PGRR Comments


	PGRR Number
	042
	PGRR Title
	Regional Transmission Plan Model Reserve Requirement and Load-Generation Imbalance Methodology


	Date
	April 19, 2016


	Submitter’s Information

	Name
	Mark Walker and Randy Jones

	E-mail Address
	mark.walker@nrg.com and rajones@calpine.com 

	Company
	NRG Texas Power LLC and Calpine Corporation

	Phone Number
	512-691-6261 / 713-830-8846

	Cell Number
	512-585-0450 / 832-385-3322

	Market Segment
	Independent Generator


	Comments


NRG Texas Power LLC and Calpine Corporation (NRG and Calpine) submit these comments on Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 042 building on the comments submitted by ERCOT dated April 8, 2016 as the baseline.

NRG and Calpine have been working with ERCOT and other stakeholders on this PGRR for over a year.  NRG and Calpine continue to believe that significant policy changes are needed in the ERCOT transmission planning process to ensure that planning decisions are built upon sound foundations of reasonable assumptions and methodologies.  At a time when transmission costs have skyrocketed - tripling since 2002 - it is more imperative than ever to infuse needed discipline and focus to ensure the ratepayers’ dollars are prudently invested.  Additionally, the ERCOT Region’s energy-only wholesale market construct requires effective checks and balances to ensure that competitive resource solutions are allowed to present themselves to solve system needs and are not obscured by excessive and premature transmission investment driven by unduly extreme assumptions and methodologies.  
Load Forecasts

The current approach in ERCOT transmission planning starts from the “base case” model forming the initial basis for ERCOT’s studies utilizes the Steady State Working Group (“SSWG”) Load forecasts. These are bus-by-bus forecasts that each Transmission Service Provider (“TSP”) provides to the SSWG, and which the SSWG sums and uses to produce a Weather Zone level non-coincident peak Load forecast, i.e. the expected peak demand for each individual Weather Zone, which may or may not coincide with the time of the entire ERCOT system’s “coincident peak” demand. 
Neither the SSWG nor ERCOT’s transmission planners are permitted by current rules to engage in rigorous review of such forecasts. The SSWG has never adopted any standardized criteria for the TSP to utilize in preparing such forecasts, leading to great disparity between various TSPs methodologies. Not only does the SSWG not critique or evaluate the TSP forecasts, no Market Participants other than TSPs may even participate in SSWG meetings and reviews. Nor may ERCOT’s transmission planners adjust SSWG forecasts with that TSP’s concurrence. As such, reliance on SSWG forecasts do not benefit from a truly independent review by ERCOT for the most critical component of a power flow model—the initial peak demand forecast. Rather, ERCOT must accept the Load forecast supplied by TSPs, who may be inherently biased towards finding a need for transmission projects for TSPs are guaranteed cost recovery and investment rate of return (or the equivalent). This inherent, structural conflict of interest should not be permitted on this key component of transmission planning – particularly when there is a more reliable alternative. 

In 2014, ERCOT implemented dramatic changes to how it forecasts power demand, using much more sophisticated techniques and tools, such as its neural network, that have proven very accurate.  In ERCOT’s own words, the new forecasts show a “more realistic view of the future electric demand we need to be prepared to serve.”  [ERCOT press release Feb. 28, 2014.]  Indeed, the products of the new forecast methodology have set an impressive standard for accuracy that is remarkable, particularly in predicting the peak demand of the system, which is what matters in transmission planning.  Recent ERCOT reports confirm this accuracy:
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ERCOT 2015 Demand and Energy Report, January 15, 2016
ERCOT’s enhanced, sophisticated forecast derives from an econometric model involving customer premise counts, weather data, and economic forecasts that ERCOT obtains from outside vendors.  ERCOT compiles the information and applies it against its existing consumption data to derive a Weather Zone level non-coincident peak forecast spanning all customer classes.  This forecast undergoes significant review, both internally at ERCOT and through stakeholder review, including by TSP representatives who actively participate in the stakeholder process. Also, unlike the SSWG forecast, ERCOT’s transmission planners may adjust the 90/10 forecast if it fails to include known revisions (such as industrial Load development) or to accurately reflect expected future conditions.  In addition, ERCOT has enhanced its staffing by adding a “competitive intelligence” specialist who actively monitors potential Load additions, and that this individual has had high levels of success including estimates “almost exactly on the button” regarding Load additions in the Houston area.

NRG and Calpine believe that the ERCOT 90/10 forecast, fortified by enhanced ERCOT staff expertise, is now the appropriate basis for all transmission planning in ERCOT.  The time has come to take the obvious prudent step in the advancement of the ERCOT transmission planning process to take full advantage of the prudent investment by ERCOT to achieve high levels of accuracy in peak demand forecasting – and to eliminate the use of widely inconsistent, unchecked SSWG-based forecasts and instead use ERCOT’s independent forecast as the basis for all transmission planning.   This advancement will achieve sounder decision-making by ERCOT and would eliminate a clear conflict of interest in the current process.  In addition, this modification will bring much needed consistency between ERCOT’s transmission planning process and ERCOT’s critical role in forecasting and reporting on ERCOT resource adequacy.  

Notwithstanding ERCOT’s addition of market intelligence capabilities, NRG and Calpine concede that parties, such as TSPs, who have “on the ground” connection with activities in their service areas should be given the opportunity to provide input to ERCOT regarding specific, documented, and measurable planned Load additions (such as large industrial developments) that may not be apparent to ERCOT in its forecasting process.  ERCOT may then evaluate whether and how to make reasoned adjustments to the Load forecasts;  however, ERCOT must take care to consider whether such additions may have already been taken into account in ERCOT’s methodology, such as customer premise additions and economic trend assumptions, to ensure such identified Load adjustments are not “double counting” the same activity.  
Reasoned Approach to Solve Imbalanced Cases

