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A.  Summary  

The EIPC stakeholder process has been the first of its kind to involve such a wide breadth of stakeholders from across the Eastern Interconnection. The DOE anticipated a number of benefits from this unprecedented stakeholder effort, including a broader awareness by stakeholders of the need for key transmission facilities and information and tools to facilitate the development of new transmission facilities needed to meet potential future resource and system conditions. The guidelines outlined by the DOE FOA called for the analyses and planning to be conducted in “a transparent and collaborative manner,” open to participation by a wide range of interested stakeholders. The FOA outlined the establishment of a multi-constituency steering group, at least one-third of which should be state officials. The FOA also required that funds be made available for travel costs and other expenditures to facilitate the participation of certain key stakeholder sectors (i.e., end-use consumers and non-governmental organizations). Finally, the FOA stated that the PIs “demonstrate (and develop if necessary), a process for reaching decisions and consensus.”[footnoteRef:1]

The EIPC SOPO and the governing charter of the SSC also reflected these principles. The values that the Steering Committee embedded in its Charter consisted of inclusion of multiple viewpoints and interests, balance of both regional and sector representation (8 regions defined, 8 sectors determined), and transparency of meetings and decisions. Importantly, the SSC charter also adopted the idea of reaching decisions by consensus, and it was this requirement which many participants cited as a key element in the progress that the SSC made. [1:  U.S. DOE & NETL, Funding Opportunity Number: DE-FOA0000068, Issued July 2009, pp. 6, 7 and 10.] 

Phase 1 of the project continued with developing eight distinct futures, 72 additional sensitivities, developing a solved power flow case with stakeholder specified generation and transmission additions and macroeconomic and resource analysis for all futures and sensitivities. Phase 1 concluded with the SSC choosing three scenarios from the eighty choices for more detailed transmission and production cost analysis in Phase 2. 

Following the completion of Phase 1 of the project, some initial conclusions were drawn including the following: 
This project represents a unique dialog with many different stakeholder groups on public policy and interconnection-wide transmission analyses to increase understanding of alternative policy futures and the generation and transmission that might be needed to support them. It does not require one size fits all projects or solutions, nor does it make any conclusions regarding market driven versus vertically integrated utility models. It does, however, show potential ways to accommodate differing stakeholder-chosen policy futures. The EIPC analysis will continue to be a valuable contributor to both the utility and the regulatory functions in their efforts to efficiently advance the electricity industry. 
Although previous experience of the participants has been in transmission planning exercises that are generally more limited in geographic scope and involving fewer participants than the analyses conducted by EIPC, the Topic A project work involving a larger team over the full Eastern Interconnection proceeded well. 
The interaction between Topic A and Topic B participants also developed well into a communication capability that will serve the nation well in the future. 
It is expected that the participants will use the experience for continuing and enhancing future coordination efforts and that all of these efforts will help guide the U.S. in considering and establishing potential national goals for energy. 
Phase 2 continued the open and productive dialogue between the EIPC, EISPC and stakeholders. Because of the nature of the work in Phase 2, the discussions were focused on traditional transmission planning and production cost analysis and were somewhat more technical in nature. Observations from Phase 2 include:
The results of Phase 2 serve as indicative transmission build-outs that present options that could be considered as part of a more traditional planning process that involves analyzing more model years, considering all NERC mandatory compliance criteria and evaluating the economic benefits of specific transmission projects or groups of projects as resource plans become more certain.
Transmission reinforcements presented in this report are not an absolute indication of the required transmission reinforcements since the scope of this project was limited to evaluate specified alternatives and considered only higher voltage level additions and constraints.
The transmission option analysis presented here represents a single snapshot in time for each of three very different scenarios. Traditional transmission planning analyzes interim years typically utilizing models for one, five, and ten years out rather than “jumping” out twenty years. The results of this transmission analysis might be very different if it were done in a more traditional incremental fashion.

In the last quarter of 2012, The Keystone Center conducted a number of interviews with various members of the stakeholder process and EIPC planning authorities to gather input about whether the goals of the project were met. The following observations are the synthesis of these interviews and cover the entirety of the stakeholder process, both Phase I and Phase II.

