. 1000 does not preclude any public
utility transmission provider from considering in its transmission planning process
transmission needs driven by additional public policy objectives not specifically required
by local, state or federal laws or regulations. However, Order No. 1000 creates no
obligation for any public utility transmission provider or its transmission planning
processes to consider transmission needs driven by a public policy objective that is not
specifically required by local, state or federal laws or regulations.*® In addition, public
utility transmission providers are not required to consider Public Policy Requirements
themselves as part of the transmission planning process.*®®

i Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by
Public Policy Requirements in the Regional
Transmission Planning Process

110. First, we will analyze in this section Filing Parties’ compliance filings for
compliance with Order No. 1000’s requirements with respect to consideration of
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements in the regional transmission
planning process. In the next section, we will analyze Filing Parties’ respective
compliance filings for compliance with respect to consideration of transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements in the local transmission planning process.

182 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 211.

193 1d. P 203.

164 1d. P 214, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 319.
185 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 216.

1% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 204.
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(@ Regional Transmission Planning Process —
Filing Parties” Compliance Filings

111. Filing Parties explain that as part of their local transmission planning processes,
Filing Parties will collect data, including transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy considerations. Filing
Parties propose to define “public policy requirements” as “those public policy
requirements that are established by state or federal laws or regulations, meaning enacted
statutes (i.e., passed by the legislature and signed by the executive) and regulations
promulgated by a relevant jurisdiction.”*®” Public policy considerations are defined by
the Filing Parties as “those public policy considerations that are not established by state
or federal laws or regulations.”*® Each Filing Party will provide NTTG with its local
transmission plan, which includes transmission service forecasts reflecting public policy
requirements and public policy projects, and transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy considerations for
consideration in the regional transmission planning process.'®® In addition, during
quarter 1 of the biennial regional transmission planning cycle, any stakeholder may
submit data to be evaluated as part of the preparation of the regional transmission plan,
including transmission needs and associated transmission facilities driven by public
policy requirements and transmission needs and associated transmission facilities driven
by public policy considerations.*™

112.  Filing Parties also state that the NTTG regional transmission plan only includes
consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy requirements; it may use
additional study analysis to consider transmission needs driven by public policy

considerations, as agreed upon by the Planning Committee with stakeholder input.*™

187 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14 n.37; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K§1.12.

168 E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14 n.37; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K 8 1.11. Filing Parties state that the NTTG regional transmission plan only includes
consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy requirements, but that
additional study analysis may be used to consider transmission needs driven by public
policy considerations. E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14.

189 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K§3.24.

170 E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.3.2.

71 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14; Practice Document § 11.3.4.1.
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After consultation with stakeholders, including state regulators, the NTTG Planning
Committee identifies the transmission needs and associated transmission facilities driven
by public policy requirements and the transmission needs and associated transmission
facilities driven by public policy considerations to include in the Biennial Study Plan
using criteria included in the Practice Document.'”

113.  An explanation of which transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements and which transmission needs driven by public policy considerations were
or were not selected for inclusion in the Biennial Study Plan, and why they were or were
not selected, will be included in the Biennial Study Plan and will be posted by NTTG and
each Filing Party on their respective websites.*”

114.  As part of the regional transmission planning process, NTTG determines if there
Is a more efficient or cost-effective regional solution to meet the transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements submitted by stakeholders and transmission
providers. NTTG applies the same criteria and selection process to potential transmission
solutions to transmission needs driven by public policy requirements as those applied to
any other project chosen for NTTG’s regional transmission plan.™

(b)  Regional Transmission Planning Process —
Protests/Comments

115. AWEA raises concerns regarding Filing Parties’ interpretation of public policy
requirements.*” First, it requests that Filing Parties modify their definition of public
policy requirements to include the consideration of those laws and regulations enacted by
local government entities, in accordance with Order No. 1000-A. 176 Further, AWEA
asserts that public policy considerations should be treated in the same manner as public
policy requirements in the transmission planning process.'’” AWEA states that while it

172 E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K 8§3.3.3.

178 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 15; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K § 3.2.5; see also Practice Document 88 11.3.4.1, 11.3.4.2.

17 E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 15; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K 88 3.3.3, 3.3.5; see also Practice Document § 11.3.4.3.

15 AWEA Comments at 6.
178 1d. at 6 (citing Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 319).

Y7d. at 7.
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generally supports Filing Parties” approach for incorporating public policy requirements
and objectives into the transmission planning process, including the ability for any
stakeholder to submit data to be evaluated as part of the preparation of the regional
transmission plan, public policy considerations should be considered at the same time as
public policy requirements, without the need for the Planning Committee to agree on
their consideration.’” AWEA stresses that the transmission planning process should be
flexible enough to include “reasonably foreseeable public policy objectives not yet
explicitly required by existing law or regulation.”*"

116. AWEA supports Filing Parties’ proposal to evaluate potential solutions to
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements using the same criteria and
selection process used for any project chosen for evaluation in NTTG’s regional
transmission plan, as long as public policy requirements and economic and reliability
concerns are treated comparably.*® AWEA recommends that public policy requirements
selected for consideration in a transmission planning cycle should be carried over into
subsequent cycles unless the public policy requirement is no longer relevant or has been
eliminated.'®

117. In addition, AWEA expresses concern that the NTTG transmission planning
process relies too heavily on the local selection factors for public policy requirements.
Specifically, AWEA is concerned that the proposal to consider only those public policy
requirements included in transmission providers’ local transmission plans will not lead to
a comprehensive understanding of regional transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements or a cost-effective approach to developing regional transmission plans that
meet those needs.™®® To address this concern, AWEA requests that the Commission
direct Filing Parties to solicit local and regional transmission needs driven by public
policy requirements rather than relying on local transmission plans crafted in isolation of
one another. Moreover, AWEA contends that Order No. 1000 requires consideration of
public policy requirements at the regional level that may not be local in nature, and that
applicable local transmission projects must be rolled-up into a regional transmission plan
that addresses identified public policy requirements.*®> AWEA urges the Commission to

78 |d. at 8-10.
9 1d. at 7.

180 1d. at 11.
181 1d. at 12.
182 |d

183 1d. at 13.
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require Filing Parties to describe in further detail the procedures NTTG will use to
identify and select local and regional transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements for evaluation in the regional transmission plan.*®*

(c)  Regional Transmission Planning Process —
Commission Determination

118. We find that Filing Parties’ compliance filings partially comply with the
provisions of Order No. 1000 addressing transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements in the regional transmission planning process. Accordingly, we direct
Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further
compliance filings, as discussed below.

119.  We find that Filing Parties’ proposed definition of public policy requirements
partially complies with Order No. 1000. Filing Parties correctly include in the proposed
definition those public policy requirements that are established by state or federal laws or
regulations, meaning enacted statutes (i.e., passed by the legislature and signed by the
executive) and regulations promulgated by a relevant jurisdiction. However, Order No.
1000-A further clarifies that the definition of public policy requirements includes local
laws and regulations passed by a local governmental entity, such as a municipal or county
government.*® We thus agree with AWEA that the definition of public policy
requirements in Filing Parties” OATTs should be revised to include those laws enacted by
local governmental entities, such as a municipality or county, as clarified in Order

No. 1000-A. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to revise, in the further compliance
filings discussed below, the definition in their OATTs of public policy requirements to
explicitly include local laws or regulations along with state or federal laws or regulations.

120. We will not require Filing Parties to consider public policy considerations in the

same manner as public policy requirements*® in the regional transmission planning

184 1d. at 14.
185 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 319.

18 Filing Parties define public policy requirements as “those public policy
requirements that are established by state or federal laws or regulations, meaning enacted
statutes (i.e., passed by the legislature and signed by the executive) and regulations
promulgated by a relevant jurisdiction.” Public policy considerations are defined by
Filing Parties as “those public policy considerations that are not established by state or
federal laws or regulations.” As discussed above, we direct Filing Parties to revise the
definition of public policy requirements to include those laws enacted by local
governmental entities.
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process, as requested by AWEA. Order No. 1000 creates no obligation for any public
utility transmission provider or its transmission planning processes to consider
transmission needs driven by a public policy objective that is not specifically required by
local, state, or federal laws or regulations.®” Therefore, we decline AWEA’s suggestion
that we require Filing Parties to consider public policy considerations at the same time as
public policy requirements.

121. With respect to identification of transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements, Filing Parties propose that, during quarter 1 of the biennial regional
transmission planning cycle, any stakeholder may submit data to be evaluated as part of
the preparation of the regional transmission plan, including transmission needs driven by
public policy requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy
considerations.'® In their Transmittal Letters, Filing Parties state that, as outlined in the
Practice Document, stakeholders may use the data request form for NTTG’s quarter 1
data submittal process to submit this information.'®® However, the details included in the
Transmittal Letters and the Practice Document are not reflected in Filing Parties” OATTSs.
For example, Filing Parties” OATTs do not specify how a stakeholder can access the data
request form. We thus find that Filing Parties do not describe in sufficient detail in their
respective OATTs how stakeholders can provide input and “offer proposals regarding the
transmission needs they believe are driven by Public Policy Requirements” in the
regional transmission planning process such that the process for doing so is transparent to
all interested stakeholders.*® Therefore, we require Filing Parties to revise their
respective OATTSs in the further compliance filings discussed below to describe how
stakeholders can submit what they believe are transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements.**

122. Further, we agree with AWEA that Filing Parties’ proposed OATT revisions
should include additional detail to describe the process through which public utility
transmission providers will identify those transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements for which transmission solutions will be evaluated. According to the
proposal, the NTTG Planning Committee will identify the transmission needs driven by

187 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 216.

188 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K 8 3.3.2; see also Practice Document 8 11.3.4.

89 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14.
% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 207.
91 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 335.
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public policy requirements and the transmission needs driven by public policy
considerations and will include such information in the Biennial Study Plan after
consultation with stakeholders, including state regulators. However, the criteria used to
identify those transmission needs driven by public policy requirements are included in the
Practice Document, rather than the Filing Parties’ OATTs.*® In Order No. 1000 the
Commission required public utility transmission providers to amend their OATTSs to
describe procedures that provide for the consideration of transmission needs driven by
public policy requirements in the regional transmission planning process.*** The
Commission also required public utility transmission providers to establish a just and
reasonable and not unduly discriminatory process through which public utility
transmission providers will identify, out of this larger set of needs, those needs for which
transmission solutions will be evaluated.***

123. We note that the proposed criteria used to identify those transmission needs driven
by public policy requirements for which transmission solutions will be evaluated in the
regional transmission planning process are included in the Practice Document, but not in
Filing Parties’ respective OATTs. Additionally, we find that these proposed criteria are
not adequately defined, as the Practice Document states that the criteria “may include”
the seven specifically listed therein. Therefore, we direct Filing Parties on compliance to
further describe in their OATTS the process, including the set of criteria, by which they
will identify, out of the larger set of transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements that may be proposed, the transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements that will be included in the Biennial Study Plan (i.e., for which transmission
solutions will be evaluated in the regional transmission planning process). Should Filing
Parties propose to include the criteria that currently appear in the Practice Document into
their OATTS, they must also explain how they will determine in a transparent and not
unduly discriminatory manner which criteria will apply to a given need if all of the
criteria will not be applied to each transmission need driven by public policy
requirements.

124. We find that Filing Parties’ proposal to post on the NTTG and each Filing Party’s
website an explanation of which transmission needs driven by public policy requirements
and which transmission needs driven by public policy considerations were or were not
selected for inclusion in the Biennial Study Plan, together with an explanation as to why
they were or were not selected, complies with Order No. 1000.

192 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 14; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K § 3.3.3; Practice Document 8 11.3.6.1.

193 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 203.
194 1d. P 2009.
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125.  We find that Filing Parties’ proposal complies with Order No. 1000’s requirement
that public utility transmission providers establish procedures in their OATTSs to evaluate
at the regional level potential transmission solutions to identified transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements, including the evaluation of transmission facilities
stakeholders propose to satisfy an identified transmission need driven by public policy
requirements.’® Filing Parties’ proposed OATT revisions allow stakeholders to “submit
data to be evaluated as part of the preparation of the draft Regional Transmission Plan,
including transmission needs . . . driven by Public Policy Requirements,”**® and state that
all stakeholder submissions will be evaluated, in consultation with stakeholders, on a
basis comparable to submissions required for planning the transmission system for both
retail and wholesale customers. Filing Parties’ proposed OATT revisions also state that
solutions will be evaluated based on a comparison of their relative economics and ability
to meet reliability requirements, address economic considerations and meet transmission
needs driven by public policy requirements.*®” Further, in their Transmittal Letters and in
the Practice Document, Filing Parties state that the same criteria and selection process as
those used for any other project chosen for NTTG’s regional transmission plan will be

used to evaluate solutions for transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.**®

126. Order No. 1000 also requires that the procedures for evaluating identified
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements for solutions provide an
opportunity for stakeholders to provide input during the evaluation in the regional
transmission planning process of potential solutions to identified needs.*® We find that
Filing Parties comply with this requirement. Filing Parties provide several opportunities
for stakeholders to provide input during the evaluation in the regional transmission
planning process of potential transmission solutions to identified needs. First, Filing
Parties will hold Planning Committee meetings that are open to the public at the end of
each quarter of the regional transmission planning cycle. Stakeholders may submit
comments at those meetings.’®® In addition, stakeholders may review and provide

1% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 211.
98 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.2.
Y Eg.,id. §3.35.

198 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 15; Practice Document § 11.3.4.3. These
evaluation criteria are discussed below in section 1V.B.2.d.

199 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at P 220.

200 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.4.1; see also Practice Document
8 11.2.4.
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comments on the draft regional transmission plan during the formal comment period in
the fifth quarter of the regional transmission planning process.”®* During the seventh
quarter of the regional transmission planning process, stakeholders may review and
comment on the draft regional transmission plan and cost allocation recommendations.?*?

127. In sum, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance
of this order, further compliance filings to revise their respective OATTs to: (1) revise
the definition of public policy requirements to explicitly include local laws or regulations
along with state or federal laws or regulations; (2) describe how stakeholders can submit
what they believe are transmission needs driven by public policy requirements; and (3)
describe the process by which NTTG will identify, out of the larger set of transmission
needs driven by public policy requirements that may be proposed, those transmission
needs driven by public policy requirements for which transmission solutions will be
evaluated in the regional transmission planning process.

128. Regarding AWEA'’s concern that Filing Parties are relying too heavily on
transmission providers’ local transmission plans in the regional transmission planning
process with respect to public policy requirements and public policy considerations and
that local transmission projects must be rolled up into a regional transmission plan in
order to ensure consideration of public policy requirements at the regional level, Filing
Parties propose to allow any stakeholder to submit data to be evaluated as part of the
preparation of the regional transmission plan, including transmission needs driven by
public policy requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy
considerations. In addition, Filing Parties state that, as part of the regional transmission
planning process, they will determine if there is a more efficient or cost-effective regional
transmission solution to meet the transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements submitted by stakeholders and transmission providers using the same
criteria and selection process as those used for any other project chosen for evaluation.?*
We find that these two aspects of the Filing Parties’ proposal address AWEA’s concerns.

129. Finally, we will not require that Filing Parties revise their respective OATTSs to
provide that public policy requirements selected for consideration in a transmission
planning cycle be carried over into subsequent cycles unless the public policy

201 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.5; see also Practice Document
8 11.2.4.

202 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.7; see also Practice Document
8 1l.2.4.

203 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 15; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K 88 3.2.2, 3.3.3, 3.3.5; see also Practice Document § 11.3.4.3.
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requirement is no longer relevant or has been eliminated. While we have accepted a
proposal submitted by the California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO)
to carry forward transmission needs driven by public policy requirements into subsequent
cycles,® Filing Parties do not propose it here as part of their compliance filings. We
also note that Order No. 1000 does not require public utility transmission providers in
regions to carry over transmission needs driven by public policy requirements that were
selected for consideration in the regional transmission planning process into subsequent
planning cycles. Therefore, we find that no modification is needed in response to
AWEA’s request.

il. Consideration of Transmission Needs Driven by
Public Policy Requirements in the Local
Transmission Planning Processes

130. We now turn to Filing Parties’ respective compliance filings with respect to
consideration of transmission needs driven by public policy requirements in their
respective local transmission planning processes.

(@  Local Transmission Planning Process —
Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

131. PacifiCorp, Deseret, NorthWestern Montana, Portland General, and Idaho Power
propose to consider in their respective local transmission planning processes public
policy requirements and public policy considerations.’® Similar to the regional
transmission planning process, only transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements are included in the local transmission plans. Public policy considerations
may be evaluated in other analyses.?®

204 Cal. Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 143 FERC { 61,057, at P 97 (2013) (accepting
a provision of the CAISO tariff providing that transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements selected for consideration in a transmission planning cycle will be carried
over to other cycles, unless CAISO determines that a requirement has been eliminated,
modified, or is otherwise inapplicable or irrelevant for transmission planning purposes in
a current cycle).

