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Interviewee: Jim Hoecker. 
 
Interviewer: Hi, Jim. This is Marta Monti from the University of Minnesota.  
 
Interviewee: How are you? 
 
Interviewer: I’m good. Thank you for speaking with me today. 
 
Interviewee: Your number came up in Wisconsin. Are you across the river? 
 
Interviewer: Well, I am not across the river, but that’s where I was born and 

raised, I’m from Milwaukee. 
 
Interviewee: Me too. 
 
Interviewer: Yeah, yeah. That’s what I saw. [Laughs] 
 
Interviewee: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewer: Yes, I’m a traitor, and I’ve come to the University of Minnesota 

instead of Madison, so—[they both laugh] Don’t hold that against 
me.  

 
Interviewee: At least you’re not in “Ohio State,” that’s all I can say. 
 
Interviewer: Yeah, most definitely not. We can agree on that. [They both laugh] 
 
Interviewee: Anyway, great. It’s an interesting project. Will Kaul at Great River 

Energy (GRE) says that you’re doing a lot of interesting reporting 
on these kinds of issues. What can I do for ya? 

 
Interviewer: Yeah, um, well, I agree with you. This has been a very interesting 

project. I’ve been able to interview a lot of people that have been 
involved with this CapX2020 project and efforts. Additionally, 
I’ve spoken with folks at MISO (Midcontinent Independent 
System Operator) and at FERC (Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission) as well, and all over the place. 

 
 I’m trying to get the specifics on the CapX project, but also get the 

context of everything that was happening before, and during, and 
after [laughs]. That’s where you come in. So, yeah. [Laughs] 

 
 I was hoping that I could ask you a few questions about your time 

at FERC, and some of the work that you did then. 
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Interviewee: FERC? 
 
Interviewer: Yeah. How about we start with, um, if you could just give me a 

brief introduction to who you are, and, also, importantly, how you 
would like me to list you on my interviews list, so what title you 
would like to go by, and that sort of stuff? 

 
Interviewee: Well, you can make your decision on that. I’ve got a law degree 

from Wisconsin. I have a Ph.D. from the University of Kentucky. I 
was Chairman of FERC, so you can call me “Doctor.” You can call 
me “Chairman.” Or you can call me “Jim.” How about that! That 
works fine for me too. 

 
Interviewer: All right. [Laughs] 
 
Interviewee: It’s kind of a mixed bag, but I tend to go by my full name, “James. 

J.,” although I really don’t like being called “James.” [They both 
laugh] 

 
Interviewer: All right. 
 
Interviewee: Just one of those strange things, I guess. 
 
Interviewer: Uh huh. Well, great. I know that you were with the Commission 

starting back before you were even a commissioner, so you were a 
staffer with the Commission. Then you came back later as the 
Commissioner, and then the Chairman. During that time, you were 
involved with FERC during two different administrations, the 
Reagan and Clinton; and I was hoping that could be the place 
where we start, and I was wondering what sorts of different 
approaches to the issues of federal regulation that you noticed 
between the two different administrations? 

 
Interviewee: Well, that’s a great question. It really warrants a very long answer, 

so I’ll try to keep it brief. [Interviewer laughs] I actually started at 
FERC as a staffer during the Carter administration. 

 
Interviewer: My mistake. 
 
Interviewee: I graduated from law school in ’78, and so I practiced in Madison 

with a private firm. I was kind of a bona fide “ambulance chaser” 
for a couple of years. I also worked for the State Insurance 
Commission, and came out to Washington to help implement the 
national energy strategy, or national energy legislation under the 
Carter administration. That includes the first real foray into pro 
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market energy economics. You may recall an act called “PURPA,” 
the “Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978.” 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: Among other things, it created an appetite for independent electric 

generation. That’s where we ended up with all the independent 
power producers that we have today who occupy a really 
substantial part of the electric generation market. It also promoted 
technological innovation, natural gas, how fired generation really 
became more popular after that. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: Earlier, in the ‘70s, you remember, we all believed that we were 

running out of natural gas. 
 
Interviewer: Right. 
 
