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	Comments


ERCOT offers these comments in response to the February 4, 2019 comments jointly submitted by Texas Competitive Power Advocates, Texas Industrial Energy Consumers, and Direct Energy (“Joint Commenters”) and the February 5, 2019 comments submitted by Tenaska Energy, Inc. (“Tenaska”).  
ERCOT appreciates the thoughtful and constructive discussions by all parties at the January 25, 2019 meeting of the Wholesale Market Working Group (WMWG) and agrees that the revisions proposed by Joint Commenters appear to reflect the consensus of a majority of stakeholders at that meeting.  
While ERCOT has no concern with the majority of these revisions, ERCOT would prefer not to strike paragraph (14) of Section 5.5.2, Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process, which ERCOT had originally proposed, at Tenaska’s request, to provide clarity as to the limited scope of the circumstances in which ERCOT would employ its RUC authority over Switchable Generation Resources (SWGRs).  Specifically, paragraph (14) would clarify that ERCOT may commit SWGRs via RUC only to address an actual or expected Emergency Condition in the ERCOT Region and only if the SWGR has been released by the neighboring system operator.  As a general principle, ERCOT believes it preferable to provide greater operational clarity when possible and would therefore prefer to retain this language.  

Nevertheless, ERCOT notes that the comments submitted by Joint Commenters are explicitly intended to “maintain the status quo in terms of ERCOT’s authority regarding [RUC] for a local transmission issue.”  And ERCOT has consistently emphasized its conclusion that, under the current state of the Protocols, it may commit any SWGR via RUC to address any reliability condition for which RUC may permissibly be used, including an actual or anticipated Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) or Transmission Emergency, if that were operationally necessary.  ERCOT has also noted that, as a practical matter, any commitment of one or more SWGRs today would be subject to release by the neighboring system operator and would be limited to actual or anticipated EEA or Transmission Emergency conditions, consistent with the draft SPP and MISO coordination plans.  ERCOT also emphasizes that the need to commit any of the existing SWGRs to address a Transmission Emergency is expected to be very unlikely under the current system topology.
Apart from a preference for greater clarity regarding the scope of ERCOT’s authority to commit SWGRs using RUC, ERCOT has no concern with the Joint Commenters’ proposed revisions.  Consequently, ERCOT will not oppose Joint Commenters’ proposed revisions if they receive broader stakeholder approval.  
With respect to Tenaska’s comments, ERCOT disagrees that its authority to RUC SWGRs should be limited to addressing system-wide capacity emergencies.  Granting such an exemption would unreasonably prevent ERCOT from using SWGR capacity if it were needed to address a transmission emergency, and would also extend a privilege to SWGRs that does not exist for other Generation Resources.  Furthermore, while ERCOT understands that stakeholders intend to revisit whether additional compensation should be provided for RUCs to address local transmission issues, this is not a sufficiently compelling reason to preclude ERCOT’s ability to address Transmission Emergencies that could arise in the interim, as Tenaska proposes.
ERCOT also disagrees with Tenaska’s revisions that strike the terms “actual or anticipated” from various Sections.  This language helps provide important transparency that ERCOT will not always wait until the EEA condition occurs to begin the process of committing an SWGR to address a capacity insufficiency problem.  Indeed, a critical attribute of RUC is that ERCOT must be able to commit capacity from any Generation Resource—including a SWGR—to address System emergencies before they occur.  Eliminating this language in the various provisions Tenaska has proposed would also raise a question about whether a SWGR would be entitled to payment when committed via RUC to address an anticipated EEA.  ERCOT sees no reason that compensation should not be provided in that case, as distinct from the case of an actual EEA.
Additionally, as ERCOT has previously explained in stakeholder discussions, including compensation for “lost option value” in the Make-Whole Payment described in Section 6.6.12, Make-Whole Payment for Switchable Generation Resources, would be inappropriate because it assumes Tenaska reasonably should have never expected to be subject to RUC when operating in another region, when that position has no basis in the ERCOT Protocols or other law.   

ERCOT takes no position at this time on Tenaska’s proposal to allow recovery of bilateral contract costs in the Make-Whole Payment.   

Finally, ERCOT has no concern with Tenaska’s proposal to modify the RUC offer-floor requirement in Section 6.4.4.2, Energy Offer Curve for RUC-Committed Switchable Generation Resources, to be the lower of $4,500/MWh or the System-Wide Offer Cap (SWCAP).  
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