
NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

April 24, 25, and 26, 2006 Draft Minutes
The Woodward Hotel and Conference Center 

3401 S. IH-35

Austin, TX 78741

Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Sempra Texas Services, LP

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

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant (voting Day 3)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (in absence of Brad Belk)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant (voting Day 1 and 2)


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

The following proxies were assigned:

Shannon McClendon to Nick Fehrenbach

Marcie Zlotnik to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Bordelon, Steve
	Texas-New Mexico Power Company

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition (via teleconference)

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT

	Sherman, Fred
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

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


ERCOT Staff:
	Name

	Adams, John

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth (via teleconference)

	Grendel, Steve

	Hager, Kathy

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Hinsley, Ron

	Horne, Kate

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Opheim, Calvin

	Patterson, Mark

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Jongjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don

	Xiao, Hong

	Yu, Jun

	Zake, Diana


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 AM on April 24, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed 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 introduced Kate Horne who will be leading communications for Texas Nodal. Ms. Horne expects to launch the Texas Nodal Market Redesign website by the end of May 2006. This website will reorganize the working documents from the current TPTF page for ease of use and will be kept current with daily updates. Ms Horne is developing a subscription newsletter that will be sent out every two weeks. Ms. Horne welcomes input on how ERCOT can better communicate with Market Participants.
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. 
Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:
· May 8 – 9, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center (afternoon start time for May 8th)
· May 22 – 24, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center (TPTF agreed to expand to a three-day meeting encompassing May 24th)
· June 5 – 6, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Approval of Meeting Minutes from April 10 – 11, 2006 Meeting (see Key Documents
)
Dan Bailey and Nick Fehrenbach requested a correction to the record for abstentions on the vote to approve the Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System. Sarah Sanders noted the change to be made. Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the minutes as amended; Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. All segments were represented.
Net Metering Decision (see Key Documents)
Kenneth Ragsdale reviewed the previous options discussed for net metering and presented a new net metering scenario to consider where ERCOT would let a single QSE determine how to divide the associated dollars. Market Participants discussed three Options for net metering (see the Net Metering Presentation for descriptions of each Option) and touched on the issue of split metering. Bob Spangler stated that split metering was discussed and resolved at the TNT meetings and that the Nodal Protocols deal with this issue. Mr. Spangler indicated that this was a separate issue and should not be re-addressed by TPTF.
Floyd Trefny moved to adopt Option 2 as the net metering scheme; Clayton Greer seconded the motion. The motion carried by hand vote with one abstention from the Cooperative segment. All segments were represented.

Option 2, originally proposed at the February 7, 2006 TPTF meeting, uses the current allocation method of determining the SCADA split and applies a price adjustment factor. Kenneth Ragsdale will draft a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for review by TPTF.

Day Ahead Market Discussion/Clarification (see Key Documents)

Shuye Teng presented information about the Day Ahead Market (DAM) and covered a number of issues.
DAM Delay Due to Insufficient Ancillary Service (AS) Offers

Ms. Teng reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 4.5.2, Ancillary Service Insufficiency, and stated that, if there is an insufficiency in Ancillary Service Offers before executing the DAM, QSEs should be given an amount of time to resubmit offers or submit additional offers, and that ERCOT will meanwhile conduct offer validation. Floyd Trefny suggested that 30 minutes was adequate for QSEs to resubmit offers and Market Participants agreed that 30 minutes was sufficient. This is also consistent with the Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) timeline. Market Participants also agreed that there should be at least a one-hour gap between posting DAM results and executing DRUC. That is, when the DAM results are delayed, DRUC should also be delayed. TPTF has not yet determined how long DRUC can be delayed.

