
 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 
Connecticut Department of Energy and  : 
Environmental Protection, Connecticut   : 
Office of Consumer Counsel, Connecticut  : 
Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, and  : Docket No. EL26-79-000 
William Tong, Attorney General for the State : 
of Connecticut,     : 
    Complainants, : 
       : 
  v.     : 
       : 
ISO New England Inc., The Connecticut  : 
Light & Power Company d/b/a Eversource : 
Energy, and The United Illuminating Company, : 
       : 
    Respondents.  : 
 

COMMENTS OF WIRES 
 

Pursuant to the Combined Notice of Filings #1 issued on June 12, 2026,1 WIRES, on behalf 

of its members, submits these comments2 in response to the Complaint filed by Connecticut 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel, 

Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, and William Tong, Attorney General for the 

State of Connecticut (collectively, the “CT State Agencies” or “Complainants”) against The 

Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy (“Eversource”) and The United 

Illuminating Company (“UI”) (collectively, “Respondents”), and ISO New England Inc. (“ISO-

NE”) in the captioned docket.3 

 
1 Connecticut Dep’t of Energy and Env’t Protection v. The Connecticut Light & Power Co., Combined Notice of 
Filings #1, Docket No. EL26-79-000 (June 12, 2026). 
2 WIRES filed a timely doc-less motion to intervene on June 18, 2026. 
3 Connecticut Dep’t of Energy and Env’t Protection v. The Connecticut Light & Power Co., Complaint of 
Connecticut State Agencies Challenging RTO Adder Costs and Requesting Termination, Docket No. EL26-79-000 
(June 11, 2026) (“Complaint”). 
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This Complaint, filed pursuant to Federal Power Act, sections 2064 and 3065 asserts that 

new section 28(b) of Public Act No. 25-173,6 effective October 1, 2025, requiring Respondent 

electric distribution companies that own or control transmission facilities in Connecticut to 

participate in the independent system operator organization, i.e., ISO-NE, renders Respondents 

continued participation in ISO-NE no longer “voluntary.”7  Complainants further argue that the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission” or “FERC”) should discontinue 

incentives for RTO participation because permitting Respondents to receive their RTO incentives 

would require Connecticut consumers to pay a premium for Respondents’ compliance with state 

law.  Accordingly, Complainants request that the Commission declare Respondents ineligible for 

the transmission rate incentive and find Respondents’ transmission formula rates are unjust and 

unreasonable and must be revised to exclude continued payment of that incentive.8   

I. DESCRIPTION OF WIRES 

WIRES is a non-profit trade association of investor-, publicly-, and cooperatively-owned 

transmission providers, incumbent transmission owners, competitive transmission developers, 

transmission customers, regional grid managers, and equipment and service companies.9   

WIRES members serve customers throughout major regions of the country, account for 

more than 270,000 miles of high voltage transmission and include several technology companies 

focused on advancements in transmission.  WIRES members are dedicated to the timely, 

 
4 16 U.S.C. § 824e. 
5 16 U.S.C. § 825e. 
6 Conn. Pub. Act No. 25-173 § 28(b). 
7 Complaint at 3. 
8 Id. at 6. 
9 This filing does not necessarily reflect the views of WIRES’ Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”) or 
Independent System Operators (“ISOs”) members.  For more information about WIRES, please visit 
www.wiresgroup.com.  Hereinafter the acronym “RTO” shall be used to refer to an RTO and/or ISO. 
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efficient, and cost-effective development of needed and beneficial transmission, utilizing 

innovative technologies and procurement practices to drive down costs.  Additionally, WIRES 

members are focused on development of transmission to ensure the reliable delivery of energy 

necessary to serve their existing and new customers.  WIRES advocates for constructive 

regulatory policies and practical solutions that would reduce delays in the development of 

essential transmission infrastructure.   

II. CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS 

 All correspondence and communication with respect to these comments should be sent to 

the following individual, who should be included on the official service lists compiled by the 

Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding: 

Larry Gasteiger 
Executive Director 
WIRES 
529 Fourteenth Street, NW  
Suite 1280 
Washington, DC  20045 
Phone:  (703) 980-5750 
lgasteiger@exec.wiresgroup.com 

 
III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Transmission functions as the electric industry’s interstate highway, enabling utilities, 

generators, and customers to coordinate operations and collectively improve systemwide 

efficiency.  Utilities have historically expanded their transmission networks to meet emerging 

industry needs.  Since its inception, WIRES has focused on supporting investment in needed and 

beneficial transmission infrastructure that Congress and FERC have recognized are essential to a 

resilient, reliable, and affordable bulk power system.   

The need to promote and facilitate transmission investment has never been more urgent.  

Planning regions nationwide face ever increasing transmission constraints that limit regional 
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providers’ ability to serve new and existing customers reliably and affordably.  Significant 

transmission expansion is needed to address substantial load growth expectations driven by 

technological advances, reshoring of industry, broader economic activity, and unprecedented levels 

of demand from data centers and artificial intelligence technology.10  Additional transmission is 

also necessary to connect new supply sources to meet customer demand and replace retiring 

generation.  Proactive transmission development is essential to ensure sufficient electricity is 

available to timely meet the needs of American customers and businesses.   

Achieving these ambitious goals will require well-functioning organized markets and 

substantial investment in transmission infrastructure.  If the Commission seeks to meet the nation’s 

emerging energy needs, it must find ways to encourage the expansion of and continued 

participation in RTO regions, as RTOs are foundational to the reliability, resiliency, and security 

of the nation’s electric power grid. 

IV. BACKGROUND 

Although Order No. 2000 found RTOs to be needed to “resolve impediments to fully 

competitive markets,” the Commission stopped short of mandating that utilities join an RTO.11  

Instead, the Commission adopted a voluntary approach to RTO formation that represented a 

“measured and appropriate” response to “focus [the industry’s] efforts on the potential benefits of 

RTO formation and how best to achieve them.”12  To stimulate RTO participation by transmission-

 
10 John D. Wilson, Zach Zimmerman, and Rob Gramlich, Grid Strategies, Strategic Industries Surging:  Driving US 
Power Demand at 3 – 5 (Dec. 2024) (available at https://gridstrategiesllc.com/wp-content/uploads/National-Load-
Growth-Report-2024.pdf ).   
11 Regional Transmission Organizations, Order No. 2000, 89 FERC ¶ 61,285 at 115 (1999) (“Order No. 2000”), 
order on reh’g, Order No. 2000-A, 90 FERC ¶ 61,201 (2000), appeal dismissed for want of standing sub nom. Pub. 
Util. Dist. No. 1 v. FERC, 272 F.3d 607 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
12 Order No. 2000 at 100, 115-116.  The Commission emphasized in the order that the voluntary approach should not 
be interpreted to mean that the Commission would not exercise its authority under the FPA to require participation in 
an RTO where supported by an evidential proceeding.  Id. at 142. 
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owning utilities, Order No. 2000 relied on “certain favorable ratemaking treatments for those who 

assume the risks of the transition to a new structure, which [the Commission believed] should, at 

a minimum, eliminate any rate disincentives to RTO formation.”13   

Subsequently, under FPA section 219(c), Congress directed the Commission to “provide 

for incentives to each transmitting utility or electric utility that joins a Transmission 

Organization.”14  The Commission implemented FPA section 219 by issuing Order No. 679, which 

established by rule carefully tailored incentives to address benefits and risks of membership in 

RTOs.15  In 2019, approximately 13 years following promulgation of Order No. 679, the 

Commission issued a Notice of Inquiry16 soliciting comments on a variety of issues related to its 

transmission incentives policy, including the RTO incentive.  Such questions included whether the 

Commission should (i) revise the RTO incentive or (ii) consider incentives other than ROE adders 

for utilities that join an RTO, e.g., automatic provision of construction work in progress (“CWIP”) 

in rate base or the abandoned plant incentive for all transmission-owning RTO members, and if so, 

(iii) what other types of incentives would be appropriate.17  The 2019 Notice of Inquiry docket 

subsequently informed the Commission’s Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“NOPR”)18 and 

