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1. Please identify and describe what information can be made public and should be made public (including posting on the ERCOT website) during the various stages of the interconnection process? PPM – All posting on the ERCOT website should be in the Generation Project Interconnection Information folder in the ERCOT Operations and System Planning Data website.
a. Upon Initial Application?
i. TENASKA - County, Substation, Voltage, MW Capacity, In-Service Date
ii. COMMENT - no information should be made public at this point in the process.

iii. FPLE – nothing should be made public at this stage
iv. WIND COALITION - ERCOT wide totals only (as done today)

v. TXUED – County, Fuel type, MW, Proposed in-service date
vi. PPM – Aggregated amounts of generation interconnection requests by region and generation type 
b. Upon completion of Security Screening Study?
i. TENASKA - Same as (a) above unless approval received to make it public Same as (a) above
ii. COMMENT - no information should be made public at this point in the process.

iii. FPLE – nothing should be made public at this stage
iv. WIND COALITION - ERCOT wide totals only (as done today)

v. Any other requests that is mutually exclusive with this one.
vi. PPM - amounts of generation interconnection requests by region and generation type 
c. During Full Interconnection Study?
i. BEC – location and capacity

ii. TENASKA - Same as (a) above unless approval received to make it public Same as (a) above
iii. COMMENT - no information should be made public at this point in the process.

iv. FPLE – County, MW, Voltage and Interconnection Point
v. CNP - CenterPoint Energy believes the initiation of a Full Interconnection Study (FIS) is a reasonable time to publicly disclose a potential new generating plant.  This topic is discussed further in CenterPoint Energy’s discussion of the draft strawman language.

vi. WIND COALITION - Rating, technology, and location of project
vii. PPM - Interconnection request date, interconnection request number, project facility name, generation type, MW capacity, location (county), copy of Security Screening Study, proposed interconnection point (substation name or transmission line)
d. Upon signing of Interconnection Agreement?
i. BEC – all other information available at the time

ii. TENASKA - Any interconnection reliability data provided with the interconnection request (steady state, stability, short circuit) plus (a) above
iii. COMMENT - this is the appropriate point for making some project information public as is described in the current procedure.
iv. TXUWHOLESALE – response to all: All generation interconnect information should be made public upon signing of Interconnection Agreement.  Otherwise, such information should be only available to TDSPs and ERCOT, consistent with current procedure.

v. FPLE – County, MW, Voltage and Interconnection point

vi. CNP - After an interconnection agreement and notice to proceed are signed, it is appropriate to model the generating plant and associated transmission interconnection information into ERCOT planning base cases.

vii. WIND COALITION – same information as provided today
viii. TXUED – All other information that is available for existing generators.

ix. PPM - Interconnection request date, interconnection request number, project facility name, generation type, MW capacity, location (county), copy of Security Screening Study, interconnection point, copy of Full Interconnection Study
2. Please identify and justify what information that cannot be made public during the various stages.
a. BEC – see above answer

b. TENASKA - If collected, data associated with heat rate, fuel input, and equipment costs.  Once the IA is signed then, information in 1(d) above is ok even if the data could be used to identify equipment manufacturers.

c. COMMENT - Not all of the screening studies make it to the full interconnection study phase, and project information released at this stage in the process could be misleading to others and potentially damaging to early negotiations undertaken by the GE.  The same thing applies during the Full Interconnection Study - even the release of general information such as location, fuel type, and project size can compromise project development, negotiations, and project competitiveness.  

d. TXUWHOLESALE - Project-specific information, e.g., site, generating capacity, fuel type or source, commercial operation date should only be made public upon signing of Interconnection Agreement.  Aggregated amounts of generating capacity requesting interconnection (separated by fuel type) should be reported publicly on a monthly basis (as currently provided).
e. FPLE – see above.
WIND COALITION – During the security screening study, the project data is still preliminary and subject to ongoing negotiations with landowners, power purchasers, and vendors.  Disclosure of project data at this time can prejudice these negotiations.

