Board Report

	NOGRR Number
	149
	NOGRR Title
	Revision to Definition of Transmission Operator

	Date of Decision
	April 10, 2018

	Action
	Rejected Appeal

	Timeline 
	Not applicable

	Proposed Effective Date
	Not applicable

	Priority and Rank Assigned
	Not applicable

	Guide Sections Requiring Revision 
	1.4, Definitions

	Related Documents Requiring Revision/Revision Requests
	None

	Revision Description
	This Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) revises the definition of “Transmission Operator” to establish a bright-line threshold (annual peak MW) below which a Distribution Service Provider (DSP) owning no transmission or generation facilities, and that is not provided or offered Transmission Operator (TO) services from their incumbent Transmission Service Provider (TSP) or wholesale power supplier, would be exempted from having to procure designated TO services from a third-party provider. The bright-line threshold being recommended is 25 MW.

	Reason for Revision
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  Addresses current operational issues.
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  Meets Strategic goals (tied to the ERCOT Strategic Plan or directed by the ERCOT Board).
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  Market efficiencies or enhancements
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  Administrative
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  Regulatory requirements

[image: image6.wmf]

  Other:  (explain)

(please select all that apply)

	Business Case
	The implementation of this NOGRR will settle the ongoing non-compliant status of seven very small Municipally Owned Utilities (MOUs), ranging in size from 9 MW to 21 MW.  This non-compliance arose from their inability to procure the services of a designated TO at a reasonable price after being turned down by their existing TSP for said service. 

Concurrent to the designated TO search, the seven entities performed analyses, using their own historical data, to determine what the approximate size of each entity’s pro-rata Load relief obligations for Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) Load shed events would be. These analyses show that the average Load relief requirement for each of the seven entities, based upon ERCOT’s current calculation methodology, would be less than .02% of the total ERCOT 4-Coincident Peak (4-CP) Load relief requirement, which rounds off to 0%. In terms of an actual EEA Load relief step equaling 1,350 MW, the average MW Load relief requirement from each of the entities would be approximately 250 kW, ranging from 170 kW to 406 kW.  The aggregate total for all seven entities was calculated to be 2.04 MW. 

For an under-frequency event, the maximum individual Under-Frequency Load Shedding (UFLS) responsibility (25% Load relief, 58.5 Hz.) for the each of the seven entities would average approximately 3.3 MW.

Therefore, based upon the foregoing, it appears clear that “size matters”, and due to their size, these seven entities will have a negligible impact to an ERCOT emergency operation, either individually or even as an aggregate.  Additionally, since the seven entities as Market Participants are currently only DSPs, the only duties of a prospective designated TO would be related to ERCOT emergency operations where the seven entities have little to offer. Clearly, the annual cost to the entities for the TO services would be substantially out of line with the benefits derived.  

The revision recommended would be to simply modify the definition of TO found in Section 1.4, Definitions, of the Nodal Operating Guides, as described below.  By operation of the revised definition, entities with peak Loads below the threshold would cease to be obligated for any TO duties required under the Nodal Operating Guides and Protocols.  All other DSP obligations under the Nodal Operating Guides and Protocols would remain in full force.  There are no known impacts to any other Market Segments, including Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs).

	OWG Decision
	On 12/15/15, the Operations Working Group (OWG) was in consensus to table NOGRR149 for one month.

On 1/26/16, OWG was in consensus to recommend rejection of NOGRR149.

	Summary of OWG Discussion
	On 12/15/15, participants agreed that additional feedback from the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) would be beneficial and requested all interested parties to send questions or concerns regarding NOGRR149 to ERCOT Legal.  ERCOT Legal will then contact the PUCT regarding all submitted questions.

On 1/26/16, participants discussed concerns with the language changes proposed in NOGRR149 on the basis that it would establish a bright-line threshold that could potentially allow up to 600 MW of Load to be excluded from Load shed events.

	ROS Decision
	On 3/3/16, ROS voted to reject the 2/1/16 Schneider Engineering, LTD appeal and to reject NOGRR149.  There were four abstentions from the Municipal, Cooperative, Independent Generator, and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

	Summary of ROS Discussion
	On 3/3/16, proponents of NOGRR149 reviewed its merits and opined that the affected MOUs should be relieved from compliance with the relevant portion of the Nodal Operating Guides because they represent a very minor percentage of the overall ERCOT Load and that requiring these entities to obtain the services of a designated TO would be unfair in light of its substantial cost.  Opponents of NOGRR149 offered that allowing these entities to defer their obligations and to reassign their Load shed obligations to others is equally unfair; and that requiring these entities to obtain the services of a designated TO would allow for better control over transmission constraints that may exist from time to time in the areas of these MOUs.             

	TAC Decision
	On 3/31/16, TAC unanimously voted to table the 3/10/16 Small Public Power Group of Texas (SPPG) appeal for one month.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 4/28/16, TAC unanimously voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal for one month and request the interconnecting TSPs continue discussions with affected MOUs, providing the following list of questions to be addressed: 
1. How many feeders?

