	Texas Nodal Readiness Advisor Metric Framework & Metric Comments
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	20
	Meter Data Management

(Don Tucker)
	MP7
	In discussion of the metric to define the Meter Data Management for Market participants it was determined that this function will not change as transition from zonal to nodal occurs. Therefore this should not be considered a metric issue and the metric removed from the Metric Map.
	Pending
	Readiness Advisor concurs. Pending TPTF approval. TPTF disagrees; Readiness Advisor has the action to re-visit this item with Don Tucker and Ken Ragsdale.
Per Don Tucker “While we do have some work in regards to setting EPS meters up in the network model and providing an association to generation based on typical system configurations, it has nothing to do with gathering and submitting meter data.  The process for gathering and submitting meter data stays the same for both the EPS Meters and the TDSP meters. MRA will contact TPTF to understand concerns more precisely in order to conduct a next meeting with D Tucker. Email sent to F Trefny on 2/26 addressing this issue. MRA is following up based on the response from F Trefny’s email to see if this issue may be covered in an existing MP registration metric.
MRA is setting a meeting with F Trefny and D Tucker to discuss and finalize this item


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	40
	ERCOT
Julie Thomas
	D12
	Discuss - “Verify New Facilities Construction” is, as stated, neither a metric nor a criterion; nor is it, to my knowledge, a prerequisite for Market Launch. Some additional background as to who proposed a facilities-based metric and what that individual had in mind would be helpful.

	Pending
	Further discuss required. MRA has the action to follow up on this item to determine which facilities can adversely affect readiness.
Control Room – Market Trials will be conducted in the Market Trials area. For Zonal and Nodal simultaneous operations ~ both will share each of the existing ERCOT control rooms providing redundancy to both.
Initiated contact with Business Metric Owner for resolution

	41
	Metric Sub Group 02/21/2007
	MMS14
	Should we have an audit function for LMP or a shadow system?

MPs need to know exactly how the vendor and ERCOT plan to prove the accuracy of LMP


	Accepted
	Further discuss required. MRA has the action to follow with the Nodal team to understand existing plans for this test.
MRA has posed this question to the Nodal team and will follow up accordingly. 
A White paper is in progress by John Hall addressing this issue.
The RA expects that this issue will be addressed in detail in the metric “MMS14 – Verify LMP Reasonableness”

	42
	Metric Sub Group 02/21/2007
	MMS5
	Does MMS5 include stress and exception testing?

There should be a test of exception cases, in particular, matches between counter parties as well as stress testing for high volumes. Exception testing and stress testing (especially high volume transactions) should be part of all metrics involving test execution.
	Accepted
	Further discuss required. Current plans for stress and exception testing should be included in associated metrics. MRA has the action to follow with the Nodal team to understand existing plans for stress and exception testing procedures.
MRA has confirmed with Nodal personnel that stress testing and exception testing will occur during the “Load & Performance” test. 
Will be detailed in “How Judgment Will be Met”.

	43
	Metric Sub Group 02/21/2007
	MMS9
	Does MMS9 include both HRUC & DRUC?

Market participants would like to see HRUC and DRUC operating at the same time as well as multiple RUC scenarios. If this is not included in this metric, another metric should be created to address it.
	Accepted
	Further discuss required. Current plans. Current plans for HRUC & DRUC parallel testing process should be included in associated metrics. MRA has the action to follow with the Nodal team to understand existing plans for HRUC & DRUC simultaneous testing procedures.
MRA has confirmed with Nodal personnel that simultaneous operation of RUC and multiple RUC scenarios are planned for the End-to-End test.
Will be detailed in “How Judgment Will be Met”.

	44
	Metric Sub Group 02/21/2007
	
	Is there a metric for the Price Correction Process? 

The Price Correction Process should have more transparency and perhaps a metric to verify it is ready for market launch.
	Pending
	Further discuss required
S. Moorty and B Whittle have responded that this item is in early stages ~ investigating different processes practiced by other ISO ~ process is being developed. RA recommends a new metric for the Price Correction Process.
MRA recommends a new Metric “MMS15 – Price Correction Process”

	45
	Metric Sub Group 02/21/2007
	Multi
	Should contingency plans be exercised prior to signoff? Where feasible, contingency plans should be tested. Black Start should not be tested, but many others should, like software failovers and backup facilities
	Accepted
	Further discuss required. MRA has informed all Metric Owners of contingency test metrics of this concern. Metrics are being updated to reflect this requirement where feasible.
Metrics have been updated.

