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	Comments


ERCOT submits these comments in response to the 9/9/11 Luminant comments.  
ERCOT recognizes the benefit of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) self-committing their generation, but emphasizes that the deadline for being considered as self-committed for an hour by the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) process and in RUC Settlement is “the top of the hour”.  A Current Operating Plan (COP) needs to indicate that the Resource is self-committed in the COP & Trades Snapshot which occurs at the time of the RUC execution (typically, shortly after the top of the hour).  Moving away from use of the COP & Trades snapshot is a fundamental change in the use of the COP data throughout RUC Settlement and would have a sizeable impact on the current systems. 
Luminant’s 9/9/11 comments offer an alternative approach, which removes the contested RUC via a RUC Cancellation.  This approach keeps the use of the COP & Trades Snapshot intact for Settlement purposes and instead focuses on discarding the RUC.  Because this approach may be an attractive way for QSEs to avoid RUC clawback charges, ERCOT is concerned that there is possibility for a high volume of this type of request.  High volumes of this activity would impact both Operations and Settlements.   
Requiring self-commitments to be made prior to the top of the hour ahead of a particular RUC execution is essential for accurate and consistent hourly security analysis studies and commitments.  When analyzing the complex nature of the ERCOT Interconnection, ERCOT control room operators expect the status of all Resources to be accurately reported at the start of the RUC execution.  Allowing QSEs to self-commit during the Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC) process results in confusion in the control room and will result in manual workarounds.  ERCOT already waits (when possible) until the last hour to commit Resources to give the QSEs the time to decide whether to self-commit their Resources.
Like other Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs), RUC Cancels are processed manually in Settlements; therefore this would result in increased manual processes unless an automated solution can be implemented.  Also, removing a RUC can have consequences on other RUC Settlement related to the eligibility process to determine QSE clawback intervals and ultimately to data that is used in the RUC capacity short charge.
ERCOT suggests that if the underlying issue is related to RUC clawback, then the market address that concept rather than modify the current process related to timing of self-commitment.

For the reasons stated above, ERCOT respectfully requests that PRS recommend approval of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 401 as submitted by ERCOT.

If PRS approves the concepts included in Luminant’s 9/9/11 comments, ERCOT suggests that additional Protocol changes are necessary to align other Protocol sections with this concept.  Changes in this NPRR indicate that a RUC Cancellation is a QSE-initiated action, but in the context of the current protocols a RUC Cancellation is an ERCOT-initiated action and Resources must remain committed during any RUC-Committed Interval unless the Resource has a Forced Outage.  Therefore, at a minimum, the following Protocol sections would need to be modified:
· Section 2.1, Definitions, for the definition of a RUC Cancellation

· Section 5.6.4, Cancellation of a RUC Commitment
· Section 6.4.6, QSE-Requested Decommitment of Resources and Changes to Ancillary Services Resource Responsibility of Resources
· Paragraph (3) of Section 5.5.2, Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process, in addition to the current modifications proposed in NPRR401.
Additionally, if PRS approves the Luminant concepts, it may be necessary to consider the following questions:

· Should the NPRR include any transparency requirements regarding QSE-requested releases from a RUC?
· Should the NPRR include any standards for allowing a QSE-requested release from a RUC?

	Revised Proposed Protocol Language


None at this time.
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