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Executive Summary 
 
The Conservative Energy Network (CEN) supports the Department of Energy’s (DOE) conclusion that 
America will need additional transmission capacity to meet rising electricity demand, maintain reliability, 
and support continued economic growth. Manufacturing investment, data center development, and other 
energy-intensive industries are increasing the importance of not only producing sufficient electricity, but 
delivering it where and when it is needed. 
 
The Draft 2026 National Transmission Needs Study provides an important assessment of where 
constraints and emerging needs exist. The final Study should build on that work by focusing greater 
attention on the decisions that follow identification of a need: what infrastructure should be built, whether 
it delivers sufficient value to the consumers who pay for it, and whether it can realistically enter service 
when it is needed. 
 
CEN recommends that DOE strengthen the final Needs Study around three principles: Build More. Build 
Smarter. Build Faster. 
 
Build More 
America needs a transmission system capable of supporting reliability and economic growth. But the case 
for investment should rest on measurable consumer value, not simply the existence of congestion or a 
projected constraint. DOE should encourage consideration of the full range of benefits transmission can 
provide including congestion savings, reliability and resource adequacy, resilience, avoided infrastructure 
costs, access to lower-cost generation, load-serving capability, economic development, and increased 
interregional transfer capability. Affordability also requires evaluating both sides of the ledger: the cost of 
building needed infrastructure and the potentially substantial costs of failing to build it. 
 
Rapid large-load growth makes that analysis increasingly urgent. Transmission availability is becoming a 
competitive economic-development issue as manufacturers, data centers, and other major employers seek 
locations capable of delivering substantial amounts of power on increasingly short timelines. At the same 
time, planners must distinguish credible demand from speculative proposals so existing customers are not 
left bearing the cost of infrastructure built for loads that never materialize. DOE should encourage greater 
attention to contractual and financial commitments that can help planners determine which forecasts 
warrant anticipatory investment and appropriately allocate the associated risk. 
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Build Smarter 
Every dollar invested in the transmission system should produce as much reliability, capacity, and 
consumer value as practicable. DOE should recognize the potential role of competitive transmission 
development in promoting cost discipline, innovation, schedule accountability, and risk allocation. The 
final Study should also encourage planners to evaluate whether identified needs can be addressed through 
reconductoring, grid-enhancing technologies, storage, topology optimization, targeted upgrades, existing 
corridors, or other cost-effective alternatives before defaulting to more expensive greenfield construction. 
 
DOE should also give greater attention to interregional transmission and regional seams. The value of 
additional transfer capability is not always captured by average annual energy savings. The ability to 
move power between neighboring systems can function as a form of system insurance, especially during 
extreme weather events, generation outages or load shed management periods, fuel constraints, and other 
stressed conditions. The ongoing MISO-SPP Coordinated System Plan illustrates why benefit frameworks 
matter: projects can demonstrate significant reliability and transfer-capability benefits yet fail to advance 
when qualification and cost-allocation frameworks emphasize a narrower economic metric. DOE should 
encourage planning processes to recognize the full range of demonstrable consumer benefits when 
evaluating solutions to identified interregional needs. 
 
Build Faster 
Identifying a transmission need has limited value if the infrastructure necessary to address it cannot be 
delivered until years after the need emerges. DOE should more explicitly incorporate buildability and 
time-to-service into its assessment, including the full timeline from identifying a need through project 
selection, cost allocation, siting, permitting, construction, and energization. Doing so could make future 
Needs Studies an early-warning tool for identifying where infrastructure-development timelines are 
falling behind reliability needs, generation development, and load growth. 
 
Faster development does not require eliminating meaningful review. It requires greater predictability, 
earlier federal-state coordination, concurrent reviews where appropriate, clearer responsibilities, and 
greater use of existing rights-of-way and infrastructure corridors. State experience demonstrates that 
reforms allowing transmission co-location along highways and other existing corridors can reduce 
landowner impacts, limit reliance on eminent domain, and provide additional options for delivering 
infrastructure more efficiently. 
 
Finally, DOE should continue improving its assessment of transmission needs in regions without 
transparent RTO or ISO market data. The absence of locational marginal pricing or other 
organized-market data should not be mistaken for an absence of transmission need. State regulatory 
proceedings, integrated resource plans, transfer-capability information, load-shed events, interconnection 
constraints, and large-load forecasts can provide valuable alternative indicators, particularly across the 
rapidly growing Southeast. 
 
Taken together, these recommendations reflect a straightforward objective: America should build the 
transmission infrastructure it needs, but it should do so in a way that protects consumers, strengthens 
reliability, supports economic growth, respects property rights, promotes competition and accountability, 
and delivers infrastructure when it is actually needed. 
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Introduction  
 
The Conservative Energy Network (CEN) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 
Department of Energy's Draft 2026 National Transmission Needs Study ("Study" or "Needs Study"). The 
Study comes at an important moment for the nation's electric grid. After years of relatively flat electricity 
demand, the onshoring of new manufacturing, rapid data center expansion, and broader growth in 
electricity-intensive industries are creating significant new demand for power and placing greater 
importance on the infrastructure necessary to deliver it. 
 
DOE appropriately recognizes that a robust transmission system is essential to American energy 
dominance, economic growth, national security, and the reliable and economic delivery of electricity. The 
draft Study also recognizes that transmission needs are changing as electricity demand grows, 
infrastructure ages, and generation resources change across the grid. 
 
CEN agrees with the Needs Study's central conclusion that America's transmission system will need to 
expand to meet growing electricity demand and maintain reliability. But identifying a transmission need is 
only the first step. A constraint or projected need does not, by itself, determine what should be built, how 
much customers should pay for it, or how quickly it can be delivered. 
 
The challenge before policymakers, regulators, and planners is therefore not simply to build more 
transmission, but to ensure that identified needs are addressed with solutions that deliver measurable 
value to consumers. That means building new transmission where it is needed and cost-effective, making 
better use of existing infrastructure where practical, evaluating the full range of reliability and economic 
benefits an investment can provide, and ensuring that necessary infrastructure can actually enter service 
when customers need it. 
 
CEN therefore encourages DOE to strengthen the final Needs Study around three complementary 
principles: Build More. Build Smarter. Build Faster. 
 
I. BUILD MORE: America Needs Transmission Infrastructure Capable of Supporting Economic 
Growth and Reliability 
 
A. Transmission needs should be evaluated through the lens of consumer affordability and total 
system value. 
 
CEN supports DOE's recognition that transmission provides benefits extending beyond the movement of 
electricity from one location to another. The draft Study recognizes that transmission can reduce 
congestion, improve resource adequacy, provide redundancy during emergencies, enhance resilience, and 
allow regions with different load profiles and resource mixes to support one another during stressed 
conditions. 
 
The final Study should ensure that these benefits are central to DOE's assessment of transmission needs. 
While the Needs Study identifies where transmission constraints and needs exist, the planning processes 
that respond to those needs must ultimately answer a straightforward question: Does an investment create 
sufficient total value for the customers who will pay for it?  
 
The final Study should therefore provide sufficient visibility into the range of potential benefits associated 
with identified needs and encourage planners, where appropriate, to consider a comprehensive portfolio of 
benefits when evaluating the investments ultimately proposed to address them, including: 
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•​ congestion and production-cost savings; 
•​ reliability and resource-adequacy benefits; 
•​ resilience during extreme weather and other system emergencies; 
•​ avoided or deferred generation and capacity costs; 
•​ reduced curtailment and redispatch; 
•​ improved access to lower-cost generation; 
•​ load-serving capability; 
•​ economic-development benefits; 
•​ generation interconnection benefits; 
•​ increased transfer capability between regions; and 
•​ other demonstrable long-term consumer benefits. 

