From RMS Jan 9 meeting

LPWG comments in blue.

The RMS provided the LPWG with the following action items:

· Determine how changes to profiles or Load Profile Methodology will be communicated.

ERCOT’s Client Services organization is responsible for broadcasting notification of all system changes to market participants.  The registered market participant contact will receive an email communication declaring the pending system change.  This communication will be broadcast to market participants meeting, at minimum, notification requirements specified in the Protocols.  In addition, market participants can obtain information regarding pending and completed system changes from the following ERCOT web site:

http://www.ercot.com/Participants/SystemChangeProgram.htm
Additional information can also be found at the Protocols Revision web page:

http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ProtocolRev.htm
Systems changes regarding load profiling issues will be distributed to all TDSPs, QSEs, and LSEs.
· Investigate the potential for waiving the ERCOT administrative cost assessment for the OPUC.

The section in question, LPOG 7.7, “Costs for Load Profile Methodology Changes,” states:

“In addition, ERCOT may charge a processing fee for evaluating the request.”

For the foreseeable future, ERCOT has no intention to charge a fee for evaluating a request to change a load profiling methodology.  All costs associated with an evaluation will be borne by ERCOT.  This sentence  has been gray-boxed indefinitely.

The RMS also gave the LPWG the following directives:

· Ensure consistency with the Protocols regarding the timeframe for notifying the market and implementing changes to Load Profiles or Load Profile Methodology.

The specific conflict in timing raised between the Protocols and the LPOG occurred in LPOG section 6.3:

“Due to the significance of a change to load profiling methodologies, a change will only be implemented after ERCOT Board approval and with at least 12 months notice to all market participants.  An exception may be made to the criteria in “9.3 Timing” if special circumstances indicate a need to implement a change more immediately to address critical market issues.”    

The LPWG has modified this paragraph to state “150 days” instead of “12 months” to be consistent with the Protocols 18.2.9.

The LPWG reviewed the entire LPOG and determined that timing details for two specific instances fail to comply with the Protocols.  LPOG section 9.2.2, “Load Profile ID Changes From Competitive Retailer Disputes of Assignment,” was modified to reflect Protocols 18.4.4.1 “Validation Tests.”  When ERCOT decides in favor of a CR regarding a disputed Profile ID assignment, the time the TDSP has to submit a Profile ID change request was changed from 5 business days to 3 business days.  Also, LPOG section 6.3 was modified to instruct ERCOT not to post the methodology change request to the MIS until the methodology change request has been presented to the LPWG.

· Load Profile Methodology changes or model changes may not be retroactive.

Language was modified in LPOG sections 5, 6, 7, 11, and 12 to specifically exclude retroactive application of changes to methodology, profiles, and weather zones.  The text in each section follows this line of wording:

“There shall be no retroactive application of any approved modifications to Load Profiling Methodology.” 

· Indicate that the LPOG is subordinate to PURA, PUCT Substantive Rules, and ERCOT Protocols.

Section 1.2 of the LPOG is stated below.  This language has been reviewed and approved by Mark Walker, ERCOT Legal.

“1.2 Document Purpose

The purpose of these Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) Load Profiling Operating Guides is to explicate the language and intent in the ERCOT Protocols that affect Load Profiling. 

Specific practices described in these Guides for the ERCOT System are consistent with the North American Electric Reliability Council Operating Policies and the ERCOT Protocols.  In the event of any conflict between these Guides and state law, PUCT rules, or the ERCOT Protocols, such conflict shall be resolved in favor of the applicable law, rules, or Protocols.

Reference: Protocol, Section 5.2.1 January 5, 2001

These Protocols shall control to the extent of any inconsistency between the Protocols and any of the following documents:

1. Any reliability guides applicable to ERCOT, including the Operating Guides;

2. The NERC Operating Manual and ERCOT procedures manual, supplied by NERC and ERCOT, respectively, as references for dispatchers to use during normal and emergency operations of the ERCOT Transmission Grid;
3. Specific operating procedures, submitted to ERCOT by individual transmission Facility owners or operators to address operating problems on their respective grids that could affect operation of the interconnected ERCOT Transmission Grid; and 
4. Guidelines established by the ERCOT Board, which may be more stringent than those established by NERC for the secure operation of the ERCOT System.
….

PUCT requirements and directives and the ERCOT Protocols supercede these Guides.  NERC Policies and Procedures, with the exception of the specific modifications defined in these Guides will also be followed.”
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