2. What substations are the feeders connected to?

3. Who owns the substations, and does the MOU have access to the substation?

4. Who supplies the power for the municipality?

5. Who offered (at whatever price) to provide TO services?

6. What was the price range?  Fixed cost? One-time upgrades? Annual?

7. Cost recover mechanism for TO charges?

8. SCADA/sectionalizing feeders?

9. Is there a potential market solution?

All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 5/26/16, TAC unanimously voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal for two months.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 7/28/16, TAC unanimously voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 9/29/16, TAC voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal until the December 1, 2016 TAC meeting.  There were two opposing votes from the Municipal Market Segment, and three abstentions from the Cooperative, Independent Generator, and Municipal Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 12/1/16, TAC unanimously voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal until the 1/26/17 TAC meeting.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 1/26/17, TAC voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal until the 8/24/17 TAC meeting.  There were three abstentions from the Consumer (2) and IPM Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 8/24/17, TAC voted to table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal until the February 2018 TAC meeting.  There were two abstentions from the IPM (Morgan Stanley) and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (Sharyland) Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 2/22/18, TAC voted to reject the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal.  There were eight abstentions from the Cooperative (4) (STEC, Brazos, GSEC, LCRA), Independent Generator (Dynegy), and Municipal (3) (Garland, CPS, Denton) Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.  

	Summary of TAC Discussion
	On 3/31/16, there was no discussion.
On 4/28/16, participants discussed the need for further discussions of NOGRR149 between the affected parties.  Proponents of NOGRR149 were provided with a list of questions and the proponents agreed to address them and any other questions TAC members may have.  Participants agreed that TSPs that have interconnections with the affected MOUs should participate in the continued discussions of NOGRR149.
On 5/26/16, participants noted that the 5/17/16 SPPG comments requested additional time to address the list of questions submitted at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting.
On 7/28/16, proponents for NOGRR149 noted that discussion between SPPG members and TSPs continues, and that efforts to address the questions provided at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting remain on-going.
On 9/29/16, participants expressed concern that the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal remains tabled and that a resolution has not been identified.  Participants discussed the applicability of certain North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards to SPPG members and asked that the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE) provide an opinion regarding this issue.  An update was provided noting that SPPG continues to discuss this matter with TSPs and to address the questions posed at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting.
On 12/1/16, participants noted the 11/18/16 SPPG comments to NOGRR149.  Proponents of NOGRR149 stated that a meeting of SPPG members was conducted in October to address the potential for market solutions to the issues recognized in NOGRR149; that SPPG issued a request for proposals from all TOs listed on the ERCOT Load Shed Table, located in Nodal Operating Guide Section 4.5.3.4, Load Shed Obligation; that some TOs requested an extension of the deadline to respond to the SPPG request for proposals; that SPPG had granted this request; and that SPPG now requests that TAC table the appeal of NOGRR149 to allow SPPG additional time to receive and review the proposals provided by the responding TOs.
On 1/26/17, participants reviewed the 1/19/17 SPPG comments to NOGRR149 which provided responses to the questions posed at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting.  Proponents of NOGRR149 requested TAC table the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal until the 8/24/17 TAC meeting so that they may continue to work with respondents of the request for proposals.  Participants inquired into the progress of discussions with TSPs and whether the continued appeal of NOGRR149 is necessary given the progress of SPPG discussions with TSPs.  Proponents stated that the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal has had the salutary effect of encouraging TSPs to remain engaged in discussions with SPPG.  It was requested that SPPG provide monthly updates in the form of comments to NOGRR149 for the interim TAC meetings; and that SPPG provide an in-person update at the 5/25/17 TAC meeting.
On 8/24/17, TAC members received an in-person update by a representative of SPPG.  Participants inquired into why NOGRR149 is needed given that there has been progress in the negotiations and that a conclusion to this issue is pending.  Other participants reiterated that the pending 3/10/16 SPPG appeal is a motivating factor for participants in the negotiations to continue their efforts.  Other participants acknowledged the progress of negotiations, but expressed frustration with the lack of conclusion of this issue.  Participants stated that monthly updates should continue to be provided and that TAC should take definitive action regarding the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal at the February 2018 TAC meeting.
On 2/22/18, SPPG provided an update on the progress of each member’s efforts to designate a TO for their share of the ERCOT Load; and stated that while progress has been made, permanent solutions had not yet been identified.  Alternate market solutions to NOGRR149 were discussed including a financial solution as well as a partial exemption.  It was noted that such options would warrant new revision requests.  Concerns were raised that the ERCOT stakeholder process was not the appropriate forum for determining potential non-compliance with PUCT rules.   

	Board Decision
	On 4/10/18, the ERCOT Board rejected the 3/6/18 SPPG appeal.