f. TXUED – Exact location and owner could raise competitive concerns if revealed prior to IA signing.
g. PPM - At the Security Screening Study phase there are many uncertainties that make providing specific information has very limited usefulness.  Providing the above proposed information during the Full Interconnection Study would seem to be useful to both TSPs and other generation developers.  TSPs can see what projects are advancing in development while generation developers can use the information to make better siting decisions.
3. In considering your answers to Question #1 and #2, does this require ERCOT to develop new or different Non-Disclosure Agreements, procedure changes or PUCT rulemaking?
a. BEC – no

b. TENASKA – unknown

c. TXUWHOLESALE – No.

d. CNP - CenterPoint Energy believes the changes reflected in the draft strawman, which are largely supported by CenterPoint Energy in its response to question 1, would not require changes or agreements of the type contemplated by this question.

e. WIND COALITION – It would appear that protocol changes are needed together with appropriate changes in any implementing procedures and agreements.
f. PPM – No, do not believe so.
4. In considering your answer to Question #1, #2 and #3, can any requirement changes be made retroactive to all generation projects currently in the ERCOT interconnection process?  
a. BEC – no

b. TENASKA – unknown

c. COMMENT - generation projects currently in the interconnection process should be handled differently than new interconnect requests in regards to project information being made public.  To be fair to all GEs who have already submitted interconnection requests, the new requirements should be applied to interconnection requests submitted on or after the effective date of the new procedure
d. TXUWHOLESALE - No.  Any changes in the ERCOT Generation Interconnection or Change Request Procedures should only apply prospectively and not retroactively.

e. FPLE – yes

f. WIND COALITION – Yes.

g. PPM - I think that it could, as a project moves to a new step in the interconnection process.  For example, if a project is currently in the Security Screening Study, the requirements under the existing process would remain until the project moved to the Full Interconnection Study, at which time the new process would kick-in.
5. At what point in the process do you support new generation projects being included in the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) power flow base cases?
a. BEC - After interconnection agreement is signed, even for wind. We realize wind can be built very quickly but they can also be indecisive on commitment. If they want to proceed with projects and the like, sign an IA quicker. This gives the TSP the chance to have a level of surety depending on how the IA is written.
b. TENASKA - After the execution of the IA.  ERCOT could consider the creation of one or two future cases that include generators in the Full Interconnection Study process to be used as sensitivity cases.

c. TXUWHOLESALE - Upon signing of the Interconnection Agreement
d. FPLE – full interconnection study

e. CNP – As noted in response to question 1.d., CenterPoint Energy believes IPP generating plants should be included in SSWG base cases after an interconnection agreement and notice to proceed are signed.  For non-IPP plants, such as plants built by municipal utilities or electric cooperatives, different procedures as reflected in the draft strawman are appropriate.
f. WIND COALITION – When they have signed a Full Interconnect Study agreement (FIS)

g. TXUED – Completion of Steady-State portion of a FIS and assumption of financial responsibility for transmission costs rendered unrecoverable by generator delay or cancellation, or IA signing, whichever occurs first.  (A project commitment letter may substitute for IA signing for generators not required to have an IA.) 

h. PPM – Those projects that are in the Full Interconnection Study Phase
i. LCRA – No change from current process – include in SSWG upon signing of Interconnection Agreement.
6. At what point in the process do you support new generation projects being considered in planning studies and how should they be considered?
a. BEC - We look at any generation projects that we know about whether they are public or not in our studies to see if proposed projects will be impacted by them. However, this does not mean any and all new generation projects should be allowed into the cases without IAs. All generation projects should be considered. This may mean it pushes a project to the next bigger conductor size, preparing for voltage conversion, or maybe not but they should at least be reviewed in a cursory manner to see their impact. There may be a point that a significantly sized generator will completely change a proposed project if it becomes public but that is up to the planning entity to decide how that will impact their study and justification to go forward. You can only use the best information available at the time.
b. TENASKA - After the execution of the IA, but sensitivity cases should be considered with projects in the Full Interconnection Study phase.  A question to consider:  What criteria does ERCOT use to include new transmission facilities in the planning studies?  Maybe similar criteria should be used/developed for both new generator projects and new transmission projects.