ERCOT’s April 8, 2016, comments remove virtually all guidance and limitations, previously advanced in this PGRR, on how ERCOT addresses circumstances where a planning case cannot “solve” due to inadequate generation in the planning model, resulting from Load forecasts that lean towards higher (even extreme) Load levels and limitations in the Planning Guide on what resources may be counted as being available in future years.  NRG and Calpine disagree.  It is vitally important, given the significant ratepayer impact of transmission planning decisions and market impacts of those decisions, that clear standards be in place to ensure rigorous and consistent standards and discipline are applied - to each and every project – to ensure that the ERCOT planning process only moves forward with projects that are truly necessary to sustain a reliable grid or can meet economic criteria.  This will help ensure that participants in the competitive market are given an opportunity to respond to system needs before premature, regulated solutions are employed.  
ERCOT’s April 8 comments instead propose an approach that allows transmission planners to suggest any method and study assumptions they choose – and then “give proper notice and an opportunity to comment . . . regarding study assumptions . . .” in the Regional Planning Group stakeholder process.  This is an untenable approach.  First, given the high impact of these planning decisions it is imperative that there be clear and consistent standards for review of all transmission projects.  The piecemeal standards that would result from ERCOT’s proposal are by their nature unreliable, would lead to inconsistent results, and are prone to biases and hijacking by parties in the best positions to influence outcomes for their own benefit.  Second, as a practical matter the only parties in the RPG process that can effectively analyze and offer meaningful comments on such one-off planning assumptions are the TSPs themselves, which either benefit from certain potential biases in the analysis and/or who are the direct or indirect beneficiaries in each particular project review (the ability to build rate-based facilities with guaranteed cost recovery and rate of return). Consumers and competitive market participants simply do not have access to the same level of system data as TSPs and do not have the sophisticated analytical resources needed to engage in the kind of rigorous auditing analyses of the studies and assumptions that would be needed to result in a balanced vetting of proposed piecemeal assumptions.  Finally, the RPG does not have a stakeholder voting structure and its participants are highly weighted in favor of TSP perspectives - thus consumer and competitive market views are unlikely to gain a fair measure of input.   

Prior iterations of PGRR042 have set forth a number of measures designed to create reasonable “guardrails” for allowable techniques that ERCOT can use to modify planning cases that cannot solve due to inadequate forecasted generation.  Rather than recite those discussions here, NRG and Calpine suggest the reader look to those prior documents that can be found at: http://www.ercot.com/mktrules/issues/PGRR042 
In these comments, NRG and Calpine suggest reinstating, with some modifications, the limitations suggested in prior comments, which ERCOT has suggested removing in its April 8 comments.  In summary, NRG and Calpine support allowing ERCOT specific techniques to achieve a balance case, in order of priority: 

· Increase the dispatch level of wind generation up to the seasonal peak average.
· Increase the dispatch level of (utility scale) solar to 100%.  
· Increase the import from DC Ties to their full seasonal net maximum. 
· Add mothballed generation that have not announced their return to service during the study period.
· Add any or all proposed generation resources that have signed an interconnection agreement but have not met other requirements.
· Scaling as last resort – using multiple study regions (but in no case less than four) scale down Load in Weather Zones (outside study area) - 
· only to the point still necessary to solve the model, 
· but never reduce Load in a zone below its average percentage of peak Load during the top ten hourly peak Load conditions of the study area Weather Zone.  
With these objectives as guidance, NRG and Calpine provide the following suggested changes to the 7/2/15 ERCOT comments for PGRR042 [building on ERCOT comments dated April 8, 2016.  The ERCOT Nodal market is designed to function based on Market Participant response to price signals - and rate-based utility solutions to support reliable delivery.  If market signals are distorted by overly aggressive and premature transmission investment, more efficient market solutions are not allowed to fully form, and unnecessary rate-based transmission solutions will add to the already high cost burden on ratepayers instead of private investment.  Without needed reform, the impact of ERCOT’s transmission planning will continue to add to the unduly extreme growth in transmission costs charges to consumers.
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2.1
DEFINITIONS

ERCOT 90/10 Forecast
The non-coincident peak Load forecast developed independently by ERCOT delineating, by Weather Zone, the peak demand forecast having a 10% probability of being exceeded by the actual peak demand; and that such forecast is derived from the same underlying independent ERCOT Load forecast used by ERCOT for resource adequacy planning and reporting.  
3.1.1
Overview of Major Transmission Planning Activities

(1)
The process of planning a reliable and efficient transmission system for the ERCOT Region is composed of several types of activities and studies.  
(2)
Consideration of the Year 6 case in the Regional Transmission Plan is required.
3.1.1.2
Load Forecast and Regional Transmission Plan

(1)
ERCOT shall create ERCOT 90/10 Forecasts to establish Regional Transmission Plan base cases for use in Regional Transmission Plan activities and RPG Project Review.  On an annual basis, ERCOT shall prepare and present for RPG comment the planned release of the ERCOT 90/10 Forecast regarding future planning years.  ERCOT shall consider comments from stakeholders and may make modifications to the ERCOT 90/10 Forecast for specific, documented, and measurable future Load additions.  ERCOT must ensure that any such adjustments to forecasted Load are not duplicative of assumptions of Load growth already a part of the ERCOT 90/10 Forecast, and must minimize any Load modifications accordingly.  
(2)
The Regional Transmission Plan is developed annually by ERCOT, in coordination with the RPG and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs).  The Regional Transmission Plan addresses regional and ERCOT-wide reliability and economic transmission needs and the planned improvements to meet those needs for the upcoming six years starting with the ERCOT 90/10 Forecast base cases.  These planned improvements include projects previously approved by the ERCOT Board, projects previously reviewed by the RPG, new projects that will be refined at the appropriate time by TSPs in order to complete RPG review, and the local projects currently planned by TSPs.  Combined, these projects represent ERCOT’s plan which addresses the reliability and efficiency of the ERCOT System in order to meet North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards, the Protocols, Operating Guides and this Planning Guide.  Projects that are included in the Regional Transmission Plan are not considered to have been endorsed by ERCOT until they have undergone the appropriate level of RPG Project Review as outlined in Protocol Section 3.11.4, Regional Planning Group Project Review Process, if required.  The process used by ERCOT to develop the Regional Transmission Plan is outlined in Section 3.1.4, Regional Transmission Plan Development Process.

(3)
ERCOT shall post the Regional Transmission Plan to the Market Information System (MIS) Secure Area by December 31 of each year.
(4)
ERCOT shall include in the Regional Transmission Plan report a list of Transmission Facilities that are loaded above 95% of their applicable Ratings for the following conditions:

(a)
Normal system conditions; or 

(b)
Following the contingency loss of a single generating unit, transmission circuit, transformer, or common tower outage.
3.1.2.1
All Projects

(1)
The submittal of each transmission project (60 kV and above) for RPG Project Review should include the following elements:
(a)
The proposed project description including expected cost, feasible alternative(s) considered, transmission topology and Transmission Facility modeling parameter data, and all study cases used to generate results supporting the need for the project in electronic format (powerflow data should be in PTI PSS/E RAWD format).  Also, the submission should include accurate maps and one-line diagrams showing locations of the proposed project and feasible alternatives (AutoCad-compatible format preferred);

(b)
Identification of the ERCOT 90/10 Forecast base cases or Regional Transmission Plan powerflow cases used as a basis for the study and any associated changes that describe and allow accurate modeling of the proposed project;

