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DRAFT MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

Nodal advisory task force (NATF) MEETING

ERCOT AustiN / 7620 Metro Center Drive / Austin, TX 78744

June 23, 2010
Meeting Attendance: 


Segment Representatives in Attendance:

	Name
	affiliation
	Market Segment

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	Investor Owned Utility (IOU)

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	Municipal – Alt. Rep. for J. Jackson

	(Alt.) Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos 
	Cooperative – Via Teleconference

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

	Reynolds, Jim
	StarTex Power 
	Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) 

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	Cooperative

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON 
	Independent Generator

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	Consumer – Residential 

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corp.
	Consumer – Industrial


Non-voting Attendees:

	Name
	Affiliation
	

	Akumar, Aarthi
	Energy Online
	Via Teleconference

	Albers, David
	Brazos Electric
	Via Teleconference

	Allen, Theresa
	Iberdola USA
	Via Teleconference

	Anklam, Rob
	Cargill
	Via Teleconference

	Barnes, Bill
	J Aron
	Via Teleconference

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP 
	Via Teleconference

	Bogen, David
	Oncor
	

	Bonner, Robert
	Conoco Phillips
	Via Teleconference

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell
	Via Teleconference

	Buckelew, Lee
	CPS Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	Citigroup
	Via Teleconference

	Cannon, Maribeth
	Edison Mission
	Via Teleconference

	Carmen, Travis
	E.ON
	Via Teleconference

	Carter, Kevin
	Duke Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Chudgar, Raj
	Sungard
	

	Chui, Ken
	Austin Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Clevenger, Josh
	Brazos Electric
	Via Teleconference

	English, Rock
	Luminant
	Via Teleconference

	Emerish, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	France, Carter
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Galliguez, Percy
	Brazos Electric
	Via Teleconference

	Garza, Beth
	Potomac Economics
	Via Teleconference

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	Via Teleconference

	Gogarty, Audrey
	E.ON
	Via Teleconference

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	Via Teleconference

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind
	Via Teleconference

	Hall, Michael
	CenterPoint Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Hampton, Brenda
	Luminant
	

	Havemann, Steven
	Austin Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	EDF Trading
	

	Helton, Bob
	IP
	

	Hess, Stephen
	Edison Mission
	Via Teleconference

	Huynh, Thuy
	Potomac Economics
	Via Teleconference

	Innamorato, Paul
	APX
	Via Teleconference

	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kannala, Jayasree
	CenterPoint Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Kennedy, Tim
	Direct Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Kimmish, Steven
	PSEG
	Via Teleconference

	Krishnaswamy, Vikram
	Constellation
	Via Teleconference

	Looney, Sherry
	Luminant
	

	Maisonneuve, Nicolas
	Horizon Wind
	Via Teleconference

	McLamb, Darryl
	Constellation Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Moore, Jay
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Potts, David
	ASC Energy Consulting
	Via Teleconference

	Priestly, Vanus
	AES
	Via Teleconference

	Quinn, Scott
	Power Costs
	Via Teleconference

	Roach, Temujin
	PUCT
	Via Teleconference

	Rodriguez, Linda
	AEP
	Via Teleconference

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Sempra Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	Satkowski, Ned
	PSEG
	Via Teleconference

	Schinnerer, Chris
	J Aron
	Via Teleconference

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power
	

	Starr, Lee
	BTU
	Via Teleconference

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Surles, Nancy
	Reliant
	Via Teleconference

	Sutherland, Dave
	LCRA TSC
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	Via Teleconference

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	Vo, Trieu
	CPS Energy
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wallin, Shane
	Luminant
	Via Teleconference

