NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

01/23/06 Meeting Minutes


Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html 
Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Dwight
	Beckman
	BEPC

	Floyd
	Prichard
	BP Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Margarita
	Fournier
	Competitive Assets

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation 

	Dan
	Jones
	CPS (by teleconference)

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	Denton Municipal (by teleconference)

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Lee
	Caylor
	ERCOT

	Raj
	Chudgar
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Jay
	Dondeti
	ERCOT

	Steve
	Grendel
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Jagan
	Mandavilli
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Joel
	Mickey
	ERCOT 

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Chad
	Seely
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Brandon
	Whittle
	ERCOT

	Xiangjun
	Xu
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT ( by teleconference)

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT ( by teleconference)

	Hong
	Xiao
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA (by teleconference)

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical Corporation  (by teleconference)

	Alice
	Jackson
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ 

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	Texas Genco

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Jerry
	Ward
	TXU Energy


1. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2. Agenda Review

Trip Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the day. 

3. Approval of January 9-10, 2006 Minutes (Vote)

The task force reviewed the following comment from TXU Energy presented by Bob Spangler regarding paragraph 3.10.8(1), pertaining to the annual planning model, in the Section 3 Matrix:

In reviewing the Section 3 clarifications at item 43, which refers to Section 3.10.8(1), Lee Westbrook and I believe that  the comment added for Section 3.10.8(1) does not capture the discussion we had at the meeting. The existing Protocol language in that section is, "ERCOT shall use Dynamic Ratings, where available, in the Network Operations Model, Annual Planning Models, and the CRR Network Models.", and Matt's matrix entry is "Where available, dynamic ratings shall be used in the Annual Planning Model."  As we discussed during the meeting what is currently being done in the planning groups is adequate, considering all the other inherent uncertainties in the Annual Planning Models (distinguished from Operating and CRR Models). The dynamic rating of any new or changed facility in the future cases is "unavailable," and any dynamic ratings can be no more "available" than the ambient temperatures in future years. Consequently, we believe that the TPTF agreed to the continuation of current practices regarding the use of summer static ratings for any Summer Annual Planning Case and we suggest adding the following to the comment for this item "Static ratings may be used in Annual Planning Models if consistent with the corresponding dynamic ratings for the ambient conditions being modeled, as adequately described by the facility owner."
The task force discussed the comment and agreed to incorporate the change into Section 3 Clarification Spreadsheet for Section 3.10.8(1). Dan Bailey moved to approve the draft minutes from January 9 and 10, 2006 as amended by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The TPTF unanimously approved the draft minutes. All market segments were present for the vote.
4. Future Meetings

Trip Doggett announced availability of meeting rooms for the following dates:
· February 6-7, 2006

· February 20 to discuss Network Model Management System Requirements Documents; presentation by Jeyant Tamby on high-level architecture design for nodal as well as an overview of the components involved and the changes anticipated.
· March 13-14, Room 168 available
· March 27-28, Room 168 available
After some discussion the group recommended that we attempt to find a larger room than Room 168 for the March meetings.

5. TAC Update
Trip Doggett reported that the TPTF Charter was approved by TAC as revised by TAC. After considerable discussion, TAC decided that the word “present” would include in person or via teleconference/web-ex. Doggett further reported that TAC decided that the use of proxies would be allowed in the TPTF, but lacking documentation, TAC was not inclined to put specific language regarding proxies in the Charter. TAC opted to have the minutes reflect that “present” included those participants attending by teleconference/web-ex and that proxies were accepted. At this time, eligible representatives can carry an unlimited number of proxies for members in their particular market segment. Doggett was asked by TAC to bring a summary of the proxy rules used by the Texas Nodal Team to the next TAC meeting.
Bob Spangler asked about maintaining confidentiality of certain documents within the context of allowing participation by phone or web-ex. This discussion expanded to include confidential presentations by vendors. Doggett said that there would be special rules for dealing with confidential information. Nick Fehrenbach said that provisions for confidential information (no phone or web-ex bridge) are already in the Charter. Randy Jones commented that the technology should be available to ensure confidentiality. 
Participants also discussed whether there should be a limit on the number of proxies per segment. Margarita Fournier noted that for her market segment (small independent REPs) the use of proxies allows this segment to participate, but recognized that allowing more than three proxies will meet with resistance from other market segments. Some market segments emphasized the importance of full, meaningful, participation in the process. Doggett said he will inform TAC of this discussion in February. He will also inform TAC that there are some participants who want to allow an individual to hold up to five proxies. The process of designating proxies was also discussed. It was agreed that any written format (standard proxy form, email, or handwritten notice) is acceptable. The current form that is in use for TAC and subcommittees is posted at:

