Nodal Protocol Revision Request


	NPRR Number
	
	NPRR Title
	Add Key Provisions of RPG Charter to Protocols

	Date Posted
	

	
	

	Nodal Protocol Sections Requiring Revision 

(Include Section No. and Title)
	

	Revision Description
	Adds certain key provisions of the Regional Planning Group (RPG) Charter and Procedures (the RPG Charter), approved by the Board in January 2009, to the nodal Protocols, as well as revises certain language within the existing nodal Protocols for consistency with the added provisions and with the existence of the Planning Guides.  

	Reason for Revision
	With the creation of the Planning Guides, it is intended that the RPG Charter (as well as several other documents and procedures) will no longer independently exist.  The provisions of these documents will be incorporated into the Planning Guide and the nodal Protocols as appropriate.   

	Overall Market Benefit
	Allows the established NPRR process to be used for any revision of these key provisions related to the planning process.

	Overall Market Impact
	None – the provisions were already contained within the RPG Charter and have not been substantively changed

	Consumer Impact
	None

	Credit Implications 

(Yes or No, and summary of impact)
	No

	Submitter Justification for Necessity Prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date
	To be implemented upon TNMI

	CEO Determination 

(To be completed by ERCOT)
	


	Quantitative Impacts and Benefits


Instructions:  To allow for comprehensive NPRR consideration and development of the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), please fill out each block below completely and provide as much detailed information as possible.  Wherever possible, please include reasons, explanations, and cost/benefit analyses pertaining to the PRR.

	Assumptions
	1
	e.g.: Key assumptions used in estimating market cost and/or benefit

	
	2
	Dependencies on other projects or other timing requirements

	
	3
	

	
	4
	

	Market Cost
	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	
	1
	e.g.: Cost per MP to implement
	e.g.: $10,000 each for 50 QSEs

	
	2
	Add’l staff required per MP
	1.5 FTE each for 6 TDSPs @ $65/hour

	
	3
	
	

	
	4
	
	

	Market Benefit
	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	
	1
	e.g.: Reduced MP costs
	e.g.: 2 FTE reduction for 25 CRs @ $65/hour

	
	2
	Enhanced MP efficiency
	2 hour savings per day for 50 generators @$65

	
	3
	Reduced congestion cost
	 0.5% reduction in total congestion cost

	
	4
	
	

	Additional Qualitative Information
	1
	e.g.: Benefits that are difficult to quantify

	
	2
	Benefits that are not certain but relatively likely

	
	3
	Customer service impacts, cash flow impacts, transaction speed, etc.

	
	4
	

	Other Comments
	1
	e.g.: Thoughts on ERCOT systems impacts

	
	2
	Potential manual workarounds or delivery options

	
	3
	Other comments of value to PRS, TAC and the Board of Directors

	
	4
	


	Sponsor

	Name
	Dan Woodfin, on behalf of the Planning Working Group

	E-mail Address
	dwoodfin@ercot.com

	Company
	ERCOT

	Phone Number
	512-248-3115

	Cell Number
	512-750-0655

	Market Segment
	NA


	Market Rules Staff Contact

	Name
	

	E-Mail Address
	

	Phone Number
	


	Proposed Protocol Language Revision


3.11
Transmission Planning

3.11.1
Overview

(1)
ERCOT shall supervise and exercise comprehensive independent authority of the overall planning of transmission projects of the ERCOT Transmission Grid as outlined in the Public Utility Regulatory Act, Tex. Util. Code Ann. (Vernon 1998 & Supp. 2003)(PURA) and Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Substantive Rules.  ERCOT’s authority with respect to transmission projects that are local in nature is limited to supervising and coordinating the planning activities of Transmission Service Providers.  The PUCT Substantive Rules further indicate that the Independent Operator shall evaluate and make a recommendation to the PUCT as to the need for any Transmission Facility over which it has comprehensive transmission planning authority.

(2)
Any Market Participant, regardless if it is a TSP and/or DSP, may develop and submit proposed projects to the Regional Planning Group (RPG), and review projects developed and proposed by the RPG.  Broad participation in the process will result in a thorough development of projects.  However, confidentiality provisions prevent participation of non-TSPs and/or DSPs in the studies leading to interconnection agreements with generators until they become public. 

