General Comments
Sharyland Utilities: Sharyland Utilities (SU) submits these comments in regards to your request at the RPG meeting on July 18th.  These comments follow the general philosophy that all CREZ generation interconnects should be considered at one time.  From discussions with other TSPs, we feel that these studies should be divided among a few incumbent utilities operating the systems where the main interconnection of the generation will enter the existing ERCOT system (i.e. AEP, Oncor, LCRA, etc.).  This will streamline the study process and as always, each transmission shareholder has the opportunity through the RPG process to comment on the results.  If we treat each FIS or screening study independently, we will invariably miss constraints on the system.

AEPSC: 

AEPSC proposes the following procedure to execute studies for generation dependent of CREZ lines: 

Given the uncertainty of line ownership, studies can be divided based on each generator's location relative to CREZ 
        - LCRA TSC = McCamey zone and San Angelo area 
        -Oncor = Central and Central West zones 
        -AEPSC = Panhandle zones with provision to transfer to SU when appropriate 
Primary base case for study would be the AC case produced by Siemens for maximum export 
        -Topology for full build-out of scenario 2 
        -Roughly 17 GW (due to diversity) of generation to account for commitments made through CREZ 
        -Generation requests that exceed the CREZ designated limit, or were not designated would be incremental to base case 
All requests that have been released by the generator for full interconnection study, both in-progress and newly released, should be studied in aggregate 
        -minimizes TSP study effort 
        -minimizes time required to complete studies 
        -identifies worst case limitations 
Scope of study would be limited to analysis of Steady State, Short Circuit and Dynamic impacts to the transmission system 
        -facility study would be conducted by the interconnecting TSP, once determined by the PUCT 
        -due to lead-time required to construct CREZ lines, a full year would be allowed for studies of generation interconnecting to CREZ lines 

By capturing all generation committed through the CREZ proceeding and incorporating generation requests that exceed the CREZ designated limit, or were not designated in CREZ, the full extent of curtailment would be identified and any weak links in the existing transmission system will be uncovered.  Any resulting transmission upgrades to the existing system, as opposed to the CREZ plan, would be submitted though the RPG process. 

Please consider this alternate process for interconnection studies, which would assist both impacted transmission providers and generators by simplifying and expediting the study process.

STEC: STEC accepts the ERCOT suggestions for each issue.
PSEG Texas: PSEG Texas, LP (“PSEG Texas”) recognizes that ERCOT is currently in a transitional phase with respect to interconnection queue reform, as ERCOT and its stakeholders will undertake a comprehensive review of the interconnection queue process in the Fall of 2008.  PSEG Texas wishes to emphasize, however, that addressing and reforming the interconnection queue process to make it more streamlined, efficient, and transparent is critical given the large number of interconnection requests that exist and that may result from implementation of a CREZ transmission plan.  This could be accomplished in a number of ways, including by implementing a process to cluster interconnection requests for study consideration.  In response to ERCOT’s request for comments, PSEG Texas submits the following responses to the questions posed by ERCOT at the July 18, 2008 RGP stakeholder meeting.
Issue 1 – When the PUCT selects a CREZ transmission plan in what order should ERCOT System Planning perform the screening studies?
Horizon: Horizon supports ERCOT’s resolution; that Screening Studies should resume in the order in which they were received. The studies suspended due to factors beyond their control so planning could proceed efficiently. Now that the CREZ transmission Plan has been selected, the fastest and most efficient way to proceed is to resume consideration of the projects in the order they were submitted. Given the number of screening studies affected, there should be no significant delay for other studies in progress. The chance that a few of them may not be finished within the 90 day limit should not hold up studies that have been on hold.

Sharyland Utilities: SU recommends that all requests previously received be placed in the process and evaluated in aggregate or up to the level studied in the TOS.  If the aggregate total at any designated collection substation exceeds what was previously allocated, then a method must be used to give credit to the first generators to commit.  These additional generation requests or any that have been received for that designated area as we move forward should be considered incremental additions to the build-out.  It is imperative to identify any and all possible generation requests to individual CREZ collection stations to determine the parameters of the design before we get to deep into the design and routing phase.

BP AENA: 

· BPAENA recommends that the correct approach is for ERCOT to proceed with screening studies that were previously placed on hold for CREZ projects in the order they were received. 

