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	Comments


Duke Energy is opposed to Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 828 as it is currently drafted. Below are Duke Energy’s comments:

1) Challenges with storage Resources currently participating in Fast Responding Regulation Service (FRRS) being able to participate in Fast Frequency Response (FFR): Storage Resources currently participating in the FRRS market are likely to not have the capabilities to fully participate in FFR as currently proposed (although they could potentially participate at a reduced MW offer level).  Based on this, there will be storage Resources in ERCOT that have demonstrated their ability (and benefit to the ERCOT System) to respond to frequency deviations that will either not meet the minimum requirements to participate in FFR (or will not be able to participate at their MW capacity level) resulting in a reduced benefit these Resources have to the ERCOT System if FRRS is removed upon final implementation of FFR.  The primary reasons such resources will have challenges participating in FFR are as follows:

a. 15 minute deployment duration requirement

b. The fact that FFR is for up regulation only coupled with the need that storage Resources have to charge to be ready for the next deployment.  Charging would have the opposite effect on system frequency so a storage system could not charge until the under-frequency condition has been resolved (and not until frequency returns to 60 Hz as currently drafted), thereby making it extremely difficult for the Resource to be able to meet the requirement of being available again within 15 minutes after the last deployment ended, except for at MW offer levels that are a small fraction of the Resource’s MW capacity.  The way the language as drafted, a Resource participating in FFR must deploy when frequency drops below 59.8 Hz and deploy for 15 minutes or when receiving a recall instruction from ERCOT…and then must be available for another deployment within 15 minutes…all caveated by the fact that a Resource participating in FFR can’t withdraw energy from the grid again after a deployment until frequency reaches 60 Hz.  This language would make it difficult, if not impossible, for a storage Resource to participate in FFR except for at very low MW levels relative to its MW capacity.

c. The 30 cycle (0.5s) response requirement could potentially be problematic for storage resources currently participating in FRRS, depending on how that 30 cycle requirement is treated from a qualification testing standpoint and measured during an FFR deployment.

Further, Duke Energy believes the FFR requirements will present a barrier to future storage Resources being developed in ERCOT due to the designs being required to have significantly more energy storage capability relative to the MW capacity size which negatively impacts both project costs and revenue streams.

2) Potential market and system issues associated with #1 above along with elimination of FRRS:  

a. Implementation of FFR along with elimination of FRRS will likely result in ERCOT having to procure greater quantities of traditional regulation.  One of the primary benefits of FRRS is that the resources participating in FRRS are able to arrest the frequency decay (or increase) through faster response, reducing the total MW quantity of regulation required.

b. Elimination of FRRS (and the fact that FFR does have a down regulation component) will result in ERCOT having to procure greater MW quantities of down regulation than it would with FRRS continuing to be a service.

3) Clarity on market and system issues (or improvements) that FFR and elimination of FRRS is anticipated to provide

a. It is unclear what system issue this NPRR is intended to address (or how it is anticipated to provide system improvements, cost benefits, etc.).  FRRS has successfully demonstrated its ability to provide satisfactory frequency response and it is believed to have reduced the total amount of regulation required to be procured for frequency control.  Resources participating in FFR are anticipated to be deployed less frequently (and at a further deviation from 60 Hz) and will also only support an under-frequency condition.  We believe FRRS is better suited to minimize risk of significant frequency deviation events, can do so more cost effectively than introduction of FFR and elimination of FRRS, and is better equipped to manage frequency deviation events that an FFR market where FRRS has been eliminated. 
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