COMMENTS OF THE LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION 
ON THE Draft California ISO 2010/2011 Transmission Plan
The Large-scale Solar Association (“LSA”) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft California ISO 2011/2011 Transmission Plan (“Plan”).  

LSA represents 13 of the nation’s largest providers of utility-scale solar generating resources.  Collectively, LSA’s members have contracted to provide over 7 GW of clean, sustainable solar power to California’s Load-Serving Entities (“LSEs”).  Its members develop, own and operate various utility-scale solar technologies, including photovoltaic and solar thermal system designs.  LSA, and its individual member companies, are renewable energy industry leaders, advancing solar generation technologies and advocating competitive markets.

LSA appreciates the improvements that the CAISO makes in the Plan, compared to the earlier Conceptual Plan issued last December and believes that the Plan is a good first effort to incorporate the CAISO’s new authority to approve “policy-driven” transmission upgrades – in this case, those related to California’s (now statutory) mandate to achieve a 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) by 2020.  

LSA also appreciates the CAISO’s inclusion in the Plan of specific dates for many approved and recommended transmission upgrades (though, as discussed below, there is still uncertainty about the accuracy of these dates).  Developers must have certainty about the on-line dates for transmission upgrades necessary for their generation projects, and this is impossible without solid findings concerning those dates.  

LSA is also concerned that the transmission upgrades in the Plan may not be sufficient to achieve the 33% RPS target.  LSA’s main concerns relate to generation assumptions, and resulting transmission findings, for that portion of the Plan, including the conclusion that the planned transmission will be sufficient to achieve the 33% target by 2020.  

Specifically LSA is concerned about:

· The impact on transmission development for renewable generation of non-viable projects in the CAISO interconnection queue.  

· The lack of clear evidence that key transmission projects needed to serve generation in more advanced development stages, or proposals for interim operating solutions that could substitute temporarily for them, would be available before the 2016 expiration of the Investment Tax Credit (ITC) 

· The treatment of the West of Devers (WoD) upgrades which (as noted in the report) are critical to projects currently in the queue and also future development in many areas.  The in-service dates for both the final upgrades and the proposed interim measures must be clear and allow a substantial amount of generation in that area to be deliverable on or before 2016.

· The modeling assumptions used for the 33% RPS analysis, including treatment of transmission upgrades needed for generation in Clusters 1-4, certain provisions in recent legislation, and power-factor assumptions.  

Each of these concerns is discussed in more detail below.  

Non-viable projects in the interconnection queue:  There are thousands of MWs of pre-Transition Cluster (and later) projects in the queue without LGIAs, and many with LGIAs that have been in the queue for many years and are long past their original CODs.  Failure to remove non-viable projects from the queue has the potential to: (1) trigger unneeded transmission upgrades for later-queued projects, raising the cost to ratepayers of reaching the 33% RPS level; and/or (2) result in under-utilization of existing and new transmission.  

LSA has expressed this concern in the Generator Interconnection Process Phase II (GIP-2) stakeholder process, and the CAISO states in the April 14th GIP-2 Straw Proposal that this issue is “being addressed by ISO staff” (p.14), though no additional detail is provided.  We urge the CAISO to expedite this review, and to consider the results in its TPP efforts.

Deliverability by 2016:  It is not clear that key transmission upgrades needed to serve generation in more advanced development stages, or interim operating solutions that could substitute temporarily for those upgrades, will be available before the 2016 expiration of the Investment Tax Credit (ITC).  

ITC qualification is critical to the financial viability of much of the large-scale solar generation in the CAISO queue.  Moreover, many of these projects have even earlier (2014-2015) COD commitments in their PPAs.  Without near-term assurances that significant transmission will be available in time to meet these deadines, it is unlikely that California can meet its RPS goals.

