Board Report

	NPRR Number
	837
	NPRR Title
	Regional Planning Group (RPG) Process Reform

	Date of Decision
	June 12, 2018

	Action
	Approved

	Timeline 
	Normal

	Effective Date
	July 1, 2020 for paragraphs (1)(c)(ii) and (1)(d) of Section 3.11.4.3

July 1, 2018 for all remaining sections

	Priority and Rank Assigned
	Not Applicable

	Nodal Protocol Sections Requiring Revision 
	3.11.1, Overview

3.11.2, Planning Criteria

3.11.4.1, Project Submission

3.11.4.3, Categorization of Proposed Transmission Projects
3.11.4.4, Tier 4 

3.11.4.5, Tier 3

3.11.4.6, Tier 2

3.11.4.7, Tier 1

3.11.4.8, Determine Designated Providers of Transmission Additions

3.11.4.9, Regional Planning Group Acceptance and ERCOT Endorsement

3.11.4.10, Modifications to ERCOT Endorsed Projects

3.11.4.11, Non-TSP Funded Projects (new)

	Related Documents Requiring Revision/ Related Revision Requests
	Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 059, Related to NPRR837, Regional Planning Group (RPG) Process Reform

	Revision Description
	This Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) changes the RPG process by updating the Tier classification rules and also includes other RPG-related enhancements and clarifications.

	Reason for Revision
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  Addresses current operational issues.
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  Meets Strategic goals (tied to the ERCOT Strategic Plan or directed by the ERCOT Board).
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  Market efficiencies or enhancements
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  Administrative
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  Regulatory requirements
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  Other:  (explain)

(please select all that apply)

	Business Case
	The cost thresholds ERCOT uses to categorize transmission projects were last changed in 2008.  Since then, the per unit cost estimates of transmission equipment has increased, and the current project tier classification has resulted in the RPG and ERCOT reviewing, to little or no benefit, certain projects.  This NPRR proposes to change the tier classification of projects such that the RPG and ERCOT are reviewing the most appropriate subset of transmission projects.  The additional enhancements and clarifications proposed will improve the efficiency of the RPG process.

	Credit Work Group Review
	ERCOT Credit Staff and the Credit Work Group (Credit WG) have reviewed NPRR837 and do not believe that it requires changes to credit monitoring activity or the calculation of liability.

	PRS Decision
	On 7/20/17, PRS voted unanimously to table NPRR837 and refer the issue to ROS and WMS.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 3/8/18, PRS voted unanimously to recommend approval of NPRR837 as amended by the 2/16/18 ERCOT comments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 4/12/18, PRS voted unanimously to endorse and forward to TAC the 3/8/18 PRS Report, as revised by PRS, and Impact Analysis for NPRR837.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

	Summary of PRS Discussion
	On 7/20/17, there was no discussion.

On 3/8/18, there was no discussion.
On 4/12/18, participants reviewed clarifications to the proposed language and noted that implementation of NPRR837 is projected to reduce demands on resources in ERCOT Transmission Planning.

	TAC Decision
	On 5/24/18, TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of NPRR837 as recommended by PRS in the 4/12/18 PRS Report, with a proposed effective date of July 1, 2020 for paragraphs (1)(c)(ii) and (1)(d) of Section 3.11.4.3.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

	TAC Discussion
	On 5/24/18, participants noted that paragraphs (1)(c)(ii) and (1)(d) of Section 3.11.4.3 introduce more transparency requirements for projects and a two year delay to the effective date of the particular language will allow Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) time to prepare.

	ERCOT Opinion
	ERCOT supports approval of NPRR837.

	Board Decision
	On 6/12/18, the ERCOT Board approved NPRR837 as recommended by TAC in the 5/24/18 TAC Report.


	Sponsor

	Name
	Jeff Billo

	E-mail Address
	Jeff.Billo@ercot.com 

	Company
	ERCOT

	Phone Number
	512-248-6334

	Cell Number
	

	Market Segment
	Not applicable


	Market Rules Staff Contact

	Name
	Brittney Albracht

	E-Mail Address
	Brittney.Albracht@ercot.com 

	Phone Number
	512-225-7027


	Comments Received

	Comment Author
	Comment Summary

	Oncor 071317
	Suggested PRS table and refer NPRR837 to ROS for review by the Planning Working Group (PLWG) in tandem with PGRR059

	GridLiance 071917
	Reinstated paragraph (1) of Section 3.11.1

	WMS 080317
	Requested PRS continue to table NPRR837 for further review by the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG)

	ROS 080417
	Requested PRS continue to table NPRR837 for further review by the PLWG

	Calpine 081617
	Expressed concern for the increasing costs of transmission projects, that the ease of building transmission hinders long-term price signals regarding resource adequacy, and for transparency; and recommended that NPRR837 be rejected

