PRS Report


	NPRR Number
	321
	NPRR Title
	Allow Change to Energy Offer Curve MW Amounts in the Adjustment Period (formerly “Allow Change to Energy Offer Curve MW Amounts in the Adjustment Period for Qualifying Facilities”)

	Timeline
	Normal
	Action
	Recommended Approval

	Date of Decision
	July 21, 2011

	Proposed Effective Date
	Upon system implementation.

	Priority and Rank Assigned
	Priority – High; Rank – 13.2

	Nodal Protocol Sections Requiring Revision
	4.4.9.3, Energy Offer Curve
5.5.2, Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process

	Revision Description
	This Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) would provide the ability for Resources to change the amounts of power in their Energy Offer Curves in the Adjustment Period.

	Reason for Revision
	Market experience thus far has shown that for Resources that do not desire to be price takers on Output Schedules, the Energy Offer Curve submitted and struck in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) may become unrealistic in Real-Time.

This NPRR would allow a Resource with an Energy Offer Curve to change the MW amounts for all the price-quantity pairs to adjust for changes in physical facility capabilities and market conditions which occur in Real-Time.  This allows more efficient pricing to the market due to the Resource owner’s ability to more closely optimize the pricing of energy based on actual conditions affecting the Resource, such as ambient temperature and quantities of Ancillary Service products that were awarded to the Resource in the DAM.

	Overall Market Benefit
	More efficient Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) optimization and less MW error to be picked up by Regulation Service in the Load Frequency Control (LFC) function, by using more accurate and attainable MW amounts from Resources.

This change will also help to eliminate unnecessary Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) error and Base Point Deviation MW amounts that may accrue.

	Overall Market Impact
	Unknown.

	Consumer Impact
	Lower cost of Regulation Service costs by eliminating Dispatch MW error in SCED.

	Credit Impacts
	ERCOT Credit Staff and the Credit Work Group (Credit WG) have reviewed NPRR321 and do not believe that it requires changes to credit monitoring activity or the calculation of liability.

	Procedural History
	· On 2/10/11, NPRR321 was posted.
· On 3/24/11, PRS considered NPRR321.

· On 4/11/11, WMS comments were posted.

· On 4/21/11, PRS again considered NPRR321.

· On 5/12/11, a preliminary Impact Analysis was posted.

· On 5/12/11, ERCOT comments were posted.

· On 5/17/11, Luminant Energy Company LLC comments were posted.

· On 5/19/11, PRS considered the 4/21/11 PRS Report and preliminary Impact Analysis for NPRR321.

· On 6/14/11, an Impact Analysis was posted.

· On 6/17/11, a second set of ERCOT comments were posted.

· On 6/20/11, a second set of WMS comments were posted.

· On 6/21/11, a Cost Benefit Analysis was posted.

· On 6/23/11, PRS again considered the 4/21/11 PRS Report, Impact Analysis and Cost Benefit Analysis for NPRR321.

· On 7/14/11, a revised Impact Analysis was posted.

· On 7/20/11, a third set of ERCOT comments were posted.

· On 7/20/11, a revised Impact Analysis and revised Cost Benefit Analysis were posted.

· On 7/21/11, PRS considered the 6/23/11 PRS Report, revised Impact Analysis and revised Cost Benefit Analysis for NPRR321.

	PRS Decision 
	On 3/24/11, PRS unanimously voted to table NPRR321 and to request that WMS review NPRR321.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 4/21/11, PRS voted to recommend approval of NPRR321 as submitted.  There were three abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP), Investor Owned Utility (IOU) and Municipal Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 5/19/11, PRS voted to table NPRR321 for one month and to request that WMS have the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) review NPRR321 and examine potential impacts to the Day-Ahead Make-Whole Settlement mechanism.  There were two opposing votes from the Independent Generator and IOU Market Segments and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
On 6/23/11, PRS voted to endorse the 4/21/11 PRS Report as amended by the 5/17/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments and as revised by PRS and for NPRR321 to return to PRS for consideration of the Impact Analysis.  There was one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

On 7/21/11, PRS voted to endorse and forward the 6/23/11 PRS Report as amended by the 7/20/11 ERCOT comments, revised Impact Analysis and revised Cost Benefit Analysis for NPRR321 to TAC with a recommended priority of High and rank of 13.2.  There was one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.