Interviewee: Congress restricted the use of natural gas, and you couldn’t use it 

in a boiler fuel, which, essentially, is what electric generation does. 
 
 Among other things, the Carter administration and the Congress 

de-controlled natural gas at the wellhead. It was a phased-in 
process. It really didn’t end until by 1986. It made various kinds of 
wellhead gas increase to the market; and, of course, as soon as 
priced gas began to increase, we began to find that we had lots of 
it. 

 
 One of the beneficiaries over the long-term has been the electric 

system. It’s particularly important now because it’s looking like 
we’re moving away from coal; and even though natural gas is a 
fossil fuel, it has half the emissions of coal. That was an important 
step. 

 
 The other thing that PURPA did, and some of the other legislation 

from that period, is it began to focus policymakers on markets for 
energy, where you would have competitive sources of power. Like 
the one I just mentioned, for example, where you have independent 
power producers competing with incumbent, vertically integrated 
utilities to sell power. 

 
 We saw that happen on the electric transmission side, but not until 

20 years later. 
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 The 1980s were primarily focused on creating a workable market 
for natural gas, and that’s where we had pipeline open access and 
something called “Order 436” in 1985. Eleven years later, when I 
was on the Commission, we had “Order 888,” which was 
transmission open access, which is modeled on that, in some 
respects, and began to make the electric system work better. 

 
 The long and short answer—the long answer, I guess, [Interviewer 

laughs] is that the Carter, Reagan, and Clinton administrations 
agreed on one thing. That is something that I think policymakers 
still agree on, even though they don’t talk about it a lot, and that is 
the benefits of competitive energy markets.  

 
 While we still have public utility monopolies that serve protected 

service territories, we find a lot of independent transmission, 
independent generation. You have some competition between fuels 
and, except for some areas of the country, generally, you have a 
much more situation where people are trying to provide services 
to—where multiple suppliers are providing services to the 
consumer. 

 
 I think that during the Reagan years, I spent a lot of time on natural 

gas markets. The big rulemaking to cap that all off was something 
called “636” which came out in 1992, I believe. It kind of fine-
tuned natural gas, interstate natural gas markets. 

 
 Surprisingly, gas markets worked. The price of gas has never gone 

out of sight. We find that we have plenty of it. Regions like New 
England that had never had access to natural gas are getting more 
pipeline capacity and are being able to take advantage of that. 
There are lots of implications to that in terms of lower price, in 
terms of lower emissions, in terms of fuel diversity and energy 
independence. 

 
 It’s hard to overestimate the importance of what I would call “the 

natural gas revolution” that the country has been experiencing. 
While we may move beyond natural gas at some point in this 
century, it is really gonna keep our energy picture much more 
stable. 

 
 That, then, comes out of the Carter administration, and it was 

promoted by Reagan. The FERC, during the Reagan 
administration, and the Department of Energy during that period, 
didn’t have policy priorities that were all that wildly different as 
far as energy is concerned. There were a lot of other things; but, as 
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far as energy is concerned, it was very pro-market, pro-
competition, pro-development of domestic resources.  

 
 Those policies which, I think, were promoted in the regulatory 

sphere primarily by FERC are paying some big dividends for 
consumers today. I think by the time Clinton came along, we were 
focused a lot more on a new generation of resources known as 
“renewable energy” and some new technologies. It was still in the 
context of trying to promote markets that would support these new 
technologies and give consumers access to those new technologies. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: This is a big evolutionary picture. There’s nothing quick about any 

of this, [Interviewer laughs] especially on the electric side. 
 
Interviewer: Yes. 
 
Interviewee: The restructuring of the natural gas business; a lot of people 

mistakenly called it “de-regulation.” The Republicans frequently 
talked about “de-regulation” and getting government out of the 
industry’s way, and so forth; but what the Reagan administration 
ultimately did was, really, just to re-tool regulation and make it 
more competitive. It diminished a lot of its burdens, but it also was 
a different style of regulation. 

 
 You would create a market structure that worked, and then you’d 

use traditional rate cases and things. But a lot of that was a lot 
lighter handed than previously. Clinton did pretty much the same 
thing. I don’t think that, even though I suppose you could consider 
the Clinton years as a little bit more moderate or left of center in 
terms of the way it treated industry, I think, fundamentally, the 
record shows that telecom and utilities, and a lot of other public 
industries like that really prospered during that period. 