Supplemental NOPR19 proposing changes to its transmission incentive policy.  Those NOPRs 

 
13 Id. at 116. 
14 16 U.S.C. § 824s. 
15 Promoting Transmission Inv. through Pricing Reform, Order No. 679, 116 FERC ¶ 61,057, order on reh’g, Order 
No. 679-A, 117 FERC ¶ 61,345 (2006), order on reh’g, 119 FERC ¶ 61,062 (2007) (collectively, “Order No. 679”). 
16 Inquiry Regarding the Commission’s Electric Transmission Incentives Policy, 166 FERC ¶ 61,208 (Mar. 21, 2019) 
(“2019 Notice of Inquiry”). 
17 Id. at 33 – 34. 
18 Electric Transmission Incentives Policy Under Section 219 of the Federal Power Act, 170 FERC ¶ 61,204 
(Mar. 20, 2020) (“Transmission Incentive NOPR”).  
19 Electric Transmission Incentives Policy Under Section 219 of the Federal Power Act, 175 FERC ¶ 61,035 (Apr. 
15, 2021) (“Supplemental NOPR”). 
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remain open.  During that same period, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth20 and Ninth21 

Circuits held that transmission owners are eligible for the RTO incentive only when their 

participation is voluntary. 

As the Commission considers this Complaint and evaluates, what if any, revisions are 

needed to its RTO incentive policy, it must consider that departing from long-established, well-

understood policies would disrupt settled expectations, create uncertainty, possibly chill 

investment, and increase customer costs by eliminating rate treatments that reduce risk and help 

lower financing costs that benefit customers.  WIRES suggests that the solution is to look for ways 

to compensate transmission owners for the risks they incur in delivering the benefits of RTO 

participation to their customers. 

V. COMMENTS 

The national energy landscape has undergone, and will continue to experience, a 

transformational shift driven by economic growth, emerging demands from an energy intensive 

industry, changing expectations surrounding the electric supply mix, and evolving geopolitical 

considerations.  After more than two decades, it is undeniable that the Commission’s transmission 

incentive policy has provided the signal and support for transmission incentives that ultimately 

benefit customers and advance state, regional, and national objectives.  Actions that eliminate or 

otherwise result in a less effective RTO incentive policy would undermine the country’s urgent 

need to develop and construct substantial transmission infrastructure, particularly the larger, longer 

distance projects sorely needed today.22 

 
20 Dayton Power & Light Co. v. FERC, 126 F.4th 1107 (6th Cir. 2025). 
21 Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. FERC, 2025 WL 1912363 (9th Cir. July 11, 2025). ¶  
22 Nathan Shreve, Zach Zimmerman, Gretchen Kershaw, Rob Gramlich, Grid Strategies LLC, Fewer New Miles:  
Strategic industries held back by slow pace of transmission (Rev. 1) at 4 - 5 (July 2025) (“July 2025 Grid Strategies 
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A. Regional Wholesale Markets Deliver Undisputed Customer Benefits and Depend 
on Transmission Owner Participation 

 
A reliable, resilient and efficient energy delivery system is foundational to providing 

affordable electric service for all customers and advancing the current administration’s focus on 

expedited large-scale energy infrastructure development.23  For more than two decades, the RTO 

incentive has supported stable RTO participation and delivered significant customer benefits by 

optimizing transmission system use, lowering costs through technical and economic efficiencies, 

enabling more efficient dispatch and reserve sharing, and supporting regional planning that results 

in more efficient, cost-effective region-wide transmission solutions.24   

RTOs have been enormously successful in generating billions of dollars of annual benefits 

to customers.25  The Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) has estimated that 

it delivers over $5 billion in annual net economic benefits to the 45 million customers and members 

across the RTO region in the form of improved reliability, compliance, more efficient use of 

existing assets, and reduced need for additional assets.”26  PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”) 

estimated its annual savings of approximately $5 billion in the form of more efficient regional 

transmission planning, lower aggregate generation reserve requirements, encouraging replacement 