While the Plan includes dates for many of the needed upgrades, it is unclear that these dates are accurate.  For example:

· LSA understands that some Table 6-10 dates – e.g., for the Coolwater-Lugo and Pisgah-Lugo 500 kV lines, and the WoD upgrades – are still under review and could be even later than shown, i.e., perhaps 2016 or later; and  

· Some of the dates in Table 6-10 do not match:

· The dates in executed or tendered LGIAs; or

· The lead times shown elsewhere in the Plan.  For example, the Plan posits an 84-month (7 year) lead time for the WoD upgrades once the relevant LGIAs are executed (p.314) and a 36-month lead time for the Path 42 upgrades (Table 5.9.2), indicating that the 2017 and 2010 dates in Table 6-10 for those upgrades, respectively, may not be achievable.

The Plan includes an interim solution for the WoD upgrades, but not for the other upgrades that are or might be delayed beyond 2016.  It is critical that the CAISO and PTOs accelerate these upgrades and/or develop and approve interim solutions where possible to enable Full Capacity service to these generators by 2016 or before; otherwise, the many large projects needed to meet the 33% RPS may not be able to secure financing needed to progress toward eventual construction and operation.

West of Devers upgrades treatment:  WoD upgrades are a particular concern, since (as noted in the Plan) they are critical to projects currently in the queue and also future development in many areas.  The Plan states that, in addition to generation now in the queue, near- and long-term future Riverside/Imperial County and Arizona generation is also expected to use these upgrades.

As noted above, it appears that the WoD upgrades won’t be complete until 2017 or even later (though we are unsure why, for example, permit applications are not proposed to be submitted until second quarter 2012, when milestones like abandoned-plant treatment have already been achieved).  The Plan identifies an interim solution on p.317, with a 36-month lead time shown in Table 5.9.2.  However, the Plan does not explain the capacity of the system, before the interim solution is implemented, and between implementation of the interim solution and the final upgrades, given:

· The 36-month lead time;

· The proposed Path 42 upgrade (with the 2013 date shown); 

· Additional generation development expected in the other areas (Riverside and Imperial Counties, and in Arizona) that would also use the WoD upgrades; and

· The need to take 230 kV lines out of service for the reconductoring work needed to implement the final upgrades. 

In addition, while the Plan states that the interim solution “will be explored with the affected generation through the LGIP,”  it is unclear whether the interim solution has been approved by the CAISO and, if so, whether the PTO has agreed (or is required ) to construct it.  The final Plan should clarify that point.  

LSA assumes that the same rationale for PTO funding of the WoD final upgrades in the GIP would apply to the interim solution also.  LSA appreciates SCE’s commitment to fund the final upgrades and believes that PTO funding is justified for the interim solution as well, based on the expected wide regional use of these upgrades.  The Plan should also clarify this point.

Given the magnitude and broad extent of overloads without WoD upgrades, and the likelihood that later projects from many regions will benefit from them, the final Plan should do the following:

· Clarify the amount of generation that can be accommodated for Full Capacity status before the interim solution is implemented and between implementation of the interim solution and final upgrades – specifically, a more detailed, year-by-year Plan of Service showing how the upgrade scheduling would interact with the expected CODs of the generation that would use the upgrades.  LSA encourages the CAISO to consider moving ahead with reconductoring the 230 kV double-circuit tower lines as soon as possible, and to place each facility in service as soon as it is completed.

· Clarify that: (1) the WoD interim solution is approved by CAISO Management; and (2) that the PTO has agreed or is required to build the interim solution.

Modeling assumptions
· Transmission needed for generation in Clusters 1-4:  Though the Plan states that Clusters 1 and 2 contributed to the “commercial interest” assessment used for 33% RPS portfolio development (p.239), virtually all of the transmission that the CAISO included in the base case is included in executed or tendered LGIAs, and the Plan identifies few additional transmission upgrades needed to accommodate a 33% RPS.  

