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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 

Michigan Electric Transmission Company, Inc. )              Docket No. ER21-424 

       ) 

       ) 

        

COMMENTS OF PUBLIC INTEREST ORGANIZATIONS 

The undersigned Public Interest Organizations submit these comments in support of the 

proposal by the Michigan Electric Transmission Company (METC), to recover costs associated 

with building the transmission infrastructure of its Electric Vehicle (EV) Infrastructure Pilot 

Project, under the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (Commission) 2009 Smart Grid 

Policy Statement. To help decisionmakers and the public assess the costs and benefits of these 

projects, especially in regional planning processes, we urge the Commission to require METC to 

provide a complete accounting of the project’s costs in its public reports (METC is seeking up to 

$15 million in cost recovery), to ensure that these costs result in just and reasonable rates. 

Introduction 

Encouraged by federal and state policies, as well as customer choice, EVs continue to 

grow in use. In addition to providing direct benefits to the user, EVs have the potential to provide 

significant grid power supply, flexibility and other services necessary to maintain and enhance 

grid reliability. However, the successful deployment of EVs depends on the existence of 

infrastructure that provides charging and other capabilities for EVs. Individuals and business 

customers are unlikely to invest in EVs if there are too few charging stations, or if those charging 

stations are inconvenient. Given that forecasts indicate that significantly more charging stations 

in Michigan alone are needed now, and more should be developed over the next decade, 1  and 

 
1 Electric Vehicle Charger Placement Optimization in Michigan: Phase I- Highways, (2019) 

at 33 (noting that “[i]t is suggested [that] Michigan build the optimized charging network for the 
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that some of those charging stations – especially high-capacity stations – will be connected to the 

bulk power system, PIOs support METC’s proposal. 

The relevant Commission policy at issue in this filing, known as the Smart Grid Policy, 

emanates from Section 1301 of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, which 

includes a “Statement of policy on modernization of electricity grid.”2 In seeking to implement 

Section 1301, the Commission issued a policy statement that allows for the cost recovery of 

projects that the Commission determines meets the statutory criteria.3 The Smart Grid Policy 

restates the criteria of Section 1301 (discussed below), and establishes four substantive factors 

for assessing a cost recovery proposal under the Policy: 

(1) the smart grid facilities will advance the policy and goals of section 1301 of the 

Energy Independence and Security Act;  

(2) the smart grid facilities will not adversely affect the reliability and cybersecurity of 

the bulk-power system;  

(3) the applicant has minimized the possibility of stranded investment in smart grid 

equipment; and 

(4) the applicant agrees to provide certain information to the Department of Energy 

Smart Grid Clearinghouse.4  

  

The Commission also adopted an interim rate policy in the Smart Grid Policy to allow for 

the cost recovery of eligible projects. To successfully recover costs through the Smart Grid 

Policy, the applicant must file a declaratory order, or – as in METC’s case – a Federal Power Act 

Section 205 filing, demonstrating that the proposed project meets the criteria of the Smart Grid 

 

2030 demand scenario” by constructing thirty-five (35) 150kw charging stations, containing 196 

outlets. Available at https://www.michigan.gov/documents/energy/EV-Charger-Placement-Opt-

PhaseI-Final-Report-021319_646220_7.pdf.      
2 42 U.S.C. § 17381. 
3 128 FERC ¶ 61,060 (2009), available at https://www.ferc.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/E-

3-Fercs-Smart-Grid-Policy.pdf.  
4 Id. at p 122. 

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/energy/EV-Charger-Placement-Opt-PhaseI-Final-Report-021319_646220_7.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/documents/energy/EV-Charger-Placement-Opt-PhaseI-Final-Report-021319_646220_7.pdf
https://www.ferc.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/E-3-Fercs-Smart-Grid-Policy.pdf
https://www.ferc.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/E-3-Fercs-Smart-Grid-Policy.pdf
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Policy.5 The Commission indicated that the Interim Rate Policy would be “effective until 

relevant interoperability standards have been adopted through Commission rulemakings.”6 Two 

years later, in 2011, the Commission found that there was an “insufficient consensus” to issue 

interoperability standards, and therefore did not institute a rulemaking.7 Thus, the Interim Rate 

Policy is still effective. Finally, METC’s proposal does not address the appropriate allocation of 

costs for the proposed project. That is a separate question to be addressed under the relevant 

regional transmission operator’s tariff rules, and PIOs do not take a position on that issue in this 

proceeding.  