2% The Filing Parties use the same definitions for public policy requirements and
public policy considerations, as discussed earlier in the order, in their local transmission
planning processes and the regional transmission planning process.

206 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.1; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K § 2.1.10.2; Portland General OATT, Attachment K §§ 3.2.1, 3.2.5; Deseret
OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.1; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.1.1.
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132. Section Il of each Filing Party’s proposed Attachment K includes provisions for
stakeholders to submit input on transmission needs driven by public policy requirements
and transmission needs driven by public policy considerations and provisions for each
Filing Party to identify which potential transmission solutions driven by public policy
requirements will be evaluated in the local transmission planning process.”’ In all but
Portland General’s filing, stakeholder input is specifically provided for in the first and
fifth quarters of the local transmission planning process.”® In Portland General’s case,
stakeholder input is provided for in the first, third, and fourth quarters of the local
transmission planning process for the near term case,”® and the fifth, seventh and eighth
quarters of the local transmission planning process for the longer term case.”° In each
Filing Parties” OATT, stakeholders are directed to a business practice document posted
on its OASIS website, which includes the process by which transmission needs driven by
public policy requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy considerations
may be submitted and will be reviewed and evaluated in the local transmission planning
process.”** In addition to the stakeholder procedures noted in the OATTs and maintained
on their websites, each of the Filing Parties has outlined meetings which stakeholders
may attend and at which stakeholders may provide comments.?*

133. Each Filing Party’s local transmission planning process requires the Filing Party to
post on its website an explanation of which transmission needs driven by public policy

207 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.1; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K § 2.1.10; Portland General OATT, Attachment K 88 3.2.1, 3.2.5; Deseret
OATT, Attachment K 8§ 2.2.1; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K § 3.2; see also, e.g.,
PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 32.

208 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K §§ 2.2.2.1, 2.2.2.4; NorthWestern Montana
OATT, Attachment K 88 2.1.10.1, 2.3.2.1.2, 2.3.2.2.2; Deseret OATT, Attachment
K 8§ 2.2.1, 2.2.4; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K 88 3.2.1, 3.2.4.

299 portland General OATT, Attachment K §8§ 3.2.1, 3.2.3.
2194, 8§ 3.2.5, 3.2.7.

21 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.1; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K 8§ 2.1.10.5, 2.3.2.1.2; Portland General OATT, Attachment K 8§ 3.2.1,
3.2.5; Deseret OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.1; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment
K 883.2.1,3.2.4.

212 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.1.5; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K § 2.4.2; Portland General OATT, Attachment K § 3.3; Deseret OATT,
Attachment K § 2.3; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.
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requirements and which transmission needs driven by public policy considerations will
be evaluated for potential solutions in the local transmission planning process, as well as
an explanation of why other suggested transmission needs will not be evaluated.?**

134. Filing Parties propose to use the same evaluation process and selection criteria for
selection in the local transmission plan for all local transmission projects, including those
to address transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.”** Moreover, each
Filing Party’s proposed Attachment K includes provisions for stakeholders to submit
alternative solutions to be evaluated as part of the preparation of the draft local
transmission plan.?*®> Filing Parties state that all stakeholder submissions will be
evaluated on a basis comparable to submissions required for planning the transmission
system for both retail and wholesale customers and that all transmission solutions will be
evaluated based on a comparison of their relative economics and ability to meet
reliability criteria.?*®

(b)  Local Transmission Planning Process —
Protests/Comments

135. AWEA requests that each Filing Party’s OATT provide clearly defined
opportunities for stakeholders to propose transmission that will support public policy

213 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K §§ 2.2.2.1, 2.5.2.7; NorthWestern Montana
OATT, Attachment K 8§ 2.1.10.2.4, 2.3.2.1.4, 2.4.7.3.8; Portland General OATT,
Attachment K 8§ 3.2.1, 3.2.5, 5.2.8; Deseret OATT, Attachment K 8§ 2.2.1, 4.2.11;
Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K 88 3.2.1, 5.2.12; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal
Letter at 32-33.

214 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.1; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K 8§ 2.1.10.4, 2.3.2.2.3.1; Portland General OATT, Attachment K 8§ 3.2.1,
3.2.5; Deseret OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.1; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.1.

215 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.4; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K 88 2.3.2.1.2, 2.3.2.2.2; Deseret OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.4: Idaho Power
OATT, Attachment K 8§ 3.2.4; Portland General OATT, Attachment K 88 3.2.1, 3.2.3,
3.2.5,3.2.7.

218 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.2; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K 8§ 2.3.2.2.3.1, 2.3.2.3.2; Portland General OATT, Attachment K 8§ 3.2.1;
3.2.5; Deseret OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.4; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.4.
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requirements and to comment on proposed solutions at the local level before they are
rolled up into the NTTG regional transmission plan.?*’

(c)  Local Transmission Planning Process —
Commission Determination

136. We find that each Filing Party’s compliance filing partially complies with the
provisions of Order No. 1000 addressing transmission needs driven by public policy
requirements in the local transmission planning process. Earlier, we found that the
definition of public policy requirements did not account for laws enacted by local
governmental entities, such as a municipality or county, and required Filing Parties to
revise this definition accordingly. Since there is one set of definitions that applies to both
the local and regional transmission planning processes in each Filing Party’s Attachment
K, the revision to the definition of public policy requirements ordered earlier will address
both the local and regional transmission planning processes, so no further revision is
required here.

137.  We find that each Filing Party’s compliance filing satisfies the Order No. 1000
requirement that each public utility transmission provider include in its OATT procedures
to identify at the local level transmission needs driven by public policy requirements and
allow stakeholders an opportunity to provide input and to “offer proposals regarding the
transmission needs they believe are driven by Public Policy Requirements.”?*®
Stakeholders are clearly given the opportunity to propose and provide comments on
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements and public policy
considerations.

138. However, none of Filing Parties has complied with Order No. 1000’s requirement
to describe in their OATTSs a just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory process
through which each public utility transmission provider will identify, out of the larger set
of needs proposed, those needs for which transmission solutions will be evaluated in the
local transmission planning process.”*® Stakeholders are directed to business practice
documents posted on Filing Parties’ websites for the details on how transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy

21T AWEA Comments at 13-14. AWEA’s Comments were submitted in Docket
Nos. ER13-65-000 (Deseret Generation & Transmission Cooperative, Inc.), ER13-127-
000 (Idaho Power Company), and ER13-67-000 (NorthWestern Corporation).

218 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 207.
219 1d. P 2009.
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considerations will be reviewed and evaluated.??® This is not sufficient for purposes of
compliance with Order No. 1000. Therefore, we direct Filing Parties, within 120 days of
the date of the issuance of this order, to submit a compliance filing with additional detail
in their OATTSs describing a just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory process
through which the public utility transmission provider will identify, out of the larger set
of needs proposed, those needs for which transmission solutions will be evaluated in the
local transmission planning process.

139. We find that each Filing Party’s compliance filing complies with Order No.
1000’s requirement that each public utility transmission provider post on its website an
explanation of: (1) those transmission needs driven by public policy requirements that
have been identified for evaluation for potential transmission solutions in the local
transmission planning process; and (2) why other suggested transmission needs driven by
public policy requirements introduced by stakeholders were not selected for further
evaluation.?”!

140. Finally, we find that Filing Parties’ proposals to apply the same evaluation process
and selection criteria to all local transmission projects, including those to address
transmission needs driven by public policy requirements, meet Order No. 1000’s
requirement that each public utility transmission provider establish procedures to evaluate
at the local level potential transmission solutions to identified transmission needs driven
by public policy requirements, including those proposed by stakeholders. Further, we
disagree with AWEA that each Filing Party’s OATT should be revised to provide clearly
defined opportunities for stakeholders to propose and comment on transmission that will
support public policy requirements at the local level. Each Filing Party’s proposed
Attachment K includes provisions for stakeholders to submit transmission needs driven
by public policy requirements and transmission needs driven by public policy
considerations as well as comments, additional information about new or changed
circumstances relating to transmission needs driven by public policy requirements and
transmission needs driven by public policy considerations, or alternative solutions to be
evaluated as part of the preparation of the draft local transmission plan.??? All

220 \We note that the links to the business practice documents included in the
OATTSs of Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, and Portland General are not currently working.

221 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 209; see also Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 325.

222 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K §§ 2.2.2.1, 2.2.2.4; NorthWestern Montana
OATT, Attachment K 88 2.1.10.1, 2.3.2.1.2, 2.3.2.2.2; Deseret OATT, Attachment
K §§2.2.1, 2.2.4; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K 8§ 3.2.1, 3.2.4; Portland General
OATT, Attachment K 88 3.2.1, 3.2.3, 3.2.5, 3.2.7.
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stakeholder submissions will be evaluated on a basis comparable to submissions required
for planning the transmission system for both retail and wholesale customers, and all
potential transmission solutions will be evaluated based on a comparison of their relative
economics and ability to meet reliability criteria.??®

2. Nonincumbent Transmission Developer Reforms

141. Order No. 1000 institutes a number of reforms that seek to ensure that
nonincumbent transmission developers have an opportunity to participate in the
transmission development process. These reforms involve the elimination of federal
rights of first refusal from Commission-jurisdictional tariffs and agreements, and the
development of requirements regarding qualification criteria for transmission developers
and processes for evaluating proposals for new transmission facilities.

a. Federal Rights of First Refusal

142. Order No. 1000 requires that each public utility 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 a transmission facility that has been selected pursuant to a
transmission planning region’s Commission-approved regional transmission planning
process for inclusion in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation
because it is a more efficient or cost-effective solution to regional transmission needs.
If a public utility transmission provider’s tariff or other Commission-jurisdictional

225

223 pacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 2.2.2.2; NorthWestern Montana OATT,
Attachment K 8§ 2.3.2.2.3.1, 2.3.2.3.2; Portland General OATT, Attachment K 8§ 3.2.1;
3.2.5; Deseret OATT, Attachment K 8§ 2.2.4; Idaho Power OATT, Attachment K § 3.2.4.
These provisions were included in Filing Parties’ Order No. 890 compliance filings.
Idaho Power Co., 124 FERC 1 61,053 (2008), order on compliance filing, 128 FERC
161,064 (2009).

224 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 313. The phrase “a federal
right of first refusal” refers only to rights of first refusal that are created by provisions in
Commission-jurisdictional tariffs or agreements. Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132
at P 415.

225 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at PP 5, 63.
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agreements do not contain a federal right of first refusal provision, a public utility
transmission provider should state this in its compliance filing.?*®

143. The requirement in Order No. 1000 to eliminate a federal right of first refusal does
not apply to local transmission facilities,?” which are defined as transmission facilities
located solely within a public utility transmission provider’s retail distribution service
territory or footprint that are not selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of
cost allocation.””® The requirement also does not apply to the right of an incumbent
transmission provider to build, own, and recover costs for upgrades to its own
transmission facilities, regardless of whether an upgrade has been selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.” In addition, the Commission noted
that the requirement does not remove, alter or limit an incumbent transmission provider’s
use and control of its existing rights-of-way under state law.**

144, The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that Order No. 1000 does not
require elimination of a federal right of first refusal for a new transmission facility if the
regional cost allocation method results in an allocation of 100 percent of the facility’s

226 |d. P 314 n.294.
227 |1d. PP 226, 258, 318.

228 |d. P 63. The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that a local
transmission facility is one that is located within the geographical boundaries of a public
utility transmission provider’s retail distribution service territory, if it has one; otherwise
the area is defined by the public utility transmission provider’s footprint. In the case of
an RTO or 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. Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at
P 429.

229 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at PP 226, 319, order on reh’g,
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 161,132 at P 426. The Commission stated in Order
No. 1000 that upgrades to transmission facilities included such things as tower change
outs or reconductoring, regardless of whether or not an upgrade has been selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. Order No. 1000, FERC Stats.
& Regs. 1 31,323 at P 319. The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that the term
“upgrade” means an improvement to, addition to, or replacement of a part of, an existing
transmission facility. The term does not refer to an entirely new transmission facility.
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 426.

20 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 319.
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costs to the public utility transmission provider in whose retail distribution service
territory or footprint the facility is to be located.”** The Commission also clarified in
Order No. 1000-A that the phrase “selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation” excludes a new transmission facility if the costs of that facility are
borne entirely by the public utility transmission provider in whose retail distribution
service territory or footprint that new transmission facility is to be located.”®* However,
the Commission acknowledged in Order No. 1000-A that that there may be a range of
examples of multi-transmission provider zones, and it would address whether a cost
allocation to a multi-transmission provider zone is regional on a case-by-case basis based
on the facts presented on compliance.?®®

i Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

145. Filing Parties indicate that their respective OATTs do not contain provisions
granting a federal right of first refusal to construct transmission facilities selected in the
NTTG regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.?**

il. Protests/Comments

146. No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

ii. Commission Determination

147. We find Filing Parties” compliance filings comply with the requirements of Order
No. 1000 because Filing Parties’ OATTs do not contain any federal rights of first refusal
with respect to transmission projects selected in the NTTG regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.

b. Qualification Criteria

148. Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to revise its
OATT to demonstrate that the regional transmission planning process in which it
participates has established appropriate qualification criteria for determining an entity’s
eligibility to propose a transmission project for selection in the regional transmission plan

231 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 423.
232 |d

233 |d. P 424, order on further reh’g, Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC 61,044 at
P 40.

2% E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 12.
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for purposes of cost allocation, whether that entity is an incumbent transmission provider
or a nonincumbent transmission developer.?*> Appropriate qualification criteria must be
fair and not unreasonably stringent when applied to either the incumbent transmission
provider or nonincumbent transmission developer.”®® These criteria must not be unduly
discriminatory or preferential and must provide each potential transmission developer the
opportunity to demonstrate that it has the necessary financial resources and technical
expertise to develop, construct, own, operate, and maintain transmission facilities.?’

149. The qualification criteria should also allow for the possibility that an existing
public utility transmission provider already satisfies the criteria.?*® There must be
procedures in place for timely notifying transmission developers of whether they satisfy
the region’s qualification criteria and opportunities to remedy any deficiencies.”*® In
addition, the qualification criteria should not be applied to an entity proposing a
transmission project for consideration in the regional transmission planning process if
that entity does not intend to develop the proposed transmission project.?*°

150. The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that it would be an impermissible
barrier to entry to require, as part of the qualification criteria, that a transmission
developer demonstrate that it has, or can obtain, state approvals necessary to operate in a
state, including state public utility status and the right to eminent domain, to be eligible to
propose a transmission facility.?*

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

151. Filing Parties’ OATTs require that “[s]ponsors who intend to submit a project for
cost allocation must be pre-qualified by the NTTG planning committee, according to its
criteria, process, and schedule.”?** To satisfy this prequalification requirement, Filing

2% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at PP 225, 323.
3% 1d. P 324.

27 1d. P 323.

238 1d. P 324,

239 |d.

249 1d. P 324 n.304, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at
n.520.

241 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 441.
22 E g., PacifiCorp, OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.1.
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Parties propose that any transmission developer, including both incumbent and
nonincumbent transmission developers,** that plans to submit a regional transmission
project into NTTG’s regional transmission planning process for cost allocation
consideration must submit sponsor qualification data to the Planning and Cost Allocation
Committees during October of quarter 8 of the prior biennial transmission planning
cycle.?** Filing Parties state that NTTG will use this information to determine if a
transmission developer is eligible to submit the transmission project for cost allocation
consideration.?* NTTG will review the data provided by the transmission developer and
issue any necessary deficiency notice to sponsor in November. The transmission
developer would then be required to provide any requested additional information by
January in quarter 1 of the next transmission planning cycle.?*®

152. For the prequalification process, the Practice Document establishes six categories
of data that transmission developers must submit to the Planning and Cost Allocation
Committees, as well as specific metrics that NTTG will use to evaluate the submitted
data. First, the transmission developer must provide a description of itself in sufficient
detail to provide NTTG a clear understanding of the transmission developer, including its
name and address, the number of years it has been in business, and the nature of its
business. Second, a transmission developer must provide a summary of the proposed
transmission project, including voltage, approximate construction duration, and the cost
of the proposed transmission project. Third, a transmission developer must demonstrate
acceptable technical expertise by providing a description of its expertise, including its
management experience in developing, constructing, and owning a project of similar size
and scope, a clear discussion of the developer’s depth and breadth of technical expertise
(both internal and external), and information regarding projects of similar scale that
demonstrate the developer’s technical experience.

153. Fourth, a transmission developer must provide information regarding its financial
expertise, including a creditworthiness review requiring the provision of the developer’s
most recent annual report, most recent quarterly report, last two audited year-end
financial statements, and rating agency reports, as well as information regarding any
material issues that could affect the credit decision (e.g., litigation, contingencies,
investigations). In addition, Filing Parties propose that a transmission developer

288 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 21 n.99.
24 E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.1.
2 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 21.