Overwhelmingly, stakeholders found the overall process to be very worthwhile and they are glad to have participated.  Stakeholders across the board agreed that the EIPC process provided great value and elements of EIPC should continue in the future. Specifically, stakeholders mentioned the importance of broad and consistent stakeholder input in the development of planning scenarios, the importance of looking at long-term planning horizons and policy drivers, and the value of the EI-wide roll-up process, particularly in better understanding the various planning efforts undertaken across the interconnection. Stakeholders in general developed more trust of the PAs’ process and over time relied more heavily on their input and judgment. Ultimately, stakeholders particularly saw value in:
· The openness, inclusiveness and transparency of the process
· The opportunity to learn more about transmission planning and have input into the process
· The structure and balance of the Stakeholder Steering Committee
· The actual and perceived independence of the Chair, Vice-Chair and facilitators
· The willingness and ability of the chairs to develop straw proposals when the group faced difficult or contentious issues
· The relationships and understanding that developed over time
· The working groups’ ability to delve into the details and discuss them prior to making recommendations to the Stakeholder Steering Committee
· The access to data and information on the web site
· The DOE requirement to come to consensus; at first, stakeholders were concerned about this requirement but believed it ultimately led to a better understanding of others’ positions and more creative ideas to achieve consensus.

Stakeholders identified the following challenges/opportunities:
· Understanding the transmission planning process and the models used
· Inability to iterate the analysis; i.e., to review the results from a smaller set of analysis before determining next steps 
· More time needed to analyze the results of the analyses and the voluminous data generated
· The stakeholder balance designed into the structure did not always materialize in the process.

B. Stakeholder Structure

The EIPC stakeholders were organized into and interacted at a number of different levels. The Stakeholder Steering Committee (SSC) was the decision-making body of the stakeholder process. The SSC members were elected by the Sector Caucuses, which were themselves elected through a transparent selection process. These two bodies (the SSC and the eight Sector Caucuses) comprised the publicly elected representatives (see below for region and sector balance in the Sector Caucus selection process) in the DOE project.

The structure of the SSC was based in large part on existing Planning Authority stakeholder interest group membership, with adjustments based on input from stakeholders. The result was a 29-member body, with representation from eight interest groups as outlined below. As specified in the DOE FOA, the states held one-third (ten) of the 29 SSC seats. 

The process for selecting first the Sector Caucus and then SSC members was designed to achieve both transparency and inclusiveness. Eligibility requirements were established and posted, candidates were required to register online for transparency, and stakeholders were then notified how voting would take place – either through meetings with phone-in access or through the online voting system. Objections or anomalies in the process could be submitted to The Keystone Center and the Executive Director of EIPC for arbitration.
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Some flexibility was allowed. The NGO and End User sectors were allowed to select Caucus members from across the interconnection because they argued their interests were not as closely aligned with regional differences as those in other sectors.

· Stakeholders thought it was useful to have the transparency and the inclusiveness afforded by these procedures. In contrast, some sectors felt that the regional balance needed to be more strictly observed in the SSC. For the TO /TD sector, for example, it was important to have a geographically-balanced set of representatives from across the Eastern Interconnection at each meeting, which was accommodated by their proposal to allow Sectors to appoint ten Table Representatives, who would be seated with the SSC members at meetings.

· The Table Representatives consisted of members of the Sector Caucuses or “expert” resources relied upon by various Sectors. Stakeholders requested that they be present at SSC meetings and seated near SSC representatives to provide input on issues discussed. The Table Representatives did not go through the same selection process as the SSC or Caucus members, but since each sector could choose to use their Table Representatives as needed, this provision of the stakeholder governance did not become a problem. Over the course of the project, many of the Sector Caucus members and the Table Representatives served a consultative role for the SSC members when making decisions, and time was provided at the stakeholders’ request at each SSC meeting for this consultation. 

· Several participants said that the ten-week process to finalize the rules of governance seemed lengthy at the time, but this initial phase of agreeing on rules, responsibilities, and procedural expectations proved to be an important step in cultivating the environment that allowed and encouraged collaboration and consensus-building. Stakeholders suggested that the balance of regional and sector input be maintained in future efforts. 