	Wertz, Bruce
	PSEG Texas
	Via Teleconference

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Name
	

	Adams, John
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	

	Bauld, Mandy
	Via Teleconference

	Boren, Ann
	

	Bridges, Stacy
	Via Teleconference

	Caufield, Dennis
	Via Teleconference

	Coon, Patrick
	Via Teleconference

	D’Annunzio, Claudine
	Via Teleconference

	Day, Betty
	Via Teleconference

	Decuir, Kim
	Via Teleconference

	Dipastena, Philip
	Via Teleconference

	Dumas, John
	Via Teleconference

	Frosch, Colleen
	

	Geer, Ed
	Via Teleconference

	Gilbertson, Jeff
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzales, Ino
	

	Hanson, Kevin
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	

	Hoover, Lisa
	Via Teleconference

	Iacobucci, Jason
	Via Teleconference

	Kasparian, Ken
	Via Teleconference

	Landin, Yvette
	Via Teleconference

	Letkeman, Sheila
	Via Teleconference

	Levine, Jonathan
	Via Teleconference

	Matlock, Robert
	Via Teleconference

	Middleton, Scott
	

	Natoli, Anthony
	Via Teleconference

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	

	Rasberry, Justin
	

	Reed, Bob
	Via Teleconference

	Rickerson, Woody
	Via Teleconference

	Roark, Dotty
	Via Teleconference

	Seely, Chad
	Via Teleconference

	Shaw, Pamela
	Via Teleconference

	Smallwood, Aaron
	Via Teleconference

	Surendran, Resmi
	Via Teleconference

	Tozer, Matt
	Via Teleconference

	Wise, Joan
	Via Teleconference

	Yager, Cheryl
	Via Teleconference


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
NATF Chair Don Blackburn called the meeting to order at 9:34 a.m. 

Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Blackburn directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review. 
Review Agenda
Mr. Blackburn reviewed the agenda and noted that ERCOT Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) will be in full support of NATF meetings, but will have substantially less availability to attend other stakeholder forums.  Mr. Blackburn reminded Market Participants that NATF will likely have two meetings each month, but might move to three meetings each month.
Naomi Richard requested discussion of the implementation status of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub.  Shams Siddiqi noted that he distributed a draft NPRR regarding the Market Information System (MIS); Mr. Blackburn added that Entities that are not Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) are requesting access to non-public, but not secure, areas of the MIS.  
June 1, 2010 NATF Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Brad Schwarz moved to approve the June 1, 2010 NATF meeting minutes as posted.  Ms. Richard seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.    
Network Model Transition Plan (see Key Documents)
Nodal Go Live Update

Kenneth Ragsdale provided a review of Network Operations Model go-live criteria.  Ms. Richard asked for expectations for late entrants to the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) market; Brandon McElfresh noted that Account Holders need to start registration by August 13, 2010, rather than completing registration and qualification by August 13, 2010.  Regarding the data update issues in the Network Model Management System (NMMS), Woody Rickerson noted that the Siemens is looking into the problematic restarts; that tracking software has been installed; and that resolution of the issue is top priority.  
DeAnn Walker noted continuing issues with the model and asked where ERCOT and Transmission Service Provider (TSPs) would work to collaboratively resolve the issues, noting that stakeholders had been notified that all issues would be addressed at NATF.  Mr. Rickerson recalled that it was clarified on a recent call that interim update issues would be addressed at the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG).  Liz Jones expressed concern that a mixed message is being sent regarding where issues would be addressed.  Mr. Rickerson reiterated that the interim update is model-specific and agreed with Ms. Walker that it should be addressed at NDSWG.
David Bogen opined that interim updates should also be addressed at NATF, noting that the process of implementing an interim update is an NDSWG issues, but the definition of what qualifies as an update needs to be discussed at a broader level. Market Participants expressed concern for system integrity and reliability, issue resolution by Siemens, and mitigation should a timely resolution not be available.  Mr. Blackburn requested that Market Participant perspective be solicited by NDSWG as needed, if a topic is not going to be brought to NATF.  
Review of TSP Model Go Live 
Mr. Bogen commented that the model transition plan is much improved and that in addition to TSPs, QSEs and Resources are impacted by the timeline.  Mr. Ragsdale noted that Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) updates that pass initial audit with Wholesale Client Services will be in the model in two weeks, as the model is being loaded every two weeks.  Mr. Bogen noted that comment had been provided to the white paper regarding the handling of operational changes that occur seasonally.  