c. TXUWHOLESALE - New generating projects should be included in planning studies (i.e., those studies done by TSPs and/or the Regional Planning Groups) when such projects have completed the Steady State and Transfer Analysis portion of the Full Interconnection Study .  At that point, such new facilities should be considered as having a good probability of being constructed and merit inclusion in planning studies going forward.

d. FPLE – Full Interconnection Study
e. CNP - Generally, new generation projects should be considered in planning studies only after the projects are modeled in base cases as prescribed in response to question 5.  To do otherwise would generally cause unsecured speculative transmission construction in violation of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUC) rules.  However, there may be some valid exceptions to this general rule.  For example, it is appropriate to plan for new renewable generation projects located in a PUC-designated CREZ as prescribed in a PUC Order in which the CREZ is designated.  Furthermore, it is appropriate to consider the possibility of a potential generation project when determining the scope of a transmission upgrade project.  For example, suppose studies indicate a 345 kV line rated 1,100 MVA needs to be upgraded (irregardless of any generation interconnection project) to at least 1,200 MVA.  Suppose further that there are two options:  upgrade to 1,400 MVA for $2 million (raise existing conductors), or upgrade to 2,500 MVA for $2.5 million (reconductor with ACSS).  Suppose further that a potential new generator has completed the FIS stage and studies indicate that the contemplated interconnection of this generator would require the circuit to be rated to 2,000 MVA.  The upgrade to 2,500 MVA may be justified in any event due to the general uncertainty surrounding future transmission network conditions but in any event it would be appropriate to consider the possibility of the new generating plant in rendering a decision, so that the TSP does not perform two successive upgrades by failure to consider the possibility of a new interconnection.

f. WIND COALITION – All projects that have signed IAs or have been included in a CREZ according to PUCT rules must have transmission projects actively pursued in order to provide the needed interconnection.  The information provided by the FIS projects should be considered somewhat like a load forecast.  Future year studies that show no new generation additions are significantly flawed.  The projects in the FIS process provide a starting point to project future generation additions.  Planning for such additions, using judgment to determine reasonable scenarios, seems prudent.  The ERCOT transmission system cannot provide for the future needs of the state if the total planning and construction horizon is dictated by signed IAs.
g. TXUED – Same as 5 above.
h. PPMS - Any projects with executed interconnection agreements or are in the Full Interconnection Study phase should be considered, depending upon the type of study being performed.  For long range planning studies (5 – 10 years), modeling generation projects that have requested interconnection would seem to be a better choice than assuming random fictional generation added to meet load growth.  For shorter range planning studies, those projects under construction or with an Interconnection Agreement may be more reasonable to include vs. a project that has just started a Full Interconnection Study.
i.   LCRA - Consideration should start during Full Interconnect Study (when TSP starts detailed security study). 
7. Do you support a requirement that an interconnecting generator is required to identify if two or more interconnection requests are mutually exclusive, due to equipment or other limitations? 
a. BEC – yes

b. TENASKA - The interconnection studies should be a cooperative effort between the parties and the studies should be prepared to provide the interconnection customer, the transmission owner/providers, and ERCOT with the data needed to make informed decisions about how to interconnect the projects.  This may require more than one study scenario and an iterative process.

c. COMMENT - No, because this information may or may not be relevant (e.g., two requests located in different geographic areas of the state may not impact the modeling results of the other).  If further clarification on a request is required, this should be sought from the GE.

d. TXUWHOLESALE – Yes
e. FPLE – No.

f. CNP – yes

g. WIND COALITION – Developers should provide ERCOT as much information as they can to assist ERCOT in evaluating the data provided.  It doesn’t seem useful to require any specific data.  It would be useful for ERCOT to provide a check list of supplemental information that it would find helpful for both the SSS and the FIS. The evolution of projects is very dependent upon many factors, so it will be difficult for developers to keep ERCOT fully informed on the “probability” of a project going forward during the SSS process.  Perhaps, there is merit in an ERCOT initiated process, as needs dictate, to seek updated information from all developers in the FIS process.

