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7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

February 2, 2010
Meeting Attendance: 


Segment Representatives in Attendance:

	Name
	affiliation
	Market Segment

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	Consumers – Residential

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	Investor Owned Utility (IOU)

	Jackson, James
	CPS Energy San Antonio
	Municipal

	Lovelace, Russell
	Shell Energy North America
	Independent Power Marketer (IPM) 

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon Generation
	IPM

	Molnar, Trina
	AEPSC
	IOU 

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	Municipal

	Reynolds, Jim
	StarTex Power 
	IREP 

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	Cooperative

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	Independent Generator

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	Independent Generator

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corp.
	Consumers- Industrial


Non-voting Attendees:

	Name
	Affiliation
	

	Allen, Thresa
	Iberdrola
	

	Beckman, Dwight
	BEPC
	

	Bogen, David
	ONCOR
	

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP
	

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	Citigroup Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra 
	

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Fogt, Kim
	OATI
	Via Teleconference

	Garza, Beth
	Potomac Economics
	Via Teleconference

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	Via Teleconference

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind
	Via Teleconference

	Hansen, Eric
	The Structure Group
	

	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	Jacobs, Jim
	AEP
	

	Jennings, Ken
	Duke Energy
	

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos Electric
	Via Teleconference

	Looney, Sherry
	Luminant
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Marchelli, Mario
	The Structure Group
	Via Teleconference

	Mishra, Shailesh
	Power Costs
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Moran, Mike 
	Reliant Energy
	Via Teleconference

	O’Leary, Paul
	
	Via Teleconference

	Palani, Ananth
	Optim Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Peter, Son
	E.ON
	Via Teleconference

	Potts, Dave
	Ascenergy Consulting LLC
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Sempra Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	Via Teleconference

	Stappers, Hugo
	Softsmiths
	Via Teleconference

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	Via Teleconference


ERCOT Staff:

	Name
	

	Adams, John
	

	Bridges, Stacy
	Via Teleconference

	Carmen, Travis
	Via Teleconference

	Coon, Patrick
	Via Teleconference

	Day, Betty
	Via Teleconference

	Geer, Ed
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	

	Hansen, Chuck
	Via Teleconference

	Landry, Kelly
	

	Levine, Jon
	Via Teleconference

	McElfresh, Brandon
	

	Mereness, Matt
	

	Murray, Doug
	

	Reedy, Steve
	Via Teleconference

	Shaw, Pamela
	

	Spangler, Bob
	Via Teleconference

	Surendran, Resmi
	

	Tucker, Carrie
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

Don Blackburn called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. 

Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Blackburn read the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  He asked those who had not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so.  Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.

Consider Approval of the Meeting Minutes
Naomi Richard requested that one sentence be struck from the January 5, 2010 meeting minutes regarding the ERCOT update on the Network Operations Model load frequency.  Ms. Richard requested the minutes reflect a desire for continued discussion of pseudo switches regarding the same discussion topic.       
James Jackson moved to approve the December 8, 2009 meeting minutes as presented to NATF, and the January 5, 2010 meeting minutes as amended by NATF.  Naomi Richard seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.   

Start-Up Costs for Reliability Must-Run (RMR) Units
Ino Gonzalez explained that currently Three-Part Supply Offers created by ERCOT for RMR units are based on RMR contracts, and that Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs are not included in those contracts.  As a result, Mr. Gonzalez explained, Three-Part Supply Offers for RMR units do not reflect the true cost of a Resource.  Mr. Gonzalez stated that he wanted to ensure that Market Participants were aware of the methodology for creating these particular Three-Part Supply Offers so that changes could be affected if desired.  

Mr. Blackburn noted that rules regarding RMR units should not be adjusted to allow RMR units to compete with other units on the basis of economics.  He stated that RMR units should be utilized only for reliability purposes.  Other Market Participants suggested that the fuel adder be modified to accommodate for the absence of O&M costs and that this issue should be brought to the Verifiable Costs Working Group (VCWG).  Mr. Gonzalez stated that he would not be submitting a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) regarding this issue, but that he would bring this issue to VCWG.  Mr. Blackburn noted that any Market Participant interested in correcting this issue should participate in discussions of this issue with VCWG and submit an NPRR on their own behalf.                       
Utilization of Proxy Energy Curve in Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Settlement