	46
	TPTF Meeting
	E2  
	Recommend that metric “E2 – Develop TN Transition Plan” to “E2 – Develop TN Market Launch Plan” 
	Accepted
	Readiness Advisor concurs. Pending TPTF approval. Metric Map updated

	47
	TPTF Meeting
	E3  
	Recommend that metric “E2 – Execute TN Transition Plan” to “E2 – Execute TN Market Launch Plan” 
	Accepted
	Readiness Advisor concurs. Pending TPTF approval. Metric Map updated.

	48
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	MP21
	Recommend new metric “MP21 – MP Response to Base Points” be created to compliment metric “MMS13 – Verify Base Point Generation”
	Accepted
	Readiness Advisor concurs pending TPTF approval. Metric Map update to include this change.

	49
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	MMS17
	Recommended new metric  “MMS17 – Generate LMPS for 6 Months”
	Accepted
	Readiness Advisor concurs pending TPTF approval. Metric Map update to include this change.

	50
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	D22
	Recommended new metric  “D22 – Staffing for Program Execution”
	Accepted
	Readiness Advisor concurs pending TPTF approval. Metric Map update to include this change.

	51
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	MP7
	Recommended to a new metric to cover SASM separately from metric “MMS7 – Verify DAM Ancillary Services”
	Pending
	Upon further review, Readiness Advisor determined that metric “MMS10 – Verify Supplemental Ancillary Services” addresses this area.

	52
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	Multi
	TPTF reviewed and approved IMM2, D6, D7, C1, C4, MMS8, MMS4, MMS12, MMS16
	Accepted
	Notice to Vote

	53
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	Multi
	Changes were recommended for metrics C2, MMS1, MMS2, MMS5, MMS6, EMS7, MMS7, MMS9, MMS11, MMS13, MMS14, MMS18, MP5, MP6, D8 Per Definition and Verification Report review
	Accepted
	TPTF recommended changes were accepted by Business Manager and therefore considered as TPTF Accepted

	54
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	
	TPTF recommended a new report for metric review that includes all metrics with a means of identifying the current status for each metric 
	Accepted
	Version #1 of the new report format was distributed and posted on Friday, March 9th for MSG preview and review

	55
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07
	
	It was considered whether or not to send TPTF approved Metrics forward for TAC approval incrementally instead as final deliverable
	Pending
	Discuss and decide at the March 22-23 TPTF meeting 

	56
	M Mereness
	MP11
	Recommended that metric “MP11 – QSE/QRR Account Agreements Signed” be changed to “MP11 – Standard Form MP Agreements Signed” 
	Accepted
	Readiness Advisor concurs pending TPTF approval. Metric Map update to include this change.

	57
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07 T Doggett
	
	Recommended that during the next TPTF meeting (that follows an MSG meeting), it be determined if the MSG meeting provides value or is redundant to the TPTF session 
	Pending
	Discuss and decide at the March 22-23 TPTF meeting 

	58
	M Herzog
	
	Metrics D2, D16, D17 & D18 address “ERCOT Staff Completes Training” for EDS1,2,3 & 4 respectively.

Recommended that since it has been suggested that EDS-1 and EDS-2 are not applicable to this metric, that D2 (EDS-1) be deleted and D16 (EDS-2) be changed to indicate training completed for “Go Live”  
	Pending
	Readiness Advisor concurs pending TPTF approval. Metric Map has not been updated to include this change.

	59
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	CO2
	“CO2 – Resolve Disputes of 168 Hour Test”

Verification - If everything is *perfect* we won’t have disputes---so we need to make sure that some element of testing requires MPs to submit disputes through the portal—whether such disputes arise from the 168 hour settlement test or not.]
	Pending
	Metric Criteria to be addressed in the detail section of the Metric Definition Document  
Will be detailed in “How Judgment Will be Met”

	60
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	CO3
	“CO3 – Verify DAM Settlement Statement”

Definition - How is this different from CO1? Is the metric earlier in the process?
	Pending
	CO1 is specifically for the 168 hour test. CO3 I for completeness to insure all billing types are tested.