h. TXUED – see 1, above

i. PPM - Yes
8. In your opinion, what is the best way to identify the site/location of a potential generation site during the various stages of the interconnection process?
a. TENASKA - Street/Highway address, GIS coordinates, latitude/longitude of property

b. TXUWHOLESALE - Use the site-specific information contained in the signed Interconnection Agreement for studies performed for review by the Regional Planning Groups. Use approximate site locations contained in the original application for all other studies performed.
c. FPLE – County, MW and Voltage

d. WIND COALITION – As noted above, developers are strongly motivated to provide as much information as they reasonably have in order to give ERCOT a good basis for assisting them in their project.  There should be no public disclosure of any kind until the project is in the FIS process.  At that point, the only information that needs to be released to the public is the representation of the project in system studies (it is always assumed that TSPs have full access to any data they need to do their studies).

e. TXUED – Location on an official Texas County Highway Map, Survey info, GPS coordinates or Lat/Long of approximate center of site along with size of site in acres 

f. PPM - Generally by region up until the Full Interconnection Study, then by County and proposed interconnection point.
g. LCRA – Area map showing capacity development including developer’s plans for the interconnect.  In many cases, the developer already has plan on where and how it wants to interconnect to the TSP’s system.
9. Under what circumstances should existing generation that has been unavailable be required to resubmit into the generation interconnection process?  
a. BEC - It depends, if the generation has only been unavailable for a year or two, then it may not likely need to go through the process. However 3 to 5 years may be enough time for the system to change to warrant another study. Perhaps it should be left up to ERCOT and the connecting TSP if another GI study is needed given the system conditions.
b. TENASKA - It should not be required to submit a new request unless the generator has made material modifications to its equipment or interconnection facilities owned by the generator.

c. TXUWHOLESALE - Under no circumstances should existing generation that has been designated as “mothballed” or otherwise unavailable for a long period of time (e.g., 180 days or more) be required to re-submit an application for generation interconnection.  The rationale for this position is the fact that the existing transmission infrastructure was originally constructed to accommodate the output of the existing unit.  Until such time as the existing unit is deemed by ERCOT to not be needed for RMR Service and has officially retired, that transmission infrastructure should not be assigned or allocated to new generating units locating in the same general area (electrically).  Furthermore, TXU Wholesale believes that any requirement for an existing (albeit unavailable) unit to re-submit an application for generation interconnection cannot be mandated through a ERCOT procedure that is not subject to review and a structured voting process similar to other market design changes.  Such a change should, at a minimum, be the subject of a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) and its associated approval process and more likely, a Public Utility Commission of Texas rulemaking proceeding since such a change effectively impacts the procurement of transmission service by a generation resource owner.
d. CNP - CenterPoint Energy believes that, as a general rule, generators that have been unavailable should not be required to resubmit into the generation interconnection process.  CenterPoint Energy believes that, in general, the generator interconnection process is intended to determine how a potential generator should be interconnected.  Existing generators are already interconnected, so the interconnection process is not necessary.  Existing generators returning to service can face curtailment due to transmission constraints and can cause curtailment of competitor’s generating units, which has competitive and economic implications for the affected market participants.  However, CenterPoint Energy believes these are normal risks in competitive markets and that it would be inappropriate to erect artificial barriers to protect certain market participants from the potential effects of new or returning competitors.  As a practical matter, transmission plans and the resulting upgrades are inherently based upon generation dispatch assumptions. Market participants face congestion risks associated with unexpected generation dispatch patterns, of which a returning generating unit that has been unavailable can be considered one specific type of unexpected dispatch pattern.
e. WIND COALITION – If the IA is still active, then the generator should still be considered in the planning process (using the planning guides to dictate how it is dispatched).  This is a very important issue that deserves to be vetted with both ROS and WMS.

f. TXUED – none
g. PPM - If mothballed/deactivated for a period of 3 years or more.

h. LCRA – If Point of Interconnect facilities were removed or modified by TSP; generator had not announced specific and dated plans to return to market; located in potentially heavily congested area  
10. In considering the format of the Generation Interconnection Procedure document, should this document contain both administrative and technical requirements?  
a. BEC - We can see where generators would like to have all the needed information in one document but as a TSP we would rather it just be administrative with language referring back to the other technical documents as needed. However, this is not that big an issue, the important thing is to have language that does not conflict with other procedures.  
b. TENASKA - It can include both and/or provide specific references to other documents.