It was discussed that performance issues has been escalated to Siemens management and that clarification of strategy is expected in the next two weeks; TAC might meet to give conditional approval of the model immediately before the July 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, as it did to grant go-live approval for the Single Entry Model (SEM) in 2009, in order to make the decision on latest-available information; and that the model is currently in production, and that the approving vote from TAC would activate the relevant sections of the Nodal Protocols.  Market Participants expressed concern that the performance issue is an impediment to Entities submitting Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) along the timelines that they would be held to in the Nodal Protocols.  Asked if ERCOT would continue to accept all interim updates indefinitely until a plan is finalized, Mr. Rickerson noted that before September 1, 2010 when Entities will be subject to interim update rules, a document will be developed to indicate what is acceptable and what is not, and reminded Market Participants that interim updates allow written justifications. 
Market Participants discussed their discomfort in voting that day to approve the model in light of outstanding issues; that a list of process issues that need to be corrected before approval is granted should be developed; and that not all items on the list need be critical, but should be captured anyway.

Review Outage Scheduler Go Live
Market Participants discussed a desire to tie Load Frequency Control (LFC) testing with Day Ahead Market (DAM) testing.  Bill Blevins noted Market Participant desire to do more testing and reported that the outage scheduler is currently pulling data from the Network Operations Model; that Market Participants should maintain timeframes; and that ERCOT will ask Market Participants to certify for go-live after the data has been imported.  Mr. Ragsdale added that good outage information is needed for September and December, and the importance of October and November data is subject to more discussion.  
Mr. Bogen noted that since the 168 Hour Test can occur for the entire month of September, all September Outages would need to be duel entered; Mr. Blevins added that the same information will need to be in both systems for September and December; and that ERCOT is working to develop a report regarding Outages that are used to energize new equipment.  Asked how long duel entries would be necessary, Mr. Blevins hoped that after the first week, ERCOT would be able to send notice that Market Participants could stand down on maintenance of the zonal system, but could not offer a guarantee.  

Some Market Participants expressed a preference for Approach B to the transition timeline; others requested that Approach A remain an option for Entities that chose it, as some companies do not want the pump run on their behalf.  Mr. Ragsdale suggested that Approach A be removed and a list of non-pump Entities be added to Approach B.

NPRRs Referred by the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS)
NPRR234, Resolution of Alignment Item A32, A147, A155, A159, and A187 - Clarify General Capacity Testing and Net Dependable Capability  

