Luminant Comments

1) What vintage SSWG case set will be used?  I ask since the study takes so long, that using the latest case just prior to starting the study is best.  Also, generation additions should also be updated just prior to starting the study.

October 2014 SSWG dataset will be used as start case. Generation additions are reviewed and updated throughout the analysis, including just at the beginning of the analysis.

2) In Section 3.1.4 paragraph 2, the second sentence about dynamic ratings should be in its own paragraph, otherwise, it appears to be associated with the Panhandle area.  Also, please make available the weather assumptions that determine the dynamic rating in each weather zone.

Agreed. On the weather zone assumptions are you looking for a table indicating the 90th percentile degree Fahrenheit for each weather zone?

3) In Section 3.2.2, you refer to Table 1 (you may want to be more clear and refer to Table 3.1).  I struggle with the concept of the West wind being set at 2%.  With roughly 8,000 MW wind capacity out west placing 160 MW of output seems to be introduce false precision.  It seems more appropriate to keep it at zero similar to recent year studies.

I understand the concern. As discussed early this year, this is based on conservative assumptions looking at 15th percentile output under 90th percentile weather conditions. Also, we do run a wind sensitivity case with all the wind inside the study region unavailable. 

4) In Section 3.4, if you need to scale loads outside of the study area, how will it be done?  Uniform scaling of all loads outside of study area?

Yes, it will be done consistent to last year’s methodology, i.e. uniform scaling outside the study area.

5) In Section 4, “Base Case Reliability Analysis”.  The third bullet refers to Contingency Analysis, whereas the first two bullets mention SCOPF.  Will SCOPF be used in all Contingency Analysis?  Comment also applies to 3rd section (Additional Reliability Analysis) bullet 1.

SCOPF will be used only while processing P0, P1, and P7. This will also be used for G-1+N-1 and X-1+N-1 as required by ERCOT Planning Guides (which happen to be some of P3 and P6).

A contingency analysis will be run for all others. 
STEC Comments
1. Will the solar production cost also be $0/MWh

Yes – we will update the scope document.
2. How does ERCOT plan to get the negative and zero sequence data from the SPWG cases into the SSWG/RTP cases? There are also different generator parameters in the SSWG cases than the SPWG cases. The generator parameters in SSWG case are intentionally there to be used by DWG as opposed to SPWG short circuit analysis. It seems more logical, productive, and accurate for ERCOT to produce this output from the SPWG cases with the new projects added instead of SSWG cases.
The process has not been finalized, but it may end up as you have suggested.
3. Can the economic analysis be made more granular? Instead of just putting out one $ number for all ERCOT STEC suggests that all economic results be listed by load zone. The initial study dollars for each load zone can be compared to the dollars for each economic project to help clarify to the market where the economic benefits will be realized for each proposed project.
ERCOT will look into this request.  Need to understand it more, though.
LCRA Comments
1. Consider using an ERCOT 95th percentile coincident peak load forecast for weather zones outside the study region as the basis for this load adjustment…in reference to “Load outside the study region may be reduced until the load and reserve requirements are met.”

PLWG has been discussing this issue.  ERCOT will wait to make any changes to the RTP until more certainty is realized in regards to changes coming from these discussions.
2. Define long lead time. Possibilities include: 6 Months to be consistent with the outages, assumptions, Longer than one year, Let each TSP define long-lead.
TPL-001-4 R2.1.5 defines the equipment to be studied in this analysis as having a lead time of one year or longer.
3. What consideration should be given to spare equipment when responding to this request?

ERCOTs current understanding is that TPs will provide generic equipment type with long lead time requirements. It is not expected that specific elements in the model be identified by the TPs.
4. Add “Project concepts identified in the LTSA will be reviewed an aid to identifying project recommendations that will provide long-term benefits either as part of a long-term plan for the development of the system or as an alternative to recommending a series of smaller incremental projects over time.” To section on LTSA Alignment
This seems a fair and is in accordance with the current process.

5. Add “The maximum level of generation and spare autotransformers shall be placed on-line within these cases in order to ascertain the worst-case short circuit current levels.  Sub-transient generator impedances and a pre-fault voltage of 1.0 shall be utilized in the study.” To the Short circuit analysis section.
ERCOT will update the scope accordingly.
6. This effort is duplicative of activities already performed by LCRA TSC in its role as a Transmission Planner. Should ERCOT decide to keep this as part of the RTP, the following should be considered:

a. Incorporate factors that lead to a worst-case short circuit level (i.e. max gen on-line, and spare autotransformers placed into service).

b. Use SPWG cases modified to conform with RTP case topology.

c. Review the generator impedance values and specify use of sub-transient impedances.

d. Use a pre-fault voltage of 1.0 per unit.

e. Specify the tool to be used (PSSE, ASPEN, Powerworld, ….)
ERCOT has not finalized this process but will take the comment into consideration.