	Brazos Electric 082417
	Expressed concern for TSP relationships, joint construction and ownership, and determining priority to build transmission, and proposed revisions to Section 3.11.4.8 

	CNP 090817
	Expressed general support for NPRR837 and proposed language revisions

	AEPSC 091917
	Expressed general support for NPRR837 as amended by the 9/8/17 CNP comments and proposed additional language revisions

	Oncor 101317
	Expressed support for NPRR837 as amended by the 9/19/17 AEPSC comments; offered additional language revisions; and proposed implementation dates for NPRR837

	Reliant Energy 102317
	Expressed concern that NPRR837 would reduce the number of transmission projects reviewed; expressed support for additional ERCOT staff to maintain and amplify review of transmission projects; proposed language revisions regarding review and endorsement of Tier 1 and 2 projects; requested information for review at ROS and PRS

	LCRA TSC 111017
	Opposed revisions proposed by the 10/23/17 Reliant Energy comments

	CEI 120417
	Opposed funding RPG projects outside of the current process and deleted the proposed new Section 3.11.4.11, Non-TSP Funded Projects

	ERCOT 120417
	Revised the Business Case and proposed further language revisions in response to discussions at the November 13, 2017 PLWG meeting, and proposed that paragraphs (1)(c)(ii) and (1)(d) of Section 3.11.4.3, Categorization of Proposed Transmission Projects, have an Effective Date of “no earlier than two years after ERCOT Board approval”

	Sierra Club 012618
	Expressed concern that NPRR837 would reduce the number of transmission projects reviewed publicly in a stakeholder process; proposed that ERCOT fees be increase to support increased review of transmission projects; expressed general support for the 10/23/17 Reliant Energy comments; and offered language that would require ERCOT, as part of the review process for Tiers 1, 2, and 3, to consider comments related to non-wire alternatives to transmission projects

	ERCOT 021618
	Expanded on the 12/4/17 ERCOT comments in response to discussions at the January 29, 2018 PLWG meeting

	EDF RE 022318
	Expressed general support for the 2/16/18 ERCOT comments but recommended that a separate NPRR be submitted to re-propose the new Section 3.11.4.11

	WMS 030118
	Endorsed NPRR837 as amended by the 2/16/18 ERCOT comments

	ROS 030218
	Endorsed NPRR837 as amended by the 2/16/18 ERCOT comments


	Market Rules Notes


Please note that the baseline Protocol language in the following section(s) has been updated to reflect the incorporation of the following NPRR(s) into the Protocols:

· NPRR809, GTC or GTL for New Generation Interconnection 
· Section 3.11.4.4 (unboxed 8/1/17)

Please note NPRR871, Customer or Resource Entity Funded Transmission Projects Review Process, also proposes revisions to Section 3.11.4.11.
	Proposed Protocol Language Revision


3.11.1
Overview


(1)
Project endorsement through the ERCOT regional planning process is intended to support, to the extent applicable, a finding by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) that a project is necessary for the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the public within the meaning of Public Utility Regulatory Act, Tex. Util. Code Ann. § 37.056 (Vernon 1998 and Supp. 2007) (PURA) and P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.101, Certification Criteria. 

3.11.2
Planning Criteria

(1)
ERCOT and TSPs shall evaluate the need for transmission system improvements 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 Planning Guide, Operating Guides, and the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (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 study the need for economic projects to meet this goal.  

(4)
For economic projects, the net economic benefit of a proposed project, or set of projects, will 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.  

(5)
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 reviewed annually, updated as necessary by ERCOT, and posted on the Market Information System (MIS) Secure Area.  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 30 to 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 ERCOT-wide 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 equals or exceeds this annual revenue requirement for the project, the project is economic from a societal perspective and will be recommended.

(6)
Other indicators based on analyses of ERCOT System operations may be considered as appropriate in the determination of benefits.  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.  These alternate indicators include:

(a)
Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Settlement for unit operations;

(b)
Visible ERCOT market indicators such as clearing prices of Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs); and

(c)
Actual Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) and observed congestion.

3.11.4.1
Project Submission

(1)
Any stakeholder may initiate an RPG Project Review through the submission of a document describing the scope of the proposed transmission project to ERCOT.  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 TSP.  

(2)
Stakeholders may submit projects for RPG Project Review within any project Tier.  All transmission projects in Tiers 1, 2 and 3 shall be submitted.  TSPs are not required to submit Tier 4 projects for RPG Project Review, but shall include any Tier 4 projects in the cases used for development of the Regional Transmission Plan. 