(3)
Project endorsement through the ERCOT Regional Planning process is intended to support, to the extent applicable, a finding by the PUCT that a project is necessary for the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the public within the meaning of, PURA §37.056, Grant or Denial of Certificate, and P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.101, Certification Criteria. 

(4)

3.11.2
Planning Criteria

(1)
ERCOT and Transmission Service Providers shall evaluate the need for transmission system improvements in accordance with Section 3.11.1, Overview, paragraph (1), and shall evaluate the relative value of alternative improvements based on established technical and economic criteria. 

(2)
The technical reliability criteria are established by the ERCOT Planning and Operating Guides and the NERC Reliability Standards

.  ERCOT and TSPs shall strongly endeavor to meet these criteria, identify current and future violations thereof and initiate solutions necessary to ensure continual compliance.

(3)
ERCOT shall attempt to meet these reliability criteria as economically as possible and shall actively identify Economic Projects to meet this goal.  An “Economic Project” is a proposed system improvement that has a net economic benefit to the market, as determined by a reduction in expected costs to the market that exceed the incremental cost of the system improvement on a net present value basis.  
For Economic Projects, the net economic benefit of a proposed project (or set of projects) will first be assessed over the project’s life based on the net societal benefit that is reasonably expected to accrue from the project.  The project will be recommended if it is reasonably expected to result in positive net societal benefits.  If the proposed project is not expected to provide positive net societal benefits, then the net consumer benefit of the project will be assessed, and the project will be recommended if the net consumer benefits are reasonably expected to be positive.

To determine the societal benefit of a proposed project, the revenue requirement of the capital cost of the project is compared to the expected savings in system production costs resulting from the project over the expected life of the project.  Indirect benefits and costs associated with the project should be considered as well, where appropriate.  The current set of financial assumptions upon which the revenue requirement calculations is based will be posted on the ERCOT Planning website.  The expected production costs are based on a chronological simulation of the security-constrained unit commitment and economic dispatch of the generators connected to the ERCOT Transmission Grid to serve the expected ERCOT System Load over the planning horizon.  This market simulation is intended to provide a reasonable representation of how the ERCOT System is expected to be operated over the simulated time period.  From a practical standpoint, it is not feasible to perform this production cost simulation for the entire thirty (30) to forty (40 )year expected life of the project.  Therefore, the production costs are projected over the period for which a simulation is feasible and a qualitative assessment is made of whether the factors driving the production cost savings due to the project can reasonably be expected to continue.  If so, the levelized annual production cost savings over the period for which the simulation is feasible is calculated and compared to the first year annual revenue requirement of the transmission project.  If this production cost savings exceeds this annual revenue requirement for the project, the project is economic from a societal perspective and will be recommended.

For projects that do not provide sufficient societal benefit to be recommended, the net consumer benefit of the proposed project will be calculated.  Outputs from the same market simulation described above will be used to provide an estimate of the expected reduction in total system generator revenues due to the project, which is a reasonable indication in the ERCOT market of the impact on consumer costs due to the project.  Expected above-market generator revenues not included in the simulation, such as Reliability Must-Run (RMR) payments, may need to be included in this evaluation.   If the levelized generator revenue reduction exceeds the first year annual revenue requirement for the project, the project is economic from the consumer benefit perspective and will be recommended.

Other indicators based on analyses of ERCOT System operations may be considered as appropriate in the determination of consumer benefits, including:

•
Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) 
payments for unit operations;

•
Visible ERCOT market indicators such as clearing prices of Congestion
 Revenue Rights; and

•
 Actual Location
al Marginal Prices and observed congestion.

In order for such an alternate indicator to be considered, the costs must be reasonably expected to be on-going and be adequately quantifiable and unavoidable given the physical limitation of the transmission system.

3.11.3
Regional Planning Group
(1)
ERCOT shall lead a Regional Planning Group (RPG) to consider and review proposed projects to address transmission constraints and other system needs.  The RPG will be a non-voting, consensus-based organization focused on identifying needs, identifying potential solutions, communicating varying viewpoints and reviewing analyses related to the ERCOT Transmission Grid in the planning horizon.  Participation in the Regional Planning Group is required of all TSPs and is open to all Market Participants, consumers, other stakeholders and PUCT Staff.  ERCOT is responsible for leading and facilitating the RPG processes.