	Summary of PRS Discussion
	On 3/24/11, the sponsor of NPRR321 reviewed its purpose.  It was requested that WMS review NPRR321 and consider its applicability to all Resources rather than just QFs.
On 4/21/11, whether the ability to change Energy Offer Curve power quantities in the Adjustment Period should extend to all Resources was discussed.
On 5/19/11, the 5/17/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments were discussed.  Concern was raised that expanding the ability to adjust Energy Offer Curve power quantities in the Adjustment Period to all Generation Resources could have unintended consequences.  The difference in ERCOT system impacts depending on which Entities were granted the adjustment ability; whether the guarantee that Startup Costs will be paid for in the DAM by uplift to all DAM purchasers could incentivize QSEs with Generation Resources that submitted offers in the DAM to change their offers in the Real-Time Market (RTM); and whether the adjustment ability should be limited to quantities and not prices were discussed.
On 6/23/11, ERCOT Staff explained that the 6/17/11 ERCOT comments proposed two options for communicating deselection information.  Participants expressed a preference for “Option 2.”

On 7/21/11, ERCOT Staff explained that the 7/20/11 ERCOT comments were intended to clarify how the limitation on Energy Offer Curve adjustments will be applied to Three-Part Supply Offers.


	Quantitative Impacts and Benefits
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	Market Cost
	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact
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	Unknown.
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	Market Benefit
	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	
	1
	More efficient SCED optimization and less MW error to be picked up by Regulation Service in LFC, by using more accurate and attainable MW amounts from Resources.
	Unknown.

	
	2
	Eliminate unnecessary GREDP error and Base Point Deviation MW amounts that may accrue.
	Unknown.
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	Sponsor

	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


	Market Rules Staff Contact

	Name
	Jonathan Levine

	E-Mail Address
	jlevine@ercot.com

	Phone Number
	512.248.6464


	Comments Received

	Comment Author
	Comment Summary

	WMS 041111
	Endorsed NPRR321 as submitted and requested that QMWG review NPRR321 and consider whether this capability should apply to all Resources.

	ERCOT 051211
	Requests that PRS table NPRR321 for one month to allow time to review the NPRR language and propose clarifying revisions, if necessary.

	Luminant Energy Company LLC 051711
	Proposed revisions to allow all Generation Resources the same ability as QFs to change Energy Offer Curves in the Adjustment Period.

	ERCOT 061711
	Responded to 5/17/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments and proposed revisions to original NPRR language to better reflect intent.

	WMS 062011
	Endorsed NPRR321 as amended by the 5/17/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments.

	ERCOT 072011
	Proposed revisions to clarify that for any Operating Hour that is a RUC-Committed Interval or a DAM-Committed Interval for a Resource, a QSE for that Resource may not change a Startup Offer or Minimum-Energy Offer.


	Proposed Protocol Language Revision


4.4.9.3
Energy Offer Curve

(1)
The Energy Offer Curve represents the QSE’s willingness to sell energy at or above a certain price and at a certain quantity in the DAM or its willingness to be dispatched by SCED in Real-Time Operations.   

(2)
A QSE may submit Resource-specific Energy Offer Curves to ERCOT.  Such Energy Offer Curves will be bounded in the DAM for each Operating Hour by the LSL and HSL of the Generation Resource specified in the COP, and bounded in SCED by the LSL and HSL of the Generation Resource as shown by telemetry. 

(3)
Energy Offer Curves remain active for the offered period until either:  

(a)
Selected by ERCOT; or 

(b)
Automatically inactivated by the software at the offer expiration time selected by the QSE.

(4)
For any Operating Hour, the QSE for a Resource may submit or change Energy Offer Curves in the Adjustment Period and a QSE may withdraw an Energy Offer Curve if:

(a)
An Output Schedule is submitted for all intervals for which an Energy Offer Curve is withdrawn; or

(b) 
The Resource is forced Off-Line and notifies ERCOT of the Forced Outage by changing the Resource Status appropriately and updating its COP.

