
3/12/2010 
 

Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. 

Revised Generator Interconnection Procedures 

Comment Letters 

 

Letter from First Solar—3/17/2009 

Letter from Colorado Independent Energy Association (CIEA)—3/19/2009 

Letter on behalf of CIEA and Interwest Energy Alliance—9/22/2009 

Tri-State letter to CIEA and Interwest Energy Alliance—10/22/2009 

Letter on behalf of CIEA and Interwest Energy Alliance—11/03/2009 

Letter from Clipper Wind—12/21/2009 

Letter on behalf of CIEA and Interwest Energy Alliance—12/21/2009 

 



  
March 17, 2009 

 Page 1 of 2 
 
 

Comments on the Tri-State G&T proposed Large Generator 
Interconnection Procedures 

 
First Solar, Inc. (NASDAQ: FSLR) is the world’s largest manufacturer of thin film photovoltaic solar 
modules. Since our founding in 1999, we have successfully commercialized our proprietary thin film 
manufacturing process that allows us today to convert a sheet of glass into a functional solar module in 
less than 2.5 hours while providing significantly lower module production costs.  First Solar is a market 
leader in utility-scale PV systems and has forward contracted for delivery of over 3.2 GW of modules 
during 2008-2012. First Solar is based in Phoenix, Arizona and has manufacturing operations in Ohio, 
Germany, and Malaysia. 
 
First Solar agrees that the Pro Forma LGIP is broken in many areas of the U.S. and in need of reform.  
Generation projects that are successful in the competition to find a buyer for their energy should not be 
forced to experience delays and uncertainty in transmission interconnection while those projects that 
have been unsuccessful in the marketplace continue to fill the interconnection queue while they seek 
buyers.  We agree that hurdles to submitting an Interconnection Application should be raised to reduce 
the amount of early stage or speculative projects in the queue that inhibit the ability of those projects 
that are ready to proceed from receiving timely and meaningful1

The proposal states that the SIS would only examine Interconnection Facilities and Localized Network 
Upgrades not identified in the Load and Resource Transmission Study (LRTS).  For those Network 
Facilities that are identified in the study of the analyses of Applicant’s project and not identified in the 
LRTS, will the costs associated with those facilities be automatically assigned to the Applicant or will 
there be an opportunity to revisit as to whether they should be identified as part of the LRTS.  One 
alternative would be to limit the scope of the Network Upgrades that the Applicant is required to fund 

 interconnection analyses.  Therefore 
First Solar supports Tri-State G&T in its efforts to resolve this difficult problem.  While we support Tri-
State’s direction for reform, First Solar has identified areas where the proposal can be improved or 
clarified and offers our comments below. 
 
Comments on the Tri-State Increased Interconnection Application Requirements 
 First Solar requests that additional clarification be provided concerning the prerequisites to having an 
accepted Interconnection Application. 
 

Deposits 
Please clarify as to whether the Application deposits are pre-payment for transmission technical 
studies or whether additional payments will be required for such studies.  If they are not pre-
payments, when would the deposits be returned? 
 
Site Control 
Please define the types of control that qualify to meet the “50% of land to accommodate project 
is required.” 

 
Comments on the System Impact Study (SIS) Process 

                                                 
1 Transmission studies that include numerous speculative projects simply because they have a higher queue position does little 
to inform either TSGT or the Project Developer as to what facilities are actually needed to accommodate a new generator. 
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through the LGIA to those facilities that are necessary to establish a physical connection to the 
transmission system and not associated with increasing the transmission system capacity to 
accommodate the project.  Any capacity related upgrades would be rolled into the LRTS. 
 
The transmission upgrade process can be lengthy, especially when new rights-of-way may be required.  
The SIS will need to identify the transmission upgrades in the LRTS that are necessary to accommodate 
the Applicant and the schedule for completing the identified upgrades.  In the event that the schedule 
for the transmission upgrades exceeds the Applicant’s generation project development timeline, the 
process should include an optional transmission system assessment of the potential for curtailment of 
the project in the event the Applicant connects the generation project in advance of the completion of 
the applicable LRTS upgrades.  The Applicant and its customer could then assess whether to request that 
the project be developed and connected to the transmission system prior to the completion of the 
Network Upgrades. 
 
Comments on the Process Following the Facilities Study 
If an Applicant’s proposed generation facility has Network Upgrades to be funded through the LGIA 
rather than through the LRTS, how would transmission credits be provided to the Applicant as the 
Applicant is not contracting for transmission services?  The Applicant would not have a direct vehicle to 
monetize the transmission credits to offset the cost of the upgrades. 
 
