NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

April 10 and 11, 2006 Minutes


Key Documents and roll call vote results referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060410-TPTF.html 
Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 AM on April 10, 2006.
Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Bentz, Roger
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

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

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (on all votes except Section 3 NPRR approval)

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	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 (via teleconference)

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

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (on Section 3 NPRR approval only)


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

	Grubbs, David
	City of Garland

	Hill, Brady
	Lower Colorado River Authority (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex

	Matthes, Chris
	Investor Owner Utilities

	Phadke, Nayana
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas, LP

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition (by teleconference)

	Sherman, Fred
	City of Garland (by teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Theriault, Bill
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington (representing Denton Municipal Electric)


ERCOT Staff:
	Adams, John (via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy

	Crews, Curtis

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Fu, Weihui

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve (by teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (by teleconference)

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (by teleconference)

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	McCoy, Roy

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John

	Opheim, Calvin

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Reedy, Steve

	Sanders, Sarah

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong

	Zake, Diana


Anti-Trust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Anti-Trust Admonition as and asked those who have not reviewed the guidelines to please do so. Mr. Doggett stated that Sarah Sanders could provide them with a copy if needed.
Review of Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. TPTF attendees agreed to segregate issues associated with Congestion Revenue Right (CRR), including the CRR auction presentation, CRR Type Definitions, and McCamey Flowgate Rights).
Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:
· April 24, 25, and 26 at The Woodward Hotel
· May 8 – 9 at ERCOT at ERCOT Austin Met Center
· May 22 – 23 at ERCOT Austin Met Center
Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
TAC Update

Mr. Doggett reported on discussion at the April 7. 2006 TAC meeting related to Texas Nodal. Mr. Doggett requested that Ms. Sanders read the motion made by BJ Flowers and approved at the April TAC meeting:
ERCOT shall proceed with the conceptual design development of an NMMS as described in the NMMS Business Requirements document subject to modification of the operational and planning functions developed through detailed design discussions between ERCOT and the Market Participants. ERCOT will schedule and conduct these discussions to accommodate the nodal market implementation timeline. ERCOT shall plan for an NMMS implementation to accommodate both a NMMS implementation that accommodates the timing needs of the CRR auctions (approximately 2.5 yrs) followed by an implementation over a 5 yr transmission planning horizon.

Mr. Doggett said this motion would provide opportunity to vet details in the Nodal Modeling Forum on how to best execute the NMMS Business Requirements. Mr. Reynolds opined this was a compromise which allowed ERCOT to move forward in discussions with vendors but that allowed further discussion on the database issue.

