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	Comments


NRG Texas Power, LLC and Calpine (“NRG/Calpine”) submit the Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 042 comments herein utilizing the 7/2/15 ERCOT comments, submitted by ERCOT’s Jeff Billo, as the baseline.

NRG/Calpine have been working with ERCOT Staff on the transmission planning provisions included in PGRR042 for several months.  For the most part, NRG/Calpine believe significant improvements to the planning process were introduced in the 6/15/15 ERCOT comments.  However, the 7/2/15 ERCOT comments made several suggested modifications to the PGRR that, in NRG/Calpine’s opinion, change the intent of the original language.  In addition, NRG/Calpine provide additional comments to this PGRR in support of the following objectives:  
Objective 1:  Ensure that the transmission planning process includes assumptions that are realistic and supported by empirical, statistical and observed evidence;

Objective 2:  Ensure the Regional Transmission Plan (“RTP”) and Regional Planning Group (“RPG”) studies do not include impractical load and generation scenarios that result in unfeasible load flow patterns that have little to no probability of occurring in operations; and 
Objective 3:  Ensure the assumptions used in transmission planning are consistent with the assumptions used in resource adequacy reporting to the greatest extent possible.
With these basic objectives as guidance, NRG/Calpine provide the following suggested changes to the 7/2/15 ERCOT comments for PGRR042:

1.
Restore the 90th percentile coincident peak Load language in paragraph (3)(ii)(A) of Section 3.1.3, Project Evaluation – Initially, it is important to note that paragraph (3) of Section 3.1.3 only applies to a very specific set of proposed Regional Planning Group (RPG) projects.  The specific set of projects and related studies in which paragraph (3) of Section 3.1.3 apply are: a) proposed reliability-driven projects undergoing an independent review by ERCOT and classified as Tier 1 or 2 pursuant to Protocol Section 3.11.4, Regional Planning Group Project Review Process, b) proposed project studies in which procedures are required to address a load and generation imbalance, and c) proposed projects that cross at least one Weather Zone boundary.  For these types of large, inter-Weather Zone projects, and in order to meet Objectives #1 and #2 above, it is appropriate and reasonable to limit the amount of Load scaling such that the total load in an RPG study equals ERCOT’s 90th percentile coincident peak Load forecast.  The 90th percentile coincident peak Load forecast represents a highly stressed system condition, and since “summer peak is deemed to be the critical system condition of interest in ERCOT…,”
 it is not unreasonable that the transmission system be designed to meet this extreme weather, high load scenario.

2.
Clarify the language in paragraph (3) of Section 3.1.3 that refers to the “identified reliability criteria violation of a transmission circuit.” – NRG/Calpine believe the language added by the 7/2/15 ERCOT comments implies that a reliability criteria violation on a transmission circuit being studied is a forgone conclusion, which is not the case.  The purpose of ERCOT’s independent review is to first determine IF there is a reliability criteria violation, and if there is, then the RPG process continues in an attempt to develop potential solutions.  Language is included to clarify that the identification of a reliability criteria violation is only an initial phase of the transmission planning process, and that ERCOT’s independent review must make the final determination as to whether one actually exists.  

3.
Restore the Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate, reference in paragraph (3)(ii)(D) of Planning Guide Section 3.1.3. – NRG/Calpine do not understand why ERCOT suggests removing this protocol reference from paragraph (3)(ii)(D) of Section 3.1.3 since it is the same reference used in the preceding two, related sections.  The reference to Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, should be included in paragraphs (3)(ii)(B), (3)(ii)(C), and (3)(ii)(D) of Section 3.1.3 in order to meet Objective # 3 above, i.e., to ensure the assumptions used in transmission planning are consistent with the assumptions used in resource adequacy reporting to the greatest extent possible.  