	61
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	CO4
	“CO4 – Zonal / Nodal Coordinated Settlement”

Definition - Seems like a matter of staffing and training for the nodal settlement staff. In general agree with metric and validation—although “tools” and “equipment” could use a bit more description. By the time we are ready with nodal, hopefully the Settlements team won’t be using many offline ‘tools’ for their work. Also, part of this should be determination that ERCOT will be able to handle disputes, etc looking ‘backward’ for 18 months. So, for example, would the new nodal portal be used to enter historical zonal disputes? We may not be able to answer this question now, but by “go live” we will all need to agree on the processes for managing ‘old’ zonal data/disputes for about 18-24 months.
	Pending
	Metric Criteria to be addressed in the detail section of the Metric Definition Document.
The question regarding how zonal disputes are handled after transition to  the nodal market will be pursued by the RA
Will be detailed in “How Judgment Will be Met”

	62
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	CO6
	“CO6 – Verify Inbound Settlement Statements

Verification - As part of this or other testing, we should verify that what MMS/EMS/CRR sent to settlement system is what was received by the settlement system (prior to any settlement system data transformation
	Pending
	This is the metric’s intent

	63
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	CO7
	“CO7 – Verify RT Invoices

Definition - This should be linked with a parallel metric that requires QSEs and CRR Account Holders to retrieve the invoices.
	Pending
	It is the intent of metric “MP12 – MP Validation of Nodal Data Extracts” to handle this item. 
RA anticipates and will pursue that this item is identified specifically within MP12.

	64
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	CO8
	“CO8 – Verify DAM Invoices”

Definition - This should be linked with a parallel metric that requires QSEs and CRR Account Holders to retrieve the invoices.
	Pending
	It is the intent of metric “MP12 – MP Validation of Nodal Data Extracts” to handle this item. 

RA anticipates and will pursue that this item is identified specifically within MP12.

	65
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	C09
	“C09 – Verify CRR Auction Invoices”

Definition - This should be linked with a parallel metric that requires CRR Account Holders to retrieve the invoices.
	Pending
	It is the intent of metric “MP12 – MP Validation of Nodal Data Extracts” to handle this item. 

RA anticipates and will pursue that this item is identified specifically within MP12.

	66
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	D5
	“D4 – Verify ERCOT Compliance Readiness”

Question - Is this verification of the Regional Entity (RE) readiness? We need more information on which organization the metric is assessing.
	Pending
	This metric confirms that the processes and systems are in place to address Section 8.2 Protocol Compliance

	67
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	D14
	“D14 – ERCOT Staffed for TN Operations

Verification - Does ‘alignment analysis’ mean that staffing has occurred and that this is being verified. Will these additional staff be included in the training metric, D10?]
	Pending
	RA will pursue

	68
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	D22
	“D22 – Staffing for Program Execution”

Question – How does this differ from D14?
	Pending
	Staffing for execution is pre-launch staffing and D14 addresses post-launch staffing.

	69
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	EMS6
	“EMS6 – Verify Outage Evaluation System Functionality”

Verification - This verification does not verify the items listed at left
	Pending
	RA will review Metric definition with Business Metric Owner

	70
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	EMS7
	“EMS7 – Run 168 Hour Stability Test

Definition - ERCOT shall maintain and communicate a list of excursions, if any, to be presented to the market after the end of the 7 day test.  To facilitate this, ERCOT shall develop a checklist of the documentation for the MRA to review.] (software test, and not a PSS stability

Verification – Change definition as follows: The Readiness Advisor will review documentation that verifies ERCOT operated its system in accordance with NERC Standards and ERCOT protocols for a period of 168 contiguous hours (without violations) during EDS-4 Market Trials
	Pending
	Per request RA concurs  that we change the Metric Description to: "ERCOT will run the nodal software for a period of 168 consecutive hours providing its intended functions" and the Verification Approach to "The Readiness Advisor will review documentation that verifies that ERCOT did run the nodal software for 168 continuous hours providing its intended functions."



	71
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	IMM1
	“IMM1 – Market Monitor Systems Capability”

Question - Will the IMM verify its systems as part of market trials?