(3)
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 included into a single project submission.
(4) 
Facility ratings updates are not considered a project and are not subject to RPG Project Review.
3.11.4.3
Categorization of Proposed Transmission Projects

(1)
ERCOT classifies all proposed transmission projects into one of four 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.  For Tier classification, the total estimated cost of the project shall be used which includes costs borne by another party.
(a) 
A project shall be classified as Tier 1 if the estimated capital cost is greater than or equal to $100,000,000, unless the project is considered to be a neutral project pursuant to paragraph (f) below.

(b)
A project shall be classified as Tier 2 if the estimated capital cost is less than $100,000,000 and a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN) is required, unless the project is considered to be a neutral project pursuant to paragraph (f) below.

(c)
A project shall be classified as Tier 3 if any of the following are true:

(i)
The estimated capital cost is less than $100,000,000 and greater than or equal to $25,000,000 and  a CCN is not required, unless the project is considered to be a neutral project pursuant to paragraph (f) below; or

(ii)
The estimated capital cost is less than $25,000,000, a CCN is not required, and the project includes 345 kV circuit reconductor of more than 1 mile, additional 345/138 kV autotransformer capacity, or a new 345 kV substation, unless the project is considered to be a neutral project pursuant to paragraph (f) below.
(d)
A project with an estimated capital cost greater than or equal to $25,000,000 that is proposed for the purpose of replacing aged infrastructure or storm hardening shall be processed as a Tier 3 project and shall be reclassified as a Tier 4, neutral project upon ERCOT’s determination that any concerns, questions or objections raised during the comment process have been resolved satisfactorily.
(e)
A project shall be classified as Tier 4 if it does not meet the requirements to be classified as Tier 1, 2, or 3 or if it is considered a neutral project pursuant to paragraph (f) below.

(f)
A project shall be considered a neutral project if it consists entirely of:

(i)
The addition of or upgrades to radial transmission circuits; 
(ii)
The addition of equipment that does not affect the transfer capability of a circuit;

(iii)
Repair and replacement-in-kind projects; 

(iv)
Projects that are associated with the direct interconnection of new generation; 

(v)
The addition of static reactive devices; 

(vi)
A project to serve a new Load, unless such project would create a new transmission circuit connection between two stations (other than looping an existing circuit into the new Load-serving station);

(vii)
Replacement of failed equipment, even if it results in a ratings and/or impedance change; or
(viii)
Equipment upgrades resulting in only ratings changes.
(2)
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.
(a) 
A project with an estimated capital cost greater than or equal to $50,000,000 that requires a CCN shall be reclassified and processed as a Tier 1 project upon request by a Market Participant during the comment period per Planning Guide Section 3.1.5, Regional Planning Group Comment Process.

 

(3)
Any project that would be built by an Entity that is exempt (e.g., a Municipally Owned Utility (MOU)) from getting a 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.
(4)
If during the course of ERCOT’s independent review of a project, the project scope changes, ERCOT may reclassify the project into the appropriate Tier.
3.11.4.4
Processing of Tier 4 Projects
(1)
For any project classified in Tier 4, ERCOT will not solicit comments from RPG, conduct any independent review, or provide any endorsement for the project.






 

3.11.4.5
Processing of Tier 3 Projects

(1)
ERCOT shall accept a Tier 3 project if no concerns, questions or objections are provided during the project comment process.
(2)
If reasonable ERCOT or stakeholder concerns about a Tier 3 project cannot be resolved during the time period allotted by ERCOT, the project may be processed as a Tier 2 project, unless ERCOT assesses that reasonable progress is being made toward resolving these concerns.


3.11.4.6
Processing of Tier 2 Projects
(1)
ERCOT shall conduct an independent review of a submitted Tier 2 project as follows: 

(a)
ERCOT’s independent review shall 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 to the identified system performance deficiency that the project is intended to resolve;

(b)
ERCOT shall consider all comments received during the project comment process and factor reasonable comments into its independent review of the project;

(c)
ERCOT will attempt to complete its independent review for a project in 120 days or less.  If ERCOT is unable to complete its independent review based on RPG input within 120 days, ERCOT shall notify the RPG of the expected completion time;

(d)
ERCOT may, at its discretion, discuss submitted transmission projects at meetings of the RPG in order to obtain additional input into its independent review; and

(e)
ERCOT shall prepare a written report documenting the results of its independent review and recommendation on the project and shall distribute this report to the RPG.

