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I.
Day Ahead Market (DAEM)

1. Go ahead and start with something else (such as EHDAM) that includes some form of congestion clearing.

a. Important to start with a day-ahead market that includes congestion clearing

2. Co-optimize ancillary services and energy in DAEM. [Shams Siddiqi]
a. Impact of self-arrangement (is it allowed, and do you try to co-optimize the energy that is self-arranged?)
b. Which A/S can be optimized (i.e. can Regulation and Non-Spin be optimized?)

c. Responsive may work but must address 20% limitation.

d. Need better understanding of how this works.

e. Don’t want to limit the ability of loads to offer A/S.

f. Ability to offer capacity only.

3. Move as much of RUC commitment as possible [at least local] to DAEM. [Clayton Greer]
a. Alternative to RUC #5 option.

b. Need modeling consistency (same set of constraints in DAEM excluding Load Forecast).
c. Voltage or nomogram issues.  There may be capacity commitments for chronic market capacity needs.  
d. Advocated by all economists except Dr. Oren, if volumes in EHDAM are low then he would not recommend.  
4. Move all trades, self-commitment and self-provision of AS to DAEM.  [Clayton Greer] 
a. #1 requires self-provision of AS

b. #2 requires self-commitment and trades in DAEM.

c. Question whether EH-DAM can do all this. If not, would this be an IDAM?

d. Revisit "Up To" congestion bids for bilateral transactions.

5. Offer flowgate CRRs initially. 
a. No group seemed inclined to identify flowgates for market open.

b. Have chosen to only model generator nodes and load zones.

c. Have McCamey options already. 

d. Can eliminate the restriction in protocols/whitepaper and let the market form on its own.

e. Dr. Patton has concerns with too many initial features to implement.

f. Group believes concept has been addressed and doesn’t seem necessary at market open.

6. Consider not extending options to real time.* [No action at this time pending outcome of other discussions.]
a. Keeping options in real-time does not support IDAM.

b. Keeping #5 limits ability to implement #2 and #3.

c. As designed offers hedge 

d. This feature makes the EH-DAM voluntary.

e. Has been considered integral in the market design.
f. Economist spoke strongly toward items #1 - #3 and #5 as less of a priority.
g. Concern with clearing congestion in Day-Ahead

h. Oren suggests that the correct way to push the PTP Option to RT is to subtract the corresponding positive flows from the available capacity of the respective elements in the DA market clearing calculation. The same approach can be applied to Flowgate CRRs pushed to RT.
7. Allow up to one offer curve per hour for a resource (24 vs 1).  [Protocol writers to draft language]
a. Three-part offer currently restricts one energy offer curve.

b. If change is allowed, are there implications to mitigation? Would still not allow changes after being struck.

8. Create must-offer in DAEM.  [Clayton Greer]
a. Our design effectively equals a must-offer in the RUC.

b. Related to item #2.

c. This is not the same as ICAP (although ICAP is a mechanism to meet this objective).
d. Must-offer in DAEM is complex with virtual bidding. Might require a virtual bid flag in DAEM. 

e. Same mitigation as real-time will be required.

9. Allow virtual energy bids and offers at all nodes. [Defer & request additional information from the economists.]
a. Effectively makes all nodes settlement points.

b. The argument is liquidity and self-policing.
II.
RUC

1. Use RUC for correction of the difference in ERCOT load forecast and the load used in the DAEM. [Clayton Greer]
a. If #2 from the day-ahead energy market is implemented.  
2. ERCOT should not de-commit units on its own except for emergency loadings – this is already addressed within the current market design.

3. Clawback provisions of RUC should be eliminated – reconsider the clawback provisions if either day-ahead market #2 or RUC #5 is implemented with mitigation.   [Revisit after integration of RUC into DAEM.]
4. Consider an allocation method that uses day-ahead energy schedules and deviations as the baseline.  If DAEM recommendations are carried out, then the allocation of costs should be charged to load deviations from DAEM schedules and Resource deviations from DAEM schedules plus ERCOT instructions.  [Revisit]  [C. Greer]
a. Addresses penalties or performance requirements

b. Goal is to encourage day-ahead energy commitments and to get them to be as accurate as possible.

5. Request comments from the economists on the allocation of CRRs, auction revenues and local reliability costs.  
6. The LMPs used for day-ahead market settlement should consider units committed by RUC for local reliability operated at the minimum generation level.  [C. Greer]
a. Recommitment for economic reasons.

b. Use decommitment to prevent over-generation if RUC commits too many units. 

c. Use the bid load not the forecasted load.

d. Costs distributed over the load – need to investigate how costs will be distributed.

e. LMPs adjusted to reflect the economic impact of RUCed units.