 
The importance of this distinction is particularly clear where transmission investments serve multiple 
purposes. A project initially triggered by one need may also relieve existing system constraints, improve 
reliability, accommodate future load, or create benefits elsewhere on the system.  
 
State experience illustrates the point concretely. 
 
As referenced in the Needs Study, in April 2025, the Public Utility Commission of Texas approved a 765 
kV plan to serve the Permian Basin rather than a comparable 345 kV alternative.1 Compared with the 345 
kV configuration contemplated in ERCOT’s Permian Basin Reliability Plan, ERCOT estimated that the 
higher-voltage design would require approximately 1,143 fewer miles of upgrades to existing facilities, 
avoid roughly $890 million in outage-related construction costs, deliver approximately $229 million per 
year in additional consumer energy cost savings, reduce annual system losses by roughly 560 GWh, and 
increase transfer capability by between 600 and 3,000 MW. A single design decision produced cost, 
reliability, loss-reduction, and land-use benefits simultaneously. An evaluation framework capturing only 
one of those categories could have favored an option producing less overall system value.  
SPP’s Wolf Creek to Blackberry 345 kV project, approved in 2021 and energized in 2025, illustrates the 
same principle on a smaller scale.2 The project was justified on reliability grounds but also relieved 
congestion on an existing constrained path, delivering reliability and economic benefits from a single 
investment. 
 
MISO’s Long Range Transmission Planning portfolios are likewise justified not through congestion relief 
alone but through a stacked benefit framework that included avoided local capital investment, fuel 
savings, avoided risk of load shed, deferred transmission investment, and resource adequacy value.3 Had 
those portfolios been evaluated against production-cost savings alone, a substantial share of their value 
and in some cases the case for the investment itself would have gone unrecognized. 

3 MISO, Long Range Transmission Planning Tranche 2.1 (approved Dec. 12, 2024), 
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/LRTP%20Tranche%202.1666573.pdf; MISO, MTEP21 Addendum - LRTP Tranche 1 Report with 
Executive Summary (July 2022). 

2  NextEra Energy Transmission Southwest, Wolf Creek-Blackberry Transmission Line Energized Ahead of Schedule and On 
Budget (Oct. 2, 2025), 
https://newsroom.nexteraenergy.com/2025-10-02-Wolf-Creek-Blackberry-transmission-line-energized-ahead-of-schedule-and-on
-budget,-strengthening-the-electric-grid-for-customers-in-Kansas-and-Missouri?l=12 

1 ERCOT, 2024 Regional Transmission Plan (RTP) 345-kV Plan and Texas 765-kV Strategic Transmission Expansion Plan 
Comparison (Jan. 2025), 
https://www.ercot.com/files/docs/2025/01/27/2024-regional-transmission-plan-rtp-345-kv-plan-and-texas-765-kv-strategic-trans
mission-expans.pdf; Public Utility Commission of Texas, PUCT Approves Plan for the First Extra High Voltage Transmission 
Lines in ERCOT Region (Apr. 2025). 
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At the same time, identifying congestion should not itself be treated as sufficient justification for 
investment. The existence of a constraint establishes a problem; it does not necessarily establish the most 
cost-effective solution. DOE should distinguish clearly between identifying transmission needs and 
determining the investments ultimately used to address them. The objective should be to ensure that each 
investment responds to a demonstrated need, accounts for the full range of benefits it can provide, and 
delivers measurable value to the consumers who will pay for it. 
 
B. The final Study should more explicitly evaluate the cost of failing to build needed transmission. 
 
Affordability requires scrutiny of the cost of transmission investment. It also requires scrutiny of the cost 
of inaction. 
 
The Study estimates nationwide congestion costs of approximately $11 billion in 2023 and $12 billion in 
2024, after reaching approximately $21 billion in 2022.4 DOE further notes that inadequate transmission 
expansion can slow the development of new, lower-cost generation. Those costs are only one component 
of the potential cost of an insufficient transmission system. 
 
The final Study should more clearly frame transmission affordability as a comparison between the cost of 
investment and the costs customers may incur when needed infrastructure is not built or is significantly 
delayed. Depending on the region, those costs may include persistent congestion, redispatch, reliability 
interventions, higher capacity costs, generation curtailment, delayed generation interconnection, inability 
to access lower-cost resources, or delayed economic development. 
 
This comparison is particularly important as load growth accelerates. Policymakers should not assume 
that declining to approve an infrastructure investment is inherently the lower-cost option. In some cases,  
failing to build may ultimately impose greater costs on customers than making a prudent investment 
today. 
 
Independent analysis confirms the magnitude of these costs and allows them to be attributed to specific 
regions. Congestion costs of approximately $12.3 billion nationwide in 2024 break down to roughly $1.9 
billion in ERCOT, $1.8 billion each in MISO and SPP, $1.75 billion in PJM, $734 million in CAISO, 
$306 million in NYISO, and $37 million in ISO-New England.4 Within organized markets, congestion 
costs have roughly doubled since 2016. 
 
Delays can also compound the cost of an otherwise-needed investment. In Wisconsin and Iowa, the 
Cardinal-Hickory Creek 345 kV line was planned for a 2020 in-service date at an estimated cost of $798 
million.5 Following litigation and multi-state approval proceedings, it was energized in September of 
2024 at a final cost of approximately $1.03 billion, an increase of roughly $236 million, or 25 percent, 
while approximately 24.5 GW of proposed generation across 160 projects awaited the transmission 
capacity associated with the project. In Maine, the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project was estimated to cost approximately $1 billion in 2019; a two-year construction interruption 
arising from a state referendum and ensuing litigation drove the final cost to $1.5 billion, an increase of 

5  RTO Insider, Cardinal-Hickory Creek Line Fully Energized 13 Years After MISO (Oct. 1, 2024), 
https://www.rtoinsider.com/88511-cardinal-hickory-fully-energized/ 

4 Grid Strategies LLC, Transmission Congestion for 2024 (Nov. 2025), 
https://gridstrategiesllc.com/wp-content/uploads/GS_Transmission-Congestion-for-2024.pdf 
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$521 million, or 50 percent.6 Customers in those two regions will pay roughly $760 million more than 
originally estimated, and receive the benefits years later than planned. 
 
More broadly, analysis prepared for WIRES finds that postponing a transmission investment by one year 
costs consumers between $150 million and $370 million in foregone net benefits per $1 billion of 
investment, approximately $15 billion to $41 billion nationally for a comprehensive portfolio.7 Delaying 
SPP’s 2024 Integrated Transmission Plan by a single year would cost approximately $7.7 billion; 
ERCOT’s CREZ portfolio, approximately $6.3 billion; MISO’s LRTP Tranche 2.1, approximately $1.5 
billion. Because production-cost savings are consumed in real time, benefits foregone during a delay are 
not recovered later. They are simply never realized. 
 
The lesson is not that every proposed transmission investment should be approved or accelerated. It is that 
affordability requires an honest accounting of both the cost of building and the cost of failing to build. 
The final Needs Study should help decision makers and consumers understand that tradeoff by identifying 
not only where transmission constraints exist, but where persistent constraints or delayed investment may 
impose measurable costs on consumers, grid reliability, and economic growth. 
 
C. Transmission constraints increasingly affect America's ability to compete for new investment. 
 
The final Needs Study should place greater emphasis on the connection between transmission availability 
and economic development. 
 
DOE appropriately identifies load growth as the primary driver of future transmission needs identified in 
regional planning efforts. The draft Study specifically points to data centers and manufacturing as 
important sources of new demand and recognizes that lengthy transmission-development timelines require 
planners to consider future requirements rather than only existing conditions. 
 
This has implications well beyond electricity planning. 
 
Increasingly, access to power is a prerequisite for economic development. Manufacturers, data centers, 
advanced industrial facilities, and other major employers cannot locate or expand where adequate electric 
infrastructure is unavailable. Transmission constraints therefore risk becoming constraints on American 
investment itself. 
 