c. TXUWHOLESALE – yes
d. WIND COALITION – The Generation Interconnection Procedure (GIP) should be just that, a procedure that implements protocols and guides.  Any major requirement should be included in the protocols or the operating guides which provide market participants a formal process for review and comment and also provide for a formal process of approval.  There has never been a clear cut distinction between what goes in to each document, but it does seem that the protocols and the guides should be the source of all major technical requirements that specify reliability and design requirements.  It may be useful for the GIP to refer to or quote all sections of the protocols and guides which specify requirements for generators.  But they do not do that now, and it would seem to be a major maintenance burden for the GIP to keep up with protocol and guide changes.

1.3.1.1
Items Considered Protected Information 

“Protected Information” is information containing or revealing:

……

(10) Information related to generation interconnection requests, to the extent such information is not otherwise publicly available;

…….

This section must be changed using the established protocol revision procedure before the change in interconnect data use, as proposed in the GIP, can be implemented.

In addition, the low voltage ride through section is clearly subject matter for the protocols or the guides and cannot be adopted by inclusion in a procedure that does not have the same formal vetting process.  It appears that there are several potential issues with the proposed low voltage ride through section.  First of all, the diagram, as labeled, seems to indicate that there is no requirement to stay on line at less than 1.0 PU voltage.  Secondly there seems to be a requirement to stay on line at above 0.9 PU voltage indefinitely, whereas other technologies are allowed to disconnect if voltage is less than 0.95 PU for more than 10 seconds.  What is the technical basis for the proposed voltage profile?  Are all other technologies also required to meet the same design requirement?  Can they?  What contingency requires the wind-power project to stay on line for well over a half a second at severely depressed voltage?  The Coalition agrees that the combined system of generators, breakers, relays, and lines needs to be coordinated within the constraints of available technology to keep the system reliable. It is not clear how the proposed low voltage ride through achieves that goal.

e. TXUED – Yes 
f. PPM - Yes, it is beneficial to have it all contained in one document.
g. LCRA – Yes.  The ERCOT Generation Interconnection Procedure document is complete as written.
11. Do you agree with ERCOT’s proposal that ERCOT no longer collect the Full Interconnection Study Deposit from the GE, but rather have the TDSP bill the GE directly at its discretion?
a. BEC – yes

b. COMMENT - Yes, this seems like a reasonable proposal.  

c. TXUWHOLESALE – yes
d. FPLE - Yes (Another option is that TSP should not wait for the receipt of funds from ERCOT to start the study)

e. CNP – Yes
f. WIND COALITION – Yes.

g. TXUED – Yes.  The current process is overly burdensome since the TSP is not able to draw upon the deposit placed with ERCOT in a timely manner to begin the studies.

h. PPM – This proposal is ok.
i. LCRA – No.  The deposited fee provided some level of confidence that the effort a TSP undergoes in conducting these studies will be timely paid for.
12. Do you believe the timelines established in Section 3.3 of the proposed procedures document are reasonable for completing the full generation interconnection process from application to interconnection agreement?  If not, please suggest other timelines and justify your suggestion.
a. BEC – yes

b. TENASKA - Wish they could be shorter, but no good suggestions unless the philosophy behind needing the studies is changed.