AS Procurement and Unit Commitment

Ms. Teng reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.6.2.1, Ancillary Service Offer Criteria, and said that there was currently no reference to a Resources’ online/offline status. Ms. Teng asked the question “for an offline Resource with AS offers, does the Resource have to be committed for its AS offers to be cleared?” Ms Teng presented a matrix chart which shows all the options and explained the impact of each option. The flowchart that follows represents the agreement between ERCOT and Market Participants on how the AS procurement and unit commitment should be handled in the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. 
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Load Forecast Distribution Factor
After reviewing Nodal Protocol Section 4.5.1(5), DAM Clearing Process, Ms. Teng asked Market Participants “What if there is a planned bus outage? The original distribution factors may allocate offers/bids to that bus anyway. Can ERCOT adjust the distribution factors?” Market Participants felt that the issue may be solved by modeling buses at lower-voltage level. ERCOT will conduct internal studies and present any relevant findings to TPTF.
Ms. Teng also asked: “The State Estimator runs every five minutes. Should the hourly distribution be the average of the 12 five minutes or any of those 12 five minutes?” Market Participants agreed that the usage should be consistent and Mr. Trefny suggested using the average of the hour.
Evaluation of AS Insufficiency during Adjustment Period and Real Time

Ms. Teng quoted Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.1, Evaluation and Maintenance of Ancillary Service Capacity Sufficiency, which states that ERCOT shall use the Ancillary Service Capacity Monitor to evaluate Ancillary Service requirements and capacity insufficiency. Ms. Teng requested that TPTF allow ERCOT to revise the Protocol language to grant ERCOT more flexibility when evaluating AS insufficiency. Mr. Trefny pointed out that the Ancillary Service Capacity Monitor provides information such as Real Time Reserve Capacity, and that QSEs will always notify ERCOT if they are not capable of meeting their obligation. Jun Yu stated that kind of information will only help ERCOT with one of the three types of AS insufficiency: Replacement of AS capacity due to failure to provide. To evaluate increased need of AS or to replace AS capacity that is undeliverable due to transmission constraints, ERCOT needs to look ahead, using not only real-time telemetry, but also information such as Current Operating Plan, weather changes, and observed transmission constraints. TPTF agreed that ERCOT should propose new protocol changes to expand ERCOT’s flexibility in handling AS insufficiency evaluation.
Derating of Point-to-Point (PTP) Options Declared to be Settled in Real-Time

Ms. Teng said that derating of PTP Options declared to be settled in real time is not straightforward when there is more than one overloaded element. Ms. Teng presented an example which demonstrated one method to derate PTP Options declared to be settled in real time. After discussion about the issue of settlement of PTP options, it was determined that this should be discussed offline and brought back for later discussion by TPTF. Shams Siddiqi and Ms. Teng will work together to find out a method and present to TPTF at a later date.
Combined Cycle (CC) Discussion (see Key Documents)
Mark Patterson gave a presentation he developed with John Adams and Brandon Whittle to address concerns raised at TPTF meetings about the treatment of Combined Cycle units within various ERCOT processes. Mr. Patterson said that CC blocks use combined-cycle unit operating configurations as registered and telemetered to ERCOT and explained that each unit within a CC power block will be treated individually. Clayton Greer asked why power flow studies would not be handled by the block, and Mr. Patterson explained that the individual treatment was for modeling purposes. Mr. Patterson said that certain things were being left open-ended to be resolved in conjunction with the vendor, for example, the details of how to take individual unit data and aggregate it for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED), DAM, and RUC. Mr. Patterson will report back to TPTF as work with the vendor progresses.
Review of Section 7 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) (see Key Documents)
The TPTF meeting work product from review of the Section 7 NPRR is available with the Key Documents as Meeting Output. The following paragraphs contain details about topics that warranted extended discussion.

TPTF discussed ERCOT clarifications to this section and revisions related to Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs). For Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.3.2(1)(a), Auction Notices, TPTF agreed that the posting to the MIS Public Area requirement in that section includes Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) allocations to be posted 10 days ahead of the monthly auction and 20 days ahead of the annual auction. 

More discussion on the CRR Auction presentation developed by Mr. Siddiqi and Dan Jones resulted in Mr. Siddiqi taking an assignment to make revisions to the payments provisions for discussion on the following day. Beth Garza and Mr. Adams took an assignment to revise Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing, and send new language to TPTF that evening. Issues revolving around the annual auction calendar and possible conflicts with holidays were discussed, left unresolved, and assigned to Kenneth Ragsdale for homework.

