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	Comments


AEP Texas and ETT appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments in support of Oncor-sponsored NPRR 1180, Inclusion of Forecasted Load in Planning Analyses.   As fellow transmission providers, both ETT and AEP Texas agree with the incorporation of recent statutory language from SB1281 (2021(R)) and HB5066 (2023(R)) regarding the use of forecasted Load growth, including Load that may not have signed an interconnection agreement, into project reviews at the Regional Planning Group (RPG) and into transmission planning.  We believe that incorporation of forecasted Load growth into transmission planning processes is reasonable given the statutory language and the rapid rate of growth in Texas.

A critical factor to the delivery of safe, reliable, and affordable power is the ability to make and expedite timely investments in the electric transmission system.  To enhance the grid and meet the needs of Customers, we must improve on the efficiency of system planning, and leverage the reliability and economic benefits of building transmission projects that serve the rapid growth Texas is experiencing, or we risk falling short of the ability to serve the ever-increasing Load and meeting the reliability standards that our economy requires, and Customers deserve.  Streamlining the planning processes, including modernizing processes and scenarios to account for changes to both supply and demand is imperative to meet electric demand in ERCOT.  We believe Oncor’s proposed Protocol revisions, and the statutory language it incorporates, provides a pathway for ERCOT to update and modify the data it relies on in the evaluation of projects and enables more proactive transmission planning.
P.U.C. Subst. R. 16 TAC§25.101(b)(3)(A)(ii) states, in part, "When evaluating reliability for a proposed project in the ERCOT region, the commission will consider and any review conducted by ERCOT must incorporate the historical load, forecasted load growth, and additional load currently seeking interconnection."  This language, starting with the word “historical” tracks PURA 37.056(c-1) before the 2023 change. HB5066 added the clause, "...including load for which the electric utility has yet to sign an interconnection agreement, as determined by the electric utility with the responsibility for serving the load," after the word, "...interconnection," at the end of this sentence.  Therefore, we believe, that we are allowed, under the statute, to use reasonable Load forecasts that may include some Load that has not signed an interconnection agreement to justify projects at both ERCOT and the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).

In addition to supporting Oncor’s language, we propose additional language in paragraph (1) of Section 3.11.4.9, Regional Planning Group Acceptance and ERCOT Endorsement, below.  We are concerned that any potential for an endorsement that is less firm than a traditional, full endorsement would lead to ambiguity about whether we can proceed with construction of certain projects.  We acknowledge that for any new transmission lines for which we are required to propose a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN) amendment, the PUCT will issue a future determination on the need for the projects.  However, under existing P.U.C. Subst. R. 16 TAC §25.101(c), certain types of projects are exempted from needing specific authorization from the PUCT prior to construction.  Yet, some of those projects are required to be reviewed as Tier 1, 2, or 3 projects at ERCOT, under the Protocols.  The potential situation where a certificate from the PUCT is not required and ERCOT issues a conditional approval, may place us in an untenable position of uncertainty regarding whether we are able to proceed with constructing those projects.  Our suggested revision addresses that concern.

AEP Texas, like Oncor, has a responsibility to interconnect and serve both transmission and distribution Load in its service territories and commonly receives numerous Load requests that may not be able to be served without additional transmission infrastructure.  While ETT does not have a certificated service territory of customers, it provides infrastructure to interconnect wholesale Loads of other utilities that do.  It is likely that AEP Texas, ETT, and other transmission-owning utilities, could foreseeably need to present forecasted Load growth, either their own or another utility’s, including Load for which an interconnection agreement has not been executed, to support the need for a transmission project, as allowed by the clause added by HB5066. Both the existing rule language in P.U.C. Subst. R. 16 TAC §25.101(b)(3)(A)(ii) and that proposed in NPRR1180 by Oncor, require the utility to provide reasonable support to substantiate their Load submissions.  We believe this puts the onus on the utility to provide a viable Load forecast to ERCOT, both for use in planning and in RPG project submittals.

	Revised Cover Page Language


None
	Revised Proposed Protocol Language


3.11.4
Regional Planning Group Project Review Process

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)
Any relevant historical Load information, or quantifiable evidence supporting the forecasted Load growth and additional Load seeking interconnection in the project area, should be provided with the RPG project submission, if applicable.  Confidential information provided by Customers can be incorporated by reference and made available for inspection by ERCOT upon request.
(5) 
Facility ratings updates are not considered a project and are not subject to RPG Project Review.
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 and any long-term Load growth that the project is intended to resolve or address;
(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 and any long-term Load growth that the project is intended to resolve or address;
(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.

3.11.4.9
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.  An 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.  For Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 projects that are justified, or partially justified under paragraph (3)(b) below, ERCOT may note quantifiable forecasted Load is part of the justification of the project, but the acceptance or endorsement will carry the same weight as it would if the project were justified by other needs.  
(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) 
A service request from a specific Customer, a TSP may submit the project for RPG Project Review prior to that Customer signing an 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 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.  
(b)
Multiple Customer service requests in a specific geographical area, ERCOT’s independent review of such projects shall incorporate and consider any information provided by TSP(s) regarding the historical Load, and quantifiable evidence of the forecasted Load growth and any additional Load seeking interconnection in the project area, that may not have signed an agreement.
(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.
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