John Adams reported that ERCOT has agreed to withdraw NPRR234 after discussions with Luminant; Ms. Richard noted LCRA’s strong interest in the item and requested that Mr. Adams recount the discussion.  Mr. Adams noted that ERCOT will submit another NPRR to address the test for High Sustained Limit (HSL), as NPRR234 was supposed to be an alignment item but has become a policy discussion.  Ms. Richard accepted Mr. Adam’s abbreviated explanation.
Current Operating Plan (COP) Expectations White Paper (see Key Documents)
Mr. Ragsdale presented expectations for COP entries and requested that Market Participants provide comments to the white paper by June 30, 2010.  Market Participants discussed that the timing of COP is an important principle, but that there might be a valid situation here ERCOT does not want to honor the constraints; that consideration should be given to the interactions of the COP requirements and Reliability Must-Run (RMR) units; and that ERCOT is continuing its investigation of whether, for compliance, Entities will have to enter another hour of COP every hour to maintain the 168 hours of COP entries. 
It was also discussed that ERCOT’s expectation is that Entities can best tell ERCOT what a unit can do; and that Entities should provide ERCOT a best estimate for net MW wind output for days three through seven, rather than assume net zero.  Randy Jones expressed appreciation that ERCOT needs a best estimate, but cautioned that efforts to develop one-size-fits-all metric will be polarizing and will not be meaningful for renewable resources; and that economics should drive how Entities operate their assets.
8-Hour LFC Test Recap (see Key Documents)
Scott Middleton presented preliminary results of the 8-Hour LFC test.  Market Participants discussed concerns regarding Generation not following Base Points during the test; whether confusion caused some units to follow prices and not their Base Points; and impacts of constraints on how prices are settled.  John Dumas noted that initially the constraint is activated for the needed flow in zonal, and once cut over to Nodal, the Nodal tool is the only available tool to operate the system.  
Market Participants discussed that a shorter list of Competitive Constraints would be entered for the 48-Hour LFC Test, and the ongoing need for interface constraints.  In discussion of ERCOT issues during the test, ERCOT Staff noted that the issue of missing shift factors for constraints in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) was due to timing in the data transfer and constraints were not respected for approximately 30 minutes; that missing shift factors for electrical bus affecting Settlement Price Point (SPP) calculation was an issue present for the full day, had significant implications as the published SPPs were meaningless; and that analysis of the issues is approximately 30 percent complete.  Mr. Blackburn stated that shared perspective is needed; opined that ERCOT should list and share what is being seen during the test; and that another 8-Hour LFC Test is needed.  
Regarding Market Participant issues during the test, it was discussed that units that were not following their Base Points began to respond correctly when they were contacted; whether incorrect Base Points were sent by ERCOT; that there is not currently a tool to remove a unit, rather than adjusting the flow limit constraints, for not following the Nodal Base Points; and that the Settlement Statement will indicate, through the deviation charge, the extent to which a unit was not following Base Points.
Market Participants further discussed concerns regarding the West-to-North constraint; that it is not understood on what bases ERCOT was changing interval to interval, since there was no feedback loop; and that one unit experienced SCED ramping beyond the unit’s RARF limits.  Mr. Blevins requested that Market Participants inform ERCOT if the system violates information provided for the unit, or calls for what a Resource cannot provide.
Randa Stephenson stated that, from a market perspective, the 8-Hour LFC Test was not successful and should be rerun, particularly since price information was invalid.  Mr. Blevins offered that all parties see value in more testing; that there are metrics around certain parts of the test, so some measure of success can be known; and that more needs to be understood regarding the impact of the shift factors.  Market Participants supported more 8- and 12-Hour testing, and delaying the 48-Hour Test.
Explanation of Hub versus Load Zone Pricing

This item was not taken up.

Initial Review of TAC Approved Go-Live Items

This item was not taken up.
Other Business from Stakeholder Groups (see Key Documents)
Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Meeting – June 16, 2010
David Detelich moved to waive notice in order to consider the following:

· NPR207, Unit Deselection (formerly “Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback”) – Review of Draft Deselection Procedure

· NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW 
· NPRR231, Remove RMR Units from the Day-Ahead Market 
· NPRR240, Proxy Energy Offer Curve 
Russell Lovelace seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPR207

Barbara Clemenhagen noted that new comments had been filed to NPRR207.   Jim Reynolds asked why NATF is reviewing NPRRs and if NATF is now making policy decisions.  Mr. Mereness offered that the necessary SMEs can be available at NATF meetings.  Market Participants discussed whether the NATF charter should be revised to include approval of NPRRs.
Mr. Schwarz moved to endorse the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) desk procedure relating to NPRR207 as revised by language provided by Luminant, Reliant Energy, and Topaz Power.  Ms. Richard seconded the motion.  Market Participants noted that NPRR207 was tabled due to the unavailability of the desk procedure.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the IPM and IREP Market Segments.
NPRR220
Mr. Blevins presented proposed language.  Mr. R. Jones noted the ROS request that ERCOT provide a typical sequence of events, adding that that there is a distinct difference in the way capacity is released to SCED in Nodal; and opining that to deploy RRS in Nodal without any kind of signal to the market lacks transparency and will not result in the kind of agility ERCOT desires.  Mr. Blevins reviewed deployment scenarios. 