c. TXUWHOLESALE - TXU Wholesale is concerned about the rather broad range of time allowed for the various activities, particularly the time allowed to perform the Full Interconnection Study (40 to 300 days).  The proposed time line assumes that the four studies (Steady State and Transfer Analysis, System Protection Analysis, Dynamic and Transient Stability Analysis, and the Facilities Study) must be done on a sequential basis.  That is, the System Protection Analysis must be complete before the Dynamic and Transient Stability Analysis is started.  TXU Wholesale would suggest that it is possible to work on several of the studies on a concurrent, not sequential basis.  Or at least some sort of overlapping basis to reduce the time from 300 days to something closer to 180 to 240 days to complete the Full Interconnection Study.  TXU Wholesale recognizes that resource constraints and existing workload impact the time required by a TSP’s to perform the numerous studies required to properly analyze all alternatives, but also recognize that it is imperative for project developers to get timely results so that they can complete project financing in time to meet their construction schedules.  Furthermore, in times of decreasing reserve margins in ERCOT, it is imperative that the generation interconnect process be as efficient and streamlined as possible.  That means that, to the extent possible, studies should be run in parallel whenever possible so as to minimize the time required for a developer to get the information he needs to sign a Generation Interconnect Agreement.
d. FPLE - These timelines are too long for wind interconnections. A special note needs to be added to accommodate wind interconnections for shorter durations.

e. CNP – Yes
f. WIND COALTION – These timelines are long.  History has shown that the procedures can be accomplished in a much shorter time.  Perhaps ERCOT and the TSPs can review the actual performance history for the last 10 years and propose shorter times that capture 90% of the actual experience.

g. TXUED – Yes.
h. PPM - I think that the maximum timeframes to complete the studies is somewhat generous, but it seems folks try to do the studies as soon as reasonably practicable instead of dragging it out to the maximum timeframe.

i. LCRA – Yes.
13. What is the appropriate distinction between  transmission improvement(s) that are required to go through the regional planning process (which is open to all stakeholders) and those which are undertaken through the generation interconnection process (which is only open to transmission owners)?
a. BEC - These guidelines are already in place. Improvements needed that are discovered in the full interconnection study for new generation projects, other than those needed for the direct interconnection, should still go through the RPG process as called for the in planning procedures. Direct interconnection projects should go to the TOs only for their input as is being done now. If we allow all market participants to comment on the gen interconnect studies and results, we may as well mandate that new generators must connect to the nearest bus to their site and then send the rest of the needed improvements to RPG. We feel the current process is adequate at this time. However, we understand there are projects pushing the envelope at this time. The PUC should be able to make the final determination if a project is for the public good thus allowing TCOS recovery. If TCOS recovery is suspect, the TSP building the projects must have surety from the generator should they not get TCOS recovery.

b. TENASKA - If you restrict the information that is public to that in 1(a) above, then you should be able to discuss the various generation requests and study results, including ongoing studies, in a public meeting.  This would help ERCOT have an open discussion about all the variables affecting the development of future transmission plans. 

c. TXUWHOLESALE - TXU Wholesale supports the concept of requiring all generation projects that have a length of greater than 5 miles (consistent with the ERCOT Power System Planning Charter and Processes) and that have completed the Steady State and Transfer Analysis portion of a  Full Interconnection Study to be subject to the regional planning group process.  TXU Wholesale believes that it is important to consider both reliability and economic costs and benefits of any significant transmission infrastructure improvements associated with new generating units to ensure that the most efficient (from both an economic and operational viewpoint) set of transmission upgrades result.  Submitting all projects (as defined above) that progress beyond the  Steady State and Transfer Analysis phase of the Full Interconnection Study process to the RPG process ensures that all market participants have the opportunity to assess and provide input on feasibility of various combinations of infrastructure improvements.
d. FPLE – Once the interconnection becomes public, it can be discussed in the regional planning process.

e. CNP - As a preliminary comment, the generation interconnection process is not limited to transmission owners.  It is also open to ERCOT Staff and, most significantly, the generator that is paying for the studies and whose generation is being interconnected through the process.

CenterPoint Energy has interconnected and fully integrated approximately 6,000 MW of new generation since 1999 through the ERCOT interconnection process, which did not include the regional planning process.  CenterPoint Energy believes that if a generator pays for an interconnection study through the interconnection study process, the generator should expect that the interconnection study derived from that process, including transmission upgrades necessary to effect the interconnection, should be valid.  CenterPoint Energy believes the studies, including contemplated transmission upgrades, should not be subsequently re-considered in another process.  Besides the inherent inefficiency and uncertainty in such duplication, the practical impact is that TSPs such as CenterPoint Energy would not have a realistic chance of timely completing upgrades necessary to integrate a new generator if the process were changed to provide for a duplicative analysis subsequent to the generator-funded analysis conducted using the ERCOT process.  That result would create an unreasonable barrier to entry of new participants, cause economic harm through increased congestion costs, and potentially create reliability concerns due to generation capacity being diminished by increased deliverability constraints.