http://www.ercot.com/committees/board/tac/tptf/index.html 

Doggett also reviewed the comments from Parviz Adib during TAC regarding the need for collaboration with the Commission Staff during Nodal proceedings and the stakeholder process to work through issues related to cost-based offers during a transition period at the beginning of the Nodal market and any changes to the Nodal Protocols that may come out of Docket No. 31540. Adib commented that the TPTF should be involved.
6. Status of Requirements Document for Network Modeling System (see Key Documents)
Steve Grendel reported that this effort is approximately two months behind schedule and that ERCOT needs to mobilize a team. Jeyant Tamby, Lee Caylor, and Grendel are now assigned full-time to the Nodal transition effort and have teams and funding in place to proceed with the work. Grendel committed to reporting back to TPTF at the February 6th meeting. Margarita Fournier asked where the funding came from. Grendel replied that it was from funds remaining at the end of 2005.
Caylor gave a presentation on the Network Model Management System and stated that the model timeline is currently the biggest challenge. Other challenges include developing data consistent models, Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) auction data requirements, and information posting. Caylor showed the proposed Network Model Management System (NMMS) Solution Data Flow Diagram and said that the current intent is to meet the February 6th deadline for business requirements documents; start the functional specifications in March; and then return to TPTF with design specs in May. Trip Doggett asked for a target date to transmit the document to the group and Caylor committed to sending it by February 1st.
Jerry Ward stated that he appreciates ERCOT’s effort and realizes that going to the Nodal market model is a huge step. He said that as discussed earlier, there probably needs to be an Operations model out almost three years in advance in order to implement CRRs. Ward asked if, contemplating the current process and the changes that need to be made, the data submittal process will be expanded a few days. Ward said that he thinks it is important that the training personnel make sure the Transmission and Distribution Companies (TDSPs) are aware of the importance of how this works. Ward suggested that report cards be issued. Floyd Trefny stated that the time necessary for development and implementation is being underestimated. He further inquired whether the requirement documents will describe a naming convention for devices in the model. Caylor responded that would not be the case, and Trefny countered that it will not work without that naming convention. Trefny pointed out the importance of the entities giving and receiving the data speaking the same language, and Caylor agreed. Trefny stated that there needs to be an agreed upon process and naming conventions in the requirements document for success. Caylor said he anticipated that more of these details will be incorporated in the March time frame. Trefny said he considered these to be significant details. Doggett stated that Curtis Crews has given this some thought and asked if the work was at a point where it could be presented to TPTF for a discussion. Doggett suggested that the Network Model Team could include what Crews has on paper. Margarita Fournier asked Doggett if review of this Requirements Document was the first opportunity to make sure that the TPTF work is consistent with Protocols. Doggett said that it was. 

Bob Spangler stated that he does not want the requirements document posted on February 1st and voted on February 6th as Doggett had suggested. Spangler expressed a desire for more time for discussion.
Grendel stated that three weeks will be long enough to review the requirements document and sign off on it. Ward asked what ERCOT needed for this. Grendel stated finding a tool to link the documents and requirements to the Protocols would be beneficial. Raj Chudgar stated that at a minimum he would like to have TPTF review the first round of business requirements to ensure that ERCOT is hitting the mark. Doggett stated that he would like to plan before the meetings what areas of the requirements will be reviewed. Caylor is currently working on an overview and Matt Mereness will send this presentation out and post it with other Key Documents.

8. Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests

Review of TXU Homework on FIP and FOP for Section 4 (see Key Documents): Bob Spangler presented his report on FIP (Fuel Index Price) and FOP (Fuel Operating Price). Spangler and Jerry Ward talked about how the FIP and FOP were used for Settlement purposes. A number of action items resulted from this discussion:

· ERCOT to propose Protocol language to address FIP and FOP.
· Spangler and Ward to contribute to the language effort.

· Kenneth Ragsdale to work on the timing issues.

· ERCOT to ask Ray Chase to confirm that Protocol review requirements on FIP and FOP will be available for extracts.
Review of Section 6 Clarifications: ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections: 
Section 6.1, Introduction
Section 6.3, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations Timeline
Section 6.3.1, Activities for the Adjustment Period
Section 6.3.2, Activities for Real-Time Operations
Section 6.3.4, ERCOT Notification of Validation Rules for Real-Time
Section 6.4.2, Output Schedules for Resources Other than Dynamically Scheduled Resources
Section 6.4.2.1, Output Schedules for Resources Other than Dynamically Scheduled Resources
Section 6.4.2.3, Output Schedule Criteria
Section 6.4.2.4, Output Schedule Validation
Section 6.4.3, Energy Offer Curve
Section 6.4.2.4, Output Schedule Validation
Section 6.4.2.5, DSR Load
Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html
Trip Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:50 PM. 
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