248 practice Document § 11.4.1.2, Figure 6; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal
Letter at 22.
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demonstrate that it has an investment grade credit rating or, in the alternative, must
demonstrate that: (1) it or its parent company has existed for at least five years; (2) its
working capital has been positive for the prior three years; and (3) its assets are at least
five times the transmission project’s capital costs.**’

154. Fifth, a transmission developer must provide a clear description of its investors
and appropriate financial information regarding its investors, including financial expertise
information also required of the transmission developer. Finally, a transmission
developer must provide a clear description of its ability to operate and maintain the
transmission project, including actual examples of operation and maintenance experience
or similar information for the transmission developer’s consultant or outsourced entity.
To evaluate a transmission developer’s ability to maintain and operate a transmission
project, Filing Parties propose to require a transmission developer to show that it, or its
parent organization, has at least five years’ experience in operating and maintaining
transmission projects.?*®

il. Protests/Comments

155. LS Power objects to the inclusion of NTTG’s qualification criteria in the Practice
Document because the Practice Document was not submitted as part of Filing Parties’
compliance filings for Commission approval. LS Power argues that this is not compliant
with Order No. 1000 and requests that the Commission require Filing Parties to include
the qualification criteria in their respective OATTs.**

ii. Commission Determination

156. We find that information described by Filing Parties with respect to qualification
criteria partially complies with Order No. 1000°’s requirements. As a threshold matter,
Order No. 1000 specifically stated that the transmission developer “qualification criteria .
.. should not be applied to an entity proposing a transmission project for consideration in
the regional transmission planning process if that entity does not intend to develop the
proposed transmission project.”?*® Accordingly, Filing Parties’ proposal that only
qualified transmission developers may propose a regional transmission project for

247 practice Document § 11.4.1.1, Table 2.
248 Id
249

LS Power Protest at 8-9.

20 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 324 n.304, order on reh’g,
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 439 n.520.
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consideration in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation is
inconsistent with Order No. 1000. Whether a transmission project is proposed during the
regional transmission planning process is different than whether there is an entity
qualified to develop such a project. Therefore, we direct Filing Parties to clarify in their
OATTs that: (1) any entity may submit a transmission project into the regional
transmission planning process for consideration for purposes of cost allocation; and

(2) their proposed qualification criteria will only apply to a transmission developer that
intends to develop a transmission project that it submits into the regional transmission
planning process for purposes of cost allocation.

157. In general, we find that the qualification criteria provisions explained by Filing
Parties and set forth in the Practice Document are fair, are not unreasonably stringent, and
provide potential transmission developers the opportunity to demonstrate they have the
financial resources and technical expertise to develop, construct, own, operate, and
maintain transmission facilities. However, Filing Parties have only included these
criteria in the Practice Document and not in their respective OATTs. Filing Parties have
also not included in their respective OATTSs procedures for timely notifying potential
transmission developers of whether they satisfy the qualification criteria and providing
opportunities to remedy any deficiencies. Order No. 1000 requires public utility
transmission providers to reflect the appropriate qualification criteria for determining an
entity’s eligibility to propose a transmission project for selection in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation and the procedures to remedy identified
deficiencies in their respective OATTs.?" Therefore, we require Filing Parties to reflect
this information in their respective OATTS.

158. With respect to the financial criteria requirements, we conclude that requiring a
prospective transmission developer to demonstrate that it has an investment grade credit
rating is a reasonable qualification criterion. We also find it appropriate to allow a
prospective transmission developer to satisfy an alternative demonstration if it cannot
demonstrate that it has an investment grade credit rating. However, Filing Parties have
not supported their proposed alternative demonstration required of a prospective
transmission developer if it cannot demonstrate an investment grade credit rating.
particular, Filing Parties have not explained or provided any justification to demonstrate

252 In

21 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 323; see also Pub. Serv. of
Colo., 142 FERC {61,206, at PP 217-218 (2013) (requiring WestConnect planning
region public utility transmission providers to revise their OATTSs to include qualification
criteria).

252 Namely, that (1) the transmission developer or its parent company has existed
for at least five years; (2) its working capital has been positive for the prior three years;
and (3) its assets are at least five times the transmission project’s capital costs.
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that a transmission developer having assets that are at least five times the transmission
project’s capital costs is necessary to demonstrate that the transmission developer has the
financial qualifications to develop the transmission project. Therefore, we find that,
when Filing Parties include qualification criteria in their OATTs as directed above, Filing
Parties must provide justification for the proposed alternative demonstration required of a
prospective transmission developer if it cannot demonstrate an investment grade credit
rating or, alternatively, propose and justify another alternative demonstration required of
a prospective transmission developer if it cannot demonstrate an investment grade credit
rating.

159. We also find that Filing Parties’ proposed qualification criterion that requires a
transmission developer, or its parent, to demonstrate that it has five years’ experience in
operating and maintaining transmission projects does not comply with Order No. 1000.
Given the potential for a prospective transmission developer to rely on third-party
contractors to operate and maintain its transmission facilities, it is unreasonable to require
such a developer to demonstrate that it or its parent company has experience in doing so
without also providing an opportunity for a transmission developer to satisfy this showing
through reliance on relevant third-party experience. While the Practice Document
indicates that Filing Parties may have contemplated the use of third parties by
transmission developers to maintain and operate proposed facilities, %> the Practice
Document further provides for the evaluation of the transmission developer solely on its
or its parent organization’s experience with respect to maintaining and operating
transmission facilities.”>* We conclude that this proposed qualification criterion, as found
in the Practice Document, is unreasonably stringent” and might act as a barrier to new
entry, and we find that Filing Parties may not include this criterion in their OATTSs unless
they also allow transmission developers to satisfy it by relying upon the relevant
experience of third-party contractors.

160. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of the date of
issuance of this order, further compliance filings that: (1) revise their OATTS to state that
any entity may submit a transmission project into the regional transmission planning
process for consideration for purposes of cost allocation; (2) revise their OATTSs to
clarify that the proposed qualification criteria apply only to a transmission developer that
intends to develop a transmission project that it submits into the regional transmission

253 gpecifically, the Practice Document provides for the submission of data on
operating and maintenance experience by the transmission developer or the developer’s
“consultant or outsourced entity.” Practice Document 8§ 11.4.1.1, Table 2.

254 Id

2> Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 324.
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planning process for purposes of cost allocation; (3) set forth in their OATTSs the
qualification criteria, procedures for timely notifying potential transmission developers of
whether they satisfy the qualification criteria, and opportunities for a potential
transmission developer to remedy any deficiencies; (4) when Filing Parties include in
their OATTSs the proposed alternative financial qualification demonstration currently
contained in the Practice Document, provide a justification for the proposed alternative
financial qualification demonstration; and (5) if Filing Parties propose to include in their
OATTSs the five-year experience requirement, revise their OATTSs to allow transmission
developers to satisfy the five-year experience requirement by relying upon the relevant
experience of third-party contractors.

C. Information Requirements

161. Order No. 1000 requires that each public utility transmission provider revise its
OATT to identify the information that a prospective transmission developer must submit
in support of a transmission project the developer proposes in the regional transmission
planning process.?®® The public utility transmission provider must identify this
information in sufficient detail to allow a proposed transmission project to be evaluated
in the regional transmission planning process on a basis comparable to other transmission
projects that are proposed in this process.?®” The information requirements must not be
so cumbersome that they effectively prohibit transmission developers from proposing
transmission projects, yet not be so relaxed that they allow for relatively unsupported
proposals.?®® They may require, for example, relevant engineering studies and cost
analyses and may request other reports or information from the transmission developer
that are needed to facilitate evaluation of the transmission project in the regional
transmission planning process.**

162. Each public utility transmission provider must also revise its OATT to identify the
date by which information in support of a transmission project must be submitted to be
considered in a given transmission planning cycle.?®® Each transmission planning region

2% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 325.
»71d. P 326.

28 d.

29 d.

260 1d. P 325.
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may determine for itself what deadline is appropriate and may use rolling or flexible
dates to reflect the iterative nature of their regional transmission planning process.?®*

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

163. Filing Parties propose that a transmission developer submit the following
minimum transmission project information, to the extent appropriate for the project,
regardless of whether or not the transmission developer is seeking to have the project
selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation: (1) load and
resource data; (2) forecasted transmission service requirements; (3) whether the project
meets reliability or load service requirements; (4) economic considerations; (5) whether
the project satisfies a transmission need driven by public policy requirements; and (6)
details regarding the proposed transmission project, including the project location,
voltage level, structure type, conductor type and configuration, project terminal facilities,
project cost and the annual revenue requirement, including underlying assumptions and
parameters for the requirement, development schedule, the current project development
phase, and the in-service date.?®?

164. If the transmission developer proposes the transmission project for selection in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, then Filing Parties require the
following additional information beyond the minimum information requirements
described in P 163, above: (1) a statement of whether the project is proposed to meet a
reliability or public policy requirement, or as part of an integrated resource planning or
other process regarding the economic operation of resources; (2) if the project is
proposed to meet a reliability or public policy requirement, copies of all studies
supporting the project selection; (3) if the project is proposed as part of the planning for
future resource development, any production cost model input and output used in the
economic justification of the project; (4) copies of all studies that quantify the annual
impacts on the transmission developer and other regional entities; (5) copies of any
WECC or other regional, interregional, or interconnection-wide determinations on the
project; (6) the input assumptions and forecasts incorporated in any studies evaluating the

261 1d. P 327.

%2 E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.2. These minimum information
requirements apply to a project sponsor. In addition, “[a]ny stakeholder may submit data
to be evaluated as part of the preparation of the draft Regional Transmission Plan,
including . . . alternate solutions to the identified needs” without having to provide the
minimum information requirements that apply to a project sponsor. E.g., id.
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efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the project; and (7) any proposal on the treatment of
project cost overruns.?

165. Filing Parties propose that transmission developers submit this required
information to the Planning Committee by the end of quarter 1 of the NTTG transmission
planning cycle.?®

il. Protests/Comments

166. AWEA is concerned that many transmission developers, such as merchant
developers, do not have access to load and resource data or other types of data that are
required for project sponsorship in Filing Parties’ proposal. Consequently, it suggests
that Filing Parties adopt a more flexible approach, such as waiving the data requirement
if the data may be obtained from a source other than the transmission developer.?®®

167. Utah Industrial Energy Consumers request that, in the instance of reliability
projects, a transmission developer identify the specific reliability standards addressed and
explain how the proposed transmission project meets those specific reliability standards.
They contend that to meet this request, Filing Parties’ proposal would need to be revised
to ask for: (1) the identification of the specific reliability standard, public policy, or load
growth causing the investment; (2) an explanation of the particular need; (3) how
specifically this particular project meets that particular need; (4) what percentage of the
project meets that particular need; (5) who benefits from this particular solution to the
need; (6) how the identified beneficiaries benefit; and (7) how much benefit the
transmission developer believes each beneficiary receives as a result of this particular
project. Additionally, Utah Industrial Energy Consumers believe similar informational
requirements need to be added to subsections 3.3.2(aa), (bb), (cc), and (dd) (i.e., the
information requirements for a transmission project proposed for selection in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation).?*®

ii. Commission Determination

168. We find that Filing Parties’ compliance filings addressing information
requirements for transmission projects proposed by transmission developers partially
comply with the requirements of Order No. 1000 and, as discussed below, direct further

23E g id,
%4 E Q. id.
265 AWEA Comments at 18.

268 Utah Industrial Energy Consumers Comments at 9-10.
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revisions within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order. We find that the
provisions require sufficient detail to allow the public utility transmission providers in the
transmission planning region to evaluate transmission projects proposed by transmission
developers, including both transmission projects that are seeking regional cost allocation
and those that are not, on a comparable basis with other proposed transmission
projects.”®’” Specifically, we accept Filing Parties’ proposal to apply certain minimum
information requirements to transmission projects that are proposed to address regional
needs, but do not seek regional cost allocation (e.g., participant-funded transmission
projects), and to apply additional information requirements to transmission projects that
are proposed to address regional needs and be selected in the regional transmission plan
for purposes of cost allocation.”®® Furthermore, by proposing that transmission
developers must submit the required information to the Planning Committee by the end
of quarter 1 of the NTTG transmission planning cycle, Filing Parties satisfy Order No.
1000’s requirement that each public utility transmission provider revise its OATT to
identify the date by which information in support of a transmission project must be
submitted to be considered in a given transmission planning cycle.

169. However, with respect to the minimum information requirements applicable to all
transmission projects proposed by transmission developers for the regional transmission
planning process, including those that are not seeking to have their project selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, we find that Filing Parties fail
to explain what load and resource data they require for a proposed transmission project,
or what information a transmission developer must provide, to satisfy the proposed
“economic considerations” requirement. We also note they do not explain what entity
determines whether a particular information element is appropriate, and therefore
required, for a given transmission project, or whether transmission developers may argue

267 \With respect to information requirements (3) and (5), i.e., whether the project
meets reliability or load service requirements or satisfies a transmission need driven by
public policy requirements, we understand these provisions to require only that the
transmission developer identify whether its proposed transmission project addresses
reliability or load service requirement(s) or transmission need(s) driven by public policy
requirements, and not to impose a requirement that the transmission developer perform
and provide the region with its own studies demonstrating that it meets such requirements
or satisfies such needs.

268 \We also note that, as discussed in section 1V.B.2.d below, Filing Parties
propose to evaluate all proposed solutions using the same evaluation criteria and
procedures. E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K 8 3.3.3 (“Solutions will be evaluated
based on a comparison of their ability to meet reliability requirements, address economic
considerations and/or meet transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements.”).
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that certain data or other information elements are not applicable to their proposed
transmission projects. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of
the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings in which they: (1) clarify
what load and resource data would be required for proposed transmission projects;

(2) explain what information a transmission developer must provide to satisfy the
proposed “economic considerations” requirement; and (3) explain whether the NTTG
Planning Committee or the public utility transmission providers in the transmission
planning region determine what data and other information elements are deemed
appropriate for consideration of proposed transmission projects.

170. Furthermore, with respect to the additional information requirements applicable to
transmission projects submitted for selection in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation, we find that the following information requirements do not
comply with Order No. 1000: (1) if the transmission project is proposed to meet a
reliability or public policy requirement, copies of all studies supporting the transmission
project selection; (2) if the transmission project is proposed as part of the transmission
planning for future resource development, any production cost model input and output
used in the economic justification of the transmission project; (3) copies of all studies that
quantify the annual impacts on the transmission developer and other regional entities; and
(4) the input assumptions and forecasts incorporated in any studies evaluating the
efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the transmission project.

171. We find that requiring the prospective transmission developer to provide such
studies, data, and assumptions in order to propose a transmission project for consideration
for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation is
unreasonable and such requirements could be so cumbersome as to effectively prohibit
transmission developers from proposing transmission projects.?®® We conclude that such
detailed studies are more appropriately performed by the public utility transmission
providers in the regional transmission planning process to determine whether or not to
select a proposed transmission project in the regional transmission plan for purposes of
cost allocation. The information requirements should permit a transmission developer to
submit any studies and analysis the region performed to support its proposed transmission
project. However, the public utility transmission providers in a transmission planning
region must conduct the studies and analysis that it will use to evaluate proposed
transmission projects as part of the regional transmission planning process, as discussed
in section 1V.B.1.c.i above. Consequently, we require Filing Parties to submit, within
120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings to remove from
their OATTSs the proposed information requirements listed above or to clarify that such
studies, data, and assumptions are not required, but are permitted to the extent the

2%% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 326.
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transmission developer voluntarily performed studies supporting its proposed
transmission project’s selection as a more efficient or cost-effective solution or to
quantify the proposed transmission project’s impacts.

172. Inresponse to AWEA'’s request that we direct Filing Parties to adopt a more
flexible approach, such as waiving a specific data requirement if the data may be
obtained from a source other than the transmission developer, we note that Order

No. 1000 does not mandate that regions adopt such flexibility, and we therefore deny
AWEA'’s request. However, we also note that other Order No. 1000 regional
transmission planning processes do provide for such flexibility,?”® and we encourage
Filing Parties to consider whether providing transmission developers with additional
flexibility would benefit the NTTG regional transmission planning process.

173. Finally, we will not require Filing Parties to revise their OATTSs to include the
additional information proposed by the Utah Industrial Energy Consumers. Order

No. 1000 affords public utility transmission providers in each region some discretion to
identify the information required for proposing transmission projects and we conclude
that, with the exception of those provisions discussed above, the information Filing
Parties propose to require is consistent with Order No. 1000.>"* We also note that the
additional information sought by Utah Industrial Energy Consumers is information that
likely will be developed through the regional transmission planning process, and
therefore will be available to the Utah Industrial Energy Consumers.

d. Evaluation Process for Transmission Proposals for
Selection in the Regional Transmission Plan for Purposes
of Cost Allocation

174. Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to amend its
OATT to describe a transparent and not unduly discriminatory process for evaluating
whether to select a proposed transmission facility in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.””* Public utility transmission providers should both explain
and jus£i7f3y the nondiscriminatory evaluation process proposed in their compliance
filings.