 
 The differences may have been, in some respects, more rhetorical; 

but the de-regulation was really a change in the nature and content 
of regulation. I think that it pretty much continues today. 

 
 Some of these—well, I should mention—one thing I was gonna 

mention, is that the natural gas industry, which is much more 
heavily regulated by the interstate natural gas industry than the 
power industry, has a very workable interstate market. By the mid-
nineties, I mean, when I was Chairman, it became kind of 
“enhanced capacity release,” and to improve the way the flexibility 
with which companies handled pipeline capacity and so forth. 
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 Basically, the market worked, and that all happened between 1978 

when they passed PURPA, and the Natural Gas Policy Act, and 
that final rulemaking in 1992. What is that? 12 years. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: Well, arguably, we started down that same road with the electric 

industry in 1978 with PURPA. Certainly, we got serious about it 
with the Energy Policy Act in 1992. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: Today, 2015, we are not anywhere near through the process. 

[Interviewer laughs] The electric industry is a different animal. It’s 
regulated differently. FERC has less authority. The markets for 
electric power at the wholesale level, at the interstate level are 
maturing much less rapidly. Compared to 12 years, we are 
generously speaking, probably, 22 years and counting; and 
probably, if you take it all the way back to PURPA, it’s even 
longer than that.  

 
Interviewer: Yeah. 
 
Interviewee: That’s partly because the federal system, the division of labor 

between FERC and the states, and where probably [inaudible 
18:39] is involved, a lot of other federal agencies, plus each year 
into what—a “lot of cooks in the kitchen”—and it’s very hard to 
do public policy on the electric side. Very difficult. 

 
 We have a ways to go yet. I think the outlook is kind of mixed at 

this point. There are some rays of sunshine, and CapX2020 is one 
of ‘em. 

 
Interviewer: Yes. I was wondering if you could speak to—so, at some point, 

FERC considered the Market Standardization Act for Energy, kind 
of trying to model off of what was done with natural gas. 
Ultimately, that didn’t go through. I was wondering if you could 
speak to that, and maybe give some thoughts on why you think that 
that didn’t take off. You kind of alluded to it already, that the 
markets are different, the natural gas, and state authority over 
things, and so—yeah. 

 
Interviewee: I’d say, measured by revenues, probably the states regulate 80 

percent of the electric industry. Maybe more. FERC is de-
regulating transmission in interstate commerce, and wholesale 
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power markets. While that is increasingly important, at the 
distribution local utility level, the states really call the shots. That’s 
fine. I think that that’s just the nature of the animal, and people 
have to deal with it. 

 
 A lot of that has to do with what Congress decided to do, or not do, 

whenever they adopted the Federal Power Act in 1935. The Gas 
Act really gives the Commission much broader authority. It’s 
particularly true when you’re talking about building infrastructure. 
Under the Natural Gas Act, FERC considers all pipeline proposals, 
interstate pipeline proposals. It does the environmental analysis. It 
does the NEPA work. It does the siting. It issues the “Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity.” It has really incredibly great 
kind of regulation. 

 
 It even regulates when a pipeline can be abandoned or not. In the 

case of electric transmission, that authority is much more limited. 
Now it does have plenary authority over interstate transmission, 
transmission in interstate commerce, to be correct about it. 

 
 A lot of that transmission is built and owned by integrated utilities, 

integrated utilities that are heavily state regulated. States, in their 
rate cases, have a way of getting their “pounds of flesh.” Even 
when they can’t control the transmission rates, they can control a 
lot about what utilities are entitled to recover in lots of different 
ways. 

 
 But state’s site transmission, if it’s on federal land, you have a 

number of different kinds of agencies that get involved in siting 
transmission. Environmental work is not done by FERC when it 
comes to transmission with one minor exception. If you want to 
build a transmission line, it’s extremely difficult particularly if you 
are going across multiple service territories, across state lines, or 
across a region, in between regions. 

