



































































































































SLV

From: Johnson, Terri

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 2:37 PM

To: SLv .

Cc: Lee-Ashley, Matt

Subject: _ FW: Transmission docs for Secretary

Attachments: 062111 transmission principals meeting agenda FINAL.DOCX; Info Memo Transmission June

2011 FINAL.DOCX; NextEra Transmission.pdf

Good afternoon Ken - Since you have your i-pad with you, | thought you may want these docs electronically for the
plane ride home. We'll also have copies for you in your book when you land tonight,

Terri

From: Lane, Kenneth

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 1:43 PM -

To: Johnson, Terri

Subject: FW: Transmission docs for Secretary

They couldn’t get these in time to get to KLS for flight back

Ken Lane .

Senior Advisor to the Secretary,

Chief of Staff/Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20240

202-208-7435 phone

From: Scott, Janea

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 1:35 PM

To: Black, Steve; Lane, Kenneth

Subject: RE: Transmission docs for. Secretary

Hi Ken —~ Here you go.

From: Black, Steve ,

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 1:30 PM

To: Scott, Janea

Subject: Fw: Transmission docs for Secretary

From: Lane, Kenneth

To: Black, Steve

Sent: Mon Jun 20 12:46:12 2011
Subject: Transmission docs for Secretary

Do you have the latest to send to KLS?

Ken Lane
Senior Advisor to the Secretary,



Chief of Staff/Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240

202-208-7435 phone



AGENDA
Secretary’s Office, 6t Floor, U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW, Washington DC

Purposes of This Meeting: (1) Determine whether there is consensus support for the proposal
to delegate transmission siting authority to FERC, as outlined in the attached White Paper; (2)
Identify specific foundational transmission lines and consider ways to improve and accelerate
development of electric transmission projects. If time permits, we will discuss briefly some of
the information and updates summarized in the attached staff memo.

Plan for This Meeting: After introductions, Secretary Salazar will explain the purposes and
format of the meeting.

10:15 Welcoming Remarks and Introductions
» Secretary Salazar will make a brief welcoming statement and invite the meeting
participants to introduce themselves.

10:20 Presentation and discussion of various proposals to “re-implement” and enhance
EPAct 2005 transmission siting provisions (sections 216(a) and (b) of the Federal
Power Act)

o FERC will provide a short (5 minute) presentation on the proposal to delegate and thus
unify federal transmission siting authority. :
o The Principals will share their perspectives on the proposal.

10:40 Foundational Lines: Identification of Action Ttems _

¢  DOE will provide a brief (5 minute) presentation on the foundational transmission lines.

¢ DOI will provide its list of priority electric transmission projects for 2012 (in the western
interconnect).

e DOE will provide a list of priority projects in the east

e The group will identify next steps and actions needed to develop these transmission lines
and assign the Renewable Energy Rapid Response Team with responsibility for
organizing an action plan and schedule for completing each action.

11:00 Discuss strategic uses of existing authorities to enable new transmission

e DOE update: Use of power marketing authorities’ treasury borrowing authority ($3.25B
cach to Bonneville Power Authority and Western Area Power Administration)

e DOE update: Response to June 2010 request for interest seeking partnerships/ contr1buted
funds for new or upgraded transmission in Southwestern and Western Area Power
Administration states under EPAct 2005 S. 1222

e DOI update: “Right-sizing” lines on federal lands, pilot project concept

e FERC update: Cost allocation rulemaking

11:15 Adjourn



ESTABLISHING EFFECTIVE FEDERAL ELECTRIC
TRANSMISSION SITING THROUGH RE-IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005

Overview

In the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 2005), Congress recogttized that the
transmission siting process the United States has used since 1935 was no longer working,
For the first time in 75 years, Cangress changed the law governing transmission siting,
establishing a new federal role. The new law was intended to provide an effective federal
siting process to supplement state and local siting.

Unfortunately, the siting process established by EPAct 2005 was not well
conceived or well drafted. The law unnecessarily bifurcated the federal role between two
agencies, the U.S, Department of Energy (DOE) and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC), which complicated implementation and served to impede the
effectiveness of the new federal siting process. Although the new federal siting process
clearly intended to preempt state siting in some respects, ambiguous statutory terms
invited legal challenge regarding the scope of preemption.