219 E g., Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo., 142 FERC { 61,206 at P 83.
21 See, e.g., Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 326.

272 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 328, order on reh’g, Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 452.

213 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 268.
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175. The evaluation process must ensure transparency and provide the opportunity for
stakeholder coordination.””* The public utility transmission providers in a transmission
planning region must use the same process to evaluate a new transmission facility
proposed by a nonincumbent transmission developer as it does for a transmission facility
proposed by an incumbent transmission developer.?”> When cost estimates are part of the
selection criteria, the regional transmission planning process must scrutinize costs in the
same manner whether the transmission project is sponsored by an incumbent or
nonincumbent transmission developer.?’® The evaluation process must culminate in a
determination that is sufficiently detailed for stakeholders to understand why a particular
transmission project was selected or not selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.?’’

i Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

176. Filing Parties’ OATTs provide that “[s]olutions will be evaluated based on a
comparison of their ability to meet reliability requirements, address economic
considerations and/or meet transmission needs driven by Public Policy Requirements.
Filing Parties provide additional detail regarding the proposed evaluation process in the
Practice Document.

1278

177. Filing Parties state that in quarter 2 of NTTG’s biennial transmission planning
cycle, the NTTG Planning Committee will develop the Biennial Study Plan, which will
identify transmission projects selected in the previous regional transmission plan that are
“committed” and those that are subject to reevaluation, define study requirements, and
describe, among other things, the methodology, criteria, assumptions, databases, and
analysis tools to be used in the review and selection of transmission projects for the
regional transmission plan.””® The Practice Document indicates that NTTG will define
“more efficient and cost-effective” during the development of the Biennial Study Plan,

2% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 328, order on reh’g, Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 454,

215 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 454,
276 |d. P 455,

2T Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 328, order on reh’g, Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 267.

28 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.3.

2% E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 16; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp OATT,
Attachment K § 3.3.3; Practice Document § 11.3.5.
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basing the selection of transmission projects on evaluation criteria developed by the
NTTG Planning Committee with input from stakeholders. The Practice Document states
that the criteria may include the following: feasibility and timeliness of the solution
given the needed in-service date; reliability performance measured by appropriate
engineering and data results; congestion, as measured through production-cost
simulation; incremental capital-related costs of regional transmission projects and non-
transmission alternatives, including costs necessary to eliminate any violation of a
reliability standard that is accelerated into the planning horizon; incremental capital-
related cost of peak capacity requirements and operating reserves within the regional

footprint; total net production cost within the regional footprint; and cost-effectiveness.”®

il. Protests/Comments

178. Western Independent Transmission Group, LS Power, and PPL Companies claim
that the compliance filings do not provide enough specificity regarding the evaluation
process for transmission projects proposed for selection in the regional transmission plan
for purposes of cost allocation.?®* Western Independent Transmission Group and PPL
Companies claim that Filing Parties’ generic statements regarding the specific benefit
metrics NTTG will set forth in the Biennial Study Plan do not specify how it will
evaluate and include these types of benefits in its consideration.?® Specifically, PPL
Companies contend that without identifying such metrics in the tariff, it is impossible to
ensure that the regional planning process will provide comparable, non-discriminatory
treatment of customers.”® Additionally, LS Power requests that the Commission require
Filing Parties to amend their compliance filings to provide sufficient detail on how they
will select among competing transmission projects for inclusion in the regional
transmission plan.?®*

280 practice Document § 11.3.6.1.

281 \Western Independent Transmission Group Comments at 6; LS Power Protest at
7-8; PPL Companies Protest at 13.

282 \Western Independent Transmission Group Comments at 6; PPL Companies
Protest at 13-14.

283 pPL. Companies Protest at 14.

284 s Power Protest at 8.
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ii. Commission Determination

179. We find that the provisions in the Filing Parties’ proposals addressing the
evaluation of proposed transmission projects partially comply with the requirements of
Order No. 1000. Filing Parties’ OATTs provide that during the second quarter of the
biennial transmission planning cycle, the NTTG Planning Committee will develop the
Biennial Study Plan, which will describe, among other things, the methodology, criteria,
assumptions, databases, and analysis tools to be used in the review and selection of
transmission projects for the regional transmission plan.?® However, we agree with
commenters that certain aspects of the proposal for the evaluation process of proposed
transmission projects must be explained in Filing Parties” OATTSs in greater detail to
provide adequate transparency. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within
120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings, as discussed
below.

180. Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to amend its
tariff to describe a transparent and not unduly discriminatory process for evaluating
whether to select a proposed transmission facility in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.”® We share Western Independent Transmission Group, LS
Power, and PPL Companies’ concern that Filing Parties” OATTs lack the appropriate
level of detail to describe a sufficiently transparent and not unduly discriminatory process
for selecting transmission projects in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation. First, we find that the proposed evaluation criteria are included in the Practice
Document, but not in Filing Parties’ respective OATTs. While Filing Parties may
provide supplemental information for stakeholders in the Practice Document, they must
include sufficient detail in their OATTs for participants to understand the processes and
criteria that will determine whether a proposed transmission facility is selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.

181. Second, we find that these proposed evaluation criteria are not adequately defined,
as the Practice Document states that the criteria “may include” the seven criteria
specifically listed therein. Filing Parties must explain whether all of the evaluation
criteria will be applied to each transmission project proposed for selection in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, and if not, how Filing Parties will
determine in a transparent and not unduly discriminatory manner which criteria will
apply to a given transmission project. In addition, we find that the Practice Document

285 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.3; see also Practice Document
811.3.5.

288 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 328, order on reh’g, Order
No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 452.
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uses the term “more efficient and cost effective” in reference to the criterion used to
evaluate proposed transmission projects instead of the “more efficient or cost-effective”
criterion established by Order No. 1000.®" Filing Parties’ proposal also fails to explain
how the evaluation process will culminate in a determination that is sufficiently detailed
for stakeholders to understand why a particular transmission project was selected or not
selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, as required by
Order No. 1000.7*

182. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of the date of
issuance of this order, further compliance filings that revise their OATTs to: (1) set forth
the set of criteria that will be used to determine if a proposed transmission project is a
more efficient or cost-effective solution for the transmission planning region and, if these
criteria will not all be applied to each proposed transmission project, an explanation of
how Filing Parties will determine in a transparent and not unduly discriminatory manner
which criteria will apply to a given transmission project; and (2) describe an evaluation
process that culminates in a determination that is sufficiently detailed for stakeholders to
understand why a particular transmission project was selected or not selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.

e. Reevaluation Process for Transmission Proposals for
Selection in the Regional Transmission Plan for Purposes
of Cost Allocation

183. Each public utility transmission provider must amend its OATT to describe the
circumstances and procedures under which public utility transmission providers in the
regional transmission planning process will reevaluate the regional transmission plan to
determine if delays in the development of a transmission facility selected in a regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation require evaluation of alternative
transmission solutions, including those that the incumbent transmission provider
proposes, to ensure the incumbent transmission provider can meet its reliability needs or
service obligations.?® If an evaluation of alternatives is needed, the regional
transmission planning process must allow the incumbent transmission provider to
propose solutions that it would implement within its retail distribution service territory or
footprint, and if that solution is a transmission facility, then the proposed transmission

287 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 148 (emphasis added).
288 |d. P 328, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 267.

289 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at PP 263, 329, order on reh’g,
Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 477.
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facility should be evaluated for possible selection in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.”®

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

184. Under Filing Parties’ proposal, the developer of a transmission project selected in
the regional transmission plan is expected to inform the NTTG Planning Committee of
any project delay that would potentially affect the in-service date as soon as the delay is
known and, at a minimum, when the sponsor transmission developer resubmits its project
development schedule during quarter 1 of the regional transmission planning process.“**
Filing Parties’ proposal provides that when developing the Biennial Study Plan, the
NTTG Planning Committee will consider potential project delays for any project selected
in the prior regional transmission plan. In doing so, the NTTG Planning Committee will
reevaluate whether the transmission project’s inability to meet its original in-service date,
among other considerations, impacts reliability needs or service obligations addressed by
the delayed transmission project.?*? Filing Parties’ proposal further provides that under
certain circumstances, described below, transmission projects selected in a prior regional
transmission plan may be reevaluated and potentially replaced or deferred.**

185. In their filings, Filing Parties state the conditions under which a transmission
project could be reevaluated in a subsequent transmission planning cycle by defining the
point at which a transmission project is considered “committed” and no longer subject to
reevaluation. Filing Parties’ proposal defines “committed” projects as those selected in
the previous regional transmission plan that have all permits and rights-of-way required
for construction, as identified in the submitted development schedule, by the end of
quarter 1 of the current regional transmission planning cycle. Filing Parties’ proposal
provides that “committed” transmission projects are not subject to reevaluation unless the
project fails to meet its development schedule milestones such that the needs of the

2% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 329.

21 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 18; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.8.

292 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 18; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.3.3.

2% E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.3.3.
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region will not be met, in which case, the project may lose its designation as a
“committed” project.?*

186. Filing Parties’ proposal provides that if not “committed,” a transmission project
selected in the previous regional transmission plan — whether selected for cost allocation
or not — shall be reevaluated, and potentially replaced or deferred, in subsequent regional
transmission planning cycles only in the event that: (1) the transmission developer fails
to meet its project development schedule such that the needs of the region will not be
met; (2) the transmission developer fails to meet its project development schedule due to
delays of governmental permitting agencies such that the needs of the region will not be
met; or (3) the needs of the region change such that a project with an alternative location
and/or configuration meets the needs of the region more efficiently and/or cost-
effectively.?”

187. Filing Parties also propose that in the event of: (1) as identified above, the
Planning Committee may remove the transmission project from the initial regional
transmission plan and pursue an alternative transmission project to replace the removed
project. Filing Parties also propose that in the event of; (2) or; (3) identified above, the
Planning Committee will replace the transmission project with an alternative transmission
project if the total cost of the alternative transmission project plus the costs incurred for
the replaced or deferred transmission project while it was selected in the regional
transmission plan are less than or equal to 85 percent of the replaced or deferred
transmission project’s capital cost.?*

188. Filing Parties state that while Order No. 1000 only required the reevaluation of
transmission projects selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation, they will reevaluate the effects caused by the delay or deferral of any
transmission project selected in the regional transmission plan. Filing Parties further
state they recognize that the delay or deferral of any selected transmission project will
require a reassessment of whether the regional transmission plan continues to meet the

24 E g., id. § 3.8. These regional needs include the incumbent transmission
providers’ reliability needs and service obligations. E.g., id. § 3.3.3 (providing that “the
NTTG [P]lanning [Clommittee will reevaluate whether the project’s inability to meet its
original in-service date, among other considerations, impacts reliability needs or service
obligations addressed by the delayed project”).

2% E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 19; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K§3.38.

2% E 9., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 19; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.8.
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needs of the region on a more efficient and cost-effective basis. Filing Parties conclude
that applying the reevaluation process to all selected transmission projects, whether for
inclusion in the regional transmission plan or for cost allocation, will ensure that all
projects are treated on a comparable basis.?*’

189. Finally, for the developer of a transmission project selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, Filing Parties propose to require the
transmission developer to submit qualification data during quarter 8 of the prior
transmission planning cycle and remain qualified, as determined in quarter 1 of the
planning cycle. Filing Parties propose that, if the transmission developer no longer meets
the sponsor qualification criteria, the transmission project may remain in the regional
transmission plan, but will not be eligible for regional cost allocation.?*®

il. Protests/Comments

190. No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

ii. Commission Determination

191. We find that the provisions in Filing Parties’ compliance filings addressing the
reevaluation of the regional transmission plan partially comply with the requirements of
Order No. 1000. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to file, within 120 days of the date
of issuance of this order, further compliance filings, as discussed below.

192. First, we note that Order No. 1000 specifically requires public utility transmission
providers to reevaluate the regional transmission plan.?** While Filing Parties propose
that the NTTG Planning Committee will reevaluate whether delays in the development of
a transmission facility, among other considerations, affect reliability needs or service
obligations addressed by the delayed transmission facility,** the proposed OATT

#7E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 19.
2% Practice Document § 11.3.10.

2% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 329 (requiring that “each
public utility transmission provider must amend its OATT to describe the circumstances
and procedures under which public utility transmission providers ... will reevaluate the
regional transmission plan to determine if delays in the development of a transmission
facility selected in the regional plan for purposes of cost allocation require evaluation of
alternative solutions”), order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 477.

%0 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 18; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.3.3.
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revisions also provide that NTTG will reevaluate transmission projects.*** Accordingly,
in the ordered compliance filings, we direct Filing Parties to clarify in their OATTSs that
NTTG will undertake a reevaluation of the regional transmission plan, rather than only
transmission projects.®* Moreover, Filing Parties’ revisions must, consistent with the
requirements of Order No. 1000: (1) allow the incumbent transmission provider to
propose solutions that it would implement within its retail distribution service territory or
footprint if an evaluation of alternatives is needed; and (2) if the proposed solution is a
transmission facility, provide for the facility’s evaluation for possible selection in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.

193. With respect to Filing Parties’ proposed reevaluation criteria, we note that Filing
Parties have described the process that they will use to determine at which point a
transmission project selected in the regional transmission plan is deemed “committed”
and therefore may no longer trigger reevaluation. Filing Parties further describe the
circumstances in which a non-committed transmission project may trigger reevaluation in
subsequent planning cycles, as well as the terms under which a replacement or deferral
transmission project may be deemed more cost-effective than the replaced transmission
project.*® We find that the first and third conditions in Filing Parties’ proposed list of
the circumstances under which reevaluation will occur — i.e., if the transmission
developer fails to meet its project development schedule such that the needs of the region
will not be met, or the needs of the region change such that a project with an alternative
location and/or configuration meets the needs of the region more efficiently and/or cost-
effectively — comply with the requirements of Order No. 1000.

194. However, with respect to the second condition, Filing Parties propose to apply an
85 percent cost effectiveness threshold to alternative solutions that would address the
needs of the region if the transmission developer fails to meet its project development
schedule due to delays of governmental permitting agencies such that the needs of the
region will not be met.*® We are concerned that application of this threshold could result

%01 For example, the relevant OATT provision is entitled “Reevaluation of Projects
Selected in the Regional Transmission Plan.” Also, the tariff language in that section is
framed in terms of the Planning Committee’s reevaluation of projects. E.g., PacifiCorp
OATT, Attachment K § 3.8.

%92 See Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo., 142 FERC 1 61,206, at P 253 (2013).
%93 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 329.
304 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.8.

%5 E g.,id. Specifically, Filing Parties’ OATTs provide that the Planning
Committee will replace the transmission project with an alternative transmission project
(continued . . .)
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in incumbent transmission providers’ reliability needs or service obligations going unmet
if an alternative solution fails to satisfy the threshold, a result that would be inconsistent
with the requirements of Order No. 1000.3® Accordingly, we find that Filing Parties
have failed to justify this proposed criterion as applied to the circumstances in which an
incumbent transmission provider’s reliability needs or service obligations would go
unmet, and we direct Filing Parties to either submit, within 120 days of the date of
issuance of this order, further compliance filings that provide justification for their
proposal or amend their respective OATTS to eliminate the cost effectiveness threshold in
these circumstances.*"’

if the total cost of the alternative transmission project, plus the costs incurred by the
replaced or deferred transmission project while it was selected in the regional
transmission plan, are equal to or less than 85 percent of the replaced or deferred
transmission project’s capital cost.

%% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 329 (requiring that public
utility transmission providers amend their OATTs to “describe the circumstances and
procedures under which public utility transmission providers in the regional transmission
planning process will reevaluate the regional transmission plan to determine if delays in
the development of a transmission facility selected in a regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation require evaluation of alternative solutions, including those
proposed by the incumbent transmission provider, to ensure the incumbent transmission
provider can meet its reliability needs or service obligations”); see also id. (requiring that
“an incumbent transmission provider must have the ability to propose solutions that it
would implement within its retail distribution service territory or footprint that will
enable it to meets its reliability needs or service obligations” if transmission project
delays would affect the incumbent transmission provider’s ability to fulfill its reliability
needs or service obligations).

