1. What is the statistical likelihood, given ERCOT Operator flexibility in the process, that EILS will be utilized as envisioned prior to Firm Load shedding?
Assigning a statistical probability to the use of EILS is speculative at best.  ERCOT has shed firm load twice in the last seventeen years and therefore has a minimal sample from which to calculate any meaningful statistics.  The likelihood of using EILS, before shedding firm load, will depend upon the conditions that occur during each EECP event. A small working group of ROS members identified the following issues that would affect the likelihood of using EILS prior to firm load shedding.
The time needed to implement any EILS alternative is critical.  A contributing factor for the need to shed firm load in April 2006 was that EECP Step 1 was not initiated in a timeframe that would be effective.  A central point to the modifications ROS made to the EECP steps was to allow ERCOT time to respond to events early enough for their actions to be effective.  
The loss of firm load should be a very rare event, either with EILS or without.  The Global Energy LOLP study shows the probability of ENS (either EIL or firm load) at about half an hour every ten years at the reserve margins indicated for ERCOT in 2007.  ERCOT operational staff on duty during an EECP will most likely have very little experience using EILS.
When ERCOT shed firm load April 17, 2006, the initial decision was to shed 500 MW load. However, this order did not remain in effect for more than a few minutes.  By the time calls were made to Transmission Operators, the order was increased to shed 1,000 MW of firm load.  Events tend to move quickly if you don’t act soon enough.  
Adoption of EILS in the form proposed in PRR 705 would apply primarily to large energy users that have the ability to alter demand within ten minutes.  These are the very users that often take advantage of the BES market and reduce their load to lower their 4CP and MCPE exposures. How loads controlling to market signals effect the progression through EECP steps can not be determined, however keeping these loads online while awaiting an EILS order may cause events to move more quickly.

Finally, it should be noted that EILS may be used only twice per contract period, or, if the first event extends eight hours, only once.

 

If we put this all together, the likely scenario with EILS is that it will be used once every ten to fifteen years when ERCOT approaches firm load shed.  The question at that point becomes, ‘Would ERCOT staff, seeing a rare event coming hard, and needing management authority to take action outside very limited and specific rules, be able to wait ten minutes to see what EILS will really do’?   It is realistic to assume that an operator faced with these conditions will call for firm load shedding before EILS is implemented.  The likely reduction in the amount of firm load shed for an event or events to that have a probability of thirty minutes every ten years may not be worth $20 million a year.

2 Rate the impact of each of the EILS PRRs on ERCOT’s Loss of Load Probability (LOLP).
 
ROS does not have the tools or expertise to evaluate which PRRs would have the greatest appeal to users likely to contract to provide EILS service. If EILS is fully subscribed with the same megawatt amount, the various PRRS do not appear to have a significant difference on ERCOT’s LOLP.  Perhaps this would be a question that should be referred to the WMS.
 

3. Evaluate the EILS PRRs procurement methodology.  What is the appropriate amount of EILS to procure, if any?
 
ROS members felt that at least 500 MW load was needed if there was any real chance of materially affecting the amount of firm load being shed in a severe event.  EILS in excess of 500 MW could increase the chance of unintended effects, as addressed in question 4 below.
4 Evaluate the EILS PRRs deployment methodology.  Address any concerns that arise from deployment and recall: i.e., should EILS be deployed as a single block; is geographic concentration of EILS providers an issue during EECP; what are the effects of transmission system limitations; etc.?
 
A single block of 500 MW actually deployed over 10 minutes, would not present a dynamic stability issue.  However, today the deployment of 1,150 MW of LaaR can produce problems on the transmission system when geographic issues arise.  The effects of deploying EILS can not be studied without knowledge of the actual location of EILS providers.  At a minimum, contracts with EILS providers should contain a clause allowing ERCOT to void the contract if studies show problems caused by shedding load in a particular geographic region.  We must avoid creating a situation, in the middle of an EECP event, where ERCOT operators must suddenly face a new set of transmission problems.
 
5. What other alternatives to EILS, such as procuring additional existing Ancillary Services, could be utilized to achieve similar results?
 
In addition to securing greater amounts of existing Ancillary Services, the ROS members thought it would be beneficial to consider using a second tier of LaaR service, applicable to providers not successfully bidding for RRS, which would agree to ten minute load shed after the deployment of the first round of LaaR under EECP step 2.  Also, ROS members considered it beneficial to study ERCOT operating procedures to discover methods of improving the use of existing resources in an EECP event, such as PRR 701.  These alternatives will be studied going forward.
 