Pamela Shaw explained that the Average Incremental Energy Cost (AIEC) in the RUC formula is designed to allow a Resource to retain the cost incurred to generate above its Low Sustained Limit (LSL).  She noted, however, that currently the proxy energy Offer Curve used to calculate the Real Time AIEC will result in a negative average cost for energy and that this negative cost could potentially subject the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) to a clawback charge.  Ms. Shaw stated that a correction would require both a Nodal Protocol and ERCOT system change.  Mr. Gonzalez stated that the desire was to make Market Participants aware of this issue, but that he would not be submitting an NPRR.  Mr. Blackburn noted that any Market Participant interested in correcting this issue should submit an NPRR.
Understanding Real Time Market (RTM) Results
Resmi Surendran stated that her goal was to increase awareness of the effects of certain Market Participant actions on Real Time Market (RTM) results, and to encourage Market Participants to manage these actions so as to ensure meaningful RTM results during market trials.  Ms. Surendran reviewed a list of actions by Market Participants and their effects on Real Time Market results.  She noted that ERCOT would be focusing attention on the most egregious erroneous telemetry submissions.      
Ms. Surendran noted that prices could be greater than the System Wide Offer Cap or lower than the System Wide Offer Floor based on the current default penalty values for power balance and transmission constraints.  She stated that ERCOT will be monitoring Real-Time Market results during market trials to determine if the default penalty values are reasonable, or whether adjustments to values are necessary.  
Market Participants discussed the potential of adding hard caps to market prices and recommended that Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) be reviewed during the first month they are produced to determine if default penalty values are being modeled properly and are reasonable.  Mr. Blackburn stated that he would consider extending the April 6, 2010 meeting to the following day to accommodate discussion of LMPs.             
Ms. Surendran reviewed several possible market design issues. She noted that part of available physical capacity is made un-available to Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) since the Ramp Rate needed for providing Regulation Resource Responsibility (RRS) is reserved when the SCED Up Ramp Rate is calculated.  Ms. Surendran stated that RRS energy from Resources on Output Schedules can only be deployed at the System Wide Offer Cap since their Output Schedules are not adjusted for RRS deployment. She explained that the artificial drop in price when Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) is deployed after an Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) prevents scarcity prices from being communicated consistently to Market Participants.
Consideration of Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) in Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC)

Dan Jones observed that the quantity of NSRS has increased with the increased use of Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) and the need for ERCOT to ensure reliability.  He opined that as the use of WGRs increases, ERCOT’s use of NSRS will increase proportionally.  He noted that the more distant the market is from Real Time, the greater the uncertainty in the Load forecast.  Mr. D. Jones stated that as the Market approaches Real Time, and the decreasing uncertainty reduces the need for NSRS, it would be cost effective to begin utilizing some portion of the NSRS that has been procured.  Mr. D. Jones recommended that Market Participants develop a methodology for deployment of NSRS under this regime.  Ms. Surendran noted that NSRS deployment procedures were approved by TAC and can be found at http://nodal.ercot.com/mktrules/np/index.html.
Operating Level Agreement (OLA) / Services Level Agreement (SLA) Update

Betty Day presented an update on the capabilities of ERCOT systems to accommodate high volumes of Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Energy Bids, DAM Energy-Only Offers, and Point to Point (PTP) obligations.  She noted that ERCOT can currently support 5,000 Energy-Only Bids and Offers, and 5,000 PTP Obligation Bids in the DAM.  Ms. Day stated that these thresholds are comparable to other markets, but that ERCOT has observed concern among Market Participants.  She stated that ERCOT has arranged for system software patches that will improve the performance of related ERCOT systems, and that ERCOT has a goal of increasing the thresholds for Bids and Offers to 10,000, and PTP Obligations to 10,000.
Regarding the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Market, Ms. Day noted that the number of Bids plus the number of previously awarded CRRs may not exceed 200,000.  Russell Lovelace inquired as to whether ERCOT plans to institute a limit on the number of Bids on a per Market Participant basis.  Steve Reedy explained that the current CRR Auction Engine has a limited capability to restrict the number of Bids that could be submitted by individual Market Participants.  He remarked that current ERCOT systems could be configured to limit the number of Bids on a per Market Participant basis, but that the limit would have to be the same for all Market Participants, and that the number would vary from auction to auction.  Mr. Reedy explained that the limit for each auction would be calculated by dividing the total number of CRRs available, by the number of registered participants in the auction, and that each Market Participant would be restricted to this number of Bids.   
Market Participants inquired what factors were driving the limitations on the volumes of transactions in the Annual CRR auction.  Mr. Reedy explained that the multi-periodicity of the auction is the major factor.  He stated that during each of the six separate optimizations conducted for the Annual Auction, ERCOT systems examine 12 different models.  He noted that this multi-periodicity is the reason for the large volume of calculations required of ERCOT systems.  Shams Siddiqi requested that ERCOT examine thresholds in the PJM market.  Ms. Day agreed to examine the thresholds of other markets and report her findings to NATF.                           