In Piedmont v. FERC, the 4™ Circuit interpreted a key term and concluded that the
law does not preempt states that deny siting approval, which was a central goal of the
legislation. Under this interpretation, federal siting under EPAct 2005 is largely
ineffective. Notably, state siting decisions on projects in the 4% Circuit have slowed
significantly since Piedmont, and some states have rescinded previous siting approvals
that may have been influenced by the prospect of FERC siting. Piedmont was appealed
to the Supreme Court, but the Court demed review, based largely on the Solicifor
General’s argument that although the 4 Circuit had badly miginterpreted the statute, its
mistake was limited to that circuit and diversity among the circuits had not emerged. In
California Wilderness v. DOE, the 9® Circuit vacated the transmission corridor
designations DOE made in 2006, faulting the agency for failing to consult with affected
states in conducting the congestion study required before corridor designation and for
failing to undertake any environmental study for its corridor designations.

Both of these decisions have been given more importance than they actually
merit, particularly by transmission developers. There is a widespread perception that
federal transmission siting is now a dead letter That is not the case. First, FERC is not
bound by the Piedmont decision outside the 4™ Circuit and the FERC transmission siting
rule continues to govern siting in 43 states in the Lower 48 — Pzedmonr governs in only
five states. If FERC clarified that Piedmont was limited to the 4™ Circuit, transmission
developers would understand that federal siting remains a viable option in the rest of the
Lower 48. Second, California Wilderness is also not as fatal a blow as many perceive.
To be sure, it vacated the 2006 corridor designations, but there were no requests for
federal siting in those corridors. At worst, it might delay finalization of corridors under
the current process. But the main reason federal siting is not dead is that the opportunity



remains to implement EPAct 2005 differently and establish a vastly improved process
that provides a strong foundation for effective federal siting,

One reason these legal challenges emerged is that federal transmission siting had
become very controversial. That controversy is driven in large part by the mechanics of
the statutory scheme itself. Bifurcation of the federal siting role between two agencies is
inefficient and is bound to produce a more awkward and lengthy siting process. Even
worse, assigning a corridor designation function to DOE and the siting function to FERC
forces DOE to designate relatively large cortidors under the source and sink approach, as
occurred in the Mid-Atlantic region. If DOE designated very natrow corridors it would
essentially be siting projects, a role reserved to FERC. Corridor designation is a
misnomet, since DOE does not designate a route, and corridor designation is more
properly seen as equivalent to a need ﬁnding, a finding that some increased transfer
capacity is needed somewhere in a region. However, there is a perception in arcas
included in large corridors that DOE cotridor designation will result in'a lattice Work of
new transmission projects across the entire footprint,

The EPAct 2005 siting process, as implemented by DOF, makes it very difficult
for DOE to designate “green corridors” that will promote development of the best
renewable energy resources in the United States, the low cost, high quality renewable
energy resources that tend to be remote from the grid, since green corridors under the
source and sink approach would be much larger than the confroversial 2006 corridors.
DOE faces a Hobson’s choice between designating very large corridors needed to achieve
the Administration’s policy goals or leaving in place barriers to renewable energy.

These challenges can be met by re-implementing EPAct 2005 in a way that 1)
“eliminates the bifurcation of the federal role, 2) avoids the needto designate large
corridors, 3) promotes development of “green cortidors,” and 4) contains the effects of
Piedmont and is consistent with California Wilderness. Under this approach, effective
federal siting could be established without the need for new legislation, In short, federal
transmission siting is not dead, and could be revived by re-implementation.

EPAct 2003 Siting Provisions Have Not Proved Effective

To date, the federal siting provisions of EPAct 2005 have not proved to be an
effective process for siting electric transmission facilities. Since enactment, there have
been no requests for federal siting. There was one request for pre-filing, preceding a
formal request for FERC siting approval, but that request was withdrawn after Piedmont,
in part based on a misperception that Piedmont was law throughout the Lower 48, By
contrast, about 10,000 miles of interstate natural gas pipeline has been sited since EPAct
2005 was enacted. State and local governments continue to site electric transmission
facilities very slowly and sparingly, and projects whose benefits are regional and
interstate in nature continne to confront severe siting challenges.

