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3 Ps of Transmission Policy

Planning
Paying
Permitting



Lease Areas Enable Pro-Active Planning
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Lessons from European Offshore Wind
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Lines demonstrate the number of links, not the number of individual cables.

0.3GW 0.3GW Some of the links shown may be formed by a number of cables.

National Grid ESO Offshore Wind Coordination Project }
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Europe Moving Towards Coordinated, Shared Grid
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Success in Accessing Remote Renewable Areas
Transmission Plans Enabled % of ~110 GW US Land-Based Wind Capacity

Transmission plan Wind Capacity Enabled (GW)

Tehachapi CA 4.5
Texas CREZ 14.5
MISO MVP 14

SPP Priority Projects, Balanced 6
Portfolio
CO+ME+NV+PAC+BPA 10

Total 49
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Lessons from U.S. Large-Scale Expansions

* MISO MVP, SPP priority
projects, ERCOT CREZ

 3:1 Benefit-Cost ratios

* Winning formula:

* Pro-active multi-value
planning

e Broad, beneficiary pays
cost allocation
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OSW Transmission Policy Options 1/3

. option I Pos Cons

W VENERLN T EN T CEL R S ELTERC I8 -Quicker, simpler, and less risk for developers. -May utilize onshore interconnection points less
efficiently, and smaller projects will miss
economies of scale.

2.Proactively planned, regionally cost- -Incorporates state and utility generation -Requires RTO stakeholder support to propose to
shared open access transmission. plans. Can incorporate interconnection FERC, and FERC support to approve it. Some
Similar to MISO MVP, SPP priority gueues. stakeholders often object to paying for “public
projects, ERCOT CREZ. State policies -Optimizes the efficient onshore and offshore goods” like regional shared transmission.

V001V ] o Mo TRETololo V[ Lo R o T [ R NI EI M transmission configuration taking all benefits

transmission plans. into account including reliability, resilience,

congestion cost reduction, and public policy.

3. Proactively planned open access -Reduces cost for existing wholesale -May not consider all the reliability, economic,
regionally financed, with some cost customers relative to broad cost-sharing. public policy and other benefits of transmission.
share from interconnecting generators. -A policy question for regulators is whether there
Based on the CAISO Tehachapi trunkline is too much risk that the future generators will
model. Current wholesale RTO not come, leaving costs to be borne by existing
customers finance the line but are paid wholesale customers.

back over time by generators as they

interconnect in the future.
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OSW Transmission Policy Options 2/3

. Opton . Pos Cons

Y L ET R E L B LAY RET [ (T8 -Enables a larger scale and greater efficiencies -May not achieve the broader efficiencies of a

L ET A R S dET T 1o 1 M T WA I & than the generator lead line approach. regionally planned network.

sign up for most of the capacity on the -Addresses the offshore transmission, but not the
line, leaving capacity open for others. onshore network where more efficiencies may lie.

S YT T EL WA ET T (1e BT 1 eI =R=14 [« ATTT1 4, W -Can achieve savings in the use of -May leave efficiencies offshore untapped.
merchant offshore. The onshore transmission interconnection points on land.

(o] [y (1o (o 1y e Lo [T ERIL LV [ M TR T-IETo [T« M In the Brattle NY study, one-third of the

with costs allocated to existing transmission costs were onshore, and two-

customers in a beneficiary pays thirds offshore, and almost all of the savings

approach. Could be used in tandem were from more efficient use of the onshore

LG RGEEGE(OENER TG IR ELEL AL L[ connection points.

offshore.

6. Inter-regionally planned and cost - Captures large efficiencies and provides -Very hard to achieve cost allocation agreements
allocated transmission. A plan across reliability and resilience to all three grids. within regions, let alone across three. Each RTO
two or three I1ISOs would jointly plan and would have to agree and make their own filing to
reach a cost allocation agreement for a FERC, and FERC would have to approve the cost
network among them. allocation.




OSW Transmission Policy Options 3/3

. opton I Pros______________ Cons

VA LS B GLEIR CES S E T ENNVATTL LA -Federal support recognizes large and broadly  -Requires building Congressional support and

by the federal government. Large spread benefits of transmission, particularly finding funding.

HENENIEIELR G ESREL B R ER I ETAT1ETE8 offshore transmission, and helps get over -Using non-refundable tax credits requires entities

T T L ELR T IV Lo B o TR [Fo{] ] ER (e o139y [2M8 parochial fights regarding which region with sufficient tax liability or tax equity investors,

cost-sharing from the federal benefits more and should pay more. and Congress does not typically support

government. Federal cost-sharing can -History of federal support for transmission refundable tax credits.

W FLEE R G R G ER T E TS N LR GB  through the Power Marketing Agencies, TVA,  -Any federal government discretion to select or

contribute a share of costs. and New Deal programs. Analogous to federal decide on lines would trigger a programmatic EIS
highway funding. review, which can take considerable time.

8. State Agreements Approach. -Can address the natural monopoly and public  -It could be a challenge to get agreement from

Potentially a group of PJM states could good problems with individual project-based  states that do not currently have large OSW

agree to share the cost of transmission. e[V [eJelnal=Is1# commitments. As noted above, the State

PJM would plan the network. -Allows relatively broad sharing of the costs Agreements approach does not solve the free

-This could be limited to the onshore which likely increases the tolerance for larger  rider problem among states.

network alone. upgrades to enable more OSW integration -The State Agreement approach falls under FERC

-Alternatively both the onshore over time. Order 1000. Utilities have been less supportive of

upgrades and the offshore network Order 1000-planned transmission because

could be subject to a state agreement
approach.
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Roles in U.S. Offshore Wind Transmission Planning

e FERC
e States

e RTO/ISOs
 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
* USDOE
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