III.
Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs)

1. Consider total allocation of all CRRs to load serving entities.  [Don’t do #3 if doing #1.] [Rick Covington]
a. Physical allocation of revenue rights [need details from Wolak]

2. Allow greater definition of sink and source to any node for point-to-point rights.  [Vikki add this item to list of potential functionality.]
3. Request comments from the economists on the Allocation of Auction Revenue Rights (ARRs) that match some source/sink areas [How does this compare to #1?]  [Rick Covington]
a. Allocate ARRs to source/sink pairs based on respective historic peak load

b. LSEs receive ARRs based on SFT which includes PCRRs

c. Hold CRR auctions to allow LSEs to offer ARRs into auction and to auction any residual transmission capability

d. Auction revenues associated with CRRs for nominated source/sink pairs are aggregated to load zones and allocated to LSEs in zone based on LRS in zone
e. All other auction revenue from CRR auction used to offset under-funded settlement interval.

f. Need details on how the source will be selected, is it by ownership?

4. Three of four economists strongly recommend that CRRs should be fully funded and not based on individual derating of a CRR due to a constraint derating. [Jerry Ward]
a. Create energy offer floors for day-ahead and real-time energy markets.
b. If no derating, revisit CRRs on lines with n-1 contingency.

5. Offer flowgates initially. [Vikki add this item to list of potential functionality.]
6. Allow bids in any combination of monthly or longer in order for the software to maximize revenue. [Kevin Gresham]
7. Address Oren’s concern with one of the implications of employing n-1 security constraints in clearing the CRR auction is that PTP CRRs to or from points connected by radial elements cannot be offered.  If this approach is the intention of the paper, then the paper should explicitly state it. [Dan Jones]

IV.
Ancillary Services 
1. Co-optimize ancillary services and energy in real time, as well as DAEM mentioned previously.  [need more detail] [Marguerite Wagner to contact NY for education]
a. Is it done with capacity bids or energy bids or a combination?
b. Potential new mitigation requirement

c. Are other markets doing this?

d. Does it have to be done in both markets?

e. Where does load fit into co-optimizing?

2. Split 10-minute reserve into two products. [Walter Reid & Randy Jones]
a. Does this apply to the 20% requirement only?

b. Change 20% requirement to individual capabilities.

c. Fast response reserve (<30 seconds)

d. 10 minute

e. Should load be a separate Responsive Reserve product? 
f. Provision of responsive that doesn’t look like responsive
g. Make governor response a service

3. Consider if locational Ancillary Services markets are needed. [suggested by Oren]  [Marguerite Wagner will look at different services with an emphasis on “why?” & MOD staff to investigate other market activities]  
a. Local capacity market 

b. The regulation control algorithm has to process zero every time

c. Why do you need locational A/S if you can do it system-wide?

V.
Real-time

1.
Investigate Dr. Patton’s recommendation that participants not be allowed to alter the 5 minute output schedules up to the start of each SCED dispatch interval.

VI.
Mitigation [Hold off until other issues are resolved in order to determine the appropriate type of mitigation.  Discuss mitigation procedures as part of each issue.]
1. Create a small demand curve for 50-100 megawatts of responsive reserve (RRS).  [Floyd Trefny & Clayton Greer --  Reference Patton issue 4, Pricing during shortages.]  [Does this impact the Pricing Safeguards Rule?  PUCT may revisit rule pending outcome.]
2. CSM sufficiency test not required if co-optimization and demand curve of RRS mentioned above is implemented [V.1].

a. Pivotal supplier must still be addressed (a supplier that ERCOT must purchase from).
b. Is ex ante [Resetting of bids or resetting of market clearing prices for settlement] mitigation still needed?  
3. Apply the same resource mitigation to the DAEM as real-time.

4. Use ex ante price with sufficient penalties for not staying within a bandwidth of schedule (at least 2 supported).  [MOD to review whitepaper proposal] 
a. Patton supports ex ante.

b. Oren and Shanker support ex post.

5. One economist strongly felt CRR ownership should at least be monitored with self-reporting by entity required for designated flowgates.  If not, a hard ownership limit could be set.  At least two economists saw no need for CRR ownership limits.  Generation control needs to be considered.
6. ECI method not presently endorsed by any economist.  All suggested markets start with commercial (competitive) paths determined similarly to today and ECI calculations monitored for one year. [To be discussed by the Market Mitigation Concept Group]
a. Support for automated mitigation procedure (AMP); over-mitigation concern with AMP in system-wide and under-mitigation in local. 

7. Revisit Wolak’s concern with Cross-Subsidy by Mitigated Units
8. Patton’s recommendation that mitigation measures should address the mitigation of physical withholding.  When a unit is physically available and a portion of its energy output is not offered, mitigation measures should allow ERCOT to utilize a default offer for that output range.  [Address later]

9. Patton’s concern that if the day-ahead markets are not sufficiently liquid; you may want to consider a provision that would allow the IMM to restrict the quantity and/or location of virtual trades when a participant's conduct has contributed to substantial divergence between day-ahead and real-time prices.
10. Need to consider mitigation of Ancillary Services.

* More discussion necessary. Do we 1) want to maintain options and 2) do we want to extend them to the real-time?