4.
Strike “outside the study zone” from paragraphs (3)(ii)(C), (3)(ii)(D), and (3)(ii)(E) of Section 3.1.3 to bring some consistency between transmission planning processes and resource adequacy reporting. – Objective 3 of these comments is to ensure the assumptions used in transmission planning are consistent with the assumptions used in resource adequacy reporting to the greatest extent possible.  NRG/Calpine do not believe there is any justification for only giving “CDR-level” credit to generation in certain portions of the state (i.e., outside a study region), and not giving the same CDR-level credit to generation within a study region, especially for the types of proposed projects for which paragraph (3) of Section 3.1.3 applies, i.e., large Tier 1 and 2 projects that cross at least one Weather Zone boundary and which require procedures to satisfy Load/generation imbalances.  For these types of large project proposals that are short generation and designed to transfer large amounts of power from one region to another, there is simply no justification to assume that new generation development and certain existing generation dispatch will only occur on one end of the transmission project and not the other.   For example, in studying a proposed transmission project in the Coastal Weather Zone, it is nonsensical to increase the dispatch level of each Wind-powered Generation Resource (“WGR”) in the West Weather Zone to its full CDR level percentage (12%), as per ERCOT’s proposed language in paragraph (3)(ii)(B) of Section 3.1.3, yet not dispatch the WGRs located in the Coastal Weather Zone.  An assumption like that is unreasonable and devoid of any statistical or analytical basis.  After lengthy analyses and reasoned enhancements to ERCOT forecasting abilities, Coastal WGRs are now credited with a 56% capacity factor in the CDR, so there is no reason to model Coastal WGRs at 0% in any RPG project independent review.  Similarly, it make no sense that a transmission study of the absolute peak period in ERCOT would only have the sun shining outside the study weather zone and not in the study weather zone, as per ERCOT’s proposed language in paragraph (3)(ii)(C) of Section 3.1.3, thus rendering all of the solar capacity in a study zone as useless.  And if ERCOT’s Generation Interconnect Status data indicates just as much or more generation activity inside a study region vs. outside a study region, then there is no justification for an independent review assuming that generation development activity within the study region will be non-existent, while generation development activity outside the study region will be unfettered and robust.  And lastly, there is no apparent justification for the language in paragraph (3)(ii)(E) of Section 3.1.3 that assumes mothballed units outside of a study region will be available if needed, yet mothballed units within a study region will not.     

5.
Remove the term “For informational purposes only” from paragraph (4) of Section 3.1.3 – NRG/Calpine believe the insertion of the term “For informational purposes only” in paragraph (4) of Section 3.1.3 is in conflict with the purpose of ERCOT’s independent review, and is also inconsistent with ERCOT’s proposed language in paragraph (3)(ii)(F) of Section 3.1.3.  “For informational purposes only” seems to imply that ERCOT does not intend to consider any independent review analyses that eliminates a perceived transmission issue due to the addition of generation in a study region, and ERCOT will instead base its recommendation of Tier 1 and Tier 2 transmission projects on the unsubstantiated assumption that generation development can ONLY occur in regions of ERCOT outside the study region.  Protocol Section 3.11.4.6, Tier 2, and Protocol Section 3.11.4.7, Tier 1, both state that “ERCOT’s independent review will consist of studies and analyses necessary for ERCOT to make its assessment of whether the proposed project is needed and whether the proposed project is the preferred solution…” (emphasis added).  Generation development activity in ALL regions of ERCOT, not just certain regions, should be considered when determining whether a proposed transmission project is needed or is the preferred solution.  

Removal of the term “For informational purposes only” from paragraph (4) of Section 3.1.3 will also make the section consistent with paragraph (3)(ii)(F) of Section 3.1.3.  In instances in which an independent review contains a generation/load imbalance, paragraph (3)(ii)(F) of Section 3.1.3 proposes to add outside the study region, any or all proposed Generation Resources that meet certain, but not all, of the current requirements of Planning Guide Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation Resources to the Planning Models.  If adding Generation Resources not yet meeting all of the requirements of Planning Guide Section 6.9 outside the study zone is a reasonable assumption for an independent review, then the addition of similar generation inside the study zone should be given equal and full consideration in ERCOT’s independent review, and be taken as seriously as any other sensitivity analyses, and not deemed “for informational purposes only.”  

