NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

02/06/06 Draft Minutes


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

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Stacey
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	William
	Theriault
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Fred
	Sherman
	City of Garland

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	R.J. Covington, Denton Municipal (by teleconference)

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Doug
	Evans
	ERCOT

	Ron
	Hinsley
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Terry
	Madden
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT

	Yan
	Ou
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Hong
	Xiao
	ERCOT

	Jerry
	Ward
	EXTYR

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Manuel
	Atanacio
	KEMA

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Nayana
	Rhadke
	LCRA

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Ken
	Vormwald
	self

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ (by teleconference)

	Kim
	Krajecki
	The Structure Group

	Mark
	Chronister
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Bob
	Spangler
	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. Some modifications were made to the order of agenda items for both February 6 and February 7. Matt Mereness sent out an updated agenda for February 7, 2006.
3. Approval of January 23-24, 2006 Minutes (Vote)

A draft of the meeting minutes was distributed to the TPTF email list and no corrections were received. Bob Spangler made a motion to approve the draft minutes from January 23 and 24, 2006. 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 reported that TPTF meetings are planned for the following dates:
· February 20, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center (to discuss the Network Model Management System Requirements Documents; high-level architecture design to support the Nodal market with Jeyant Tamby, as well as an overview of the components involved and the changes anticipated in the Nodal transition
· March 13-14, location to be determined [has subsequently been moved to March 6-7 at ERCOT Austin Met Center]
· March 28-29, LCRA facility on Montopolis Drive.
5. TAC Update
Trip Doggett reported having presented to TAC a summary of the Texas Nodal Team’s proxy rules. TAC did not add any restrictions to the TPTF charter; therefore, TPTF attendees can hold an unlimited number of proxies from individuals within his or her own voting segment. Doggett further reported having presented part of Ron Hinsley’s Market Redesign Update presentation to TAC on February 2, 2006 (available in the Key Document section for the TAC meeting at http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060202-TAC.html). Doggett then shared some of this presentation with the TPTF participants.
The Market Redesign Update presentation communicated the results of the Nodal budget assessment, including resources necessary, timeline, critical projects, and associated risks. This assessment resulted in an estimated budget for the Nodal market implementation of $95-$130 million. This is higher than the $60 - $76 million estimated in the TNT Cost Benefit Analysis.  The higher estimate is largely due to the hardware costs. ERCOT has assembled a team to examine where the differences are and is communicating with the California Independent System Operator and other system operators to obtain actual cost data for similar implementation efforts. 
Randy Jones noted that KEMA Consulting developed the original cost-benefits analysis (CBA) and inquired whether ERCOT consulted with KEMA during the assessment and expressed concern over the disparity. Jerry Ward responded that the original CBA was done without the benefit of the Protocols and emphasized that a black-box approach to developing costs would not be desirable. R. Jones stated that if that is the origin of the price disparity, he will accept it. Bob Spangler inquired whether the cost estimate included adding the 50 full-time employees and whether the positions of those pulled to work on the Nodal effort will be back-filled (specifically, will ERCOT bring on contractors or full-time employees). Doggett responded that this number includes the back-fill and confirmed that at times there could be 90 persons working on the Nodal transition. 
Floyd Trefny expressed a desire for Market Participants to perform a more in-depth evaluation of the estimates to help build support for these numbers throughout the ERCOT governance. Doggett reminded the attendees that the primary role for TPTF is to ensure that requirements and design meet the Protocols and that the Protocols are being interpreted correctly. Spangler agreed, stating that the activities of the TPTF should remain within the scope of its Charter. Spangler, however, emphasized the need for Market Participants to understand what ERCOT is doing so they can better support ERCOT at the Commission. Participants further discussed the accuracy of the assessment within the context of whether the Protocols were interpreted correctly and whether the hardware estimate is reasonable. Dan Jones noted that the difference could be attributed to the fact that the original estimate, unlike the ERCOT assessment, was developed by individuals who do not actually design the systems. Dan Jones reiterated that cost issues are outside the scope of the TPTF.
Doggett committed to providing TPTF a more detailed overview of the Nodal budget and schedules, and reporting back on what ERCOT has discovered on hardware costs. Marguerite Wagner asked which costs, if any, are related to maintaining the old system in parallel with the new and requested that these costs be broken out. Doggett stated that the estimate was based on a January 1, 2009 “go-live” date, and included time for pilot testing and a mock market. Doggett will update TPTF on this at the February 20, 2006 meeting.
Doggett stated that he will present a list of tasks to TAC that details the role of TAC and the Subcommittees outlined in the Nodal Protocols. Activities identified include:
