Here are some comments on the October 13 Draft of the SSG-WI Transmission

Report Executive Summary.

1.
The second paragraph on page 3 states that the study results provide

insights into the effect of load reduction on the need for transmission.

However, no information on the nature of these insights is provided in the

exec sum.  On page 14 of the report it is explained that the modeling shows

that if load growth between 2003 and 2013 occurred at the rate of 1% per

year instead of the assumed 2% per year, demand in 2013 could be met with

the transmission assumed to be in place in 2008.  From my perspective, and

from the perspective of others in the environmental and clean energy

community, this is a very important finding and should be included in the

exec sum.  I suggest adding the following sentence at the end of the second

paragraph on page 3.

"For example, examining the modeling results indicates that if load growth

between 2003 and 2013 occurred at the rate of 1% per year rather than the

assumed 2% per year, demand in 2013 could be met with the transmission

assumed to be in place in 2008."

2.
On page 4, the third bullet that deals with Renewable Portfolio Standards

in the Section entitled Impact of Energy Policy on Transmission is somewhat

misleading.  As I read it, it makes it seem that one of the upfront

objectives of the SSG-WI study was to identify the transmission additions

necessary to meet the various state RPS requirements that have been enacted

and that, accordingly, the renewable scenario was designed with that goal in

mind.  That wasn't the case.  The renewable scenario was developed as a

broader regional scenario that, as one of its characteristics, does satisfy

the various state RPS requirements.  If one was to design a renewable

scenario just to meet various state RPS requirements it would likely look

very different and have a different set of transmission additions.

I recommend eliminating that bullet and adding a sentence to the bullet on

page 2 that describes the renewable scenario to simply reflect the fact that

the renewable scenario does meet the state RPS requirements. The bullet on

page 2 would read:

"A renewable energy scenario that assumes that 72 percent of new generation

added between 2008 and 2013 is from renewable resources.  The renewable

energy scenario contains enough renewable energy generation to satisfy the

Renewable Portfolio Standards that four states within the Western

Interconnection have enacted."

3.  In a number of instances, I found the direction and coloring of the

arrows in Fig E-1 counterintuitive and could find no discussion in the

report on how they were determined. I think more explanation is needed on

what each category is attempting to measure and the reasoning behind the

arrows.  Specifically:

a.  On fuel price volatility I would have expected that the renewable

scenario would have at least been the equal of the coal scenario.

b.  On generation lead time, given that the renewable scenario is mainly

wind and that wind plant construction times are typically less than a year I

would have expected renewables to be positive, gas to be neutral and coal to

be negative.

c.  With respect to the categories MWh hour losses and cost of losses it

seems counterintuitive that the gas scenario losses are low while the costs

of the losses are high.  Similarly for the coal scenario it is

counterintuitive that the losses are high but costs of the losses are low.

I think most readers will be confused by this.  What am I not understanding?

d.  With respect to transmission reliability improvement I would have

expected that the scenario with resources sited closest to load would have

the greatest transmission reliability.  Thus I would have expected the

arrows to be gas positive, renewables neutral, and coal negative.

e.  It is not clear to me what is being measured in the generation

reliability category.

f.  On market competition improvement I would have expected the coal and

renewables scenarios to be equal.

Thanks for considering these comments.

John Nielsen

Energy Project Director

Western Resource Advocates

        FORMERLY -- Land and Water Fund of the Rockies

ph:  303/444-1188 x232

fax:  303/786-8054

email:  jnielsen@westernresources.org 