 
Report”) (available at https://cleanenergygrid.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/ACEG_Grid-Strategies_Fewer-New-
Miles-2025_Rev-1.pdf). 
23 Id. at 13. 
24 WIRES Transmission Policy One Pager, The Importance of the RTO Participation Incentive (Jun 23, 2025) 
(“WIRES June 2025 Transmission Policy One Pager”) (available at https://wiresgroup.com/the-importance-of-the-
rto-participation-incentive/). 
25 See London Economics International LLC, Economic Considerations in the Matter of Electric Transmission 
Incentives (FERC Docket No. RM20-10-000), prepared for WIRES at 4 – 5 (July 1, 2020) (“LEI Report”) (available 
at https://wiresgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/LEI-Expert-Paper-on-FERC-NOPR_Electric-Transmission-
Incentives-July-1-2020.pdf).   
26 See MISO, 2024 The Value Proposition (Mar. 2025) (MISO’s market efficiencies and regional coordination 
delivered an estimated $5.1 billion in annual benefits, with cumulative benefits surpassing $50 billion since 2007; 
for every dollar spent on MISO membership, participants realize $15 in benefits) (available at 
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/2024%20Value%20Proposition%20Annual%20View684260.pdf).  
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of less-efficient generators, and reducing electricity production costs.27  Southwest Power Pool, 

Inc. (“SPP”) estimates that savings from its markets and transmission planning services now 

exceed $4.7 billion in net annual savings.28  In testimony provided in 2017 by Kenneth Bowes on 

behalf of the New England Transmission Owners (“NETOs”) in Docket No. EL16-64, ISO-NE 

was expected to produce savings of more than $600 million per year after having cumulatively 

provided $5 billion in savings to consumers since 2007.29  Consumers in the New York 

Independent System Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”) footprint enjoyed annual savings of $7.8 billion in 

2019 through the integration of more efficient resources, ensuring the lowest production costs, and 

reducing the need for reserves by drawing from a wide pool of power generators.30  Based on these 

estimates, one could reasonably conclude that these RTOs alone produce more than $22 billion of 

annual benefits for consumers.31 

Viewed in context, the more than $22 billion of estimated annual benefits to ratepayers 

generated from RTO membership appear to far exceed the RTO incentive’s estimated annual cost 

 
27 See The Value of PJM (2026) (PJM broke down the approximate $5 billion of annual savings as follows:  $1.4 
billion in reliability benefits; $1.25 billion in generation investment; $1.1 billion in integration of more efficient 
resources; $990 million in energy productions costs; and $265 - $355 million per year in demand response value) 
(available at https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/about-pjm/the-value-of-pjm.pdf); see also  PJM News Release, 
PJM Board Outlines Plans to Integrate Large Loads Reliably (Jan. 16, 2026) ) (available at https://www.pjm.com/-
/media/DotCom/about-pjm/newsroom/2026-releases/20260116-pjm-board-outlines-plans-to-integrate-large-loads-
reliably.pdf). 
28 Since becoming an RTO, SPP has expanded to 17 states and successfully implemented two wholesale energy 
markets – one in the Eastern Interconnection and one market in the Western Interconnection.  By operating 
centralized wholesale electricity markets, coordinating grid reliability, and planning regional transmission, SPP 
members receive more than $20 in savings and benefits for every dollar invested and the 24-to-1 return on 
investment now exceeds $4.7 billion in net annual savings.  SPP, Powering Progress Together at 4, 17, Appendix 
2025 Member Value Statement at 1, 5 - 6 (Apr. 2026) (available at spp report - powering progress together.pdf). 
29 See Belmont Municipal Light Dept. v. Central Maine Power Co., Supplemental Answering Testimony of 
Kenneth B. Bowes on Behalf of the NETOs, Docket No. EL16-64-002, Exh. No. NET-02600 at 9 and accompanying 
Exhibit No. NET-02601 (July 31, 2017). 
30 The Electric Power Supply Association (“EPSA”), Competitive Electricity Markets Spotlight:  New York ISO at 4 
(Apr. 20, 2021) (available at https://epsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/EPSA_ISO_factsheet_4132021.pdf). 
31 Of course, this estimate is likely understated because it does not include the benefits to consumers from California 
Independent System Operator Corporation (“CAISO”) or updated estimated for ISO-NE. 
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of roughly $400 million.32  Additionally, preserving an incentive for RTO participation would 

better position utilities to compete for capital and support large-scale transmission investment, 

while providing much needed “regulatory certainty for investors, planners, and transmission 

owners to inform decisions regarding long-term planning and the deployment of capital.”33  

