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Right to Interconnection and Transmission

· Federal Power Act-  Right to Interconnect and Transmit 

Section 210 – eligible entities can force an interconnection

Section 211 – very cumbersome – Applicant pays for TO’s costs

· Order 888


OATT – Utility-by-utility pro forma transmission tariff – pancaking remains (rates and losses), loop flows uncontrolled, suboptimal planning, functional separation notoriously defective

· Order RTO-2000

The order requires that each public utility that owns, operates, or controls facilities for the transmission of electric energy in interstate commerce make certain filings with respect to forming and participating in an RTO. The Commission also codifies minimum characteristics and functions that a transmission entity must satisfy in order to be considered an RTO. The Commission's goal is to promote efficiency in wholesale electricity markets and to ensure that electricity consumers pay the lowest price possible for reliable service.
FERC Policy on Generation Interconnection and 

Transmission Service

· Interconnection service is an element of transmission service and is required to be provided under the pro forma tariff. 
· This is true whether the interconnection request is tendered concurrently with the request for transmission service or in advance of a request for transmission service.
· A Generator may request the interconnection component of transmission service separately from the delivery component.
· The interconnection component conveys a right to access the transmission provider’s system at the receipt point.

· There are no transmission delivery rights, beyond the receipt point, conveyed by an interconnection – except possibly the right to non-firm transmission.
Relevant FERC Precedent

FERC has developed a substantial body of precedent regarding interconnection procedures over the past year.
  The FERC precedent that has been widely applied in current interconnection procedures are the following cases: 

· Tennessee Power Company (March 15, 2000) – Tennessee Power Company (Tennessee Power) filed a complaint against Central Illinois Public Service Company (Central Illinois) claiming that Central Illinois’ good faith estimate for distribution service was not just and reasonable. Finding that the complaint was premature, FERC dismissed the complaint and in so doing provided guidance on a number of matters affecting interconnection service.    

· The Nature of Interconnection Service – FERC stated that interconnection service is an element of transmission service and is required to be provided under the pro forma tariff. FERC stated that this is true whether the interconnection request is tendered concurrently with the request for transmission service or in advance of a request for transmission service. FERC stated that customers have the right to request the interconnection component of service separate from the delivery component and that when this occurs, the provisions of the pro forma tariff continue to apply.  These include provisions for arranging service, customer responsibilities, study procedures, compensation for new facilities, and service agreements.  FERC stated that, once secured, the interconnection component of transmission service does not convey a right to the network capacity at the receipt point. This was an important step forward (especially for merchant generators that did not have a specific customer) because some transmission owners were refusing to study interconnections (or dragging their feet) unless and until a new generator lined up a customer and applied for transmission service under the OATT.

· Entergy Services, Inc., 91 FERC ¶ 61,149 (2000) – FERC reiterated its findings in Tennessee Power, and stated “that a generator may request the interconnection component of transmission service separately from the delivery component.” FERC stated that the interconnection component “conveys a right to access the transmission provider’s system at the receipt point” and “that there are no transmission delivery rights, beyond the receipt point, conveyed by an interconnection.” (emphasis in original).  FERC opined that the benefit received from this “right” is that, if another generator subsequently seeks to interconnect in the same local area and the grid cannot accommodate “receipt” of power from the two generators without expansion, it is the new generator that must pay for the expansion.  FERC directed Entergy to clarify which provisions of its Interconnection Agreement and Interconnection Procedures apply to the interconnection component alone and which apply only at the time delivery service is taken.
FERC Proposed Activities

On

Generation Interconnection Standards and Practices

· The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) is holding meetings to discuss these issues as part of its Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“ANOPR”).  

· This ANOPR is expected to result in a NOPR to be issued in January of 2002, while another NOPR, dealing with cost allocation issues for interconnections, is currently planned to be released in April of 2002.  

· Industry meetings will be conducted on the cost allocation issues prior to the distribution of this NOPR also.  

· The results of these meetings and the ANOPR proceedings will have an immense impact on the future ability of merchant generators to interconnect with the transmission system.  

