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K AL r smission plgnnlng regions required to self-identify
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Concerns with Order 1000

A GI ' p of concerned: utilities formed the Coalition for Fair
T/ansm|33|on Pollcy (CFTP)

“—,‘ %\&:JTP argued:

i-f._ II i
§ ;( — Transmlssmn needs to be a bottom-up process based on the needs of

= _“" Lﬁleldual load-serving entities T nottop-down fi ats (State |

/’f ecnnomlc and rellablllty benefits to customers

"':"A_;;}_Cgsts for public policy projects should only be allocated to LSEs having to
meeix the public policy requirement(s) contributing to the need

canot aSS|gn GFO'S t S absent a custon




History

*#’9 der 1000 is lI%E} July 21, 2011

;;L.!g out 30 part S i*equested rehearlng

ementatlrznrcontlnumg i all regions have
“qo co pllance plans after 3 or 4 attempts

-
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'V"r}nsmlssmn users by havmg an ex-ante methodology to allocate costs for
evy!prolects

""5'-"‘,"i?e_\;7é:uidln9 primei-pl e of Order 1000: nNCost A
‘th Benefitso was extr aclllinads GommaeiceCour t
ymmission v. FERC, 576 F.3d 470, 476 (7th Cir. 2009))

NnNbene f | t definad a left to mdivedual RTOsS

qlt has been wide variance in compliance plans T from California which
ociializes all transmission costs on bas
smlésmn to the State, to PIM which has specific quantitative
| “"Iog|es for various types of projects
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L Case Study 1T MISO MVP Projects

. f\f\/J =y 2",(;)5'-‘1'0, MI SO submitted reque
| An/K/‘IuNtall ue Projectso for Commi ssi on
;",}:.?t;j/*%\aliolc ation |
.-;'—:'r"’"“

_ilracatlon to be postage stamp to all load
-_'fi"'-fAL d_tea behind MVP was that as a fbas

”"'“'Ng'.,_aﬁ;SI ngl pHlggrie ct |, however , had to
o—portl-onalc‘) t est

=

— -.;':_;7:_: -'\ond|t|onally approved MVP filing in December 2010
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& alify for posta\léfée?—"fé,tamp pricing, MVP projects must satisfy one of

th_?}e criteria: A

L%_J-« y__‘g%ey are driven by the need to satisfy a documented public policy law or mandate;

;g?ff*-;;‘_ *iﬁey provide multlple types of economic value across multiple pricing zones; or,

: J-they comply with rel|ab|I|ty standards and provide economic value across multiple

P pr‘wng zones. |

’?/ ~"ERCO s appr oval anchored substanti all
c Ider supporto, rather than mee

\l‘

_ Michigan has in Siéte only renewable requirement
_ —_ b a a has no renewable requirement
/L A8t r tates hav ,S but different targets

—



Lo MISO MVP Projects

ffrlm/ary purpose “of most MVP projects is to move
‘ refnewables I particularly Midwest wind to load centers

l’—w-\

"’“AI\WI;SOOS f il'i ngs di-knefitanforncatomfoai n
"}f 1; —-mdjwdual projects, utilities, pricing zones or states

. Ax ampl e:  Michi ettereaewableireguErémentn




MISO MVP Projects

. AMVP plan makeq assumptlons about how states will meet
< ‘J{e"lr renewable portfollo standards (DG ignored)

;

,.':vqn if basket of prOJects balances costs and benefits, no
*-""f“"_‘rantee (or even |Ike|IhOOd) that all projects WI|| get built,
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" .Case Study i TRTP and Chino Hills, CA

~ A Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP) being
~ ibuilt to provide 4500 MW of transfer capability for renewable
/- projects expected to be built in remote areas of Kern County,
.. CA - $3.2 hillion project
- A Construction approved by CA PUC before either generation
projects or customers were identified

- A CA PUC/ISO policy is to socialize costs of transmission to all
customers in California

A In this case, not even possible to identify beneficiaries or
non-beneficiaries, but 1 it gets worse



~ .. TRTP and Chino Hills, CA (cont.)

