3TIER Environmental Forecast Group
Advocates for the West
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation
Alliance to Save Energy
Alternative Energy Resources Organization
American Rivers
The Apollo Alliance
Audubon Washington
Bonneville Environmental Foundation
Central Area Motivation Program
Citizens Utility Board of Oregon
City of Ashland
Clackamas County Weatherization
Climate Solutions
The Climate Trust
Community Action Partnership of Oregon
Community Action Partnership Assoc. of Idaho
Conservation Services Group
David Suzuki Foundation
Earth and Spirit Council
Earth Ministry
Ecos Consulting
Ecological Design Center
eFormative Options, LLC
Emerald People’s Utility District
The Energy Project
Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc.
enXco Development Corporation
Environment Oregon
Environment Washington
Eugene Water & Electric Board
Friends of the Earth
Golden Eagle Audubon Society
Grasslands Renewable Energy
Home Performance Washington
Housing and Comm. Services Agency of Lane Co.
Human Resources Council, District XI
Iberdrola Renewables
Idaho Conservation League
Idaho Rivers United
Idaho Rural Council
Idaho Wildlife Federation
Interfaith Network for Earth Concerns
Kootenai Environmental Alliance
Laborers International Union of North America, NW Region
League of Women Voters – ID, OR & WA
Metrocenter YMCA
Missoula Urban Demonstration Project
Montana Audubon
Montana Environmental Information Center
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July 13, 2012

Jeffrey C. Miller, P.E.
Vice President & Manager of Planning
ColumbiaGrid
8338 NE Alderwood Road, Suite 140
Portland, OR 97220
Dear Mr. Miller:

The NW Energy Coalition (“NWEC”) appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on ColumbiaGrid’s “Possible Amendments for Order
1000 Purposes to its Planning and Expansion Functional Agreement
(“PEFA draft”) dated July 5, 2012.

In addition, we have reviewed the document “ColumbiaGrid Planning
Process Enhanced for Order 1000: General Description,” also dated July 5,
but here we focus our comments on the PEFA draft.

We thank ColumbiaGrid for its thorough preparation of the PEFA draft
amendments and the extensive discussions we have had. This has been very
helpful in expanding our understanding of ColumbiaGrid’s approach to
planning and how to capture the benefits of the enhanced planning and cost
allocation requirements of Order 1000.
We also attach with these comments a document entitled “White Paper on
Public Interest Organization Recommendations for Order No. 1000
Minimum Compliance,” just issued by the Sustainable FERC Project and
supported by numerous stakeholder groups around the country, including
NWEC.
The white paper recommends that FERC, transmission providers and Order
1000 planning regions consider Order 1000 compliance through the lens of
a prudence standard. It then reviews the broad requirements of Order 1000,
summarized as follows:
"To ensure open and transparent RTPPs that can lead to plans that provide
transmission solutions that are more efficient or cost-effective than
alternatives, Order 1000 requires TPs to provide processes that include i)
timely and meaningful opportunity for stakeholder input on plan
development (¶ 150); ii) procedures for considering transmission needs
driven by public policy requirements (¶ 203); iii) procedures for evaluating
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solution alternatives, including NTAs, on a comparable basis (¶¶148, 155); and iv) in most
cases, reports on and explanations of decision-making related to the requirements in (i)
through (iii)."
We are pleased to state our view that the PEFA draft meets the “Minimum Compliance” white
paper’s recommendations and in many cases exceeds them.
Below we present selected comments on the PEFA draft for review by ColumbiaGrid.
1.

Definition of “Need” (PEFA draft, Section 1.29). We support the expansion of the
definition to include an explicit reference to “any such Needs that are driven by Public
Policy Requirements” as well as the addition of a definition of “Potential Need.”