One reason federal transmission siting has not proved effective is the law itself,
"The bifurcation of the federal role between two agencies was a mistake. The corridor



designation role assigned to DOE is functionally equivalent to a need finding common in
infrastructure siting decisions, such as the certificate of need for interstate pipelines. In.
the pipeline siting process, FERC makes both a need finding and a siting decision in a
consolidated proceeding. Pipelines have the burden of demonstrating need to FERC. In
contrast with the pipeline siting process, under EPAct 2005 it is DOE, not developers,
that decides where there is a need for increased transmission eapacity. The unnatural
separation of the “need finding” {corridor designation) from the siting decision itself led
to DOE’s adoption of the source and sink method for corridor geographic scope, which -
has led to so much controversy,

But another reason EPAct 2005 federal siting has not proved effective is the way
the law was implemented. First, DOE adopted an inflexible schedule for conducting
congestion studies and corridor designation. The three-year schedule for congestion
studies was required by the statute, but DOE could have conducted studies on request by
developers in between triennial studics or allowed developers to perform their own
studics, That schedule established an artificial window for corridor designation that
provided no flexibility to transmission developers, by contrast with the gas pipeline siting
process. Second, DOE invited, and then declined to designate, corridors on request by
developers. Third, while DOE properly asserted it could designate corridors in the
absence of congestion, and could designate in areas where constraints impeded the
development of generation, DOE only designated corridors in areas that were
experiencing neatly immutable congestion. Fourth, DOE declined to designate any
“green corridors” designed to promote development of 1ow-cost rencwable energy
resources. Fifth, DOE designated corrtdors in only 6 percent of the Lower 48.

FERC also made a decision implementing its siting authority under EPAct 2005
that made federal siting less effective. Under the statute, FERC is authorized 1o site
transmission facilities in a corridor if a state has withheld approval for one year. That
one year limitation is on final siting approval by FERC, not cornmencement of a siting
proceeding. The statute clearly allowed a transmission project developer in a corridor to
simultaneously file for siting approval at both the state and federal levels such that FERC
could issue a final order on day 366 of a state proceeding, since FERC could not be in a

_position to issue final approval at that point unless a fikng had been made at FERC
roughly contemporaneously with the state filing. Nonetheless, for reasons of comity
FERC issued a siting rule that barred the filing of a siting request at FERC until a state
proceeding has run one year. For the reformed process discussed below to work, FERC
should revisit this decision and allow contemporaneous state and FERC filings.

All of these decisions can be revisited, reconsidered, and revised.

Re-Implementation of EPAct 2005 Transmission Siting Provisions

The following steps would re-implement section 216(a) and (b) of the Federal
Power Act in manner that established effective federal siting:



1. Unify Federal Transmission Siting Authority: Federal agencies can delegate legal
authorities to each other without express statutory authority (U.S. Telecom Assn. v.
FCC). DOE has delegated other authorities to FERC, this would be an additional
delegation. Bifurcated federal siting authority can be unified by a delegation of DOE
authority under section 216(a) to FERC, producing unified siting authority at a
federal agency that has been siting energy infrastructure for 90 years and siting
natural gas pipelines for 60 years. The end result would be a single siting proceeding
at a single agency, much like the gas pipeline process, rather than consecutive
proceedings at two separate agencies with lags in between. Unifying federal
authonty would improve the efficiency of the federal siting process. Significantly, it
is the only way to avoid designating very large corridors, since the separate steps of
corridor designation and actual siting could be combined, producing a corridor that
matches the route of a proposed project.

2. Conduct a National Congestion Study: After a delegation of DOE’s section 216(a)
authority to FERC, FERC would conduct a national congestion study, in consuliation
with affected states, in this case the entire Lower 48. FERC could conduct this study
more frequently than once every three years and this process could be continuous.

