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	Summary of Topics:

	1. Antitrust Guidelines
2. Reporting of Reserve Capacity Under Severe Gas Curtailments – OGRR169: 
John Dumas of ERCOT Operations Support asked QMWG to review OGRR169 and PRR611 in regards to the survey to be used in conjunction with an OCN, advisory, or alert.  The form being considered by OWG in regards to OGRR169 will be used to request information on fuel status and plans during severe weather conditions.  
On 12/6 ERCOT Operations issued an OCN due to pending winter event.  ERCOT Operations sent out a request for fuel status in accordance with protocol section 5.6.3.  Manny Muniz asked whether this survey should be used until OGRR169 is passed.  John Dumas said ERCOT deemed that current protocol with the December 1st implementation of PRR611 allows ERCOT to request this information.  The proposed survey being worked through OWG was used to request the fuel information due to the immediate need in preparation for the winter storm OCN.  The survey form and procedure will continued to be refined.
Gary Miller inquired whether the planned MW/day (“Natural Gas Plan tab” - col B) should be hourly.  Marty Ryan expressed that this survey can be difficult to complete accurately for those who purchase gas as a pool.  John asked that for pooled sources the QSE should submit how the pooled fuel will be allocated across the units which are planned to run.  ERCOT needing this information to use in confirming what is reported in the resource plans.  Alex Brinis mentioned that some entities will need to send in survey on a daily basis through OCN period because they do not know what the generation output will be beyond one day.  Also, entities with combined cycle stations may want to complete the survey as a combined response and not resource-specific.
Date of last curtailment is what date last curtailment (“Alt Fuel General Info” tab) during a ERCOT OCN, advisory, alert.  Larry Gurley recommended putting more explanation for reason for curtailments.  e.g, gas that is not deliverable whether firm or non-firm or unplanned curtailment.  The following note was added to the Natural Gas Plan tab:  “Date of Last Curtailment when Gas was not physically available to run unit without respect to contractual arrangements.”  John suggested that the date of last curtailment date back no more than five years.  Manny suggest Col E be change to “Date of last MW curtailment”.  Larry suggested that new column be added to report MW curtailed during last event.
Leonard Stanfield asked whether ERCOT has any emergency policy with the gas pipelines companies.  ERCOT currently does not have any agreement with gas pipelines to work through emergencies.  
John discussed the difference between OGRR169 and PRR611 – 169 specifies the details for implementing 611.  Darryl McLamb asked what issues OWG were addressing in completing 169.  John reported that OWG has been working through the issue of firm vs non-firm gas.
John asked QMWG members to forward suggestions on the structure of the survey form to OWG to update OGRR169.  
John will be forwarding revised survey to OWG towards completing OGRR169 along with confidentiality statement.  It was inquired whether this survey would be better reported by zone instead of by specific resource.  John explained that ERCOT needs to know more detail than by zone such as localized transmission issues.  The QSE is asked to give ERCOT how resources are to be operated during the OCN or alert period with possible fuel curtailments.  
3. Compliance Report (Resource Plan Metric and SCE Performance Monitoring): 

Larry Gurley discussed the comments made by ERCOT to PRR 635.  Larry recommended that the comment “if the QSE has no other units” be deleted.  Larry stated that ERCOT should not assume that all units in a QSE’s portfolio are affiliated with the QSE or have the same interests.  Testing specified in this PRR covers only ERCOT required testing (net dependability, reactive).  New units in test, units coming back from overhaul, or units undergoing errata tests are not included.  Alex requested that all testing required by governmental agencies should be considered exempt from scoring.

Larry will send to PRS recommended comments to the definition of “unit test requirements” to include other test requirements by governmental agencies (as defined in protocol, operating guide, or government licensing test).  This will require a separate PRR to address the applicable protocol sections.

Robbie reported that ERCOT will begin enforcing compliance of PRR525 starting January 1st.  Larry mentioned concern for the language difference between BOD action and what is “gray boxed” in the protocol.  It was requested that ERCOT get clarification from the BOD.