Conversely, eliminating the incentive, could undermine the Commission’s decades-long policy of 

supporting the development and expansion of RTOs and the consumer benefits they provide, signal 

that transmission infrastructure is no longer a stable, prudent investment, and shift capital away 

from large-scale regional transmission projects developed through RTO regional planning 

processes towards lower risk transmission projects. 

The current administration’s focus on large-scale energy infrastructure development is 

driven by the need to support a growing economy, including the significant electricity demands 

associated with artificial intelligence data centers and reshoring manufacturing.  These needs 

underscore the critical role of a robust, modern electric transmission network in meeting rising 

power demand while maintaining and enhancing the overall resilience and efficiency of the 

nation’s energy system.  Regional energy delivery systems are urgently needed to effectively and 

reliably accommodate substantial load increases and accelerated demand growth in a manner that 

provides affordable electric service to all customers and advances the administration’s broader 

goals of economic growth and energy security.34  

 

 
32 See Supplemental NOPR at P 9, n. 21 (citing the 2019 Notice of Inquiry). 
33 Electric Transmission Incentives Policy Under Section 219 of the Federal Power Act, Reply Comments of 
WIRES, Docket No. RM20-10-000 at 4-5 (July 16, 2020). 
34 Executive Order No. 14262, Strengthening the Reliability and Security of the United States Electric Grid (Apr. 8, 
2025), 90 FR 15521 (Apr. 14, 2025). 
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B. The Risks, Responsibilities, and Obligations Associated with a Utility’s 
Participation in an RTO Have Increased Significantly, and State-Mandated 
Participation Does Not Alter That Fact 

 
Participation in RTOs, regardless of whether that participation is mandatory or voluntary, 

increases risks and obligations for the transmission owners.  Examples of the risks and 

responsibilities assumed by transmission owners in an RTO generally fall into the following two 

basic categories:  (i) the transfer of assets and operational control to the independent RTO to 

perform certain functions; and (ii) the assumption of obligations and responsibilities imposed on 

transmission owners as members of an RTO through Commission regulations and policies.35  As 

discussed further below, both of these categories have expanded significantly over time.   

Governance by an RTO:  By joining an RTO, transmission owners are required to transfer 

regional transmission planning and operational control of their transmission assets to the RTO to 

maximize the efficiency of the broader regional grid, while continuing to bear the financial liability 

and maintenance obligations associated with those assets.36  Transmission owners also relinquish 

control over transmission policy, stakeholder governance, and regional rate design.37   

The following table highlights the differences between non-RTO utilities and RTO 

transmission owners: 

Requirement Area Non-RTO Utilities RTO Transmission Owners 
Operational Control Retain full control; schedule 

and dispatch their own 
generation and transmission 
assets. 

Transfer functional control of 
facilities to the RTO to be 
dispatched efficiently on a 
region-wide basis. 

System planning Plan transmission solely to 
meet their own native load 
and internal reliability 
requirements. 

Subject  to regional 
transmission planning (e.g., 
meeting multi-state RTO 
expansion mandates)and are 

 
35 LEI Report at 12 – 15. 
36 See supra n. 24. 
37 LEI Report at 14. 
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obligated to build new 
transmission facilities at the 
direction of the RTO. 

Compliance & Oversight Subject to standard 
NERC/FERC reliability 
standards and state public 
utility commissions. 

Must adhere to strict, 
continuous RTO compliance 
standards, mandatory matrix 
rules, and stringent Standards 
of Conduct. 

Stakeholder burden Develop projects primarily 
through direct negotiations 
with state regulators and local 
customers. 

Required to participate in 
highly complex, resource-
intensive RTO stakeholder 
processes, defending local 
criteria against public/market 
advocates. 