%97 \We also note a discrepancy between this second reevaluation criterion as
described in Filing Parties” OATTs and the corresponding provisions in the Practice
Document. While Filing Parties’ OATTSs propose to apply the 85 percent cost
effectiveness threshold to alternative solutions considered in circumstances in which the
transmission developer fails to meet its project development schedule due to delays of
governmental permitting agencies such that the needs of the region will not be met, the
Practice Document simply states that the Planning Committee may remove a
transmission project that is delayed due to governmental permitting delays from the
initial regional transmission plan. Compare, e.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.8
with Practice Document 8 11.3.9. The Practice Document also states that if no alternative
project is identified to timely meet the regional needs at issue, then the transmission

(continued . . .)
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195. Finally, the Practice Document states that if a developer of a transmission project
selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation no longer meets
the qualification criteria in subsequent planning cycles, the transmission project may
remain in the regional transmission plan, but will no longer be eligible for regional cost
allocation.**® Filing Parties provide no justification for this proposal, nor do they propose
procedures needed to implement it. For example, Filing Parties do not explain why a
transmission project that has been selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation as a more efficient or cost-effective transmission solution to the
transmission planning region’s needs should no longer be eligible for regional cost
allocation because its transmission developer no longer meets the qualification criteria. It
is also unclear how the region would handle a situation in which the transmission
developer is unable to develop the transmission project without regional cost allocation
and, if so, whether an alternate transmission developer may be selected to develop the
project or an alternative transmission solution may be identified. We therefore reject
Filing Parties’ proposal as unsupported. Moreover, Filing Parties have not incorporated
this proposal in their OATTS, but instead only include it in the Practice Document.

f. Cost Allocation for Transmission Projects Selected in the
Regional Transmission Plan for Purposes of Cost
Allocation

196. Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to participate in
a regional transmission planning process that provides that a nonincumbent transmission
developer has an opportunity comparable to that of an incumbent transmission developer
to allocate the cost of a transmission facility through a regional cost allocation method or
methods.®* A nonincumbent transmission developer must have the same eligibility as an
incumbent transmission developer to use a regional cost allocation method or methods for
any sponsored transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.*™® If a transmission project is selected in a regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, Order No. 1000 requires that the
transmission developer of that transmission facility (whether incumbent or

project delayed due to governmental permitting delays could be reinstated into the
regional transmission plan with its new in-service date.

%%®practice Document § 11.3.10; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 18.
399 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 332.

310 Id
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nonincumbent) must be able to rely on the relevant cost allocation method or methods
within the region should it move forward with its transmission project.®*

197. Order No. 1000 specifies that the regional transmission planning process could use
a non-discriminatory competitive bidding process as the mechanism to ensure that all
projects are eligible to be considered for selection in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.®*? A region may use or retain an existing mechanism that
relies on a competitive solicitation to identify preferred solutions to regional transmission
needs, and such an existing process may require little or no modification to comply with
the framework adopted in Order No. 1000.*"* The regional transmission planning
process could allow the sponsor of a transmission project selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation to use the regional cost allocation
method associated with the transmission project.*'* If it uses a sponsorship model, the
regional transmission planning process would also need to have a fair and not unduly
discriminatory mechanism to grant to an incumbent transmission provider or
nonincumbent transmission developer the right to use the regional cost allocation method
for unsponsored transmission facilities selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation.®"

i Filing Parties’ Compliance Filing

198. Filing Parties state that their proposed cost allocation method treats all
transmission developers on a comparable basis. As discussed above in section IV.B.2.b,
a transmission developer that intends to submit its regional transmission project into
NTTG’s regional transmission planning process for cost allocation consideration must
submit qualification data to the NTTG Planning and Cost Allocation Committees, and
NTTG will use this information to determine if the transmission developer is eligible to
submit its project for regional cost allocation.®*° Filing Parties state that NTTG will

311 d. P 339.
%12 1d. P 336.
3 1d. P 321.
314 1d. P 336.
315 4.

318 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 21.
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apply these criteria in a comparable, nondiscriminatory manner to both incumbent and
nonincumbent transmission developers.*"’

il. Protests/Comments

199. No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

ii. Commission Determination

200. We find that the provisions in Filing Parties’ compliance filings addressing the
ability of a nonincumbent transmission developer to allocate the cost of a transmission
facility through a regional cost allocation method or methods partially comply with the
requirements of Order No. 1000. Filing Parties propose to adopt a sponsorship model,
which is expressly permitted in Order No. 1000.%'® We therefore accept Filing Parties’
proposal to adopt a sponsorship model.

201. However, we find that while Filing Parties have proposed a sponsorship model, as
described in Order No. 1000, they have failed to propose a mechanism to grant to a
transmission developer the right to use the regional cost allocation method for a more
efficient or cost-effective transmission solution that results from the regional transmission
planning process.**® Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of
the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings that revise their respective
OATTSs to establish a fair and not unduly discriminatory mechanism that NTTG will use
to grant a transmission developer the right to use the regional cost allocation method for
such an unsponsored transmission facility.

3. Cost Allocation

202. Order No. 1000 requires each public utility transmission provider to have in place
a method, or set of methods, for allocating the costs of new transmission facilities
selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.**® Each public
utility transmission provider must show on compliance that its regional cost allocation
method or methods are just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential
by demonstrating that each method satisfies six regional cost allocation principles

31T E.g., id. at 22 (citing Practice Document § 11.4.1.1).
318 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 336.
319 Id

320 1d. P 558.
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described in Order No. 1000.%* The Commission took a principles-based approach
because it recognized that regional differences may warrant distinctions in cost allocation
methods among transmission planning regions.*?? In addition, Order No. 1000 permits
participant funding, but not as a regional or interregional cost allocation method.*?*

203. If a public utility transmission provider is in an RTO or I1SO, Order No. 1000
requires that the regional cost allocation method or methods be set forth in the RTO or
ISO OATT. Inanon-RTO/ISO transmission planning region, each public utility
transmission provider located within the region must set forth in its OATT the same
language regarding the cost allocation method or methods that is used in its transmission
planning region.*** Each public utility transmission provider must have a regional cost
allocation method for any transmission facility selected in a regional transmission plan
for purposes of cost allocation.*?

204. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1 specifies that the cost of transmission
facilities must be allocated to those within the transmission planning region that benefit
from those facilities in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate with estimated
benefits. Cost allocation methods must clearly and definitively specify the benefits and
the class of beneficiaries.**® In determining the beneficiaries of transmission facilities, a
regional transmission planning process may consider benefits including, but not limited
to, the extent to which transmission facilities, individually or in the aggregate, provide for
maintaining reliability and sharing reserves, production cost savings and congestion
relief, and/or meeting Public Policy Requirements.**” Regional Cost Allocation Principle
1 precludes an allocation where the benefits received are trivial in relation to the costs to
be borne.**

%1 1d. P 603.

%22 1d. P 604.

23 1d. P 723.

%24 1d. P 558.

%25 Id. P 690.

328 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 678.

327 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 622.
%28 1d. P 639.
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205. Order No. 1000 does not prescribe a particular definition of “benefits” or
“beneficiaries.”**® The Commission stated in Order No. 1000-A that while Order No.
1000 does not define benefits and beneficiaries, it does require the public utility
transmission providers in each transmission planning region to be definite about benefits
and beneficiaries for purposes of their cost allocation methods.**° In addition, for a cost
allocation method or methods to be accepted by the Commission as Order No. 1000-
compliant, they will have to specify clearly and definitively the benefits and the class of
beneficiaries.**! A benefit used by public utility transmission providers in a regional cost
allocation method or methods must be an identifiable benefit, and the transmission
facility cost allocated must be roughly commensurate with that benefit.®** Each regional
transmission planning process must provide entities who will receive regional or
interregional cost allocation an understanding of the identified benefits on which the cost
allocation is based.®* The public utility transmission providers in a transmission
planning region may propose a cost allocation method that considers the benefits and
cosg;of a group of new transmission facilities, although there is no requirement to do

SO.

206. The regional transmission plan must include a clear cost allocation method or
methods that identify beneficiaries for each of the transmission facilities selected in a
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.**®> Order No. 1000-A stated
that public utility transmission providers in each transmission planning region, in
consultation with their stakeholders, may consider proposals to allocate costs directly to
generators as beneficiaries that could be subject to regional or interregional cost
allocation, but any such allocation must not be inconsistent with the generator
interconnection process under Order No. 2003.%%

9 1d. P 624.

%% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC {61,132 at P 679.

311d. P 678.

%32 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 625.

%% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 746.

%3 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. {31,323 at PP 627, 641.

%% 1d. P 11, order on reh’g, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 585.
%% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 680.
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207. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 2 specifies that those that receive no benefit
from transmission facilities, either at present or in a likely future scenario, must not be
involuntarily allocated any of the costs of those transmission facilities.**” All cost
allocation methods must provide for allocation of the entire prudently incurred cost of a
transmission project to prevent stranded costs.**® To the extent that public utility
transmission providers propose a cost allocation method or methods that consider the
benefits and costs of a group of new transmission facilities and adequately support their
proposal, Regional Cost Allocation Principle 2 would not require a showing that every
individual transmission facility in the group of transmission facilities provides benefits to
every beneficiary allocated a share of costs of that group of transmission facilities.***

208. The Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-A that public utility transmission
providers may rely on scenario analyses in the preparation of a regional transmission plan
and the selection of new transmission facilities in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 2 would be satisfied if a
project or group of projects is shown to have benefits in one or more of the transmission
planning scenarios identified by public utility transmission providers in their
Commission-approved Order No. 1000-compliant cost allocation methods.** The
Commission clarified in Order No. 1000-B that it did not intend to remove the “likely
future scenarios” concept from transmission planning and that likely future scenarios can
be an important factor in public utility transmission providers’ consideration of
transmission projects and in the identification of beneficiaries consistent with the cost
causation principle.**

209. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 3 specifies that if a benefit to cost threshold is
used to determine which transmission facilities have sufficient net benefits to be selected
in a regional transmission plan for the purpose of cost allocation, the threshold must not
be so high that transmission facilities with significant positive net benefits are excluded
from cost allocation. Public utility transmission providers may choose to use such a
threshold to account for uncertainty in the calculation of benefits and costs. If adopted,
such a threshold may not include a ratio of benefits to costs that exceeds 1.25 unless the

%37 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 637.
%8 1d. P 640.

39 1d. P 641.

3% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 1 61,132 at P 690.

1 Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC { 61,044 at P 72,
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transmission planning region or public utility transmission provider justifies, and the
Commission approves, a higher ratio.*

210. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 4 specifies that the allocation method for the
cost of a transmission facility selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation must allocate costs solely within that transmission planning region unless
another entity outside the region or another transmission planning region voluntarily
agrees to assume a portion of those costs. However, the transmission planning process in
the original region must identify consequences for other transmission planning regions,
such as upgrades that may be required in another region and, if the original region agrees
to bear costs associated with such upgrades, then the original region’s cost allocation
method or methods must include provisions for allocating the costs of the upgrades
among the beneficiaries in the original region.3*

211. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 5 specifies that the cost allocation method and
data requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries for a
transmission facility must be transparent with adequate documentation to allow a

stakeholder to determine how they were applied to a proposed transmission facility.>**

212. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 6 specifies that a transmission planning region
may choose to use a different cost allocation method for different types of transmission
facilities in the regional transmission plan, such as transmission facilities needed for
reliability, congestion relief, or to achieve Public Policy Requirements.** If the public
utility transmission providers choose to have a different cost allocation method for each
type of transmission facility, there can be only one cost allocation method for each
type.**® In addition, if public utility transmission providers choose to propose a different
cost allocation method or methods for different types of transmission facilities, each
method would have to be determined in advance for each type of facility.**" A regional
cost allocation method for one type of regional transmission facility or for all regional
transmission facilities may include voting requirements for identified beneficiaries to

%2 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 646.
3 1d. P 657.

¥4 1d. P 668.

¥ |d. P 685.

8 1d. P 686; see also id. P 560.

7 1d. P 560.
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vote on proposed transmission facilities.®*® However, the public utility transmission
providers in a region may not designate a type of transmission facility that has no
regional cost allocation method applied to it.**°

a. Cost Allocation Principles

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

213. Filing Parties’ proposal provides that in order for a transmission project to be
selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, the project
must: (1) either be proposed for such purpose by a pre-qualified transmission developer
or be an unsponsored project identified in the regional transmission planning process;
(2) be selected in the regional transmission plan; (3) have an estimated cost which
exceeds the lesser of $100 million or five percent of the transmission developer’s net
plant in service (as of the end of the calendar year prior to the submission of the project);
and (4) have total estimated project benefits to regional entities (other than the
transmission developer) that exceed $10 million. Filing Parties propose that if the
transmission project is unsponsored, the regional entity estimated to receive the largest
share of the project benefits is considered the “transmission developer” for the sole
purpose of determining whether the transmission project satisfies the minimum benefit
threshold.**°

214. Filing Parties state that for all transmission projects selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, the NTTG Cost Allocation Committee
will use, with input from stakeholders, benefit metrics to evaluate the transmission
project’s benefits and beneficiaries. Filing Parties’ proposal provides that those benefit
metrics will be set forth in the Biennial Study Plan and may include (but are not limited
to): (1) change in annual capital-related costs; (2) change in energy losses; and

(3) change in reserves. Filing Parties specify that each benefit metric is expressed as an
annual change in costs (or revenue or other appropriate metric) and that the annual
changes are discounted to a net present value for those years within the 10-year study
period that the benefit or cost accrues.®™" Filing Parties propose to define a beneficiary as
“any entity, including but not limited to transmission providers (both incumbent and
[nonincumbent]), merchant developers, load serving entities, transmission customers or

¥ 1d. P 689.

9 1d. P 690.

%0 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.1.
®lEg., id. §3.7.2.2.
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generators that utilize the regional transmission system to transmit energy or provide
other energy-related services.”*

215. Additionally, Filing Parties commit to further explore various metrics and tools,
including a more robust production cost modeling-based metric, for capturing benefits for
potential use in cost allocation. Filing Parties state that they will provide a report to the
Commission by mid-2013 and will make any tariff changes regarding economic benefits
for the35%ost allocation method prior to the start of the 2014 biennial transmission planning
cycle.

216. During quarters 1 and 2 of the biennial regional transmission planning process,
Filing Parties provide that the NTTG Cost Allocation Committee will create allocation
scenarios during regularly-scheduled meetings and with input from stakeholders. Filing
Parties state that the variables in the allocation scenarios might include, but are not
limited to, load levels by load-serving entity and geographic location, fuel prices, and fuel
and resource availability.*** Filing Parties’ proposal provides that the resulting allocation
scenarios become part of the Biennial Study Plan in quarter 2.%*> Additionally, Filing
Parties’ Practice Document provides that in each regional transmission planning cycle, to
remain eligible for cost allocation, a transmission project and a transmission developer
must continue to meet all data reporting and submission criteria. Filing Parties’ proposal
states that the transmission developer may request an updated cost allocation assessment
during quarter 1 of each regional transmission planning cycle. During quarter 2, the Cost
Allocation Committee may initiate an updated cost allocation assessment for a
transmission project if it believes regional conditions affecting cost allocation of a project
have significantly changed.>*®

217. Filing Parties state that in quarter 6 of the regional transmission planning cycle,
the Cost Allocation Committee will calculate the initial net benefits for each transmission
project for each allocation scenario. Filing Parties specify that the net benefits of each
scenario are the sum of the benefits across each benefit metric, and that the net benefits
are calculated as both an overall total and a regional total, as well as by regional
beneficiary. After the calculation of initial net benefits, the NTTG Cost Allocation

$2E ., id. § 1.1.

3 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 9.

%% Practice Document § 11.4.2.3.

%5 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.3.

36 practice Document § 11.3.10.
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Committee will remove those entities that do not receive any benefit from its further
evaluation of the transmission project.®’

218. Filing Parties state that each of the six regional cost allocation principles is
satisfied with NTTG’s approach to regional cost allocation. In support of their
compliance with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1, Filing Parties state that the cost
allocation method includes three benefit metrics designed to quantify the benefits
associated with a variety of functions that could be served by a transmission facility.
Filing Parties explain that the first metric, change in annual capital-related costs, captures
benefits related to both reliability and public policy requirements, and the other two
metrics capture benefits related to economic projects.**®

219. Filing Parties explain that before using the calculated benefits to allocate a
transmission project’s cost, the NTTG Cost Allocation Committee will adjust, as
appropriate, the calculated initial net benefits for each beneficiary. First, the net benefits
attributable to any beneficiary in a particular allocation scenario are capped at

150 percent of the average of the net benefits to that beneficiary across all allocation
scenarios. Filing Parties state that application of this criterion serves to limit, but not
entirely exclude, the effect of outlying benefit values calculated in particular allocation
scenarios. Second, if the average of net benefits for all allocation scenarios is negative,
the average net benefit is set to zero for that beneficiary. Filing Parties state that this
ensures that a potential beneficiary that is negatively affected by a transmission project
will not be allocated costs. Third, if the ratio of the standard deviation to the average net
benefits across all allocation scenarios is greater than 1.0, the average net benefits to that
beneficiary is set to zero. Filing Parties state that by preventing a beneficiary from being
allocated costs based on excessively wide variation in benefits, NTTG is ensuring that
benefits to an identified beneficiary are reasonably certain to occur. Finally, the costs
allocated to an entity other than the transmission developer is limited such that the ratio
of net benefits to allocated costs is no less than 1.1. Filing Parties state that this ensures
that beneficiaries are not allocated costs that exceed actual benefits. Filing Parties assert
that, collectively, these measures ensure that a beneficiary is allocated costs that are
roughly commensurate with benefits.** Additionally, Filing Parties’ proposal provides
that if a beneficiary other than the transmission developer has an allocated cost of less
than $2 million, the costs allocated to that beneficiary will be zero. Furthermore, Filing

7 E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 26; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.7.2.4.

%8 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 28.