DOE should consider whether future Needs Studies can better quantify this "speed-to-power" challenge, 
including indicators such as: 
 

•​ large-load interconnection timelines; 
•​ requested load that cannot presently be served; 
•​ industrial or manufacturing projects delayed by transmission constraints; 
•​ generation unable to interconnect because of transmission limitations; and 
•​ geographic areas where transmission availability is materially affecting economic-development 

opportunities. 

7 Grid Strategies LLC, Delaying Transmission Increases Costs and Reduces Benefits for Consumers (prepared for WIRES, Nov. 
12, 2025), 
https://wiresgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Cost-of-Delayed-Transmission-Report-by-Grid-Strategies-for-WIRES.pdf 

6  Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities analysis, reported in Portland Press Herald, Delays to NECEC Project in Maine 
Will Cost Massachusetts Ratepayers More Than $500M (Jan. 27, 2025), 
https://www.pressherald.com/2025/01/27/mass-regulators-say-necec-delays-in-maine-drove-up-costs-by-more-than-500m/  
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Recent state experience shows how quickly this challenge has arrived. 
 
Georgia Power’s forecast of large-load demand grew from approximately 400 MW over a seven-year  
horizon in 2022, to 6,600 MW in 2023, to 8,500 MW in 2025.8 In December 2025, the Georgia Public 
Service Commission certified 9,985 MW of new capacity, roughly 80 percent of which is expected to 
serve data centers, against an existing statewide deployment of approximately 22,000 MW. A nearly 45 
percent increase in served capacity arriving inside a single planning cycle is a transmission challenge as 
much as a generation challenge. 
 
In August 2025, the Louisiana Public Service Commission approved new generation together with 
associated transmission, including a new 500 kV line reported at approximately $1.2 billion, to serve 
Meta’s data center campus in Richland Parish.9 In February 2026, Amazon announced a $12 billion data 
center campus in northwest Louisiana, in territory served through SPP. Two of the largest 
economic-development announcements in the state’s history were, in practical terms, transmission 
decisions.10 
 

Nationally, the interconnection record suggests the system is not yet positioned to respond at this speed. 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory reports that more than 2,060 GW of generation and storage were 
actively seeking interconnection at the end of 2025 across roughly 8,200 projects; that the median time 
from interconnection request to commercial operation exceeded five years for projects energized in 2025; 
and that only 13 percent of capacity requesting interconnection between 2000 and 2020 had reached 
commercial operation by the end of 2025, while 75 percent was withdrawn.11 

 
Taken together, these examples illustrate why a clearer understanding of available transmission capacity, 
and where that capacity may fall short of projected demand, is increasingly important to understanding 
the nation’s economic competitiveness. Better visibility into where transmission constraints may limit or 
delay the ability to serve new loads would allow policymakers to identify emerging infrastructure gaps 
before they become barriers to investment. The final Needs Study should therefore treat transmission 
availability not merely as an electric-sector planning issue, but as an increasingly important measure of 
whether states and regions are positioned to accommodate the next generation of American excellence, 
investment, and growth. 
 
D. Large-load planning must distinguish credible demand from speculative demand. 
 
DOE is right to emphasize load growth in assessing future transmission needs. At the same time, the 
unprecedented scale of proposed large-load development creates a new planning challenge: how to build 

11 Joseph Rand et al., Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Queued Up: 2026 Edition - Characteristics of Power Plants 
Seeking Transmission Interconnection as of the End of 2025 (June 2026), 
https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2026-06/Queued%20Up%202026%20Edition.pdf 

10  Louisiana Economic Development, Amazon Selects Louisiana for $12 Billion Data Center Campuses in Major U.S. 
Expansion (Feb. 23, 2026), 
https://www.opportunitylouisiana.gov/news/amazon-selects-louisiana-for-12-billion-data-center-campuses-in-major-u-s-expansio
n 

9 Entergy Louisiana, Entergy Louisiana Receives LPSC Approval for Major Infrastructure Investments to Support Meta's Data 
Center and Improve Reliability (Aug. 20, 2025), 
https://www.entergy.com/news/entergy-louisiana-receives-lpsc-approval-for-major-infrastructure-investments-to-support-metas-d
ata-center-and-improve-reliability 

8 Georgia Public Service Commission, Data Center Fact Sheet (Mar. 2026), 
https://psc.ga.gov/site/downloads/datacenterfactsheet.pdf 
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ahead of legitimate demand without forcing existing customers to bear the risk of speculative projects that 
never materialize. This distinction should receive greater attention in the final Study. 
 
Data centers and other large loads can provide the demand signal and revenue base necessary to support 
grid modernization. But those benefits depend on the underlying projects actually being developed and 
remaining on the system. Infrastructure built for speculative load that does not materialize can leave 
existing customers responsible for costs incurred on its behalf. 
 
DOE should therefore encourage planning entities to improve the methods used to distinguish among 
announced, requested, contracted, financially committed, and operational load when developing 
transmission forecasts. 
 
This does not mean Planners should wait until demand appears before building infrastructure, especially 
given transmission-development timelines. Delaying would virtually guarantee that infrastructure arrives 
too late. Rather, planners need credible mechanisms for determining which load forecasts warrant 
anticipatory investment and how the financial risk associated with those forecasts should be allocated. 
CEN's broader work on large-load growth has emphasized the same principle: infrastructure costs should 
reflect both who caused an investment and who benefits from it. Infrastructure triggered by a new 
customer can provide broader system benefits, but those broader benefits should not automatically justify 
transferring the full cost of speculative development to existing families and businesses. 
 
States and regulators are already building these mechanisms, and their experience is instructive. Several 
jurisdictions within PJM in particular have moved from general principle to enforceable tariff terms. 
 
On July 9, 2025, the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio approved a settlement establishing a distinct 
tariff for AEP Ohio data center customers, applicable to new data center load exceeding 25 MW in the 
aggregate and to existing customers expanding by more than 25 MW.12 The tariff raises the minimum 
monthly billing demand to as much as 85 percent of contracted capacity, up from 65 percent; requires a 
minimum eight-year contract term following a load ramp period capped at four years; requires collateral 
from customers lacking an A- (S&P) or A3 (Moody’s) credit rating; and imposes an exit fee equal to three 
years of minimum charges, unavailable at all until the fifth year following the ramp period. The 
Commission simultaneously required AEP Ohio to end its moratorium on new data center service. That 
pairing is the instructive part: the utility was directed to serve new load, and the customers requesting it 
were required to stand behind their forecasts financially. 
 
In Virginia, the State Corporation Commission established a new GS-5 rate class for large load customers 
in late 2025, applicable to customers with demand at or above 25 MW and a load factor of 75 percent or 
greater.13 The class requires customers to pay a minimum of 85 percent of associated transmission and 
distribution costs and 60 percent of generation costs, requires 14-year contract terms, requires collateral 
upfront to secure grid upgrade costs, and imposes exit fees on customers that leave for third-party supply 
before their contract expires. The Commission’s stated rationale was to ensure that where load proves 
speculative, the infrastructure built to serve it does not become a stranded cost borne by residential 
customers. 
 

13 In re Virginia Electric & Power Co., Case No. PUR-2025-00058 (Va. State Corp. Comm'n Nov. 2025). The GS-5 class takes 
effect January 1, 2027 

12 In re Application of Ohio Power Co., Case No. 24-508-EL-ATA (Pub. Utils. Comm'n of Ohio July 9, 2025); see Vorys, Sater, 
Seymour & Pease LLP, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Authorizes Tariff for AEP Ohio's Data Center Customers, Requires 
End of Moratorium on New Services for Data Centers (2025). 
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At the regional level, FERC found in December 2025 that PJM’s tariff was unjust and unreasonable for 
lack of clarity regarding the terms under which generation may serve co-located load, and directed PJM to 
establish clearer rules, including a defined menu of transmission service options for co-located 
arrangements ranging from Network Integration Transmission Service to new firm and non-firm contract 
demand services.14 The proceeding remains open. Its premise is directly relevant here: ambiguity about 
the terms on which large loads connect is itself a source of both consumer risk and development delay. 
 