 
 Then you’ve got some real issues. You’re dealing with a 

multiplicity of regulators with different criteria, different 
regulatory cultures. 

 
Interviewer: Yes. 
 
Interviewee: Different legal mandates, and it can get messy. I testified at FERC 

about three months ago in a hearing about what the implications of 
EPA’s “Clean Power Plan” are. I happen to think that the 
implications are pretty great for transmission. 
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Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: The guy sitting next to me was someone from the gas pipeline 

industry. I was explaining that—or he was explaining, rather—that 
it takes almost three years, on the average, to get authorization and 
build a natural gas pipeline. 

 
Interviewer: Hmmm. 
 
Interviewee: I said, the members of my trade group, including CapX, would kill 

for that kind of a timeline, right? [Interviewer laughs] 
 
Interviewer: Yeah, yeah. 
 
Interviewee: Because you still even don’t come close to that on the transmission 

side, even though you’re providing long distance transmission of 
that energy in both cases. A lot of it has to do with the legal 
framework, how people view transmission, and just how 
complicated it is when you’re under the Federal Power Act and 
state regulation, as opposed to the Natural Gas Act. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah. 
 
Interviewee: I haven’t heard of a transmission line that’s been built in less than 

five years in a long time. Not infrequently, it’s closer to ten. What 
was it? Oh, I’m sorry. I got off the subject. You didn’t ask that part 
of it. 

 
Interviewer: That’s quite all right. [Laughs] Um, what did I ask you about now? 
 
Interviewee: You asked me about what I think was called the “rulemaking,” the 

path which I tried to do back in 2003 called “A Standard Market 
Design.” Is that what you were alluding to? 

 
Interviewer: Yes, yes, Yeah. That’s the one.  But, ah—yeah— 
 
Interviewee: There are two or three—oh, by the way, let me mention, before I 

go on. I wrote a Law Review article in the Energy Law Journal. It 
came out in April of last year, with a friend of mine. It’s all about 
the issues that come up with regulating, with state and federal 
regulation of transmission. You might find it helpful. It’s in the 
spring version of that. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah. Thank you. I will look that up. 
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Interviewee: Anyway, there’s a certain progression in what the Commission was 
trying to do. Congress adopted the Energy Policy Act in 1992 
which gave the Commission very limited, relatively impractical 
ways of requiring open access to transmission lines. We didn’t find 
it adequate, but we did find it to be sort of a mandate to go further. 
In 1996, FERC adopted Order 888 which mandated open access 
and a lot more transparency. In other words, and you probably 
know this by heart, [Interviewer laughs] that the owners of electric 
transmission had to provide other users, the competitive users of 
their system, with the same services and rates that they provided 
themselves. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. Right. 
 
Interviewee: Of course, they had to post all this stuff on an electronic bulletin 

board, or what we used to call an electronic bulletin board 
[Interviewer laughs]. In 1999, we adopted Order 2000 which 
created an institutional framework for this kind of competition by 
setting up a regional transmission organization. RTOs (Regional 
Transmission Organizations) and ISOs (Independent System 
Operators) have been very important in the development of this. 
But, one thing, because I, frankly, didn’t have the votes, we had to 
make that voluntary. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: So you have two thirds of the country covered by RTOs or ISOs, 

and a bit of the country is still operating on a bilateral market basis. 
I doubt that, absent any further action by FERC, that’s gonna 
change for a while. I don’t think it’s gonna change. 

 
 You had all these developments in the 90s. Chairman Wood, when 

he took over after me in 2000, late 2001, I think, decided that 
“Standard Market Design,” that a market is open, it’s liquid, it’s 
transparent, it’s uniform. You don’t have a lot of regional or sub-
regional variations to the rules, and so he did a big rulemaking, 
called “Standard Market Design,” all kinds of things; some of 
which, like, resource adequacy, “do you have enough generation,” 
appeared to trample on state jurisdiction. Well, the states went 
bananas! 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. [Laughs] 
 
Interviewee: He was gonna impose four RPOs on the country. So you’d have 

four big regional markets, instead of a whole bunch. He was gonna 
do a lot of things. It was all gonna happen in one rulemaking. He 
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ended up with a rebellion on his hands, unlike anything I’d seen 
before. They ultimately withdrew that rulemaking. They tried a 
less ambitions version of it. It didn’t go anywhere either. 

