Below are CenterPoint Energy’s comments to your item 2) dealing with Outage Scheduling proposals.

CMWG Outage Scheduling Issues:

CenterPoint Energy (“CNP”) Comments to the Luminant Outage Scheduling Proposal

Since the current zonal and nodal protocols are clear in ERCOT’s directive to coordinate both generation and transmission outages, the only issue at hand is whether or not ERCOT should consider economics in coordinating and, perhaps, denying an outage request. [NOTE: Although the Luminant proposal does not grant ERCOT the denial authority for economic reasons it does promote the analysis to estimate the market cost of the outage which ERCOT could then use in some type of “shame” report to promote either cancelling or moving the outage.]  CNP views this as a major market policy change which it is not willing to support at this time and would admonish that the following be considered before WMS seriously pursues such a change:

1) All current regulatory statutes aim specifically at reliable service and, since economic outage evaluation is not addressed either in PURA or the PUCT rules, additional rulemaking may be required before the proposal has sufficient legal or statutory merit.

2) As proposed, the economic analysis appears to concentrate on TSP outage requests. Any agreement in this area must incorporate equivalent criteria for evaluating both transmission and resource outage requests. Indeed, there may be situations where a resource outage request is very “expensive” to the market and should therefore be analyzed as well. Currently, denials are limited to TSPs, for reliability reasons only, but if we’re going to open up the “economics” Pandora box then all outage requests, i.e., resource and generators, should be evaluated.

3) If a planned outage is denied due to economic criteria, ERCOT must determine the next outage window and if the TSP/Generator agrees to the new outage window it must not be rejected again except for reliability criteria.

4) The “total forecasted net market costs” (Cost of Original Outage – Cost of Rescheduled Outage) of either delaying or re-scheduling the outage must be used in the evaluation process to effectively quantify the savings or costs associated with rescheduling each outage. Otherwise, the analysis is only “half-done” and the economic results might be rendered meaningless.

5) The Cost of Rescheduled Outage(s) should also capture the non-market costs specific to equipment owners associated with re-scheduling an outage. Other markets that have implemented similar programs have ensured that these costs are recovered by TSPs in a timely manner. Similar recovery mechanisms will be needed in ERCOT.

6) Analysis should be performed using actual data to verify the accuracy of the methodology used to determine the “total forecasted net market costs”.

7) Issues arise that are out of the TSP/Generator control such as weather, unplanned outages, material delivery, TXDOT, third party outage requests, etc. These issues can force a delay or cancelation of an approved outage. To reschedule in the long term places undue burdens (i.e. financial, resources, etc.) on the TDSP. CNP would like to see an exemption from economic criteria for rescheduling outages in the near term due to uncontrollable events.

8) CNP has concerns about the methodology used for economic impact and would like clarification on issues such as:

· Will ERCOT be able to support the proposed methodology to analyze each outage request for economic impact in each of the timelines?

· Accuracy of the models used to calculate economic impact

· Unit dispatch 

· I/O curves or bid-based curves or a combination of these including a full description of how verifiable incremental production costs are forecasted for each evaluation.

· Will market participants be able to provide input for these evaluations? If so, might this input provide a means for the market participant to skew the results in a way that yields the market participant’s desired outcome with respect to the outage request?

· Wind availability and generation assumptions 

· Switchable generators between ERCOT and SPP 

· DC tie schedules

· System and load zone forecast assumptions

· Topology assumption

CNP, therefore, recommends that the Luminant proposal be denied at this time until the policy issues on economic evaluation be vetted either at TAC, a group or subcommittee designated by TAC, or perhaps even at the PUCT.

CenterPoint Energy (“CNP”) comments regarding the proposed requirement for Transmission Operators to submit outage requests for 345 kV outages 2 months ahead of the month in which they would occur for 2009.

1. The language on this topic as reflected in both the zonal and nodal protocols was derived over many months involving numerous meetings and the laborious and time – consuming efforts of both ERCOT and market participant personnel. Revising them now may take a similar effort. The proposal would need to address the following key points:

a. The situation(s) where the outage “window needs to change” for a variety of reasons that may be outside the control of the TSP.

b. Generators on 345 KV will need to have the same requirements so that transmission coordinated this far in advance is properly aligned with applicable generator outages.

2. While CNP agrees with the effort to more closely align the outage scheduling timelines with the CRR auctions, CNP is concerned that simply scheduling outages into the long term may not necessarily result in savings to the market and, could in fact, raise costs by inadvertently creating situations that could lead to unplanned or forced  outages.

3. CNP, however, is willing to work with ERCOT and other market participants to see how the scheduling process both by market participants, as well ERCOT, can be improved so that TCRs and eventually CRRs are not oversold in the market, and the market has better transparency and access to ERCOT-derived network models that can be useful prior to a TCR or CRR auction. 

Thanks,

Manny
