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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.

	

	Assumptions
	1
	Example: Key assumptions used in estimating market cost and/or benefit

	
	2
	Ex: Dependencies on other projects or other timing requirements

	
	3
	

	
	4
	

	

	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	Market Cost
	1
	Example: Cost per MP to implement
	Example: $10,000 each for 50 QSEs

	
	2
	Ex: Add’l staff required per MP
	Ex: 1.5 FTE each for 6 TDSPs @ $65/hour

	
	3
	
	

	
	4
	
	

	

	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	Market Benefit
	1
	Example: Reduced MP costs
	Example: 2 FTE reduction for 25 CRs @ $65/hour

	
	2
	Ex: Enhanced MP efficiency
	Ex: 2 hour savings per day for 50 generators @$65

	
	3
	Ex: Reduced congestion cost
	Ex: 0.5% reduction in total congestion cost

	
	4
	
	

	

	Additional Qualitative Information


	1
	What to include here: Benefits that are difficult to quantify

	
	2
	What to include here: Benefits that are not certain but relatively likely

	
	3
	What to include here: Customer service impacts, cash flow impacts, transaction speed, etc.

	
	4
	

	

	Other
	1
	What to include here: Thoughts on ERCOT systems impacts

	Comments
	2
	What to include here: Potential manual workarounds or delivery options

	
	3
	What to include here: Other comments of value to PRS, TAC and the Board of Directors

	
	4
	

	


	Comments


Prior to consideration of this PRR, I would encourage ERCOT to provide additional information and recommendation for what appears to be an oversight.

I do not recall in the filed Nodal Protocols where it requires that TDSP’s telemeter gross megawatt and megavar values to ERCOT. I do recall a paper submitted by ROS in response to the TNT Fidelity Requirements White Paper, but I am not sure that this requirement is in this document. Perhaps ERCOT could send out the requirements document prior to the PRS meeting for review. The indication of the Nodal Protocols section 6.5.5.2 only mentions “net” as a requirement, and does not have gross requirements. I assume ERCOT means to change that section of the Nodal Protocols, but would need to provide additional data as to where the gross value requirements exist for the Nodal Market.

The oversight seems to be the requirement for just the TDSP to furnish the telemetry of these gross values to ERCOT. These values would need to come from the PGCs. Operational requirements from the past only required net values. While the generating units will have the gross values most likely, time would need to be allocated to provide a way to get the values to an RTU, and then to the TDSP. This could impact budgets and available staff to implement this requirement; therefore, making the 3 month implementation requirement impractical. 

It would also be helpful if ERCOT would provide more information to the relationship to item 2 for the reasoning for implementing this request. It states:

“(2) This PRR provides for compliance with NERC Standard VAR-001-0: R9, which states – Each Generator Operator shall provide information to its Transmission Operator on the status of all generation reactive power resources, including the status of voltage regulators and power system stabilizers.” 

Telemetry requirements for gross megawatt and megavars would be values and not a status. I do not see the relationship between the NERC Standard and this PRR request. 

	Revised Proposed Protocol Language
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