A/Construction began on Segment 8, which was to replace

~existing single-circuit 20 kV line with a double-circuit 500 kV

i line

A As construction of Segment 8 proceeded, Chino Hills, a

~ wealthy community in San Bernardino County, raised
strenuous objections to towers being built over 3.5 mile

“segment through city

A €hino Hills filed petition with California PUC and court
challenges to have segment placed underground



~ .. TRTP and Chino Hills, CA (cont.)

~ A'SCE/objected to petition, citing schedule delays and $400-
= :$700 million (25 1.'33% of total budget) in additional costs
-/~ Wwhich would be paid for by all (non-benefitting) CA ISO
. ratepayers under tariff
- <A SCE also concerned about precedent

-~ A On July 11, 2013, CA PUC granted Chino Hills petition in 3-2
-~ vote,also ordering removal of existing towers

BEELE Es tli‘mat efd—the cost at $224
purden imposed by the overhead lines was unfair and
contrary to community valueso



~ .. TRTP and Chino Hills, CA (cont.)

-~ AnhWeonclude here,on balance, that fundamental fairness
< Lrequires that the costs of undergrounding should be spread
‘among all CAISO ratepayers, at a minor cost to each, since the
-~ completed TRTP will benefit all. 8§ CPUC

: _' A SCE sought and received approval from FERC to recover
stranded costs of already constructed transmission towers

| A-Under CA 1SO Order 1000 cost allocation plan, costs of
—undergrounding and stranded cost recovery will be added to
postage stamp rate



< 5 TRTP and Chino Hills T Precedent?

A ‘On.November 24, 2014; City of Ontario filed petition to underground the
_“\/portion of Segment 8 through their city calling their situation worse
/‘than Chino Hills
LA N OIn t aofficiads have raised the specter of racism and ethnic prejudice
.. in their effort to convince the [PUC] to order SCE to scrap its current
|~ plansé and bury éi SamBeinardirGentinel, 12/31/14
' AOn March 15, 2014, CPUC denied Ontar.]
would delay the project five years with significantly increased costs to
ratepayers
A Ontario has vowed to fight on
A What will FERC do?




i Case Study 1 Artificial Island, NJ

sl and I n t
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,\n A\r/t —=f—=—e- al I'sl- ando 1 s an i
rpLants owned by PSEG - Salem and Hope Creek

_,r,l_;_v‘ﬁA-w@ut ut from both plants limited in certain times
TA WJM recommended transmission solution and conducted bids

7
zﬁ,g; —
<A Rarallel case involving Linden VFT, a merchant transmission company,

|
’

[,a d Bergen-Linden Corridor Project
A F r c st allocation, PIM relied on DFAX methodology looking at power

flqws(50%) and postage stamp (50%) for some facilities and 100%
'A§( for others based on Order 1000 filing T for both projects




.y Artificial Island, NJ (cont.)

‘_él
,}f[f- &AAppjyéatlon of methodologles resulted in over 90% of cost allocation to

L

4 ~“ Delmarva for Artificial Island Project i estimated rate increase for
o ﬂDeI'aware customers of 30 percent

h(o_ ’1 f-——— :_-

A Appllcatlon to Bergen-Linden Project resulted in additional cost

| ‘f‘ “a*ilocatlons to Llnden VFT and Con Edison

A Lmden VFT and Con Ed protested Bergen-Linden Cost Allocation

A M anwhlle competitive selection process for building Artificial Island
a Qr jeCtS was contentious and resulted in additional litigation




“ o Artificial Island, NJ (cont.)

--.‘*fﬂJ?@Uecognlzed that there were valid concerns resulting from
== rappllcatlon of DFAX meéethodology to the Artificial Island project but
‘.:..ﬁ.___.:_;;:contlnued to support such cost allocation for the Bergen-Linden Project

A © bn November 24, 2015, found that the proposed tariffs (for both
‘f Artlflmal Island and Linden VFT) were not shown to be just and
fl’ asenable and set'up-a technical conference in the complaint




| essons Learned

A These cases (plus others) suggest that ex-ante cost

all ocation fimethodol ogyo of Or de
every case if the objective is to:
UAIl't gn cost responsibility with benef

U Avoid costly and lengthy litigation

A Order 1000 has in fact lead to perverse results in some
Instances