	





(5)
For any Operating Hour that is a RUC-Committed Interval or a DAM-Committed Interval for a Resource, a QSE for that Resource may not change a Startup Offer or Minimum-Energy Offer.





	





(5)
If a valid Energy Offer Curve or an Output Schedule does not exist for a Resource that has a status of On-Line at the end of the Adjustment Period, then ERCOT shall notify the QSE and set the Output Schedule equal to the then current telemetered output of the Resource until an Output Schedule or Energy Offer Curve is submitted in a subsequent Adjustment Period.  

5.5.2
Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process

(1)
The RUC process recommends commitment of Generation Resources, to match ERCOT’s forecasted Load, subject to all transmission constraints and Resource performance characteristics.  The RUC process takes into account Resources already committed in the Current Operating Plans (COPs), Resources already committed in previous RUCs, and Resource capacity already committed to provide Ancillary Service.  The formulation of the RUC objective function must employ penalty factors on violations of security constraints. The objective of the RUC process is to minimize costs based on Three-Part Supply Offers, substituting a proxy Energy Offer Curve for the Energy Offer Curve, over the RUC Study Period.

(2)
The RUC process can recommend Resource decommitment.  ERCOT may only decommit a Resource to resolve transmission constraints that are otherwise unresolvable. Qualifying Facilities (QFs) may be decommitted only after all other types of Resources have been assessed for decommitment.  In addition, the HRUC process provides decision support to ERCOT regarding a Resource decommitment requested by a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE).  

(3)
ERCOT shall review the RUC-recommended Resource commitments to assess feasibility and shall make any changes that it considers necessary, in its sole discretion.  ERCOT may deselect Resources recommended in DRUC and in all HRUC processes if in ERCOT’s sole discretion there is enough time to commit those Resources in the future HRUC processes, taking into account the Resources’ start-up times, to meet ERCOT System reliability.  Prior to receiving the RUC Instruction, QSEs may self-commit the Generation Resource.  ERCOT shall issue RUC Instructions to each QSE specifying its Resources that have been committed as a result of the RUC process.  ERCOT shall, within one day after making any changes to the RUC-recommended commitments, post to the MIS Secure Area any changes that ERCOT made to the RUC-recommended commitments with an explanation of the changes.  

	[NPRR207: Replace paragraph (3) above with the following upon system implementation:]
(3)
ERCOT shall review the RUC-recommended Resource commitments to assess feasibility and shall make any changes that it considers necessary, in its sole discretion.  ERCOT may deselect Resources recommended in DRUC and in all HRUC processes if in ERCOT’s sole discretion there is enough time to commit those Resources in the future HRUC processes, taking into account the Resources’ start-up times, to meet ERCOT System reliability.  After each RUC run, ERCOT shall post the amount of capacity deselected per hour in the RUC Study Period to the MIS Secure Area.  Prior to receiving the RUC Instruction, QSEs may self-commit the Generation Resource.  ERCOT shall issue RUC Instructions to each QSE specifying its Resources that have been committed as a result of the RUC process.  ERCOT shall, within one day after making any changes to the RUC-recommended commitments, post to the MIS Secure Area any changes that ERCOT made to the RUC-recommended commitments with an explanation of the changes.


(4)
To determine the projected energy output level of each Resource and to project potential congestion patterns for each hour of the RUC, ERCOT shall calculate proxy Energy Offer Curves based on the Mitigated Offer Caps for the type of Resource as specified in Section 4.4.9.4, Mitigated Offer Cap and Mitigated Offer Floor, for use in the RUC.  Proxy Energy Offer Curves are calculated by multiplying the Mitigated Offer Cap by a constant selected by ERCOT from time to time that is no more than 0.10% and applying the cost for all Generation Resource output between High Sustained Limit (HSL) and Low Sustained Limit (LSL). 

(5)
ERCOT shall use the RUC process to evaluate the need to commit Resources for which a QSE has submitted Three-Part Supply Offers and other available Off-Line Resources in addition to Resources that are planned to be On-Line during the RUC Study Period.  All of the above commitment information must be as specified in the QSE’s COP.  