· The stakeholders interviewed observed that the structure and balance of the SSC was workable and fair in concept. Stakeholders mentioned a number of factors that were important in achieving this goal including, the transparency in the selection process, the geographic balance emphasized in the selection of caucus members, and reserving seats for certain interests.  Although there was some early concern about the weight given the states on the SSC, the stakeholders interviewed agreed that the states played a key role in the negotiations and their greater level of representation was appropriate. 

· However, several stakeholders interviewed mentioned that the balance built into the structure of the SSC did not materialize in practice. Some Sectors did not have a strong and active caucus to support the SSC members and some SSC members were not as involved due to time constraints, lack of supporting resources, or waning interest. Almost inevitably, in practice, different regions and different sectors were better represented than others, particularly at the working group level. 

· As prescribed in the DOE FOA, funding was provided for the travel expenses of a limited number of End User and NGO participants, which greatly bolstered active participation from those sectors, and allowed voices that are not as prominent at the sub-regional level. The NGO and Consumer Advocates interviewed felt that the funding they received made their effective participation possible. The independent funding for the state participation was also critical to the prominent role the states were able to play. The states were able to build a strong working relationship and develop recommendations and decisions through face-to-face EISPC meetings in advance of the SSC meeting.

· The creation of Work Groups was essential to completing the more detailed work, such as development of model inputs and understanding the analyses results. The Work Group structure allowed each Sector to assign individuals with the expertise needed to “get into the weeds,” collaborate on interpreting information and sort through disagreements, and make consensus recommendations to the SSC wherever possible. The Modeling Work Group (MWG) members in particular gained the trust needed so that the SSC members could rely on their judgment or consult with them in advance of making decisions.  

C. Transparency & Communication 

To achieve the goal of inclusiveness and transparency, every meeting and webinar held by the SSC and its appointed Work Group members was open to the public. Webinar or phone access was provided for those who could not attend meetings in person and audio-visual recordings of the webinars and written summaries were made available. Perhaps the most useful tool aiding record keeping and information sharing in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 was the EIPC project website (www.eipconline.com). This site was open to the public and served as a repository for event information; meeting agendas, summaries and materials; working documents being used by stakeholders in various project tasks; modeling results and data; project reports; and other materials supporting stakeholder participation and decision making. In addition, e-mail listservs were employed to keep stakeholders up to date and alert them to the release of important documents and information.

· Many stakeholders noted that the website was critical to their ability to stay informed and engaged. 
Throughout Phase 1, most stakeholders agreed that the use of the website, listservs to distribute critical information, and requirements to provide all decisional information at least one week in advance of the SSC meetings created a satisfactory level of communication and transparency between the PAs, CRA and the stakeholders and helped create greater trust of and credibility in the analysis. 

· Stakeholders within each sector were responsible for ensuring that their Work Group, Sector Caucus and SSC members were communicating among themselves and staying informed enough to participate effectively. Some sectors’ communication and information-sharing efforts were more successful than others’, largely due to uneven access to the funding, time, and availability of support staff needed to perform these functions.

· In Phase 2, some stakeholders, mostly SSC members, noted that the Transmissions Options Task Force (TOTF) process was less transparent and communication was more difficult. While the SSC members felt more disconnected during this phase, the TOTF members spoke more favorably about their access to information during meetings. CEII rules and regulations necessitated the observance of confidentiality rules  at this juncture, but the PAs worked together to develop the transmission solutions to each Scenario and then presented the results to the TOTF. The PAs were clear that they would also evaluate any options presented by the TOTF members.

· Originally, it was thought that the use of CEII data in the TOTF’s work would create another communication-related challenge. To deal with this, the PAs arranged for stakeholders who requested CEII clearance to obtain it. Ultimately, none of the important information needed to visualize or document the existing and proposed transmission lines for the Scenarios proved to be CEII and was freely shared with all stakeholders.

While the stakeholders appreciated access to the extensive data generated during the life of the project, several noted that they needed more time to analyze and understand the information. Had the schedule allowed, the stakeholders agreed that the project would have benefited from sequenced decision-making, that is, using the information from early analyses to inform decisions about what additional analysis is needed. 

