NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

March 28 and 29, 2006 Approved Minutes


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

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060328-TPTF.html 
Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:48 AM.

Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon (by teleconference)

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Bentz, Roger
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Sempra Texas Services, LP (via teleconference)

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

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (voting March 29)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

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

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (voting March 28) 


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

The following proxy was assigned:

Shannon McClendon to Nick Fehrenbach
Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Eddleman, Neil
	Black & Veatch

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical (by teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas, LP (by teleconference)

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT 

	Sherman, Fred
	City of Garland (by teleconference)

	Theriault, Bill
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant Energy

	Vadie, Henry
	Self

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington


ERCOT Staff:
	Adams, John

	Caylor, Lee

	Crews, Curtis

	Doggett, Trip

	Evans, Doug (by teleconference)

	Gallo, Andy (by teleconference)

	Hager, Kathy

	Hilton, Keely (by teleconference)

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (by teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John

	Ragsdale, Kenneth (by teleconference)

	Reedy, Steve

	Sanders, Sarah

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong (by teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the TPTF attendees. Mr. Doggett asked those who have not reviewed the guidelines to please do so and stated that Brittney Albracht has copies.
Agenda Review
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and said that Kathy Hager, ERCOT Nodal Program Director, would speak before the TAC update.
Approval of Meeting Minutes from March 6 – 7 Meeting (see Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett reviewed comments submitted by Bob Spangler requesting that the attendance list be modified to denote voting members and their respective market segments. Mr. Spangler also suggested revised wording on the motion to approve the Network Model Management System (NMMS) requirements document and clarification on one action item. TPTF discussed the wording of the motion and agreed to add clarification that a quorum was present when the vote was taken and that no roll-call vote was requested. Sarah Sanders made the requested changes and Matt Mereness distributed the revised minutes to the TPTF list serve for a vote on March 29, 2006.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:
· April 10 – 11 at Hilton Austin Airport

· April 24, 25, and 26 (location to be determined)
· May 8 – 9 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center
· May 22 – 23 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center
Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Meet ERCOT Nodal Program Director – Kathy Hager
Mr. Doggett introduced Ms. Hager. Ms. Hager shared information to help TPTF attendees understand her motivation for taking this assignment, saying that it aligned with both her personal and professional aspirations. Ms. Hager said she is committed to staying with the program through the 2009 implementation and described herself as a perfectionist who has never lost. Ms. Hager said the measure of whether a problem is solved is if the objectives are met and that she strives for simplicity and clarity. Ms. Hager requested that TPTF provide clarity quickly to help ensure the success of the Texas Nodal transition.
Regarding the delay of publishing a project milestone timeline for Texas Nodal, Ms. Hager said she wants to make certain that the timeline is correct before releasing it to the market. Ms. Hager said that on April 14, 2006, a complete charter (defined as a statement of work in its simplest form) and management plan (defining roles and responsibilities and reasserting schedules, accountability, and authority) would be complete. Ms. Hager said the steering board in ERCOT will approve the charter and then she will present it to TPTF. Mr. Spangler suggested TAC should review the charter since TPTF works for TAC. 

In Ms. Hager’s opinion, a Rational Unified Process (RUP) that involves both iterative and concurrent tasks would be an effective approach to the task at hand. Ms. Hager used the phrase “Lead from the front. Texas Nodal.” and said that she is promoting an inward theme at ERCOT of “we are what we repeatedly do.” She equated the Texas Nodal project to a marathon saying the further the market gets into the three-year cycle, the more difficult re-work will be. Ms. Hager said she wants to promote trust and predictability between ERCOT and the Market Participants by providing both quality and clarity.

ERCOT is currently working to staff the leadership positions for Texas Nodal. Ms. Hager said she believes in a work model that creates checks and balances in an organization, promotes accountability, and empowers staff to create their own charters. Ms. Hager said every full-time Texas Nodal ERCOT team member will have a deliverable due every 40 hours.
Ms. Hager encouraged Market Participants to communicate with the ERCOT Texas Nodal team reminding them that if she does not know of a problem, she cannot fix the problem. Ms Hager extended an invitation to Market Participants to the Texas Nodal Open House at ERCOT Taylor on March 30th and stated that the ERCOT Nodal team would make other arrangements for those who might want to visit on a different date.
Ms. Hager asked for ideas to help TPTF reduce cycle times and resolve burning issues more quickly. TPTF discussed the use of more small working groups and ad hoc task forces. Ms Hager suggested Market Participants assume specialist positions based on their passions and to whatever extent their employer would allow, citing the need for more subject-matter experts (SMEs) and volunteers.

