CenterPoint Energy’s comments on the proposed Section 10.13 changes.

1. The proposal has not been well thought out. It contradicts an imbedded tenet in the current EPS meter responsibility process which is that TDSPs are not responsible for identifying the generation facility for settlement purposes. This is actually the responsibility of ERCOT and the generator’s QSE. Please refer to the current zonal protocols Section 6.5.5.1 and 10.3.2.1.1 as protocol examples that strongly imply that this is the QSE responsibility. The TDSP’s responsibility is simply to assure the physical location of the meters they own and the accuracy of those meters. The QSE is responsible for informing ERCOT regarding which facility the meter is “mapped” to for settlement purposes. I don’t think that any generator or QSE would want this responsibility to switch to TDSPs. 
2. The reason for the proposed change has not been adequately described. The proposed change is not currently needed and was not specified as a need in either the nodal protocols that were approved by the Commission nor by any of the protocol synchronization efforts to date. The only possible need for the proposal may be stemming from the Section 10 changes drafted by Robert Spangler which read: 
“ERCOT shall maintain descriptions of the metering facilities of all Common Switchyards that contain multiple points of interconnection of Loads (ESI IDs) and generation meters (EPS). The description is limited to identifying the Entities within a Common Switchyard and a simplified diagram showing the metering configuration of all settlement and SCADA metering points.”

Implied in this change are two important aspects: the first is that ERCOT (not TDSPs) will maintain this information; the second is that the need for this type of information is for “Common Switchyard” facilities. Therefore, the need for the proposed Section 10.13 changes, which imposes a system wide requirement on all EPS meters, should not necessarily follow as a global requirement when, in fact, the incidence of Common Switchyards is the exception rather than the rule. If the intent via the Section 10.13 proposed changes is to automate the entire effort for settlement reasons, then a detailed System Impact and Cost/Benefit study needs to be performed to document the impact to TDSPs. The effort to map EPS meters to electrical bus names and maintain the “maps” is no small undertaking and its worth noting that TDSPs have no way of quickly recovering costs for these types of projects. The recently PUCT- approved nodal surcharge is to provide cost recovery to ERCOT, not the TDU. Hence, if ERCOT is recovering project costs through the surcharge, then ERCOT should also be responsible for the cost associated with the proposed Section 10.13 changes.    

3. If the proposed change is needed for settlement purposes there may be cause for great concern, not only as an impact to TDSPs, but to the entire market and nodal project as well. This issue revolves around the term “Network Operations Model Electrical Bus Name”. Hopefully, it relates to the "electrical bus" name in support of efforts to have common names between ERCOT operations models and planning models and the “common” means common between the ERCOT operating models and planning models, NOT between planning / operating models and the ERCOT settlement system. If on the other hand, it refers to the name currently being sent through EDI within the Retail Systems, then there will be a serious disconnect because the names currently going through that system may be different from the operations/planning model names. If the name within the Retail Systems needs to be redefined to the name being used for operations/planning then this effort alone could result in a massive amount of time, effort, and dollars for TDSPs, ERCOT, and possibly REPs as well. This is particularly bothersome because the “Common Switchyard” concept assumes that ESI IDs may be present. So if EPS meters are “tied” to one name type and the ESI IDs are “tied” to another name type, confusion is bound to occur and the demand for “common names” everywhere will become an expectation that so far has not surfaced. There will be a huge problem with mapping any ESI ID meter back to the substation name that is in the Operating and Planning Models. CNP’s Susan Neel has brought up this potential problem before to ERCOT and the response has always been that nothing in the retail settlement systems will be impacted by NODAL. The proposed Section 10.13 changes put the market very close to making this potential requirement another ERCOT hidden nemesis. 
4. How and how often will the proposed data be submitted to ERCOT? If it’s through EDI, then here again we have the issues in 2 above and the fact that current EDI systems are not equipped to handle this new data. 
5. Significantly more detail is needed to describe what the proposed Section 10.13 changes are intended to describe and accomplish. Detailed examples are needed using one-line diagrams and the electrical bus names as those names are envisioned to be defined in 2009. The examples should then follow the data all the way to the end product (settlement?) including how the data is to be delivered, verified, and stored. 
6. The protocols need to reflect that ERCOT is the entity accountable for settlement to occur accurately. Too often we’ve heard the statement that ERCOT doesn't settle the market but only facilitate the settlement of the market based on data the TDSP provides. 
7. Finally, and more as a general comment, I’d like to add that the protocols should not be too prescriptive about “how” something is to be accomplished, but rather the protocols should describe the intent and desired results behind the “something” being addressed. This point came out in the Rational Unified Process (RUP) workshop sponsored by ERCOT last week and attended by CenterPoint Energy personnel. RUP was initiated by Kathy Hager as a framework from which to develop project requirements based on Protocols through the use of case development and with MP involvement. The details of “how” the intent behind a PRR language change is implemented should be developed in the requirements as part of the RUP process and not necessarily in the Protocols. Specifying how EPS meters are to be tied to the Network Operations models through “Electrical Buses”, etc. may be too prescriptive for the scope of the Protocols. 
CenterPoint Energy's suggested redline is below.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
10.13
EPS Meter & Meter Point Identification 

10.13.1   MDAS Device Identifier
The device id used to identify an EPS Meter shall be unique for such meters on the ERCOT System.  ERCOT shall maintain a master list of device ids and shall notify each TDSP if the device id selected has been used elsewhere in MDAS.

10.13.2   EPS Meter Point Identification 


  ERCOT and the QSE representing the generator with the corresponding EPS meter will be responsible for ensuring  that the location of each EPS metering point is properly identified for settlement purposes.   