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:56 PM on April 24, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 AM on April 25, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.
ERCOT Operating Guides – Proposed Plan to Update for Nodal (see Key Documents)
Steve Grendel discussed plans for updating the current ERCOT Operating Guides (that is, the Operating Guides currently used for the Zonal market) for Texas Nodal and proposed an approach for the development of the Guides. This proposal relies on the TPTF for approval prior to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) approval and attempts to gain consensus with the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS), Operations Working Group (OWG), Operating Guides Revision Task Force (OGRTF), and Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) prior to engaging TPTF. The change control process as defined in the ERCOT Operating Guides would then be enacted 6 to 12 months before the go-live date for Texas Nodal.
Market Participants discussed the current approval process emphasizing the importance of the review by PRS to ensure that the document is in accordance with the Protocols. Mr. Spangler said that in addition to updating the current operating guides, he  believed there is a need for new operating guides or new materials to be developed for the current Operating Guides. Mr. Trefny provided some background information on the development of the zonal Operating Guides and commented that the rewrite should avoid paraphrasing the Protocols. Mr. Trefny asked for more specific information about exactly what Operating Guides would be updated for Texas Nodal. Mr. Grendel agreed that a search of the Protocols for references to guides was advisable and offered to provide this list to TPTF for review. Mr. Spangler suggested that Section 1.2, Document Relationship, of the ERCOT Operating Guide be examined. Kristy Ashley requested that an electronic version of settlement examples be provided with the Operating Guide. Mr. Grendel said that he would consult with Kenneth Ragsdale on this request.
Suggestions about the proposed process included combining the review by subcommittees and TPTF and the order of iterations. TPTF attendees felt that the final reviews should go back to the subcommittees rather than stop at TPTF before TAC to ensure that no critical reliability or security issues were misconstrued. Mr. Grendel said that review by subcommittees is ensured once the documents are placed under the change control process (at least six months prior to the Texas Nodal implementation date). Mr. Trefny cautioned that this was not an opportunity to revise the Nodal Protocols that have been approved by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT). Randy Jones suggested that some of the Nodal Training should be targeted at the key subcommittees and working groups that will be contributing to the Operating Guide revisions (for example, ROS, WMS, and OWG). Mr. Grendel took the action item to identify appropriate training for these Market Participants.
Training Update (see Key Documents)
Pamela Dautel reviewed the activities and progress in preparing the training program for Texas Nodal. Ms. Ashley asked about the possibility of leveraging materials from PJM and Ms. Dautel said that she would investigate this possibility. Ms. Dautel is planning to have a pool of experts to pull on as needed for training and is currently working on a contract with a vendor. In addition, comparison of Texas Nodal training courses to those developed by PJM and other Independent System Operators (ISOs) is underway and a mapping of PJM and comparable ERCOT courses was provided in Ms. Dautel’s presentation. Mr. Trefny emphasized that the list of training topics should be geared to operating AS proficiently, not just to “getting by.” Ms. Dautel agreed to work with Market Participants to establish this list.
Mr. Spangler pointed out differences between PJM’s training needs and ERCOT’s needs, emphasizing the interface between ERCOT and QSEs as well as with other entities, such as TSPs, in the market. Mr. Bailey said that with the current interface of the City of Garland, TXU, and ERCOT, he can see where all three entities need to be trained in unison, especially if being required to interface differently than today. Ms. Ashley agreed that there were differences between the PJM and ERCOT market design but that PJM training should be leveraged and customized.