Georgia and Louisiana have reached comparable results outside PJM. Georgia adopted rules in January 
2025 establishing distinct service terms for large-load customers, and in approving Georgia Power’s 
December 2025 capacity certification the Commission required the company to financially backstop 
associated costs through 2031 if the forecast data center demand does not materialize.15 Louisiana 
structured its approval of the Richland Parish facilities so that the requesting customer pays its share of 
the infrastructure required to serve it, with existing customers protected from those expenses.16 

 
These are conservative, market-consistent tools. Minimum demand commitments, contract terms matched 
to asset life, creditworthiness and collateral requirements, and exit fees do not block investment or 
substitute regulatory judgment for market signals. They do the opposite: they permit anticipatory 
infrastructure investment to proceed by ensuring that the party creating the financial risk of a speculative 
forecast is the party that bears it. A load commitment backed by collateral and a fourteen-year contract is 
a materially better planning input than an announcement, and planners should be able to treat it as such. 
 
DOE should identify these mechanisms in the final Study as examples of observable indicators that can 
help distinguish committed from speculative load. Future Needs Studies should consider whether load 
forecasts can be evaluated according to the degree of financial or contractual commitment supporting 
them. Doing so could improve the accuracy of projected transmission needs while reducing the risk that 
anticipatory investment is premised on demand that never materializes. 
 
II. BUILD SMARTER: Every Transmission Dollar Should Deliver Greater Value 
 
A. How transmission is developed matters for affordability. 
 
The Needs Study documents the scale of transmission investment already occurring across the country. 
Between 2016 and 2024, approximately 85,000 circuit-miles of new, upgraded, or rebuilt transmission 
rated above 69 kV were energized.17 DOE also finds that incumbent utilities or transmission owners 
developed approximately 98 percent of those circuit-miles. 
 
As the scale of required investment increases, DOE should give greater consideration to the mechanisms 
through which transmission infrastructure is developed. 
 
Consumers do not benefit merely from spending more money on transmission. They benefit when 
investment produces greater reliability, capacity, and economic value at a reasonable cost. 

17 DOE’s Draft 2026 National Transmission Needs Study (July 2026) 

16 Louisiana Public Service Commission order approving Entergy Louisiana generation and associated transmission for the 
Richland Parish campus (Aug. 20, 2025). 

15   Georgia Public Service Commission, large-load billing rule (Jan. 2025) and rate-structure order (Apr. 2025), summarized in 
Georgia Public Service Commission, Data Center Fact Sheet (Mar. 2026). 

14 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., Docket Nos. EL25-49-000 et al. (F.E.R.C. Dec. 18, 2025); see FERC, Fact Sheet: FERC Directs 
Nation's Largest Grid Operator to Create New Rules to Embrace Innovation and Protect Consumers, 
https://www.ferc.gov/news-events/news/fact-sheet-ferc-directs-nations-largest-grid-operator-create-new-rules-embrace 
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Competitive transmission development and procurement can be one tool for promoting cost discipline, 
innovation, and accountability. Where appropriate, competitive processes can encourage developers to 
compete not simply on whether a project can be built, but on cost, technology, schedule, risk allocation, 
and other factors that ultimately determine consumer value. 
 
State-level results support this recognition. 
 
Independent analysis of completed solicitations finds that winning competitive bids have averaged 
approximately 38 percent below MISO’s own project estimates and approximately 21 percent below 
SPP’s, with overall cost savings running roughly 30 percent.18 

 
The Wolf Creek to Blackberry 345 kV project, competitively bid and approved in 2021, was energized in 
2025 at approximately 27 percent below SPP’s cost estimate and six months ahead of schedule.19 

 

The Minco–Pleasant Valley–Draper 345 kV project in Oklahoma, competitively bid and approved in 
2022, was energized in 2025, a three-year cycle from approval to service.20 

 
By contrast, the R-Plan 345 kV project in Nebraska, which was not competitively bid and carried no 
schedule commitment, was approved in 2013 with projected completion at the end of 2027, a 
fourteen-year cycle.21 
 
Across regions, competitive bids have come in 20 to 30 percent below comparable estimates, and CAISO 
experienced average capital cost reductions of approximately 29 percent on competitively solicited 
projects between 2013 and 2019.22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22   Electricity Transmission Competition Coalition, supra note 19 (citing Brattle Group analysis for the 20 to 30 percent range 
and reporting approximately 29 percent average capital cost reductions in CAISO between 2013 and 2019). 

21 SPP Notification to Construct SPP-NTC-200220 (Mar. 11, 2013), 
https://www.spp.org/documents/19258/ntc%20200220%20-%20nebraska%20public%20power%20district.pdf; electricity 
Transmission Competition Coalition, supra note 19 (projected completion at the end of 2027). 

20 SPP, Minco-Pleasant Valley-Draper RFP Independent Evaluator Public Report, 
https://www.spp.org/documents/66929/minco-pleasant%20valley-draper%20rfp%20iep%20public%20report.pdf. 

19 Electricity Transmission Competition Coalition, Competitive Bidding of New Transmission Projects Delivers Results: 
Dispelling Common Misconceptions (Nov. 6, 2025), 
https://www.ieca-us.org/wp-content/uploads/ETCC-Competitive-Transmission-Myths-Dispelled-11_6_25-FINAL.pdf 

18 Jim Rossi, Competitive Transmission Delivers Benefits for the AI Economy and Customers, Utility Dive (Aug. 10, 2026), 
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/competitive-transmission-delivers-benefits-for-the-ai-economy-and-customers/826056/ 
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The concern most frequently raised about competition is schedule, and that concern deserves a factual 
answer rather than an assumption in either direction. In April 2026, a group of utility and transmission 
companies filed a complaint at FERC arguing that competitive solicitation requirements in MISO and 
SPP delay development by sixteen to twenty months on average. MISO disputed that figure in May 2026, 
stating that its actual experience differs from the alleged timeframe and noting that competitive projects 
represent a limited subset of total transmission development. An independent review of eighteen 
completed competitive projects found that competitive projects were completed more quickly than 
comparable incumbent projects in CAISO, ISO-New England, MISO, and SPP, roughly 30 percent faster 
in CAISO, and cost approximately 30 percent less, with PJM the notable exception, where incumbent 
projects were completed roughly 20 percent faster.23 

 
That mixed record is itself the finding. Competition is a tool dependent on implementation. Where 
solicitation processes are well designed, they discipline cost and transfer risk away from captive 
customers; where they are poorly scoped or layered onto already-lengthy approval sequences, they can 
add time. DOE should encourage regions to measure and publish their own comparative results, so that 
this question is resolved by evidence rather than by assertion. 
 
CEN encourages DOE to recognize competitive development as one potential mechanism for improving 
cost discipline and consumer value as regions respond to the significant transmission needs identified in 
the Study. 
 
This need not imply that every project should be competitively procured. Rather, the final Needs Study 
should recognize that identifying significant infrastructure needs also creates an obligation to consider 
how those investments can be delivered efficiently. 
 
B. Concentrated congestion supports a "build smarter" approach. 
 
One of the draft Study's most important findings is that transmission congestion is highly concentrated in 
a predictable window of time.  
 
DOE finds that the majority of congestion costs occur during approximately five percent of hours.17 The 
draft Study further finds that peak transmission value is often associated with forecast errors, high net 
load, cold weather, and other stressed system conditions. 
 