3. Allow Corridor Designation Upon Request: FERC should allow transmission
develdpers to request FERC to designate corridors upon request at any time anywhere
in the Lower 48. The developer would have the burden of demonstrating that the
proposed corridor meets the criteria in section 216(a)(4). FERC would consider
alternatives and recommendations from interested parties and afford affected states an
opportunity to comment, before it designates a corridor. Allowing transmission
developers to request corridor designation is permitted by section 216(g). This
process would be much more effective than the current process, since transmission
developers have a better understanding of where transmission projects are needed
than government, This approach would also be more nimble, since it would not be
resiricted to a rigid three-year cycle. Significanily, it also would result in much
smaller corridors, since developers would propose corridors that match the routes of
specific projects. This approach facilitates corridor designation in areas that are
experiencing “constraint” rather than “congestion,” so corridor designation would not
be limited to areas of nearly immutable congestion. It facilitates designation of much
smaller “green corridors” than is possible under the current approach. In its
consideration of corridor designation, FERC should adopt certain DOE intetpretations
of section 216(a). DOE defined “congestion” to be the condition that occurs when
{ransmission capacity is not sufficient to enable all scheduled or desired wholesale
power transfers to occur.” With that definition, section 216(a} allows corridor
designation wherever transmission capacity is constrained -- insufficient to
accommodate desired wholesale power transfers. The sufficiency of existing
transmission capacity should be evaluated from the vantage point of both end markets
and generators seeking to develop location-constrained resources and make wholesale
power sales, not just load. The existence of current congestion is not a necessary

| ! Nat’l Elec. Transmission Congestion Report, 72 Fed. Reg. 56,992, 56,992 (Oct. 5, 2007) (2007 NIETC
Report).



condition for corridor designation, or else Congress would have limited desi gnation to
geographic arcas where there is “congestion,” rather than “constraints or
congestion.”” DOE has recogiized it has the authority to designate corridors in the
absence of curtent congestion, so long as a constraint, including the absence of
transmission capacity, is hindering the development of desirable generation® or
denying some transmission users the benefit of their preferred transactions.* That
should be the showing transmission developers must make in a request for corridor
designation. With respect to adverse effects on consumers under section 21 6(a)(2),

. DOE found this is not limited in form to price impacts, and adverse effects exist when
constraints impede the ability of renewable energy developers to offer environmental
benefits to consumers.* FERC should adopt this interpretation,

4. Allow Joint Requests for Corridor Designation and Siting Approval: If federal
siting authority is unified at FERC, FERC should allow transmission developers to
file a joint request for both corridor designation and siting approval of specific
projects, Corridor designation would be treated at FERC as equivalent 1o a need
finding and corridor designation would be made at the same time as a siting decision,
The end result would be a one step process at a single agency designating a narrow
corridor-that matches the approved route of a specific project.

5. Allow Contemporaneous State and FERC Siting Filings: As noted above, FERC
should revise its rules to allow for contemporaneous state and FERC siting approval
filings, as allowed by section 216(b). Contemporaneous filings would likely improve
the prospect of state siting, as was seen in the PIM region before Piedmont.

6. Limit Piedmont to 4 Circnit: FERC should clarify that Piedmont is limited to the
4" Circuit and that the FERC rule and preamble are unaffected in the other 43 states
of the Lower 48. That could be accomplished through an order on remand on
Piedmont or a guidance or interpretative order.

7. Environmental Study: In California Wilderness the court held that DOE must
prepare an environmental impact statement or environmental assessment for a
cortidor designation, While this decision is suspect and may be subject to rehearing
requests, and there are questions about the value of an environmental studyona
transmission facility of unknown size and length in an unknown location, any such
environmentel study can be readily accommodated. If FERC allowed joint requests
for corridor designations and siting, environmental study of the corridor designation
would be incorporated into the environmental impact statement on the siting decision.
Alternatively, FERC could perform a programmatic BIS, environmental assessments
on transmission projects as part of corridor designation, or require transmission
developers to submit studies with their requests for corridor designation,

? Federal Power Act § 216(a)(2); 2007 NIETC Report at 57,000,
* Id. at 57,000,

1. at 57,004,

‘Hd.