%9 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 28-29; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp OATT,
Attachment K 8§ 3.7.2.4.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -92 -

Parties’ proposal provides that after the allocation of costs to beneficiaries, the
transmission developer will be responsible for any remaining project costs.**°
Alternatively, Filing Parties’ proposal provides that, for those projects included in the
regional transmission plan, costs can be allocated through participant funding at the
transmission developer’s election.®*

220. Insupport of their compliance with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 2, Filing
Parties state that the cost allocation method ensures that non-beneficiaries are not
involuntarily allocated costs associated with transmission facilities that qualify for cost
allocation. Filing Parties explain that after quantifying the benefits associated with a
project using the benefit metrics and allocation scenarios, the NTTG Cost Allocation
Committee initially identifies as beneficiaries, all those entities that may be affected by
the proposed project. Entities that do not receive a benefit from the proposed project are
removed from consideration. Further, Filing Parties state that if the average of the
adjusted net benefits across all allocation scenarios is negative for a beneficiary, that
beneficiary will not be allocated any costs associated with the proposed project.
Likewise, those beneficiaries who experience wide variations across multiple allocation
scenarios are assigned zero benefits and are not allocated any project costs.**

221. Insupport of their compliance with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 3, Filing
Parties state that they have not adopted a benefit to cost threshold ratio to determine
which transmission projects may be selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes
of cost allocation.*® Instead, Filing Parties propose to use certain minimum
requirements for both the costs and benefits associated with a project.**

222. Additionally, Filing Parties state that when allocating costs to beneficiaries, their
proposal requires that the ratio of adjusted net benefits to allocated costs be no less than

%0 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.4.
®LE Q. id. §3.7.

%2 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 29.

%3 E g., id. at 30.

%4 Specifically, to be selected for cost allocation a transmission project must:
(1) have an estimated cost which exceeds the lesser of: (a) $100 million, or (b) five
percent of the transmission developer’s net plant in service (as of the end of the calendar
year prior to the submission of the project); and (2) have total estimated project benefits
to regional entities (other than the transmission developer) that exceed $10 million. E.g.,
PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.1.
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1.1. Filing Parties assert that this ensures that non-sponsors of a project are allocated
costs no greater than expected benefits, with a margin of safety, given that there are likely
additional benefits received by the transmission developer (e.g., related to resource
planning, surplus transmission capacity to be marketed in the future, etc.) that are not
captured by the regional benefit metrics.*®

223. Insupport of their compliance with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 4, Filing
Parties assert that their definition of beneficiary limits beneficiaries to those entities that
use the NTTG regional transmission system. Furthermore, Filing Parties state that an
entity that is located outside the NTTG footprint that benefits from a regional
transmission project would initially be treated the same as a regional entity for purposes
of cost allocation. However, Filing Parties state that they would request that a non-
regional beneficiary voluntarily accept an allocation of costs based upon the estimated
mean benefits, and if the non-regional beneficiary does not agree to voluntary cost
allocation, Filing Parties would allocate those costs to the transmission developer.®

224. In support of their compliance with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 5, Filing
Parties assert that their proposal has identified the benefit metrics to be applied to
transmission projects selected for regional cost allocation and the methodology used to
quantify project benefits and allocate costs to beneficiaries based upon certain allocation
scenarios. Additionally, Filing Parties state that for purposes of cost allocation, the
Biennial Study Plan describes the processes for: (1) determining that a project meets the
qualification criteria to be selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation; (2) if there is a transmission developer, determining whether that developer
meets the qualification criteria to propose a project for cost allocation; (3) developing
scenarios to be used for cost allocation; (4) calculating the benefits accruing to regional
beneficiaries associated with selected benefit metrics; and (5) applying the net benefits
estimated for regional beneficiaries to allocate all of the cost of a project selected for cost
allocation. According to Filing Parties, the Biennial Study Plan will be posted on each
Filing Party’s OASIS, and will allow a stakeholder to determine how the cost allocation
method and data requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries were
applied to a proposed project.*®’

225. In support of their compliance with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 6, Filing
Parties state that their proposal adopts one cost allocation method that applies to all types
of transmission facilities in the regional transmission plan. Filing Parties explain that, as

%3 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 30.
%6 E g, id. at 31.
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part of this method, and in recognition that a transmission facility can serve several
functions, their proposal identifies several benefit metrics that will take the benefits of
those functions into account in allocating costs to beneficiaries. Filing Parties provide,
for example, the benefits of a transmission project that displaces locally planned facilities
designed to meet reliability standards or public policy requirements are measured by
reductions in annual capital and operating costs to the transmission provider who needed
and planned the displaced projects.*®

il. Protests/Comments

226. State Members filed comments in support of the compliance filings.**® They
argue that the cost allocation process is a reasonable approach to accommodating the
uncertainty in projecting benefits and their distribution while satisfying the roughly
commensurate test and the requirements of Order No. 1000.%™

227. Inits reply comments, Utah Industrial Energy Consumers assert that State
Members have no interest in seeing a competitive market develop for transmission in the
west, and that with no supporting evidence, State Members discarded Regional
Transmission Organization/Independent System Operator-proven methods out-of-hand.
Utah Industrial Energy Consumers claim that State Members have ignored the potential
conflicts and antitrust issues that will likely arise from the proposed method.3"*

228. Additionally, in its reply comments, Utah Industrial Energy Consumers assert that
Order No. 1000 makes it clear that voluntary agreement to allocation of costs is only
applicable where NTTG allocates costs to an entity in a different transmission planning
region, not in instances where NTTG allocates costs to a non-member within the NTTG
transmission planning region. Therefore, according to Utah Industrial Energy
Consumers, those in the NTTG region who receive any non-trivial benefits must be
allocated costs.*”

%8 Eg., id. at 32.

39 Montana Public Service Commission, Montana Consumer Counsel, Utah
Public Service Commission, Utah Office of Consumer Services, Wyoming Public Service
Commission and Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocate (State Members) Comments at
3.

¥%1d. at 5-7.
37! Utah Industrial Energy Consumers Reply Comments at 2.
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229. According to AWEA, Filing Parties do not justify the proposed adjustment criteria
that are applied to the initial calculation of net benefits or offer examples to illustrate how
the adjustments impact benefits. AWEA fears that these adjustments, when aggregated,
may be excessive and allocate lower costs to non-sponsoring beneficiaries than the
expected benefits they will receive. AWEA questions whether the expected benefits
from regional transmission projects will be so limited that they may not exceed costs.
Regarding adjustment criteria 3, AWEA questions whether allocated costs would be set
to zero if benefit analyses result in a wide range of benefit levels that are all positive. In
regard to Filing Parties’ proposal not to allocate costs to a beneficiary other than the
transmission developer if it has an allocated cost of less than $2 million, AWEA
questions whether several small allocations under $2 million could add up to large
amounts that should not be eliminated altogether due to an administrative burden. In
addition, AWEA questions whether Filing Parties’ proposal that beneficiaries other than
the transmission developer will only be allocated costs such that the ratio of adjusted net
benefits to allocated costs is no less than 1.1 might result in a benefit to cost ratio above
the Commission’s maximum threshold, 1.25, because potential reductions in benefits are
made prior to the evaluation of the benefit to cost ratio. AWEA also objects to Filing
Parties’ statement that the benefits not captured in regional metrics likely accrue
primarily to the transmission developer. AWEA asserts that this statement is
unsupported, and that unidentified benefits are more likely to accrue to multiple parties in
the transmission planning region than the transmission developer. In sum, AWEA asserts
that the combined result of the adjustments could result in a cost allocation method in
which costs are not allocated reasonably commensurate with benefits.*”

230. Utah Industrial Energy Consumers argue that PacifiCorp’s definition of
beneficiary is too narrow and that it should be expanded to include transmission
customers that do not provide energy-related services. They assert that without this
change, PacifiCorp will continue to allocate costs to all six of its retail jurisdictions
across the states of ldaho, Utah, Wyoming, and Oregon for transmission built to serve the
renewable portfolio standards of Oregon. Instead, Utah Industrial Energy Consumers
believe that the allocation of costs to PacifiCorp as the load-serving entity must be made
in a way to make it clear that PacifiCorp would be serving Oregon public policies and
therefore may not allocate those costs to its customers to the east who do not benefit.*™*

231. Additionally, AWEA argues that, given that transmission lines are typically
expected to be in service for at least 40 years, using the first ten years of a project’s life to
determine benefits and beneficiaries will not ensure the just and reasonable allocation of
costs to beneficiaries. Moreover, AWEA asserts that the benefits from these facilities

33 AWEA Comments at 26-27.

37 Utah Industrial Energy Consumers Comments at 7-8.
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often increase over time. In light of these assertions, AWEA suggests that costs and
benefits should be calculated over a minimum of 20 years of the project’s life, and ideally
over the first 40 years of a project’s life.*”

232. AWEA expresses concern regarding the proposal for including the consideration
of benefits related to likely future scenarios. It states that it is unclear if the proposal to
develop a set of future scenarios related to a proposed transmission project will be
applied comparably to all projects being considered for regional cost allocation or on a
project-by-project basis. Furthermore, AWEA contends that if benefits are evaluated
using different future scenarios for each project, the approach is in violation of Order
No. 1000’s requirement that cost allocation not be implemented on a case-by-case basis.
For the aforementioned reasons, AWEA requests that Filing Parties identify a reasonably
expected set of futures for each transmission planning cycle applied to the whole
transmission planning region and evaluate costs and benefits for each project relative to
this global set of futures.*"®

233. PPL Companies, Western Independent Transmission Group, and AWEA request
that Filing Parties be directed to provide more detail to comply with Regional Cost
Allocation Principle 5. PPL Companies assert that the proposed tariff revisions do not
commit to using any specific benefit metrics; rather, it lists benefit metrics that NTTG
may use in determining cost allocation. They contend that without a set list of benefit
metrics to be applied consistently year-to-year or project-to-project, stakeholders cannot
know ahead of time whether they will be determined to be beneficiaries of a particular
transmission project. PPL Companies claim that under the proposal, the method applied
to any project will vary, resulting in a project-by-project cost allocation method.*”’
Further, Western Independent Transmission Group contends that NTTG must include
economic cost savings over the life of a project as a component of expected project
benefits and also states that the tariff language must include the specific rules that set
forth the metrics that will be used to evaluate proposed transmission solutions for
regional cost allocation.®™

234. AWEA claims that the proposed benefit metrics are too limited, asserting that
while it is appropriate to include changes in annual capital-related costs, changes in
energy losses, and changes in reserves, additional benefits must be considered if costs are

875 AWEA Comments at 27-28.
378 1d. at 28-29.
37T PPL Companies Protest at 16-17.

378 Western Independent Transmission Group Comments at 6-7.
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to be allocated in a manner commensurate with benefits. AWEA states that Filing Parties
considered including a variety of potential benefit metrics in their cost allocation
approach (adjusted production cost, improvement in reliability, etc.), but that they did not
include this full list in their proposal due to stakeholders’ concerns about the uncertainty
and potential duplication of some of the metrics. AWEA asks the Commission to require
further evaluation of these metrics in addition to metrics that were not included
originally.®”

235. AWEA argues that Filing Parties must develop a clear methodology for evaluating
the potential economic benefits of a regional transmission project. Specifically, AWEA
states that Filing Parties should develop a metric that measures “the total reduced costs of
energy delivery to customers based on increased access to low cost resources due to
reduced congestion and increased transfer capability.”**° Furthermore, AWEA believes
that there may be additional reliability and public policy benefits that are not reflected in
NTTG’s evaluation of avoided costs of local transmission projects when a regional
transmission project provides a more cost-effective solution. "

236. Western Independent Transmission Group argues that independent transmission
developers may be unfairly disadvantaged in meeting the cost-benefit ratio if NTTG
considers in its cost calculations those charges attributable to local distribution facilities
not directly related to the development of regional transmission facilities (e.g., stranded
costs).*®? Accordingly, it seeks clarification that costs attributable to distribution
facilities cannot contribute to meeting the cost threshold.

237. AWEA believes that Filing Parties’ proposal allowing for the updating of the cost
allocation assessment in quarter 2 for a transmission project that has been selected in a
regional transmission plan creates uncertainty and exposes cost recovery to risk if the
whole formula can be reexamined.

379 AWEA Comments at 22-24.

%014, at 24,
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%82 \Western Independent Transmission Group Comments at 6.
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ii. Commission Determination

238. We find that Filing Parties’ compliance filings partially comply with the Regional
Cost Allocation Principles of Order No. 1000. Generally, Filing Parties meet the Order
No. 1000 requirement that each public utility transmission provider have in place a
method, or set of methods, for allocating the costs of new transmission facilities selected
in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation.**> However, to fully
comply with the cost allocation requirements of Order No. 1000 certain aspects of the
proposed cost allocation method must be modified. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties
to submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance
filings, as discussed below.

239. In Order No. 1000, the Commission adopted a principles-based approach to cost
allocation for transmission projects selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation because it recognized that regional differences may warrant
distinctions in cost allocation methods among transmission planning regions.*®® Filing
Parties propose a single regional cost allocation method for allocating the costs of
transmission facilities selected in a regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation.®®” Specifically, Filing Parties propose to evaluate a proposed transmission
project’s benefits and beneficiaries using benefit metrics that will be set forth in the
Biennial Study Plan, which may include (but are not limited to): (1) change in annual
capital-related costs; (2) change in energy losses; and (3) change in reserves.*®

240. First, we find that Filing Parties’ proposed regional cost allocation method for
transmission projects selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation partially complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1. Subject to
resolution of our concerns discussed below in paragraphs 260-262, we find that Filing
Parties’ proposal to identify beneficiaries and measure benefits of a transmission facility
selected in the regional transmission plan based on the resulting change in energy losses
and change in reserves complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1. By
measuring the changes in energy losses and reserves that result from the addition of a
transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation and identifying those who benefit from those changes, Filing Parties’ proposed
regional cost allocation method appropriately reflects the beneficiaries and quantifies the

%8 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 558.
%8 |d. P 604.

387 E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.
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benefits of such transmission projects. Reductions in energy losses and reserve
requirements result in measurable cost savings that represent a reasonable approximation
of some of the identifiable benefits that a transmission facility selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation may provide. Thus, we conclude that
Filing Parties’ proposal to use the change in energy losses and the change in reserves as
benefit metrics in their regional cost allocation method will allocate the costs of a
transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate with the benefits it provides.

241. With respect to Filing Parties’ proposal to identify the beneficiaries and measure
the benefits of a transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation based on the resulting change in annual capital-related costs,
Filing Parties have not defined annual capital-related costs such that the Commission can
determine whether this benefit metric complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle
1. We therefore require Filing Parties, in the further compliance filings directed below,
to describe this proposed benefit metric in greater detail in their OATTs and to explain
how it allocates the costs of a transmission facility selected in the regional transmission
plan for purposes of cost allocation in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate
with the benefits that facility provides.**°

242. In response to AWEA’s argument that Filing Parties’ proposed metrics for
identifying beneficiaries and measuring benefits are too limited, we will not require
Filing Parties to develop a further metric to quantify the benefits of transmission projects.
In defining benefits, Order No. 1000-A clarified that “the Commission is allowing
flexibility to accommodate a variety of approaches which can better advance the goals of
Order No. 1000, recognizing that regional differences may warrant distinctions in cost
allocation method or methods.”**® We find Filing Parties’ proposed benefit metrics
reasonable, subject to Filing Parties’ justification of annual capital-related costs. We also
note that Filing Parties commit in their compliance filings to further explore various

%89 To the extent that Filing Parties intend the change in annual capital-related
costs to be analogous to avoided costs (i.e., measurement of benefits as the costs of
transmission facilities included in a local transmission plan that are displaced by a
regional transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of
cost allocation and identification of beneficiaries as those who would have otherwise had
to pay for the displaced local transmission facilities), we note that the Commission has
found that avoided costs may only be used as a benefit metric in specific instances. Pub.
Serv. Co. of Colo., 142 FERC 1 61,206 at PP 311-312; NorthWestern Corp., 143 FERC
161,056, at PP 156-162 (2013); South Carolina Elec. & Gas Co., 143 FERC { 61,058, at
PP 225-232 (2013).

3% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC 61,132 at P 678.
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metrics and tools, including a production cost modeling-based metric, for capturing
benefits, and to provide a report to the Commission by mid-2013.%** We accept Filing
Parties’ commitment and encourage Filing Parties to continue to explore additional
metrics and tools for capturing benefits.

243. Filing Parties’ proposal to allocate the costs of transmission projects selected in
the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation to beneficiaries in
proportion to the value of the adjusted net benefits that they receive from a transmission
project complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1. However, we find that some
aspects of the manner in which Filing Parties adjust the net benefits used in calculating
the proportions do not comply with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1, as discussed
below.

