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Concept Paper Questions – Congestion Management

Concept Paper Questions – Congestion Management (continued)


Purpose & Background

This document outlines questions that the ERCOT Protocol Team has compiled after reviewing the following Concept Papers created and maintained by the Congestion Management Concept Group:
· CRR

· Definition of Load Zones

As the CRR paper gets finalized and as our analysis continues, there might be additional questions that will be added to this list for our future meeting yet to be determined.
The questions are organized in the following manner:

· Page number and section from the Concept Paper is referenced

· The statement from the Concept Paper that generated the question is quoted

· The question follows the quoted statement from the Concept Paper in italicized letters.

CRR Paper (approved 03/03/2004)
1. Page 6 (Section 3.3): “In the annual auction, scale the August peak capability down to the percentage referenced in Section 2.2 and use 100% of all other months’ network capability accounting for the expected topology in all months”
To confirm the intent of this statement, it is saying to apply the percentages from Section 2.2 to the August peak capability and then use the actual topology from each month for modeling purposes?

Meeting Minutes: The statement above means that you will use the August peak planning case times 40% to determine the MW for the annual auction.  For the monthly auction you will use the monthly planning case time 35% to determine the MW for the monthly auction.  The discussion included the clarification that PCRRs would be backed out of the planning cases mentioned above.  An additional question was asked regarding which planning model is being referred to in the paper.  There was a general consensus that the planning model as it is described in the CRR Paper would be a new planning model as opposed to one that is used today by ERCOT.

In Summary: We will follow the approach outlined in the meeting minutes.  


2. Page 7 (Section 3.5): “Distribution factors will be used to apportion these injection and withdrawal preferences to or from hubs or load zones to buses assigned to the associated hub or load zone.”
Just to confirm, the distribution factors referenced here are from the peak case?

Meeting Minutes: It was clarified that the distribution factors are inputs into the planning cases.  Therefore, you would use the same factors as the planning case.

In Summary: Use the distribution factors from the appropriate planning case.

3. Page 10 (Section 4.2): 
”40% of capacity option…..In the event of a force majeure closure of a resource eligible for PCRRs, to the extent feasible, the NOIE may reallocate its PCRRs across its PCRR-eligible facilities prior to the next CRR auction…..Any price difference in the reconfigured rights will be paid by (or paid to) the NOIE.
Is the price difference paid in such an event based upon the Annual clearing price or the Monthly clearing price?  

Meeting Minutes: The statement was made that in this case you would pay the price difference between the two products from the most recent auction.  

In Summary: We will assume that the price difference is within the same auction.  Furthermore, the reference to products is a reference to the “PCRR Pricing” (page 11, Item (6) in the CRR Paper).  

4. Page 12 (Section 5.1): 
”Management of the Surplus Balancing Account”
Regarding Option 1 and 2, is the following observations correct:
a. Option 1 – you get one final shot at the end of the year to be made whole for all months that were not made whole.  This option does not seem to take the excess from any given month to be applied to prior shortages.  Only the last month of the year.
b. Option 2 – If you are not made whole at the end of each month, you do not get a chance to be made whole for that month later.

Meeting Minutes: It was stated that the CRR Paper is being updated to clarify this language.  The intent was to have a CRR holders short pay amounts carry forward and accumulate each month.  If and when there is a month with a surplus, it will attempt to pay off, on a pro-rata basis, all of the short pay accounts per CRR holder.  It should also be noted that this last statement is still under discussion and that no final decision has been made at this point.

In Summary: We will refer to the latest version of the CRR Paper to confirm what was captured in the minutes above.  

5. Page 12 (Section 6.1): 
SPy
How does the Shadow Price formula need to change?  To confirm our understanding, the Shadow Price today uses monthly average shift factors.  Under Texas Nodal, the Shadow Price will only use the shift factors (on an hourly or 15-minute basis) of the positive flows (not including the negative flows).

Meeting Minutes: It was states that the Shadow Price is an output from the SCED and that there is no modification required to calculating the Shadow Price to reflect only the positive flow elements for CRR PTP Options.  The positive flow elements are “applied” in the Target Allocations formula which is currently being clarified in the CRR Paper.  Also, it was mentioned that defining the Shadow Price clearly is important and that the definition of a Shadow Price as part of the existing Protocols is a correct definition.  

In Summary: We will refer to the latest version of the CRR Paper to confirm what was captured in the minutes above.  

6. General Questions: 

Since the Shadow Price for Options will only be determined for positive power flows from a PTP, will the congestion settlement process collect enough revenue to cover the Target Allocation? Should we assume shortfalls are uplifted on pro rata basis?

Meeting Minutes: It was stated that as long as the topology doesn’t change from your auction, you will always collect enough congestion rents. A topology change would be accounted for in the deration methodology.

In Summary: No action required.  



Is it possible for a load node to exist in both a Hub and Zone?  We are assuming it is possible to have a particular load node in both.

In Summary: The consensus was that a load node can be in both.
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