Discussion 

I. METC’s Proposal Satisfies the Four Factors of the Commission’s Smart Grid 

Policy.  

 

A. The proposal advances the policy and goals of section 1301 of the Energy 

Independence and Security Act.      

 

The plain language of the Smart Grid Policy explicitly supports the development of EV 

projects, such as the project proposed by METC. The Energy Independence and Security Act of 

2007 provides that “[i]t is the policy of the United States to support the modernization of the 

Nation’s electricity and distribution system,” in order to – amongst other goals – “meet future 

demand growth and achieve each of the following,” including the “[d]eployment and integration 

of advanced electricity storage and peak-shaving technologies, including plug-in electric and 

 
5 Id. at 103. 
6 Id. 
7 136 FERC, ¶ 61,039 (2011), available at 

https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?document_id=13939473&accessionnumber=20110719-

3029.  

https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?document_id=13939473&accessionnumber=20110719-3029
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?document_id=13939473&accessionnumber=20110719-3029
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hybrid electric vehicles.”8 Consistent with this declaration, the Commission’s Policy Statement 

emphasizes that “electric transportation is a key functionality of the smart grid, and standards 

relating to electric transportation should be treated as a key priority.”9 METC’s proposed EV 

charging station fits squarely within the explicitly enumerated goal of the “deployment and 

integration” of electric vehicles.  

Furthermore, as noted above, the statutory language indicates that a goal of the Smart 

Grid Policy is to “meet future demand growth.” 10 Michigan has adopted an aggressive near-term 

climate policy– with the goal of reducing carbon emissions by 28% below 1990 levels by 2025, 

and full decarbonization by 2050.11 Those goals will not materialize in a vacuum, and it is 

reasonable to expect future standards and policies supporting EV integration in Michigan; PIOs 

agree with METC’s assessment that current EV infrastructure in Michigan is insufficient to meet 

projections of expected EV growth.12 Thus, METC’s proposal additionally advances the Smart 

Grid goals and policy by proactively anticipating the demand for fast-charging EV stations.   

The benefits that would arise from transitioning the transportation fleet to EVs, as 

enabled through the development of charging stations, are myriad. Benefits would likely include 

reduced climate change damages, reduced annual vehicle operating costs, as well as a potential 

downward pressure on electric bill rates.13 They also support the policy of national grid 

“modernization” expressed in Section 1301 of the Energy Policy Act. 

 
8 42 U.S.C. § 17381(7). 
9 128 FERC ¶ 61,060 at P 90. 
10 42 U.S.C. § 17381. 
11 Michigan Exec. Order No. 2020-182 (2020). 
12 See Applicant Filing, at 10-13. 
13 See Synapse Energy, Electric Vehicles Are Driving Electric Rates Down, (2020) (noting 

that historical evidence in California shows that EV drivers contributed more in revenues than 

costs, which resulted in a downward pressure on rates). Available at https://www.synapse-

https://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/EV_Impacts_June_2020_18-122.pdf
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Given that METC only requests cost recovery of transmission and AC to DC converter 

assets, it is unclear as to whether the EV charging stations would be capable of bi-directional 

charging, or whether the charging stations would be equipped with communication abilities. For 

the purpose of the METC proposal, the equipment for which METC requests cost recovery, 

including the converter technology, should be capable of handling bi-directional charging 

without further voltage or other Commission-jurisdictional changes. Having such capabilities 

will be important to facilitate the integration of vehicle-to-grid EVs into the power system. 

B. The proposal would not adversely affect grid reliability or security.     

 

The proposed EV charging stations would adversely impact neither the reliability nor the 

cybersecurity of the bulk power system. To the contrary, investments in EV charging stations 

may even lead to improved reliability, by facilitating the integration of large-capacity EV 

charging stations into the bulk power system rather than on the distribution system. Some of 

these charging stations will, over time, also be capable of providing grid reliability and flexibility 

services. 