 
 After that, that major defeat for the Commission, the Commission 

is not used to being defeated on [Interviewer laughs] these kinds 
of issues, plus the California energy crisis that had really resolved 
itself a year or two earlier, FERC just basically kept its head down 
for about seven or eight years. 

 
 It did some important rulemakings. Interconnections came along. 

It’s Order 890 which suggested some important things about 
planning. Fundamentally, the agenda wasn’t nearly as ambitious as 
it had been in the 1990s. That was largely a “small ‘p,’” political 
judgement, probably not a bad one, actually. 

 
 It has prolonged the development of real large and liquid energy 

markets or electricity markets. Why it failed, which, I think, is 
what you asked originally, is due to a combination of things. One 
of ‘em is that when you’re messing with a very fundamental 
industry like this, like the electric transmission, like the electric 
industry generally, that various groups, both industry groups and 
regulators, at the state level in particular, have a stake in, you have 
to be very careful that you don’t appear to be stepping on people’s 
toes or— 

 
Interviewer: - sure. 
 
Interviewee: - coming to conclusions without an adequate record. It was just too 

much, too soon. If he had decided to take that program—and this is 
my view—if he had taken that rulemaking, with a couple of 
exceptions, he really didn’t need to get into “research adequacy”; 
but, if he had taken that rulemaking and broken it up into about 
four or five pieces, and done one or two rulemakings a year for the 
next two or three years, I think he would have managed to get it 
done. 

 
Interviewer: Hmmm. 
 
Interviewee: It was just too much, too soon. Pat had been Chairman of the 

Texas Commission; and, Texas, electrically, it’s a market unto 
itself. 

 
Interviewer: Right, right. 
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Interviewee: It doesn’t have a lot of FERC involvement. What the Texas 
Commission says pretty much goes. He found out that their 
fundamental approach doesn’t work at FERC.  

 
 That’s unfortunate, because I think what he was trying to do is, 

“Where are we gonna get to eventually?” But it’s probably gonna 
take another 10 or 15 years. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah. I think it’s very interesting. You mentioned that—states are 

very reticent to relinquishing any authority that they currently have 
in the process of “Certificate of Need,” and routing, and siting. 
They argue— 

 
Interviewee: - and it goes further than that! I would add that the Congress is 

very reticent to take any of that away. 
 
 That’s the other thing. We’re in a particularly conservative “state-

focused” kind of legislative environment. I don’t think it would be 
reasonable to anticipate that state authority in this area is gonna be 
limited any time soon. 

 
Interviewer: No, I—[laughs]. I think that would be pretty shocking. Yeah, ‘cuz, 

yes. At least, in my experience with this project, and everyone that 
I’ve spoken to on the state side, the federal government is never 
gonna get it right when it comes to local issues, so why should they 
be the ones to be making these decisions? So, [laughs] among 
other things. 

 
Interviewee: Well, yeah. That difference of opinion, that difference of view 

flows from both directions. What you have to do is look at the 
natural gas business to realize that when you’re talking about 
markets, jurisdiction should be a secondary consideration. 

 
Interviewer: Can you elaborate on that a little bit more? 
 
Interviewee: Well, to have a viable market in any commodity; but, let’s just take 

natural gas or electric power, you have to have multiple players. 
You have to have competitors. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: You have to have diversity in terms of resource. You have to have 

a lot of liquidity in terms of capital; and over the years, the larger 
the market, the more of those things you’re gonna have. Now 
markets are complicated. There’s no question about it. There are a 
lot of people that think that turning things over to a market 



 

 
  Page 13 of 17 
 

amounts to de-regulation, and the consumers, ultimately, are gonna 
pay the price. 

 
 I’m not a proponent of walking away from regulating these 

industries. They’re way too important. 
 
 They have way too much power historically. I do think that 

regulators can be very constructive in terms of fostering market 
mechanisms. Markets don’t work if they’re too small. Markets 
don’t work if it’s one service territory, and there’s a monopoly 
provided by a public commodity. 