INFORMATION MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 20, 2011

TO: Secretary Salazar, Secretary Chu, Secretary Vilsack, Chairman Wellmghoff
- Chairwoman Sutley

FROM: Interagency Transmission Working Group (CEQ, DOE, DOI, USDA, FERC)

SUBJECT: Principals Meeting
Tuesday, June 21, 2011
10:15am—11:15am ,
DOI—Secretary’s Office, 1849 C St. NW

INTRODUCTION

In April, when you met in Secretary Chu’s conference room, you met with representatives from
eastern and western States, eastern and western transmission planners and developers, and with
NGO representatives. The purpose of the April meeting was to explore ways of forging more
efficient processes to take the good planning and analysis these groups have done and transform
it into action to support execution of necessary transmission in the right ways and in the right -
places.

At this meeting, we would like to engage in further dialogue about how to move from planning
transmission to building transmission. We will discuss an idea for augmenting FERC’s backstop
siting authority and we will identify key actions our agencies can take together to accelerate the
development of the foundational transmission lines. As part of this discussion the Interagency
Transmission Working Group recommends prioritizing this effort within each of our agencies to
ensure the necessary resources to succeed in this important endeavor.

BACKGROUND
L TRANSMISSION SITING PROPOSAL

You have asked us to explore creative ways for moving forward on transmission siting under
existing authority. We have received an interesting proposal from NextEra energy and will
present it to you for your consideration at Tuesday’s meeting. The proposal is for discussion

purposes only.

The NextEra proposal suggests seven steps to re-implement section 216(a) and (b} of the Federal
Power Act in a manner they believe would establish effective federal siting. First, the proposal
seeks to eliminate the bifurcated federal siting authority by delegating DOE authority under
section 216(a) of the Federal Power Act to FERC. Second, after delegation of DOE’s authority
to FERC, FERC would conduct a national congestion study in consultation with affected states.
Third, the proposal allows for developers to request FERC to designate specific corridors.
Fourth, the proposal allows joint requests for corridor designation and siting approval. Fifth, the
proposal allows contemporancous state and FERC siting, Sixth, the proposal suggests that



FERC should clarify that the Piedmont decision is only binding in the Fourth Circuit. Finally,
the proposal suggests including an environmental study for corridor designation, which could be
achieved through allowing joint requests for corridor designations and siting.

Federal Power Act section 216 (enacted in 2005): DOE does triennial study of electric
transmission congestion, then issues a report designating “national interest electric transmission
corridors.” FERC has backstop authority to site a transmission facility within a corridor, e.g., if
a State has “withheld approval” for more than 1 year.

EPA 216 is no longer viable: (1) 9™ Circuit overruled DOE’s designations for not doing NEPA
analysis, even though FERC must also do NEPA review. (2) 4th Circuit said FERC’s authority
applies if State fails to act but not if State rejects a proposal; (3) for comity with States, FERC
barred backstop applications until at least 1 year after applicant files with State.

Fixing these problems: (1) DOE can delegate its remaining FPA 216 functions to FERC.,
Instead of redundant NEPA analyses (by DOE and then FERC), this allows one-stop shopping
for NEPA review. (2) FERC can signal that, outside of 4" Circuit, applicants rejected by State
can apply under FPA 216, thus allowing other Circuits to disagree with 4™ Cir. (3) FERC can
also drop the 1 year waiting period.

Making the Process Work: Transmission development is being hampered by, among other things,
ineffective planning processes, uncertainty regarding cost allocation, and resistance to siting—in
addition to the general consideration of feasibility. FERC is working to improve the first two
factors in a pending rulemaking. The likelihood of and speed with which transmission will be
built is also dependent on effective siting mechanisms. In this context, a partial solution is no
solution.

Transmission planning would continue to be done under local and regional processes (c.g., by
RTO or ISO), not by FERC. Projects must be selected in the regional plan (or be proposed by a
merchant developer who chooses to forego FERC-mandated cost recovery and risk the
~opposition of, and co-opting by, those engaged in the regional planning process).