· Several stakeholders stated that they would have benefited from more information on the different models used throughout the project. More education at the beginning of the project, on the models and their purposes, capabilities and inputs and outputs would have streamlined some of the discussions that occurred in later tasks.

· Due to the unprecedented level of transparency and information-sharing in this project, stakeholders from all sectors acknowledged that one of the more important outcomes of the stakeholder process was the education of all parties about the complexity and differences of sub-regional transmission planning process and analyses, about how to consider policies and other factors in the transmission planning process, and about the perspective of other stakeholders who have not previously been actively engaged in transmission planning in every region.

D. Decision-making 

Despite considerable skepticism at the beginning, consensus decision-making proved to be a vital driver in building trust, reaching an understanding among stakeholders of the interests at stake, and creating workable solutions. A number of stakeholders initially expressed their concern that this approach would result in stalemate, but the design and structure of these decision-making efforts -- including the option of backstop voting, continuity in stakeholder participation, and the chair’s and vice-chair’s straw proposals for resolving differences, among other factors -- proved effective. Over time, consensus became the norm for Sector decision-making as well, even though EISPC and TO/TDs set up voting as the expected method for developing Sector-based positions.

The following factors contributed significantly to successful consensus-based decision making:

The DOE mandate to use consensus: A number of stakeholders said that, had DOE not initially required that the stakeholder process be driven by consensus-based decision making, they never would have opted for such an approach, due to the perceived difficulty it would pose. In the end, nearly every decision was successfully achieved through the consensus of the SSC.

Backstop voting rules developed by the stakeholders: The stakeholders included in their charter a backstop voting rule, which was intended as an option of last resort if consensus could not be reached. This rule included a high threshold for its invocation, and a key provision of this rule prevented any one sector, including the states with ten voting members, from unilaterally blocking a particular proposal or decision. Though this backstop voting process was never actually utilized, its establishment at the beginning of the stakeholder process gave stakeholders some confidence that they would be able to avoid stalemate.

Face-to-face meetings to facilitate trust building and negotiation: One of the factors that enabled stakeholders to successfully reach consensus on all issues was their participation in multiple face-to-face meetings over the course of the project. This periodic in-person work, combined with the opportunities these events provided for informal communication and relationship-building, eventually led to greater trust, more effective negotiations, and stronger work products. In contrast, decisions that had to be handled using a webinar platform were perceived as more difficult because they did not allow for SSC members to consult in real-time with each other or their Sector Caucus.

Work Groups: Nearly all stakeholders described the various work groups as invaluable to their decision making. Every project task involving stakeholders had one or more associated work groups with at least one member from each sector and participation from additional experts. This enabled the stakeholders’ decisions to be informed by technical and subject matter experts as well as all sectors’ perspectives, while streamlining the SSC’s decision-making processes.

Role of the Chairs – The SSC’s Chair and Vice-Chair were widely viewed as indispensable to the SSC’s decision making. In particular, stakeholders appreciated the chairs’ ability to devise straw proposals for the SSC to consider when contentious or complex issues arose. These proposals often clarified options and their pros and cons, enabling the SSC to more easily understand the choices they faced and determine an optimal path forward. The Chairs, by virtue of their election by the SSC members, were viewed as spokespersons for the broader interests of the SSC, experts on the topics under deliberation, and could provide proposed solutions for consideration. They also played an important shuttle diplomacy role during negotiations among the sectors. 

Actual and perceived independence of SSC Chairs and facilitators. Initially there were some concerns about the ability of the Chairs and facilitators to be independent. Ultimately, stakeholders felt that independence was achieved and the Chairs and facilitators were committed to a fair and open process, not a particular result. Many stakeholders credited The Keystone Center with helping to design, implement and facilitate the successful aspects of the decision making process. Many stakeholders thought a neutral facilitator who could serve as a “keeper of the process” was critical to the project’s success. 