244, To arrive at the adjusted net benefits, Filing Parties propose to adjust the initial net
benefits for a regional beneficiary using the following criteria:

(1) The net benefits attributed in any scenario are capped at 150
percent of the average of the unadjusted net benefits across all
allocation scenarios;

(2) If the average of the net benefits, as adjusted by (1) above, across
the allocation scenarios is negative, the average net benefit to that
beneficiary is set to zero; and

(3) Based on the net benefits, as adjusted by (1) and (2) above, across
the allocation scenarios, if the ratio of the standard deviation to
the average is greater than 1.0, the average net benefit to that
beneficiary is set to zero.

Filing Parties then propose that each of these adjustments is applied to each regional
beneficiary independent of other beneficiaries. Next, Filing Parties propose that
beneficiaries other than the transmission developer will only be allocated costs such that
the ratio of adjusted net benefits to allocated costs is no less than 1.1.3%

245.  We share AWEA’s concern that Filing Parties’ proposed adjustments may result
in an allocation of costs that is not roughly commensurate with estimated benefits.
Specifically, we are not convinced that Filing Parties’ proposal to cap the net benefits
attributed in any scenario at 150 percent of the average of the unadjusted net benefits
across all allocation scenarios will result in an allocation of costs that is roughly
commensurate with benefits received. Filing Parties provide no justification to explain

31 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 9.

%92 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.4.
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why positive outlying benefit value(s) are subject to a cap while negative outlying benefit
value(s) are not. Imposing a cap on positive outlying benefits but not on negative
outlying benefits increases the likelihood that the adjusted average net benefits across the
allocation scenarios will be negative such that the average net benefit to that beneficiary
Is set to zero and that the benefit to cost ratio for beneficiaries other than the transmission
developer will be less than 1.1. We find that limiting expected benefits in this manner
does not result in an allocation of costs that is roughly commensurate with benefits
received. Therefore, absent justification, we reject the provision to cap net benefits at
150 percent of the average of the unadjusted net benefits across all allocation scenarios.

246. Because we reject Filing Parties” 150 percent cap on net benefits, as discussed
above, we direct Filing Parties to, on compliance, provide justification regarding why
Filing Parties’ proposal to set the average net benefit to a beneficiary to zero: (1) if the
average of the net benefits across the allocation scenarios is negative; and (2) if the ratio
of the standard deviation to the average of the net benefits across the allocation scenarios
Is greater than 1.0 results in a cost allocation method that complies with the Regional
Cost Allocation Principles of Order No. 1000. We require this justification because, as
proposed, these adjustments to the net benefits for each beneficiary rely on the results of
the application of the cap of the net benefits attributed in any scenario at 150 percent of
the average of the unadjusted net benefits across all allocation scenarios.

247. Moreover, we share AWEA'’s concern that under Filing Parties’ proposal, the
average net benefits to a beneficiary would be set to zero such that the beneficiary would
not be allocated costs if the ratio of the standard deviation to the average of the net
benefits across the allocation scenarios is greater than 1.0, even if the average net benefits
are always positive. We conclude that such a result does not allocate costs in a manner
that is at least roughly commensurate with benefits because an identified beneficiary with
positive net benefits in all scenarios would not be allocated any costs. In the instance that
a beneficiary receives benefits under every allocation scenario, that beneficiary must be
allocated costs in order for costs to be allocated roughly commensurate with benefits.
Therefore, we require Filing Parties to justify, in the further compliance filings directed
below, how their proposal to set the average net benefit to a beneficiary to zero if the
ratio of the standard deviation to the average of the net benefits across the allocation
scenarios is greater than 1.0 will be applied if the entire range of benefits is positive.

248. Filing Parties also propose that if a beneficiary other than the transmission
developer would be allocated less than $2 million in costs, that beneficiary will not be
allocated any costs. Additionally, Filing Parties’ proposal provides that after the
allocation of costs to beneficiaries, the transmission developer will be responsible for any
remaining transmission project costs.*** We find that excluding from cost allocation

WE . id,
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beneficiaries that receive de minimis benefits from a transmission facility selected in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation would allocate costs in a
manner that is at least roughly commensurate with estimated benefits.*** However,
Filing Parties do not explain how the costs that would otherwise be assigned to an
identified beneficiary allocated less than $2 million will be allocated, and there is some
indication that such costs might be assigned directly to the transmission developer, who
will be responsible for any remaining costs after the beneficiaries other than the
transmission developer have been allocated costs such that each beneficiary’s ratio of
adjusted net benefits to allocated costs is no less than 1.1. Without a clear mechanism to
allocate the costs that would otherwise be assigned to an identified beneficiary allocated
less than  $2 million in costs, these costs might not be allocated.>*® Therefore, Filing
Parties must describe in the further compliance filings discussed below how these costs
will be allocated. We note that to the extent that Filing Parties intend to allocate these
costs solely to the transmission developer, such an allocation would not comply with
Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1 because it would not allocate costs among
beneficiaries in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate with estimated benefits.

249. With respect to Filing Parties’ proposal to allocate the costs of a transmission
facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation such that
the ratio of adjusted net benefits to allocated costs for beneficiaries other than the
transmission developer is no less than 1.1, we understand this proposal to have two
aspects. First, if all the costs of a transmission project can be allocated to the identified
beneficiaries such that each beneficiary’s benefit to cost ratio is no less than 1.1, then the
transmission project’s costs will be allocated among only the identified beneficiaries. In
this case, the transmission developer, if it is an identified beneficiary, will also be
allocated costs such that its benefit to cost ratio is 1.1 or greater. This aspect of the
proposal complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 1 because it allocates costs
roughly commensurate with estimated benefits.

250. Second, if additional costs remain after the costs of a transmission facility selected
in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation have been allocated such
that the benefit to cost ratio for each beneficiary besides the transmission developer is no
less than 1.1, we understand Filing Parties’ proposal to allow the transmission developer
to voluntarily bear any remaining unallocated costs. Our understanding of Filing Parties’
proposal is that, in this instance, a transmission project’s costs would be allocated to
beneficiaries such that each beneficiary’s individual benefit to cost ratio would not fall
below the established 1.1 threshold. If any costs remain unallocated after each

3% See, e.g., Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 639; Pub. Serv.
Co. of Colo., 142 FERC { 61, 206 at P 315.

%% See, e.g., Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo., 142 FERC { 61,206 at P 315.
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beneficiary’s individual benefit to cost ratio has reached 1.1, those costs become the
responsibility of the transmission developer, who may voluntarily agree to bear those
costs.>* We find that this aspect of the proposal may allow transmission projects to
receive regional cost allocation that they otherwise would not if Filing Parties proposed
to strictly apply a benefit to cost ratio without granting a transmission developer the
opportunity to bear those costs. While Filing Parties could have proposed to deny a
transmission project access to the regional cost allocation method for any portion of its
costs if the transmission project did not satisfy the benefit to cost ratio, Filing Parties
have instead provided greater flexibility, allowing the costs associated with regional
benefits to be allocated pursuant to the regional cost allocation method and any remaining
costs to be borne by the transmission developer. This proposal thus allows transmission
developers, if they so choose, to pursue their proposed transmission projects and receive
regional cost allocation for a portion of the project. Therefore, we accept this aspect of
Filing Parties’ proposal.®’

251. Inresponse to Utah Industrial Energy Consumers’ argument that PacifiCorp’s
definition of beneficiary is too narrow, we note that Order No. 1000 did not prescribe a
particular definition of “beneficiaries.”**® We find that Filing Parties’ proposed
definition of a beneficiary as “any entity, including but not limited to transmission
providers (both incumbent and [nonincumbent]), merchant developers, load serving
entities, transmission customers or generators that utilize the regional transmission
system to transmit energy or provide other energy-related services”** requires no
change. Furthermore, while the Commission stated that, to the extent that cost recovery
provisions are considered in connection with a cost allocation method or methods for a
regional or interregional transmission facility, public utility transmission providers may

%% The voluntary nature arises because the transmission developer may, or may
not, elect to pursue the transmission project after becoming responsible for costs that if
assigned to each beneficiary would result in their benefit to cost ratio falling below 1.1.

397 Allocating costs to beneficiaries such that each beneficiary’s benefit to cost
ratio is no less than 1.1 ensures that a regional transmission project’s costs are allocated
among beneficiaries in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate with estimated
benefits, in part, because costs for each beneficiary won’t outweigh estimated benefits.
However, costs are not being allocated roughly commensurate with benefits in the
instance where costs associated with de minimis benefits (i.e., less than 2 million in costs)
are allocated to the transmission developer when the costs can be allocated among
beneficiaries such that each beneficiary’s benefit to cost ratio is no less than 1.1.

3% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 624.
%9 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 1.1.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -104 -

include cost recovery provisions in their compliance filings,*® Filing Parties did not
include cost recovery provisions in their compliance filings. Therefore, we dismiss the
comments concerning how PacifiCorp recovers any costs allocated to it as a result of the
regional transmission planning process because the comments are outside of the scope of
the instant proceeding.

252. Similarly, regarding AWEA’s request that costs and benefits should be calculated
over a minimum 20 years of a transmission project’s life, and ideally over the first 40
years of a transmission project’s life, we note that Order No. 1000 allowed flexibility in
calculating a transmission project’s cost and benefits and did not prescribe a particular
method for doing s0.** We find it reasonable for Filing Parties to use a 10-year
timeframe, consistent with Filing Parties’ use of a 10-year planning horizon.

253.  While we acknowledge AWEA'’s concern that Filing Parties’ proposal to allow for
an updated assessment in quarter 2 for a transmission project that has been selected in a
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation will create uncertainty for the
transmission developer, on balance, we find that it complies with Order No. 1000. If the
conditions affecting cost allocation of a proposed transmission facility significantly
change, we conclude that it is reasonable for the transmission planning region to
reexamine how the costs of that facility are allocated to ensure that such allocation is at
least roughly commensurate with benefits. While this creates some uncertainty for the
transmission developer, absent such reassessment, customers might be allocated costs
associated with a proposed transmission facility in a manner that is not roughly
commensurate with the benefits that facility provides. We direct Filing Parties to submit,
within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings to include
in their OATTs descriptions of both the reassessment process and, to provide greater
transparency to transmission developers, the specific conditions under which the cost
allocation of a transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation will be reassessed.

254. Filing Parties must also submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this
order, further compliance filings to: (1) describe their proposed annual capital-related
costs benefit metric in greater detail in their OATTs and to explain how this benefit
metric allocates the costs of a transmission facility selected in the regional transmission
plan for purposes of cost allocation in a manner that is at least roughly commensurate
with the benefits that transmission facility provides; (2) remove from their OATTs the
provision that would cap net benefits at 150 percent of the average of the unadjusted net
benefits across all allocation scenarios; (3) provide justification regarding why, absent the

% Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 616.
1 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 604.
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150 percent cap on net benefits, Filing Parties’ proposal to set the average net benefit to a
beneficiary to zero: (a) if the average of the net benefits across the allocation scenarios is
negative; and (b) if the ratio of the standard deviation to the average of the net benefits
across the allocation scenarios is greater than 1.0 results in a cost allocation method that
complies with the Regional Cost Allocation Principles of Order No. 1000; (4) justify how
their proposal to set the average net benefit to a beneficiary to zero if the ratio of the
standard deviation to the average of the net benefits across the allocation scenarios is
greater than 1.0 will be applied if the entire range of benefits is positive; and (5) explain
how the costs that would otherwise be assigned to an identified beneficiary allocated less
than $2 million will be allocated.

255.  With respect to Regional Cost Allocation Principle 2, we find that Filing Parties’
proposed regional cost allocation method complies with Order No. 1000. Under Filing
Parties’ proposed regional cost allocation method, those that receive no benefit from
transmission facilities, either at present or in a likely future scenario, are not involuntarily
allocated any of the costs of such transmission facilities.*** Accordingly, we conclude
that Filing Parties’ proposal appropriately addresses Cost Allocation Principle 2.

256. We disagree with AWEA’s assertion that it is unclear whether the proposal to
develop a set of future scenarios related to a proposed transmission project will be
applied comparably to all transmission projects being considered for selection in the
regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. We understand Filing Parties’
proposal to apply the same allocation scenarios to all transmission projects that are
considered for selection in the regional transmission plan for the purposes of cost
allocation in a given transmission planning cycle, and not to apply different allocation
scenarios to each proposed transmission project. With this understanding, we find that
Filing Parties’ proposal to use future scenarios complies with Regional Cost Allocation
Principle 2, which, as clarified in Order No. 1000-A, expressly permits the use of
scenario analyses in the preparation of a regional transmission plan and the selection of
new transmission facilities in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation.*®® However, due to its importance in calculating transmission project benefits,
we direct Filing Parties to submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order,
further compliance filings to include in their OATTSs a description of an allocation
scenario.

257. Further, we find that Filing Parties’ proposed regional cost allocation method
complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 3, which requires that if adopted, a

Y02 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 29; see also, e.g., PacifiCorp OATT,
Attachment K § 3.7.2.4.

93 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 690.
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benefit to cost threshold may not include a ratio of benefits to costs that exceeds 1.25.
Filing Parties propose to allocate costs to beneficiaries other than the transmission
developer such that the ratio of adjusted net benefits to allocated costs is no less than 1.1.
With the modifications ordered herein to Filing Parties’ proposed adjustment criteria for
determining benefits and costs of a transmission project under consideration for selection
in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, we find that AWEA’s
concerns regarding the benefit to cost ratio have been addressed.

258. Filing Parties state that they will not involuntarily allocate costs of a transmission
project selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation to
beneficiaries located outside the NTTG transmission planning region, but instead that
NTTG would request that a non-regional beneficiary voluntarily assumes costs,
consistent with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 4.“** However, Filing Parties’
proposal to allocate those costs to the transmission developer if the non-regional
beneficiary declines to accept the allocation of costs does not comply with Regional Cost
Allocation Principle 1. Specifically, such an allocation would not comply with Regional
Cost Allocation Principle 1 because it would not allocate these costs among all of the
beneficiaries within the transmission planning region in a manner that is at least roughly
commensurate with estimated benefits, but rather would allocate these costs solely to the
transmission developer. Accordingly, we reject Filing Parties’ proposal to allocate solely
to the transmission developer the costs that a non-regional beneficiary is asked to bear
voluntarily if that non-regional beneficiary declines to do so.

259. Additionally, while Filing Parties’ proposal addresses the benefits that a
transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation provides to entities outside of the NTTG transmission planning region, Filing
Parties’ proposed OATT revisions do not comply with the Regional Cost Allocation
Principle 4 requirement that the regional transmission planning process identify the
consequences of a transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation for other transmission planning regions, such as upgrades that
might be required in another region. Filing Parties also do not address whether the
NTTG transmission planning region has agreed to bear the costs associated with any
required upgrades in another transmission planning region or, if so, how such costs will
be allocated within the NTTG transmission planning region. We therefore direct Filing
Parties to submit further compliance filings, within 120 days of the date of issuance of
this order, revising their respective OATTSs to provide for identification of the
consequences of a transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation. Filing Parties must also address in the further compliance
filings whether the NTTG transmission planning region has agreed to bear the costs

0% E.g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 31.
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associated with any required upgrades in another transmission planning region and, if so,
how such costs will be allocated within the NTTG transmission planning region.

260. Regional Cost Allocation Principle 5 requires that the cost allocation method and
data requirements for determining benefits and identifying beneficiaries for a
transmission facility be transparent with adequate documentation to allow a stakeholder
to determine how they were applied to a proposed transmission facility.*®> As discussed
below, we find that Filing Parties’ proposed regional cost allocation method partially
complies with this principle.

261. We agree with PPL Companies, Western Independent Transmission Group, and
AWEA that greater detail concerning how benefits will be measured is necessary for the
proposal to comply with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 5. Filing Parties” OATTSs list
three benefit metrics that may be used to evaluate a transmission project’s benefits and
beneficiaries: change in annual capital-related costs; change in energy losses; and change
in reserves.*® Filing Parties’ proposed OATT revisions, however, do not provide
adequate detail regarding these benefit metrics to allow a stakeholder to determine how
the regional cost allocation method for transmission projects was applied to a proposed
transmission facility. For example, Filing Parties” OATTs do not describe how changes
in annual capital-related costs, energy losses, and reserves will be calculated.
Additionally, the OATT must contain a minimum set of benefit metrics that will be used
to determine benefits and identify beneficiaries rather than a minimum set of benefit
metrics that may be used. Therefore, Filing Parties are directed to submit further
compliance filings, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, revising their
OATTs to: (1) include a minimum set of benefit metrics that will be applied to every
transmission facility selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation; and (2) set forth a transparent method for calculating changes in annual
capital-related costs, energy losses, and reserves.

