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ERCOT Texas Nodal Team

October 1, 2003 Meeting Minutes

ERCOT Austin Office

Attendance:

	Barnick, John
	ABB

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB

	Cohen, Art
	ABB

	True, Roy
	ACES Power Marketing

	Sun, David
	Alstom

	Goodfriend, Sarah
	ARM

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy

	Kozlowski, Pam
	BDR

	Doggett, Trip
	Benchmark Power

	Bryant, Dana
	BP

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville

	Schwertner, Ray
	BTU

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine

	Quinn, Bruce
	Calpine

	Chandler, Don
	CenterPoint Energy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	CenterPoint Energy

	Lewis, William
	Cirro

	Fournier, Margarita
	Competitive Assets

	Stokes, Denise
	Competitive Assets

	Waters, Garry
	Competitive Assets

	Greer, Clayton
	Constellation

	Johnson, Kurt II
	Consultant

	Covington, Rick
	Covington Consulting

	Starnes, Bill
	Covington Consulting

	Jones, Dan
	CPS

	Oberwortmann, John
	CPS

	Gray, Weldon
	CVEC

	Bland, Mel
	ERCOT

	Dautel, Pamela
	ERCOT

	Day, Betty
	ERCOT

	Deller, Art
	ERCOT

	Galvin, Jim
	ERCOT

	Gerber, Jeff
	ERCOT

	Gruber, Richard
	ERCOT

	Johnson, Lori
	ERCOT

	Li, Young
	ERCOT

	Moseley, Cheryl
	ERCOT

	Myers, Steve
	ERCOT

	Obadine, Diran
	ERCOT

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	ERCOT

	Sundhararajan, Srini
	ERCOT

	Tamby, Jeyant
	ERCOT

	Teng, Shuye
	ERCOT

	Wagner, Maguerite
	ERCOT

	Walker, Mark
	ERCOT

	Yu, Jun
	ERCOT

	Flores, Isabel
	ERCOT 

	Moss, Steven
	FCP

	Garza, Beth
	FPL Energy

	King, Ray
	Frontera

	Ramon, Greg
	Frontera

	Zarnikau, Jay
	Frontier Associates

	Anderson, Valerie
	GDS Associates

	Eaton, Terri
	Green Mountain

	Lane, Terry
	Green Mountain

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power

	Stockstill, Dottie
	Mirant

	Ogelman, Kenan
	OPC

	Edwards, JM
	PR&E

	Adib, Parviz
	PUCT

	Akin, Rick
	PUCT

	Eckhoff, Mel
	PUCT

	Gauldin, Julie
	PUCT

	Greffe, Richard
	PUCT

	Lopez, Nieves
	PUCT

	Pender, Jeff
	PUCT

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT

	Reece, Eddy
	RCEC

	Carlson, Trent
	Reliant

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant

	Harris, Brenda
	Reliant

	Meyer, John
	Reliant

	Yeung, Charles
	Reliant

	McClendon, Shannon
	Residential Consumers

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Ristanovic, Petar
	Siemens

	Simonet, Mike
	Siemens

	Troell, Mike
	STEC/MEC

	Wood, Henry
	STEC/MEC

	Cuddy, Vikki
	Structure

	Eddleman, Neil
	TEAM

	Lozano, Rafael
	Texas Ind Energy

	Stephenson, Randa
	Texas Ind Energy

	Smith, Steve
	TransConnect

	Rainey, John
	TXU Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	TXU Energy

	Johnson, Kurt
	Victoria Electric

	Reid, Walter
	Walter J. Reid Consulting


The meeting was called to order at 9:30 by Trip Doggett.

Trip Doggett reviewed the agenda for today’s meeting.

Denise Stokes asked if TNT was going to provide one week notice on items that required a vote.  Trip advised that TNT had not established a procedure on providing notice on items that required voting and noted this item for discussion later in the meeting. 

Mark Dreyfus asked if there was a proxy form.  Doggett advised that the proxy form will be emailed by Isabel Flores.  To avoid confusion, TNT will use the same proxy form used by TAC and the Board.  Please mark up for use at TNT meetings.
A motion was made by Henry Wood and seconded by William Lewis to approve the September 24, 2003 minutes as submitted.  The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote.

Future meetings:

October 13 – Approve CRR & DA materials for October 23 filing
October 22 – Educational session on CRRs in the morning

November 3 – Panel on Cost Benefit studies 

November 17

December 2 – Training on congestion rights auctions

December 17

January 7 & 21

February 4 & 18

March 3, 17 & 31

Concept Group meetings:

October 3 & 10 – Market Operations & Congestion Management [joint]

October 8 – Market Mitigation

October 28 – Cost Benefit

October 31 – Commercial Operations

LMP Examples Demonstration

David Sun (Alstom) presented several five bus LMP Simulator Examples using an Excel spreadsheet with a lossless optimization that can be manipulated by users.  The spreadsheet requires Excel Solver and is available directly from Sun via email request at david.sun@esca.com.

