ERCOT Texas Nodal Team

12 January, 2005 Meeting Minutes

ERCOT – Austin Offices
Attendance:
	True, Roy
	ACES Power Marketing

	Helton, Bob
	ANP

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy

	Doggett, Trip
	Benchmark Power Consulting

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville

	Schwertner, Ray
	BTU

	Loveless, Jeb
	Burford & Ryburn [for TXU Energy]

	Quinn, Bruce
	Calpine

	Moore, Sheri
	CenterPoint Energy

	Lewis, William
	Cirro

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral

	Rainey, John
	Covington Consulting

	Jones, Dan
	CPS

	Oberwortmann, John
	CPS

	Skinner, Doug
	Entergy Solutions

	Flores, Isabel
	ERCOT

	Galvin, Jim
	ERCOT

	Wagner, Marguerite
	ERCOT

	Xiao, Hong
	ERCOT

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon

	Jackson, Jeremy
	First Choice Power

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland

	Sherman, Fred
	Garland

	Marlett, Valerie
	GDS Associates

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Morris, Sandra
	LCRA

	Ögelman, Kenan
	OPC

	Edwards, John M.
	PR&E (Oxy)

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy

	Harris, Brenda
	Reliant Energy

	Meyer, John
	Reliant Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant Energy

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Sempra Energy

	Troell, Mike
	STEC

	Wood, Henry
	STEC/MEC

	Gurley, Larry
	Tenaska

	Holloway, Harry
	Texas Genco

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Texas Genco

	Stephenson, Randa
	Texas Ind Energy

	Bell, Wendell
	TPPA

	Jones, Liz
	TXU Business Services

	Spangler, Bob
	TXU Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	TXU Energy

	Reid, Walter
	Walter J. Reid Consulting


Participating via the web cast:
	Day, Smith
	Direct Energy

	Cuddy, Vikki
	The Structure Group


The meeting was called to order at 9:00 AM by Trip Doggett.

Doggett noted the Antitrust Admonition for the group to read and reminded the group that copies of the Antitrust Guidelines are available for anyone who has not received a copy.  Doggett reviewed the agenda for today’s meeting.
Minutes – December 16, 2004
No comments received to the December 6, 2004 minutes.
A motion was made by Bob Helton and seconded by Ray Schwertner to approve the December 6, 2004 minutes as submitted.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.  No abstentions were made.
Section 0.5.1.1 - Discuss use of Dynamically Scheduled Resources for Regulation

Floyd Trefny provided a Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) example and discussed the concerns associated with SCED and Dynamically Scheduled Resources.  No consensus was reached on this issue.  Dan Bailey volunteered to draft language to address performance measures to be covered in the Protocols.
Section 0.6.2(5) - Should RUC process use 150% of verifiable costs for Resources that did not submit a 3-Part Supply Offer
“ERCOT shall create Three-Part Supply Offers for all Resources that did not submit a Three-Part Supply Offer but are specified as available but Off-Line, excluding Resources with a Resource Status of EMR, in a QSE’s COP.  For such Resources, ERCOT shall use in the RUC process x% (150% ?) of any approved verifiable startup cost and verifiable minimum-energy cost or if verifiable costs have not been approved, the applicable Resource Category Generic Startup Offer Cost and the applicable Resource Category Generic Minimum-Energy Offer Cost as described specified in Section 5.5.3.1.3,  Two-Part Supply Offer Generic Amounts, registered with ERCOT.  However for settlement purposes, ERCOT shall use any approved verifiable startup costs and verifiable minimum-energy cost for such Resources, or if verifiable costs have not been approved, the applicable Resource Category Generic Startup Offer Cost and Generic Minimum-Energy Offer Cost.”
A motion was made by Adrian Pieniazek and seconded by Doug Skinner to approve the revised language as proposed for consideration in Round 2 of the Protocols review.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote with one abstention by Direct Energy.

Section 0.6.2 -  What is a Resources financial liability, if RUC identifies the need for Ancillary Services capacity to resolve local transmission problems when a Resource cannot meet its Ancillary Services Supply Responsibility?
Conceptually

1) Unit offering/providing Ancillary Service does not work due to congestion

2) ERCOT tells provider it cannot work

3) Provider has option to provide elsewhere or buy it from ERCOT


a.
If original Ancillary Service sold to ERCOT – NO PAYMENT


b.
If self-provided – NO CREDIT

4) New Auction – New Clearing price

5) All who buy from ERCOT this Ancillary Service pay the weighted average of the two auctions. 

Alternate B:  Conceptually treat the inability of a Resource to provide Ancillary Services the same as if the Resource had a forced outage and could no longer provide the Ancillary Services.

A motion was made by Dan Jones and seconded by Floyd Trefny to adopt Alternative B.  The motion failed by a ballot vote of 24% in favor and 76% opposed.
A motion was made by John Meyer to adopt Alternative B for day-ahead; the motion was withdrawn.

A motion was made by John Meyer to determine the feasibility of specific units providing Ancillary Services in the day-ahead RUC process and disallow such provision; the motion was withdrawn.
Future Meetings

Doggett discussed the option of filing the Protocols on March 18th without the settlements equations.  This would allow the group to continue working on the settlements equations.  No opposition was voiced to this proposal.
Section 0.7.3, Should a RUC failed startup attempt be compensated?

A concern was raised during the Protocols Review session regarding compensating a unit that fails to deliver.  How will it be known what actually happened; normally there is no payment for things that don’t happen.  During discussion it was stated that at a minimum the unit should be paid for fuel consumed during its attempt to start; the unit should not be penalized for tripping.  No motion was made to revise the current white paper language that allows for payment.
Section 0.7.6 - When ERCOT decommits a self-committed resource, should payment include opportunity cost? 

Kenneth Ragsdale clarified the intent of Section 0.7.6 to mean that “however, if ERCOT decommits a unit that it not scheduled to shutdown within the DaRUC 24-hour period, then ERCOT shall pay the impacted QSE, if positive, the unit startup costs minus, if positive, difference of Minimum-Energy costs and the product of LSL times LMP.”
When ERCOT decommits a self-committed resource, should capacity credit be limited to two-hours following decommitment? 
After discussion, and hearing that the current whitepaper language provides that in calculating the amount by which a QSE is short, capacity decommitted by ERCOT is counted as QSE self-committed capacity, Roy True said that no further action was needed on this issue. 
5 minute vs. 15 minute settlement 
Discussed and no further action was taken to modify the current plan to use 15-minute settlement.
Remaining Economist Issues

A. Real Time co-optimization 

After discussion, John Meyer agreed to bring a proposal to address Real-Time co-optimization.

B. Any changes to CRR Ownership reporting / limits?

C. Wolak's concern with cross-subsidy by mitigated units?

D. Mitigation to address physical withholding?

E. IMM restrict virtual trades?

F. Mitigation of Ancillary Services?

After discussion the group felt that these had been addressed in the current design; Isabel Flores is to update the list of Economists’ Issues.

G. Ability for all QSEs to change Output Schedules up to SCED
Floyd Trefny agreed to bring more details to the group at the next General Session.
Doggett adjourned the TNT General Session at 2:50 P.M.
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