· BPAENA also recommends that a reasonable timeframe such as 180 days be established for non-CREZ studies since they will be delayed possibly beyond the standard 90 day estimate.

· BPAENA  recommends that ERCOT consider an aggregate or group study for nominated projects up to the CREZ zone MW limit to faster facilitate the design development of system upgrades related to the underlying transmission system need to connect to the 345kV on-ramps.

Oncor:

a) Check with generators to see if they desire to connect to a CREZ line or the existing system and check to see if they are still interested in pursuing studies at this time.  Some projects may not want to continue with any studies at this time for many reasons.

b) CREZ Line Interconnection - If generator desires to connect directly to a CREZ facility and wants to continue the study process, perform screening study when time permits after performing screening studies for projects connecting to existing lines or projects that will go in service prior to the completion of the CREZ lines.  The CREZ lines are designed to handle large quantities of wind and thus these studies may not be of great value to the generator since the lines are more likely to accommodate their generation. Placing the on hold projects ahead of projects already requesting interconnection prior to the completion of the CREZ lines can delay the interconnection of these projects because resources will be dedicated to the projects having later in-service dates.  Continue hold on FIS until PUCT determines which entity will own the CREZ line to which the generator wishes to connect.  The primary result of the FIS is the development of specific facilities, schedules, and costs associated with the connection of the generator to the grid.  Those issues are best determined by the entity that will own the CREZ line.

c) Other - If the generator desires to connect to an existing line or expects an interconnection to be complete prior to an expected date for the completion of  the CREZ lines, and wants to continue with the studies, perform screening study for this project ahead of more recent requests for studies. Release the FIS to appropriate transmission service provider when requested by generator.

E.ON: Go with the ERCOT suggestion.
Invenergy: We agree that suspended studies should be processed in the order they were received.
EMMT: EMMT supports the proposed resolution of placing all requests that were on hold back into the screening study queue and processing them in the order in which they were received.  However, EMMT recommends ERCOT consider using aggregate studies for screening study and FIS requests, as a means to more effectively process them.

FPL Energy: Support ERCOT's resolution
Fremantle Energy: 

· ERCOT should perform the suspended studies in the order in which they were received.

· Fremantle Energy recommends that ERCOT also perform an aggregate study for projects which were identified in the findings of fact in the PUCT Interim Order on Reconsideration in Docket 33672 as having properly nominated and provided financial commitment testimony.  This should be done up to the particular CREZ MW limit under Scenario 2 with pro-rata limitation according to properly nominated megawatts.  It is clear now that under Scenario 2 that each CREZ is over-subscribed and this approach provides a logical means to analyze the full set of properly nominated projects and the necessary local transmission upgrades required in a timely manner.
· Fremantle Energy believes that a maximum time limit should be established for non-CREZ studies to be completed as their completion may be held up by the volume of CREZ work.
PSEG Texas: PSEG Texas agrees with ERCOT’s recommendation to process requests that were held back in the order in which they were received.  This is consistent with the first-come, first-served historical practice to review requests in the order in which they were received. ERCOT should strive to meet the PUCT deadline to complete study requests within 90 days to the extent practicable. Concurrently, PSEG Texas recommends that ERCOT develop and present the PUCT and affected stakeholders, a calendar showing how active study requests will be affected.  This calendar should contain commitments for anticipated study completion.  Further, PSEG Texas recommends that ERCOT request a one time extension of the 90 day requirement from the Commission.  As part of this request, ERCOT should confirm its commitment to review and modify the existing interconnection requirements.
Issue 2 – At what point should FIS requests proceed?
Horizon: Horizon supports ERCOT’s resolution; that Final Interconnection Studies should proceed as soon as the TSP is known for the relevant transmission facility. If the FIS cannot be completed until the CCN is approved, then the TSP and the developer should decide a mutually acceptable schedule to complete the study.

Sharyland Utilities: SU recommends that all start now to the full extent of the requests.  This will help flush out any transmission constraints since the TOS was been presented.  Based on the final design, a review may be necessary of the assumed facilities in the study at the time the CCN is processed.

BP AENA:  BPAENA recommends that the FIS for a project should proceed once the TSP for that project has been selected. BPAENA believes that this will allow the process to move faster. The FIS and the CCN process should begin at same time and run parallel. Waiting for the CCN filing or approval could delay the overall completion of the project by as much 90 days or more.