DOE delegates its corridor designation and triennial study functions to FERC. Public notice is
only requirement for the delegation.

FERC conducts triennial studies, but additionally allows project-specific applications for
combined “corridor designation and permitting. The narrow corridor needed for a project-
specific route (compared to a large corridor for unknown future projects) can focus the NEPA
analysis and reduce opposition.

A viable federal backstop could stimulate more siting approvals by States, thus limiting the need
for, and number of, backstop applications, :

IT. FOUNDATIONAL LINES: IDENTIFICATION OF ACTION ITEMS
» The Western Electricity Coordinating Council has developed a list of 23 foundational
transmission lines that they believe have a high probability of being built by 2020, These



lines are needed under a wide variety of future resource development scenarios. This list was
developed in 2010 and WECC is currently preparing an updated version.

* Similarly, the states in the Eastern Interconnection have prepared a list of 29 proposed
transmission projects that require increased federal/state coordination.

¢ DOE proposes to collect and post project information on these transmission lines and to track
about 25 projects (east and west). This Administration has an opportunity to shepherd a
concrete set of transmission lines across the finish line in the next 18 months.

e Interior recommends convening an interagency working group to (1) identify a set of
transmission projects that could be permitted in this timeframe and to (2) troubleshoot and
resolve issues associated with those projects. USDA has no problem with that
recommendation and will be represented by RUS and FS.

 DOE would then, in consultation with other agencies, select 5 or 6 key projects for near-term
interagency study as test cases in order to identify ways to improve and coordinate the review
process. ~

111 STRATEGICALLY ENABLING NEW TRANSMISSION BY USING
EXISTING AUTHORITIES

Power Marketing Authorities’ Treasury Borrowing Authority
The Recovery Act provides the Bonneville Power Authority and Western Area Power
Administration each with $3.25B in new Treasury Borrowing Authority, and those PMAs are

- authorized to use this borrowing authority for multiple purposes, including expanding and
upgrading its transmission system for diverse purposes, including the integration and
transmission of new renewable electricity resources, energy efficiency; etc.. WAPA at least has
identified two specific projects--TransWest Express and the Electrical District 5 - Palo Verde
(ED5-PV)--that are ready for Borrowing Authority certification. At Tuesday’s meeting, DOE
will provide an update as to where their review stands, what the process for that review is, and
expected timelines for completion.

Energy Policy Act of 2005, 8. 1222

Under section 1222 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE may seek partnerships to develop
transmission lines that will promote new renewable energy facilities. In June 2010, DOE (acting
through WAPA and Southwestern Power Administration) issued a request for proposals seeking
partnerships/interest in providing contributed funds under Section 1222 of the Energy Policy Act
of 2005 for Southwestern or WAPA’s participation in the upgrade of existing transmission
facilities owned by either PMA, or the construction of new transmission lines in the states in
which either PMA operates.

UsSbA4 RUS
RUS had existing authority to provide loans funds for transmission investments for cligible
applicants (not necessarily just coops.) Eligible applicants are corporations, States, territories,
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subdivisions, municipalities, people’s utility districts, cooperatives, non-profits, limited-
dividends or mutual associations that provide retail electric and power supply service needs to
rural areas.

IV.  UPDATES AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Follow-Up Stakeholders Meeting

In April, you convened a meeting of the transmission planning authorities, state commissioners
“and NGO’s involved in the three interconnection-wide planning initiatives. At the conclusion of
the meeting, you agreed that additional meetings should be convened. InJ uly, state regulators
from all three interconnections will be mesting to exchange ideas and best practices from their
respective planning processes. The meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 18th at 5:15 p.m.
Federal representatives from the agencies will attend this meeting to continue the dialo gue on

- federal /state cooperation and to discuss the Rapid Response Teams. A follow-up meeting with
all of the stakeholders who participated in the April meeting will be convened after the first
round of modeling results have been released, likely in the fall of 2011.

