NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

March 6 and 7, 2006 Draft Minutes


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


http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html 
Attendance:
	Name
	Representing

	Chris
	Matthes
	AEP

	Mark
	Dreyfus
	Austin Energy

	Stacey
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Black & Veatch

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	William
	Therriault
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Ebby
	John
	CenterPoint Energy

	Paul
	Rocha
	CenterPoint Energy

	Manny
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Lee
	Caylor
	ERCOT

	Raj
	Chudgar
	ERCOT

	Curtis
	Crews
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Steve
	Grendel
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Trish
	Miller
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT

	Mark
	Patterson
	ERCOT

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Jeyant
	Tamby
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Jerry
	Ward
	EXTYR

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL Energy

	Dan
	Bailey
	Garland

	Sergio
	Garza
	LCRA

	Frank
	Bhuiyan
	LCRA

	Hill
	Brady
	LCRA

	Charles
	Bui
	LCRA

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	NRG Texas

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical (Alternate Representative for T. Payton)

	Eric
	Schubert
	PUCT

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	R.J. Covington

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Kevin
	Gresham
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Mike
	Juricek
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy


The following alternate representatives were present:
John Edwards for Thomas Payton (Occidental Chemical)
Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)
Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the TPTF attendees. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available from Brittney Albracht.
Agenda Review
Trip Doggett reviewed the agenda. Doggett announced that the February 20, 2006 meeting minutes would be sent to the TPTF list serve during lunch and asked members to review and prepare to vote on them the morning of March 7, 2006.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

Trip Doggett announced that several TPTF meetings would be held offsite due to Operator Training at ERCOT-Austin. Future meetings scheduled include:
· March 28 – 29 at LCRA Montopolis (Tuesday/Wednesday meeting)
· April 10 – 11 at Hilton Austin Airport

· April 24 – 25 at Hilton Austin Airport

· May 8 – 9 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center
· May 22 – 23 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center
Doggett said that additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Project Management Office Update (see Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar presented the updated TPTF ERCOT Nodal Organization Chart and a detailed table of ERCOT’s assignment of responsibilities. Steve Grendel, Business Program Director, and Jeyant Tamby, Information Technology Program Director, reviewed the structure of their respective organizations. Chudgar stated that ERCOT was committed to a model for strong project management and the Project Management Organization (PMO) will define executable projects that meet the Nodal market requirements. Market Participants indicated an interest in ERCOT providing transparency into the staffing of Nodal and said that they would like to see progress and commitment from ERCOT in staffing. Chudgar said that nine full-time ERCOT staff members have been assigned to the Nodal development effort of the PMO. Steve Grendel said that 61 positions are currently posted to support the Nodal project. In addition, several current staff members that understand the ERCOT system and Protocols have been assigned full-time to the Nodal project. Grendel said that ERCOT has assembled a solid team to date and that ERCOT will add full-time employees where needed as the project progresses and the information technology (IT) mobilization begins.
The need for a stakeholder interface timeline was discussed. Chudgar said that there are other components that need to be completed before these dates can be identified. Grendel said that once the Nodal Protocol requirements are translated into conceptual designs, ERCOT can create a more detailed program plan to ensure successful identification of dates for the stakeholder timeline interface. 

Chudgar reviewed his presentation on the TPTF Market Redesign Program Milestones and explained the information that ERCOT is planning to provide in the Detailed Program Plan.
Discussion of Stakeholder Efforts following the Decision in Docket No. 31540

Trip Doggett reported that the Commissioners narrowed down the list of issues at the February 23, 2006 Open Meeting and that this would be discussed again at the March 8, 2006 Open Meeting.

Doggett asked if stakeholders wished to offer any feedback on how Nodal Protocol language for areas such as Real-Time Co-Optimization should be developed. Bob Spangler suggested waiting to see how the PUC rules on these issues. Floyd Trefny stated that he would like to see TPTF focus on issues that will not be subject to change and items specifically assigned by TAC.

