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	Comments


Edison Mission Marketing and Trading (“EMMT”) respectfully submits these comments for consideration by entities involved in the development and decision making around Planning Guide Revision Request 011 (“PGRR011”).  
PGRR011 appears to go beyond the ERCOT Board of Directors’ (“Board”) request to evaluate gaps between planning and operations that may have contributed to the events that occurred in the Valley in February of 2011.  Characterizing PGRR011 as a response to the Board’s request, obfuscates the ultimate effect of the proposed changes---which is to move a significant amount of transmission upgrades that might currently be classified as economic upgrades (and thus subject to economic benefit thresholds) to be characterized as reliability upgrades.  

In short, PGRR011 proposes to modify the transmission planning criteria that define reliability upgrades to an extent that it might pre-empt discussions of economic transmission upgrades.  We encourage stakeholders to take a more measured approach to such proposed changes.  We support additional monitoring and reporting of the SCED irresolvable constraints to provide additional data to determine whether such sweeping changes to the definition of a reliability transmission upgrade is warranted. As discussions about the SCED irresolvable constraints move forward, we anticipate that they will include a reflection on whether “SCED irresolvable” is an economic or a reliability issue or both—where it is an economic issue, would encourage a cost benefit test for resultant proposed transmission changes as characterized in PGRR11.  The changes to PGRR011 could be viewed as a new list of potential economic upgrades that could be subject to an economic threshold test—for example, we would support a 1.25 economic threshold test such as in place in MISO and PJM.  We encourage stakeholders to spend more time evaluating the relationship between the energy only market and the characterization/definition of reliability vs. economic upgrades and what tests are appropriate for the latter.
	Revised Proposed Guide Language


None at this time.
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