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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
	None
	N/A
	Might reduce credit exposure of ERCOT and QSEs

	MARKET SEGMENT
	
	
	

	Consumer
	See LSE
	N/A
	See LSE

	LSE:
General, Including NOIE
	Reduction in uplift of local congestion costs
	N/A
	Lowers costs to LSEs

	LSE:
CR & REP
	Reduction in uplift of local congestion costs
	N/A
	Lowers costs to LSEs

	QSE
	QSE business impacts consists of combination of Resource and LSE impacts represented by the QSE
	N/A
	Will result in severe, negative impacts to QSEs that are predominantly generation resource entities.  The resulting inequities should be obvious and no benefits are apparent.

	Resource
	Reduction in OOM-E Down revenues
	N/A
	None whatsoever in the current market design.

	TDSP
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


	Comments


Calpine does not support this PRR.  Although well intentioned, PRR 505 only seeks to transition one side of one issue from the existing market to a nodal market.  Market rules and design in ERCOT is a product of collaboration and compromise by stakeholders representing load, stakeholders representing resources, and other market participants.  Any “transition” method, even those about to be proposed by resources, must represent a balanced approach.  This PRR is not a balanced measure; it seeks to give the loads a benefit of the nodal market while disadvantaging resources in the existing market design.  In searching out market rules that can be changed to facilitate transition we should be looking for rule changes that do not upset the balance of interests in the market by favoring only one segment – we should be looking for “transition PRRs” that move the entire market toward Nodal without disenfranchising any particular segment.

PRR 505 is aimed at beginning to reduce OOM-E payments to Resources but the balancing of interests of loads and generation is not a part of it.  Our current market design has OOM-E as a feature for a variety of reasons.  Many of those reasons revolve around the transmission planning and generator interconnection processes in ERCOT and the lack of ability of the planning process to send clear siting signals to generators - one of the fundamental reasons cited by the PUCT for moving to a nodal market.

Adequate reserve margins in any market design are the sole responsibility of loads.  ERCOT’s loads have benefited from a very safe reserve margin that is also a product of above-mentioned planning process.  PRR 505 only seeks to remove the relief that generators receive when they are not allowed to operate at planned levels, how is that balanced with a transitional measure similarly affecting loads?  Will they be required to transition into a capacity market, a concept that may become the logical result of continuing to take relief from Resources without a balanced approach that also impacts loads in the current market design?

A “transition” measure assumes an end state for the market redesign.  The cost-benefit study being conducted may lead ERCOT down a very different path than the one that this PRR anticipates.  A legitimate transition measure must not only be balanced, but it must also provide for restoring the current market’s rule in the event transition is not achieved.  Where is the language that resets the OOM-E Down language to where it is today in the event we never reach a nodal market design?

This PRR may gain the votes it needs for passage at PRS but that will be a result of the current voting strength of loads versus resources; it will not be because it represents a balanced and equitable approach toward transition.
	Revised Proposed Protocol Language


Any language for this PRR that might have resulted from the passage of PRR485, as noted below, would be struck in these comments.
“Because the language changes desired for this PRR are in the same subsections of Section 6 & 7 as changes currently proposed in PRR485, a request currently in-flight, specific Protocol Section edits are not provided at this time (see Protocols Section 21.4.1(5), providing that suggested language for requested revisions is optional).”
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