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ERCOT Antitrust admonition

Next Meeting:

April 21and 27, 2004 – Meeting with Protocol team

Topic:   Kenneth told a joke.  He said some people have trouble sleeping at night because they see shadows on the walls.  He had trouble sleeping last night because he saw shadow prices on the walls.  (Joke attributed to Joel Mickey)

Comments/Questions:  Pretty good, Ken…

Topic:  Kenneth and Hong present Energy Settlements for ADAM, E-HDAM and RT

Comments/Questions:  

Judy and BJ asked for a clarification for Section III of the matrix presented

· Section is labeled as “Settlements for Energy” and contains settlement for both ADAM and E-HDAM

· It is not clear which inputs are required for ADAM and E-HDAM

· Suggested that Kenneth break Section III into two sections, one for ADAM and one for E-HDAM, so that it is clear what is required for each.

Leonard was concerned that the E-HDAM paper may allow QSE’s to effectively revise day-ahead bilateral schedules after the fact.  While day-ahead bilateral schedules designated for settlement in real-time should be revisable going forward, day-ahead schedules designated for settlement in day ahead are not.  We need clarification from the Market Operations Concept Group.

Data delivered to settlements from different markets should be clearly identified as to the market source.  ERCOT settlements and market participants must be able to distinguish between all of the variables created for the various markets.

Question:  In the make-whole example, we have both evaluated and made the make-whole payment in the day-ahead settlement of the first instructed interval.  Should the make-whole payment be handled differently?

Question:  Are the day-ahead and real-time settlements independent with separate schedules?  Leonard suggested that settling all markets simultaneously presents less exposure to QSE’s.  

Topic:  Kenneth and Hong Present Settlement of CRR’s

Comments/Questions:

The Congestion Management Concept Group (CMCC) is working on the details of CRR’s today.  Perhaps our prediction of what a CRR settlement calculation will look like will drive CMCC toward an answer.

Topic: Rodney’s discussion of  changes to the DaRUC presentation from last meeting.

Comments/Questions:

Case B suggests that if ERCOT commits a unit earlier than its self-scheduled commitment start hour or keeps a unit committed beyond its self-scheduled shutdown hour, then the impacted QSE has the option of claiming a make whole payment the extra hours committed by ERCOT.  It is assumed that the instrument for requesting such payment would be a dispute.  This group is skeptical about incorporating the dispute instrument into a standard settlement process.  Settlement disputes are intended for dealing with errors and anomalies.

Leonard expressed concern about how ERCOT would track forced outages for Case D.

Topic:  Keely’s discussion of changes to DaRUC charge presentation from last meeting.

Comments/Questions:

Topic:  Rodney’s discussion of HaRUC

Comments/Questions:

Question:  What happens when you have an HaRUC for a unit already committed in the DaRUC?

· David Potts suggested that HaRUC will simply create incremental changes over the state of commitments after DaRUC, so there shouldn’t be any overlap.

· Not sure how to handle any non-RUC hours between DaRUC hours and HaARUC hours.

Question:  What happens when the DaRUC commits a unit and then the HaRUC de-commits the unit? 

· Is this even possible?

· Kenneth read in the paper that unit committed during DaRUC cannot be de-committed by HaRUC for economic reasons.

· It appears then that a unit cannot be de-committed in HaRUC simply because the unit is not required, but a unit can be de-committed in HaRUC because we need the unit to be off.  We need clarification.

We came to the realization that an HaRUC solution during afternoon hours has the potential of altering the DaRUC solution for the next day.  This may be a problem for settlement because we end up with a deployment that spans multiple trade days.

Topic:  Kenneth’s presentation of Ancillary Services Settlements. 

Comments/Questions:

Discussed cleanup of acronyms for clarity and consistency.

Awards are unit-specific; deployments are portfolio.  Question:  Are payments unit specific or portfolio?