	Pending
	RA will pursue

	72
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	IMM3
	“IMM3 – Market Monitor Receives Software”

Question - Is this ‘software drop’ part of the project timeline? Where in the timeline does the project need to coordinate testing with the IMM?
	Pending
	RA will pursue

	73
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	IMM4
	“IMM4 – Market Monitor SAT”

Question - Is this if Market Monitor software only? Or will it require interface with ERCOT systems to validate acceptance? If it requires ERCOT systems, it should be linked with a like metric on the ERCOT side,
	Pending
	This metric is dependent on metric “D9 – Validate EDW / WEMM / access and accuracy” which is linked via the Metric Map to metric “IMM2 – Market Monitor data Access”.

	74
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS1
	“MMS1 – Develop W/D/H RUC Test Plan

Changes to definition and Verification – see Verification Report
	Pending
	RA will pursue

	75
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS2
	“MMS2 – Verify RUC Functionality”

Verification - Review this with Joel; sequence of plan, execute and test interfaces; in other metrics the MRA was reviewing the existence of plans. Here the MRA is reviewing the plan. What is the importance of this difference in activity?
	Pending
	RA will pursue

	76
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS3
	“MMS3 – Verify MIS Functionality

Question - does this actually mean a test of posting files to an MIS ‘sandbox’ or does it only mean that MMS produces the files for posting?
	Pending
	RA will pursue

	77
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS5
	“MMS5 – QSE Submits DA Bids & Offers

Verification - this also needs to include the fact that ERCOT is developing a ‘staging’ function wherein bids that ‘live in the system’ become effective upon a stated date and time. This requirement also must verify this functionality
Verification - Need to confirm validation by ensuring that offers and bids that do not meet criteria are rejected. Specific details should be set forth for these checks (in which documentation would these criteria be found?).  also, without data from QSEs how would the MRA determine that failure messages sent to QSEs actually arrive and are in the correct format?  Additionally, there should be credit validations throughout the DAM window and these need to be verified as well.]

[Reliant: recommend breaking this topic up into more manageable subsets of requirements
	Pending
	RA will pursue 

	78
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS6
	Recommend to change metric short names from “MMS6 – Verify DA market Convergence” “MMS6 – Verify DA market Clears”

Definition - this is not what market convergence means.  Market convergence generally refers to the fact that, over time, the prices in the DAM and RT will become close if system conditions are relatively similar across the two periods.  If ERCOT is trying to force market convergence (note the “converge the market” statement above), it would need to start with a set of DAM conditions, and iterate through several days of ‘artificial’ DAM & RT and use virtual bids (increasing the number and use where required) so that the results of the DAM and RT converge.  This is not what is described above.  If the goal is to test whether the DAM solves on the basis of inputs from the NMMS, QSEs and ERCOT (RMR resources), this should be stated. The validation condition would be the set of outputs from the DAM that are mathematically consistent with the inputs and model assumptions.   Also, where are ERCOT RMR offers into the MMS being tested and verified?

	Pending
	RA concurs. Metric Map has not been modified. RA will pursue with Business Metric Owner

	79
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS7
	“MMS7 – Verify DAM Ancillary Services”

Definition and Verifications – Delete – Verification of DAM AS Awards, Verification of COP, updates based on ASAwards and AS Self Arrangements
	Pending
	RA will pursue

	80
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS9
	Recommend metric name change from “MMS9 – Operate RUC in parallel with DAM  to “MMS9 - Operate RUC in parallel with DAM per the Transition Plan 5.4.7(1)
	Pending
	Initiated contact with Business Metric Owner for resolution

	81
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS10
	“MMS10 – Verify Supplemental Ancillary Services”

Question - seems the same as MMS 18—Verify SASM. Are these duplicative?
	Pending
	Affirmative. RA will pursue

	82
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS11
	“MMS11 – Verify MP Offer Inputs”

Definition – Changes per Verification Report

Verification - To be defined as an exit criteria for an EDS – communicate to ERCOT EDS Team, table this item for now. (recommend that ERCOT & QSEs jointly agree to a method and results). Comment to be included in the metric definition document. [Reliant: this verification does not capture the requirements. Expand to include demonstrated functionality that QSEs can replace, revise, and cancel trading data, including offers to ERCOT markets, repeatedly during the submission window.  Verification also includes documentation that data are properly validated by ERCOT and properly represented in the database at the end of the submission window and that QSEs receive corresponding validations for data submissions (and errors).  This also presumes that all communications are working. Communication can be assumed to be in place correctly if the other metrics are achieved (Also, communication as a stand-alone functionality is tested before this metric is evaluated
	Pending
	Initiated contact with Business Metric Owner for resolution