 
 They don’t work if it’s a single state. Probably, electricity, 

anymore, operates on a regional basis. That’s the whole concept 
behind RTOs and ISOs. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: Frankly, it’s the concept behind the Bonneville Power 

Administration and the Tennessee Valley Authority. Even though 
they’re monopolies, the fact is that they represent a big, diverse 
market with different resources, different kinds of consumers, 
industrial, commercial, residential that have different kinds of 
demands and different needs. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah. Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: We are in a position now of having an electricity market that’s 

increasingly integrated. That’s the benefit of transmission. 
 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: A fairly recent one, if you think about it, historically, we didn’t 

have links between utilities, except for some limited economy 
energy and emergency uses. 

 
 The rest of it—the idea that you have a network of lines that are 

hooked together, multiple service territories, states and regions, is a 
relatively recent development in really the last 30 years. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah, yeah. 
 
Interviewee: What CapX does implicitly, if not explicitly, and what 

transmission developers and more transmission does, is help 
provide a platform for those markets. 
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 When it’s a hot day in Philadelphia, they can buy bulk power from 
Tennessee Valley Authority when their own utilities have reached 
their peak. 

 
Interviewer: Sure. 
 
Interviewee: That is something that is inter-regional. It’s transactionally pretty 

immediate. You don’t run to the regulator and say, “Hey, I want to 
buy a gigabox from somebody on the other side of the country.” It 
happens because there’s a market there provided an infrastructure 
to support that market. 

 
 Quite different from that is the whole idea that the electric utility 

industry is controlled for the benefit of limited groups of customers 
by regulators sending out a very limited, sometimes a limited legal 
authority, sometimes a limited policy view. I don’t blame state 
regulators at all. They’ve nominated their commissions to serve the 
regulators in their states. They have a mandate under local and 
state law. They do the best they can. 

 
 The fact is that Minnesota is different than Wisconsin. It’s 

different than Illinois. It’s different than Indiana or Michigan. It’s 
very hard to think of those things as a single market, as being very 
liquid, and if we’ve got multiple regulatory regimes. That’s my 
point. It’s that when it comes to the way a market ought to operate, 
and who knows what the optimal size of a market is? In the case of 
electric power, it seems to be regional. I mean, I don’t know why, 
ultimately, depending on technology, why we couldn’t have a 
national electricity market. We certainly, in lots of ways, arguably, 
could have a North American electricity market. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. Yeah. 
 
Interviewee: To me, it doesn’t compute that the people who decide how that 

market’s gonna operate have multiple agendas, and operate under 
multiple laws. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah. Tricky. [Laughs] But, so, yeah—um, well, I hate to start to 

wrap this up already, but I have class that I have to scoot over to 
soon. [They both laugh] Yeah. 

 
Interviewee: Sorry to change the time on you. 
 
Interviewer: No, that’s quite all right.  
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 Back to what you were just saying, how do you see—do you think 
that FERC, and the way that our markets will evolve in the future, 
do you see the RTOs and ISOs kind of further figure—I mean, 
even the ISOs and the RTOs are still figuring themselves out, in a 
sense. They’ve got a little more than a decade under their belts of 
existence. Arguably, they need time to get set up and established. 
Now that they’re getting there, do you see more integration 
between these groups happening? Do you see that facilitated by 
FERC? 

 
Interviewee: I don’t know. Well, I mean, RTOs and ISOs are institutions that 

have limited missions. They are public utilities, of course.  
 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: They govern transmission planning. They, in most cases, also, 

could administer a commodity market. They were originally 
designed to ensure that we had adequate transmission. They’re 
doing a lot more than that. I don’t think that we’re gonna see ISOs 
or RTOs; like, myself, for example, in the Pacific Northwest, or in 
the Southeast. Eventually, they may get there; but, right now, it’s 
not there. FERC’s Order 1000 is making/planning in cost 
allocation for transmission, subject to more open, transparent kinds 
of procedures than in the past. That certainly helps. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: The real question is whether Order 1000 is enough to really change 

the landscape, and I have my doubts about that. Independent of 
that sort of “institutional framework,” absolutely, the market, the 
wholesale, “bottom record” is becoming more highly integrated. 