(2)











3.11.4
RPG Project Review Process
3.11.4.1
Project Submission
Any stakeholder may initiate a Regional Planning Group (RPG) Project Review through the submission of a document describing the scope of the proposed project, as described in this Section, to the RPG mailbox (RPGReview@ercot.com).  Projects should be submitted with sufficient lead-time to allow the RPG Project Review to be completed prior to the date on which the project must be initiated by the designated Transmission Service Provider (TSP).  

Stakeholders may submit projects for RPG Project Review within any project Tier.  All transmission projects in Tiers 1, 2 and 3 should be submitted.  TSPs are not required to submit Tier 4 projects for RPG review, but should endeavor to see that any Tier 4 projects that are known in advance are included in the cases used for development of the Five-Year Transmission Plan. 

All system improvements that are necessary for the project to achieve the system performance improvement, or to correct the system performance deficiency, for which the project is intended should be bundled into a single project submission.

3.11.4.2
Categorization of Proposed Transmission Projects
ERCOT classifies all proposed transmission projects into one of four (4) categories (or Tiers).  Each Tier is defined so that projects with a similar cost and impact on reliability and the ERCOT market are grouped into the same Tier.  The criteria used to classify a specific project into the appropriate Tier are given below, in increasing order of the level of review to which the projects within the Tier are subjected.

ERCOT may use its reasonable judgment to increase the level of review of a proposed project (e.g., from Tier 3 to Tier 2) from that which would be strictly indicated by these criteria, based on stakeholder comments, ERCOT analysis or the system impacts of the project.

Any project that would be built by an Entity that is exempt (e.g., a Municipally Owned Utility (MOU)) from getting a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN) for transmission projects but would require a CCN if it were to be built by a regulated Entity will be treated as if the project would require a CCN for the purpose of defining the Tier of the project.
3.11.4.3
Project Comment Process

ERCOT shall conduct a process to solicit comments or questions from the RPG about transmission projects that are submitted for RPG Project Review and to attempt to resolve those comments and questions.  This process should include a twenty-one (21) day period for RPG stakeholders to provide any comments and questions and a period of up to twenty-eight (28) days, which can be extended by ERCOT, during which the submitter of the proposed project shall respond to, and attempt to resolve, all comments and questions.  
3.11.4.4
Tier 4

This category consists of: small system upgrades whose estimated capital cost is less than or equal to fifteen million dollars ($15,000,000) and that do not require a CCN, as well as certain “neutral” projects.  Neutral projects are: the addition of or upgrades to radial transmission lines; the addition of equipment that does not affect the transfer capability of a line; repair and replacement-in-kind projects; projects that are directly associated with the interconnection of new generation; and the addition of static reactive devices.  A project, irrespective of estimated capital cost, to serve a new Load is considered to be a neutral project even if a CCN is required, unless such project would create a new transmission line connection between two (2) stations (other than looping an existing line into the new Load-serving station).  

3.11.4.5
Tier 3

This category consists of projects with estimated capital costs between fifteen million dollars ($15,000,000) and fifty million dollars ($50,000,000) not requiring a CCN.

(1)
ERCOT will assume acceptance of a Tier 3 project by the RPG if no concerns/questions or objections are provided within twenty-one (21) days of ERCOT’s transmittal to the RPG.


(2)
If reasonable ERCOT or stakeholder concerns about a Tier 3 project cannot be resolved within the twenty-eight (28)-day study mode, the project may be processed as a Tier 2 project, unless ERCOT assesses that reasonable progress is being made toward resolving these concerns.  

(3)
Projects that are required to meet an individual TDSP’s Planning Criteria and that are not covered by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) Reliability Standards or ERCOT Planning Criteria will also be processed in this Tier, and will be reclassified as a Tier 4 “neutral” project if comments are resolved.
3.11.4.6
Tier 2
This category consists of projects with estimated capital costs less than fifty million dollars ($50,000,000) requiring a CCN.
(1)  
ERCOT Staff will conduct an Independent Review of the submitted Tier 2 project:


(2)
The ERCOT Independent Review will consist of studies and analyses necessary for ERCOT Staff to make its assessment of whether the proposed project is needed and whether the proposed project is the preferred solution to the identified system performance deficiency that the project is intended to resolve.