Network Model Business Requirements Document (see Key Documents)

Trip Doggett thanked TPTF participants that reviewed and commented on the Network Model Business Requirements Document and said that ERCOT developed a matrix to track resolution of those comments. Doggett announced that he would like to conduct the vote at the end of the discussion to determine whether the requirements document is in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. Doggett stressed that ERCOT could not move forward without Market Participant approval and that ERCOT remains committed to finding the best way to implement the transition from Zonal to Nodal. 
Manny Muñoz asked what the Network Model Business Requirements Document would be used for. Grendel said that conceptual and design detail documents would follow, but that ERCOT feels ready to move to the next step which is to start discussions with vendors. Market Participants and ERCOT staff discussed what issues TAC wants to address in addition to approving each significant milestone. Doggett said that he would ask TAC for such clarification. 

John Adams stated that there were approximately 220 questions on the NMMS requirements document and that ERCOT categorized these comments into five categories and provided an overview of the comments and their resolution. Market Participant comments, the disposition of those comments and the presentation by John Adams on the NMMS Requirements can be found with the Key Documents on the ERCOT Website for this meeting. Adams reviewed where ERCOT is in the process of system specifications, procurement, and development and said that ERCOT is positioned to engage a NMMS vendor and will utilize the NMMS Business Requirements in this process once approved by TPTF. Adams said that ERCOT envisions a collaborative effort between the NMMS vendor, Market Participants, and ERCOT staff in the development of the System Conceptual Design Document. Adams proposed the creation of a Nodal Modeling Forum. The Nodal Modeling Forum would be comprised of both ERCOT staff and Market Participants and would help ERCOT develop a process to identify areas where the design contemplated by the Protocols is not feasible, cost-effective, or the most effective. Adams said that this would provide an opportunity to address issues such as feasibility, cost, and effectiveness. TPTF attendees agreed that this forum would be useful.
Mark Dreyfus asked for definition of the vendor’s role and Adams said that ERCOT would like to see what the perception of the vendor is regarding development of a system that meets the Nodal Protocols and business requirements. In response to a Market Participant comment that vendors are not likely to say that something cannot be done, Grendel said that ERCOT will be putting financial incentives in contracts to ascertain the confidence level of vendors. Grendel said the more ERCOT and Market Participants identify the risks and establish criteria, the better the risk level can be managed.

Market Participants expressed an interest in TPTF holding discussions on modeling cases for Nodal and the market needs in this area. Market Participants also expressed concern over the use of a centralized database tool. Adams noted that there would still be base cases used for planning on a daily basis and said he would incorporate Market Participant’s concerns into the NMMS requirements document.
Manny Muñoz said that he did not think that TPTF was prepared to vote on the agenda item for the Network Business Requirements Document, citing the short review cycle, and asked that the vote be delayed until more issues are resolved. Jerry Ward stated that TPTF’s charge was to evaluate whether documents are in compliance with the Nodal Protocols and stated that this document does meet these requirements. Grendel stated that this approval was needed to move the process forward and start discussions with vendors to determine what is achievable with the current technology.
Kevin Gresham made a motion to approve the NMMS requirements document as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols and to appropriately utilize a forum of Market Participants to ensure that the NMMS conceptual design process moves forward in a feasible and cost-effective manner. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. Doggett asked whether there were any opposing votes. There was one opposing vote from the Investor-Owned Utilities (IOU) segment. Doggett then asked if there were any abstentions. There was one abstention from the Municipally Owned Utility (MOU) segment. All other votes were assumed to be in favor of the motion. The Cooperative segment was not present for the vote.
Raj Chudgar talked about TPTF market redesign program milestones in response to TPTF’s request for a detailed program schedule with milestones. Chudgar said that the ERCOT PMO has started the process, and detailed the information that would be included in the plan. Chudgar said that ERCOT PMO would like TPTF input on the milestones that should be visible on the Detailed Program Plan and wanted to know what other aspects of program management TPTF attendees wanted included in the plan. Meeting attendees requested that a number of additional items, including:
· Dates for Market Participants to meet requirements
· Date when the schedule becomes more stable

