






	QSE Manager Working Group

	Event Description: 

August 15, 2007 QMWG meeting
	Date: 15 August 2007

	Completed by:  Brett Hunsucker

	Chair:  Gary Miller                     Vice Chair:  David Detelich

	Summary of Topics

	1. Antitrust Guidelines
2. Review of June 2007 meeting notes: Gary Miller asked the group for comments regarding the notes from the last meeting.  There were none.
3. Nomination and Election of new Vice Chair: David Detelich of City of San Antonio (CPS) volunteered to serve in this role.  The group seconded the motion and approved Mr. Detelich as the new Vice Chair of this working group.  
4. PRR730 Balancing Energy Price Adjustment for Deployment of Replacement Reserve Service: Gary Miller / BTU started the discussion by reminding the group of this PRR’s intent, i.e. that it proposes to adjust the Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) for those in which Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS) is deployed, similar to PRR650 which does the same when Non-Spinning Reserve Service is deployed.  The QMWG is charged with proposing a preferred method for ERCOT to evaluate its implementation feasibility.  Discussion ensued regarding which quantity (from zero to LSL, or the MW quantity procured for RPRS, etc) to remove from the bid stack for subsequent recalculation of the MCPE.  The group agrees all prices should be the result only market-based solutions and should send real-world price signals to the market.  The group discussed the feasibility of ERCOT to calculate and print a mitigated price.  One Market Participant (MP) stated that as MW are procured for RPRS it will result in depressed prices, which in turn will result in MPs’ submission of lower RPRS bids, which will in turn lower prices, etc.  The group asked how ERCOT will determine which MWs from an RPRS-procured generation unit were deployed from the bid stack, so as to recalculate the MCPE with that quantity removed from the bid stack.  Part of the group referred to the ERCOT IMM department’s recently published white paper regarding this item, while others are of the opinion the white paper addresses only a very small component of this specific issue.  Further discussion resulted in the group’s request for Gary Miller to ask ERCOT to clarify the direction / orders receive from any of its regulatory bodies (the Texas Legislature, the PUCT, etc.) with respect to maintaining reliability.  In other words, are the ERCOT Operators working to ensure there is no loss of load, and is their performance measured by this.  The group is concerned that, based on recent deployments (specifically RPRS) it appears the ERCOT Operators may be too conservatively managing the grid.  In addition, the group stated the ERCOT Operators, when compared to other ISO Operators, appear to have less training and knowledge.  In short, “what directions / instructions are given to the ERCOT Operators?”  Gary Miller stated that the WMS and PRS groups discussed this PRR’s merit and the QMWG is charged with determining the best way to implement it.  To that end, Gary Miller’s report to the next WMS meeting will state the QMWG proposes the following options; (1) ERCOT shall remove from the bid stack the LSL quantity of all RPRS- and OOMC-procured generation units and will then add said quantity to ERCOT’s load forecast in order to re-run the case to calculate a new/mitigated price; (2) ERCOT shall remove from the bid stack a quantity equal to the difference between the HSL and LSL of all RPRS- and OOMC-procured generation units and (a) will require a minimum bid on those MW such that this quantity is added to the “back” of the bid stack or (b) will not require a minimum bid; however, if the MCPE exceeds the highest bid then ERCOT is to presume the entire quantity (i.e., the difference between the HSL and LSL quantities of all RPRS- and OOMC-procured generation units) was used to provide Replacement Reserve service and is to be removed from the bid stack in order to recalculate the MCPE.  This will require ERCOT to re-run the cases multiple times.    

5. Verifiable O&M Process: Presented by ERCOT’s Ino Gonzalez.  Mr. Gonzalez presented a total for four options by which ERCOT may receive and verify the MPs’ O&M costs for purposes of receiving payments based on verifiable costs versus generic costs.  The group indicated its preference for option #4 which calls for the MP to submit its actual variable O&M costs and said submission will be signed by a company officer.  A request was made for ERCOT to consider a combination of options #4 and #2, which calls for the MP to submit its variable cost calculation methodology, and upon review and approval by ERCOT, will be used till further notice from the MP.  Regarding item #4, the group was undecided as to whether the actual costs should be signed by an officer of the Resource Entity, the QSE or both.  
6. Data Extract Format: Eric Goff / Constellation (Chair of the SDAWG) asked the group to consider, and then discuss with their SDAWG representative, their preference for the format of the Nodal data extracts, i.e., either in .csv (used in zonal) or in .xml.  

	Future Agenda Items:

	1. Next meeting: September 07

	Attendees

	Gary Miller
	BTU

	David Detelich
	CPS

	Cesar Seymour
	Suez

	Harry Holloway
	NRG Texas Power

	Russell Lovelace
	Coral Energy

	Jeff Brown
	Coral

	Craig Janies
	Shell Trading

	Brandon Whittle
	DB Energy Trading

	Chad Thompson
	ERCOT

	Sherry Looney
	TXU

	Kristy Ashley
	Exelon

	Matt Samsel
	Exelon

	Jim Beckett
	Calpine

	Ino Gonzalez
	ERCOT

	Eric Goff
	Constellation

	Trina Ross
	AEP (via phone)

	Karen Rexo
	

	Shams 
	Consultant

	Rodney Rienfeld
	ERCOT

	Jim Reynolds
	Power & Gas Consulting
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