(c)
Description and data for all changes made to the ERCOT 90/10 Forecast base cases or Regional Transmission Plan cases used to identify the need for the project, such as Generation Resource unavailability and area peak Load forecast;  

(d)
A description of the reliability and/or economic problem that is being solved; 

(e)
Desired/needed in-service date for the project, and feasible in-service date, if different; and 

(f)
The phone number and email address of the single point of contact who can respond to ERCOT and RPG participant questions or requests for additional information necessary for stakeholder review.
3.1.3
Project Evaluation

(1)
ERCOT and the RPG shall evaluate proposed transmission projects using a variety of tools and techniques as needed to ensure that the system is able to meet applicable reliability criteria in a cost-effective manner.  For most proposed projects, several alternatives will be identified to meet the reliability criteria or other performance improvement objectives that the proposed project is designed to meet.  The project alternative with the expected lowest cost over the life of the project is generally recommended, subject to consideration of the expected long-term system needs in the area, and consideration of the relative operational impacts of the alternatives. 
(2)
In some cases, one alternative may be to dispatch the system in such a way that all reliability requirements are met, even without the proposed transmission project or any transmission alternative, resulting in a less efficient dispatch than what would be required to meet the reliability requirements if the proposed project was in place.  Consideration of the merits of this alternative relative to the proposed transmission project is more complex.  To facilitate the discussion and consideration of these alternatives, ERCOT has adopted certain definitions and practices, described in paragraph (4) of Protocol Section 3.11.2, Planning Criteria, and Sections 3.1.3.1, Definitions of Reliability-Driven and Economic-Driven Projects, and 3.1.3.2, Reliability-Driven Project Evaluation below.
 
(3)
In its independent review of reliability-driven projects classified as Tier 1 or 2 pursuant to Protocol Section 3.11.4, Regional Planning Group Project Review Process, ERCOT shall utilize the following procedures to satisfy Load/generation imbalances for projects intended to solve the identified reliability criteria violation of a transmission circuit that crosses at least one Weather Zone boundary:

(a)
ERCOT shall not decrease the Load from the forecasted level in any of the Weather Zones in which a transmission circuit with an identified reliability criteria violation is located.  

(b)
ERCOT may utilize the following in the order listed below to satisfy Load/generation imbalances:

(i)

(A) Increase the Dispatch level of each Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) up to the Seasonal Peak Average Wind Capacity as a Percent of Installed Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(B) (ii)
Increase the Dispatch level of each PhotoVoltaic Generation Resource (PVGR) up to the Solar Unit Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.  

(C) (iii)
Increase the output from the Direct Current Ties (DC Ties) to their full Seasonal net max sustainable ratings for DC Tie Resources importing into the ERCOT Region as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(D) (iv)
Add any or all Mothballed Generation Resources that have not yet announced their return to service during the study period.

(E) (v)
Add any or all proposed Generation Resources that are outside of any study Weather Zone and have signed Standard Generation Interconnection Agreements (SGIAs) but have not yet met the other requirements of Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation Resources to the Planning Models.
(F) (vi)
Reduce Load in the study case outside of the Weather Zones in which the identified reliability criteria violation of a transmission circuit is located such that the total Load in the case is equal to ERCOT 90/10 Forecast system wide coincident peak Load forecast plus self-serve Load.  The Load scaling in any single Weather Zone shall never reduce the Load in the scaled Weather Zone below its average percentage of peak Load during the top ten hourly peak Load conditions for the past three years of the study Weather Zone.



(G) 
(H) 
(I) 
(J) 
(K) 
(L) 
(4) 
As part of its independent review of any project classified as Tier 1 pursuant to Protocol Section 3.11.4, ERCOT shall perform a sensitivity analysis to evaluate the effect on a recommended transmission project of proposed Generation Resources that have signed Standard Generation Interconnection Agreements (SGIAs) but were not included in the study cases because they did not meet all of the requirements for inclusion in the cases pursuant to Planning Guide Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation Resources to the Planning Models. 
3.1.3.1
Definitions of Reliability-Driven and Economic-Driven Projects

(1)
Proposed transmission projects are categorized for evaluation purposes into two types:

(a)
Reliability-driven projects; and 

(b)
Economic-driven projects.

(2)
The differentiation between these two types of projects is based on whether a simultaneously-feasible, security-constrained generating unit commitment dispatch is expected to be available for all hours of the planning horizon that can resolve the system reliability issue that the proposed project is intended to resolve.  If it is not possible to simulate a dispatch of the Generation Resources such that all reliability criteria are met without the project, and the addition of the project allows the reliability criteria to be met, then the project is classified as a reliability-driven project.  If it is possible to simulate a dispatch of the Generation Resources in such a way that all reliability criteria are met without the project, but the project may allow the reliability criteria to be met at a lower total cost, then the project is classified as an economic-driven project.  When performing a simulation of the generating unit commitment and dispatch, only contingencies and limits that would be considered in the operations horizon shall be simulated.
3.1.4.1
Development of Regional Transmission Plan

(1)
The planning process begins with computer modeling studies of the generation and Transmission Facilities and substation Loads under normal conditions in the ERCOT System.  Contingency conditions along with changes in Load and generation that might be expected to occur in operation of the ERCOT Transmission Grid are also modeled.  To maintain adequate service and minimize interruptions during Outages, model simulations are used to identify adverse results based upon the planning criteria and to examine the effectiveness of various problem-solving alternatives.

(2)
The effectiveness of each alternative will be evaluated under a variety of possible operating environments because Loads and operating conditions cannot be predicted with certainty.  As a result, repeated simulations under different conditions are often required.  In addition, options considered for future installation may affect other alternatives so that several different combinations must be evaluated, thereby multiplying the number of simulations required.

(3)
Once feasible alternatives have been identified, the process is continued with a comparison of those alternatives.  To determine the most favorable, the short-range and long-range benefits of each alternative must be considered including operating flexibility and compatibility with future plans.
3.1.4.1.1
Regional Transmission Plan Cases

(1)
The starting base cases for the Regional Transmission Plan development are created by removing all Tier 1, 2 and 3 projects that have not received RPG acceptance or, if applicable, ERCOT endorsement from the most recent ERCOT 90/10 Forecast  base cases.

(2)
ERCOT shall set all non-seasonal Mothballed Generation Resources to out of service in the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases. ERCOT shall add proposed Generation Resources that have met the criteria for inclusion in Section 6.9, Addition of Proposed Generation Resources to the Regional Transmission Plan base cases.



(3)
ERCOT shall update the Regional Transmission Plan reliability and economic base cases to reflect any updates to the amount of Switchable Generation Resource capacity available to the ERCOT Region.
 
