PRR Comments


	PRR Number
	776
	PRR Title
	Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment

	
	

	Date
	October 31, 2008

	
	

	Submitter’s Information

	Name
	Randy Jones

	E-mail Address
	rajones@calpine.com 

	Company
	Calpine

	Phone Number
	713.830.8846

	Cell Number
	832.385.3322

	Market Segment
	Independent Generator


	Comments


	Overall Market Benefit
	

	Overall Market Impact
	

	Consumer Impact
	


Calpine believes that the only issue in debate, as indicated in the original PRR776 submission, should be how to achieve the benefits of Real Time BES price signals versus the cost to provide those signals over the expected timeline to Nodal.  It would seem that the threshold question for ERCOT Staff and the stakeholders to answer is whether or not the software changes can be made at a cost justified by the benefits that loads and Resources might gain between now and Nodal.  Calpine asked that question at the October 23rd PRS meeting and still believes that this is the first question that stakeholders need an answer to. 
There is a clear distinction to be made between providing transparent Real Time price signals that parties can legitimately respond to with the certainty that their settlements will reflect them, and price controls.  Price certainty can absolutely be achieved by setting arbitrary price levels for certain circumstances but an energy-only construct demands that contemporary market forces determine pricing in order to incent the correct participant behaviors not only in Real Time but also in the bilateral forward markets for energy and ancillary services.  Price setting proposals like the Independent Market Monitor’s two proposals (10/16/08 and 10/30/08 Potomac Economics Comments) establish for loads price capping safe harbors from risk that only they should shoulder when they decide to forego bilateral shaped products or full requirements contracting. We need also remember that many of the load parties arguing today to achieve price signals by establishing capped prices offered just as strong arguments many years ago for relaxed Balanced Scheduling to allow them to take on additional price risk in BES.
If there was only one proposal in front of us it would be easier to be convinced that we have “broken the code” and know the best answer for satisfying TIEC’s need for meaningful prices when Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) is deployed.  But we don’t have just one solution.  We have two competing proposals from the IMM alone; arguably the group that sees more of the market’s dynamics than any other party and has a deeper understanding of the current design.  If this matter is not a “solved problem” for the IMM how can stakeholders be reassured?  Calpine is disappointed that stakeholders have allowed themselves to be caught up in a “bull-rush” (see 10/30/08 BP Energy Comments) over such an important market design decision when the 360 degree impacts of it on the market have not been discussed to any extent.
Calpine supports the 10/30/08 BP Energy Comments and 10/31/08 PSEG Texas Comments and agree with both that this matter deserves to be more fully vetted and that should begin at WMS.
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