Ms. Dautel asked for a sub-group within TPTF to take on the task of assisting with the following deliverables: course list, course descriptions (summaries), high-level class schedule, curriculum by market segment, and training criteria for Market Participant readiness. Jim Reynolds, Mr. Bailey, Mr. Trefny, Ms. Ashley, Mr. Spangler, and Mr. Ward volunteered to assist. Ms. Dautel agreed to set up a teleconference for Friday, May 5th and to work with Mr. Trefny on the summary of courses listed in the Texas Nodal Transition Plan for review at that teleconference. It was agreed that the course list, course descriptions, and high-level class schedule should be complete by the end of May.
In review of the high-level training timeline, Market Participants requested that training begin during Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) instead of during Site Acceptance Training (SAT). Ms. Dautel agreed to back up the schedule accordingly. Mr. Spangler suggested that the period of time between the end of the conceptual design in December 2006 and the end of the FAT at the beginning of 2008, should also be utilized for training. Ms. Dautel said that she has communicated to the Nodal project team two Training dependencies:

· The sub-business process with identification of the internal and external user groups impacted should be identified during Level 2 of the project process (examples of user groups include LSEs, QSEs, and ERCOT System Operations).
· Completion of “detailed business requirements” (Level 4) including job tasks with identification of the user groups impacted.
Mr. Spangler pointed out the importance of data flow and the tremendous amount of data that various Market Participants (QSEs, operators, traders, settlement personnel, etc.) need in making this transition. Mr. Doggett suggested that thought be given to how to build this matrix for information flow to the market. Ms. Dautel said that she wanted to ensure the best use of time before detailed business requirements (business use cases at the end user level) become available and task-specific training is offered to Market Participants and ERCOT staff. Input from Market Participants indicated that transitional courses to a Nodal Market for specific Market Segments would be useful. Market Participants want to understand how their business processes will change as a result of Nodal. 

Mr. Trefny stated that most Market Participants would be using their systems to interface with ERCOT and that the portal interface was not as important as the information that needs to be available. Ms. Ashley disagreed stating that the current portal is not used by the market because it is not user-friendly and needs to be more usable. Ms. Ashley suggested a customizable interface such as eSuites.

Ms. Dautel presented the concept of Market Participants hosting courses (onsite training) in Houston, Dallas, and Austin. The onsite training courses would be on a first-come, first-serve basis with no preference given to the host’s employees. Ms. Ashley suggested providing onsite training in the Northeast for Exelon and Constellation employees.

Protocol Language Proposal for PCRRs and 90% McCamey Flowgate Rights (see Key Documents)
Mr. Siddiqi reviewed the text he developed for Nodal Protocol Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions. Market Participants discussed the revision in light of CRRs, auction prices, and Non Opt-In Entities (NOIEs). Mr. Siddiqi explained his suggestions that are contained in the NPRR for Nodal Protocol Section 7, Congestion Revenue RightsMarguerite Wagner asked how shaping would be handled and said that it may merit more discussion given that hour-by-hour auctions were not anticipated. Ms. Wagner stated that it was her understanding that NOIEs would be shaping within the blocks of CRRs as set forth in the Nodal Protocols – not hour by hour. She stated that this is backed up by the fact that these are the only products that are offered – and that hour-by-hour auctions would be extremely complex. Ms. Wagner requested that Mr. Siddiqi verify the intent of this and Mr. Siddiqi said he would need to consult with LCRA, Austin, and San Antonio. Mr. Bailey referred to the 40% option and said that this issue was relevant to other Market Participants as well, stating that even in April the congestion path on transmission can become an issue and that it should not be defined as a super-peak process. Mr. Trefny suggested this issue be addressed in PRS; however, Mr. Siddiqi said he preferred to take the issue off line and bring it back to TPTF for resolution. Mr. Spangler suggested setting a deadline and Mr. Doggett said that shaping of contiguous hours would be addressed at the May 8th TPTF meeting.
Ms. Garza’s email regarding Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing, and ERCOT’s proposal on how to address the 16-hour rule for outages was discussed. Mr. Spangler asked for documentation and presentation of information providing basic understanding and transparency into the criteria that ERCOT is using. Mr. Siddiqi asked that requirements for documentation of criteria for an outage be added to the Operating Guide. As a follow-up to the discussion about timing of the annual auction and holidays, agreement was reached that the annual auction should be held the first Tuesday in November of each year.
Review of Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.3.1, Data Transparency, resulted in discussion of privacy issues versus the market’s need to know. Mr. R. Jones said that there was already language in the Nodal Protocols to mitigate this issue.