Implementation of Text Reason for Deviation from Defined High Sustained Limit (HSL) / Low Sustained Limit (LSL)

John Adams reviewed the history of the Nodal Protocol requirement obligating operators of Generation units to submit a text reason for deviation by a unit from its defined HSL.  Mr. Adams related to Market Participants his belief that this Nodal Protocol requirement has become moot due to the approval of NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process.  He stated that, due to NPRR194, deviation by a Generation unit from its season HSL would be a Protocol violation.  Mr. Lovelace noted that the Protocol language created by NPRR194 may need minor modification, but that in essence the requirement for submission of a text reason no longer appears necessary.  
Randy Jones noted that a problem could arise with establishing a unit’s HSL within the first 15 days of summer.  He noted that the HSL established at that time, may not represent a unit’s true potential in mid-summer.  Mr. Adams stated that it may be possible for operators of Generation units to conduct a self-test to set their HSL.  Mr. R. Jones stated that if this is the case, he would be satisfied with this resolution.  Mr. Lovelace agreed to draft an NPRR to amend Protocol language to provide clarification and to present it at the March 2, 2010 NATF meeting.

ERCOT Update on Network Model Load Frequency

Mr. Adams noted that current Nodal Protocols call for loading of the Network Operations Model at least 10 times per year, but allow for more loads.  He observed that discussions at the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) have centered on the concept of a daily posting of the Model.  He stated that ERCOT cannot support daily Network Model Database loads, and proposed that a process be developed that requires something less frequent than daily.  Mr. Adams opined that the NDSWG should be allowed to work out concerns among Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), and that regular updates should be provided to NATF so that NATF can address potential market related concerns.  Mr. Adams remarked that he had produced a white paper expressing ERCOT’s point of view on this issue and that he had received comments to the document.  He observed that Market Participants may not have had enough time to review the white paper prior to the NATF meeting, but that NDSWG could take up this issue at its next meeting and NATF members could attend and express their opinions there.

Valentine Emesih stated that he had serious disagreement with the contents of the white paper stating that it underestimates the impact to TSPs.  He remarked that the white paper was not a product of NDSWG, but rather that of ERCOT.  Market Participants perceived that posting the Network Model less frequently than daily could have negative affects on the DAM.  Market Participants also discussed potential requirements under Nodal Protocols for ERCOT and TSPs related to maintenance of the Network Operations Model, but did not reach consensus on these issues.  
Ebby John stated that the activities planned for the February 16, 2010 NDSWG meeting would be rescheduled, and that the time would be allocated for a special meeting to review this issue.  Mr. John stated that NATF members would be welcome to attend and provide comment.  
Readiness Scorecard Update

Brandon McElfresh reviewed the active metric inventory and reported on the status of Market Submissions Connectivity Qualification, QSE and TSP compliance with Telemetry Criteria, Resource Registration, and CRR Connectivity Qualification.  Mr. McElfresh reported no major issues regarding these metrics.
Mr. McElfresh provided Market Participants with a “roadmap” of metrics.  He noted that with regard to those metrics colored blue, the criteria had been established, and with regard to those metrics colored orange, the criteria had yet been established.  He observed that the road map was posted to the ERCOT Nodal Readiness Center website at http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/scorecard/kd/Metrics_Roadmap.ppt.

Mr. McElfresh reviewed the following new metrics and their respective criteria:
· MP15-A- Real-Time Market Participation

· MP14-C- TSP Model Validation

· MP20 – Outage Scheduler Connectivity Qualification

· MO4 – Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Execution Quality

Mr. McElfresh noted difficulty with reporting and tracking the metrics associated with sub-QSEs.  He gained agreement from Market Participants for ERCOT to begin reporting sub-QSE performance through a “parent-child” relationship between the QSE and Sub-QSE.  He explained that sub-QSE statistics would be reported on one QSE scorecard, and observed that this method of reporting sub-QSE activity provides consistency for all QSEs and sub-QSEs.

Matt Mereness presented significant edits to MP14-C and reviewed them with Market Participants.  He noted that, upon completion of the model validation process, the Accountable Executive at each TSP is to formally notify ERCOT that their individual model validation process is complete.  Mr. Mereness reviewed with Market Participants the criteria for MP14-C, as well as the “red, amber, green” reporting rules.  
Executive Brief

Mr. Mereness observed that a presentation had been made by Trip Doggett and Mike Cleary at the January 28, 2010 Market Readiness Seminar.  He noted that the presentation included a high level brief on the Texas Nodal Market and a quarterly synopsis of milestones of which Market Participants should be aware.  He stated that this presentation should be made available at the February 2, 2010 NATF webpage; http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/natf/keydocs/2010/0202/13_executive_briefing_final_100202.ppt#258,1,The Texas Nodal Market.  

Nodal Web-services Update

Mr. Mereness noted that SCED has been running and is performing well.  He noted that ERCOT has begun allocations for the first CRR auction.  Mr. Mereness reminded Market Participants that regularly on Mondays ERCOT conducts the Market Trials Engagement conference call, on Thursdays ERCOT conducts the Outage Scheduler Market conference call, and on Fridays ERCOT conducts the Real-Time Market and CRR Market conference calls.      
Adjournment
Mr. Jackson adjourned the meeting at 4:07 p.m.
� Some attendees may not have been present for the entire meeting.  
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