ERCOT Texas Nodal Team

April 1, 2004 Meeting Minutes

Hilton Austin Airport

Attendance:

	True, Roy
	ACES Power Marketing

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP

	Helton, Bob
	ANP

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy

	Doggett, Trip
	Benchmark Power Consulting

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville

	Schwertner, Ray
	BTU

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine

	Chandler, Don
	CenterPoint Energy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	CenterPoint Energy

	Lewis, William
	Cirro

	Fournier, Margarita
	Competitive Assets

	Waters, Garry
	Competitive Assets

	Greer, Clayton
	Constellation

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral

	Wilkins, Pat
	Covington Consulting

	Gray, Weldon
	CVEC

	Huddleston, Barry
	Dynegy

	Caylor, Lee
	ERCOT

	Flores, Isabel
	ERCOT

	Galvin, Jim
	ERCOT

	Poston, Ralph
	ERCOT

	Wagner, Marguerite
	ERCOT

	Walker, Mark
	ERCOT

	Yu, Jun
	ERCOT

	Mickey, Joel
	ERCOT 

	Jackson, Jeremy
	First Choice Power

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power

	Garza, Beth
	FPL Energy

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland

	Grubbs, David
	Garland

	Anderson, Valerie
	GDS Associates

	Atanacio, Manuel
	KEMA

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Hatfield, Bill
	LCRA

	Morris, Sandra
	LCRA

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power

	Rankin, Ellis
	Oncor

	Ögelman, Kenan
	OPC

	Edwards, JM
	PR&E (Oxy)

	Greffe, Richard
	PUCT

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy

	Meyer, John
	Reliant Energy

	Cox, Brad
	Tenaska

	Cuddy, Vikki
	The Structure Group

	Potts, David
	The Structure Group

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC

	Seymour, Cesar
	Tractebel

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU Energy

	Jones, Brad
	TXU Energy

	Rainey, John
	TXU Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	TXU Energy

	Johnson, Kurt
	Victoria Electric

	Reid, Walter
	Walter J. Reid Consulting


Participating via the web cast:

	Hurlbut, David
	PUCT

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT

	Troell, Mike
	STEC

	Wood, Henry
	STEC/MEC

	Lozano, Rafael
	Texas Ind Energy


The meeting was called to order at 8:37AM by Trip Doggett.

Doggett noted the Antitrust Admonition for the group to read and reminded the group that he has copies of the Antitrust Guidelines available for anyone who has not received a copy.  Doggett reviewed the agenda for today’s meeting.  

Day-Ahead RUC discussion:

On March 29, a motion was approved in the cost allocation portion of the DaRUC whitepaper that included a 25% incentive.  On March 31, a motion to reconsider the cost allocation decision was defeated.  Then a motion on the Real-Time mitigation issue was approved later on Wednesday, March 31, 2004 eliminating the 25% incentive approved for the DaRUC.
John Meyer stated that he was not trying to challenge the mitigation vote and that he doesn’t think that there was any intention to violate any rules.  The problem he has is that he doesn’t think it was done in the proper order; he can challenge this at TAC.  The problem he has is that he crafted a compromise that provided enough incentive for people to self-commit.  There are different ways to address self-commitment.  He did not vote for the mitigation motion.  His concern is that the DaRUC was not revisited after the 25% incentive was removed.  He will be addressing the DaRUC issue on Monday, April 5.
John Edwards stated there was not any attempt to use any procedural trickery or twist the rules of any kind.  The proposals were voted on separately and none were passed. This set the stage for some sort of compromise and deal making and this led to a compromise that the only way to pass anything was to link the mitigation proposal to the 25% incentive that had been passed previously.  He also stated that he believed that the motion was passed using appropriate rules of order.  There are several avenues for those feel aggrieved by what happened, one is to re-address the motion that was approved and another one is to appeal to TAC.