This finding has two important implications. First, it reinforces the potentially significant reliability and 
resilience value of transmission during periods when the system is under the greatest stress. Second, it 
suggests that planners and regulators should evaluate the characteristics of each constraint before 
assuming that traditional transmission expansion is necessarily the most cost-effective response. 
 
For some persistent or structural constraints, new transmission may clearly provide the greatest long-term 
value. In other cases, congestion concentrated during limited hours may be addressed or deferred through 
lower-cost technologies or operational improvements. 
 

23  Entergy Services, LLC v. Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. EL26-58-000 (filed Apr. 6, 2026); 
MISO Answer (May 27, 2026) (“MISO's actual experience differs from the alleged 16-20-month timeframe”); Devin Hartman & 
Beth Garza, R Street Institute, Need for Speed: An Analysis of Speed to Market and Cost Results of Competitive Transmission 
(Parts 1-2, 2026), 
https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/need-for-speed-an-analysis-of-speed-to-market-and-cost-results-of-competitive-transmission
-part-2-timing/. 
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DOE should therefore consider opportunities in the final Study to encourage regulators and planners to 
evaluate a broader range of solutions when responding to identified transmission needs, including: 
 

•​ reconductoring; 
•​ advanced transmission technologies; 
•​ grid-enhancing technologies; 
•​ storage; 
•​ topology optimization; 
•​ operational changes; 
•​ targeted upgrades to existing facilities; and 
•​ new transmission where those alternatives cannot cost-effectively address the underlying need. 

 
DOE's own statutory framing recognizes that transmission needs may be addressed through upgraded, 
uprated, or new facilities, including alternative solutions. The final Study should build on that concept and 
more clearly encourage planners to match solutions to the duration, severity, and underlying cause of 
individual constraints. 
 
The objective should not be to build less infrastructure for its own sake. It should be to extract the greatest 
possible capacity and value from both the existing and future grid. 
 
Advanced conductors can roughly double the capacity of many existing transmission lines without 
requiring a new right-of-way, and recent modeling shows how much that changes the cost of meeting a 
given need. Using ERCOT as a test case under high load growth through 2040, analysis prepared for 
ClearPath by Evolved Energy Research found that approximately $10 billion in reconductoring would 
avoid roughly $30 billion in greenfield transmission cost, a net saving of approximately $20 billion,  and 
would eliminate the need for approximately 6,500 miles of new line.24 In a high data center demand 
scenario, nearly 75 percent of the transmission capacity added by 2030 came from reconductoring rather 
than new construction. The same analysis found that greenfield transmission remains necessary, at 
approximately $35 billion in that scenario, which is precisely the point: cost-optimal expansion requires 
both, and the question before planners is the mix rather than the choice. Because reconductoring generally 
avoids new right-of-way acquisition and the permitting sequence that accompanies it, typical development 
runs 18 to 36 months rather than the 5 to 15 years associated with new transmission. The authors further 
note that ERCOT is a conservative test case, because it is unusually well suited to long-distance 
construction; where greenfield transmission is harder and slower to permit, the relative value of 
reconductoring is greater. 
 
The applicability is broad rather than niche. Approximately 98 percent of U.S. transmission transmission 
lines are shorter than 50 miles, making advanced-conductor reconductoring broadly applicable for 
increasing capacity within existing rights-of-way.25 This is not a marginal technology addressing a 
marginal share of the system. 
 
North Carolina offers a completed example. The Lee-Milburnie project rebuilt an approximately 40-mile 
line between Goldsboro and Raleigh using carbon composite conductors and modern support structures, 

25 Chojkiewicz E, Paliwal U, Abhyankar N, Baker C, O'Connell R, Callaway D, Phadke A. Accelerating transmission capacity 
expansion by using advanced conductors in existing right-of-way. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2024 Oct;121(40):e2411207121. 
doi: 10.1073/pnas.2411207121. Epub 2024 Sep 23. PMID: 39312665; PMCID: PMC11459140. 

24 Casey Kelly & Will Bryant, ClearPath, Amping Up the Grid: The Role of High Ampacity Conductors in Transmission 
Expansion (Aug. 10, 2026), 
https://clearpath.org/reports-and-more/amping-up-the-grid-the-role-of-high-ampacity-conductors-in-transmission-expansion/ 

 

                                                                                                                       12 

https://clearpath.org/reports-and-more/amping-up-the-grid-the-role-of-high-ampacity-conductors-in-transmission-expansion/


 

within the existing corridor. The upgraded line is expected to reduce the length of service interruptions by 
approximately 10 percent and to accommodate the interconnection of roughly 1,600 MW of solar 
generation and 260 MW of energy storage. The North Carolina Utilities Commission subsequently 
directed Duke Energy, in November 2024, to report on its progress evaluating grid-enhancing 
technologies in its next long-range plan and to explain its reasons where it declined to pursue 
enhancements it had evaluated. Legislation proposed in North Carolina would codify that reporting 
requirement.26 Requiring planners to document why a lower-cost alternative was not selected is a 
straightforward accountability measure, and one DOE could encourage nationally. 
 
Feasibility work conducted for the Minnesota Department of Transportation found that buried HVDC 
transmission requires roughly one-fifth of the right-of-way width of a conventional overhead AC line, at 
costs the study concluded were comparable to overhead AC on a cost-per-gigawatt-mile basis, while 
adding reliability and resilience benefits.27 Where public corridors are already available, as they now are 
in Minnesota, Iowa, and Wisconsin, discussed further in Section III.B below, that footprint difference 
translates directly into fewer landowner negotiations, less litigation exposure, and a shorter path to 
service. 
 
None of these approaches substitutes for new transmission where the underlying constraint is structural, 
and CEN does not suggest otherwise. The point is narrower and, we think, uncontroversial: where a 
lower-cost alternative can address the identified need, customers should not pay for the more expensive 
one by default. DOE should encourage planners to evaluate reconductoring, grid-enhancing technologies, 
storage, topology optimization, and existing-corridor solutions on the record, and to document the 
comparison so that the decision to build new reflects a demonstrated conclusion rather than an 
unexamined assumption. 
 
C. Interregional transmission should be evaluated as system insurance, not merely energy 
arbitrage. 
 
DOE's findings provide strong support for continued attention to interregional transmission. 
 
The draft Study finds that interregional and cross-interconnection links generally show the greatest 
potential to relieve congestion. It also recognizes that regions have different load profiles and resource 
mixes, allowing transmission to support resource adequacy by enabling imports when individual regions 
are under stress. 
 
The final Study should more explicitly recognize this capability as a form of system insurance. 
 
The value of an interregional connection cannot always be captured by examining average annual 
energy-price differences. A line may provide modest value during normal operating conditions but 
become exceptionally valuable during extreme weather, unexpected outages, fuel constraints, or other 
low-frequency, high-impact events. 
 

27 NextGen Highways, Buried HVDC is Cost Competitive (Fact Sheet, Nov. 2022), 
https://nextgenhighways.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/NGH_Buried-HVDC-Cost-Competitive.pdf.  

26 Canary Media, North Carolina Eyes Grid-Enhancing Tech to Improve Its Power System, 
https://www.canarymedia.com/articles/transmission/north-carolina-duke-grid-technology; North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
Order Accepting Carbon Plan and Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. E-100, Sub 190 (Nov. 2024).  
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DOE's own analysis illustrates this point. The draft Study finds that transmission value is heavily 
concentrated in a small share of hours and that interregional transmission can provide particularly 
significant value during peak periods that drive resource-adequacy needs. 
 
Accordingly, DOE should include language in the final Study to encourage planners to evaluate 
interregional transmission using metrics that capture, and value: 
 

•​ emergency imports and exports; 
•​ resource-adequacy benefits; 
•​ diversity in regional peak demand; 
•​ diversity in generation portfolios; 
•​ resilience during extreme weather; 
•​ avoided emergency actions or load shedding; and 
•​ access to generation during fuel or resource constraints. 