General Procedure for Interconnection to the Transmission System

The general procedure for interconnecting new generation facilities to the transmission system is based upon the Open Access Transmission Tariff of the transmission owner to whom the facilities must be linked or the relevant RTO that includes the TO.  Most procedures follow a general pattern. 

· First, the new facility owner must make a request to interconnect.  This request provides general information about the proposed project, including the owner, the location of the site, the proposed capacity to be interconnected, and the proposed point of interconnection.  Usually, a good faith security deposit is also required.  

· Once the request has been turned over to the transmission owner, the applicant completes the application with any additional information deemed necessary by the transmission owner.  From this point, the applicant’s proposal is considered as “in the queue” for purposes of other possible requests for interconnection.  

· The transmission owner/operator may then determine that a System Impact Study and/or Facilities Study need to be performed.  In the case of PJM, a third, simpler study, is required.  It is called the Feasibility Study and it is conducted before the Impact Study.  In all instances, the applicant must pay the costs of these studies, which determine the impact and estimated cost to resolve any problems prior to interconnection of the new facility to the transmission system.  A specific timetable is set forth in each OATT in accordance with which the applicant and the transmission owner must respond and react to each step of the process.  

· Once the final study has been completed, an Interconnection Agreement must be signed between the two parties in order to finalize the process.

Responsibilities for the Transmission System Upgrades

The new generation facility owner has responsibility to pay for transmission system upgrades in two instances:

· The transmission system upgrades needed for the generator interconnection to the network.  This is determined by the Interconnection Impact Study.  

· The transmission system upgrades needed for the requested transmission service.  This is determined by the Transmission Service Impact Study.

· If the need for transmission system upgrades results from the requirements for interconnection or transmission services by several parties, the cost should be allocated between them.

· PJM is a 58,000 MW system with dozens of generators in the queue.  The PJM ISO has developed a sophisticated probabilistic procedure for distinguishing upgrades caused by reliability needs from upgrades caused by a new generator and for allocating the costs of upgrades among generators, both pre-existing and those in the queue.  PJM’s procedure has turned out to be remarkably fair to new generators in the queue.  PJM’s approach warrants your attention because it tends to protect the new generator against being saddled with upgrade costs attributable to the need for system reliability or to overloads caused by other generators.

General Characteristics of the Transmission System in Nevada
Transmission system in Nevada is composed of the networks operated by one company (Sierra Pacific Resources) having two different utility subsidiaries:

	· Sierra Pacific Power in the northern part of Nevada

· Sierra Pacific Power has a constrained import capability 660 MW; therefore, generation interconnected to facilities within its transmission system will relieve the limitations on the interties

· Sierra Pacific Power has a weak interconnection with the CAISO and LADWP and export toward the West is mostly oriented through Sierra Pacific Power – Bonneville Power Authority intertie


	· Nevada Power Company in the Southern part of Nevada

· Nevada Power has over 3000 MW of import capability

· Nevada Power has extensive interconnections with the CAISO and LADWP 




These two subsidiaries have only a weak interconnection with one another because of mountainous terrain and long distances.

Major Geothermal Areas in Nevada 

And 

Their Location Relative to Transmission System

· Major geothermal areas are mainly remote from the bulk power system; therefore the cost of an interconnection may represent a substantial part of the total investment in a new geothermal project. 

· Some locations are in the vicinity of the bulk power system, such as the HVDC line, but the interconnection cost of a new DC substation may be too high for a geothermal generator with little capacity. Therefore, several generators jointly investing in an interconnection project would be more justifiable.

· Some locations are in the vicinity of distribution lines, which may be very convenient for interconnection.  However, each site has its own specifics relative to the neighboring distribution system and should be examined separately. 





































� FERC recently issued other cases involving interconnection policies, including Commonwealth Edison Co., 91 FERC ¶ 61,083 (2000), order on compliance filing, 92 FERC ¶ 61,018 (2000); Entergy Services, Inc., 91 FERC ¶ 61,149 (2000); American Electric Power Service Corporation, 91 FERC ¶ 61,308 (2000); and Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 92 FERC ¶ 61,109 (2000).
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