Pat Wilkins stated that not everyone was in favor of the 25% incentive that was approved.  He also stated that he was not in agreement with the procedural attempt taken on March 31, in that the group began searching for a compromise without voting on the Cost Plus proposal; a vote of record was not taken on all proposals developed by the Concept Group.  He stated that he was not in agreement with the procedural approach taken.   
Meyer stated that he did not want to suggest that the mitigation vote was invalid and that the 25% incentive should have never been taken out.  He stated that he recognized that the 25% incentive was in conflict but his point is that the mitigation changes the effect of what was accomplished in the DaRUC. 
Brad Belk stated that it was not LCRA’s attempt to circumvent any process and that he favors that the rules of order be addressed at TNT.  Belk stated that he was in favor with addressing the rules in order to get people comfortable with procedure and re-open whatever has to be re-opened.   
Wilkins requested that the item be included in the agenda for April 5.

Network Security Analysis:

A motion was made by Jerry Ward and seconded by John Meyer to accept the Network Security Analysis whitepaper as revised during the April 1, 2004 TNT General Session.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.  Representatives from all seven segments were present.

Fidelity Requirements for Transmission Element Modeling:

Bill Hatfield proposed that the TDSPs be given additional time to review the changes made to the whitepaper.  The group discussed this proposal and concluded that adopting the whitepaper did not preclude the TDSPs from holding discussion on the whitepaper.  
A motion was made by John Meyer and seconded by Jerry Ward to approve the Fidelity whitepaper as modified without the issues section at the end of the document and send the issues separately to ROS.  ROS is to reply back to TNT.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.  Representatives from all seven segments were present.

 

Minutes – March 31, 2004
A motion was made by John Meyer and seconded by Roy True to approve the March 31, 2004 minutes as amended.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.  Representatives from all seven segments were present.
 

Outage Scheduling:

Adrian Pieniazek provided a presentation on the gap analysis that he performed on the whitepaper and Protocols Section 8 as revised by PRR 425.  
A motion was made by Jerry Ward to try to evolve over time the concept of Option 1, as proposed by TXU.  This motion was withdrawn.

Jerry Ward stated that it proposed Option 1, as included at the end of the whitepaper, because six months were spent negotiating the language in PRR425, which becomes effective on April 1, 2004.

Eric Schubert stated that ERCOT has to be given the ability to review cost criteria when approving outages.  [Gap 1]
A motion was made by Brad Belk and seconded by Clayton Greer to not consider the Outage Scheduler in the Cost/Benefit Analysis.  This motion was withdrawn.  

Cuddy clarified that it was outside the group’s scope to tell the independent consultant what it could not study.

A motion was made by Brad Belk and seconded by John Meyer to adopt the resolution that the Outage Scheduler would be the same in the zonal world and the nodal world.  Friendly amendments were offered by John Edwards; these amendments were accepted.  The revised motion reads as follows:

A motion was made by Brad Belk and seconded by John Meyer to endorse the resolution "that the aggregated costs and benefits associated with the Outage Scheduler should be assumed to be the same in the zonal market and the nodal market for the Cost/Benefit analysis.  The motion failed by a ballot vote of 52.9% in favor and 47.1% opposed.

Kenan Ögelman stated that he opposed the motion because he was not sure that this is correct.

 

A motion was made by Mark Dreyfus to cut down the whitepaper significantly to a list of topics that need to be addressed and send the list of topics to PRS.  This motion did not receive a second.
In further discussion about the cost differences of the Outage Scheduler in a nodal market and a zonal market, Pat Wilkins attempted to make a motion concerning the use by the consultant of its best professional judgment.  Cuddy stated that this was the charter of the Cost Benefit study prior to any second being received.
A motion was made by Brad Belk and seconded by Bob Wittmeyer that TNT believes that a more comprehensive Outage Scheduler will be required regardless of the market design adopted.  The motion was approved by a majority voice vote with one abstention from MEC and one opposed from Denton.

The meeting was adjourned by Doggett at 3:16 PM.

Approved:  5 April 2004
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