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	Comments


We seek clarification on several changes proposed by the NPRR as well as additional description of the specific problem this NPRR is trying to solve.  
The proposed definition for a CMP states:  “…A set of pre-defined actions executed in situations where the SCED application would otherwise be unable to resolve one or more transmission security violations.” (emphasis added)  From the proposed language, it appears that the determination of the need for a Congestion Management Plan (“CMP”) is based on study cases for Resource Outage coordination. Could ERCOT please confirm whether this correct? If this is not the case—what studies form the basis for the determination that SCED is “unable to resolve” a security violation?
If it is the case that the need for a Congestion Management Plan is based on Resource Outage Studies, what is the basis for determining that Real-Time SCED could not solve the condition ---when Outage studies are typically done a month before the proposed outage?  The Protocols require that Resource Outages be submitted to ERCOT 45 at least days ahead of the start of the Outage. (See Protocols 3.1.6, “Outages of Resources Other than Reliability Resources”). Based on the Outage Studies alone, how can we come to the conclusion that SCED would “otherwise be unable to resolve” a security violation that far in the future?  Does “unable to resolve” mean that load could not be served?  Or does it mean SCED does not solve? If it does not mean that load cannot be served or SCED does not solve, what is the definition of “unable to resolve?” 

In terms of the “unable to resolve” a security violation—what is the duration (time frame in intervals) that comprises the determination that SCED is “unable to resolve”?  Is it consistent with the existing requirements in the Other Binding Document titled “Setting the Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch”?
  Or is it based on some other periods? If the former, how many Outage evaluation studies are executed and analyzed to come to the conclusion that SCED will not be able to manage the constraints affected by a particular Resource Outage? If the latter, what is the duration of intervals where the modeling shows irresolvable that will be the cut-point to determine that SCED is unable to resolve the issue(s)?  
Specific questions on the proposed NPRR language:

· What does the following mean in the definition of Mitigation Plan “A Mitigation Plan must be implementable”?

· Under the definition of Remedial Action Plan, what does this mean: “These plans may be relied upon in allowing additional use of the transmission system”?  Does this mean that if we have a RAP the system will be operated at or above the Emergency Rating? Are we confident that all ratings in the system are developed consistently? If not, perhaps effort to ensure standards for the development of normal, two hour, and emergency ratings would benefit the system by creating more consistency across methodologies Systemwide.
· In the proposed changes to Real-Time Operations in 6.5.7.1.10:

· Under (1)(a) and (3)(b) appear to indicate that ERCOT intends to develop additional RAPs.  Is this the case?  Are there limits on the number of RAPS, SPS, Mitigation Plans that can be managed by ERCOT staff, the Transmission Operators, and the ERCOT systems?

· In (3), why is the change made from “insecure state” to “security violation” and how does ERCOT envision this to change operations from how it works presently?  ERCOT experiences base case violations on a regular basis—and no upgrades are presently planned for some of these violations. Would ERCOT intend to recommend upgrades or changes from how such base case violations are managed today?
· In (3)(b) doesn’t ERCOT already evaluate whether Resources are following Base Points? This is done through the Generation Resource Base Point Deviation Charge (which is assessed when a Resource deviates from its Base Point beyond a defined threshold—Protocols 6.6.5.1.1, “Base Point Deviation Charge for Over Generation,” and  6.6.5.1.2, “Base Point Deviation Charge for Under Generation”) and the Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) metric (Protocols 8.1.1.4.1 “Regulation Service and Generation Resource/Controllable Load Resource Energy Deployment Performance”).  
· In (3)(d)  ERCOT already has the ability to resolve Ancillary Service issues under Protocols 6.4.8.1.2 “Replacement of Undeliverable Ancillary Service Due to Transmission Constraints.”  How would ERCOT envision using the authority it seeks in the modifications to this section? Does ERCOT envision instructing QSEs about which units can carry Ancillary Services (“AS”) and which types of AS can be carried on a Resource by Resource basis depending on the hour? What type of compensation would be provided to the QSE under the authority ERCOT appears to be seeking under this proposed change?
· Protocols 6.5.7.6.2.3 sets forth the process for deploying Non-Spin.  How would this be affected by the changes proposed in (3)(e)?  Would such Non-Spin price at greater than or equal to the offer floor for Non-Spin if the price is not yet at that level? If so, how would Settlement for this work? (This may already be resolved, but we are not versed in how this presently works—hence the question.)
· In (3)(f) “Commit additional Generation Resources,” how would this be different from the Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC)?  Further, Protocols 5.1(2) allows ERCOT to “in its sole discretion, may conduct a RUC at any time to evaluate and resolve reliability issues.”  Would ERCOT be conducting a RUC or HRUC to commit additional Generation Resources? Or would ERCOT just choose a Resource?  How would ERCOT determine which resource from the universe of Offline and Available Resources to choose? If ERCOT intends to commit a resource outside of an H/RUC process, would there be special emergency type compensation for such a resource? What type of Market Information System posting would ERCOT provide upon such a ‘one off’ commitment and in what time frame?

· Under the changes proposed in (3)(g)—what is the definition of a “conflicting constraint?”  What optimization is sacrificed by managing to the most restrictive of a set of constraints when each could potentially be solved individually? How many constraints can SCED simultaneously manage? 
Thank you for helping us to better understand the proposed changes. 
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None.
	Revised Proposed Protocol Language


None.
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