(4)
In the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases, ERCOT shall set the output from the DC Ties at the Seasonal net max sustainable ratings for DC Tie Resources as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(5)
In the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases, ERCOT shall dispatch hydro Generation Resources up to the Hydro Unit Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(6)
In the Regional Transmission Plan economic base cases, 8,760-hour profiles shall be used for hydro Generation Resources, WGRs, PVGRs and DC Ties.  ERCOT profiles shall be used for WGRs and PVGRs.  Average historical output for the past three years shall be used to create the hydro Generation Resource and DC Tie profiles.
(7)
The Load utilized in the Regional Transmission Plan reliability base cases shall be organized and evaluated by Weather Zone.  ERCOT shall use each Weather Zone’s 90th percentile peak Load forecast, plus self-serve Load, for the study year.  ERCOT may adjust this Load forecast to reflect specific, publicly known Load additions or subtractions that ERCOT reasonably anticipates.

(8)
If the total generation capacity in a Regional Transmission Plan reliability base case is less than the peak Load in the case plus losses plus an operating reserve equal to the two largest units in the case, ERCOT shall group one or more Weather Zones into no fewer than four study regions and create a separate base case for each study region for the season and year being studied.
(a)
ERCOT shall not change Load or total generation capacity inside a study region.  ERCOT may redispatch dispatchable Generation Resources inside a study region as necessary. 

(b)
ERCOT shall use the following procedures in the order listed below to balance the case:

(i)
ERCOT may increase the Dispatch level of each WGR and PVGR outside the study region to a level that does not exceed the following maximums.

(A)
For a WGR, the maximum Dispatch level is the Seasonal Peak Average Wind Capacity as a Percent of Installed Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.

(B)
For a PVGR, the maximum Dispatch level is the Solar Unit Capacity as defined in Protocol Section 3.2.6.2.2, Total Capacity Estimate.
(ii)
ERCOT shall reduce Load outside of the study region such that the total Load in the case is approximately equal to ERCOT’s 90th percentile system-wide coincident peak Load forecast plus self-serve Load.
(iii)
If the adjustments in paragraphs (7)(b)(i) and (ii) above are still not enough to balance the case, Load outside the study region may be reduced to a level sufficient to balance the case, provided that such Load reductions never reduce the Load in a scaled Weather Zone below its average percentage of peak Load during the top ten hourly peak Load conditions for the past three years of the study Weather Zone.



















3.1.4.2
Use of Regional Transmission Plan

(1)
If a project submitted for RPG review is included in the Regional Transmission Plan, and no changes are identified which would affect the need for the proposed project through the 21-day comment period described in Section 3.1.5, Regional Planning Group Comment Process, then the Regional Transmission Plan may serve as the ERCOT Independent Review of the proposed project, if required.

(2)
Tier 1, 2, and 3 projects that are included in the Regional Transmission Plan should be submitted for RPG Project Review at an appropriate lead time.  Generally, this lead time should be sufficient to allow the review to be completed before the TSP reaches the decision point at which it must initiate the engineering and procurement in order to meet the required in-service date, but not farther in advance than is necessary.  In general, these lead times will be three to four months for Tier 3 projects and six to seven months for Tier 1 and 2 projects.  

(3)
Tier 1, 2 and 3 projects that are included in the Regional Transmission Plan but do not reach this decision point before the development of the next year’s Regional Transmission Plan begins will be removed from the case used to develop the Regional Transmission Plan and will be re-evaluated as a part of the development of this subsequent Regional Transmission Plan.
� The current methodology of constructing the Load forecasts is regularly defended as being the “conservative” approach necessary to ensure that any combination of peak loadings can be covered for reliability purposes.  NRG and Calpine assert that sensitivity cases can be added following the primary case using ERCOT’s independent 90/10 Load forecast to adequately vet ERCOT independent base cases, discussed below.


� See Platts Megawatt Daily April 18, p. 5 quoting Calvin Opheim, ERCOT Manager of Load Forecasting. 


� http://interchange.puc.state.tx.us/WebApp/Interchange/Documents/45382_52_881975.PDF
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Disclaimer

		Disclaimer

		DEMAND AND ENERGY REPORT

		FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY

		This ERCOT Working Paper has been prepared for specific ERCOT and market participant purposes and has been developed from data provided through the settlement process.  The data may contain errors or become obsolete and thereby affect the conclusions and opinions of the Working Paper.  ERCOT MAKES NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING ANY WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND DISCLAIMS ANY AND ALL LIABILITY WITH RESPECT TO THE ACCURACY OF SAME OR THE FITNESS OR APPROPRIATENESS OF SAME FOR ANY PARTICULAR USE.  THIS ERCOT WORKING PAPER IS SUPPLIED WITH ALL FAULTS.

		Note:  This report contains data updates reflecting final settlements from August 1 through October 31, 2015. ERCOT will continue to publish values based on preliminary settlements following the end of the month. Going forward, the reports will also reflect final settlements occurring 55 days after each Operating Day of the month. Consequently,  monthly final settlement updates will be lagged by two months. For example, the February 2016 report with January data will show final settlement updates for November 2015. Values that have been updated based on final settlements are indicated throughout this report; all other values are based on preliminary settlements data.





Updates

		File Updated		1/13/15





Demand

				ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL OF TEXAS

				DEMAND FOR 2015

														Updated		1/13/15

				NET SYSTEM MAXIMUM HOURLY DEMAND

				Description		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Annual

				2015 Demand, MW		56,832		54,539		53,180		45,227		53,389		61,732		67,650		69,877		64,458		59,187		44,924		44,922		69,877

				Date		1/8/15		2/23/15		3/6/15		4/9/15		5/18/15		6/10/15		7/30/15		8/10/15		9/8/15		10/12/15		11/5/15		12/28/15

				Hour Ending		08:00		19:00		07:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		19:00		19:00

				Day of Week		Thursday		Monday		Friday		Thursday		Monday		Wednesday		Thursday		Monday		Tuesday		Monday		Thursday		Monday

				Forecasted Demand, MW		52,837		50,662		45,097		47,329		61,957		63,077		64,215		69,057		58,006		49,709		45,439		47,270		69,057

				Difference, percent		7.6%		7.7%		17.9%		-4.4%		-13.8%		-2.1%		5.3%		1.2%		11.1%		19.1%		-1.1%		-5.0%		1.2%

				2014 Demand, MW		57,256		57,011		54,587		48,400		52,615		59,786		63,532		66,454		64,440		58,419		50,807		48,362		66,454

				Date		1/7/14		2/6/14		3/3/14		4/28/14		5/30/14		6/30/14		7/21/14		8/25/14		9/10/14		10/1/14		11/17/14		12/31/14

