Calpine Input to CMWG on ERCOT Staff’s Proposal on Outage Management
1.  The Nodacols require QSEs to provide ERCOT with a clear view of unit status for a variety of purposes on a 7-day basis (3.9.1).  This requirement, along with the requirement that resource outages submitted within 8 days of the scheduled start time can be rejected by ERCOT (outages submitted 8 or more days before the scheduled start time must be ACCEPTED by ERCOT) forms a very solid basis for ensuring short term reliability for the system (3.1.6.6).  System reliability is ERCOT’s primary role as the Reliability Coordinator and Control Area Operator for the Interconnect.  Stakeholders, with a specific purpose and goal in mind, wrote the Zonal Protocols prohibiting the ISO’s Operator from engaging in price/cost management (6.3.1(10) as an example).  
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3.9.1     Current Operating Plan (COP) Criteria

(1)
Each QSE that represents a Resource must submit a COP to ERCOT that reflects expected operating conditions for each Resource for each hour in the next seven Operating Days.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3.1.6.6
Timelines for Response by ERCOT for Resource Outages

ERCOT shall approve, accept or reject each request in accordance with the following table:

	Amount of time between a Request for acceptance of a Planned Outage and the scheduled start of the proposed Outage:
	ERCOT shall approve, accept or reject no later than: 

	Between one and two days
	ERCOT shall approve or reject within eight Business Hours of receipt by ERCOT

	Between three and eight days
	ERCOT shall approve or reject within 1800 hours, two days prior to the start of the proposed Outage

	Greater than eight days
	ERCOT must accept, but ERCOT may discuss reliability and scheduling impacts to minimize hazard/cost to ERCOT System in an attempt to accomplish minimum overall impact.


----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6.3
Responsibilities of ERCOT and Qualified Scheduling Entities

6.3.1
ERCOT Responsibilities

(10)
ERCOT will not profit financially from the market.  ERCOT will follow the Protocols with respect to the procurement of Ancillary Services and will not otherwise take actions regarding Ancillary Services with the intent to influence set or control market prices.
2.  PRR 425, which was the produce of extensive stakeholder work and compromise over a long period of time, was approved by the BOD and serves as the basis of how transmission and resource outages are handled today.  It works well and has allowed ERCOT to maintain a secure system.  Additionally, it contains language that empowers the ISO to cancel resource outages if the ERCOT system cannot reasonably be seen to be N-1 secure in the near term.  The thought that system reliability can be reasonably secured beyond the 8-day window is not credible.  That’s like saying that weather forecasts nine days out should be binding upon the ERCOT load forecast.  The real issue of accepting versus approving/denying resource outages more than 8 days out really is one of predictability and an unfounded belief that economic outcomes in the future can be guaranteed for the purposes of sale and liquidation of CRRs.  
3.  The addition of evaluating outages including switches, breakers, and other devices not currently evaluated by ERCOT in Zonal will increase the Outage Scheduling staff’s workload from 30K outages annually to about 100K outages annually.  This alone will impact the ISO staffing and expense significantly.  Economic modeling and evaluation of all outage scenarios affecting resources would seem to cause an exponential increase in the number of FTEs and expense for the ISO.  Has an impact study been prepared to justify introducing economic evaluation of all proposed outages?  ERCOT staff’s proposal must have an impact analysis done before we consider a departure from the current outage coordination process already in the Nodacols so that stakeholders can get a sense of the incremental cost in ERCOT FTEs for this move.
4.  The issue of economic evaluation of outages came up in the recent Wind Workshop.  The discussion there was much more focused than the scope of the ERCOT staff proposal. The staff proposal seems very much out of scope based on what was passed from the Workshop to CMWG.  The stakeholders at the Wind Workshop focused on the targeted coordination of West Zone transmission outages and the thought presented there was that it might make sense to look into having the TSPs in the West do their line outages in the summer rather than the spring since the wind production potential is much higher in the spring.  This switch in timing would allow both the lines to be maintained properly on an annual basis and would allow the wind resources to operate in the most optimal period for their production potential.  A targeted evaluation like this makes more sense and would likely cost much less in impact to ERCOT staffing than the staff’s proposal for a broad-brush approach to changing the coordination and economic evaluation of all outages.
5.  The proposal from ERCOT staff fails to address two important items relevant to generation resources.  First, won’t delaying unit maintenance outages for economic reasons today lead to higher short term costs to the market and lack of certainty/predictability for CRR owners because of more forced outages of generation, particularly when required maintenance has been deferred into the peak season by “economic analysis”?  And secondly, when a resource has submitted an outage for some period in the future and secures contract labor, but later has his outage deferred or cancelled, who will pay the costs of the resource owner in connection with the cancellation of the labor contract?  And maybe even more critical, who will pay the resource owners’ opportunity costs if his deferred outage puts him in jeopardy of violating an LTSA and limits the amount of hours he can run the unit during peak season?  Opportunity cost considerations complicate this proposal significantly and must be considered for all resources, not just for the wind resources.  Economic outcomes are a moving target in any market.  They are even more unpredictable in a seasonal market like ERCOT’s electric market, where resources must be available during the entire summer peak in order to ensure reliability to the grid and revenue sufficiency to pay for their investments in equipment.  Imposing more restrictions than are already in PRR 425 on the deregulated segment of the market makes little sense and could seriously threaten generation adequacy during peak season.  Resource owners make the decisions on where and when to build units – they bear that risk in a market without capacity payments.  They should also be allowed to maintain their investments when they see fit constrained only by short term system reliability and not forecasted economics.