Oncor: See above [Issue 1 response]

E.ON: Go forward as soon as there is clear indication of the TSP.  Clear indication of the TSP might occur before granting a CCN.
Invenergy: Full Interconnection Studies should proceed as soon as the TSP is selected.  Potential routing-related delays in the FIS due to the CCN process should not affect when the FIS process begins.

EMMT: EMMT supports ERCOT’s proposal for the FIS requests to proceed once the transmission providers have been selected, as long as provision of any financial security that may be requested by the TSP not be required until after the FIS is complete.  Otherwise, EMMT prefers that the FIS proceed once the PUCT chooses the CREZ lines, which already have preliminary design indicated in the ERCOT TOS.  Clarification of the process by which the TSP may require additional financial security or a deposit would be helpful to participants.

FPL Energy: Support ERCOT's resolution, but clarify that non-CREZ and/or pre-CREZ projects should be handled as they currently are by the existing TSP.  This is consistent with the CREZ stating that existing TSP's are given preference to upgrading/modifying already existing facilities.
Fremantle Energy: The Full Interconnection Studies should proceed as soon as the TSP is selected.

PSEG Texas: PSEG Texas believes that ERCOT should work with the interconnection customer and the TO to determine the appropriate point to begin the FIS.  If the interconnection customer is comfortable moving to the FIS prior to the granting of a CCN, PSEG Texas encourages ERCOT and the TO to undertake the study.  Clearly the risks of such a strategy should be discussed with the affected party.
Issue 3 – How should in-process FIS studies be handled if a project’s interconnecting TSP changes?
Horizon: Horizon agrees with ERCOT’s resolution; that TSPs and developers should agree on the best course of action, in order to keep the process moving as quickly as possible.

Sharyland Utilities: Allowing the incumbents to perform the study based on a regional approach and going through the RPG process in place should assure a fair and comprehensive study is achieved.  As an Interested TSP, Sharyland has no issue picking up the study and continuing the process to completion from either of the incumbent utilities.  I believe this discussion actually took place at an earlier RPG meeting and the stakeholders present reached the same conclusion.

BP AENA: BPAENA recommend that this be worked between developer and TSP on case-by-case basis.

Oncor: This should be worked out by initial TSP, new TSP and generator.  The initial TSP could complete steady-state, short circuit and stability studies or the studies could be split between initial TSP and new TSP.  New TSP should perform Facilities Study since this relates to specific facilities that the owner of the transmission line will construct.

E.ON: Go with the ERCOT suggestion.
Invenergy: Screening studies for Panhandle Generation will likely be rendered obsolete by the CREZ lines.  In this case the process will need to be restarted.  We agree that a case-by-case approach might be necessary to assess whether a pre-CREZ screening study is still valid.
FPL Energy: Support ERCOT's resolution
Fremantle Energy: 

· Fremantle Energy recommends that this should be considered on a case by case basis to determine if the existing screening study is still valid.

· Projects should be allowed to change interconnecting TSPs without penalty based upon new information resulting from the CREZ process.
PSEG Texas: PSEG Texas agrees with the ERCOT recommendations.
Issue 4 – How should in-process interconnection requests be handled if the developer decides to delay the project and change the POI to a new CREZ line?
Horizon: The interconnection requests should only be restarted if there is a material change to the original request. A request to interconnect with a transmission line from the San Angelo area to the Hill Country, as suggested in the December 2006 CREZ study, would not be materially changed if the line connecting these regions has a different name in CREZ Scenario 2. This case is different from one in which a developer amends its request to take advantage of an entirely new line. In the first case, the developer continues to pursue its originally stated objective.  

Sharyland Utilities: By aggregating the total requests received to-date, the system will be evaluated based on the worst case scenario.  Based on what we all believe to be true, if one wind generation company withdraws his request, another will soon take its place.  I suspect the amounts of the generation nominated at each point will change between generation companies as they optimize their farms between different zones.

BP AENA: 

· BPAENA asserts that projects that were submitted to ERCOT and immediately placed on hold with little or no work being performed should not be considered “in-process” for the purpose of selecting or changing a proposed interconnecting TSP.

· BPAENA recommends that both “in-process” and “non in-process, as defined above” be allowed to change interconnecting TSP. Since many of these projects were submitted based on deadlines by ERCOT to be considered as CREZ project, generators had to move quickly and select the best interconnecting point. They should not now be penalized.