				Hour Ending		8:00		8:00		8:00		18:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		17:00		07:15		19:00

				Day of Week		Tuesday		Thursday		Monday		Monday		Friday		Monday		Monday		Monday		Wednesday		Wednesday		Monday		Wednesday

				Increase, MW		-425		-2,471		-1,408		-3,173		774		1,946		4,118		3,423		19		767		-5,883		-3,440

				Increase, percent		-0.7%		-4.3%		-2.6%		-6.6%		1.5%		3.3%		6.5%		5.2%		0.0%		1.3%		-11.6%		-7.1%

				Max All Time		57,256		57,265		54,587		51,800		58,947		66,548		67,650		69,877		64,862		59,134		50,807		53,642

				Date		1/7/2014          at 0800		2/10/2011 at 0800		3/3/2014         at 0800		4/18/2006         at  1700		5/29/2012 at 1700		6/26/2012 at 1700		7/30/2015 at 1700		8/10/2015         at 1700		9/5/2012 at 1700		10/12/2015 at 1700		11/17/2014 at 0715		12/10/2013 at 0800

				NET SYSTEM MAXIMUM DEMAND BASED ON 15-MINUTE  INTERVALS

				Description		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Annual

				2015 Demand, MW		57,431		54,904		54,141		45,420		53,661		61,779		67,700		69,942		64,513		59,306		45,035		45,028		69,942

				Date		1/8/15		2/23/15		3/6/15		4/9/15		5/18/15		6/10/15		7/30/15		8/10/15		9/8/15		10/12/15		11/5/15		12/28/15

				Interval Ending		07:15		19:00		07:15		17:00		17:00		16:45		16:45		17:00		16:30		16:45		18:30		19:00

				Day of Week		Thursday		Monday		Friday		Thursday		Monday		Wednesday		Thursday		Monday		Tuesday		Monday		Thursday		Monday

				Max All Time		57,813		57,971		54,660		52,024		59,170		66,577		65,889		69,942		64,959		59,254		51,273		54,249

				Date		1/7/2014         at 0715		2/10/2011 at 0715		3/3/2014         at 0730		4/17/2006         at  1615		5/29/2012 at 1700		6/26/2012 at 1630		7/30/2015 at 1645		8/10/2015         at 1700		9/5/2012 at 1700		10/12/2015 at 16:45		11/17/2014 0800		12/10/2013 at 0715

				NET SYSTEM MINIMUM DEMAND

				Description		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

				2015 Demand, MW		25,569		25,031		24,293		24,395		25,193		27,424		32,473		31,651		27,839		24,820		24,698		26,221

				Date		1/29/15		2/15/15		3/29/15		4/5/15		5/3/15		6/1/15		7/2/15		8/21/15		9/13/15		10/26/15		11/2/15		12/21/15

				Interval Ending		03:15		03:45		05:00		04:45		05:00		04:00		04:00		03:45		05:00		03:15		03:00		03:00

				Day of Week		Thursday		Sunday		Sunday		Sunday		Sunday		Monday		Thursday		Friday		Sunday		Monday		Monday		Monday

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.
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LoadZones

				ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL OF TEXAS

				ENERGY FOR 2015

														Updated:		1/13/15

				NET ENERGY FOR LOAD

				Description		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Annual

				2015 Energy, MWh		28,847,439		25,114,476		25,355,022		24,606,486		27,877,500		32,356,582		36,975,136		36,965,273		32,161,487		27,495,201		23,935,268		25,833,078		347,522,948

				2015 YTD Energy, MWh		28,847,439		53,961,915		79,316,937		103,923,423		131,800,923		164,157,505		201,132,641		238,097,914		270,259,401		297,754,602		321,689,870		347,522,948

				Forecasted Energy, MWh		28,208,046		25,140,825		24,710,496		24,485,410		29,658,209		32,107,522		35,159,665		36,195,887		29,494,024		26,443,017		24,700,786		26,595,197		342,899,083

				Difference, percent		2.3%		-0.1%		2.6%		0.5%		-6.0%		0.8%		5.2%		2.1%		9.0%		4.0%		-3.1%		-2.9%		1.3%

				YTD Forecasted Energy, MWh		28,208,046		53,348,871		78,059,367		102,544,777		132,202,986		164,310,508		199,470,173		235,666,060		265,160,083		291,603,100		316,303,886		342,899,083

				YTD Difference, percent		2.3%		1.1%		1.6%		1.3%		-0.3%		-0.1%		0.8%		1.0%		1.9%		2.1%		1.7%		1.3%

				2014 Energy, MWh		28,105,525		24,855,046		24,689,371		23,937,713		27,334,866		31,789,614		34,397,255		35,911,715		30,994,099		27,436,478		24,653,008		25,928,664		340,033,353

				Increase, MWh		741,914		259,430		665,651		668,773		542,634		566,968		2,577,881		1,053,559		1,167,388		58,724		-717,740		-95,586		7,489,595

				Increase, percent		2.6%		1.0%		2.7%		2.8%		2.0%		1.8%		7.5%		2.9%		3.8%		0.2%		-2.9%		-0.4%		2.2%

				2014 YTD Energy, MWh		28,105,525		52,960,571		77,649,943		101,587,656		128,922,522		160,712,136		195,109,391		231,021,105		262,015,204		289,451,682		314,104,689		340,033,353

				YTD Increase, MWh		741,914		1,001,343		1,666,994		2,335,767		2,878,401		3,445,369		6,023,250		7,076,809		8,244,197		8,302,921		7,585,181		7,489,595

				YTD Increase, percent		2.6%		1.9%		2.1%		2.3%		2.2%		2.1%		3.1%		3.1%		3.1%		2.9%		2.4%		2.2%

				NET SYSTEM LOAD FACTORS BASED ON HOURLY  DEMAND

				Description		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Annual

				2015		68.2%		68.5%		64.1%		75.6%		70.2%		72.8%		73.5%		71.1%		69.3%		62.4%		74.0%		77.3%		56.8%

				2014		66.0%		64.9%		60.8%		68.7%		69.8%		73.9%		72.8%		72.6%		66.8%		63.1%		67.4%		72.1%		58.4%

				NET SYSTEM LOAD FACTORS BASED ON 15-MINUTE DEMAND

				Description		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Annual

				2015		67.5%		68.1%		62.9%		75.2%		69.8%		72.7%		73.4%		71.0%		69.2%		62.3%		73.8%		77.1%		56.7%

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.
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EnergybyFuelType

				ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL OF TEXAS

				DEMAND AND ENERGY BY LOAD SETTLEMENT ZONE FOR 2015

																Updated		1/13/15

				BASED ON 15-MINUTE INTERVALS

				NET ZONE  DEMAND COINCIDENT WITH ERCOT SYSTEM PEAK, MW

				Settlement Zone		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

				LZ_AEN		2,084		2,076		1,983		1,815		2,066		2,314		2,571		2,660		2,504		2,398		1,849		1,692

				LZ_CPS		3,855		3,892		3,718		3,187		3,873		4,172		4,546		4,775		4,533		4,329		3,363		2,903

				LZ_HOUSTON		12,949		12,669		12,361		12,912		14,491		16,635		18,118		18,503		16,358		15,781		12,596		10,488

				LZ_LCRA		2,581		2,892		2,930		1,799		2,148		2,440		2,848		2,939		2,683		2,632		1,798		2,184

				LZ_NORTH		23,213		21,378		21,179		15,788		19,808		23,605		25,987		26,882		24,990		21,973		15,416		17,989

				LZ_RAYBN		815		364		575		352		342		637		663		805		699		589		374		613

				LZ_SOUTH		7,370		7,204		7,164		5,886		6,752		7,387		8,062		8,239		7,855		7,533		6,106		5,277

				LZ_WEST		4,563		4,430		4,231		3,682		4,181		4,590		4,905		5,139		4,891		4,070		3,533		3,881

				NET ZONE  NON-COINCIDENT PEAK DEMAND, MW

				Settlement Zone		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

				LZ_AEN		2,084		2,076		1,983		2,088		2,127		2,353		2,605		2,753		2,513		2,398		1,849		1,697

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		23 @ 19:00		6 @ 07:15		27 @ 19:30		20 @ 17:00		9 @ 18:00		31 @ 16:30		12 @ 17:00		8 @ 17:00		12 @ 16:45		5 @ 18:30		28 @ 18:30

				LZ_CPS		3,855		3,900		3,767		3,464		3,906		4,286		4,747		4,936		4,661		4,347		3,367		3,041

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		27 @ 19:00		6 @ 07:00		27 @ 17:15		27 @ 17:00		29 @ 16:45		28 @ 18:00		12 @ 15:00		8 @ 18:00		12 @ 17:30		5 @ 18:15		4 @ 07:15

				LZ_HOUSTON		12,963		12,669		12,390		13,858		15,218		17,029		18,181		18,998		16,358		15,864		12,965		11,449

				Date and time		9 @ 18:00		23 @ 19:00		6 @ 06:45		23 @ 16:15		28 @ 14:30		24 @ 16:15		28 @ 16:00		11 @ 16:00		8 @ 16:30		12 @ 16:00		5 @ 14:15		11 @ 18:00

				LZ_LCRA		2,793		2,902		2,930		2,011		2,176		2,664		2,979		3,007		2,752		2,632		2,108		2,252

				Date and time		5 @ 07:45		23 @ 19:15		6 @ 07:15		25 @ 16:45		20 @ 17:00		26 @ 18:30		29 @ 18:30		11 @ 17:30		7 @ 17:00		12 @ 16:45		23 @ 07:30		28 @ 08:00

				LZ_NORTH		23,213		21,456		21,184		16,680		19,808		23,616		25,998		26,899		24,993		21,973		15,573		18,082

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		23 @ 18:30		6 @ 07:00		2 @ 17:00		18 @ 17:00		10 @ 16:30		30 @ 16:15		10 @ 16:30		8 @ 16:00		12 @ 16:45		28 @ 18:00		28 @ 18:30

				LZ_RAYBN		815		715		763		450		424		672		732		814		758		591		501		622

				Date and time		8 @ 07:00		28 @ 09:15		9 @ 18:45		7 @ 18:00		9 @ 17:45		29 @ 18:00		20 @ 18:00		10 @ 18:30		7 @ 17:00		12 @ 17:00		29 @ 19:15		17 @ 07:00

				LZ_SOUTH		7,755		7,243		7,164		6,163		6,762		7,414		8,070		8,416		7,855		7,543		6,275		5,676

				Date and time		10 @ 11:30		23 @ 19:45		6 @ 07:15		25 @ 17:00		18 @ 16:45		11 @ 16:45		30 @ 15:45		12 @ 16:30		8 @ 16:30		12 @ 16:30		5 @ 14:30		28 @ 08:15

				LZ_WEST		4,566		4,488		4,355		4,017		4,194		4,687		4,978		5,180		4,901		4,326		3,835		4,141

				Date and time		8 @ 07:30		27 @ 19:30		5 @ 07:30		2 @ 16:15		27 @ 16:45		11 @ 16:45		27 @ 15:00		5 @ 16:45		8 @ 16:00		1 @ 17:00		28 @ 18:30		18 @ 07:30

				NET ENERGY FOR LOAD, MWh

				Settlement Zone		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Total

				LZ_AEN		1,081,268		942,435		986,681		985,485		1,099,335		1,236,496		1,412,089		1,460,231		1,271,422		1,099,018		928,867		974,772		13,478,099

				LZ_CPS		1,905,766		1,605,099		1,636,948		1,633,833		1,898,826		2,152,742		2,480,207		2,580,412		2,253,358		1,911,733		1,556,896		1,670,914		23,286,734

				LZ_HOUSTON		7,149,552		6,300,227		6,569,560		6,951,112		8,079,493		8,941,211		10,114,765		9,776,162		8,443,816		7,673,230		6,551,964		6,736,253		93,287,345

				LZ_LCRA		1,303,570		1,073,802		1,021,057		910,867		1,041,297		1,266,018		1,544,795		1,508,996		1,279,442		1,068,831		930,537		1,062,546		14,011,757

				LZ_NORTH		10,720,635		9,524,562		9,255,177		8,386,175		9,423,298		11,792,815		13,664,705		13,659,683		11,819,535		9,458,754		8,357,713		9,297,116		125,360,169

				LZ_RAYBN		321,123		276,298		271,818		202,498		210,721		286,150		342,557		355,253		297,586		222,515		207,259		273,447		3,267,227

				LZ_SOUTH		3,733,906		3,067,350		3,172,463		3,216,950		3,682,261		4,021,611		4,496,788		4,615,023		4,063,992		3,644,144		3,106,152		3,284,526		44,105,165

				LZ_WEST		2,631,619		2,324,702		2,441,318		2,319,566		2,442,270		2,659,538		2,919,229		3,009,514		2,732,335		2,416,977		2,295,880		2,533,504		30,726,452

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.

				Totals may not match the ERCOT values because of rounding.