As demonstrated by the Commission’s only prior application of the Smart Grid Policy – a 

2009 approval of costs associated with synchrophasors,14 evaluations of operational reliability 

should be proactive and fact specific.15 Like historical projections of synchrophasor use, current 

market projections indicate that EVs will become increasingly ubiquitous; encouraging the 

 

energy.com/sites/default/files/EV_Impacts_June_2020_18-122.pdf; MJ Bradley & Associates, 

Electric Vehicle Cost-Benefit Analysis - Plug-in Electric Vehicle Cost-Benefit Analysis: 

Michigan at 3 (July 2017). 
14 129 FERC ¶ 61,251 (2009) (2009 WL 4883986). 
15 Id. at 42-43 (noting that “the smart grid will almost certainly make direct operational use 

of synchrophasor data,” and that while synchrophasors “‘are not critical to the operation of the 

Bulk Electric System today’ … [they] could become critical in the future as new applications 

develop and mature”)(emphasis in original). 

https://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/EV_Impacts_June_2020_18-122.pdf
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development of fast charging stations now will more safely integrate EVs into the electricity 

grid. Although estimates vary, projected EV penetration in Michigan ranges between 

approximately 10% and 40% by 2040.16 To streamline the transition, and minimize future 

reliability concerns, it is prudent to respond to these projections by developing infrastructure to 

meet that demand now. As such, the proverbial “tail-wagging-the dog scenario,” one in which 

“electrification-related infrastructure is built only at the distribution level … [and] forc[es] 

transmission-owning utilities to be purely reactive,” may be avoided.17 PIOs agree with METC 

that it would be preferable to build EV charging stations to accommodate near-term projected 

demand, so as to avoid a situation in which large amounts of EV charging stations come online 

all at once– a “reactive” scenario that may result in grid instability, or one that would require a 

rapid piecemeal approach to improve infrastructure at the distribution level.18  

EV charging stations on the bulk power system also may relieve grid congestion at the 

distribution level.19 Increased demand from EVs will strain distribution circuitry, a situation that 

would require additional investment in transmission and substations to stabilize.20 Siting 

charging stations where transmission capacity is less constrained would decrease costs. See id. at 

 
16 MJ Bradley Study, Executive Summary at ii. 
17 Applicant Filing, at 21. 
18 See Applicant Filing, Attachment A, Testimony of Weiss and Hagerty, p 13: “While 

network bottlenecks can occur at both the distribution and transmission level, the addition of 

loads of this magnitude will tend to represent a smaller challenge at the transmission level than at 

the distribution level. Therefore, existing transmission infrastructure may well provide 

opportunities for the development of DCFC infrastructure that avoids more expensive 

investments in network upgrades and can perhaps also speed up the deployment of this critical 

piece of the EV infrastructure overall if and where large distribution system upgrades require 

more time.” 
19 See generally Sahoo et al., The Costs of Revving Up the Grid for Electric Vehicles (2019), 

available at https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2019/costs-revving-up-the-grid-for-

electric-vehicles.    
20 Id. at 3. 

https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2019/costs-revving-up-the-grid-for-electric-vehicles
https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2019/costs-revving-up-the-grid-for-electric-vehicles
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4 (the optimization of both “timing” and “location” – away from areas where grid capacity is 

constrained – would decrease transmission and distribution costs by 70%). Thus, EV charging 

via the transmission system, as opposed to from the distribution system, may alleviate congestion 

on the grid.  

The project could also serve to inform the Commission, and other developers, of risks 

and benefits associated with commercial EV infrastructure development, for future application. 

METC attests that it would file an annual report with the Commission, discussing the risks, 

challenges, and benefits associated with the infrastructure.21 As noted by METC, the project 

would “provide data that will inform more widescale investment by public utilities in DCFC 

stations designed to serve commercial trucks that contain larger batteries and require more 

energy to charge. By undertaking this EV Infrastructure Pilot Project, METC (and the 

Commission) will gain a greater understanding of how medium- and heavy-duty EV demand 

requirements and storage capabilities may impact or benefit the transmission grid.”22 As a 

corollary to the Commission’s prior application of the Smart Grid Policy, as synchrophasors 

provided more information relating to grid management, so too would the proposed project 

provide increased access to information on EV integration to the grid; proper utilization of this 

data should lead to improved system reliability. 