Sean asked if the calculation for removing exclusions was automated because QSEs may calculate a different score than ERCOT.  Robbie stated that some exclusions are removed automatically but that others are still removed from consideration manually. Sean asked if a QSE can give Compliance intervals with exclusions before scores are posted publicly.  Robbie said that QSEs are welcome to send in exclusions and that Compliance would adjust their score for exclusions they agreed with even for QSEs passing the SCE Performance Monitoring Criteria.
4. Resource-Specific OOME Dispatch Instructions Settlement Modification:

Ino Gonzalez, ERCOT Settlements, explained the need to revise how ERCOT addresses OOME’s issued after RTB as instructed deviation.  Currently QSEs are requesting a Verbal Dispatch Exemption (VDE).  On a settlement perspective the QSE is subject to URC without VDE from ERCOT Operations.  A number of scenarios were discussed and the impact to settlement.  The only necessary interval is to be the first for an OOME issued for consecutive intervals.
ERCOT proposes a new PRR to state that “for settlement purposes only” all OOME deployments are instructed deviations.  Larry asked Ino to confirm how Release 4 OOM tool impacting this issue.  ERCOT will report at the next meeting.

5. 2004 Potomac “State of the Market Report” Recommendation.

Feasibility of allowing QSEs to offer multiple ramp rates that vary by output level; 

Larry explained that combined cycle stations with duct burners would benefit from this recommendation.  With current EMMS design it is difficult for multiple ramp rates to be incorporated into RTB solution.  Request ERCOT was requested report back what is feasible with the current design.  John Dumas recommended that ERCOT call an internal staff meeting to investigate the feasibility and report back its findings at the next QMWG meeting.
Claw-back provision in RMR contracts discourages participation in the BES market
Larry expressed that this recommendation is a policy issue not operational.  Currently the QSE gives 10% based on MCPE or in accordance with two options.  The original intent of RMR protocol was to not make it lucrative to contract an RMR.  Marty expressed concern for forcing the RMR QSE to put all capacity over delivery plan into BES market thus risk providing too much incentive causing viable units to be forced to operate less – possibly causing more units to exit the market due to low capacity factor.  Danielle expressed that QMWG is being asked to address the pros and cons for giving more incentive to provide BES.  John Dumas expressed whether this recommendation is a reliability concern or economic.  Larry expressed that BES bid stack depletion is primarily the basis to this recommendation.  Past studies completed by ERCOT reported instances of sizable amount of capacity not offered in the market – some of this is RMR capacity.

Leonard Stanfield suggested that when RMR is deployed that protocol requires the unused capacity be bid at 150% of cost.  John Dumas suggested that the QSEs with RMR should be approached to learn why they are not offering available capacity into the BES market.  Larry suggested that the market address this issue of uncommitted capacity in general not just for RMR.  Marty expressed that there are other issues impacting RMR offering such as emission limits.
Danielle recommended QMWG frame the issues for these two recommendations.

QMWG discussed the following points.
Alternatives 

1. Reduce claw-back for RMR resources

2. Use a must offer clause

3. Do nothing

4. Consider this along with the issue of capacity not offered in general
Considerations:

1. Emissions

2. Shame cap

3. Fuel supply/swing contracts

4. Displacement of market units

5. Improper incentives

6. MW represented by RMR
Larry summarized that this issue will require significant amount of analytical efforts to address the issue of uncommitted resources to the BES market.  There needs to be more investigation other than what was accomplished early 2005 by ERCOT.  


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Report to PRS comments to PRR635.

	Future Agenda Items:

	1. Feasibility of allowing QSEs to offer multiple ramp rates that vary by output level.
2. Claw-back provision in RMR contracts discourages participation in the BES market.
3. Proposed PRR to treat all OOME deployments as instructed deviation for settlement purposes.


	Attendees

	
	

	Sean Hausman
	PSEG

	Alex Brinis
	FPL Energy

	Leonard Stanfield
	Austin Energy

	Darryl McLamb
	Constellation

	Robert Bailey
	Reliant Energy

	Ryan Thomas
	Coral

	Manny Munoz
	CNP

	Tony Rossi
	LCRA

	Danielle Jaussaud
	WMO

	Gary D. Miller
	BTU

	Larry Gurley
	Tenaska

	John Dumas
	ERCOT

	Ino Gonzales
	ERCOT

	Patrick Coon
	ERCOT

	Nieves Lopez
	ERCOT

	Robert Staples
	ERCOT












































PAGE  
1