 
Such an approach would better reflect the actual role transmission plays during the hours when customers 
depend on it most. Recent reliability events illustrate the point. 
 
On May 25, 2025, MISO directed the shedding of approximately 600 MW of load in southeast Louisiana, 
roughly 500 MW on Entergy’s system serving New Orleans and Slidell, and approximately 100 MW on 
Cleco’s Northshore system, for approximately three and a half hours.2828 MISO’s August 2025 after-action 
report identifies the cause directly: the Nelson–Richard 500 kV line had been out of service since March 
following tornado damage, eliminating approximately 1,700 MW of transfer capability into the area. 
Southeast Louisiana operates as a load pocket with limited import capability. With approximately 7,700 
MW of local generation unavailable and temperatures reaching ninety degrees, MISO found there were 
not enough paths into the load pocket to allow additional generation to support the area. The value of that 
transfer capability was not defined by average conditions over the course of a year; it became most 
apparent during the few hours when the system was under extraordinary stress. 
 
In Tennessee and the Carolinas, during Winter Storm Elliott in December 2022, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority conducted the first rolling blackouts in its history on December 23, and Duke Energy shed firm 
load in the Carolinas for the first time in company history. At the same time, SPP was curtailing 
approximately three GW of wind generation, more energy than TVA’s largest coal plant produces.29 
Analysis prepared for the American Council on Renewable Energy estimated that a single gigawatt of 
additional transfer capability between ERCOT North and TVA would have produced approximately $95 
million in benefits during that event alone, with approximately $81 million available on the PJM 
Dominion to Duke/Progress seam.30 The generation existed, the delivery capability did not. 
 
Nationally, NERC’s congressionally directed Interregional Transfer Capability Study reached a consistent 
conclusion, recommending approximately 35 GW of additional interregional transfer capability across 
North America, including approximately 4.1 GW for SERC-East, 3.7 GW for SPP-South, 3.0 GW for 
MISO-East, and 2.8 GW for PJM-South, on the basis that such capability allows regions to optimize 

30 Michael Goggin & Zachary Zimmerman, Grid Strategies LLC for the American Council on Renewable Energy, The Value of 
Transmission During Winter Storm Elliott (Feb. 2023), 
https://acore.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/ACORE-The-Value-of-Transmission-During-Winter-Storm-Elliott.pdf. 

29  Ashtin Massie & Sarah Toth Kotwis, RMI, Wasted Wind and Tenable Transmission During Winter Storm Elliott (Feb. 16, 
2023), https://rmi.org/wasted-wind-and-tenable-transmission-during-winter-storm-elliott/ 

28 MISO, May 25 Load Shed Event Report (Aug. 2025), 
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/May%2025%20Load%20Shed%20Event%20Report%20-%20August%202025711584.pdf. 

 

                                                                                                                       14 

https://acore.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/ACORE-The-Value-of-Transmission-During-Winter-Storm-Elliott.pdf
https://rmi.org/wasted-wind-and-tenable-transmission-during-winter-storm-elliott/
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/May%2025%20Load%20Shed%20Event%20Report%20-%20August%202025711584.pdf


 

reserve use during extreme weather.31 NERC appropriately notes that the study is an assessment rather 
than a transmission plan. That distinction is important: identifying the value of additional transfer 
capability does not predetermine which projects should be built or how much consumers should pay for 
them. It does, however, demonstrate why planning processes should be capable of recognizing reliability 
and resilience benefits that may not be captured through average annual economic conditions alone. 
 
DOE should reflect that distinction in the final Needs Study. Interregional transmission should be 
evaluated not only for the energy it moves during normal conditions, but also for the reliability value it 
can provide when neighboring systems face different conditions and the ability to move power between 
them matters most. 
 
D. DOE should pay particular attention to transmission needs at regional seams. 
 
The draft Study's finding that interregional links frequently provide some of the greatest potential 
congestion value underscores a longstanding planning challenge: transmission projects capable of 
producing benefits across multiple regions can also be among the most difficult projects for existing 
planning processes to recognize and advance. 
 
That challenge is particularly relevant along seams such as MISO-SPP. 
 
Projects crossing planning regions may be evaluated under different assumptions, benefit metrics, 
planning horizons, and cost-allocation frameworks. As a result, a project that provides substantial 
combined system benefits may fail to advance if those benefits are not recognized by the criteria used to 
qualify projects or allocate their costs between regions. 
 
DOE should therefore examine whether regional and interregional planning processes adequately capture 
the full value of projects providing benefits on both sides of a seam. Relevant benefits may include: 
 

●​ production-cost and congestion savings; 
●​ reliability and resource adequacy; 
●​ avoided or deferred infrastructure; 
●​ generation interconnection; 
●​ transfer capability; 
●​ resilience during extreme system conditions; 
●​ load-serving capability; and 
●​ economic-development benefits. 

 
This issue is particularly important in regions such as MISO and SPP, which continue to evaluate 
potential interregional investments along their shared seam. DOE should recognize that the metrics used 
to identify a transmission need and those ultimately used to justify an investment can materially affect 
whether otherwise valuable projects advance. 
 
The 2024-25 MISO-SPP Coordinated System Plan (CSP) illustrates the issue. The joint study focused on 
the southern MISO-SPP seam and identified system issues using reliability, transfer-capability, and 

31 North American Electric Reliability Corporation, Interregional Transfer Capability Study (Nov. 2024), 
https://www.nerc.com/pa/RAPA/Documents/ITCS_Final_Report.pdf (directed by the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023). 
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congestion analyses for the 2034 and 2039 study years.32 MISO and SPP evaluated 70 proposed solutions 
and developed CORE and CORE+ draft portfolio recommendations based on performance across 
reliability, economic, and transfer-capability screening metrics. 
 
Those portfolios have continued to evolve as the RTOs moved from initial screening into solution 
justification. In April 2026, MISO and SPP shifted the northern portion of both portfolios from Fort Smith 
to a new Dora station because of substation expansion limitations. The RTOs subsequently began adjusted 
production cost (APC) testing and refined that analysis in July using updated model inputs. 
 
The August 2026 results demonstrate why the choice of benefit metric matters. MISO and SPP currently 
recommend that the Dora-Yell and Anthem-Dora-Yell facilities advance for further consideration because 
their APC benefits exceed their estimated project costs.33 The Dora-Yell project is currently estimated at 
approximately $680 million and produces approximately $980 million to $1.1 billion in 20- to 40-year 
savings, while the larger Anthem-Dora-Yell configuration is estimated at approximately $1.6 billion and 
produces approximately $1.9 billion to $2.8 billion in savings. Both configurations also increase transfer 
capability between MISO and SPP and improve reliability performance. 
 
The results for the other segments are equally instructive. MISO and SPP found that the Turk-McNeil and 
Sarepta-Southwest Shreveport-Babel facilities provide strong transfer-capability and reliability benefits, 
but the projects do not presently meet the APC requirements for advancement. Sarepta-Southwest 
Shreveport presents a different challenge: its collective APC benefits exceed project cost, but those 
benefits are distributed asymmetrically between the two regions (highly favorable to SPP and unfavorable 
to MISO) and therefore do not satisfy the Joint Operating Agreement's cost-split criteria for an 
Interregional Project. Under the current recommendation, only one of the three evaluated segments 
advances for further consideration. 
 
These results do not suggest that APC is an inappropriate measure of transmission value. Production-cost 
savings are an important consumer benefit and provide a useful measure of the economic value created by 
additional transfer capability. They do, however, illustrate how the benefit framework used to qualify an 
interregional project can determine whether other demonstrated system benefits ultimately translate into 
infrastructure that advances. 
 