C. There is a low risk that the project would result in stranded assets, and the 

Applicant will provide data on EV usage.  

 

As METC notes in its Filing, an AC to DC EV charging converter technology is highly 

unlikely to become obsolete, especially considering that market projections indicate that EVs 

 
21 Applicant Filing at 20. 
22 Id. at 16. 
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will compose an increasing proportion of the transportation sector. As noted by the U.S. 

Department of Energy, “[f]or regional- or long-haul trucking, with the size of MHDV batteries 

usually exceeding 200 kWh, DC fast chargers … would likely become a dominant EV charging 

method.”23   

METC has agreed to submit an annual report to the Commission, which evaluates the 

realized challenges and benefits from the project.24 Additionally, the Applicant agreed to submit 

mandatory information to the DOE Smart Grid Clearinghouse for the duration of the project.25  

II. The Commission Should Require METC to Provide Detailed Cost Information on 

the Project. 

 

PIOs request that the Commission order METC to provide granular cost data in the 

annual reports it has committed to filing with the Commission. Such information is necessary 

and useful for at least two reasons. First, detailed cost data would inform the design of future 

charging stations and the upgrades necessary to build them - especially larger, transmission-level 

charging stations. Second, such cost (and benefit) information would help to inform the 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator’s (MISO) transmission planning process, especially 

in assessing the reasonableness of the rates associated with those projects in the future. MISO’s 

tariff requires consideration of alternatives to projects included in the MISO annual transmission 

 
23 U.S. Department of Energy, Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Electrification: An 

Assessment of Technology and Knowledge Gaps (2019), At 56, available at 

https://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/Files/Pub136575.pdf. Additionally, the Report notes that 

“[MHDVs] are critical to the US economy. Trucking accounts for more than 67% of freight 

movement by weight in the United States, with a revenue of $738.9B, 81.5% of the nation’s total 

freight cost. MHDVs are the second largest transportation energy-use sector, accounting for 

22.7% of the total.” Id. at xiii.   
24 Applicant Filing at 20. 
25 Id. 

https://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/Files/Pub136575.pdf
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expansion plan, including local projects such as the METC proposal.26 It also requires MISO to 

“seek out opportunities to coordinate or consolidate, where possible, individually defined 

transmission projects into more comprehensive cost-effective developments subject to the 

limitations imposed by prior commitments and lead-time constraints.”27 Detailed cost and benefit 

information therefore can help to support the selection of the solutions in the MISO process most 

cost-effectively capable of meeting system and consumer needs. Importantly, all such 

information should be included in public documents filed in the docket for this proceeding.  

Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the PIOs request that the Commission grant METC’s request 

to use the Commission’s Smart Grid Policy to allow for cost recovery for the METC’s smart grid 

investments, subject to METC providing detailed specific cost and benefit information to the 

Commission in its annual reports to the Commission in this docket.  
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26 See e.g., Attachment FF to the MISO Tariff, Transmission Expansion Planning Protocol, at Section I.D.1.b, 

available at https://docs.misoenergy.org/legalcontent/Attachment_FF_-

_Transmission_Expansion_Planning_Protocol.pdf (accessed Dec. 7, 2020). 
27 Id. Section I.D.  

mailto:Moore.fercproject@gmail.com
mailto:lmay@nrdc.org
mailto:charlesg@ecocenter.org
https://docs.misoenergy.org/legalcontent/Attachment_FF_-_Transmission_Expansion_Planning_Protocol.pdf
https://docs.misoenergy.org/legalcontent/Attachment_FF_-_Transmission_Expansion_Planning_Protocol.pdf
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I hereby certify that on this 7th Day of December I served the foregoing document by 

electronic delivery on the service list for this proceeding.  

      /s John N. Moore 

       