White House Grid Modernization Event

On June 13, the Obama Administration announced a number of new initiatives designed to
accelerate the modernization of the Nation’s electric infrastructure, bolster electric-grid
innovation, and advance a clean energy economy. Aimed at building the necessary transmission
infrastructure and developing and deploying digital information or “smart grid” technologies,
these initiatives will facilitate the integration of renewable sources of electricity into the grid,
accommodate a growing number of electric vehicles on America’s roads; help avoid blackouts
and restore power quicker when outages occur; and reduce the need for new power plants, The
White House also released a new report by the Cabinet-level National Science and Technolo gy
Council that delineates four overarching goals the Administration will pursue in order to ensure
that all Americans benefit from investments in the Nation’s electric infrastructure: better
alignment of economic incentives to boost development and deployment of smart-grid
technologies; a greater focus on standards and nteroperability to enable greater innovation;
empowerment of consumers with enhanced information to save energy, ensure privacy, and
shrink bills; and improved grid security and resilience. '

One of the consistent themes at this White House Grid Modernization Event was that the
modernization of our transmission system will require the expansion of our transmission system,
The focus of this principals meeting is therefore on how to enable private investment in grid
expansion by addressing planning, siting, permitting, and cost allocation challenges.

Renewable Energy Rapid Response Team _ : _

At the White House Grid Modernization event, the Administration also announced the formation
of a Renewable Energy Rapid Response Team, co-led by the White House Council on
Environmental Quality, the Department of Interior, and the Department of Energy. The goals of
the team are to improve Federal coordination and ensure timely review of proposed renewable
energy projects and transmission lines so that renewable energy can power cities and towns
across America, and so that consumers save money and experience reliable power delivery
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through a modernized grid. In April, the leaders of the interconnection-wide planning efforts
asked for such an effort on transmission siting and permitting, and we have worked diligently
across the federal government to respond to their request and mobilize this team. This team is up
and active; it meets bi-weekly at a senior staff level in CEQ offices.

In addition to CEQ, the Department of Interior, and the Department of Energy, the team
currently also includes the following executive branch departments, agencies, and offices:

1) White House Office of Science and Technology Policy

2) Department of Agriculture

3) Environmental Protection Agency

4) Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

5) Department of Defense

6) U.S. Army Corps of Engincers

7) Department of Transportation

8) Department of Homeland Security

' 9) Department of Commerce
10) Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Participating agencies will retain their siting jurisdiction and responsibilities.

Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and Operating Public
Utilities _ '

In June 2010, FERC initiated a rulemaking to consider whether to adopt new requirements that
more closely link cost allocation for new transmission lines with regional transmission planning
by public utilities subject to its jurisdiction. FERC’s proposal would require regions to develop
cost allocation methods to apply to new facilities determined by a region to benefits, whether for
reliability, economics, or in order to comply with public policy requirements established by state
or federal laws or regulations. Neighboring transmission planning regions also would be
required to develop procedures to evaluate the benefits of interregional lines, with associated cost
allocation methods developed for such projects. FERC received roughly 250 sets of comments
in response to the proposal, which continues to be under review.,




SLV

"
From: Hayes, David
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2011 10:58 AM
To: SLV
Cc: Davis, Laura :
Subject: FW: Update on high priority infrastructure projects
Ken:
(b) (5)
--David

David J. Hayes

Deputy Secretary

U.S. Department of th
202-208-6291

David Haves@ios.doi.g

e Interior

ov

_____ Original Message
From: Black, Steve

Sent: Saturday, Octcber 98, 2011 3:52 PM

To: Hayes, David; Dav

is, Laura

Cc: Klein, Elizabeth A; Scott, Janea; Lee-Ashley, Matt; Kelly, Kate P

Subject: Update on hi

David and Laura,

Nat Kechane called me
projects. (b) (5)
() (3

(b) (5)

gh priority infrastructure projects

to update me on the White House's current thinking with respect to our

The Navajo-Gallop water project will remain on the list.