	Sponsor

	Name
	Gerald A. Nunan, P.E. , J.D., Schneider Engineering LTD, Boerne, Texas

This NOGRR is submitted on behalf of the following registered ERCOT Market Participants/DSPs collectively representing the SPPG, an unaffiliated organization of MOU stakeholders with common interests in this application.  Individual MOU representatives are:

· Paul Catoe, City Manager, City of Coleman, Texas  

· Pee Wee Drake, City Manager, City of Hearne, Texas

· Ben White, City Manager, City of Farmersville, Texas

· Roy Gutierrez, Superintendent of Utilities, City of Robstown Texas

· Mike Brice, City Manager, City of Sanger, Texas  

· Steve Biedermann, City Manager, City of Seymour, Texas

· Jesica McEachern, City Manager, City of Bridgeport, Texas

	E-mail Address
	gnunan@se-texas.com

	Company
	Schneider Engineering, LTD

	Phone Number
	830-249-3887

	Cell Number
	210-383-2169

	Market Segment
	Municipal


	Market Rules Staff Contact

	Name
	Kelly Landry

	E-Mail Address
	klandry@ercot.com

	Phone Number
	512-248-4630


	Comments Received

	Comment Author
	Comment Summary

	ERCOT 120915
	Provided informational comments breaking down the potential exemptions created if the language changes provided in NOGRR149 were implemented.

	SPPG 121415
	Provided additional information regarding Load share allocation for DSPs, TOs, and TSPs if the language changes provided in NOGRR149 were implemented.

	Schneider Engineering, LTD Appeal 020116
	Appealed to ROS the 1/26/16 OWG decision to recommend rejection of NOGRR149.

	SPPG Appeal 031016
	Appealed to TAC the 3/3/16 ROS decision to reject NOGRR149.

	SPPG 032216
	Requested TAC table consideration of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal for one month.

	SPPG 042516
	Advocated for the approval of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal; provided supplemental information regarding transmission constraint management; and conveyed acquiescence to a possible alternative approach to a resolution of NOGRR149. 

	ROS 042616
	Reviewed the procedural history of NOGRR149 and described the basis for its rejection by ROS.

	SPPG 051716
	Requested TAC table consideration of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal for two months to allow SPPG additional time to address the list of questions submitted at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting. 

	SPPG 071916
	Requested TAC again table consideration of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal to allow SPPG additional time to address the list of questions submitted at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting.

	SPPG 091916
	Requested TAC continue to table consideration of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal to allow SPPG additional time to address the questions submitted at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting.

	SPPG 111816
	Requested TAC continue to table consideration of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal to allow SPPG additional time to review proposals from TOs. 

	SPPG 011917
	Provided a report to TAC with responses to the questions proposed at the 4/28/16 TAC meeting, and requested TAC table consideration of the 3/10/16 SPPG appeal until the 8/24/17 TAC meeting to allow SPPG additional time to work with respondents of the request for proposals on formal solution(s). 

	SPPG 022017
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.

	SPPG 032117
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.

	SPPG 042417
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview, the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member, and a statement of conclusion. 

	SPPG 062617
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member.

	SPPG 072417
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member.

	SPPG 082117
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview, the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member, and a request that TAC table the appeal of NOGRR149 until the February 2018 TAC meeting. 

	SPPG 092517
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member. 

	SPPG 102317
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member. 

	SPPG 112717
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member. 

	SPPG 121817
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member. 

	SPPG 012218
	Provided a status report on SPPG’s efforts in pursuing a potential market solution for designated TO service for the SPPG members based on the conceptual proposals that SPPG has received.  These comments included a general overview and the status of negotiations for each specific SPPG member. 

	ERCOT 040318
	Provided clarifying comments to assist the Board in their consideration of the NOGRR149 appeal. 


	Market Rules Notes


None
	Proposed Guide Language Revision


1.4 Definitions

Transmission Operator (TO)
Entity responsible for the safe and reliable operation of its own portion or designated portion of the ERCOT Transmission System.
Every Transmission Service Provider (TSP) in the ERCOT Region shall either register as a TO, or designate a TO as its representative and with the authority to act on its behalf.
Every Distribution Service Provider (DSP) in the ERCOT Region with an annual peak Load exceeding 25 MW shall either register as a TO, or designate a TO as its representative and with the authority to act on its behalf.    

Every DSP in the ERCOT Region with an annual peak Load of 25 MW and below which is required by North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) to be registered as a distribution provider, or any other applicable NERC registration, shall either register as a TO, or designate a TO as its representative and with the authority to act on its behalf.
PRR_Template.doc
Page 2 of 5
PRR_Template.doc
Page 2 of 5
149NOGRR-42 Board Report 041018
Page 1 of 9
PUBLIC

_1584948540.unknown

_1584948541.unknown

_1584948538.unknown

_1584948539.unknown

_1584948537.unknown

_1584948536.unknown