(6)
ERCOT shall create Three-Part Supply Offers for all Resources that did not submit a Three-Part Supply Offer, but are specified as available but Off-Line, excluding Resources with a Resource Status of EMR, in a QSE’s COP.  For such Resources, ERCOT shall use in the RUC process 150% of any approved verifiable Startup Cost and verifiable minimum-energy cost or if verifiable costs have not been approved, the applicable Resource Category Generic Startup Offer Cost and the applicable Resource Category Generic Minimum-Energy Offer Cost as described specified in Section 4.4.9.2.3, Startup Offer and Minimum-Energy Offer Generic Caps, registered with ERCOT.  However for Settlement purposes, ERCOT shall use any approved verifiable Startup Costs and verifiable minimum-energy cost for such Resources, or if verifiable costs have not been approved, the applicable Resource Category Generic Startup Offer Cost and Generic Minimum-Energy Offer Cost. 

(7)
The RUC process must treat all Resource capacity providing Ancillary Service as unavailable for the RUC Study Period, unless that treatment leads to infeasibility (i.e., that capacity is needed to resolve some local transmission problem that cannot be resolved by any other means).  In such cases, ERCOT shall inform each affected QSE of the amount of its Resource capacity that does not qualify to provide Ancillary Service, and the projected hours for which this is the case.  In that event, the affected QSE may, under Section 6.4.8.1.2, Replacement of Undeliverable Ancillary Service Due to Transmission Constraints, either:

(a) 
Substitute capacity from Resources represented by that QSE;

(b)
Substitute capacity from other QSEs using Ancillary Service Trades; or 

(c)
Ask ERCOT to replace the capacity.  

(8)
Factors included in the RUC process are: 

(a)
ERCOT System-wide hourly Load forecast allocated appropriately over Load buses;

(b)
Transmission constraints – Transfer limits on energy flows through the electricity network;

(i)
Thermal constraints – protect transmission facilities against thermal overload;

(ii)
Generic constraints – protect the transmission system against transient instability, dynamic instability or voltage collapse;

(c)
Planned transmission topology;

(d)
Energy sufficiency constraints;

(e)
Inputs from the COP, as appropriate;

(f)
Inputs from Resource Parameters, as appropriate;

(g)
Each Generation Resource’s Minimum-Energy Offer and Startup Offer, from its Three-Part Supply Offer;

(h)
Any Generation Resource that is Off-Line and available but does not have a Three-Part Supply Offer;

(i)
Forced Outage information; and

(j)
Inputs from the eight-day look ahead planning tool, which may potentially keep a unit On-Line (or start a unit for the next day) so that a unit minimum duration between starts does not limit the availability of the unit (for security reasons).  

(9)
The HRUC process and the DRUC process are as follows:

(a)
The HRUC process uses current Resource Status for the initial condition for the first hour of the RUC Study Period.  All HRUC processes use the projected status of transmission breakers and switches starting with current status and updated for each remaining hour in the study as indicated in the COP for Resources and in the Outage Scheduler for transmission elements. 

(b)
The DRUC process uses the Day-Ahead forecast of total ERCOT Load for each hour of the Operating Day.  The HRUC process uses the current hourly forecast of total ERCOT Load for each hour in the RUC Study Period.

(c)
The DRUC process uses the Day-Ahead weather forecast for each hour of the Operating Day.  The HRUC process uses the weather forecast information for each hour of the balance of the RUC Study Period.

(10)
A QSE that has one or more of its Resources RUC-committed to provide Ancillary Services must increase its Ancillary Service Supply Responsibility by the total amount of RUC-committed Ancillary Service quantities.  The QSE may only use a RUC-committed Resource to meet its Ancillary Service Supply Responsibility during that Resource’s RUC-Committed Interval if the Resource has been committed by the RUC process to provide Ancillary Service.  The QSE shall indicate the exact amount and type of Ancillary Service for which it was committed as the Resource’s Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility and Ancillary Services Schedule for the RUC-Committed Intervals for both telemetry and COP information provided to ERCOT.  Upon deployment of the Ancillary Services, the QSE shall adjust its Ancillary Services Schedule to reflect the amounts requested in the deployment.
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