Calpine Comments/Questions on FAST’s Consolidated Working Document (5-5-14)

Calpine submits these comments on 5-14-2014 based on the posted document and reserves the right to add to or modify its positions and comments based on developments in the FAST stakeholder processes going forward.

PFR Service
At page 2 “The necessity of a separate PFR Down service will require further discussions.” indicates that PFR Down may be desirable.  Absent any data showing a regular need for PFR downward capability we believe that this concept should only be undertaken if real need develops in the future.  PFR Up provides the predominant control action needed to respond to rapid low frequency events from unit contingencies.  PFR Down would be required for rapid and large load rejections on the system and those are of minor concern to date.

At page 4, the passage, “These actions are consistent with maintaining the frequency stability of the ERCOT Interconnection and consequently, it may be appropriate to compensate these machines in some manner for their governor like control actions.” seems to be a good lead in to a discussion of pay-for-performance for PFR for units not struck in the DAM for the PFR service.  However, Calpine takes that position that PFR is a valuable and required control attribute and generation resources should be compensated for it as it becomes less available as a commodity as more non-frequency responsive resource technologies emerge.  We believe that ERCOT should conduct a DAM auction for PFR and generating resources competing for it should have their governor dead bands set to 0.017 Hz with a demonstrated 5% speed droop and the awards in the DAM for PFR should be for reserved capacity.  Generation resources not participating in the PFR market should be allowed to set their dead bands to the maximum permissible 0.036 Hz value but must still be free to operate when conditions allow (not fully loaded up from SCED base points).  Event-driven PFR performance should be viewed as just a more extreme response outside of steady state PFR performance and event metrics should be used to qualify/disqualify resources for the PFR market.
At page 7, we say, “In the interim ERCOT will continue to qualify those Generation Resource technologies currently acknowledged as capable of providing PFR Service in the current Nodal Protocols and Operating Guides.”  This needs explanation.  Since PFR is not currently a recognized service in ERCOT how will resources be acknowledged as capable?  Will we simply apply some metric to the unit’s performance for some volume of previous recordable frequency events?

At page 7 & 8 the passage, “Besides the PFR capacity limit proposed above ERCOT will limit Resources from providing a large amount of PFR on a single Resource to ensure proper distribution of PFR services.” appears on its face to be difficult to enforce. If a resource’s performance would allow it to carry a large amount of PFR how will ERCOT arbitrarily limit that to achieve some nebulous distribution of PRF, particularly considering that PFR in general is a system-wide characteristic and not localized?
FFR Service
At page 11,  FFR may also be manually deployed 
and full response must be provided within 10 minutes. Under emergency conditions all resources should probably be capable of being manually deployed by their respective QSEs through SCADA/EMS.  There may develop conditions where the ISO may need to instruct all resources to the top of their capability curves and remain there to respond to threatening conditions.
“A resource providing FFR1 must be able to sustain a full response for maximum of 10 minutes and should fully restore within 10 minutes 
of receiving ERCOT’s recall instruction or continuous 10 minutes of deployment, whichever comes first. “  We agree with this passage.
“The resource must be able to fully restore its FFR2 responsibility within 90 minutes 
after receiving ERCOT’s recall instruction.”  Absent any other proposals we could be comfortable with 90 minutes.
At page 18, “The resource must be able to fully restore its FFR2 responsibility within 90 minutes 
after receiving ERCOT’s recall instruction.”  Absent any compelling proposal otherwise we would agree with this requirement.  It is probably necessary for FFR providers to supply ERCOT with high speed data for both qualification and performance measurements.

CR Service
Only item of question is the definition of DCS event.  Explanation says its 1,375 MWs for ERCOT.  Is a DCS event no longer defined as 80% of the capacity value of the largest credible single unit contingency?
SR Service

At page 30, “An Ancillary Service that is provided through use of Off-Line Generation Resources 
that can be synchronized and ramped to a specified output level within 30 minutes, or Load Resources that can provide demand response within 30 minutes, and that can sustain the specified response for at least one hour.”   We would favor offline resources only to ensure that price formation distortion does not occur.

At page 31, “While ERCOT believes that SR Service may not ultimately be required in the long term, it may be needed during the transition. ERCOT also believes there is a value in defining the product and creating a placeholder within the ERCOT applications.”  Raises question about what a transition means and what metric will be used to determine when SR is no longer needed.  Stakeholder firms contracting forward need to know when this service will be procured based on some weather criteria such as used currently for NSRS procurement.  We also need a metric or some predictable method for sunsetting its use.

At page 33, “Once recalled, Resource providing SR2 should be capable of restoring its SR2 responsibility, within 180 minutes for it to be 
qualified as SR2.” A party providing SR2 may not need to restore it within 180 minutes if it does not have a continuing obligation.  The language might be changed to reflect that conditional criteria.

At page 42, “(3) Resources shall be qualified to provide Regulation Service up to the amount successfully tested during the qualification test. 
.  Moving to this mode of qualifying resources seems to make sense as long as ERCOT can keep up with the requirement.  There have been enough questions asked recently about ERCOT’s regulation service use to justify vetting this qualification requirement.

At page 43, “.  ERCOT will limit total Regulation Service that can come from Resources providing FRRS to X% of total system wide regulation requirement. 
, makes perfect sense.  The nature of FRRS is very different from regulation provided by generating resources and the introduction of much faster resources is bound to introduce issues inherent in speed of operation that is quicker than the typical 4 second LFC cycle.
At page 46,  this Transition Plan needs a lot more fleshing out.  “Transition Plan

The transition to the proposed future set of Ancillary Service products needs to consider the following

a) Implementation: In the building of the software system, instead of replacing current AS products, add the new AS products to the set of existing AS products

1. Allows flexibility of rolling in the future AS products in phases rather than “big bang” approach

2. Allows option of rolling back if issues encountered

b) Ensure sufficient advance notice to the market before “go-live”. Allow enough time for hedging/forward contracting.”

An overhaul of frequency control services in ERCOT deserves a lot of detail since these services can be self-provided or procured and contracting around these services requires a lot of transparency and clear expectations by market participants.  Regulation Service provides a lot of flexibility since it includes little or no change.  It can be implemented alone or with the other frequency control services.  FFR and PFR in the DAM auction seem to require some more thought about whether they are procured separately or together.  Since market power in FRR is possible with the limited providers today it probably needs to be procured with PFR until some defined threshold amount of installed FFR is present.  
We would recommend that the Nodal Transition Plan be reviewed and a stripped down implementation plan be constructed for the FAST A/S suite with particular attention to qualification activities and timeline for them as well as market noticing processes.
�There was significant discussion one whether ERCOT should be able to manually deploy these Resources.  Reviewers may want to provide comments.


�More discussion is expected.  Reviewers may want to provide comments.
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�The question of whether SR needs to be provided only from off-line Resources needs more discussion.  Reviewers may want to provide comments.





�More discussion is expected.  Reviewers may want to provide comments.


�Note that this is a change to current practice.  In the future it is envisioned that the qualification test also determines a maximum quantity that can be offered or taken on as a responsibility.  Reviewers may want to provide comments.
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