In discussion of Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.5.2, Disclosure of CRR Ownership, TPTF came to a consensus on changes to Nodal Protocol language to add more detail to the posting requirements, to include details of CRR ownership.
Discussion of the two-hour operating limit in paragraph two of the Nodal Protocol Section 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights, was postponed until the May 8th TPTF meeting so that Mr. D. Jones and Walter Reid could be involved. TPTF discussed several additional issues and agreed that this NPRR was resolved except for the outstanding issues slated for discussion and resolution on May 8th. 
Review of Section 9 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) (see Key Documents)
The TPTF meeting work product from the Section 9 NPRR is available with the Key Documents as Meeting Output. Changes were made through Section 9.8, Settlement and Billing Dispute Process. Review of the Section 9 NPRR will be completed at the next TPTF meeting.
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:56 PM on April 25, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 AM on April 26, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Mr. Doggett announced an afternoon start time for the TPTF meeting on May 8th so that the ERCOT facilities could accommodate a special market meeting to discuss market activities and market communications during the recent Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan event. Mr. Doggett also announced the need to extend the May 22 – 23, 2006 meeting to a three day meeting encompassing May 24th. 

Review of Texas Nodal Program Charter Including Implementation Timeline (see Key Documents)
Ron Hinsley spoke about plans to work closely with the PUCT on the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. Eric Schubert asked what ERCOT felt it was lacking from the PUCT, given that there was a rule and order in place. Mr. Hinsley advocated a co-sponsorship relationship where the PUCT and ERCOT work side-by-side through the Texas Nodal implementation to resolve issues and remove roadblocks. In regard to the newly announced possible July 1, 2009 go-live date for Texas Nodal, Mr. Hinsley asked that everyone work with Kathy Hager and Mr. Doggett to bring the schedule back to January 1, 2009, and if that is not possible, to fully support the date that is deemed possible and to identify any significant risks.
Mr. Schubert asked Mr. Hinsley if the implementation schedule would be addressed during the regular ERCOT Texas Nodal update at the PUCT Open Meeting and expressed concern about the variance in go-live dates discussed. Mr. Schubert requested that various date alternatives be presented along with a list of resources needed to meet those dates. Mr. Hinsley responded that he wanted to fully vet issues associated with implementation, including resources and a date that ERCOT, TPTF, and the PUCT could all agree to before presenting the schedule at a PUCT Open Meeting.
Jim Reynolds commented that the PUCT seems to be the party most concerned about the Texas Nodal go-live date moving to July. A number of Market Participants disagreed, pointing to the important cost savings to all stakeholders, and stated that July 2009 was unacceptable and that January 2009 already was a compromise.

Kathy Hager presented the ERCOT Program Charter for the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. Ms. Hager defined the charter as a contract with a scope statement, specific objectives to measure success, a list of deliverables, risks, assumptions, budget, and timeline. Ms. Hager emphasized she wants conflict and issues to be openly addressed and action items and assignments to be identified and executed. Ms. Hager expressed concern about the amount of system changes and the business and information technology (IT) impacts on individual companies. 
Ms. Hager reviewed the program scope. Mr. Schubert clarified that the PUCT order specifies that a vendor should be consulted on the issue of a date. Ms. Hager stated the intent to summarize for the PUCT the information from discussions with vendors and said that she expected the PUCT to issue another order. Mr. Schubert asked Ms. Hager if she felt she could purchase software without a new order if the vendor offered real-time co-optimization.
There was no objection from TPTF on the Program Scope section of the Texas Nodal Program Charter. TPTF discussed a number of points and issues resulting in modifications to the Program Charter. A copy of the modified charter is available with the Key Documents for the meeting as Meeting Output. Highlights of the discussion are documented in the following paragraphs.
Mr. Trefny suggested that it be made clear in the Program Charter that EMS is being upgraded to the most current version, saying that he felt there was miscommunication on this issue. Jeyant Tamby confirmed that EMS 2.2 was being upgraded to EMS 2.4. Ms. Ashley reiterated her concern about the interface to the portal and the need for a complete redesign of the interface, noting the availability of tools such as eSuites. Ms. Hager agreed to survey the current situation and usage. Ms. Hager will provide analysis on using eSuites to create a more user-friendly interface and report her findings to TPTF.
Ms. Hager said that a review of the planned Zonal market work found that most of it was initiated by ERCOT Staff, and that ERCOT is currently evaluating what projects can be cancelled to free up resources for Texas Nodal. TPTF and Mr. Schubert agreed that the correct terminology was to “rationalize and minimize Zonal PRRs.” Ms. Hager is scheduled to meet with the PUCT on April 27, 2006 and with TAC on May 3, 2006 to discuss resource issues. Ms. Hager noted that the original assumption was that 65 full-time ERCOT staff members would be moved to Texas Nodal and that this has not yet been possible. 