Discussion focusing on the NMMS requirements document, the CenterPoint appeal to TAC on the approval of that document, and the use of one database to achieve consistency in data versus two databases ensued. Products by Areva and the option of a generic product that could be customized for use was discussed. A number of Market Participants expressed their desire for the Protocols to be strictly adhered to and attached to any Request for Proposals (RFPs) that are issued to prospective vendors. Ms. Hager said the Nodal Protocols would be mapped to NMMS requirements when developing the conceptual design and this would be provided to TPTF. Ms. Hager said RFPs would be released to TPTF on April 7th and that comments would be due back on April 11th so the RFPs could be released on April 14th. 
Ms. Hager agreed to return to TPTF with the charter and critical path information to discuss how to proceed in resolving issues more quickly.
TAC Update

Mr. Doggett reported on the discussion at TAC on the TPTF vote to approve the NMMS business requirements document and the concerns expressed by Manny Muñoz and others. Mr. Doggett said he updated TAC on the creation of the Nodal Modeling Forum. Mr. Doggett emphasized the importance of TPTF’s role in interpreting the Nodal Protocols and ensuring compliance with those Protocols. Mr. Doggett said the CenterPoint Appeal of the vote to approve the NMMS business requirements document would be discussed at the April 7, 2006 TAC meeting.
Discussion of Unit Reactive Limit Definition
TPTF reviewed an email stream between Randy Jones, Steve Reedy, and Floyd Trefny discussing the 0.95 performance metric and eligibility for compensation. Mr. Doggett requested that Kenneth Ragsdale’s group create a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) that would insert in Nodal Protocol Section 6.6.7.1 (1)(a), Voltage Support Service Payments, language to address its URL and synchronize with the current language in Zonal Protocol Section 6.8.4 (2), Capacity Payments for Voltage Support Provided to ERCOT.
Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, NPRR Clarifications (see Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett introduced Diana Zake and explained that Ms. Zake had worked to compile clarifications, synchronization language, and conforming changes for each section of the Nodal Protocols into one NPRR per section. Ms. Zake explained some of the changes were held over from the last two TNT meetings. Mr. Spangler said the color-coding used was difficult to read and he felt hard annotation within the document would be easier to read. Ms. Zake explained that the color-coding was the only way to show transparency in the process and indicate where the changes originated.
TPTF reviewed in detail and discussed as needed changes in Section 3 of the NPRR. The discussion was not complete at the end of the first day of the TPTF meeting.
Meeting Recess

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:08 PM on March 28, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:32 AM on March 29, 2006. Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the second day of the TPTF minutes.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from March 6 – 7 Meeting (see Key Documents)

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft minutes from the March 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting as amended; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote. All market segments were represented.
CenterPoint Energy Presentation on Data Consistency

Mr. Muñoz presented CenterPoint Energy’s alternative to meet the Nodal Protocol requirement for consistency between planning and operations models. Mr. Muñoz opined that the one database method assumed in the NMMS business requirements document which has the database performing checking within the system is lacking. Mr. Muñoz stated that the checking loses meaning over time when it is not against a separate system. Mr. Muñoz presented a flowchart representing an alternative process which CenterPoint feels more adequately reflects what was specified in the Nodal Protocols that was discussed by TPTF attendees.
Mr. Muñoz said that he was not against NMMS but was proposing a compromise that would make it usable and compliant with the Nodal Protocols. The flowchart showed an operational side and a planning model side with detailed NMMS information for three to six months. Mr. Muñoz said that specialized study and analysis data should be separate from operational data but that the two databases should use common naming. Mr. Spangler opined that the Nodal Protocols are silent on whether one or two databases are used. Lee Caylor stated that ERCOT believes using one database is the only way to achieve consistency as required by the Nodal Protocols.
Mr. Trefny offered suggestions to enhance CenterPoint’s alternative and bring it in line with his interpretation of the Nodal Protocols, including extending planning cases to five years and eliminating the correspondence file.

John Adams stated he was glad to see a Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) presenting ideas on how to implement the Nodal Protocols and feels this may focus attention on specific areas that may have been overlooked. Mr. Adams said he would like to see the effort spent comparing planning and operational cases reduced and felt CenterPoint’s alternative would not accomplish this.
Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Muñoz present his alternative at the April 4th Nodal Modeling Forum. Market Participants will have the opportunity to discuss this alternative in greater detail in that forum.

Mr. Gresham asked about CenterPoint Energy’s pending appeal, and Mr. Doggett stated that CenterPoint is looking to have the TPTF vote approving the NMMS business requirements document overturned and to put a new model in place. Mr. Doggett said TAC wants to clearly understand the appeal. Mr. Reynolds suggested that rather than convince TAC that this alternative was the appropriate path, CenterPoint should show TAC why it believes ERCOT’s solution does not meet the Nodal Protocols.

