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	Comments


Voltus appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments to NPRR1337. Voltus offers a significant volume of MW in the Emergency Response Service (ERS) program, enrolling over 300 MW in the most recent season and supports the efforts of ERCOT to strengthen the Protocols to ensure the resources provide benefit to the grid at the time when ERS is called and reduce “the amount of ERS payments for deployments that were likely to independently occur absent the ERS payment”
. As ERCOT has pointed out, price-responsive assets using an alternate baseline type may reduce load hours ahead of an ERS dispatch instruction and still perform at 100% of their load response and availability and this concern has grown over recent years with the influx of price-responsive loads into ERS.

ERCOT’s proposed solutions to include an Alternate Baseline Test and to begin evaluating availability by Time Period would be effective measures to take to mitigate the risk imposed by these new loads. However, if the two-step process associated with Alternate Baseline Test is introduced as currently written, it will additionally impact long-standing and high-performing resources who are not price-responsive. Similarly, the changes to availability factor calculations, pass rates, and suspension processes are unnecessarily punitive and will result in impacts to non-price responsive loads, attrition from the program, and higher prices. 
The following state Voltus’s position on the proposed changes:

1. Voltus does not oppose an appropriately designed Alternate Baseline Test to determine whether a load is naturally dynamic or not, subject to suggested changes within these and other comments.

2. Voltus agrees with comments from the Coalition, Enel, and the Joint Commenters and opposes the change limiting the selection of baseline choice for resources who are eligible for a default baseline, regardless of their price-responsiveness.

3. Voltus supports the change in availability being evaluated for each Time Period individually.

4. Voltus opposes the change to evaluating the Qualified Scheduling Entity’s (QSE’s) Time Period Availability factor after the squaring of each resource’s availability factor has taken place.

5. Voltus opposes the changes to the availability factor pass rate of an ERS resource and Voltus strongly opposes the changes to ERS Suspension and Reinstatement processes associated with these changes to availability factors. This will drive down nominations below the level that an ERS participant could reasonably curtail, and risks a possible outflow of resources participating in the program

Discussion
1. Voltus does not oppose an appropriately designed Alternate Baseline Test to determine whether a load is naturally dynamic or not, subject to suggested changes within these and other comments.

Voltus acknowledges ERCOT’s reasoning for introducing the Alternate Baseline Test during the ERS Resource identification (“ERID”) process to reduce the amount of ERS payments for deployments that were likely to occur independent of the ERS dispatch instruction. The Alternate Baseline Test aims to achieve this effect, as nominations for these resources will have to consider the effect of price responding. Voltus welcomes the introduction of the definition of a Naturally Dynamic Load into the ERS definitions. Voltus, however, agrees with the Coalition, Enel, and the Joint Commenters that the Alternate Baseline Test and its core requirements should be codified within the Nodal Protocols and not within an external document.

2. Voltus agrees with comments from the Coalition, Enel, and the Joint Commenters and opposes the change limiting the selection of baseline choice for resources that are eligible for a default baseline, regardless of their price-responsiveness.

Voltus opposes the requirement that resources register on a default baseline if they are eligible for one, even if they can pass the Alternate Baseline Test. Today, ERCOT evaluates resources to determine eligibility for default baselines, and if they are eligible, the QSE may select between any of the default baselines for which the resource is eligible or the alternate baseline. Optionality between baseline types allows QSEs to nominate a resource using the baseline that best represents the resource’s curtailment strategy. 

Under the proposed requirements, ERCOT will determine eligibility for default baselines before running the Alternate Baseline Test. If a resource is eligible for one or more default baselines, the QSE must select one, regardless of whether the resource would pass the new Alternate Baseline Test.  Voltus manages certain resources with sufficiently predictable load shapes to be assigned a default baseline, but whose curtailment strategy is better suited to the alternate baseline. For example, if they are able turn off all equipment except some with well-established energy consumption.

The change that no longer allows a QSE to select an alternate baseline for resources that are eligible for a default baseline would impact resources outside of the stated intention of reducing payments to price-responsive loads. Loads that are not price-responsive, but are also not naturally dynamic loads, may be forced to select a default baseline. Voltus proposes keeping the current framework in which QSEs may select an alternate baseline type for resources who are default-eligible, and that this option be extended to loads who pass the Alternate Baseline Test. 
3. Voltus does not oppose the change in availability being evaluated for each Time Period individually.

Voltus agrees with Enel, the Joint Commenters, and the Coalition that evaluating availability on each Time Period individually is an improvement to the current system. This granularity will prevent offsetting of extremely low availability in a high-risk time period with high availability in a low-risk time period at both the resource and QSE level, and is a reasonable test to ensure both have sufficient load to be able to deliver on their commitments when dispatched. 

4. Voltus opposes the change to evaluating the QSE’s Time Period Availability factor after the squaring of each resource’s availability factor has taken place, and each resource's availability factor being capped at 1.0 for the purpose of calculating QSE payment.

The proposal to change the calculation of the QSE-level availability after squaring and capping individual resource-level availability factors, as opposed to the current system where these measures are only taken if the initial QSE-level availability is less than 0.95, is overly punitive. It ignores the aggregation benefit that ERCOT receives from QSEs having multiple resources entered into the program. Sites that make up an ERS load resource are not the same as a generation asset, and their primary motivations are the operation of their businesses with demand response being an additional service they provide to ERCOT. There may be multiple reasons why an individual resource experiences reduced load after the start of an SCT, some of which may be largely out of the hands of the business owner. It is the QSE’s responsibility to manage risk by considering nominations in the aggregate and still have sufficient load to meet their overall obligation. 