Tariffs & Pricing Set up and update their own 
Open Access Transmission 
Tariff subject to FERC 
approval. 

Operate under a regional 
tariff, often requiring 
collective negotiation or 
specialized filings to recover 
local costs.  

 
Federal policies and regulatory changes.  RTO-participating transmission owners also face 

challenges and uncertainty arising from federal policies and regulatory changes directed primarily 

at RTO regions.  For example, although Order No. 1000 was intended to apply to both RTO and 

non-RTO regions,38 it had a much larger impact on RTO regional and interregional planning and 

cost allocation.39  Also, the Order No. 1000 competition requirements were implemented more 

extensively in RTO regions.40   

 
38 See Transmission Planning & Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning & Operating Pub. Utils., Order No. 1000, 
136 FERC ¶ 61,051 at P 265 (2011) (“Order No. 1000”) (stating that the reforms related to nonincumbent 
developers “apply equally to public utility transmission providers in [RTO and non-RTO] regions.”), order on reh’g 
& clarification, Order No. 1000-A, 139 FERC ¶ 61,132 (2012) (“Order No. 1000-A”), order on reh’g & 
clarification, Order No. 1000-B, 141 FERC ¶ 61,044 (2012) (“Order No. 1000-B”), aff’d sub nom. S.C. Pub. Serv. 
Auth. v. FERC, 762 F.3d 41 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (collectively, “Order No. 1000”). 
39 LEI Report at 16 (citation omitted); see also Tony Clark, Order No. 1000 at the Crossroads:  Reflections on the 
Rule and its Future at 10 (Apr. 2018) (noting that differences across RTOs driven by compliance approaches to 
Order No. 1000 has led to “more process, more compliance, more delay, more paperwork, more planning [and] less 
transmission actually being built.”) (available at https://www.wbklaw.com/uploads/file/Articles-
%20News/2018%20articles%20publications/WBK-%20TC-Order%201000%20whitepaper%20Final.pdf). 
40 Id. at 17. 
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Transmission owners in RTOs must also comply with a more expansive set of federal 

regulations, such as Order Nos. 719,41 745,42 825,43 841,44 84445 and 2222,46 which significantly 

and disproportionately impact RTO regions.  Most of the differences were the result of wholesale 

electric market reforms designed to benefit customers in those regions.  

Most recently, the Commission issued show cause orders directed solely to the six RTO 

regions,47 requiring them to justify how their existing tariffs provide for the interconnection of 

large load or to propose revisions to their tariffs.  In contrast, the Commission encouraged, but did 

not require, transmission providers in non-RTO regions to submit their own filings to address the 

show cause orders large load issues.48   

 
41 Wholesale Competition in Regions with Organized Electric Markets, Order No. 719, 125 FERC ¶ 61,071 (2008), 
order on reh’g, Order No. 719-A, 128 FERC ¶ 61,059 (2009), order denying reh’g & providing clarification, Order 
No. 719-B, 129 FERC ¶ 61,252 (2009). 
42 Demand Response Compensation in Organized Wholesale Energy Markets, Order No. 745, 134 FERC ¶ 61,187, 
order on reh’g & clarification, Order No. 745-A, 137 FERC ¶ 61,215 (2011), order denying reh’g, Order No. 745-B, 
138 FERC ¶ 61,148 (2012). 
43 Settlement Intervals and Shortage Pricing in Markets Operated by Regional Transmission Organizations and 
Indep. Sys. Operators, Order No. 825, 155 FERC ¶ 61,276 (Jun. 16, 2016). 
44 Electric Storage Participation in Markets Operated by Regional. Transmission Organizations and Indep. Sys. 
Operators, Order No. 841, 162 FERC ¶ 61,127 (2018). 
45 Uplift Cost Allocation and Transparency in Markets Operated by Regional Transmission Organizations and 
Indep. Sys. Operators, Order No. 844, 163 FERC ¶ 61,041 (Apr. 19, 2018). 
46 Participation of Distributed Energy Resource Aggregations in Markets Operated by Regional Transmission 
Organizations and Indep. Sys. Operators, Order No. 2222, 172 FERC ¶ 61,247 (Sept. 17, 2020), order on reh’g & 
clarification, Order No. 2222-A, 174 FERC ¶ 61,197 (Mar. 28, 2021), Order No. 2222-B, 175 FERC ¶ 61,227 
(Jun. 17, 2021). 
47 See the following six RTO Show Cause Orders for the interconnection of large load:   PJM Interconnection, 
L.L.C., 195 FERC ¶ 61,211 (Jun. 18, 2026); Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 195 FERC ¶ 61,213 (Jun. 18, 2026);  New 
York Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 195 FERC ¶ 61,216 (Jun. 18, 2026); Midcontinent Indep. Sys. Operator, Inc., 195 
FERC ¶ 61,212 (Jun. 18, 2026); California Indep. Sys. Operator Corp., 195 FERC ¶ 61,214 (Jun. 18, 2026); and 
ISO New England Inc., 195 FERC ¶ 61,215 (Jun. 18, 2026) (“ISO-NE OSC”). 
48 See, e.g., Id., Laura V. Swett, Chairman, concurring at P 10 (encouraging transmission providers and other 
stakeholders outside RTO regions to make individual filings to address the issued discussed in the RTOs Show 
Cause Orders). 
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Consistent with the economic principle that “higher risk must be accompanied by a higher 

