NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

02/07/06 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)

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Fred
	Sherman
	City of Garland

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Dan
	Jones
	CPS

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	R.J. Covington/Denton Municipal

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Ryan
	Aldridge
	ERCOT

	Bill
	Barnes
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Lee
	Caylor
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Jay
	Dondeti
	ERCOT

	Paula
	Feuerbacher
	ERCOT

	Steve
	Grendel
	ERCOT

	Tracy
	Hancock
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Gary
	Macomber
	ERCOT

	Terry
	Madden
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Sai
	Moorty
	ERCOT

	Calvin
	Opheim
	ERCOT

	Yan
	Ou
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Robert
	Staples
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Don
	Tucker
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Hong
	Xiao
	ERCOT

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Jerry
	Ward
	EXTYR

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Nayana
	Rhadke
	LCRA

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Alice
	Jackson
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Tom
	Peyton
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy


9. Anti-Trust Admonition

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

10. Continue Review of ERCOT Protocol Clarification Requests
Review of Section 7 Clarifications: ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections: 
7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)

7.5.3.1, Data Transparency
Review of Section 8 Clarifications: ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol section:
8.1, QSE/Resource Performance Monitoring and Compliance
Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on the above clarifications:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
11. Net Metering/Section 10 Discussion (see Key Documents)
Kenneth Ragsdale, manager of ERCOT’s Settlement and Billing department, and Don Tucker, manager of ERCOT’s Settlement Metering department, joined TPTF for discussion on net metering. TNT did not file nodal changes to Section 10 – Metering.  As part of ERCOT’s review of Section 10, Tucker raised questions about net metering with nodal pricing. Tucker explained ERCOT’s current procedures of net metering. Tucker said 17 typical scenarios (diagrammed in his presentation which can be found in the Key Documents) have been identified based on the drawings in ERCOT files.  The representative drawings did not include breaker configurations for these sites. 
Manny Munoz asked about the need to understand where the SCADA points are as well as the EPS meters. Tucker thought that SCADA points were already included in the network model, but would need to confirm this. Randy Jones said that a significant number of entities are taking the real-time value out of the meter and then providing it to ERCOT as the real-time telemetry. Tucker said that there is not a Protocol requirement for the TDSP to provide real-time data from the EPS metering points.  Today, ERCOT uses SCADA data no matter where these meters are. Floyd Trefny said that Munoz’s point is valid in that generators are being paid based on EPS meters. He asked, to the extent the EPS meters are in different locations, is there an obligation to go to generation dispatch for each unit. He said that the settlement system should match the dispatch system.
Tucker reviewed each of the diagrams. He stated that the methodology for allocating unit specific data followed the same process: net all metering points and allocate back to each unit based on the units percentage of the total integrated SCADA values provided for a site. Tucker said that this method is utilized to achieve consistent answers for the varied metering configurations. Dan Jones asked about configurations existing before October 2000 and asked for a definition of the configurations. Tucker stated that adding interconnection points may not change the configuration. This would need to be analyzed for a given site based on the specific changes. Tucker showed a table detailing Distribution of Generation Metering Configurations.
Kenneth Ragsdale spoke about some future options for settlement in the Nodal landscape.
His presentation stated the following assumptions:

1. For existing net metering configurations, ERCOT continues to use the current methodology to allocate net generation to each generator.
2. Settlement meters have been installed on Electrical Buses to measure gross generation, net generation, import, export, and/or load. The LMP may be different during Real Time at the Electrical Buses where the meters are located.

Ragsdale’s presentation showed proposals for Settlements for Netted Energy which allow for adjusted payments to generators. Ragsdale said that the market can either change factor or change price. Of the methods discussed, Ragsdale said that Methods C and J account for 55% of the situations, so if one looks at those meters and it shows up as a net load, the load zone price should be charged. Munoz pointed out that disparity could be created regarding settlements if the net load is zero and SCADA is used to determine the net price. Ragsdale said that the main input is values from the state estimator and that the net load will be charged on the load zone settlement point price. Therefore, market participants will be making payments to generators with an adjusted price. 

Ragsdale stated that the presentation was in reference to real-time. Ragsdale drew the following conclusions:
1. If the netting results in “load”, the charge to the load will be calculated based on the Load Zone Settlement Point Price.
2. If the netting results in “generation”, the total of the payments to the Generation Resources will equal the net total of the payments/charges based on the LMP at the corresponding Electrical Buses.