	83
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS14
	“MMS14 – Verify LMP Reasonableness”

Definition – See Verification Report

Verification – See Verification Report
	Pending
	Initiated contact with Business Metric Owner for resolution

	84
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MMS16
	“MMS16 – QSE Submit RT Offer Curves”

Verification - : there should be validation that what was sent is what was received and stored for use in MMS.
	Pending
	Initiated contact with Business Metric Owner for resolution

	85
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MP4
	“MP4 – MP Use of MIS”

Verification - Is this limited to the portal? Or is an API test envisioned as well (API test might be partially encompassed in MMS 16).
	Pending
	Will be detailed in “How Judgment Will be Met”

	86
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MP5
	“MP5 – MP AP & RTM Transactions”

Definition - What are these acronyms?  If they include Adjustment Period and Real Time Market---then more than ancillary service offers should be tested. (Please note that the use of bid changes in the nodal protocols and services offered into ERCOT markets are called “offers” in the nodal protocols. Terminology needs to be consistent so that we all understand exactly what is being tested and verified.) If the intent is to only capture bids, the question then turns to “why only bids?

Verification - This is insufficient. Please see comments at left
	Pending
	Definition of acronyms is correct. RA will pursue 

	87
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MP6
	“MP6 – MP DAM Transaction”

Definition - MP DAM Transactions recommendation: (ERCOT and MPs jointly agree to methodology for this metric with TAC approval

Verification - If this is solely a portal test, the metric definition should so state. Moreover, the other requirements for DAM above should specifically state that it is an API test (if it is) and that it excludes the portal (if it does). Otherwise, why would this test be portal only?

	Pending
	This is not solely a Portal test. Metric recommendation will be forwarded to Business Metric Owner.

	88
	TPTF Meeting

March 8, 07

Reliant Comments
	MP8
	“MP8 – MP Registration Activities”

Verification - does this include asset registration in the new registration system? If not, asset registration in the new system should be added as a metric under the entity responsible for entering the information into the system. If the entity is ERCOT, then another metric is required for MP provision of data to ERCOT for entry.

	Pending
	RA will pursue

	89
	Tisa Weston
	MP11
	Recommends modifying metric “MP11 – QSE/CRR Accounts Agreement Signed” to  “MP11 – QSE/CRR Accounts Agreement Executed”. Also recommended is to move this metric from market Participant (MP) to Ercot Internal (D):
1) From past experience in getting MPs to execute Standard Form Agreements, I think a better category is ‘ERCOT – Internal.’

2) I agree with, “ERCOT shall have each Market Participant sign a standard form agreement prior to participation in the Texas Nodal Market,” however would change ‘sign’ to ‘execute.’

3) I agree with, “The Readiness Advisor will review documentation that all Market Participants planning to engage in the Texas Nodal Market have signed a standard form agreement,” however would change ‘signed’ to ‘executed.’


	Pending
	RA will pursue

	90
	IRT Project
	Multi
	Recommend EDS changes for the following metrics:


EMS5

1 to 4


MMS20

1 to 2


MP1

1 to 2


MP3

1 to 2


N1

1 to 2


N3

1 to 2


N4

1 to 2


EMS1

2 to 3


EMS3

2 to 4


CO5

3 to 4


EMS6

3 to 4


MP4

3 to 4


MP5

3 to 4


CRR1

4 to 3


CRR3

4 to 3


CRR5

4 to 3


	Pending
	Modifications made to Metric Map

	91
	R Howard
	C9
	Recommends new metric “C9 - Contingency Plan for Site Unavailability”
	Pending
	

	92
	R Howard
	C10
	Recommends new metric “C10 - Verify Single Point of Failure Recovery EMS/MMS/NMMS/CRR”
	Pending
	

	93
	
	MP7
	Recommended change metric name “MP7 – MDMA Process” to MP7 – SPP to Base Point Mapping Established”
	
	


For Presentation at the March 22, 2007 TPTF
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