Mr. Doggett stated no suggestions for changes to the TPTF Charter or the Nodal Transition Plan were made and that TAC approved TPTF’s milestone of passage of the NMMS Business Requirements document. Mr. Doggett also reported on the Texas Nodal assignments made to subcommittees and requested this list be forwarded to the list serve. Attendees discussed the urgency of developing telemetry performance and state estimator criteria and establishing naming conventions. ERCOT staff is currently working on development of material for TPTF and subcommittee review in these areas. Concerns were expressed by Market Participants regarding the frequency of ROS meetings and whether this might slow progress on the tasks assigned to ROS. Jerry Ward requested that ERCOT notify the TPTF list serve when ROS and WMS are addressing Texas Nodal issues and Matt Mereness agreed to do so. Floyd Trefny offered to share his preliminary work on co-optimization in Real-Time with WMS. Brad Belk and Mr. Doggett agreed to meet to further clarify the WMS assignment. Further discussion ensued about the pricing of reserves and the actual physical and financial impact to QSEs when Real-Time co-optimization is implemented.
Manny Muñoz returned to the topic of the CenterPoint appeal of the TPTF Approval 
of NMMS Requirements Document and asked the outcome of the discussion of identical vs. consistent in the Nodal Protocol language. Mr. Doggett stated that he heard no opposition to changing that language and this topic would be addressed later in the meeting.
Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) Discussion and Approval (see Key Documents)
In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10(5), Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, TPTF discussed the use of identical vs. consistent. Kevin Gresham moved to make language changes stating results should be consistent and naming identical and that TPTF adopt the Principals of Consistency as determined in the transmission forums. Market Participants and ERCOT expressed concern over the adoption of the draft Principals of Consistency stating that it warranted further refinement before adoption. Several Market Participants spoke in favor of the motion. Mr. Mereness displayed the current Principals of Consistency document and made several changes as requested by Curtis Crews. Discussion continued on the intent of the document. Kevin Gresham amended his motion as follows: to make wording change in Section 3.10(5) to replace the word “identical” with the word “consistent” following “results” and to replace “consistent” with “identical” after the word “naming” and to take note of the Principles of Consistency and the term “consistent” as Market Participants have ongoing discussions in various forums and to update TPTF as those principles are amended and developed. After additional discussion vetting concerns from Market Participants, Mr. Gresham withdrew the motion explaining that he had offered the motion to promote compromise so TPTF could move forward.
Further discussion ensued with Market Participants suggesting a variety of scenarios for resolving the issue of identical vs. consistent. Mr. Spangler spoke in favor of Mr. Gresham’s motion reminding TPTF attendees that the Protocols are not stand-alone documents and that the body of work must be evaluated as a whole. Mr. Spangler said that he would like other groups to take note of the Principles of Consistency and asked that the minutes of the meeting reflect this wish, asking for a response from Reliant Energy. Mr. Gresham said he felt he could reassert the motion based on Mr. Spangler’s comments and that he would like Mr. Muñoz to second his motion. Mr. Muñoz said that he could do so if the wording reflected the statements just made by Mr. Spangler. Mr. Gresham made the following motion:
To change the wording in Nodal Protocol Section 3.10(5) to replace the word “identical” with the word “consistent” following “results” and to replace the word “consistent” with the word “identical” after the word “naming.” TPTF would request that ERCOT and other Market Participants Stakeholder groups take note of the Principles of Consistency as ERCOT and Market Participants have ongoing discussions in various forums. TPTF will review the changes and update as necessary the Principles of Consistency.
Mr. Muñoz seconded the motion and a hand vote was held. The results were unclear and Mr. Doggett requested a roll call vote. The motion was approved by a vote of 82.4% in favor and 17.6% opposed.  There were three opposed (one from the Municipal segment and two from the Consumer segment) and two abstentions (one from the Consumer segment and one from the Independent Power Marketer segment). The Cooperative segment was not represented.
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Section 3 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR); Tom Jackson seconded the motion. A roll call vote was held. The motion carried with no opposing votes and three abstentions (two from the Consumer segment and one from the Municipal segment). The Cooperative segment was not represented.
Texas Nodal Training Update (see Key Documents)
Pamela Dautel reported on progress in developing training for the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. Ms. Dautel explained the use of an Instructional Systems Designs (ISD) process and reviewed the status of the first two courses (Introduction to Texas Nodal and Transition to Nodal). Ms. Dautel said that the need and associated costs for train-the-trainer approach were being examined. In order to capitalize on the experience of other ISOs who have made a nodal transition, ERCOT is using contractors that assisted with similar transitions and training. Ms. Dautel emphasized the importance of developing a knowledgeable subject-matter expert (SME) instructor pool and discussed with Market Participants concerns about the additional work load on ERCOT employees as they maintain the Zonal market, transition to the Nodal market, and are also tasked with training on Texas Nodal. Ms. Dautel stated the modular design of the courses helps to spread the workload and said she has developed a back-up plan to mitigate the risk. Mr. Trefny expressed concern about the loss of continuity with multiple instructor changes and suggested investing in dedicated instructors who have nodal market expertise. Mr. Doggett said he would communicate that concern to the project team. Dan Jones opined that effective training and implementation would require onsite training and Ms. Dautel acknowledged that several approaches were being examined and that ERCOT understood training to be on the critical path.
Ms. Dautel expressed her desire to do all that she can to make sure the market’s training needs are met and reiterated her goal of having SME’s provide training. Ms. Dautel said that two instructors are in training and she is working on recruiting several others, some of which will be contractors. Tom Jackson requested a detailed training plan and Ms. Dautel said she would provide one when finalized.
Discussion on whether both courses (Introduction to Texas Nodal and Transition to Nodal) were needed and who the target audience would be for each course led to Ms. Dautel stating that a second course will not be developed unless warranted. Mr. Gresham asked if face-to-face training could be filmed and utilized for web-based training. Ms. Dautel responded that she would be meeting with WebEx to discuss options for leveraging other training materials in the web-based training. Mr. Trefny requested that Ms. Dautel redline the course list in the Nodal Transition Plan and Ms. Dautel agreed.
Ms. Dautel explained the testing that will be performed with training to measure how well objectives are met for each section as well as the “readiness” for task level training. Ms. Dautel said that ERCOT is looking at implementing a Learning Management System (LMS) to track the training and would request feedback on the criteria for an LMS at the April 24th TPTF meeting. Ms. Dautel expressed a preference for two categories of classes (mandatory and recommended) versus the three categories (mandatory, recommended, and highly recommended) used in the Nodal Transition Plan. Mr. Gresham and Mr. Trefny felt that the three categories provided insight into what was highly relevant to certain stakeholders and was of value.
Transmission Element Naming Convention