Since the projects in Clusters 1 and 2 have not yet received their Phase II Studies, they have not advanced to the LGIA stage; thus, it is not clear how their transmission needs would be addressed.  This issue is even more unclear with respect to Cluster 3, 4, and subsequent projects, which will not receive their Phase II Studies until August 2012 or later.  

The CAISO’s 33% RPS needs assessment in the Plan is heavily based on construction of the four portfolios examined.  To the extent that Cluster 1-4 projects fall outside those portfolios, the CAISO should clarify the interaction between these the upgrades needed for those projects and the TPP planning effort.  The GIP-2 Straw Proposal proposes (at p.22) that upgrades for such projects not receive reimbursement for GIP-related upgrades:

For situations where the comprehensive plan does not approve all the GIP network upgrades needed for the total resource capacity within a cluster or an electrically related study group within a cluster, and for situations where the IC in question is in a less promising area and thus fails to be included in the resource portfolios used in the TPP, the ICs would be responsible for funding their allocated shares of needed upgrade costs in excess of the costs approved in the comprehensive transmission plan, without reimbursement of these costs by ratepayers, and would be eligible for merchant CRRs for the incremental capacity they add to the ISO grid at their own expense. 

This proposal seems backward – at best, the TPP portfolios are an educated guess about the type and location of future generation development.  If actual generation projects develop in other locations, the CAISO should adjust the TPP assumptions, not force those actual projects to bear costs that hypothetical generation in the TPP portfolios would not.  

Even if this proposal is adopted (and LSA has serious reservations about it, which we will address in the GIP-2 effort), the CAISO should clarify that it will adjust the TPP-related upgrades in the future to account for those GIP-driven upgrades.  

That said, there needs to be greater coordination between the TPP and the GIP to avoid transmission over-building.  The TPP adjusts transmission plans for reliable service to load on a yearly basis, and transmission for the 33% RPS should do the same, as discussed further below.  However, the GIP assumes that all higher-queued generation will be built and they layers on additional transmission upgrades, cluster by cluster, exacerbating the serial nature of the queue.  The CAISO should acknowledge in the TPP that all the generation in the interconnection queue will not materialize. 

· Legislative provisions:  Recent legislation codifying the 33% RPS target restricts the use of Tradable Renewable Energy Credits (TRECs) and reduces their use over time.  These provisions have implications for the assumed TPP portfolios and resulting transmission plans, but there is no evidence that the Plan considers these factors even though they were generally known before the legislation was even passed.  

The CAISO should explain in the Plan whether and how it considered these legislative provisions or, if it did not, how it will do so as development of the policy-driven upgrades in the Plan proceeds.

· Power-factor assumptions:  The Plan states (p.254) that “If a distributed generator in a portfolio had information of point of interconnection and capacity, it was modeled as an equivalent generator at the point of interconnection and had a power factor range of 0.95 lagging and leading.”  

Because distributed generators are typically connected at distribution voltages, and are usually closer to the customer loads, they are most likely operated at fixed (or regulated) power factors, rather than at variable power factors.  For example, Electric Rule 21
 for PG&E states, “Unless otherwise agreed upon by the Producer and PG&E, Generating Facilities shall automatically regulate power factor, not voltage, while operating in parallel with PG&E’s Distribution System.”  

By modeling a reactive power range for the distributed generators, the study is modeling reactive capabilities that may not otherwise be available, which can skew study results.  Similarly, modeling distributed generation by scaling down load may skew study results.  

Skewed study results will provide an inaccurate indication of system performance and can impact reliability, especially with the large amount of distributed generation assumed within each resource portfolio.  Therefore, unless there is specific information, LSA suggests that the CAISO model distributed generation as equivalent generators at the point of interconnections at a fixed power factor.  To be neutral this fixed power factor should be 1.0.

� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.pge.com/tariffs/tm2/pdf/ELEC_RULES_21.pdf"�http://www.pge.com/tariffs/tm2/pdf/ELEC_RULES_21.pdf�, section D.2.i, and section 3.
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