Ken Vormwald of Nexant participating via the web conference commented that the example provided by David Sun assumes a lossless system.  “If losses are modeled, they would influence the LMP prices, just like congestion does.”

Panel Discussions and Presentations:

Peter Ristanovic (Siemens) provided a presentation on Nodal LMP Markets – Modeling, Data and Application Software Challenges.  Ristanovic stated that auditing of the results of key ISO/RTO application software components is of very high importance and that due to the underlying complexities in most cases the only way to audit the key software components is to run different tools in parallel. Ristanovic stated that most RTO’s focus on market monitoring of the market design and have not focused on auditing the systems. Some examples of system audits include whether SCUC is optimized.
Regarding auditing, David Sun stated that there are several aspects of software audits; there is ceritification, or meeting the market rules; there is ongoing operational audits, or determining if the systems are optimized; and there is change management, or SAS-type audits. In New Zealand and New England certification was performed by a third party. Monetary impacts focus on the volume of the change. If market costs went down from improved efficiency, there can still be new winners and new losers.
Art Cohen (ABB) provided a presentation on Security Constrained Unit Commitment (SCUC), which included an example of the New York ISO model and a discussion on the importance of optimizing generation reserves.  ABB is currently serving clients in the NYISO, PJM, ISO-NE and is in planning stage for clients in the CAISO and Midwest ISO. 
Ristanovic asked if the system should be able to handle hundreds of binding constraints.

Cohen responded that no, you should be able to able to model hundreds of contingencies. 

Dan Jones asked how you would address a bunch of uncontrollable resources behind a binding constraint.  

Cohen stated that you can either schedule a counter flow or cut load.

David Sun (Alstom) provided a presentation on the State Estimator.  The State Estimator is used to obtain the best estimate of the state of the system based on a set of measurements of the model of the system.  The State Estimator provides consistency across network security applications and estimation performance.   

Jeyant Tamby, (ERCOT Director of EMMS) presented ERCOT State Estimator Statistics.   Tamby stated that the State Estimator is a tool that can make sure that the model is accurate.  

Following are some of the questions asked to the panel:

Q:
How much of the existing ERCOT systems can be used?

A:
Cost depends on two items: 1) how close to the existing system components in the ERCOT model match the new market requirements and 2)how close the new market requirements align with existing systems already in the field.  [Cohen]

Q:
Do any of the panelist offer a tool that is financial only without considering congestion in the Day Ahead clearing process?

A:
Ristanovic stated that he is personally against SCUC and that the key part is designing a market that prevents gaming.  Cohen stated that he personally thinks it’s not a good idea to clear and accepts schedules without considering congestion. Cohen is not in favor of ignoring transmission constraints when clearing the market. Whether you want to charge one price only and have just one hub; that’s a policy decision, not a design issue.

Q:
When a thermal limit is reached, what control do operators have to “override” the constraint and exceed the ratings? Alternatively, what mechanisms are in the LMP solver to prevent a limit constraint from being violated?

A:
Sun replied that computers and people should work in harmony. Regarding limit relaxation, the humans managed congestion by determining which constraints to put into play up front, but the market determines how to physically redispatch if the constraint is being violated. Ristanovic replied that SCED builds physical schedules, and that there should not be violations. Operators should not choose to relax a constraint while the model is running, only before. Cohen indicated that systems should operate within 90% automation, but they should support a mechanism to override output under emergency conditions.

Q:
How are zones and hubs usually weighted?  [asked to Sun]

A:
If the question is if there is a standard for weighting, there are resources from RTOs to see how they chose hubs and weighting. They are usually weighted on market defined criteria. Sun replied that zones and hubs serve different purposes. A zone is more akin to serving load, and is therefore more physical in nature while a hub’s definition is market driven and more akin to support long-term contracting.
Q:
In the SCUC, do they optimize across 24 hours? If so, what are the assumptions for the unit status at midnight (start of the day)?
A:
Yes, they optimize across 24 hours or more (if the market is a 2-day ahead market).  Assumptions on the unit status are to take the status from the previous day’s DA run to get the best estimate then a sanity check is done to see where units are scheduled and updates are made.  [Cohen]

Q:
Can SCUC optimize the provision of Reactive Power?