(b) (5)

Nat said he would call you -as well. I gave him your BB number,

Steve



SLV

o I
From: SLV
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2010 12:00 PM
To: Ashe, Dan; Castle, Anne
Cc: Lane, Kenneth; Daws Laura; Strlckland Thomas
Subject: Re: Altamont wind turbines
Dan,
Thank you for the clarification. Happy holidays.
Ken

From: Dan Ashe@fws.qov <Dan_Ashe@fws.gov>

To: Castle, Anne

Cc: Lane, Kenneth; SLV; Davis, Laura; Strickland, Thomas
Sent: Wed Dec 22 10:54:35 2010

Subject: Re: Altamont wind turbines

Hello Anne and Secretary Salazar. The conclusion that FWS nor any other DOl agency "made this happen" is technically
correct, but it doesn't reflect an extensive and long-standing involvement by FWS with and between the parties at
Altamont. That involvement has certainly supported this seftlement, and quite possibly, this settlement "couldn't have
happened" without FWS involvement.

Specifically, we have been engaged with the U.S. Attorney's Office, the California Attorney General's Office, and the
Alameda County District Attorney's Office for many years, and on numerous occassions, FWS law enforcement has made
recommendations to minimize the risk of avian mortalities at Altamont. For instance, in June 2005, the Service, U.S.
Attorney, California AG, and the Alameda County DA, along with California Energy Commission scientists met with
Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA) representatives to discuss measures to significantly reduce avian mortality,
including retirement/replacement of problem turbines. In response, APWRA developed an adaptive management plan to
reduce raptor fatalities by 45% over 5 years, into which the Service law enforcement and field biologists provided
significant input. implementation of this adaptive management plan has been poor, and Service law enforcement has
been continuously involved in discussions with the parties. In short, we have had rather extensive involvement, including
referring dozens of documented APWRA violations to DOJ for prosecution, and maintaining evidence of bird mortality to
support federal, state and local enforcement efforts.

This type of work, particularly through our law enforcement offices, is often not readily apparent, so | thought‘l should
make sure that thelr work and commiitment is acknowledged.

Dan.

Dan Ashe

Deputy Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1849 C St., NW

Washington, DC 20240
dan_ashe@fws.qov

202.208.4545
"Castle, Anne” <Anne Castle@ios.doi.gov> To SLV (b) (6)

cc "Ashe, Dan" <Dan_Ashe@fws.gov>, "Lane, Kenneth" <Kenneth Lane@:os doi.gov>,
121212010 05:20 PM . "Davis, Laura" <Laura Davis@ios. d0| ov>

Subject Altamont wind turbines



Ken, you asked about a paragraph in my weekly report on the wind turbines used by NextEra Energy at its Altamont Pass wind farm.
NextEra just reached a settlement agreement with the State of California and several environmental groups to replace its turbines
with newer, larger turbines that are more efficient and kill fewer birds. You asked if FWS or any Interior agency made this happen.

Apparently not. The agreement’and replacement of the turbines settled a lawsuit brought against NextEra by five Auduhon Society
chapters and Californians for Renewable Energy and concerned NextEra’s local permits, USGS is watching the case closely and is
also working now with FWS to provide information on raptors in the areas designated for wind development. Let me know if you
want additional Information. :

Merry Christmas.

Anne



SLV

Subject:
Location:

Start:
End:

Recurrence:
Meeting Status:

Organizer:

Required Attendees:

POC:

2:15pm-2:30pm: Phone Call with Lewis "Lew" Hay, lll, Chairman and CEQ of NextEra Energy,
Inc (Staff: Steve Black and Janea Scott)
Office of Secretary (Chairman Hay will call the Secretary at 202-208-6087)

Thu 2/23/2012 2:15 PM
Thu 2/23/2012 2:30 PM

(none)
Meeting organizer
SLV

Padilla, Joan; Lee-Ashley, Matt; Black, Steve; Scott, Janea; Hayes, David; Nigborowicz,
TlmothyM Embil, Nana Efua; Mansour Chrlstopher Lane, Kenneth; Ojeda dodds, Gisella N

Dave Markarian; 202-412-7007

Attendees:
Dave Markarian
Andy Spielman
Chairman Hay
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