
	ERCOT Wholesale Client Services

	Event Description: CCRPRSTF
	Date: March 20, 2006
	Completed by: Bill Kettlewell

	Attendees: Dan Jones (CPS Energy), Marguerite Wagner (Reliant), Ralph Lozano (PSEG TexGen I), Brad Belk (LCRA), Sham Siddiqi (LCRA), David Detelich (CPS Energy), Ted Hailu (ERCOT Client Services), Jun Yu (ERCOT Market Ops), Mark Patterson (ERCOT Market Ops), Kenneth Ragsdale (ERCOT Settlements), Jeff Gilbertson (ERCOT Market Rules), Bill Kettlewell (ERCOT Client Services)
Phone Attendees:  Randy Jones (Calpine), Kristi Ashley (Exelon)

	Summary of Event

	1. Dan Jones set forth the Goal(s) of the Task Force

A. Resolve issues regarding combined cycle generators and their procurement for Replacement Reserve Service;

B. Ensure that CC generators receive deployment that make sense;

C. Ensure that CC generators receive fair and equitable settlements for services provided.

2. Review Inventory of Combined Cycle Resource Asset Registration

A. Each unit in a combined cycle train is registered as combined cycle with no distinction between combustion turbines and steam turbines.
B. ERCOT does have information about the configuration of these units, but only in cases where the QSE has applied for aggregation of the site for settlement of energy deployments.

3. Procurement

A. Discussion of ERCOT’s capacity procurement processes under EMMS Release 4.0

i. Discussed some of the interim results for Replacement Reserve.

ii. This task force is primarily interested in procurement for Local Replacement or OOMC

iii. Units from combined cycles are viewed as independent and are selected based on location and generic cost.

B. Discussion of combined cycle Resource operational capabilities 

i. Can Steam units run independently?  Some say yes – some say no.  It depends on the technology and perhaps connection of part of the train to another grid.

ii. Can Combustion Turbines run independently?  No one disagreed.

iii. What ever the case, in the current system, units are selected as individual units.

iv. After units have been selected for Replacement Reserve programmatically, ERCOT operators have the opportunity to deselect units.

v. Can we get to the point where we submit several LSLs based on different configurations of units?

a. An example:  Two CT’s, 75MW each, one steam with 100MW one-on-one and 150 MW two-on-one.

(a) Submit LSLs for one CT and Steam in day ahead.  
(b) Units are selected.  Add second CT in operating day.  
(c) Now LSL for Steam as procured is wrong.  
(d) QSE must update LSL so that their RP reflects reality.  
(e) Settlement is OK if LSL is updated, but economics of procurement no longer apply.

b. Another example:  Submit LSLs for two CT’s and One-on-one Steam in day ahead.  
(a) Units are selected.  
(b) Should QSE adjust LSL of Steam unit?
c. Someone pointed out that we anticipated this type of behavior in Nodal by allowing registration of multiple configurations.

d. ERCOT Market Operations suggested that existing software may allow registration and bidding of multiple configurations.  However, there have been problems in the past with proposed solutions were market acquisition points do not match system model points.

e. Would it be possible to show CT’s as unavailable and put LSL of entire train in the Steam unit?  ERCOT Market Operations said that our system would not validate this practice against registration values.

f. What about showing CT’s as unavailable and showing Steam with LSL as one-on-one LSL and HSL as two-on-one HSL?  ERCOT might procure two-on-one, but QSE could meet the instruction (LSL) by bringing on only one-on-one.