(3)
ERCOT will consider all constructive comments received during the twenty-one (21)-day RPG comment period and factor these comments into the Independent Review of the project.


(4)
ERCOT will attempt to complete the Independent Review for a project in ninety (90) days or less.  If ERCOT Staff is unable to complete their Independent Review based on RPG input within ninety (90) days, ERCOT will provide the submitter a reason for the delay and expected completion time.


(5)
ERCOT may, at its discretion, discuss submitted transmission projects at meetings of the RPG in order to obtain additional input into the Independent Review.


(6)
ERCOT will prepare a written report documenting the results of its Independent Review and recommendation on the project and will distribute this report to the RPG.
3.11.4.7
Tier 1
This category is for all projects whose estimated capital cost is fifty million dollars ($50,000,000) or greater.
(1)  
ERCOT Staff will conduct an Independent Review of the submitted Tier 1 project:


(2)
The ERCOT Independent Review will consist of studies and analyses necessary for ERCOT Staff to make its assessment of whether the proposed project is needed and whether the proposed project is the preferred solution to the identified system performance deficiency that the project is intended to resolve.


(3)
ERCOT will consider all constructive comments received during the twenty-one (21)-day RPG comment period and factor these comments into the Independent Review of the project.


(4)
ERCOT will attempt to complete the Independent Review for a project in ninety (90) days or less.  If ERCOT Staff is unable to complete their Independent Review based on RPG input within ninety (90) days, ERCOT will provide the submitter a reason for the delay and expected completion time.


(5)
ERCOT may, at its discretion, discuss submitted transmission projects at meetings of the RPG in order to obtain additional input into the Independent Review.


(6)
ERCOT will prepare a written report documenting the results of its Independent Review and recommendation on the project and will distribute this report to the RPG.


(7)
Tier 1 Projects will require ERCOT Board endorsement.
3.11.4.8
Determine Designated Providers of Transmission Additions

Upon completion of the RPG Project Review, ERCOT will determine designated providers for the recommended transmission projects.  The default TSPs will be those TSPs that own the end points of the new projects.  Those TSPs can agree to provide or delegate the new facilities.  If different TSPs own the two (2) ends of the recommended project, ERCOT will designate them as co-providers of the recommended project, and they can decide between themselves what parts of the recommended project they will each provide.  If they cannot agree, ERCOT will determine their responsibility following a meeting with the parties.  If a designated TSP agrees to provide a project and that designated TSP does not diligently pursue the project (during the time frame before a CCN is filed, if required) in a manner that will meet the required in-service date, then upon concurrence of the ERCOT Board, ERCOT will solicit interest from TSPs through the RPG and will designate an alternate TSP.
3.11.4.9
RPG Acceptance and ERCOT Endorsement

For Tier 3 projects, successful resolution of all comments received from ERCOT and stakeholders during the twenty-one (21)-day RPG comment period will result in RPG acceptance of the proposed project.  An RPG acceptance letter will be sent to the designated TSP for the project, the project submitter (if different from the designated TSP), and copied to the RPG.  For Tier 2 projects, ERCOT recommendation as a result of the ERCOT Independent Review of the proposed project will constitute ERCOT endorsement of the project.  For Tier 1 projects, ERCOT endorsement is obtained upon affirmative vote of the ERCOT Board.  An ERCOT endorsement letter will be sent to the designated TSP for the project, the project submitter (if different from the designated TSP), the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and copied to the RPG upon receipt of ERCOT endorsement for Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects.

Following the completion of the ERCOT Independent Review, ERCOT will present all Tier 1 projects to the ERCOT Board with its recommendation as to whether or not the project should be endorsed by the ERCOT Board.  Prior to presenting the project to the ERCOT Board, ERCOT will present the project to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for review and comment.  Comments from TAC will be included in the presentation to the ERCOT Board for the ERCOT Board’s consideration.  ERCOT will make a reasonable effort to make these presentations to TAC and the ERCOT Board at the next regularly scheduled meetings of these groups following completion of the ERCOT Independent Review of the project.
3.11.4.10
Modifications to ERCOT Endorsed Projects
If the designated TSP for an ERCOT-Endorsed project determines a need to make a significant change to the facilities included in the project (such as the line endpoint(s), number of circuits, voltage level, decrease in rating or similar major aspect of the project) prior to filing a CCN application (if required) for the project (or prior to beginning the final design of the project, if no CCN is required), the TSP should notify ERCOT in a timely manner of the details of that change.  If ERCOT concurs that the proposed change is significant, the change will be processed as a Tier 3 project. 