· Date when Market Participants will have all information needed to proceed with system design

· Dates for milestone status checks

· Intended audience

· Definitions of terms
· Clarification on due dates (that is, who is the recipient of the work product)

Clayton Greer said that he would like to see approximately 20 to 30 true milestones (not tasks) identified. Chudgar said that the PMO is looking at the project from both the top-down and bottom-up approaches. Chudgar said he would email a document identifying various points on the transition plan to provide a high-level overview to TPTF.
Homework Report – Load Response Percentages (see Key Documents)

Floyd Trefny worked with a team to review Zonal and Nodal Protocols and determine if the percentages for Load response were correctly transcribed from the Zonal Protocols to the Nodal Protocols. The group reviewed the following specific Nodal Protocols for correctness of Load response percentages:
Section 8.1.2.2.1, Ancillary Service Technical Requirements and Qualification Criteria and Test Methods

Section 8.1.2.2.3, Responsive Reserve Service, paragraphs 6 and 8
Section 8.1.2.3, QSE Ancillary Service Energy Deployment Compliance Monitoring
Section 8.1.2.4, QSE Ancillary Service Energy Deployment Compliance Monitoring Criteria

Section 8.1.2.4.2, Responsive Reserve Energy Deployment Criteria

Trefny reported that the group concluded that the Nodal Protocols correctly reflected the Load response percentage. John Edwards commented that Occidental is comfortable with the certification and deployment of Load resources, but thinks there is a serious flaw with the way the Nodal Protocols address Responsive Reserve Service. Trefny said that the Nodal Protocols should be flagged or changed to read “three hours to return at least 95% of their obligation for Responsive Reserve recall.” TPTF asked Mark Patterson to revise the PRR he is currently developing with this wording. Attendees agreed that when WMS resolves Load Resource bidding issues, TPTF should re-visit the Load response percentages. Patterson was also requested to review the formulas for telemetry.

Options for Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Model Outages (see Key Documents)
John Adams presented options for CRR model outages discussed in a meeting with several Market Participants on February 15, 2006. This discussion was in reference to Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1, CRR Auctions – Nature & Timing States. Adams said that the group agreed that the 16-hour or longer qualification was problematic and that there needs to flexibility, but was unable to reach consensus on the best solution to the problem. Adams asked for agreement on using a five-day criteria and said that a PRR would be drafted using that criteria. Shams Siddiqi said that he was uncomfortable ignoring shorter outages and suggested considering all outages five days or longer in the annual case and then using discretion as to which cases to consider for the monthly model. Doggett asked Adams to draft a PRR to address this and present it to TPTF.
Initialization State for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Studies (see Key Documents)
John Adams reviewed two conflicting options presented in the Nodal Protocols:

Section 5.5.1(3), Security Sequence

Section 5.5.2(9)(a), Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process

Adams presented a recommendation from ERCOT to create a PRR to change Section 5.5.2 (9)(a) to state that “All HRUC
 processes use the projected status of transmission breakers and switches starting with current status and updated for each remaining hour in the study as indicated in the Current Operating Plan (COP) for Resources and in the Outage Scheduler for transmission elements.” Adams explained the logic behind the recommendation. The consensus of TPTF was that this was the correct way to proceed.
Net Metering
Trip Doggett announced that Kenneth Ragsdale was still working on the options for net metering and that discussion would be delayed until the end of March. 

Review of Section 8 – Performance Monitoring and Compliance Clarifications

ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol sections:
Section 8.1, QSE/Resource Performance Monitoring and Compliance
Section 8.1.2.4.1, Regulation Service Energy Deployment Criteria
Section 8.1.2.4.2, Responsive Reserve Service Energy Deployment Criteria
Section 8.1.2.5.4, Non-Spinning Reserve Energy Deployed under Dispatch Instruction Criteria
Section 8.1.2.2.5, Combinations of Reliability Service Energy Deployment Criteria
Section 8.2, ERCOT Performance Monitoring and Compliance
Section 8.3, TSP Performance Monitoring and Compliance
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/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Review of Section 9 – Settlement and Billing
Clarification for the majority of Nodal Protocol Section 9 was deferred to COPS. ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol section:

Section 9.5.3, Real-Time Market Settlement Charge Types
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/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Review of Section 16 – Registration and Qualification of Market Participants
ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol section:

Section 16.11.4.6, Determination of the Counter-Party Future Credit Exposure
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/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Meeting Recess
Trip Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:27 PM on March 6, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:34 AM on March 7, 2006.
Approval of February 20, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes

Dan Bailey made a motion to approve the February 20, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as submitted. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. The Cooperative segment was not present for the vote.