1. Develop procedures for characterizing a Simple Transmission Outage (ERCOT and TAC).
2. Establish the naming conventions (ERCOT and the Transmission Service Providers with TAC approval).
3. Establish a task force to establish Telemetry criteria (TAC).
4. Establish a task force to develop a State Estimator Performance Standard (TAC).
5. If necessary, develop constraint competitiveness tests (TAC).
6. Determine process for verifiable actual costs (ERCOT with TAC approval).
7. Determine process for the verifiable actual costs for a startup attempt (ERCOT with TAC approval).
8. Develop a methodology to determine the optimal frequency bias for given system conditions (ERCOT with TAC approval).
9. Develop a procedure to deploy Resources providing Non-Spinning Reserve Service (ERCOT with TAC approval).
10. Develop a naming convention for CRRs consistent with Protocol requirements (TAC).
11. Develop performance measures (ERCOT with TAC approval).
12. Develop a QSE/Resource monitoring program (ERCOT with TAC approval).
13. Continually review the Wholesale Electric Market Monitor’s assessments of ERCOT’s operations and ERCOT’s performance in controlling the ERCOT Control area according to requirements and criteria established by the Operating Guides and NERC policy and standards (TAC).
Participants noted that a good mixture of talent and the insight from varying perspectives is needed. Participants encouraged the use of joint task forces and suggested a brief training for each task force before the task is undertaken. Doggett invited participants to provide additional issues and informed the group that the list had been shared with the TAC Subcommittee leadership to solicit their input.
Ron Hinsley updated the group on the development of the nodal resource plan, the hiring process, and preparation for the PUCT filing. Hinsley stated that ERCOT recognized the importance of meeting published dates. Hinsley reported that ERCOT was still in the interviewing process for a Program Director, but anticipates filling the position by the end of February. ERCOT is seeking an individual who has been through a large reengineering effort similar to the one being undertaken at ERCOT. Regarding the project management effort, the current project management team is helping break down the structure to come up with dates and deliverables. Hinsley stated that a large amount of work has to be done and the team needs to examine how ERCOT will run the project going forward. Currently, ERCOT does not have sufficient expertise and tools to run a project of this magnitude. ERCOT narrowed the selection down to three different vendors that would complement the in-house expertise. The contract should be awarded by Feb 24. Hinsley invited Market Participants to contact him, Trip Doggett, or any Nodal team member if they have any questions or concerns.
Participants again expressed the desire of having full access and involvement in the development of the project schedule, milestones, and critical paths to ensure that no elements will be overlooked. Ward emphasized the importance of ERCOT remaining in constant communication with the Market Participants to ensure that the focus is on making the market work, rather than blindly following Protocol language. Hinsley responded that he and ERCOT Staff are committed to developing the best system and keeping the Market Participants informed. Hinsley noted, however, that in a project of this size things may get missed in the Protocols. For this reason, ERCOT has established touch points so things will be fixed along the way. 
Ward observed that since the Commission has not yet approved this set of Protocols, the time schedule for implementation needs to be developed based on when the Protocols are approved. Hinsley responded that the timeline takes into account some minor corrections in March but nothing beyond that. Hinsley agreed that ERCOT must evaluate impact of the approval date on the timeline. Hinsley expects that the requirements will be completed by August 1, 2006. That allows five months between protocols and business requirements. Trefny inquired how the seams between the major systems will be addressed and expressed concern that, if not done correctly, there could be some huge risks to the Market. Trefny said that how this project is broken up into little pieces becomes critical to managing risk for ERCOT and Market Participants. Hinsley responded that the communication is mainly between the systems and a middleware standard, so the data flow between systems should be simple and clear. ERCOT is using a service-oriented architecture approach in that individual systems will talk to the middle layer rather than to each other, so changes made on one end do not affect the other. 
Hinsley further reported that many individuals within ERCOT are involved in the protocol review process. Hinsley explained that the Nodal project leadership team is comprised of Trip Doggett, Steve Grendel, and Jeyant Tamby. The ERCOT Nodal team is currently determining the flow of the work and will inform TPTF of that work flow once it is defined. Hinsley stated that he is developing a document that lists each project, the scope, and the expected outcome to educate the PUCT Staff as to how ERCOT is approaching this effort. Hinsley said that soon ERCOT will be beyond the organizational start-up stage, and phasing into the actual part of the project where Market Participants will start to see deliverables. 
Jim Reynolds returned to the ERCOT hiring effort. Hinsley said that hiring for Nodal ranges across the organization, including a position in Human Resources, and that some will be ERCOT full-time staff and some will be contractors. Hinsley confirmed that after implementation, those hired will become full-time employees. Reynolds inquired as to the number of servers. Hinsley stated that when ERCOT put the estimate together, staff talked to a wide variety of people, but now ERCOT is making a critical evaluation. Reynolds inquired about physical facilities for the people and equipment needed to accommodate the Nodal effort. Hinsley stated that no data center upgrade was included in the cost estimate. 