The current MISO-SPP framework makes that distinction particularly clear. The Joint Operating 
Agreement provides multiple benefit categories for evaluating Interregional Projects, but MISO and SPP 
state that the current evaluation is focused on one of those primary categories: APC savings. Twenty-year 
APC results are being used to determine cost-sharing and benefit-cost criteria for CSP Interregional 
Project recommendations. The JOA nevertheless allows economic cost allocation to incorporate APC 
savings plus other mutually agreed-upon benefit metrics, demonstrating that the framework itself can 
accommodate a broader assessment where the RTOs agree to use it. 
 
Encouragingly, MISO and SPP are beginning to examine that broader value. In addition to 
production-cost savings, the RTOs are developing supplemental analyses intended to quantify avoided 
reliability investment and resilience through mitigation of extreme-weather impacts. The reliability 
analysis will estimate infrastructure investments avoided where interregional facilities resolve otherwise 

33 MISO-SPP Interregional Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee, meeting materials (Aug. 14, 2026) 
https://www.spp.org/spp-documents-filings/?id=20975 

32 SPP-MISO, 2024-25 Coordinated System Plan Study Report (Draft, Mar. 2026), 
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/SPP-MISO%202024-25%20Coordinated%20System%20Plan%20(CSP)%20Draft%20Study%20Rep
ort744849.pdf. 
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necessary reliability upgrades. The extreme-weather analysis will simulate stressed system conditions and 
evaluate benefits including production-cost savings and reduced loss of load. 
 
That evolution is important. It recognizes that some of the value provided by interregional transmission 
may arise not during average operating conditions, but during the relatively small number of hours when 
the system is most constrained. As discussed above, recent reliability events in Louisiana and elsewhere 
demonstrate that the ability to move power between regions can become exceptionally valuable when 
generation or transmission facilities are unexpectedly unavailable. A project that provides additional 
transfer capability, resolves reliability constraints, or reduces loss-of-load risk may therefore provide 
meaningful consumer value even where those benefits are not fully reflected in its APC savings. 
 
The MISO-SPP experience provides a concrete example of the broader issue identified in the Needs 
Study. Identifying an interregional transmission need is only the first step; the benefit framework 
subsequently used to evaluate potential solutions can determine whether the reliability, resilience, and 
transfer-capability value associated with that need is ultimately recognized. DOE should acknowledge this 
distinction in the final Needs Study and encourage regional and interregional planning processes to 
evaluate the full range of demonstrable consumer benefits when determining how identified transmission 
needs should be addressed. 
 
III. BUILD FASTER: Identifying Need Has Little Value if Infrastructure Cannot Be Delivered in 
Time 
 
A. DOE should incorporate buildability and time-to-service more directly into its assessment of 
transmission needs. 
 
The draft Study recognizes that transmission infrastructure has lengthy development timelines and that 
planners must therefore anticipate future needs rather than simply respond to existing constraints. 
CEN encourages DOE to take that analysis one step further. 
 
A transmission need identified for 2030 provides limited value if the infrastructure necessary to address it 
cannot enter service until 2035 or 2040. The final Study should therefore give greater consideration to the 
complete timeline between: 
 

Identifying a Need → Selecting a Solution → Allocating Costs →  
Siting → Permitting → Construction → Energization 

 
Understanding that timeline would help DOE distinguish between areas where the primary barrier is 
identifying the appropriate investment and areas where the primary barrier is actually delivering 
infrastructure. 
 
DOE should also consider whether future Needs Studies can identify regions where projected load 
growth, generation development, or reliability needs are occurring faster than infrastructure can 
realistically be approved and constructed. 
 
This would turn the Needs Study into a more useful early-warning tool for federal agencies, states, 
regulators, utilities, developers, and consumers. 
 
The range of observed transmission-development timelines is itself significant and should inform DOE's 
assessment of need. 
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At one end is the TransWest Express project, a 732-mile, 3,000 MW line running from Wyoming through 
Colorado and Utah to a Nevada interconnection point near Boulder City, Nevada, linking to the Southwest 
grid, including California.34 It was initiated in 2005 and did not begin construction until 2023, 
approximately eighteen years. The substantial majority of that period was consumed by sequential federal 
and multi-state review across four states and multiple agencies, not by construction. The purpose of the 
line never changed during those eighteen years. At the other end, recent single-jurisdiction reliability 
projects within SPP have moved from regional approval to energization in three to four years.2, 20 

 
One important factor separating these timelines is the number of jurisdictions and approval processes a 
project must navigate, particularly where reviews proceed sequentially rather than concurrently. This 
creates a challenge the final Study should recognize: many of the projects capable of addressing the 
interregional needs DOE identifies may also face some of the longest and least predictable development 
timelines. 
 
The examples discussed in Section I.B reinforce the point from the cost side. Delay in those cases did not 
merely postpone benefits; it raised the final price of the asset and, in the Cardinal-Hickory Creek case, 
held up a substantial queue of dependent generation. 
 
This timing mismatch matters. A Needs Study that identifies a significant need emerging in 2030 is less 
useful if the infrastructure capable of addressing that need cannot realistically enter service until years 
later. The final Study should therefore consider expected development timelines alongside identified 
transmission needs, particularly where projects may require approvals from multiple states or federal 
agencies. 
  
Doing so would give policymakers and planners greater visibility into not only where transmission needs 
are emerging, but where the time required to address them may itself become a constraint. Identifying 
those gaps earlier would allow states, regions, and federal agencies to coordinate sooner and focus 
attention on the projects and processes where delay poses the greatest risk to reliability, affordability, and 
economic growth. 
 
B. Permitting reform should focus on predictable reviews and earlier coordination. 
 
Building faster does not require eliminating meaningful review. It requires making review predictable 
enough that infrastructure developers, regulators, communities, and customers understand the process and 
can plan accordingly. 
 
CEN encourages DOE to use the final Needs Study to highlight how lengthy and unpredictable 
development processes may affect the nation's ability to address identified transmission needs, including 
opportunities for DOE and other agencies to reduce unnecessary delay through: 
 

•​ earlier federal-state coordination; 
•​ concurrent rather than sequential reviews where appropriate; 
•​ predictable permitting timelines; 
•​ clearer agency responsibilities; 
•​ improved coordination across state boundaries; 

34 Bureau of Land Management, BLM Approves Construction of TransWest Express Transmission Project (2023), 
https://www.blm.gov/press-release/blm-approves-construction-transwest-express-transmission-project 
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•​ greater utilization of existing rights-of-way; 
•​ timely consideration of advanced transmission technologies and upgrades; and 
•​ earlier identification of environmental, community, and siting constraints. 

 
DOE also correctly notes that states have a critical role in transmission planning, siting, and approval and 
that transmission needs often do not begin or end at state borders. The Needs Study specifically 
encourages collaboration among states, regional planning authorities, and federal agencies to facilitate 
cost-effective interregional transmission. 
 
The final Needs Study should strengthen this point by recognizing that coordination must begin early 
enough to affect project timelines. Federal-state collaboration after a project has already encountered 
permitting or siting conflict is less valuable than coordination incorporated into planning from the outset. 
 
States are already demonstrating what earlier coordination and better use of existing corridors look like in 
practice. 
 
Wisconsin has authorized transmission co-location within interstate highway rights-of-way since 2003 
and has since sited more than 200 miles of transmission infrastructure in those corridors.35 Minnesota 
enacted omnibus transportation legislation in 2024 opening all state and interstate highway corridors to 
transmission co-location, ending a decades-long Department of Transportation prohibition on utility 
infrastructure in controlled-access rights-of-way. Iowa followed in April 2026, when Governor Reynolds 
signed Senate File 2214 permitting transmission siting along existing interstate highway rights-of-way.36 
Nevada and Montana have comparable authorizations in place, and Virginia has directed study of the 
approach. 
 