In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.7.1(2), Modeling of Transmission Elements and Parameters, Curtis Crews asked if TPTF wanted the prefix embedded in the name of the transmission element or if the prefix could be outside the name. TPTF agreed that it is not necessary that the prefix be embedded within the name if ERCOT can ensure uniqueness without the prefix within the name.

Section 5, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment, NPRR Discussion (see Key Documents)
Keely Hilton explained that she had made multiple revisions to formulas for consistency with the other Nodal Protocol sections, but that she did not change the actual formulas.
Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:41 PM on April 10, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:35 AM on April 11, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the antitrust admonition and reviewed the agenda for the day.
Approval of Meeting Minutes from March 28 – 29 Meeting (see Key Documents)

Alice Jackson submitted an addition to the text of the March 28 – 29 meeting minutes regarding PRR307, Controllable Resources. The text was revised by TPTF to accurately reflect the recollection of meeting attendees. Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the draft minutes from the March 28 – 29, 2006 TPTF meeting as amended; Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote. All market segments were represented.
COPS Review of Nodal Protocol Section 9, Settlement and Billing, Clarifications (see Key Documents)
TPTF reviewed a redline draft of Nodal Protocol Section 9 and made some minor clarifications. Ms. Hilton took the action item to send the exact wording, as modified by TPTF, to COPS for input. Diana Zake reported that she was working with ERCOT Legal on the language. TPTF attendees agreed to wait until the April 24 – 26, 2006 meetings to vote on approval of these changes so that COPS and Legal feedback could be addressed. Marguerite Wagner requested a copy of the draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Section 9 and the redline draft be sent to TPTF prior to the meeting for review.
Net Metering (see Key Documents)
Don Tucker reviewed a detailed presentation on options for net metering. John Edwards stated more time was needed before deciding on the method and Randy Jones agreed that it was important that the choices be carefully examined prior to making a decision. TPTF attendees agreed to take Option 1 out of the running and further examine Options 2 and 3. Option 3 was further discussed and clarified. TPTF attendees agreed to resolve this issue at the April 24 – 26 TPTF meeting. 

Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Auction Process (see Key Documents)
John Moseley outlined aspects of the CRR market process in an effort to assure that the proposed CRR Nodal Protocols as interpreted by ERCOT staff produce the CRR market envisioned by Market Participants prior to writing and finalizing requirements documents. Mr. Moseley explained that CRR is a financial instrument, not a physical instrument and discussed the types of CRRs (point-to-point option and point-to-point obligation). Mr. Moseley also reviewed the annual auction timeline, the inside of the auction engine, CRR paths, and definitions for terms used in the Nodal Protocols. A number of outstanding issues and questions were articulated including:

· Is there an issue with fractional CRRs/PCRRs/FGRs? Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.5.3 (1) (b), Auction Process, addresses auction results and states that they should be rounded to the nearest megawatt. Nodal Protocols do not address allocations; ERCOT will add language.
· ERCOT was referred to recent modifications to Section 3.10, Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, and asked to bring back any outstanding questions regarding settlement points.

· Can you buy CRRs from a deemed settlement point for non-modeled generation? TPTF agreed that this was not an option.

· Protocols require ERCOT to report whether a limit on bid volume (specifically limiting the number of bids for CRR Options) or a nominal bid transaction fee would benefit the auction process. These mechanisms may be needed to keep the mathematical formulation of the auction problem to a manageable size. ERCOT will obtain vendor feedback on the size of the problem, restrictions, and bid fees.

Mr. Doggett requested that Beth Garza draft Nodal Protocol language on bilateral trades. In regard to discussion on the requirement to determine a naming convention for CRRs, Mr. Doggett said that WMS was assigned at the April TAC meeting to address naming conventions. It was agreed that wind-dependant dynamic ratings should be addressed in a forum other than TPTF.