g. What would happen with payment to steam unit if ERCOT procured run one-on-one and QSE added second CT, but on another grid?  Then QSE should be paid only for one-on-one LSL of Steam unit.  The LSL that goes to ERCOT Settlements is the LSL at the end of the adjustment period.  Perhaps ERCOT could discern from the instructions for the CT’s which Steam LSL to use.  Would need to create tables of configurations for each CC train.  Perhaps when a QSE has to add a CT, then they need to call the ERCOT operator and inform them.  The record of this change would then be passed on to Settlements.
h. Some participants suggested that whatever method is selected, QSE’s should not have to wait for verifiable costs to be processed through a settlement dispute in order to recoup costs associated with changes in their configuration after procurement for RPRS or OOMC.
i. How the mandatory bid amount changes if a QSE self-commits a second CT?  The general consensus was that there would be no adverse effects to the QSE.
j. PARKING LOT ITEM:  How does ERCOT capture the LSL of a steam unit when one-on-one is committed for RPRS or OOMC?
4. Settlement
A. What is represented by the Generic Startup and Minimum Energy Costs for Combined Cycle Resources in 6.8.2.2(4) and (5)?
i. The group discussed generic costs for OOMC and Local Replacement

a. Operating Cost – same for OOMC and Local Replacement

b. Start-up Cost – OOMC has claw-back during ramp; LPRS does not have clawback.

ii. Under current procedures, ERCOT pays a startup cost to each unit in a combined cycle that starts.

iii. There was great discussion over how to pay startup:

a. Pay all units in train?

b. Pay CT’s only?

c. Pay Steam only?

d. Pay one unit per train?

e. Consensus:  Group agrees that there should not be a startup payment for every unit in the train.  PARKING LOT ITEM:  How do we assure that only one unit (or each CT?) receives startup costs when Combined Cycle Train is OOMCed or procured for Local Replacement?  Group is unclear whether there should be one startup per train or one startup per CT.

B. What is the purpose of the clawback during the ramp in Section 6.8.2.2(5)?  Why does the startup payment in 6.8.2.2(5) have a clawback for the ramp period whereas the startup payment in 6.8.1.11(4) does not have such a clawback?
i. Dan proposed that we need to add the claw-back to LPRS startup to level the cost structures.  
ii. Dan suggested that the only logical reason for having this here is that the startup generic cost includes the ramp energy.  Then payment methodology simply claws back any energy payment above and beyond fuel costs.
iii. Another possibility is to remove the claw-back from the OOMC startup cost.  
iv. PARKING LOT ITEM:  Determine whether to add claw-back to LPRS startup costs or remove claw-back from OOMC startup costs. This may be a discussion for WMS.  This task force is in agreement that the OOMC and LPRS startup cost structure should be consistent.
C. What is the proper LSL to represent for CC units in the DA when the units are shown as offline and available?  Is there a consistent approach that can be adopted?

i. Group agreed that the correct LSL for the steam unit is the LSL from a one-on-one configuration
ii. If ERCOT procures more than one-on-one, then QSE updates the LSL.
iii. If QSE self-commits an additional CT, then QSE can update the LSL or leave it alone.
iv. Ralph Lozano proposed the following for a combined cycle comprised of two CT’s and one Steamer:
a. LSL1 is the LSL of CT1 plus half the LSL of steamer

b. LSL2 is the LSL of CT2 plus half the LSL of steamer

c. Same approach goes with HSL.
d. Steamer is shown as unavailable
e. When either CT is deployed, the steamer comes along

f. This method would require the QSE operator to call ERCOT to obtain an instruction for the Steam Unit.
g. For other configurations, QSE’s would follow a similar approach of dividing output of steam unit across the available CT’s 
h. Group agreed that this methodology would work.


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Parking Lot Items:
A. How does ERCOT capture the LSL of a steam unit when one-on-one is committed for RPRS or OOMC?

B. How do we assure that only one unit (or each CT?) receives startup costs when Combined Cycle Train is OOMCed or procured for Local Replacement?  Group is unclear whether there should be one startup per train or one startup per CT.
C. Determine whether to add claw-back to LPRS startup costs or remove claw-back from OOMC startup costs. This may be a discussion for WMS.  This task force is in agreement that the OOMC and LPRS startup cost structure should be consistent.

2. What changes are required to accommodate combined cycle units in Nodal?
3. Randy Jones will send out his table of configurations (attachment to white paper) to the group.


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