Review of Section 7 - Congestion Revenue Rights

ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol section:

Section 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)
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/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Monthly Update from Ron Hinsley
Ron Hinsley complimented TPTF on their contributions to the business requirements of the Network Model Management System project and said that the “out-of-the-box” thinking on how the system will function is impressive and he felt it was indicative of how well the process is working. Hinsley said that he felt excitement was continuing to build around the Nodal implementation which will be unique in the industry and encouraged continuation of the dialogue between ERCOT and Market Participants.
Hinsley reported that the ERCOT Program Director hired for the Nodal market design, Kathryn Hager, would start work on Monday, March 13. Hinsley said that Hager has extensive experience with large projects and is known for her ability to solve problems and achieve results. Hinsley said that Hager was rapidly learning about the Nodal transition and has previous experience with ERCOT and the ERCOT market. Hager will become the central point of contact for TPTF and will provide updates to TPTF monthly. Hinsley added that he would still be available and that Market Participants should let Trip Doggett know when they would like him to attend a meeting.
Hinsley reported that ERCOT has been working with consultants on the overall project plan and schedule. Hinsley said that he would send a document out March 15, 2006, to the TPTF list serve. Hinsley said that this will be prior to the completion of the business requirements and that ERCOT would work with TPTF to make modifications to the timeline as needed. Floyd Trefny said that he would like to see details on the testing requirements and delivery time for the system and said that he expects Market Participants to have feedback for ERCOT in these areas.
Market Participants requested that the organization charts indicate the percent of time devoted to Nodal, and suggested that as much staff as possible be 100% dedicated to Nodal, citing a loss of efficiency when staff is divided among various projects. Market Participants also expressed interest in a TPTF “dashboard report” that presents information about financing, human resources, facilities, and level of risk.
Review of Section 2 – Definitions and Acronyms

ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding terminology, use of acronyms, and general clean-up issues for the Nodal Protocols. Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Miscellaneous
Trip Doggett said that ERCOT hoped to have Protocol language with redlines including Protocol synchronization, TPTF interpretations, and conforming changes from Market Rules for the March 28 – 29 meeting. Doggett said that once approved by TPTF, the Nodal Protocols would go back to PRS for presentation to TAC. Doggett also reviewed agenda items for the March 28 – 29 meeting. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below. 
Adjourn
Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 PM on March 7, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Email a document to the TPTF list serve identifying various points on the transition plan to provide a high-level overview to TPTF.
	Raj Chudgar

	Load response issue: Protocols to be flagged or changed to read “three hours to return at least 95% of their obligation for Responsive Reserve recall.” Revise the PRR currently being developed with this wording. Review the formulas for telemetry.
	Mark Patterson

	Draft PRR for CRR
	John Adams

	Send a document out March 15 to the TPTF list serve on overall project plan and timeline.
	Ron Hinsley


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	McCamey Flowgate Rights and Point-to-Point Obligation (Shams Siddiqi homework)
	March 28 – 29

	Definition for Unit Reactive Limit
	March 28 – 29

	PRRs by Section
	March 28 – 29

	Comments on Proposed Timeline/Project Schedule
	March 28 – 29

	Re-visit the Load response percentages Issue.
	When WMS resolves load resource bidding issues.


� Docket No. 31540, Proceeding to Consider Protocols to Implement the Nodal Market in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Pursuant P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.501


� Originally the Protocol stated “All RUC processes.” This change modified RUC to HRUC.
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