262. Additionally, we find that Filing Parties’ method for identifying beneficiaries
lacks transparency. Filing Parties do not clearly describe how beneficiaries will know
whether a particular benefit metric applies to them and whether they have been identified
as a beneficiary of a particular transmission facility selected in the regional transmission
plan for purposes of cost allocation. Accordingly, we require Filing Parties to submit, in
further compliance filings ordered above, revisions to their respective OATTSs to describe
a transparent method for identifying beneficiaries with adequate documentation to allow
a stakeholder to determine how it was applied to a proposed transmission facility.

%% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 668.
48 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.2.
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263. Finally, we find that Filing Parties’ proposed regional cost allocation method
complies with Regional Cost Allocation Principle 6. Filing Parties propose to use one
cost allocation method for all types of transmission facilities in the regional transmission
plan — reliability transmission projects, economic transmission projects, and public policy
transmission projects.*”” In addition, Filing Parties have not proposed to designate a type
of transmission facility that has no regional cost allocation method applied to it.**®

b. Transmission Project Eligibility for Regional Cost
Allocation

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

264. Filing Parties’ proposal provides that in order for a transmission project to be
selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation, the project
must: (1) either be proposed for such purpose by a pre-qualified transmission developer
or be an unsponsored project identified in the regional transmission planning process;
(2) be selected in the regional transmission plan; (3) have an estimated cost which
exceeds the lesser of: $100 million, or five percent of the transmission developer’s net
plant in service (as of the end of the calendar year prior to the submission of the project);
and (4) have total estimated project benefits to regional entities (other than the
transmission developer) that exceed $10 million.*® Filing Parties propose that if the
transmission project is unsponsored, the regional entity estimated to receive the largest
share of the project benefits is considered the “transmission developer” for the sole
purpose of determining whether the project satisfies the minimum benefit threshold.**

265. Filing Parties state that because their transmission planning region does not have a
regional transmission tariff or organized power markets, the burden of developing,
tracking, and administering the process of cost allocation must be weighed against the
likely value of ensuring that beneficial transmission projects are constructed in a timely
manner (and not delayed or lost due to “free riders” not funding a proportionate share of
the project). In performing this balancing, Filing Parties state that NTTG will rely on the
minimum cost and benefit thresholds described above when determining whether a

7 See Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 685.
498 See id. P 690.

99 The aspects of this proposal that pertain to eligibility for proposing
transmission projects to be studied in the regional transmission planning process is
discussed in section 1V.B.2.b above.

Y0 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.2.1.
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transmission project is eligible to be selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation. According to Filing Parties, the minimum cost threshold
ensures that a project selected for cost allocation provides potentially significant value to
the region, but does not preclude consideration of smaller-scale projects with regional
benefits from being sponsored by entities with relatively few transmission assets.*"*
Moreover, Filing Parties state that the minimum benefit threshold is especially important
given that NTTG is allowing any project, including those included in the local
transmission plans of transmission providers, to request to be selected in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. Without the proposed benefit
threshold, Filing Parties contend, NTTG could be overwhelmed with requests for cost
allocation in which the regional benefits being provided (and, therefore, any project costs
allocated) are de minimis in nature.*?

il. Protests/Comments

266. Western Independent Transmission Group states that Filing Parties have failed to
provide specific guidelines or a formula to indicate what specific cost and benefit inputs
will contribute to reaching the proposed cost and benefit thresholds (i.e., estimated
project cost exceeding the lesser of $100 million or five percent of the transmission
developer’s net plant in service and project benefits to regional entities other than the
transmission developer exceeding $10 million).** Similarly, LS Power asserts that while
the compliance filings contain specific cost-benefit targets for regional cost allocation
eligibility, they do not provide any information regarding the metrics that will be used to
assess the cost-benefit thresholds.***

267. Additionally, AWEA expresses concern that the cost threshold identified in
NTTG’s selection criteria (i.e., an estimated cost that exceeds the lesser of $100 million
or five percent of the transmission developer’s net plant in service) is too high. AWEA
views this cost threshold as a barrier to the development of regionally beneficial
transmission projects, and contends that projects that cost less than $100 million may still

M1 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 23; PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment
K §3.7.2.1.

M2 E g., PacifiCorp Transmittal Letter at 23-24.

13 \Western Independent Transmission Group Comments at 5-6 (citing NTTG
Compliance Filing Attachment K §3.7.2.1(d)).

414 |_s Power Protest at 7.
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produce significant benefits for the region. In addition, AWEA notes that other regions
utilize a lower cost threshold.*"

ii. Commission Determination

268. As a threshold matter, Filing Parties’ proposal appears to exclude transmission
projects proposed by stakeholders for selection in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation from receiving regional cost allocation. However, Order
No. 1000 specifically stated that the transmission developer “qualification criteria should
not be applied to an entity proposing a transmission project for consideration in the
regional transmission planning process if that entity does not intend to develop the
proposed transmission project.”*® Order No. 1000 thus recognized that entities that do
not intend to develop a proposed transmission project may still submit that transmission
project for purposes of cost allocation and have it studied accordingly in the regional
transmission planning process. Therefore, we reject Filing Parties requirement that in
order for a transmission project to be selected in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation, the transmission project must be proposed for such purpose
by a pre-qualified transmission developer.

269. We agree with AWEA'’s concerns that Filing Parties’ proposed minimum cost and
benefit thresholds may be too restrictive such that they will exclude from evaluation
transmission facilities that provide significant benefits to the transmission planning
region. In establishing specific cost and benefit thresholds for the NTTG transmission
planning region, Filing Parties must not be so limiting as to preclude from evaluation
transmission projects that may provide regional benefits. If Filing Parties wish to retain
the proposed cost and benefit thresholds, they should, on compliance, provide additional
justification as to how its proposed threshold requirements reach this balance and identify
transmission facilities that are likely to have regional benefits. Moreover, we agree with
commenters that Filing Parties must specify how they will calculate benefits for purposes
of determining whether a proposed transmission facility satisfies the benefit threshold
and thus is eligible to be considered for selection in the regional transmission plan for
purposes of cost allocation. Otherwise, the benefit threshold is not adequately transparent
such that transmission developers and stakeholders can understand why a particular
transmission facility is or is not eligible to be considered for selection in the regional
transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. Accordingly, we direct Filing Parties to
submit, within 120 days of the date of issuance of this order, further compliance filings
that: (1) provide further justification as to why the proposed minimum cost and benefit
thresholds identify transmission facilities that likely have regional benefits, or remove

15 AWEA Comments at 22.

% Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 324 n.304.
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these requirements from their OATTSs; and (2) revise their OATTs to describe how the
benefits of a proposed transmission facility will be calculated for purposes of determining
whether it satisfies the proposed benefit threshold.

C. Participant Funding

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

270. Under the NTTG transmission planning process, costs for transmission projects
included in the regional transmission plan can be allocated at the transmission
developer’s election either though participant funding or NTTG’s regional cost allocation
process, as described above.*'” Additionally, for participant funded projects, Filing
Parties’ proposal provides that transmission providers may elect to provide an open
season solicitation of interest to secure additional project participants. Filing Parties
propose that participant funded projects will be included in the regional transmission
plan; however, participant funded projects will not receive regional cost allocation.**?

il. Protests/Comments

271. According to Western Independent Transmission Group, Filing Parties’ proposed
tariffs provide options for parties constructing regional transmission projects to utilize a
cost allocation determined by mutual agreement instead of the Order No. 1000 cost
allocation method. Western Independent Transmission Group asserts that the proposed
provisions allow parties to agree to allocate the costs of a transmission project identified
in the regional transmission plan according to an alternative cost allocation mechanism.
It contends that allowing parties to adopt a cost allocation method for a regional
transmission project that qualifies for regional cost allocation other than the established
regional cost allocation method is not compliant with the requirements of Order

No. 1000. Western Independent Transmission Group further requests that the
Commission clarify that regional transmission projects intended to meet regional needs
must go through the transmission planning and cost allocation processes as required by
Order No. 1000.**°

272. Similarly, LS Power argues that the Commission should require Filing Parties to
remove the cost allocation “opt-out” provision and the participant funding option for

T E.g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.
“8Eg., id. §3.7.1.

19 \Western Independent Transmission Group Comments at 3-5.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -112 -

regional cost allocation.*?® It refers to the following in Filing Parties’ proposal as the
“opt-out” provision: “For those projects included in the Regional Transmission Plan,
costs can be allocated at the project sponsor’s election either through participant funding
or NTTG’s cost allocation process . .. .”*** LS Power argues that this provision is
contrary to the Order No. 1000 requirement that a public utility must have a cost
allocation method in place for transmission projects selected in the regional transmission
plan for purposes of cost allocation.*”? Further, LS Power asserts that the provision
causes uncertainty on the part of nonincumbent transmission developers regarding
whether they will be paid once their project is built, which is also contrary to the
requirements of Order No. 1000.“* It also argues that participant funding is contrary to
Order No. 1000*?* and requests that the Commission require that if a project is selected as
part of the regional transmission plan, it must use the regional cost allocation method. **°

ii. Commission Determination

273. We find that Filing Parties’ proposal to allow for participant funding of
transmission facilities not selected in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost
allocation is reasonable. Contrary to the protestors’ arguments, Order No. 1000
permitted participant funding of transmission facilities, but not as a regional or
interregional cost allocation method.*® In fact, the Commission found in Order No. 1000
that the cost allocation requirements adopted do “not undermine the ability of market
participants to negotiate alternative cost sharing arrangements voluntarily and separately
from the regional cost allocation method or methods.”**" Instead, the Commission
recognized in Order No. 1000 that “market participants may be in a better position to

429 |_S Power Protest at 2, 7.
“11d. at 5 (citing NTTG Compliance Filing Attachment K, Section 3.7).
%22 |d. (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,323 at P 558).

%23 |d. at 5-6 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,323 at PP 561-
562).

24 1d. at 5 (citing Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,323 at P 723).
25 1d. at 7.

%26 Order No. 1000, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,323 at P 723.

27 1d. P 561.
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undertake such negotiations as a result of the public utility transmission providers in the
region having evaluated a transmission project.”*?®

274. We disagree with protestors’ claims that allowing participant funding as an
alternative cost sharing arrangement will allow transmission owners to bypass the
regional transmission planning process. As the proposed OATTSs require, all participant-
funded transmission projects will be studied in the regional transmission planning
process; those transmission projects do not receive regional cost allocation. ***
Accordingly, we find that the proposed provisions allowing for participant funding of
transmission facilities as an alternative cost sharing agreement but not as the regional cost
allocation method comply with Order No. 1000.

d. Ownership Rights

I Filing Parties’ Compliance Filings

275. Filing Parties’ proposal provides that:

While the estimation of the benefit metrics is generally not dependent
or conditioned on future contractual rights of a Beneficiary, that is
not necessarily true with regard to the benefits of deferred or replaced
transmission projects. In such instances, in order to fulfill the
function, and, therefore, fully realize the estimated benefits of
deferring or replacing a transmission project, the affected
transmission provider(s) may require ownership (or ownership-like)
rights on the alternative transmission project or on the transmission
system of the transmission provider within which the alternative
transmission is embedded. Such contractual requirements are
specific to the purpose(s) of the deferred or replaced transmission
project. Transmission providers whose transmission project is
deferred or replaced are consulted on a case-by-case basis to
determine their contractual requirements.**°

428 Id
429 E g., PacifiCorp OATT, Attachment K § 3.7.

BOEq., id. §3.7.2.4.
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il. Protests/Comments

276. No comments or protests were filed regarding this issue.

ii. Commission Determination

277. We find that Filing Parties’ proposal to provide transmission providers whose
transmission projects have been deferred or replaced ownership or ownership-like rights
on the alternative transmission project or on the transmission system within which the
alternative transmission project is embedded has not been shown to be just and
reasonable and not unduly discriminatory or preferential, and we therefore reject it. This
proposal appears to require a transmission developer to relinquish a portion, if not all, of
its ownership stake in its transmission project, which, at the very least, would be a
disincentive to nonincumbent transmission developers to propose transmission projects
for selection in the regional transmission plan for purposes of cost allocation. However,
we note that neither this order nor Order No. 1000-A**! prohibits Filing Parties from
submitting a revised proposal that addresses access to new transmission facilities for
which an entity has been allocated costs pursuant to a regional cost allocation method but
that does not require a transmission developer to grant ownership in, or ownership-like
rights to, its transmission project.**?

e. Cost Recovery

I Protests/Comments

278. Utah Industrial Energy Consumers argue that because PacifiCorp and other
transmission providers in NTTG operate without the benefit of a Regional Transmission
Organization or Independent System Operator, there is no neutral, independent party
supervising transmission planning, transmission access, and the operation of organized
bulk power markets. Utah Industrial Energy Consumers assert that PacifiCorp allocates
100 percent of its transmission capital costs among the six retail jurisdictions it serves
and that none of the transmission costs are allocated to PacifiCorp’s merchant
transmission function or other third parties who may have caused the transmission
expansion. They argue that because PacifiCorp allocates its costs to its transmission
customers, Utah retail ratepayers bear the risk for non-use of costly upgrades to the

31 See Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 624 (stating that the
appropriate forum to consider the issue of access to new transmission facilities for which
an entity has been allocated costs pursuant to a regional cost allocation method is in the
regional transmission planning process for each transmission planning region).

32 See, e.g., Pub. Serv. Co. of Colo., 142 FERC { 61,206 at PP 339-340.



Docket No. ER13-64-000, et al. -115 -

transmission system. According to Utah Industrial Energy Consumers, with retail
ratepayers underwriting all the transmission investment risks of vertically integrated
utilities, the ability of independent transmission developers to compete is severely
hampered.**®

il. Commission Determination

279. While the Commission stated that, to the extent that cost recovery provisions are
considered in connection with a cost allocation method or methods for a regional or
interregional transmission facility, public utility transmission providers may include cost
recovery provisions in their compliance filings,*** Filing Parties did not include cost
recovery provisions in their compliance filings. Therefore, we dismiss the comments
concerning cost recovery because they are outside the scope of the instant proceeding.

The Commission orders:

(A)  Filing Parties’ compliance filings are hereby accepted, as modified,
effective October 1, 2013, subject to further compliance filings, as discussed in the body
of this order.

(B) Filing Parties are each hereby directed to submit a further compliance
filing, within 120 days of the date of this order, as discussed in the body of this order.
By the Commission.

(SEAL)

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr.,
Deputy Secretary.

433 Utah Industrial Energy Consumers Comments at 5-7.

434 Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC { 61,132 at P 616.
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Appendix A: Abbreviated Names of Interveners and Commenters

The following tables contain the abbreviated names of interveners, including
commenters and protesters in each docket.

PacifiCorp Docket No. ER13-64-000
Interveners

Abengoa Transmission & Distribution, Inc.

American Wind Energy Association

E.ON Climate & Renewables North America, LLC

Iberdrola Renewables, LLC

LS Power Transmission, LLC and LSP Transmission Holdings, LLC (LS Power)
NW Energy Coalition

Renewable Northwest Project

Transmission Agency of Northern California

Transource Energy, LLC

Utah Industrial Energy Consumers

Western Independent Transmission Group

Commenters/Protesters

LS Power

Montana Public Service Commission, Montana Consumer Counsel, Utah Public
Service Commission, Utah Office of Consumer Services, Wyoming Public Service
Commission and Wyoming Office of Consumer Advocate (State Members)

Utah Industrial Energy Consumers

Western Independent Transmission Group
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Deseret Generation & Transmission Cooperative, Inc. Docket No. ER13-65-000
Interveners

American Wind Energy Association

E.ON Climate & Renewables North America, LLC

LS Power

NW Energy Coalition

Renewable Northwest Project

Western Independent Transmission Group

Commenters/Protesters

American Wind Energy Association and Renewable Northwest Project (AWEA)
LS Power

State Members

Western Independent Transmission Group

NorthWestern Corporation Docket No. ER13-67-000
Interveners

American Wind Energy Association

Central Montana Electric Power Cooperative, Inc.

E.ON Climate & Renewables North America, LLC

LS Power

Montana Large Customer Group

NW Energy Coalition
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PPL EnergyPlus, LLC and PPL Montana, LLC (PPL Companies)
Renewable Northwest Project

Western Independent Transmission Group
Commenters/Protesters

AWEA

LS Power

PPL Companies

State Members

Western Independent Transmission Group

Portland General Electric Company Docket No. ER13-68-000
Interveners

Abengoa Transmission & Distribution, Inc.
American Wind Energy Association

E.ON Climate & Renewables North America, LLC
LS Power

NW Energy Coalition

Renewable Northwest Project

Western Independent Transmission Group
Commenters/Protesters

LS Power

State Members
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Western Independent Transmission Group

Idaho Power Company

Interveners

American Wind Energy Association

E.ON Climate & Renewables North America, LLC
NW Energy Coalition

Renewable Northwest Project

Western Independent Transmission Group
Commenters/Protesters

AWEA

State Members

Western Independent Transmission Group

Docket No. ER13-127-000
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