Voltus appreciates that ERCOT has tried to relieve this change somewhat by reducing the portfolio-level availability pass value to 0.8. However, payment reductions still begin to apply once the QSE availability factor is below 1.0. With the squaring applied to any resource that has an availability performance factor of 0.95 or below and the capping of all resource-level availability factors at 1.0 before summing, it would be impossible for a QSE with multiple resources to achieve an availability factor of 1.0 and avoid a payment reduction should any single resource have reduced load in a single time period. As QSE’s take on this heightened risk, they may opt to pass on their performance derates to their aggregate resources in the form of reduced payment, resulting in erosion of participating MW in the program. 

As Enel argues, there are suggestions that a QSE could respond to these proposed changes by aggregating all or many of its ERS resources within its portfolio, but that this is not in line with the current practice of selecting baselines that best fit particular site load characteristics and curtailment plans. 

ERCOT’s efforts in this proposed change in the NPRR are also duplicative; the combination of other proposed changes would alleviate the risks this change is intended to address. Calculating and evaluating availability factors at the Time Period level will mitigate the issue of some resources’ high availability in low-risk Time Periods offsetting underavailability in high-risk Time Periods. In addition, under the Alternate Baseline Test, fewer resources will be eligible for the alternate baseline, and their individual availability factors for any given Time Period will be naturally capped at 1.0 as a result. The Alternate Baseline Test will impact price-responsive assets in particular as is ERCOT’s stated intent. It will also prevent QSEs from nominating price-responding assets in such a way as to inflate overall portfolio-level availability. These measures will already have the intended effect on price-responsive resources. The proposed availability calculations, on the other hand, will result in outsized penalization for non-price-responsive ERS participants.

Voltus proposes continuing to evaluate the QSE-level availability in the same manner as currently defined in the Nodal Protocols, and in the first iteration of NPRR1337; which is to calculate the QSE-level availability from resource-level availability without a cap or squaring introduced, for all Time Periods. And then, only if the QSE was unable to meet its obligation for a Time Period, implement the caps and squaring to reduce payments to the QSE for that Time Period. 
5. Voltus opposes the changes to the availability factor pass rate of an ERS resource and Voltus strongly opposes the changes to ERS Suspension and Reinstatement processes associated with these changes to availability factors. 
Voltus opposes the significant change in threshold for what is considered a resource-level availability fail from 0.85 across the SCT to 0.95 across any given Time Period for similar reasons as listed in point 4: an individual resource may experience a reduction in load throughout an SCT for numerous reasons that are out of their hands. If ERCOT’s expectations of a QSE are to see a reduction in load when called upon by ERS, the more important consideration is that the portfolio should have enough load to meet this obligation. 

Similarly, Voltus strongly opposes the changes to ERS Suspension and Reinstatement processes associated with these changes to availability factors. Under the current framework, a resource is only eligible for suspension if it has failed four consecutive tests or events within a year. Under the proposed changes, a loss of load for a resource that brings even a single TP level availability factor down below 0.95 would result in suspension for possibly multiple SCTs, depending on the Time Period with the reduced availability factor. The threat of suspension for low availability is a clear departure from the existing framework in ERS. 

This change also judges the value of the whole service provided by a resource on its availability in a single time period in a very narrow way. For example, one of Voltus’s resources that was registered on a default baseline would have fallen foul of this new availability metric. During one SCT, this resource had an availability factor above 95% in all Time Periods except one in which it scored 91% due to changes in load towards the end of the SCT. However, when called for a test during the earlier part of the SCT, it was fully available and passed the test by curtailing considerably more load than its nominated value. Voltus acknowledges the importance of maintaining availability throughout the SCT. However, the threat of suspension negates the benefit that ERCOT would have received from the resource in almost all of the remainder of the SCT. Texas is famously a business friendly state and the ERS program is set up to allow businesses to maximize their participation. Penalizing individual resources for small changes in load in single time periods, even when the QSE had enough availability to meet its commitment, is in conflict with this.

The combined impact of assessing availability at the TP level alongside the introduction of the Alternate Baseline Test already has the intended consequence of reducing ERS payments to price-responsive resources that would likely have reduced load far in advance of an ERS directive. The additional stringency in what is considered a fail for availability compounded with the significant consequence for failing would almost certainly result in a reduction in non-price responsive demand response MW participating in the program that otherwise would represent real reduction in consumption when called upon by ERCOT.

Voltus proposes using the 0.85 availability factor that is currently considered a resource-level availability fail but applying this level of what constitutes a failure to individual Time Periods and maintaining the same consequence of an early re-test in the event of an availability failure. This change would incentivize QSEs to reconsider their nomination strategies and likely be more conservative in nominations since there would no longer be an off-setting of one Time Period’s availability by another. The consequence for failing a Time Period would still be costly to the resource without forcibly removing otherwise successful resources from the program. If ERCOT would like to maintain a system whereby resources can be suspended because of availability, Voltus would propose bringing it closer in line with the current system for test failures and suspensions; i.e. only suspending resources are several seasons of failing availability.
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None
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None
� See ERCOT Justification of Reason for Revision and Market Impacts, 1337NPRR-01 ERS Enhancements (May 26, 2026)








1337NPRR-17 Voltus Comments 081026
Page 1 of 1
PUBLIC