3.11.4.7
Processing of Tier 1 Projects
(1)
ERCOT shall conduct an independent review of a submitted Tier 1 project as follows:
(a)
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 to the identified system performance deficiency that the project is intended to resolve;

(b)
ERCOT will consider all comments received during the project comment process and factor reasonable comments into its independent review of the project;

(c)
ERCOT will attempt to complete its independent review for a project in 150 days or less.  If ERCOT is unable to complete its independent review based on RPG input within 150 days, ERCOT shall notify the RPG of the expected completion time;

(d)
ERCOT may, at its discretion, discuss submitted transmission projects at meetings of the RPG in order to obtain additional input into its independent review; and

(e)
ERCOT shall prepare a written report documenting the results of its independent review and recommendation on the project and shall distribute this report to the RPG.

(2)
Tier 1 projects require ERCOT Board endorsement.

3.11.4.8
Determine Designated Providers of Transmission Additions

(1)
Upon completion of an independent review, ERCOT shall determine the designated TSPs for any recommended transmission additions.  The designated TSP for a recommended transmission addition will be the TSP that owns the end point(s) of the recommended transmission addition.  The designated TSP can agree to provide the recommended transmission addition or delegate the responsibility to another TSP.  If different TSPs own the two end points of a recommended transmission addition, ERCOT will designate them as co-providers of the recommended transmission addition, and they can decide between themselves what parts of the recommended transmission addition 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 recommended transmission addition but does not diligently pursue the recommended transmission addition (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
Regional Planning Group Acceptance and ERCOT Endorsement

(1)
For Tier 3 projects, successful resolution of all comments received from ERCOT and stakeholders during the project comment process will result in RPG acceptance of the proposed project.  A RPG acceptance letter shall be sent to the TSP(s) for the project, the project submitter (if different from the TSP(s)) and posted on the MIS Secure Area.  For Tier 2 projects, ERCOT’s recommendation as a result of its independent review of the proposed project will constitute ERCOT endorsement of the need for a project except as noted in paragraph (4) below.  For Tier 1 projects, ERCOT’s endorsement is obtained upon affirmative vote of the ERCOT Board except as noted in paragraph (4) below.  An ERCOT endorsement letter shall be sent to the TSP(s) for the project, the project submitter (if different from the TSP(s)), and the PUCT and posted on the MIS Secure Area upon receipt of ERCOT’s endorsement for Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects except as noted in paragraph (4) below.

(2)
Following the completion of its independent review, ERCOT shall present all Tier 1 projects for which it finds a need to the ERCOT Board and shall provide a report to the ERCOT Board explaining the basis for its determination of need.  Prior to presenting the project to the ERCOT Board, ERCOT shall present the project to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for review and comment.  Comments from TAC shall be included in the presentation to the ERCOT Board.  ERCOT will make a reasonable effort to make these presentations to TAC and the ERCOT Board at the next regularly scheduled meetings following completion of its independent review of the project.
(3)
If the asserted need for a Tier 1 or Tier 2 project is based on a service request from a specific customer, a TSP may submit the project for RPG Project Review prior to that customer signing a letter agreement for the financial security of the necessary upgrades.  However, ERCOT shall not issue an independent review recommending such a project until the customer signs any required letter agreement, provides any required notice to proceed, and provides the full amount of any financial security required for the upgrades needed to serve that customer.
(4)
If a TSP asserts a need for a proposed Tier 1 or Tier 2 project based in part or in whole on its own planning criteria, then ERCOT's independent review shall also consider whether a reliability need exists under the TSP’s criteria.  If ERCOT identifies a reliability need under the TSP’s criteria, then ERCOT shall recommend a project that would address that need as well as any reliability need identified under NERC or ERCOT criteria, but shall explicitly state in the independent review report that ERCOT has assumed the TSP’s criteria are valid and that an assessment of the validity of the TSP’s criteria is beyond the scope of ERCOT’s responsibility.  ERCOT or the ERCOT Board may provide a qualified endorsement of such a project if ERCOT determines that it is justified in part under ERCOT or NERC criteria, as described in paragraph (1) above.  However, neither ERCOT nor the ERCOT Board shall endorse a project that is determined to be needed solely to meet a TSP’s criteria.
3.11.4.10
Modifications to ERCOT Endorsed Projects

(1)
If the 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), the TSP shall notify ERCOT of the details of that change prior to filing a CCN application, if required, or prior to beginning the final design of the project if no CCN application is required.  If ERCOT concurs that the proposed change is significant, the change shall be processed as a Tier 3 project, unless ERCOT determines the project should more appropriately be processed in another Tier.
(2) 
For economic-driven projects, if a TSP determines that the estimated project cost has increased by more than 10% over the cost described in ERCOT’s endorsement, the TSP shall notify RPG prior to filing a CCN application if required, or prior to beginning the final design of the project if no CCN application is required, and provide an explanation for the cost increase.  For comparison purposes, the cost of the route that best meets PUCT criteria will be used.
 
  
 





�Please note NPRR871 also proposes revisions to this Section.
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