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	Comments



The filed PRR 370 includes a request for “Urgent” status.  Given the urgent status of this PRR, we have attempted to express our concerns to this PRR in a timely manner.  Any protocol designated as urgent follows a much abbreviated comment period, in this case 8 rather than 45 days, prior to consideration at TAC.  A Reliability Must Run Agreement is a critical tool available to ERCOT for ensuring system reliability and consideration of units for Reliability Must Run is an extremely important issue. In order to ensure that the proper resources are available to ERCOT to serve the reliability needs of the system, it is important to provide ERCOT with sufficient flexibility. 

The proposed revisions to the Protocol compromise ERCOT's ability to use tools currently available to ensure system reliability.  Requiring an owner of a potential RMR Unit to essentially negotiate an RMR with other Market Participants raises serious antitrust and anticompetitive issues and should be carefully considered.  An owner of an RMR Unit would essentially be exposed to its competitors (other Market Participants) participating fully in the process of effectively agreeing on price for RMR services.  ERCOT should be able to negotiate an RMR Agreement with the owners of units that ERCOT needs to run for reliability purposes (i.e., to solve local congestion) regardless of the age or profitability of the unit if that unit is the least costly or the only solution to the reliability concern.  Sometimes, the location of the unit is the most important consideration in addressing a reliability issue.  Limiting options for ERCOT under these circumstances, or putting generators in a position where they have to negotiate directly with their competitors is problematic.  


With regard to the specific provisions of the PRR, Frontera questions the proposed revisions as follows:

Section 1.3.1.2:  The removal of protection from confidential information for underlying reports, studies and data used in ERCOT’s assessment of an RMR unit for qualification as an RMR unit is problematic in that such transparency of data will inhibit ERCOT’s ability to effectively structure RMR agreements because a generator will not be willing to share with ERCOT sensitive data relating to its facility which, under these revisions, would be required to be disclosed to that generator's competitors.  If this were a Commission docket, such information would be available to competitors pursuant only to a Protective Order and only outside consultants and counsel would have access to it as it is Highly Sensitive, Confidential information.  Furthermore, the inevitable outcome of the proposed revisions is a protracted review and approval process that increases costs system-wide.  The PRR language should be removed or modified.

Section 6.5.9(1):  The approach outlined in this section undermines the fundamental tenants of an agreement.  To make the contract binding on the part of the generator but conditionally binding on ERCOT (i.e. subject to Board approval) is untenable.  The benefit of the RMR agreement is that it reduces the risk of the unit owner not knowing whether the unit will be called on on a daily basis and provides certainty to the market.  If ERCOT enters into an RMR agreement that is not ultimately approved by the Board, then ERCOT should be precluded from using the unit as a command and control unit under OOM deployment.  If the unit is not eligible for an RMR agreement, then the unit must not be a reliability unit.  It would be inequitable to withhold approval of an RMR agreement and yet allow ERCOT to take control of the unit on a daily basis through OOM deployment.  The PRR language should be removed or modified.

Section 6.5.9(5):  This provision is likely to constrain ERCOT's ability to respond to reliability needs.  Furthermore, the clarity of "established criteria" is questionable.  Requiring ERCOT to meet specific criteria in its decision that a unit is needed for RMR could create situations where ERCOT needs a unit, but the requirement is not specifically included in established criteria, and ERCOT is unable to take advantage of one of the few tools it has available to it to maintain reliability on the system.  The PRR language should be removed or modified.

Section 6.5.9.1(1):  RMRs would seem to have been intended to address uncertainty in reliability which may or may not be related to a unit's economics.  ERCOT should have as broad a range of options as possible to address reliability rather than restrictive, inflexible criteria that are of questionable relevance.  What is or is not economic should be a commercial determination made only by the unit owner who understands all of the costs and operational issues associated with the unit.  To require an owner of a unit to represent that it's unit is uneconomic and will be taken out of service provides no value to ERCOT or the market place.  The PRR language should be removed or modified.  If ERCOT needs a unit for reliability purposes, whether that unit is profitable or not is not relevant.

Section 6.5.9.1(3):  As stated in Section 1.3.1.2, above, this information should not be made public to the market through posting on MIS or otherwise, and the inserted PRR language should be removed or modified.

Section 6.5.9.1(4):  Language regarding posting and the remaining PRR language should be removed.  Market Participants should not participate in the negotiation of RMR agreements or interfere with ERCOT’s determination of whether a unit is needed for reliability reasons.  

Section 6.5.9.1(5):  Once ERCOT has approved an RMR, the agreement should be made effective.  If ERCOT does not allow an RMR, then a unit must be deemed not to be required for reliability reasons and should not be subject to repeatedly being OOMed.  ERCOT should not be required to OOM units which are more properly RMR units to support grid reliability to the detriment of unit owners.  The language of this provision should be modified or removed to resolve these issues.  The points raised above with respect to Section 1.3.1.2 are equally applicable to this provision.

For the above-stated reasons, we respectfully object to the PRR as drafted.

File:  PRR370Co
page 1/3