A:
It could, but currently reactive controls are not explicitly in the optimization. ABB has looked at incorporating reactive power but nothing is in production.

Q: 
In the NYISO, how does SCUC software integrate with the AMP and Local MPM rules? Are the data maintained in the system or does it interface with the Market Monitor?
A:
All data is retrieved from the market information system, whether that is reference bids from the Market Monitor or market-based information, SCUC retrieves it from the MIS..  [Cohen]

Q:
Has the NYISO’s inclusion of all load in unit commitment and SCED led to superiour convergence between day-ahead and real-time LMP? 
A:
Cohen responded that first, not all load must bid into the market. There was a lack of convergence prior to virtual bidding. The bid prices were less in the DA than in real-time that’s why they have virtual bidding, and this has made the prices closer on a regular basis.
Q:
What can you say about ERCOT’s use of the State Estimator regarding its capability, flexibility and future use in ERCOT?

A:
Tamby stated that for DA, again the most important part is the model not the State Estimator.  The State Estimator is just a tool that we will continue to use and we will be adding more measurements to SCADA. The network model is the most important, but an additional allocation on the network modeling team is useful for the future, particularly since 7500 additional switch measurements have been requested.
Q:
For Tamby: If currently, approximately 0.5% of buses have mismatches between 15 MW and 25 MW, what did it look like six months ago and what will it look like six months from now?

A:
Don’t know about the future.  Six months ago, it was pretty bad. The amount of effort in July 2002 had eight people working for eight months tuning the State Estimator to get where we are today.

Q:
What does ERCOT need for LMP?

A:
Tamby responded that ERCOT needs information from TDSPs; work with the TDSPs to develop a model together. LMP requires increased measurement and accessibility from TDSPs.
Q:
Does the software meet the features identified today?

A:
Cohen stated that ABB’s software can handle the features and that accuracy of the solution, solving the minimization problem in a reasonable amount of time are to be considered.


Ristanovic stated that it is known that the NYISO is always ahead of the industry  and to have all the features is difficult, it’s difficult to solve the problem within precise certainty but the Siemens software can solve within 0.1%.  


Sun stated that at the end it is not about software, but about solving a business problem.  Design for the market what’s good for the market.  The IT features are doable, the design should take pride in being simple not complex.  It is a market flaw if there is a bias between the DA and real-time.  The intricacy of market rules are what make the design difficult to do but it can be done.

Q:
Are there economic or physical implications of unit commitment only when the RUC is done after the close of the DA?

A:
Sun stated that there is a SCUC process to clear the DA.  You need a reliable cost model and the resource has to be available. As for an implication, it gets down to how are the prices modeled. If it is cost based, then it is a scheduling issue. Without financially binding bids, there is a need for a capacity obligation.

Cohen stated that there should be a relationship between RUC and Real-Time.


Ristanovic stated that it is either technology constrained or price regularity to have an efficient market.  If you don’t have a way to procure capacity then you need RUC. RUC without energy procurement has its own problems.

Tamby asked the stakeholder to decide what they are trying to achieve in a RUC?

Q:
What are the practical limits to make the operating intervals shorter?  Same for settlements.

A:
David Sun said that the impact is on the financial system, it is not really a “dispatch” issue. Cohen stated that it can’t be too small to prevent the market from solving.  Five minutes is doable and a reasonable amount, but it is not reasonable to go below five minutes if it is a fancy market.  Two minutes is doable for energy only.  The DA run time can be ½ hour but not sure of the advantages over 1 hour.  Half-hour is what most markets use.


Galvin stated that for financial settlement in doing a five minute settlement the key par is integrating the software with the hardware.  You have to look at the quantity and granularity of the components; the only limitations are the hardware and software integration and meeting the performance set under the Settlement Calendar.  

John Meyer stated that he sees a problem with allocating across several intervals.  There has to be consistency in what is offered in the day ahead and what settlement interval is required in real time.

Q:
Are inc-bids, dec-bids or bid curves used?

A:
Cohen stated that there are bids across the whole range, including incs and decs but the market clears from scratch so he doesn’t think of it as an inc or dec situation.

Q:
How do you handle when a bid curve has to be higher or lower at certain points?  How is this modeled?

A:
Cohen stated that without monotonically increasing/decreasing curves that a duality gap is created. Ristanovic stated that this adds another complication to have convex cost curves, it can be done but it adds run time.  California has forbidden regions, this is another type of constraint, but it can be accommodated.

Q:
Describe the compononets of the 3-part bid. How are the min load costs assured in settlement?

A:
Cohen responded that NYISO guarantees a daily make whole payment. The differences are uplifted to make parties whole. 

Q:
What is the amount of uplift in NY?