Discussion of 90% McCamey Flowgate Rights (see Key Documents)
Shams Siddiqi and Dan Jones presented scenarios for functioning of CRR auctions: everything as planned, not everything as planned, and extreme PCRR scenarios. Each scenario provided details for the annual auction, the monthly auction, and the Day Ahead Market (DAM). Discussion centered on the need for clearing prices and a system to track the CRRs and actions of CRR account holders. Mr. Siddiqi and Mr. D. Jones took the action item to prepare text for Nodal Protocol Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights, to address the McCamey Flowgate rights and the PCRR activation proposal.
Section 5 NPRR Discussion and Approval (see Key Documents)
Ms. Hilton continued a review of the changes she made to Section 5. Mr. Mereness corrected problems with the graphics in the section. Bob Spangler moved to approve the Section 5 NPRR as revised; Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. A roll call vote was held and the motion was unanimously approved. All market segments were represented.
ERCOT Clarifications for Nodal Protocol Section 7, 

ERCOT sought and received clarification on the following Nodal Protocol sections:

Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions

Section 7.5.6, CRR Auction Settlements
TPTF agreed that for certain issues, Section 7 should contain pointers to Section 9 rather than duplicating information. Ms. Garza and Mr. Ragsdale agreed that ERCOT would provide draft Nodal Protocol language for Section 9. TPTF discussed possible penalties and cure periods for defaults as well as credit concerns and the need for late fees to be handled consistent with other late fees. TPTF agreed that a cure period needs to be defined and that a TDSP cannot be a CRR account holder. An action item for ERCOT to verify this is documented in the Nodal Protocols and in the definition for a CRR Account Holder in Section 2 was requested.
Definitions for Options and Obligations (see Key Documents)
TPTF reviewed definitions from Mr. Siddiqi for the following terms:

· Point-to-Point Option

· Point-to-Point Obligation

· Flowgate Right

TPTF made wording suggestions and Mr. Mereness created a redline version of the document. ERCOT will incorporate these changes into Section 2 of the Nodal Protocols.
Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the April 24 – 26, 2006 TPTF meeting:
· ERCOT Combined Cycle Issues

· Training Update

· Review of PCRR activation issue Protocol wording

· PCRR allocation, McCamey 90% proposal and redline

· Section 4 and 7 NPRRs; also Section 6 and 9 NPRRs if ready
Mr. Trefny asked when the RFPs would be released. Mr. Mereness said that comments were due to him by COB April 12, when he will consolidate them. It had yet to be determined if a spreadsheet to track comments and resolution would be created. Market Participants expressed concern over the short review cycles for Texas Nodal documents and the role of TPTF has a reviewer without approval rights. Walter Reid said that if RFPs are left in an open-ended format, he would like to make certain there is Market Participant input in the process to determine the next steps. Mr. Gresham requested a feedback loop to understand Nodal Protocol intent and implementation. Mr. Doggett said he would speak with Jeyant Tamby on the matter and return to TPTF with information.
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:11 PM on April 11, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Send Texas Nodal assignments list to TPTF list serve
	S. Sanders

	Notify the TPTF list serve when ROS and WMS are addressing Texas Nodal issues
	M. Mereness

	Further clarify the WMS assignment.
	B. Belk/
T. Doggett

	Communicate concern to the ERCOT project team about the loss of continuity with multiple instructor changes in Texas Nodal training courses and suggestion to invest in dedicated instructors who have nodal market expertise.
	T. Doggett

	Provide detailed Texas Nodal training plan to TPTF for review.
	P. Dautel

	Redline the course list in the Nodal Transition Plan.
	P. Dautel

	Resolve issue with fractional CRRs/PCRRs/FGRs and add appropriate language to Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.5.3 (1) (b), Auction Process.
	ERCOT

	Review modifications to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10, Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, and bring back any outstanding questions regarding settlement points.
	ERCOT

	Protocols require ERCOT to report whether a limit on bid volume (specifically limiting the number of bids for CRR Options) or a nominal bid transaction fee would benefit the auction process. These mechanisms may be needed to keep the mathematical formulation of the auction problem to a manageable size. Obtain vendor feedback on the size of the problem, restrictions, and bid fees.
	ERCOT

	Draft Protocol language on bilateral trades.
	B. Garza

	Resolve CRR issues.
	ERCOT/TPTF

	Prepare text for Nodal Protocol Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights, to address the McCamey Flowgate rights and the PCRR activation proposal.
	S. Siddiqi/
D. Jones


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Feedback on criteria for Learning Management System (LMS) to track the Texas Nodal training
	April 24 – 26 

	Resolve Net Metering Issue
	April 24 – 26


� 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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