Section 3 Clarifications (see Key Documents)
TPTF returned to its discussion of Section 3 Clarifications. A number of issues were discussed and the revisions documented within the draft NPRR. Following are discussion and decisions not documented within the draft NPRR.
Mirror Test Run

In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.4 (3), ERCOT Responsibilities, TPTF discussed the term mirror test run. Mr. Muñoz defined that term as a test where the same data is entered into two separate models. Mr. Trefny requested the differences be shown and posted. Mr. Spangler said the issue was completion of the test, not the definition of the test. TPTF agreed to the following clarification for mirror test run: to test new model updates, ERCOT will put the model into the test system and run it for a month with real-time state estimator results and time bids and observe the behavior; at the end of the test, ERCOT will post the differences in the model.
Identical vs. Consistent

In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10 (5), Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, TPTF discussed the meaning of identical vs. consistent. Mr. Trefny moved to table the issue of use of identical vs. consistent in Nodal Protocols Section 3.10 (5) until after the April 7, 2006 TAC meeting and a decision on how to proceed; Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion. A hand vote was held with seven votes to pass the motion and three abstentions from the Consumer market segment. The Independent Generator market segment was not represented.
While reviewing the incorporation of PRR307 into the Nodal Protocols, it was pointed out by John Edwards and Alice Jackson that Nodal Protocol Section 3.16 items are inconsistent in that the AGC-like Responsive Reserve provided by loads should not count towards the 50% cap for loads. After discussion, it was determined that TPTF is not the venue to correct any inconsistencies with PRR307. The correct venue to correct these issues is through the Zonal Protocol revision process. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve Section 3 draft NPRR as modified by TPTF; Kevin Gresham seconded the motion. Discussion about the process and unresolved issues ensued and it was suggested that approval should not be voted on until after the April 7th TAC meeting. Mr. Spangler withdrew the motion.
Section 1, Overview, NPRR Clarification (see Key Documents)
TPTF reviewed and discussed clarifications in the draft NPRR for Section 1, which combined clarifications, synchronization language, and conforming changes for Section 1 of the Nodal Protocols. A number of topics were discussed and modifications were documented in the draft NPRR.
Mr. Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR for Section 1 as modified by TPTF; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. Nick Fehrenbach suggested a notation on the NPRR form to indicate that some of the changes were to synchronize with current business practices and to provide transparency to the proceedings of TPTF. Mr. Mereness modified the Reason for Revision accordingly. A roll-call vote was taken and the motion passed unanimously. The Independent Generator (IG) segment was not represented. Mr. Doggett agreed to submit this NPRR on behalf of TPTF.

Discussion of 90% McCamey Flowgate Rights (see Key Documents)
Shams Siddiqi and Dan Jones reached agreement on this issue and stated that before the annual auction, Pre-assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) will be allocated, but they do not all need to be activated. Mr. Siddiqi and Mr. D. Jones outlined the next steps and said there are a couple of differences from the current methodology, and that PCRR would be allocated and put in an account prior to payment. Mr. Siddiqi and Mr. D. Jones stated the Nodal Protocols are not specific about how to accomplish this and that it should be clarified how PCRRs would be allocated.

Other Business
Mr. Doggett listed the agenda items slated for the April 24, 25, and 26 meeting, some of which were planned for the March 28 – 29 meeting and were not addressed due to time constraints. Topics included:

· Training Update from Pamela Dautel

· Section 9 Clarifications with Keely Hilton

· Review CRR Definitions Provided by Shams Siddiqi

· CRR Auction Process Presentation by John Moseley
· Approval of Section 3 NPRR

· Discussion of Net Metering with Kenneth Ragsdale

· Combined Cycle Issues (John Adams and Randy Jones provide list of what we need)

· Section 5 NPRR

Adjourn
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 PM on March 29, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Create a PRR that would insert in Nodal Protocol Section 6.6.7.1 (1)(a), Voltage Support Service Payments, language to address its URL and synchronize with the current language in Zonal Protocol Section 6.8.4 (2), Capacity Payments for Voltage Support Provided to ERCOT.
	K. Ragsdale

	Search Nodal Protocols for words such as judgment and discretion and evaluate to see if additional clarification is needed
	A. Gallo

	Add definition for switchable generation resources to Section 2 of the Nodal Protocols
	ERCOT Market Rules

	Review RFPs released by ERCOT April 7th and provide comments by April 11th
	TPTF

	Submit NPRR for Section 1 on behalf of TPTF
	T. Doggett


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	K. Hager Presentation of ERCOT Texas Nodal Charter and Management Plan
	After April 14

	RRS 20% limit on thermal unit HSL for Ancillary Service Offer
	


� Attendance covers both day one and day two of the meeting. Not all participants attended the entire two-day meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.
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