Ms. Hager reviewed the organizational chart showing a functional division of responsibilities and discussed accountability: Mr. Tamby has complete responsibility for the architecture design and integration; Mr. Doggett must obtain sign-off from the Market Participants; Mr. Hinsley is responsible for the infrastructure; and Mr. Hinsley is also the Program Sponsor. She also spoke of plans to transition ERCOT Zonal staff to Nodal during SAT. Ms. Hager explained that the creation of a new project to handle the interfaces evolved because it was too difficult to leave the infrastructure embedded in other projects. She asked that TPTF develop the criteria for Market Readiness.
ERCOT will initiate nodal software upgrades on the operator training simulator and Mr. Doggett said that thought is being given to whether additional operators will be required in the Nodal market. Mr. Trefny expressed concern about the learning curve of the operators stating that operators tend to learn best by doing the tasks and through discussions with other operators. Mr. Trefny opined that additional personnel would be required.
The Texas Nodal Market Redesign Budget included in the charter package was discussed and Market Participants questioned the amounts shown for several of the budget line items. Some of the Market Participants thought that the discrepancies noted may be related to the manner in which the items are categorized rather than missing. Ms. Hager opined that the staffing issues facing ERCOT and the use of additional contractors over full-time employees would have significant impact on the budget. 
Ms. Hager reviewed the schedule and explained that ERCOT took the Transition Plan and worked backwards using the estimated time for events, showing inputs at the top of the chart and output at the bottom. Mr. Trefny said that TDSPs would need to verify the data and restate constraints in the system. Ms. Hager assumed the state estimator would do that work. Mr. Trefny said that the state estimator is just an estimation of power flows and was meaningless in this context. Mr. Tamby said that he would use current systems to verify data and that EDS1 will be a separate project where every element is signed off for accuracy by the TDSP. ERCOT staff and Market Participants discussed the validation methodology used in monitoring impedances, line ratings, and representation of the physical model. The following questions were identified: What is necessary to satisfy the requirements in Section 5.4.1, Data and Telemetry Testing Requirements, of the Transition Plan? How can this be done? How to meet the need for verification of the existing model against certain criteria? Manny Muñoz suggested that ERCOT lead the effort to determine the appropriate path and work with Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG). Mr. Trefny reminded TPTF attendees that a meeting to discuss state estimator criteria was scheduled for April 28, 2006. Mr. Doggett said that ERCOT was working on a list of assumptions to present for discussion at that meeting.
Specific risks in the schedule and the plan for integration testing were discussed. Mr. Schubert inquired why ERCOT needed more time for implementation than other ISOs. Ms. Hager responded that the KEMA and ERCOT time estimates differed by one month, and that KEMA had looked at the New England and other nodal transitions in determining its time estimate. KEMA has said that it has no new information to add until ERCOT receives vendor input.