CenterPoint Energy recognizes that some parties have expressed concerns regarding generator interconnection plans involving several miles of new transmission and significant cost and landowner impact developed without the input of “all” stakeholders in a regional planning process.  However, the reality is that all ERCOT stakeholders, plus other stakeholders that do not participate in regional planning (i.e., landowners), can participate in line certification proceedings at the PUC.  Nevertheless, even if one accepts that a regional ERCOT process that duplicates the generator-funded ERCOT process and the PUC certification process is necessary for such circumstances, there is no need to modify the entire ERCOT interconnection process for a few extreme examples.  Instead, the ERCOT interconnection process could be modified to include a provision for duplicative regional studies only for new transmission facilities requiring transmission line certification, prior to subsequent review after both ERCOT processes (the interconnection process and the regional planning process) in a PUC line certification proceeding.

f. WIND COALTION – Like the distinction of what belongs in the Protocols, Guides, and Procedures, the distinction of what goes through each planning process will never be clear.  It seems that the key role of the interconnect process is to get the project interconnected to existing facilities and to upgrade those facilities necessary to get the project power into the ERCOT system.  There should be no limit based on transmission addition size, but rather on whether or not the transmission project is essential to interconnection of the new generator reliably.  Everything else should be an RPG project if it has sufficient size.
g. TXUED – It is important that all stakeholders have an opportunity for input on projects that have a significant effect on them, but it is equally important that no unnecessary or inappropriate barriers (e.g., those intended to serve anticompetitive interests) be erected that would prevent or delay the construction of transmission necessary to facilitate the market.  For CCN projects, there is clearly adequate opportunity for detailed review and challenge whether they are associated with generation interconnection or not; small, low-voltage projects, on the other hand, are exempted from RPG review to prevent an unproductive diffusion of review resources that could cause delay for all projects.  While there are probably a number of acceptable ways to distinguish which of the two processes mentioned is most appropriate for a proposed transmission project, we will suggest the following for consideration: Any transmission improvement, regardless of system location, that is both 1) demonstrated in the Full Interconnection Study to be essential to allow a generating plant to export its full power (without any new SPS and independent of how other plants are dispatched), and is so designated in the FIS Report, and 2) specifically included in the TSP's construction obligations under the Interconnection Agreement should be exempted from the RPG process.
h.   LCRA – In addition to the fact that PUCT rules already provide direction on how to address generation interconnection request, required facilities for the direct interconnection of generation facilities to the TSP transmission facilities should be kept within the IA process. For example, location and type of bus arrangement to be constructed, area circuit breakers to be replaced due to fault duty increase, consideration for optimizing site to accommodate multiple generation interconnects, etc. The identification of these improvements is typically through the Full Interconnect Study. 

As in today’s process, after the new generation has been included in the ERCOT load flow cases, ERCOT can determine what new facilities are required to meet the regional needs though an independent study (annual 5-year study). This 5-year study should continue to be conducted through the regional planning group process.
OTHER

1.  CNP - II.  Comments on Draft ERCOT

Generation Interconnection or Change Request Procedure


CenterPoint Energy offers these comments regarding the Draft ERCOT Generation Interconnection or Change Request Procedure dated September 6, 2006 (“Draft Procedure”).  Please refer to the attached redline version of the Draft Procedure for suggested changes reflecting these comments.

A.
Section 1.3


At the August workshop conducted by ERCOT on confidentiality of generator interconnections, the parties had significant discussions without a consensus.  CenterPoint Energy believes it is likely that no proposal would satisfy all parties, and that ERCOT’s proposal to make generation interconnection information public at the Full Interconnection Study stage is a reasonable compromise.  Confidentiality rules have been imposed upon the transmission planning process by various energy market participants, yet other market participants (and perhaps in some cases the same market participants) have expressed a desire for open, transparent transmission planning processes.  A more open, transparent transmission planning process requires more open, transparent market data, such as potential new generation interconnection studies.  As a practical matter, generators typically seek air permits and other public domain certifications long before interconnection agreements are signed.  Furthermore, generators typically issue press releases, make public domain statements to investors, and conduct meetings with local officials very early in the process, often even before making an initial application for a screening study with ERCOT.