The advantage of these reforms is not merely speed. Co-location within existing public corridors can 
substantially reduce the number of individual easements and landowner negotiations required by allowing 
greater use of an existing public corridor. Co-location reduces reliance on eminent domain, reduces 
land-acquisition litigation, and positions projects and new infrastructure towards corridors already 
committed to public use when possible. 
 
Public opinion is consistent on this point. More than 80 percent of respondents in national polling support 
placing transmission in highway and interstate corridors as an alternative to siting on private land, and 
nearly 80 percent of Minnesotans reported preferring that transmission be built alongside existing 
infrastructure.35 CEN’s 2026 national survey of 1,500 likely voters found that 74 percent support 
permitting reform for energy infrastructure and 73 percent support transmission permitting reform when 
paired with landowner rights protections, while 92 percent regard modernizing the grid as important and 
82 percent report concern about electricity affordability. Americans are not opposed to building.37 They 
are asking that it be built in the right places, through a process they can understand. 
 
DOE should recognize state right-of-way and co-location reforms as a distinct category of infrastructure 
acceleration in the final Needs Study, and should identify where the absence of such authority is 
constraining otherwise-viable routing options. 

37 Conservative Energy Network, National Poll, Americans Demand Action on Rising Energy Costs. Fielded May 4-7 2026. 
https://conservativeenergynetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/2026-CEN-National-Toplines.pdf 

36 S.F. 2214, 91st Gen. Assem., Reg. Sess. (Iowa 2026) https://www.legis.iowa.gov/legislation/BillBook?ga=91&ba=SF2214 

35 NextGen Highways, Iowa Becomes Latest State to Open Up Interstate Rights-of-Way for Siting Electric Transmission Lines 
(Apr. 2026), 
https://nextgenhighways.org/iowa-becomes-latest-state-to-open-up-interstate-rights-of-way-for-siting-electric-transmission-lines/. 
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IV. DOE Should Continue Improving Visibility Into Transmission Needs in Non-RTO Regions 
 
CEN particularly appreciates DOE's effort to address the analytical challenge presented by regions 
without transparent RTO/ISO market data. 
 
The draft Needs Study acknowledges that congestion is more difficult to measure in non-RTO/ISO 
regions because consolidated, publicly available data are limited, potentially resulting in portions of the 
Southeast and West being underrepresented in national congestion estimates. 
 
DOE's new Southeast analysis is therefore a useful step forward. Despite the absence of publicly available 
LMP data, the Study uses two approaches to estimate transmission congestion value and finds average 
values near $10/MWh for Southeast and Florida interregional links. DOE identifies SOCO-FRCC, 
Duke-PJM, and TVA-MISO South among the highest-value Southeast linkages in both 2022 and 2023. 
 
The broader lesson is important: an absence of transparent congestion data should not be interpreted as 
an absence of transmission need. 
 
CEN encourages DOE to continue developing standardized indicators that allow policymakers and 
consumers to assess transmission conditions in non-RTO regions on a basis that is as comparable and 
transparent as practicable. 
 
Potential indicators could include: 
 

•​ available and utilized transfer capability; 
•​ transmission-loading relief events; 
•​ curtailments; 
•​ redispatch; 
•​ large-load interconnection timelines; 
•​ generation interconnection constraints; 
•​ planned generation retirements and additions; 
•​ regional import and export capability; 
•​ industrial and data center load growth; and 
•​ transmission investment relative to load growth. 

 
Improving these indicators would be particularly valuable in the Southeast, where some of the nation's 
fastest load growth and economic development is occurring. 
 
The evidence needed to construct these indicators already exists across the Southeast. It simply resides in 
state regulatory records, utility filings, and event reports rather than in market data. 
 
In Georgia, the successive revisions to Georgia Power’s large-load forecast described in Section I.C are 
themselves a transmission indicator. A utility that revises its seven-year large-load forecast upward by an 
order of magnitude across three planning cycles is describing a transmission adequacy question, and it is 
doing so in a public record that requires no locational marginal pricing to interpret. 
 
In the Carolinas, the firm load shed conducted by Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress 
during Winter Storm Elliott, discussed in Section II.C, prompted a formal inspection and examination by 
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the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff and a joint FERC-NERC inquiry.38 Those proceedings 
generated a detailed public record of the conditions and transfer limitations that contributed to the event. 
No LMP series would have flagged those limitations in advance, because none exists for the region. 
 
In Florida and across the broader Southeast, DOE’s own analysis points the same direction, estimating 
transmission congestion value averaging near $10 per megawatt-hour on Southeast and Florida 
interregional links and identifying SOCO-FRCC, Duke-PJM, and TVA-MISO South among the 
highest-value Southeast linkages in both 2022 and 2023. DOE’s ability to identify substantial value on 
these seams despite the absence of locational marginal price data demonstrates both the limitations of 
relying on traditional market data and the value of developing alternative indicators for non-RTO regions. 
 
Integrated resource planning proceedings are a further underused source. In Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Docket No. I-37765, the Commission’s planning proceeding for the 2027 cycle, CEN 
observed in May 2026 that the initial data assumptions filed by Cleco Power contained no explicit 
discussion of transmission and did not appear to incorporate regional or interregional transmission 
considerations, notwithstanding that the MISO-SPP Coordinated System Plan had by then identified new 
500 kV facilities in Louisiana capable of increasing transfer capability and reducing congestion for 
Louisiana customers.39Where transmission is absent from the resource planning record in a state that has 
recently experienced both load shed attributable to transfer limitations and multi-billion-dollar load 
additions, that absence is itself an indicator worth capturing. 
 
These records are already public, and in many cases, already produced on a recurring schedule. DOE 
should treat state commission proceedings, integrated resource plans, load-interconnection cases, and 
after-action reports on load-shed events as legitimate and available inputs to the assessment of 
transmission needs in non-RTO and partially covered regions. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Draft National Transmission Needs Study makes a strong case that the nation's transmission system 
will need to evolve alongside rapidly changing electricity demand. CEN agrees. 
 
The next phase of the transmission conversation, however, should focus increasingly on how America 
builds. 
 
We should Build More where additional transmission produces demonstrable value for consumers, 
improves reliability, and enables American economic growth. 
 
We should Build Smarter by evaluating the full range of system benefits, encouraging competition and 
cost discipline, making better use of existing infrastructure, and ensuring that each ratepayer dollar 
produces as much grid capacity and consumer value as possible. 
 
We should Build Faster by addressing the widening gap between when infrastructure is needed and when 
America's planning, permitting, and construction processes can actually deliver it. 

39 Conservative Energy Network, Response to Cleco Power LLC's Initial Data Assumptions for the 2027 IRP Cycle, LPSC 
Docket No. I-37765 (filed May 28, 2026). 

38  South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff, Inspection and Examination Report of DEC and DEP December 2022 Winter 
Storm Outages and Blackouts (Aug. 2023), 
https://ors.sc.gov/sites/scors/files/Documents/News%20Archive/Inspection%20and%20Examination%20Report%20of%20DEC
%20and%20DEP%20December%202022%20Winter%20Storm%20Outages%20and%20Blackouts.pdf 
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These objectives are complementary. A transmission policy focused solely on building more risks 
overlooking affordability. A policy focused solely on minimizing near-term investment risks imposing 
larger congestion, reliability, and economic costs later. And even the best-planned project provides little 
value if it cannot be completed when customers need it. 
 
The goal should therefore be a transmission system capable of supporting the next era of American 
energy and economic growth while remaining grounded in affordability, reliability, competition, 
accountability, and measurable consumer value. 
 
Build More. Build Smarter. Build Faster. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions, please contact Cole 
Howard, choward@conservativeenergynetwork.org.  
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	B. The final Study should more explicitly evaluate the cost of failing to build needed transmission. 
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