3.11.5
Assessment of Chronic Congestion


(1)
ERCOT, shall monitor the differences in Locational Marginal Prices from the Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch process to identify geographic areas potentially experiencing chronic congestion.  On determination of chronic congestion, ERCOT shall:

(a)
Validate with the TSP that the data from the Network Operating Model and the Updated Network Model are correct.   If the models are valid, ERCOT shall use the planning criteria in the transmission planning process, through the appropriate Regional Planning Group, to develop recommendations for resolution, if applicable.  

(b)
Post all the results from this process on the MIS Secure Area and provide them to the PUCT Staff, the Independent Market Monitor (IMM), the appropriate ERCOT subcommittee(s), and the ERCOT Board of Directors.  

3.11.6
Transmission Planning Responsibilities
ERCOT,  TSP, and other stakeholder responsibilities for planning of the ERCOT Transmission Grid are those described in the Planning Guides. 

3.11.7
Generation Interconnection Process

The generation interconnection process facilitates the interconnection of new generation units in the ERCOT Region by assessing the transmission upgrades necessary for new generating units to operate reliably.  The process to study interconnecting new generation or modifying an existing generation interconnection to the ERCOT Transmission Grid is covered in the Planning Guides.  The generation interconnection study process primarily covers the direct connection of generation Facilities to the ERCOT Transmission Grid and directly-related projects.  Projects that are identified through this process and are regional in nature may be reviewed through the RPG Project Review process upon recommendation by the TSP or ERCOT, subject to the confidentiality provisions of the generation interconnection procedure.  ERCOT will perform an independent economic analysis of the transmission projects that are identified through this process which are expected to cost more than twenty-five million dollars ($25,000,000).  This economic analysis is performed only for informational purposes; as such, no ERCOT endorsement will be provided.  The results of the economic analysis will be included in the interconnection study posting.  Additional upgrades to the ERCOT Transmission Grid that might be cost-effective as a result of new or modified generation may be initiated by any stakeholder through the RPG Project Review procedure described in Section 3.11.4, RPG Project Review Process, at the appropriate time, subject to the confidentiality provisions of the generation interconnection procedure. 






�This is an odd place for this


�This needs to be changed to the official term.


�Follow Up – this is not a defined term in the ERCOT Protocols bu is in the Bylaws


�Another requirement in an odd place


�Changed from OOM


�Deleted TCRs


�Deleted MCPs


�Replaced by the inserted, more-specific language from Charter


�CG commented that perhaps RPG should be in Bylaws – Goals should be in Guides


�Follow Up – Restuctured this so it is a requirement (which is appropriate for the  Protocols) rather than worded as a group definition


�These goals were a little different than those in the Charter and I attempted to merge the two comprehensively, using the better wording where they both addressed the same goal


�Follow up – removed per PLWG comments that these should be in PGs


�PLWG discussed moving this to PLGuides


�Re-titled this section from “All Tiers”


�This section detail should be in PL Guides but the Protocols would have a section that states that there will be a comment process open to all stakeholders for projects and refers to Guides


�Follow up - Modified in this new version


�Note – for each Tier 1, 2 and 3, I combined the language related to the Tier from two sections of the Charter – the section defining the Tier and the section describing the level and type of review for that Tier.


�The two parts of this that are in Protocols would be the types of changes that need to be reviewed and that they would be processed as Tier 3 – so reword accordingly


�Follow Up - Modified as per PLWG comments


�


�May need title Change to something like Chronic Congestion and moved to the Report section of the Protocols (Section 8)


�Follow up - Made the Chronic Congestion language into a separate section but didn’t really find a place to put it in Section 8 – and the requirement to initiate the planning process where there is chronic congestion should probably stay here anyway 


�Separated from Chronic Congestion language
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