One of the concerns stakeholders noted was the unevenness in stakeholder sector resources, which skewed stakeholder participation, and, by extension, the outcomes of their deliberations. Predictably, sectors with more resources were able to participate more fully, and to advocate their interests more effectively. Those sectors with strong Sector Caucus and Work Group representation had much greater influence over the development of options that were ultimately considered by the SSC. Therefore, while the process was designed to maximize opportunities for stakeholders to engage in decision making, some were better-equipped than others to take advantage of those opportunities, which resulted in some stakeholder interests being well-represented, and others less so.

E. Conclusions: Adapting the Stakeholder Experience to Future EI-wide Transmission Planning Efforts

Based on the stakeholder interviews and observations from The Keystone Center, a number of recommendations emerged about how the stakeholder process might translate to similar efforts in the future:
· Stakeholders across the board agreed that the overall EIPC process employed for the DOE Project provided great value and elements  should continue in the future. Specifically, stakeholders mentioned the importance of broad and consistent stakeholder input in the development of planning scenarios, the importance of looking at long-term planning horizons and policy drivers, and the value of the EI-wide roll-up process, particularly in  in terms of better understanding, and gaining knowledge of, the various planning activities undertaken across the interconnection. Stakeholders observed that the relationships developed were very important and it would be helpful to maintain them going forward. 

· States and PAs in particular developed a strong working relationship as a result of this project, including greater understanding of the states’ interests and better understanding of the various sub-regional planning processes.  Stakeholders in general developed more trust of the PAs’ process and over time relied more heavily on their input and judgment.
· Stakeholders found that the process of building consensus helped reach a deeper understanding of the concerns of sectors and individual stakeholders, helped generate creative solutions to issues where disagreement emerged, and was the basis for developing trust both within and across sectors. 

· As noted above, the SSC chairs were considered vital to the consensus decision-making process. Selection of the chairs by the stakeholders was important to establishing their credibility with all the sectors. It is also important for the chairs to maintain objectivity throughout the process and in the development of proposed decision options.  

· The facilitators also played an important role by helping design the stakeholder structure, the selection of Sector Caucus and SSC members, and the governing charter.  The facilitators were responsible for ensuring that the rules of governance were followed throughout the project with the objective to create a transparent environment open to fair consideration of all interests. 

· It would be advisable to restructure the stakeholder input in the future to accommodate a more iterative analysis.  Stakeholders felt they would have learned much from the early analysis and as a result would have made different choices if they had not had to make all decisions upfront. Throughout the analyses, stakeholders frequently asked for more flexibility in the schedule to allow for more time to make decisions about Scenarios, Sensitivities and model inputs that were informed by the prior modeling results.  Unfortunately, due to schedule commitments within the SOPO this was not possible.

· Funding for key stakeholder sectors with travel constraints and more limited resources (states, NGOs, consumer advocates) was important for effective participation in this process.

· In future EI-wide analyses, the process could be structured to give the PAs a greater voice in the development of the planning scenarios while maintaining a robust collaborative process in which stakeholders’ views are fully considered. Maintaining transparency throughout the process will be key to maintaining credibility with stakeholders. In this first effort, the PAs took a “hands-off” approach, allowing the SSC to describe and define the Scenarios and model inputs. For the first pass, that approach helped build trust and credibility for the PAs. Over time, the stakeholders asked for more input and advice from the PAs recognizing perhaps that the PAs had an interest in getting information that informs the sub-regional planning process, and could provide critical  advice on certain elements of the Scenarios that are of particular interest.  

· More interaction between the interconnection-wide efforts taking place in the east and the west could benefit the stakeholders as well as the analysts. During one of the final SSC meetings, the project director of the WECC-wide planning effort provided an overview of their activities and analysis.  Sharing lessons learned and challenges with EIPC provided helpful insights, but came late in the process.  

1 | Page

image1.png
EIPC Stakeholder Structure

2 reps from each State selected 10
SSC members (1/3 of SSO)

7 Sectors






1   |  Page         Phase 2 Report:   Final  Draft  -   Part  7   Interregional  Transmission  Development and Analysis  for Three Stakeholder  Selected Scenarios     DOE Award Project   DE - OE0000343     Draft  –   November  2 7, 2012   Observations and Guidance   Incorporated Stakeholder Comments      