2. Order 1000 Benefits (Section 1.37). This section has undergone extensive revision, and
generally it appears to clarify the previous language. However, it will be important to see
and review how this works in practice.
At this time, as expressed in our previous comments, our main concern is about the
application, here and elsewhere, of an analysis approach limiting the economic analysis to
the Planning Horizon (10 years). For example, following the phrase “For the purpose of
determining Order 1000 Benefits,” subsection (b) states: “[T]he avoided costs of
eliminated transmission facilities during the Planning Horizon will be the portion of the
levelized projected capital costs of such facilities that fall within the Planning Horizon plus
the projected incremental operation and maintenance costs of such facilities during the
Planning Horizon; such levelized capital costs shall be determined by levelizing the
projected capital costs of such facilities over their depreciable lives…”
Consider a project brought into service in year 10 of the plan. It is quite likely that the
project might not appear to have net benefits within the 10-year Planning Horizon,
especially if it is built slightly ahead of projected need and thus for a short period have
negligible benefit, although that timing would be completely justifiable considering the
risks of construction schedule slippage, additional load growth, congestion, etc. Such a
project might well be very beneficial over its economic life.
The broader issue is how to insure that the full economic value of proposed solutions to
transmission needs are considered within the assessment. We think this needs additional
consideration, and again suggest that a way be kept open to reconcile the longer (and often
much longer) economic life of many new assets that could be contained in a ColumbiaGrid
regional plan as compared to the Planning Horizon. That said, it will be important to
consider the appropriate and specific elements to include in a present valuation life cycle
economic assessment.
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3. Public Policy Requirements: present and future. For both Section 1.58 (the definition
of “Public Policy Requirements”), and Section 1.29 (the definition of “Need”), we request
that ColumbiaGrid include consideration of potential future as well as existing Public
Policy Requirements. This is very important to ensure that transmission planning over a
10-year or greater planning horizon is not limited to existing PPRs, which are bound to
change over time.
Public policy requirements must be included in an Order 1000 compliant plan. But Order
1000 also strongly suggests that potential future public policy requirements ought to be
included in scenario analysis. As we have previously commented, both PJM and NTTG
have adopted this approach.
NTTG’s definition of “public policy objectives” nicely combines them as follows: "Public
policy objectives include public policy requirements that are driven by state or federal law
or regulations and potential future public policy objectives." (emphasis added) .
Their description of how public policy objectives are incorporated into the planning
process is also very helpful: “After consultation with stakeholders, including participation
of state regulators, NTTG’s Planning Committee will recommend to NTTG’s Steering
Committee the regional public policy objectives to be used in the regional plan analysis
that ultimately defines NTTG’s Regional Transmission Plan. The study plan may also
include other public policy objectives for scenario analysis, but the scenario study results
will be informational only and not become part of NTTG's Regional Transmission Plan.”
4. Consultation with States and Tribes (Section 4.5). The expanded range of consultation
with States is welcome, but it is not clear why similar consultation with Tribes has been
dropped.
5. Needs Factors (Appendix, Section 2.2). The list of factors seems reasonable but we
would suggest saying the factors “shall include but not be limited to” both here and in the
next section (2.3) on Solution Evaluation Factors. The language that “No single factor
shall necessarily be determinative” is also welcome.
6. Order 1000 Project Selection Criteria (Appendix, Section 10.1.2.1). While it is
appropriate to consider whether a project is the most cost effective and efficient available,
it is also important to consider specific projects in the context of the overall regional plan.
Under Order 1000, the entire regional plan must be the most cost effective and efficient
available, which may result in the inclusion or deselection of projects, or change their
configuration, in ways that would not occur with standalone analysis.
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7. Application of Order 1000 cost allocation (Appendix, Section 10.2). This section
provides that Order 1000 cost allocation can only be applied after “6 full calendar months
and such additional time, if any, as requested by all Affected Parties for the Affected
Parties to reach agreement on project implementation, including responsibility for the
funding of such Project.” (emphasis added) There appears to be no time limit or process
for requesting such additional time, which creates the possibility that application of the
Order 1000 cost allocation method could be deferred indefinitely.
8. Quantifying Order 1000 Benefits (Appendix, Section 10.3.2). This section only provides
for power flow and production cost studies. We recommend adding a phrase allowing for
other studies determined to be needed and useful.
9. Preliminary Order 1000 Cost Allocation Report (Appendix, Section 10.4). This section
provides for review of the draft report by Beneficiaries, the Study Team, and then Affected
Parties. However, there does not appear to be a provision for review and comment by
other interested parties. This is particularly important given the prominence of the default
cost allocation method under Order 1000.
10. Recommendation for PEFA update. Given the many lessons that will be learned during
the first full planning cycle, we recommend that ColumbiaGrid review the PEFA annually
to determine whether additional changes are made to improve the planning and cost
allocation process and ensure alignment with the requirements of Order 1000.
Thank you again for your responses to our questions and discussion in the stakeholder sessions
on ColumbiaGrid Order 1000 compliance filing and consideration of our comments here.
Sincerely,

Fred Heutte
Senior Policy Associate
503.757-6222
fred@nwenergy.org