CenterPoint Energy has offered some suggested changes in Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 to reflect the change in Section 1.3 relating to public disclosure at the Full Interconnection Study stage.  As a TSP, CenterPoint Energy usually is not aware of potential generators until ERCOT notifies it of a request for a Full Interconnection Study.  Under ERCOT’s proposal in Section 1.3, the generation interconnection request would become public domain information at the Full Interconnection Study stage.  Therefore, the provisions in Section 1.3.1 are more applicable to ERCOT than to TSPs.

Also, some provisions should probably be deleted.  For example, Paragraph 6 appears to be no longer applicable if projects become public at the Full Interconnection Study stage.  Paragraph 7 seems to negate the ability of ERCOT and the TSP to use public domain data to facilitate open, transparent transmission planning processes, causing one to question the value of making the information public.  Paragraph 9 also appears to be rendered unnecessary because email lists regarding generator interconnection would not be used until the Full Interconnection Study stage.  CenterPoint Energy proposes deleting these paragraphs to avoid confusing and potentially conflicting interpretations regarding Section 1.3 that can place ERCOT and TSPs in the position of either inadvertently disclosing confidential information in the eyes of some stakeholders or inappropriately alleging confidentiality to thwart open and transparent planning processes in the eyes of other stakeholders.  Alternatively, confidentiality provisions are addressed in Commission rules, and the document could be shortened by referring to those rules.

Finally, CenterPoint Energy proposes some suggested changes in Section 1.3.2 to distinguish between a project at the Full Interconnection Study stage and a project that is modeled in ERCOT databases after an SGIA and notice to proceed are signed.

B.
Section 2.4.1


Because signed interconnection agreements are provided to the Commission and publicly posted, with the intent of ensuring transparency of interconnection terms and conditions, CenterPoint Energy proposes deleting the sentence asserting confidentiality.  As written, CenterPoint Energy and other TSPs would be placed in the position of having to assert confidentiality of public domain documents potentially posted on the Commission website, in Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Electric Reliability Organization (“ERO”) audits, rate cases, and other regulatory proceedings to comply with the proposed procedure.  CenterPoint Energy’s proposed change would align the ERCOT procedure with Commission rules and procedures.

C.
Section 3.1


CenterPoint Energy proposes language addressing dynamics modeling data.

D.
Section 4.3


CenterPoint Energy proposes language to qualify that the requirement to keep a (“PSS”) in service only applies if ERCOT or the TSP has issued PSS settings to the generator.  In cases where PSS settings have not been issued, as is the case with all Houston area generators at this time pending the outcome of an ERCOT Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (“ROS”) Task Force investigating the issue, the generator cannot reasonably be expected to comply with this requirement as originally drafted.

E.
Section 4.7.1


CenterPoint Energy recommends deleting this section because CenterPoint Energy believes these requirements are not applicable to wind generators in ERCOT.  CenterPoint Energy believes the source of the cited requirements is a preliminary FERC order applicable to entities engaged in interstate commerce under FERC’s plenary jurisdiction, and also may not reflect the requirements reflected in the FERC Final Order.  CenterPoint Energy believes these requirements do not apply to wind generators operating in the ERCOT region.  Instead, CenterPoint Energy believes ERCOT low-voltage ride-through requirements are applicable to all generators in ERCOT, including wind energy generating units.  CenterPoint Energy believes it may be advisable to provide the ERCOT low-voltage ride-through requirement in section 4.3 rather than in 4.7, because it applicable to all generators and 4.7 is reserved for special requirements applicable only to wind generation.

F.
Section 4.7.4


CenterPoint Energy has offered suggested changes to this section generally reflective of DWG identified requirements to model wind generation.