A:
Don’t know.

Q:
Is regulation energy settled in NY at the location?

A:
It is settled at the location price plus a regulation capacity payment component. 

Concept Group Reports

1)
Market Operations CG update provided by John Meyer.  Accomplishments for this group include having identified two types of market options.  MOCG will be holding a joint meeting on October 3 and 10 with the CMCG to address the day-ahead market and CRR responses to the PUCT rulemaking and will review alternative day-ahead approaches and CMCG responses to the PUCT questions.  

Jim Galvin relayed a question from a call-in participant about the straw-vote to be taken at the meeting regarding the market choice and participation via conference call; does this select a choice.  Meyer clarified that this does not select a choice it only provides a percentage of preference.  Ramon stated that more information is needed to make a choice and that he is uncomfortable with taking a straw-vote without understanding all of the issues related to the options.  Stockstill would like to have a clear understanding as to what are the specific reasons for supporting either market.  Meyer stated that he will be providing pros and cons for each option.  Stockstill wants to know what the business reasons are for each option.  Vikki Gates-Cuddy offered names for the proposals being considered: Integrated Day-Ahead Market and the other is a Financial Forward Day-Ahead Market.  Meyer stated that it could be called “Non-Integrated”.   

2)
Cost Benefit CG update provided by Rick Covington.  This group will be meeting on October 28.  CBCG has currently been working on putting together a list of consultants that can perform the cost benefit analysis study.  Dr. Chao will be making a presentation to the PUCT MOD on cost benefit analysis.  CBCG will be addressing the process to be used in the selection of the consultant.  The November 3rd TNT meeting will provide training on cost benefit analysis.  The second CBCG meeting may be on November 11 (tentative).

3)
Congestion Management CG update provided by Marguerite Wagner.  CMCG met on September 30 and went through some settlements examples provided by Pam Koslowski.  The meeting included a CRR Auction overview; discussion of Pre-assigned CRR language and the rule.  Next meeting is a joint meeting with the Market Operation CG on October 3rd at the Airport Hilton.

4)
Market Mitigation CG update provided by Jim Galvin.  The MMCG has not met since the last TNT meeting.  The next meeting will be on October 8, a half-day meeting from 1-5 pm.  Only two sets of comments were received for the Charter, comments are due by close of business on October 1, 2003.

Trip Doggett advised the group that he expects the deliverables from the Market Operations and the Congestion Management concept groups to be sent to TNT members on October 10 and asked that the TNT be prepared to address the products during the October 13, meeting.  Covington stated that he was concerned with having enough time to review the white-papers being produced.  Ward stated that he didn’t think that the white-papers would not be more than a page long.  

Discussion on Proxies

The following language was agreed upon by Kenan Ögelman and Randy Jones to clarify the motion on proxies that was passed on September 10; it was emailed to TAC & TNT but not voted on:

“Representative members may hold one proxy in addition to their own vote.  Representative members may only hold proxies from their own segment.  Members of the Consumer Segment may carry unlimited proxies from other members of the Consumer Segment.”

Terri Eaton stated that voting items should be noticed prior to the meeting.  Gates-Cuddy clarified that it was stated at the last meeting that a vote could be taken up on the Charter language, which includes the proxy language.  Eaton stated that Green Mountain objects to a vote being taken today.  A web comment stated that they also felt the items being voted on should be noticed.  Galvin stated that the group should try to be flexible and consider voting on items that have not been noticed.   Galvin explained the timeline for design is tight and putting off issues until future meetings with appropriate notice will jeopardize deadlines.  True expressed a concern with items being voted on late in the day.  Beth Garza requested clarification on what items should be considered by TAC since the proxy issue has been appealed to TAC and TNT may be voting on this item again on October 13th.  Eaton stated that TAC should take up the item since it has been appealed to TAC; this group cannot subvert TAC.  

Ögelman stated that his initial intent was to keep things symmetrical and does not have a problem with the issue going to TAC.  Gates-Cuddy stated that a comment was received regarding the time that a vote is taken and clarified that the meeting was noticed to be from 9:30AM to 3:30PM and participants should be able to vote on issues whether the vote is taken at 9:50AM or 2:55PM.  Garza stated that TAC has been given appropriate notice to take up the issue at its next meeting; the issue appealed to TAC relates to the number of proxies.  Walker addressed the issue of noticing votes and shared Galvin’s concern about the expectation of noticing every vote and believes that it is an unreasonable expectation to notice every vote.  John Edwards stated that he thinks that some notice should be provided not necessarily the specifics of each vote.  

Doggett stated that the agenda for October13th will include the Proxy issue.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:29PM.