expected return,”49 the RTO incentive was intended to help compensate utilities and their investors 

for the additional risks and obligations associated with RTO membership.50  Given those risks and 

obligations, which have expanded significantly since Order No. 2000, the RTO incentive continues 

to be warranted to compensates transmission owners for the risks they assume in delivering 

benefits to customers.  State-mandated participation does not change that fact.  

C. RTOs are Essential to Achieving Regional Transmission Outcomes, and the RTO 
Incentive is Vital to Offset the Risks and Responsibilities of RTO membership 

 
Although WIRES appreciates the Complainants’ desire to find ways to reduce costs for 

Connecticut ratepayers, transmission development challenges are intensifying across many 

regions, making it increasingly difficult to plan, develop, and construct needed infrastructure, 

particularly larger, long-distance projects.  RTOs are essential to achieving regional transmission 

outcomes regardless of individual state policies.  Additionally, consistent regulatory approaches 

are crucial to facilitating construction of essential transmission infrastructure.  Eliminating or 

significantly revising the RTO incentive on the basis that it renders rates unjust and unreasonable 

is misleading because the incentive cannot be evaluated apart from the customer benefits RTOs 

provide (including the collective objectives of the states within each RTO region) or the burdens 

transmission owners assume in RTO regions.   

The incentive remains vitally important as it not only helps offset transmission owners’ 

increased risks and responsibilities associated with RTO membership, it also supports the 

continued cohesion of RTOs.  Accordingly, WIRES proposes that the Commission preserve the 

 
49 Esteban P. Calendtey and Matías Vernengo, Modern Finance, Methodology and the Global Crisis, University of 
Utah, Department of Economics, Working Paper No. 2010-04 at 4 (available at 
https://www.econstor.eu/obitstream/10419/64460/1/625044304.pdf). 
50 Supplemental NOPR at P 3. 
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RTO incentive as a means of compensating the transmission owners for the risks and obligations 

they assume as a member of an RTO. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, WIRES respectfully submits these comments in response to 

the Complaint. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

       /s/ Larry Gasteiger    
       Larry Gasteiger 
       Executive Director 
       WIRES 
       529 Fourteenth Street, NW 
       Suite 1280 
       Washington, D.C.  20045 
       Mobile:  (703) 980-5750 
       lgasteiger@exec.wiresgroup.com 
 

Dated:  July 1, 2026 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this day had served the foregoing document upon each 

person designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.  

Dated at Washington, D.C., this 1st day of July 2026.  

 

/s/ Larry Gasteiger     
Larry Gasteiger  
Executive Director  
WIRES  
529 Fourteenth Street, NW  
Suite 1280  
Washington, D.C. 20045  
Mobile: (703) 980-5750  
lgasteiger@exec.wiresgroup.com 