Spangler encouraged ERCOT to ask for what it needs throughout the Nodal effort as it would not behoove ERCOT or the market to cut corners. Hinsley said that when ERCOT files its funding request with the PUCT, any support from Market Participants would be appreciated. 

Hinsley addressed the wireless issue in the ERCOT Met Center meeting rooms. Hinsley stated that there was a misunderstanding about how long it was supposed to be in place and that it will be reinstalled on a permanent basis.
6. Attendance and Proxy Submission Options for TPTF
Matt Mereness discussed options for receiving proxies. He said there was no requirement for a signed piece of paper and that decisions for how proxies would be handled could be made within the Task Force. Mereness proposed that proxies be emailed from the person designating the proxy at least 24 hours before the meeting to him, with a copy sent to Sarah Sanders. The group agreed that a proxy could cover more than one meeting and that teleconference attendees can hold proxies. Mereness agreed to send a notice with the standard proxy/alternate representative form to the TPTF list-serve. Proxies will be tracked in the minutes.
7. Business Requirements Documentation
This agenda item was postponed until February 7, 2006 TPTF meeting.

8. Review of ERCOT Protocol Clarification Requests

Review of Section 7 – Congestion Management Clarifications: 
ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections: 
7.5.1, Nature and Timing

7.5.2, CRR Auction Offers and Bids

7.5.3.1, Data Transparency

7.5.5.1, Creditworthiness

7.5.5.2, Disclosure of CRR Ownership

7.5.5.3, Auction Process

7.5.5.4, Simultaneous Feasibility Test

7.5.6, CRR Auction Settlements

7.5.6.4, CRR Auction Revenues

7.5.7, Method and Timing for Distributing CRR Auction Revenues

7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)

7.7.3.2, New or Recommissioned Unit Startup and Testing

7.8, Bilateral Trades and ERCOT CRR Registration System

7.9.1.1, Payments and Charges for PTP Obligations Settled in DAM

7.9.1.4, Payments for FGRs Settled in DAM

7.9.2.3, Payments for NOIE PTP Options with Refund Settled in Real-Time

7.9.3.4, Monthly Refunds to Short-Paid CRR Owners

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/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
Trip Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:27 PM. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	7.5.1, Nature and Timing, John Adams to facilitate a meeting to discuss ideas for creating the monthly CRR Model to be presented to TPTF on March 14th[Now March 7]. Beth Garza, Dan Jones, Manny Munoz, Bob Spangler, Marguerite Wagner, Jerry Ward, Cesar Seymour, Randy Jones, and John Moseley want to participate in this effort.
	J. Adams

	
	


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Overview of the Nodal budget
	TBD

	Information about the high-level schedule
	TBD

	Update from Ron Hinsley
	monthly
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