The proposal requires that a deposit equal to the full costs of all assigned transmission costs be made up 
front.  In cases where new lines may be required, the process can be lengthy and require a large 
payment by the applicant significantly in advance of the actual expenditure by Tri-State.  Rather than 
provide a cash deposit for the full cost, alternative security such as a Letter of Credit or Corporate 
Guarantee, should also be allowed.  In the event alternative security is provided, the security would be 
reduced each year and replaced with cash based on the cash flows required for the coming year for the 
transmission project(s) linked to the Applicant’s generation project or transmission service request. 
 
General Comments 
The process description should include a consolidated timeline that includes both the LRTS and the LGIP.  
The LRTS process should include the deadline for Network Customers to identify Network Resources for 
inclusion in the LRTS. 
 
 
Robert Jenkins 
Director, Transmission and Interconnection 
First Solar, Inc 

























































 
 
 
December 21, 2009 
 
Ron Steinbach 
Tri State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc.  
P.O. Box 33695 
Denver, CO 80233 
 
 
Dear Ron: 
 
Clipper Windpower Development Company, Inc. (“CWD”) applauds Tri-State for its 
initiative regarding queue process reform and also praises the genuine concern Tri-State 
has shown in creating Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (“LGIP”) largely 
agreeable to all stakeholders by extending the comment period for the draft LGIP. 
 
CWD, a wholly owned subsidiary of Clipper Windpower, Inc., actively develops global 
wind projects while focusing on the United States.  From land acquisition and permitting 
to meteorological analysis and grid interconnection to project management and finance, 
our development covers the full range of activities necessary for successful wind project 
development.  CWD’s grid access team collectively has extensive experience working 
both for and with the electric utility industry, and actively participates in regional 
transmission forums as well as Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent 
System Operators. 
 
CWD supports the majority of Tri-State’s LGIP modifications but recommends alterations 
to LGIP Sections 7.1.1 and LGIA Section 5.14.1.  CWD’s primary concern regarding the 
new LGIP is Section 8.1, and CWD would be remiss if it did not express its concern that 
significant modifications are necessary to support Tri-State’s goal of establishing a 
process that will allow competitive generators to deliver energy to load. 
 
LGIP §7.1.1 
While CWD appreciates the intent to move advanced stage projects through the 
Generator Interconnection queue quickly, CWD supports the Colorado Independent 
Energy Association and the Interwest Energy Alliance’s protest that Section 7.1.1 would 
create an opportunity for Tri-State to favor its own generation in the queue process.  
Therefore CWD does not support the inclusion of Section 7.1.1 in the new LGIP. 
 
LGIA §5.14.1 
CWD is not necessarily opposed to the removal of the ability to suspend network 
upgrades upon which other projects rely.  However, CWD sees no need to prohibit the 
suspension of interconnection facilities and local upgrades that are used solely by the 
project and therefore do not affect the network (e.g. interconnect substations).  By only 
disallowing the suspension of shared or “non-local” network upgrades, Tri-State could 



avoid the problem of suspended projects hampering lower queued projects while still 
addressing the stakeholders advocating for the flexibility afforded developers through the 
suspension process. 
 
LGIP §8.1 
CWD’s greatest concern regarding the proposed LGIP is Section 8.1, which requires a 
Letter of Credit (LoC) for 50% of the cost of local network upgrades.  We could not find a 
definition of “local network upgrades” in the tariff, but understand the term to refer to 
network upgrades with power flow only from the interconnecting project (the same as 
“Local Upgrades” in PJM’s tariff).  CWD recommends a clear definition of this term be 
included in the finalized tariff.  In order to avoid undue discrimination against developers 
with small capital resources, CWD recommends that TriState lower the LoC amount to 
25% of the cost of local network upgrades and also institute a cap of $3 million.  CWD 
believes this security amount will demonstrate project seriousness while avoiding 
unintended preferential treatment of developers with large capital resources. 

 
Conclusion 
In summary, CWD recommends the following edits to the Tri-State LGIP: 
• Remove LGIP §7.1.1 
• Revert LGIA §5.14.1 so that it allows suspension, but add a provision that disallows 

the suspension of shared or “non-local” network upgrades. 
• In section LGIP §8.1reduce and cap LoC requirement 
 
CWD greatly appreciates the opportunity to assist Tri-State in developing a tariff that 
meets the needs of a diverse set of stakeholders.  Please don’t hesitate to contact us with 
questions or comments regarding this letter. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 

 
 
Rhonda Peters 
Clipper Windpower Development Co. Inc.  
6305 Carpinteria Ave Suite 300 
Carpinteria, CA 93013 
 
Ph: 805-576-1188 
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