EnergybyFuelChart

				ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL OF TEXAS

				DEMAND AND ENERGY BY WEATHER ZONE FOR 2015

																Updated		1/13/15

				Based on 15-Minute Intervals

				NET ZONE  DEMAND COINCIDENT WITH ERCOT SYSTEM PEAK, MW

				Weather Zone		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

				Coast		13,921		13,558		13,251		13,572		15,341		17,520		19,118		19,467		17,260		16,646		13,477		11,312

				East		2,275		1,974		2,036		1,613		1,643		2,178		2,390		2,430		2,223		2,164		1,664		1,711

				Far West		2,503		2,445		2,381		2,132		2,429		2,580		2,703		2,830		2,712		2,355		2,085		2,205

				North Central		21,395		19,483		19,422		14,300		18,255		21,698		23,846		24,853		23,087		20,085		13,940		16,638

				North		1,293		1,170		1,147		851		1,026		1,273		1,404		1,459		1,365		1,070		820		1,000

				South Central		9,498		9,905		9,623		7,647		9,063		10,032		11,188		11,669		10,920		10,517		7,825		7,582

				South		4,915		4,653		4,624		4,017		4,483		4,879		5,261		5,360		5,171		4,979		4,030		3,179

				West		1,631		1,717		1,656		1,290		1,421		1,618		1,790		1,874		1,775		1,491		1,195		1,403

				NET ZONE  NON-COINCIDENT PEAK DEMAND, MW

				Weather Zone		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

				Coast		13,921		13,558		13,285		14,688		16,028		17,891		19,163		19,981		17,260		16,723		13,830		12,159

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		23 @ 19:00		6 @ 06:45		23 @ 16:15		28 @ 14:30		24 @ 16:15		28 @ 16:00		11 @ 16:00		8 @ 16:30		12 @ 16:00		5 @ 14:15		11 @ 18:00

				East		2,275		2,064		2,036		1,705		1,940		2,255		2,489		2,459		2,296		2,164		1,678		1,721

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		23 @ 18:30		6 @ 07:15		7 @ 16:45		20 @ 18:15		24 @ 16:00		30 @ 15:45		11 @ 14:45		8 @ 14:30		12 @ 16:45		23 @ 07:15		3 @ 07:30

				Far West		2,503		2,486		2,433		2,281		2,491		2,659		2,768		2,872		2,714		2,521		2,224		2,374

				Date and time		8 @ 07:30		27 @ 19:30		4 @ 20:30		2 @ 16:45		27 @ 16:45		11 @ 16:45		27 @ 15:00		13 @ 16:45		8 @ 16:15		1 @ 16:45		28 @ 18:45		18 @ 07:30

				North Central		21,395		19,554		19,433		15,272		18,255		21,698		23,853		24,860		23,087		20,085		14,340		16,738

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		27 @ 18:45		6 @ 07:00		2 @ 17:45		18 @ 17:00		10 @ 16:45		30 @ 17:00		10 @ 16:30		8 @ 16:30		12 @ 16:45		29 @ 18:30		28 @ 18:30

				North		1,296		1,191		1,212		941		1,026		1,275		1,407		1,469		1,370		1,104		935		1,022

				Date and time		8 @ 07:30		23 @ 10:30		4 @ 19:30		2 @ 16:45		18 @ 17:00		30 @ 17:00		30 @ 16:30		10 @ 16:00		8 @ 16:00		15 @ 16:30		28 @ 10:00		18 @ 07:15

				South Central		9,498		9,905		9,644		8,114		9,202		10,262		11,450		11,967		11,057		10,522		7,872		7,623

				Date and time		8 @ 07:15		23 @ 19:00		6 @ 07:00		25 @ 16:45		20 @ 17:15		29 @ 17:30		29 @ 18:15		11 @ 18:00		8 @ 18:00		12 @ 17:00		5 @ 18:15		28 @ 08:00

				South		5,302		4,719		4,624		4,182		4,533		4,968		5,294		5,502		5,179		4,995		4,257		3,644

				Date and time		10 @ 11:30		23 @ 20:30		6 @ 07:15		23 @ 16:45		28 @ 16:45		11 @ 16:45		30 @ 15:45		13 @ 16:30		7 @ 15:45		12 @ 16:00		5 @ 14:30		4 @ 07:15

				West		1,653		1,719		1,656		1,334		1,427		1,635		1,813		1,923		1,776		1,584		1,329		1,492

				Date and time		5 @ 07:30		23 @ 19:30		6 @ 07:15		2 @ 16:15		18 @ 16:45		26 @ 16:45		27 @ 16:45		5 @ 17:00		8 @ 16:45		1 @ 16:00		28 @ 10:45		18 @ 07:30

				NET ZONE  ENERGY, MWh

				Weather Zone		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		Annual

				Coastal		7,697,856		6,770,304		7,068,356		7,436,015		8,618,589		9,516,254		10,760,014		10,400,344		9,001,276		8,161,179		7,041,421		7,247,353		99,718,960

				East		1,078,594		935,143		904,173		880,427		974,322		1,124,457		1,309,743		1,280,344		1,130,419		968,709		857,129		911,221		12,354,681

				Far West		1,524,032		1,355,998		1,447,706		1,387,877		1,482,974		1,552,049		1,682,725		1,728,649		1,595,704		1,469,475		1,406,229		1,536,150		18,169,569

				North Central		9,808,989		8,719,453		8,489,168		7,594,060		8,532,827		10,782,148		12,489,691		12,543,026		10,817,480		8,579,964		7,591,234		8,527,304		114,475,345

				North		648,637		580,753		565,203		503,869		540,786		661,730		759,190		757,587		669,197		544,115		510,773		579,001		7,320,842

				South Central		4,786,645		4,063,942		4,088,923		3,975,883		4,535,657		5,222,777		6,091,695		6,239,526		5,394,384		4,578,553		3,835,688		4,155,909		56,969,582

				South		2,400,515		1,922,010		2,009,192		2,103,604		2,441,531		2,632,659		2,903,909		2,992,948		2,652,047		2,442,931		2,002,413		2,090,185		28,593,942

				West		902,171		766,871		782,301		724,752		750,814		864,508		978,168		1,022,851		900,980		750,276		690,381		785,954		9,920,027

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.