NRG/Calpine appreciate the efforts being made in PGRR042 by ERCOT Staff and numerous market participants to improve the transmission planning process.  While PGRR042 attempts to bring a more realistic and statistically valid set of load, generation and transmission topology assumptions to the RTP and RPG planning processes, NRG/Calpine believe there are still additional areas of the transmission planning process not addressed in this PGRR that warrant further consideration as soon as possible.  NRG/Calpine will endeavor to introduce future PGRRs, NPRRs, and/or other binding document revisions to address, among other potential issues, the following:
1. Based on the extensive analyses and direction provided in PUCT Project 40000, transmission planning should not continue to ignore the planning reserve margin described in Protocol section 3.2.6.1, Minimum ERCOT Planning Reserve Margin Criterion.
2. Planning Guide 6.9 should be modified since many of the RTP and RPG planning cases in recent years have started with load and generation imbalances due to perceived generation Resource shortages, yet operational experience and history show that Resource developers have always added new Resources to the grid in time to meet the minimum planning reserve margin.
3. Regardless of the technology type (i.e., load resource, generation resource, storage device, renewable, etc.), Resources receiving credit in the CDR towards meeting the planning reserve margin should receive the same or similar credit in transmission planning.
4. Transmission planning processes should account for the significant reliability contributions provided by load resources, especially load resources receiving payments for supplying a service;  and 

5. It is not reasonable for a transmission planning study to assume 100% availability (other than a G-1 contingency recourse) of all generation resources during the ERCOT peak load period. 
NRG/Calpine believe ERCOT and market participants should continue to work on the above, and any additional issues that arise during future discussions to ensure that consumers pay for the most reliable and cost-effective transmission grid possible.     
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	Revised Proposed Guide Language


3.1.1.2
Regional Transmission Plan

(1)
The Regional Transmission Plan is developed annually by ERCOT, in coordination with the RPG and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs).  The Regional Transmission Plan addresses regional and ERCOT-wide reliability and economic transmission needs and the planned improvements to meet those needs for the upcoming six years starting with the SSWG base cases.  These planned improvements include projects previously approved by the ERCOT Board, projects previously reviewed by the RPG, new projects that will be refined at the appropriate time by TSPs in order to complete RPG review, and the local projects currently planned by TSPs.  Combined, these projects represent ERCOT’s plan which addresses the reliability and efficiency of the ERCOT System in order to meet North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards, the Protocols, Operating Guides and this Planning Guide.  Projects that are included in the Regional Transmission Plan are not considered to have been endorsed by ERCOT until they have undergone the appropriate level of RPG Project Review as outlined in Protocol Section 3.11.4, Regional Planning Group Project Review Process, if required.  The process used by ERCOT to develop the Regional Transmission Plan is outlined in Section 3.1.4, Regional Transmission Plan Development Process.

(2)
ERCOT shall post the Regional Transmission Plan to the Market Information System (MIS) Secure Area by December 31 of each year.
(3)
ERCOT shall include in the Regional Transmission Plan report a list of Transmission Facilities that are loaded above 95% of their applicable Ratings for the following conditions:

(a)
Normal system conditions; or 

(b)
Following the contingency loss of a single generating unit, transmission circuit, transformer, or common tower outage.
3.1.3
Project Evaluation

(1)
ERCOT and the RPG shall evaluate proposed transmission projects using a variety of tools and techniques to ensure that the system is able to meet applicable reliability criteria in a cost-effective manner.  For most proposed projects, several alternatives will be identified to meet the reliability criteria or other performance improvement objectives that the proposed project is designed to meet.  The project alternative with the expected lowest cost over the life of the project is generally recommended, subject to consideration of the expected long-term system needs in the area (as identified in the LTSA), and consideration of the relative operational impacts of the alternatives. 
(2)
In some cases, one alternative may be to dispatch the system in such a way that all reliability requirements are met, even without the proposed transmission project or any transmission alternative, resulting in a less efficient dispatch than what would be required to meet the reliability requirements if the proposed project was in place.  Consideration of the merits of this alternative relative to the proposed transmission project is more complex.  To facilitate the discussion and consideration of these alternatives, ERCOT has adopted certain definitions and practices, described in paragraph (4) of Protocol Section 3.11.2, Planning Criteria, and Sections 3.1.3.1, Definitions of Reliability-Driven and Economic-Driven Projects, and 3.1.3.2, Reliability-Driven Project Evaluation below.
(3)
In its independent review of reliability-driven projects classified as Tier 1 or 2 pursuant to Protocol Section 3.11.4, Regional Planning Group Project Review Process, ERCOT shall utilize the following procedures to satisfy Load/generation imbalances for projects intended to solve the identified reliability criteria violation of a transmission circuit that crosses at least one Weather Zone boundary:

