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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
	

	

	
	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
	
	

	

	
	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

	


	Comments


I don’t believe the previous ERCOT comments fully contemplate the purpose behind this revision.  The intent of the PRR is to allow ERCOT to fulfill its legal responsibility to correctly account for energy produced in the system.  The current process used by ERCOT allows QSEs to be given OOM instructions over several intervals.  When conditions warrant the release of these OOM instructions, the system does not ramp the unit back out, but rather issues category 1 (balancing) instructions to the QSE.  However, rather than being paid at the balancing rate in the QSE’s bid curve, the QSE is paid at the zonal MCPE.  Thus, ERCOT is not appropriately accounting for the energy produced (in the case of OOME Up) or consumed (in the case of OOME Down) on the system.  

To correct for this error, ERCOT can either pay the QSE at the appropriate point on their balancing bid curve in relation to the category 1 instructions being provided, or can provide VDI’s to the QSE while they ramp out of the instruction that provide for a continuation of OOM settlement until the QSE has returned to schedule.  The first option appeared more difficult to implement and easier for a QSE to game.  The second option is simply an expansion of the existing VDI process.  Therefore, no new systems are required for its implementation.  The extent to which any additional FTEs are needed to fulfill the process only demonstrates how necessary this change is for appropriate energy accounting.

ERCOT’s comments expressed a concern regarding the monitoring of the ramp level the QSE is reporting.  However, this is not required on real time basis as ERCOT’s comments would imply.  Every QSE is bound by their affidavits to provide ERCOT with factual data.  If questioned, ERCOT Compliance can spot check ramps being provided against the ramp rates in the QSE’s Resource Plan.  If there are concerns that this is insufficient monitoring, it should be noted that the Resource Plan itself is the product of a QSE abiding by their affidavits to provide factual data.

A third alternative that would allow QSEs to dispute any such deployments could also be considered, but language should be placed in the Protocols that acknowledge the potential of ERCOT systems improperly deploying and settling units receiving OOM instructions.  Such language could look like:

“(13)
Should the removal of an OOME Instruction require a QSE to exceed its ramp rate in order to resume its schedule, the QSE may dispute the settlement with a showing of unit’s actual ramp.  Such disputes should base settlement on appropriate OOME payments being provided the QSE at the unit’s maximum ramp rate until that rate allows the QSE to resume its schedule.  Upon verification of the data provided, ERCOT shall grant such disputes.”

With the summer loading season rapidly approaching Constellation seeks quick approval and implementation of this PRR.
	Revised Proposed Protocol Language


None
653PRR-03 Constellation Comments 051606.doc
Page 1 of 3