Oncor: See response in 1(b) above.

E.ON: Highly likely projects that entered the queue hoping to utilize existing transmission should be able to migrate to a CREZ circuit, if it becomes the obvious connection choice, without having to start over from scratch.

Invenergy: Currently it is not unusual for the POI to change during the course of the FIS.  If during the FIS process the TSP concludes that the project will be better served by changing the POI to a CREZ line we do not feel that starting the process from the beginning is necessarily an appropriate course of action.
FPL Energy: If POI changes, the developer and TSP should assess how the request should be re-studied by the TSP.  The ERCOT screening study should not be re-done as this would introduce unnecessary delay in the process.  If the TSP should change due to the POI change, then the issues are resolved via the solution to Issue 3.
Fremantle Energy: POIs can change during the FIS process and should the TSP and project developer decide an alternate POI is a better they should be allowed to study that change without starting over.
PSEG Texas: PSEG Texas agrees with the ERCOT recommendation that the study request should be cancelled if the Point of Interconnection changes (regardless of the phase of the study).  The requestor should file a new interconnection study request with ERCOT, and this request should be accommodated in a manner similar to all other requests.  Such a revised request should not be given any special standing in the queue.
Issue 5 – What study assumptions should be used for screening and FIS studies?
Horizon: CREZ improvements from the PUCT selected CREZ transmission plan should be assumed in 2012, until more accurate data is available. When it is, the more accurate information should be included in the assumptions. For example, the study assumptions could be updated when the TSP selection process results in a decision regarding any transmission plans. For generation assumptions, thermal generation should be included using current procedures. Wind generation with signed IAs should also be included, as ERCOT proposes. In addition, the study should include the assumed capacity and location of wind generation in the CREZ zones based on the information provided in Docket 33672.

Sharyland Utilities: As commented, SU recommends that all requests previously received be placed in the process and evaluated in aggregate.

BP AENA: BPAENA recommends that the study proceed with the assumption the all CREZ transmission facilities will be in service by 2012. This should be adjusted as better information becomes available.

Oncor: The FIS team and the generator should develop the study assumptions for each study as is consistent with current practices.  This will allow the study to meet the needs of the requesting generator.

E.ON: Go with the ERCOT suggestion.
Invenergy: In order to model interconnections that take place once the CREZ infrastructure is in place there needs to be some type of placeholder wind power in the CREZ areas.  If only the plant under study, existing plants, and plants with SGIAs are included in the study there is concern that n-1 flows may not show up on the underlying system.  There are inherent uncertainties in modeling CREZ related studies in the 2012 timeframe. The adequacy of estimating wind injection points, capacity levels and hub locations should be evaluated further. Also potential staging of CREZ build-out may further inform this discussion.
FPL Energy: Support ERCOT's resolution.
Fremantle Energy: Fremantle Energy suggests the studies assume that all CREZ transmission facilities under Scenario 2 will be in service by 2012 and update those assumptions should different information come to light.
PSEG Texas: PSEG Texas recommends that ERCOT proceed with interconnection studies as they have been conducted historically until such time as the study process and guidelines are modified.  However, it is not clear that historical interconnection studies have been conducted under the same assumptions by different TOs. Thus PSEG Texas requests information from ERCOT on the following questions:

Do all TSPs use the same standards for study assumptions regarding new generation requests to conduct their studies, and has this been the case historically? For example, is it the case that all TOs include all active generation study requests in their study processes? If not, how do these practices differ by TO?  Do some TOs consider some study requests in other studies depending on the phase of the project?  This information is material to understanding whether there is bandwidth under the existing procedures to correct some of the issues the market has experienced with past practice.  Thus the answer to ERCOT’s question cannot be fully developed until further information is obtained regarding the manner in which the TOs conduct their planning studies.
Going forward, PSEG Texas recommends that the entire interconnection process be reviewed.  ERCOT and the market should embark upon deliberations about the proper levels of study costs, the proper requirements for getting into, and remaining in, the queue, and the correct manner in which to study projects.  Consideration should be given, for example, to grouping by time of request submission for evaluation of projects, e.g. the New York ISO’s “Class Year” approach which has proven to be successful. With over 100,000 MW of generation in the existing interconnection request process (as of the July 2008 System Planning report) it is imperative that developers and the market be presented with additional transparency as soon as possible.