Ms. Hager said that Raj Chudgar who is leading the Commercial Systems Project expects shadow settlements to change significantly. Ms. Hager stated that Texas Nodal implementation would require re-registration of Market Participants for financial and operational requirements. Implementation would also require a blackout period of less than six months with no new entrants (except on an emergency basis) to the market to allow the completion of training, registration, model information, and stability prior to the switchover. Mr. Schubert said that a blackout period should be discussed with the PUCT as it would impact the level of competition.
Discussion about timeframes that could be compressed ensued, and Ms. Hager reminded Market Participants that one of the lessons learned from other ISOs was that Market Participants had not been allotted appropriate time to develop and test their internal systems and that the timeline must back up from the CRR auction go-live date. Ms. Hager said that keeping things simple and applying accountability is the key to managing a project this large. Ms. Hager discussed the need to have accountability for readiness from the Market Participants and asked how those interfaces could be managed. Jerry Ward suggested having a designated representative from each company to interface with ERCOT along with updates at the ERCOT Board meeting and PUCT Open Meetings.
Mr. Trefny suggested that moving EDS schedules up and performing work simultaneous with SAT would reduce the schedule by three months, and by reducing the time allocated for the SATs the project could gain another three months putting the project schedule on track with the Commission order. He also suggested adding a separate line for training to build momentum for this effort and to encourage Market Participants to budget funds. Mr. Tamby said that he wanted to reach a stable point prior to testing and Mr. Trefny opined that there is not time for that approach. Mr. Spangler requested that an early version of the conceptual design documents be provided to TPTF for discussion and that might help find some ways to overlap tasks in the schedule and time line. Mr. Schubert endorsed Mr. Spangler’s comments and encouraged the discussion. Mr. Spangler said he was concerned about making certain there is enough time in the schedule to implement the system correctly and to give all Market Participants a chance to bring systems up to speed. Mr. Spangler objected to taking time out of the schedule without discussion and cautioned against being overly optimistic.
Mr. Schubert again suggested the alternative of showing various date alternatives along with a list of resources needed to meet those dates. Ms. Hager agreed to provide that information once available from vendors.
Further discussion on the possibility of an earlier date for the Texas Nodal implementation and discussion of communication about related issues ensued. Ms. Hager said that she would like to meet with TPTF at least twice per month and will use email as needed to communicate. She also agreed to have the Board packets sent to the TPTF and specifically Mr. Hinsley’s presentation to the Board from the April meeting.

RFP Feedback and Follow-Up

Mr. Tamby was available to discuss Reliant’s follow-up questions on their Request for Proposals (RFPs) feedback. Mr. Mereness was tasked with sending out the written responses to the RFPs. Mr. Trefny commented that he was pleased to see that ERCOT accepted most of Reliant’s comments but felt the document was still lacking task lists and most of the unresolved comments were related to missing information.
Mr. Tamby said that at this time, the RFP was specifying Nodal Protocol requirements that needed to be adhered to and that a high-level architecture document was included. Mr. Tamby stated that ERCOT will be working with vendors to define precise requirements and resolve the more detailed questions. Mr. Tamby apologized for the additional information added after the TPTF review. Mr. Spangler asked that this not be done with the conceptual design document. Mr. Trefny asked that the high-level architecture document that was sent to the vendors be sent to the TPTF list serve.
ERCOT Staff and Market Participants discussed the level of detail provided in the Nodal Protocols and the importance of documenting the tools used by vendors. It was determined that a change to Nodal Protocol Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations, should be made once vendor feedback on how to translate voltage collapse is received.
Additional topics including LaaRs and run-of-the-river hydro language were discussed. Mr. Adams agreed to change language related to hydro power in Nodal Protocol Section 3.13, Renewable Production Potential Forecasts, and in Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms. It was determined that this would be discussed at a later date with input from Walter Reid on the solar and run-of-the-river hydro discussion.
Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the May 8 – 9, 2006 TPTF meeting:
· Close issues and Finish Section 7 NPRR
· 2-hour rating for McCamey Flowgate Rights

· Discuss Section 4 and 6 NPRRs

· Finish Section 9 NPRR

· Update from Ms. Hager

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:01 PM on April 26, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Write net metering NPRR to represent Option 2.
	K. Ragsdale

	Examine the possibility of using training materials from PJM.
	P. Dautel

	Flesh out the list of activities operators need proficiency in (with TPTF Training Task Force).
	P. Dautel

	Set up meeting of TPTF Training Task Force for Friday, May 5th. (Volunteers: Floyd Trefny, Dan Bailey, Jim Reynolds, Bob Spangler, Kristy Ashley, and Jerry Ward)
	P. Dautel

	Work with Floyd Trefny on summary of courses listed in Transition Plan for review by task force.


