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	ERCOT/Market Segment Impacts and Benefits


Instructions:  To allow for comprehensive PRR consideration, please fill out each block below completely, even if your response is “none,” “not known,” or “not applicable.”  Wherever possible, please include reasons, explanations, and cost/benefit analyses pertaining to the PRR.

	
	Impact
	Benefit

	
	Business
	Computer Systems
	

	ERCOT
	Not known
	Requires additional software development to monitor and analyze compliance
	Possible minor improvement in ERCOT system response at a  higher cost to market

	MARKET SEGMENT
	
	
	

	Consumer
	Increased cost
	Not applicable
	Possibility of slight improvement in response to a system frequency disturbance

	LSE:
General, Including NOIE
	Increased cost
	
	Possibility of slight improvement in response to a system frequency disturbance

	LSE:
CR & REP
	Increased cost
	
	Possibility of slight improvement in response to a system frequency disturbance

	QSE
	Increased cost
	Requires additional software development to monitor and analyze compliance
	Unknown

	Resource
	Adds uncompensated requirement on resources
	Requires additional software development to monitor and analyze compliance
	None

	TDSP
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown


	Comments


TXU Energy does not object to the basic concept contained in PRR 468 of measuring performance measuring for QSE portfolio generator governor response.  The question is: how to measure that response.  And TXU Energy believes that a resource’s actual generation be used as the basis for measuring generator governor response performance rather than a resource’s scheduled generation as contemplated by PRR 468.

TXU Energy also believes that PRR 468 bypasses existing Protocol language related to Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) to essentially create a new responsive reserve service (not currently contemplated in the ERCOT Protocols or Operating Guides) to be provided by generators supplying generator governor response services without appropriate compensation.  TXU Energy believes that the use of generator governor response should be more clearly defined using the existing RRS as noted in the comments submitted by Calpine.  A new market service is neither necessary nor efficient.

Furthermore, TXU Energy believes that a QSE should be able to schedule its resources in the most efficient manner possible without the unnecessary and inefficient requirement to provide some level of responsive reserves (i.e., generator governor response) on each of its operating resources as contemplated by PRR 468.

Consider the following example:

QSE A has two 100 MW generating units, each with different production costs.  The QSE load to be served is 160 MW.

Without any requirement to maintain responsive reserve on each unit (as currently provided in the ERCOT Protocols), the QSE would dispatch its resources as shown below to minimize production cost:


Unit 1

100 MW 


Unit 2

  60 MW 

Total 

160 MW

Unit 2 would be capable of providing up to 20 MW (and not up to 40 MW because of the current limitation in the ERCOT Protocols that only 20% of a unit’s capacity can be counted as responsive reserve).

On the other hand, if QSE A is required to maintain 20% Responsive Reserve on each resource, then it would be required to alter its dispatch to maintain some reserve on each unit:

Unit 1

  80 MW


Unit 2

  80 MW
Total 

160 MW

Thus, if a QSE is required to maintain 20% responsive reserve on each resource, then the QSE’s dispatch is likely to be less efficient.  In this case, there would be additional responsive capacity available (20 MW on Unit 1 + 20 MW on Unit 2), but the cost to the market would be higher and a less efficient unit dispatch would result.

RRS provided by QSEs in the ERCOT market is intended to ensure the availability of adequate responsive reserve capability (at least 2,300 MW) to arrest frequency decay during disturbances as well as a mechanism for deploying emergency energy when needed.  Generating units that are providing RRS are appropriately compensated for providing that service and should always respond to a need when an emergency event occurs.

However, because all generators are required by the ERCOT Operating Guides (as noted in Oncor’s comments) to have turbine speed governors in-service on all operating generating units, there is likely to be some additional governor response available on generating units that are not providing RRS when a system frequency disturbance event occurs.  These generating units, who are not being compensated for RRS, should also provide generator governor response during a frequency disturbance event to the extent that they have capacity available and if such response would not damage their equipment.  For the generator, provision of this additional governor response is just a cost of doing business in the ERCOT market and should not be subject to compensation.  TXU Energy believes that the amount of generator governor responsive that was actually available (not scheduled as proposed in PRR 468) at the time of the frequency disturbance event should be the reference point for performance measurement.

Finally, TXU Energy believes that rather than specifically enumerate a value as a standard of required performance (combined) by all generators interconnected in ERCOT (i.e., the 420 MW/0.1 Hz in PRR 468), that value is better determined by the ERCOT Reliability and Operating Subcommittee (ROS) on an on-going basis based on current system conditions.  The current 420 MW/0.1 Hz standard was developed several years ago when interruptible load was allowed to provide up to a maximum of 25% of ERCOT’s responsive reserves.  Recent changes in the ERCOT Protocols have increased that percentage to a maximum of 35% (current Protocol language) and possibly higher (up to 50%) in the near future.  Such an increase in the level of interruptible load available for use as responsive reserve would seem to indicate that the 420 MW/0.1 Hz standard reflected in PRR 468 might be too high and should be reconsidered before being established at the new standard for required performance.  Use of this higher standard would result in both inefficient operation and higher costs to the market than are necessary to maintain adequate responsive generating reserves.

For the above reasons, TXU Energy does not support this PRR and recommends that it be withdrawn or remanded back to ROS with the intention to resubmit a revised PRR to address the issues discussed above.  The ROS should determine the appropriate standard of required performance (combined) for governor response of all generators interconnected in ERCOT and determine a methodology to measure the amount of generator governor response that is actually available at the beginning of a system disturbance.
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