(i)
ERCOT shall not decrease the Load from the forecasted level in any of the Weather Zones in which a transmission circuit with an identified reliability criteria violation is located.  
(ii)
ERCOT may utilize any of the following to satisfy Load/generation imbalances:
(A) Reduce Load in the study case outside of the Weather Zones in which the identified reliability criteria violation of a transmission circuit is located such that the total Load in the case is equal to ERCOT’s 90th percentile system wide coincident peak Load forecast plus self-serve Load.  The Load scaling in any single Weather Zone shall never reduce the Load in the scaled Weather Zone below its average percentage of peak Load during the top ten hourly peak Load conditions for the past three years of the study Weather Zone.  
(B) Increase the Dispatch level of each Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) up to the Seasonal Peak Average Wind Capacity as a Percent of Installed Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(C) Increase the Dispatch level of each PhotoVoltaic Generation Resource (PVGR) up to the Solar Unit Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.  
(D) Increase the output from the Direct Current Ties (DC Ties) to their full Seasonal net max sustainable ratings for DC Tie Resources importing into the ERCOT Region as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate..
(E) Add any or all Mothballed Generation Resources that have not yet announced their return to service during the study period.

(F) Add any or all proposed Generation Resources that are outside of any study Weather Zone and have signed Standard Generation Interconnection Agreements (SGIAs) but have not yet met the other requirements of Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation Resources to the Planning Models.
(4) 
As part of its independent review of projects classified as Tier 1 or 2 pursuant to Protocol Section 3.11.4, Regional Planning Group Project Review Process, ERCOT shall perform a sensitivity analysis to evaluate the effect on a recommended transmission project of proposed Generation Resources in the area of the study that have signed SGIAs but were not included in the study cases.
3.1.3.1
Definitions of Reliability-Driven and Economic-Driven Projects

(1)
Proposed transmission projects are categorized for evaluation purposes into two types:

(a)
Reliability-driven projects; and 

(b)
Economic-driven projects.

(2)
The differentiation between these two types of projects is based on whether a simultaneously-feasible, security-constrained generating unit commitment dispatch is expected to be available for all hours of the planning horizon that can resolve the system reliability issue that the proposed project is intended to resolve.  If it is not possible to simulate a dispatch of the Generation Resources such that all reliability criteria are met without the project, and the addition of the project allows the reliability criteria to be met, then the project is classified as a reliability-driven project.  If it is possible to simulate a dispatch of the Generation Resources in such a way that all reliability criteria are met without the project, but the project may allow the reliability criteria to be met at a lower total cost, then the project is classified as an economic-driven project.  When performing a simulation of the generating unit commitment and dispatch, only contingencies and limits that would be considered in the operations horizon shall be simulated.
3.1.4.1
Development of Regional Transmission Plan

(1)
The planning process begins with computer modeling studies of the generation and Transmission Facilities and substation Loads under normal conditions in the ERCOT System.  Contingency conditions along with changes in Load and generation that might be expected to occur in operation of the ERCOT Transmission Grid are also modeled.  To maintain adequate service and minimize interruptions during Outages, model simulations are used to identify adverse results based upon the planning criteria and to examine the effectiveness of various problem-solving alternatives.

(2)
The effectiveness of each alternative will be evaluated under a variety of possible operating environments because Loads and operating conditions cannot be predicted with certainty.  As a result, repeated simulations under different conditions are often required.  In addition, options considered for future installation may affect other alternatives so that several different combinations must be evaluated, thereby multiplying the number of simulations required.