 
Interviewer: Uh huh.  
 
Interviewee: We are spending between $10 and $20 billion a year annually, 

(that’s redundant) [Interviewer laughs] to strengthen the grid, to 
upgrade it, to replace aging facilities, and so forth. We’ve got a 
ways to go. We’ve got a lot more money to spend to have a real 
world class transmission network. 

 
 There are some bright spots. ATC in Wisconsin saved that state 

from some real major reliability catastrophes. CapX has managed 
to reinforce the grid in Minnesota in ways that will aid reliability; 
but I think it will also give loads in Minnesota, but also to the East, 
access to some of the best, high quality renewable resources on the 
continent. 
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 That kind of integration is critical moving forward. 
 
Interviewer: Yeah. 
 
Interviewee: Resource diversity gets rid of congestion. It gives people access to 

lower cost generation. It reduces emissions; and when it comes to 
doing the “Clean Power Plan,” which is, in my view, one of the 
major regulatory changes we’re gonna see in the near future, it 
really makes that implementation of those changes infinitely 
easier. 

 
 A lot of the country isn’t gonna be as lucky as that. What happened 

with CapX is the product of some very, very unusual 
collaborations [Interviewer laughs] between public power, co-ops, 
investors, and utilities, and the legislature. When it comes to 
building transmission, the only state that even comes close is 
Texas.  

 
 It’s really quite an achievement, a collaborative achievement. 

There’s some interesting hiccups out there. I know the state 
legislature decided that they were gonna institute a “right of first 
refusal” at the state level which gives incumbents an advantage in 
that market. It’s probably a mistake, but that’s—on the whole, I 
think, Minnesota is in a pretty good spot, but with regard to the 
grid. 

 
Interviewer: Yeah, but I think that decision, also, definitely ties back into states 

wanting as much power and authority that they can hold onto for 
themselves. I think that’s a reflection of that. 

 
Interviewee: Well, yeah. If you’re a coal state, you want everybody to burn coal. 

If you’re a wind state, you want everybody to have wind. If you’re 
a hydropower state, your preferences are pretty clear.  

 
Interviewer: Uh huh. 
 
Interviewee: The way you build infrastructure and your choices are dictated by 

that. That’s where the genius of having an open market, because 
people will pick what they want for public health reasons, for cost 
reasons, for the liability reasons, they’ll have those choices to 
make if you have an open market. 

 
 If you don’t, then your state policymakers are gonna make that 

decision for you. 
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Interviewer: Yep, yeah. Well, you have definitely brought a lot of clarity to a 
number of things that I was wondering about. I really appreciate 
that. I was wondering if there are any kind of final closing thoughts 
that you’d like share. Or, if there’s anything that I didn’t ask you 
about, that you think is important that I know. 

 
Interviewee: Oh, goodness! [They both laugh] 
 
Interviewer: I know. Really big! Really—[laughs]. 
 
Interviewee: Yeah. We didn’t even talk about Order 1000, or about how these 

new digital technologies fit into this whole picture; but let’s leave 
at this, Marta, why don’t you think about this for a while. If you 
need to call me to ask me some more questions, I’d be happy to do 
that. 

 
Interviewer: That would be great. Yeah, thank you. Yeah. Well, yeah, I think 

my time has come where I have to scoot on over to class. Yes, I’m 
writing the paper now. If I do have any questions, they’ll be 
coming up in the near future. Is e-mail the best way to reach you? 

 
Interviewee: Sure. 
 
Interviewer: Okay. 
 
Interviewee: You have my cell phone number. 
 
Interviewer: Uh huh, and your office. Yeah. 
 
Interviewee: Yeah, yeah. 
 
Interviewer: Great. Well, thank you again. It was a pleasure speaking with you. 

[Laughs] 
 
Interviewee: My pleasure, and enjoy your class. 
 
Interviewer: Oh, yes, I will. All right. Well, take care. [Laughs] 
 
Interviewee: Thanks. Bye bye. 
 
Interviewer: So long. 
 
[End of Audio] 
 