				Totals may not match the ERCOT values because of rounding and subsequent settlements.
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DemandComparisons

				ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL OF TEXAS

				ENERGY BY FUEL TYPE FOR 2015

																Updated		1/13/15

				ENERGY BY FUEL TYPE, MWh

				Fuel Types		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		YTD/Annual

				Natural Gas		13,732,964		11,950,308		13,562,843		12,498,694		12,581,597		15,170,692		18,256,149		18,919,131		15,291,490		13,177,039		10,647,386		12,122,742		167,911,033

				Coal		8,557,093		6,663,380		5,556,547		5,693,762		7,779,934		10,499,351		11,030,879		11,011,363		9,978,158		8,351,830		6,504,556		6,027,859		97,654,710

				Nuclear		3,816,338		3,442,108		3,693,915		2,698,793		3,442,390		3,548,637		3,714,457		3,706,755		3,604,070		2,455,756		2,275,664		2,985,434		39,384,317

				Wind		2,673,169		2,972,317		2,336,351		3,668,160		3,997,180		3,049,458		3,766,247		2,943,231		3,085,343		3,379,522		4,393,142		4,522,157		40,786,278

				Water		11,602		8,346		13,209		11,089		65,713		90,535		87,975		76,507		39,665		26,294		48,665		84,327		563,928

				Net DC/BLT		-2,350		-5,607		122,531		-31,184		-60,203		-81,103		31,877		173,412		52,036		12,030		-1,402		-10,511		199,526

				Other		58,623		83,623		69,627		67,174		70,889		79,012		87,553		134,874		110,725		92,730		67,257		101,070		1,023,157

				Total		28,847,439		25,114,476		25,355,022		24,606,486		27,877,500		32,356,582		36,975,136		36,965,273		32,161,487		27,495,201		23,935,268		25,833,078		347,522,948

				ENERGY BY FUEL TYPE, PERCENT

				Fuel Types		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec		YTD/Annual

				Natural Gas		47.6%		47.6%		53.5%		50.8%		45.1%		46.9%		49.4%		51.2%		47.5%		47.9%		44.5%		46.9%		48.3%

				Coal		29.7%		26.5%		21.9%		23.1%		27.9%		32.4%		29.8%		29.8%		31.0%		30.4%		27.2%		23.3%		28.1%

				Nuclear		13.2%		13.7%		14.6%		11.0%		12.3%		11.0%		10.0%		10.0%		11.2%		8.9%		9.5%		11.6%		11.3%

				Wind		9.3%		11.8%		9.2%		14.9%		14.3%		9.4%		10.2%		8.0%		9.6%		12.3%		18.4%		17.5%		11.7%

				Water		0.0%		0.0%		0.1%		0.0%		0.2%		0.3%		0.2%		0.2%		0.1%		0.1%		0.2%		0.3%		0.2%

				Net DC/BLT		-0.0%		-0.0%		0.5%		-0.1%		-0.2%		-0.3%		0.1%		0.5%		0.2%		0.0%		-0.0%		-0.0%		0.1%

				Other		0.2%		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%		0.2%		0.2%		0.4%		0.3%		0.3%		0.3%		0.4%		0.3%

				Total		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.

				Companies are not required to notify ERCOT when their dual fuel units are using secondary fuel.  Therefore, values shown here are calculated based on primary fuel type and may not exactly reflect the fuels being used by dual fuel units.  Dual fuel units are included in the category of their primary fuel.

				A positive value in the 'Net DC/BLT' row indicates import of power, negative indicates export.

				"Other" includes solar, petroleum coke, landfill gas, biomass solids, biomass gases, and any unknown fuel.
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				Fuel Types		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

				Natural Gas		13,733		11,950		13,563		12,499		12,582		15,171		18,256		18,919		15,291		13,177		10,647		12,123

				Coal		8,557		6,663		5,557		5,694		7,780		10,499		11,031		11,011		9,978		8,352		6,505		6,028

				Nuclear		3,816		3,442		3,694		2,699		3,442		3,549		3,714		3,707		3,604		2,456		2,276		2,985

				Wind		2,673		2,972		2,336		3,668		3,997		3,049		3,766		2,943		3,085		3,380		4,393		4,522

				Hydro		12		8		13		11		66		91		88		77		40		26		49		84

				DC Imports		-2		-6		123		-31		-60		-81		32		173		52		12		-1		-11

				Other		59		84		70		67		71		79		88		135		111		93		67		101

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.
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																																																												Energy, MWh

																																																												Current		Previous		Prev, GWh				Previous source

																																																										Jan		28847		26072476		28,106				28105525

																																																										Feb		25114		23737722		24,855				24855046

																																																										Mar		25355		22028910.1719801		24,689				24689371

																																																										Apr		24606		21502948.6826012		23,938				23937713

																																																										May		27877		27221819.2111039		27,335				27334866

																																																										Jun		32357		31781587.4490032		31,790				31789614

																																																										Jul		36975		32397557.5854023		34,397				34397255

																																																										Aug*		36965		35774778.9819803		35,912				35911715

																																																										Sep*		32161		28844061.7929873		30,994				30994099

																																																										Oct*		27495		23933083.2469769		27,436				27436478

																																																										Nov		23935		21753399.2657809		24,653				24653008

																																																										Dec		25833		24049056		25,929				25928664

																																																						ytd		ytd				Energy, MWh

																																																						Actual		Forecast				Actual		Forecast				Difference from Actual

																																																						28,847		28,208		Jan		28,847		28,208				-2.2%				28208046

																																																						53,962		53,349		Feb		25,114		25,141				0.1%				25140825

																																																						79,317		78,059		Mar		25,355		24,710				-2.5%				24710496

																																																						103,923		102,545		Apr		24,606		24,485				-0.5%				24485410

																																																						131,801		132,203		May		27,877		29,658				6.4%				29658209

																																																						164,158		164,311		Jun		32,357		32,108				-0.8%				32107522

																																																						201,133		199,470		Jul		36,975		35,160				-4.9%				35159665

																																																						238,098		235,666		Aug*		36,965		36,196				-2.1%				36195887

																																																						270,259		265,160		Sep*		32,161		29,494				-8.3%				29494024

																																																						297,755		291,603		Oct*		27,495		26,443				-3.8%				26443017

																																																						321,690		316,304		Nov		23,935		24,701				3.2%				24700786

																																																						347,523		342,899		Dec		25,833		26,595				3.0%				26595197

																																																														0

																																																														0

																																																										EIA-411 forecast made in March 2004				0

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.																																																										0

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.
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																																		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug		Sep		Oct		Nov		Dec

																																		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug*		Sep*		Oct*		Nov		Dec

																																Current		56,832		54,539		53,180		45,227		53,389		61,732		67,650		69,877		64,458		59,187		44,924		44,922

																																Previous		57,256		57,011		54,587		48,400		52,615		59,786		63,532		66,454		64,440		58,419		50,807		48,362

																																Forecast		52,837		50,662		45,097		47,329		61,957		63,077		64,215		69,057		58,006		49,709		45,439		47,270

																																		*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.

				*Information for 2015 for this month has been updated based on final settlements.
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