Under Option 1, 
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Under Option 2, 
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Jerry Ward said that Option 1 looked most workable and he felt that Task Force members needed time to think about this. Trip Doggett asked TPTF members to review Options 1 and 2 and determine which one was most feasible. Doggett will put this item on the agenda for a TPTF March meeting for discussion. Don Tucker reiterated the need to understand that Ragsdale’s calculations need meter points represented in the network model and that there will be a need to do a one-time set-up for each existing and new metering point. The market model would have to know where the meter points are for these settlement equations.
12. NMMS Requirements Discussion (see Key Documents)
Steve Grendel, ERCOT Market Redesign Business Program Director, gave an update on nodal business requirements including the status of NMMS requirements and of mapping methodology (methodology to make sure protocols are mapped to system requirements and visa versa). Grendel also reviewed the NMMS requirements timeline, the NMMS requirements review calendar (February 15th is the target date to send out requirements), business requirement methodology, and showed a traceability example.
Kristy Ashley stated that an effort should be made to begin work on elements that are not contingent on protocol approval. She asked if ERCOT had looked into an e-tools package (software that is customizable) to help in requirement development. Grendel stated that currently, ERCOT is evaluating a number of different tools that will assist in requirement development. Grendel discussed business requirement methodology stating that this would entail providing consistent requirements labeling across all nodal project efforts, provide traceability/linkage between elements (Protocols, requirements, conceptual system design, design and test script), provide requirement change management, and provide status reporting/gap analysis of protocol coverage to TPTF members. 
Grendel said that the requirements are near completion but that mapping still needs to be added. Grendel explained that each document will be sequentially numbered and will have a unique set of numbers. The documents will be mapped to business requirements and protocols. Grendel said that ERCOT is working on the ability to produce reports out of a requirements database. TPTF agreed that mapping of training back to protocols was desirable. Floyd Trefny asked that mapping include the transition plan requirements in addition to the protocols.  Ultimately, mapping should point forward to the protocol requirements and transition plan where applicable. 

Grendel reviewed the traceability example and John Edwards asked if the detail design would be completed by the selected vendor or if ERCOT would provide the detail design to the vendor. Grendel said that ERCOT would most likely provide the vendor with business requirements and have the vendor develop the software from those requirements. 
Trefny asked about the references to Business Practice (BP) on the traceability example. Grendel said that the intent of this is to provide an explanation as to why an activity is being done under the circumstances where the activity cannot be mapped directly to a protocol. BP will be used to state that there is an associated business practice. Trefny said that it does not make sense to point to BP when BP points to nothing. Grendel said that mapping the requirements is something ERCOT has just started to do and that ultimately, the most effective thing to do is to look at the Protocols. Trefny asked if ERCOT is going to develop documents to support these pointers to Business and Security Requirements (SR). Grendel said that at a minimum ERCOT would revise the Operating Guides and BP and SR would point to the Guides. Trefny, Jerry Ward, and Jim Reynolds all expressed concern that this only provided vague references to something that does not exist. Ward and Trefny asked that the BPs and SRs be documented. They added that if these are not documented, BP and SR are only an idea and open to interpretation which seems inappropriate.
Grendel asked if the requirement mapping that was presented would meet the needs of the TPTF. Jay Dondeti said that if something is not related to a protocol, ERCOT can provide a reference for the vendor. Jim Reynolds asked how much direction ERCOT will provide to the vendor. Ward stated that all details should be documented by ERCOT and shared with market participants so that there are no surprises. 
Trefny asked about the graphic on page 8 of the PR50141 NMMS Network Model Management System Requirements v1.document that Grendel showed the group. He asked for clarification on “other data submitters”. Lee Caylor said that this was planning data from TDSPs. Trefny discussed the requirements for an enhanced model update process. He stated that it is important to be clear who the user is and that the process should be controlled so that not anyone can make changes to the network model. Bob Spangler asked if there was input from any other groups on this document. Grendel stated that ERCOT may need to create an approval matrix to make sure other groups have the opportunity to review and comment on the document. Spangler asked if there was an expectation that approval from other groups be solicited. Grendel stated that there was no expectation to do so. 
13. Additional Review of Section 5 ERCOT Protocol Clarification Requests
Sai Moorty and Jay Dondeti discussed the inconsistencies between the following sections:
5.5.1, Security Sequence
5.5.2, Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process
John Adams was tasked with examining this item and proposing an approach.
Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 PM. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Propose an approach to 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 inconsistencies.
	J. Adams

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Meet new project manager
	

	Net Metering Options 1 and 2
	Early March
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