	P. Dautel

	Back-up training schedule to start Market Participant Training during FAT rather than SAT.


	P. Dautel

	Resend presentation from previous update with corrections.
	P. Dautel

	Draft new Nodal Protocol language on Load Forecast Distribution Factor (Nodal Protocols Section 4.5.1(5)).
	S. Teng

	Derating of Point-to-Point (PTP) Options Declared to be Settled in Real-Time
	S. Siddiqi/D. Jones

	Provide list of Nodal Protocols references to market guides to TPTF. 
	S. Grendel

	Review binding documents and present TPTF with a list of documents to be revised for Texas Nodal (see Nodal Protocol Section 1.1(2)(a)).
	S. Grendel

	Check with K. Ragsdale on possibility of settlement examples being provided in an electronic form.
	S. Grendel

	Identify appropriate training for subcommittees and working groups reviewing the Texas Nodal version of the ERCOT Operating Guide.
	S. Grendel

	Verify intent of shaping for peaking resources.
	S. Siddiqi

	Present and document information for criteria that ERCOT is using Regarding Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing. Add requirements for documentation of criteria for an outage to the Operating Guide.
	ERCOT

	Survey current portal interface situation and usage and provide analysis on eSuites solution. Report to TPTF.
	K. Hager

	Establish criteria for Market Readiness.
	TPTF

	Resolve the following issues: What is necessary to satisfy the requirements in Section 5.4.1 of the Transition Plan? How can this be done? The need for verification of the existing model against certain criteria. 
	ERCOT/NDSWG

	Present various date alternatives along with a list resources needed to meet those dates to the PUCT once information from vendors is available.
	K. Hager

	Update TPTF list serve on Board presentations related to Texas Nodal.
	 M. Mereness

	Send Ron Hinsley’s April Board Presentation to TPTF list serve.
	K. Hager

	Send out written responses from ERCOT on the RFP feedback.
	M. Mereness

	Send high-level architecture document to the TPTF list serve.
	J. Tamby

	Transfer constraints from VSA to TSA; document in Nodal Protocol 
Section 6.
	ERCOT


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Shaping of Contiguous Hours
	May 8

	Discussion of the two-hour operating limit in paragraph two of the Nodal Protocol Section 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights
	May 8

	Schedule for Nodal Implementation, shortening timeline and resources needed
	TBD

	Kathy Hager twice per month
	Each meeting


� Meeting Attendance covers all three days of the TPTF meeting. However, participants may not have attended the entire three-day TPTF meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.


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


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html� 
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Issue 3: A/S Procurement and Unit Commitment 

Is a 3-part offer submitted together with the A/S offer(s) from an offline Resource?

Y

N

Deduct A/S Revenue from Make-Whole Payment

A/S offer validation:

No Reg-Down offers will be allowed; only Reg-Up and RRS offers allowed.



Self-commitment if A/S offer cleared; No Make-Whole payment.

Reg-Up, Reg-Down, and RRS
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Is a 3-part offer submitted together with the Non-Spin Offer from an offline Resource?

Y

N

Are the two offers inclusive (not-exclusive)?

Non-Spin will be provided by the offline unit. The Non-Spin MW, if cleared, should be the less than or equal to HSL.



Y

N

Buy Non-Spin only if the unit is committed; The cleared Non-Spin shouldn’t be more than (HSL-LSL).

3-part offer and Non-Spin offer cannot be cleared at the same time. The Non-Spin service, if cleared, will be provided by the offline unit. The Non-Spin MW, if cleared, should be the less than or equal to HSL.

Non-Spin

Deduct A/S Revenue from Make-Whole Payment




