(3)
Once feasible alternatives have been identified, the process is continued with a comparison of those alternatives.  To determine the most favorable, the short-range and long-range benefits of each alternative must be considered including operating flexibility and compatibility with future plans.
3.1.4.1.1
Regional Transmission Plan Cases

(1)
The starting base cases for the Regional Transmission Plan development are created by removing all Tier 1, 2 and 3 projects that have not undergone RPG Project Review from the most recent SSWG base cases to address the planning horizon.

(2)
ERCOT shall set all non-seasonal Mothballed Generation Resources to out of service in the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases. ERCOT shall add proposed Generation Resources that have met the criteria for inclusion according to Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation Resources to the Regional Transmission Plan cases.
(3)
In the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases, ERCOT shall set the output from the DC Ties at the Seasonal net max sustainable ratings for DC Tie Resources as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(4)
In the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases, ERCOT shall dispatch hydro Generation Resources up to the Hydro Unit Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(5)
In the Regional Transmission Plan economic base cases, 8,760-hour profiles shall be used for hydro Generation Resources, WGRs, PVGRs and DC Ties.  ERCOT profiles shall be used for WGRs and PVGRs.  Average historical output for the past three years shall be used to create the hydro Generation Resource and DC Tie profiles.
(6)
ERCOT shall update the Regional Transmission Plan reliability and economic base cases to reflect any updates to the amount of Switchable Generation Resource capacity available to the ERCOT Region. 
(7)
The Load utilized in the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases shall be organized and evaluated by Weather Zone.  ERCOT shall use each Weather Zone’s 90th percentile peak Load forecast, plus self-serve Load, for the study year.  ERCOT may adjust this Load forecast to reflect specific, publicly known Load additions or subtractions that ERCOT reasonably anticipates.

(8)
If the total generation capacity in a Regional Transmission Plan reliability base case is less than the peak Load in the case plus losses plus an operating reserve equal to the two largest units in the case, ERCOT shall group one or more Weather Zones into no fewer than four study regions and create a separate base case for each study region for the season and year being studied.

(a)
ERCOT shall not change Load or total generation capacity inside a study region.  ERCOT may redispatch dispatchable Generation Resources inside a study region as necessary. 

(b)
ERCOT shall use the following procedures in the order listed below to balance the case:

(i)
ERCOT shall reduce Load outside of the study region such that the total load in the case is approximately equal to ERCOT’s 90th percentile system-wide coincident peak Load forecast plus self-serve Load.

(ii)
ERCOT may increase the Dispatch level of each WGR and PVGR outside the study region to a level that does not exceed the following maximums.

(A)
For a WGR, the maximum Dispatch level is the Seasonal Peak Average Wind Capacity as a Percent of Installed Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.
(B)
For a PVGR, the maximum Dispatch level is the Solar Unit Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.
(iii)
If the Load reductions in paragraph (8)(b)(i) are still not enough to balance the case, Load outside the study region may be reduced to a level sufficient to balance the case.










3.1.4.2
Use of Regional Transmission Plan

(1)
If a project submitted for RPG review is included in the Regional Transmission Plan, and no changes are identified which would affect the need for the proposed project through the 21-day comment period described in Section 3.1.5, Regional Planning Group Comment Process, then the Regional Transmission Plan may serve as the ERCOT Independent Review of the proposed project, if required.

(2)
Tier 1, 2, and 3 projects that are included in the Regional Transmission Plan should be submitted for RPG Project Review at an appropriate lead time.  Generally, this lead time should be sufficient to allow the review to be completed before the TSP reaches the decision point at which it must initiate the engineering and procurement in order to meet the required in-service date, but not farther in advance than is necessary.  In general, these lead times will be three to four months for Tier 3 projects and six to seven months for Tier 1 and 2 projects.  

(3)
Tier 1, 2 and 3 projects that are included in the Regional Transmission Plan but do not reach this decision point before the development of the next year’s Regional Transmission Plan begins will be removed from the case used to develop the Regional Transmission Plan and will be re-evaluated as a part of the development of this subsequent Regional Transmission Plan.
� See ERCOT System Planning 2014 Regional Transmission Plan Report at 7.  
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