Mr. R. Jones opined that it is a mistake to convert operating reserves into energy without proper price signals; and that the uncertainty of when an EEA event would be declared would put the market in a lag position in responding should frequency continue to decay.  Mr. Blevins noted that ERCOT is under North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) direction to do what is necessary to recover frequency within 15 minutes.  Dan Jones noted that there are problems with the way prices are formed during shortage, but that those issues are not addressed by this NPRR.  Market Participants discussed that WMS would have the opportunity to explore market impacts of the proposed language before the item was taken up at the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting, and that the necessary SMEs need only be available by phone.  Ms. Clemenhagen added that thought the day’s discussion was helpful, most of WMS was not able to attend the meeting, but that it would be more inefficient to hold joint meetings.
Mr. Blackburn offered that after the robust NATF discussion, WMS would address the item, and NATF need not take action.  There was no objection.

NPRR231

Mr. Blackburn noted that NPRR231 would be taken up at the July 8, 2010 NATF meeting.

NPRR240
Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed comments to NPRR240.  Market Participants recalled that, during the June 21, 2010 conference call discussion of NPRR240, it was discussed that the intent of the NPRR is to establish where responsibility lies for proxy offers; whether proxy energy offer curves should be allowed to set the Market Cleary Price for Energy (MCPE); and that ERCOT will report the final energy offer curve that is submitted to SCED.  

Market Participants expressed concern that Entities would suffer publicity problems for offers that were extended on their behalf.  Mr. R. Jones states that if Entities had an automated way of ensuring that their HSL is kept up with the extended offer curve, then Entities could protect themselves against a huge price bid that their internal controls would not allow.  Ms. Stephenson added that it would be helpful to know if an asterisk or flag could be added to report proxy energy offer curves.  
Market Participants further discussed that issues exist beyond reporting; that the “responsible party” needs further clarification, and that the decision making entity might be the responsible party; and that the IMM will be submitting comments to NPRR240.  Mr. Schwarz suggested that NPRR240 be tabled in consideration of pending comments from the IMM.  Ms. Boren noted that NPRR240 is tabled at PRS.  No motion was offered.
Potential Future Agenda Items
Mr. Blackburn noted potential agenda items for the July 8, 2010 NATF meeting included a review of the 168-Hour Test, penalty factors, Competitive Constraint Test values, and PCAPs.
Other Business
Protocol Transition Planning

Kristi Hobbs requested that organizations review the provided draft Nodal Protocol Transition Plan and highlighted Nodal Protocol section examples, noting that ERCOT Staff has made a preliminary estimate of which elements of the Nodal Protocols will go live on September 1, 2010; that no sections have been identified for retirement on September 1, 2010; and that ERCOT must provide 30 day and ten day notice of newly effective Nodal Protocols and retiring Zonal Protocols.  Ms. Hobbs added that the highlighted examples are for Market Participant convenience, but that a spreadsheet will likely be used as the official communication tool; and that Market Participant input is requested and that elements to be added or removed from the transition plan will be discussed at NATF.
MIS Access
Mr. Siddiqi noted that his recent submittal of a draft NPRR regarding non-QSE access to the non-public section of the MIS, and that organizations such as consultants, universities, and consumer groups require access to non-secure data.  ERCOT Staff reported that changes would be required for system designs; Section 16, Registration and Qualification of MPs; and definitions.  ERCOT Staff noted that consultants working for a Market Participant can be issued a digital certificate by the Market Participant, which is also responsible to conduct necessary background checks.

ERCOT Staff noted that public reports will be posted in the MIS public area after Nodal market trials, but cannot be posted there during the market trials.  Market Participants discussed that non-consultant entities not tied to a Market Participant need access to what is public data; that smaller organizations require access during the market trials in order to be prepared for TNMID, and that Mr. Siddiqi is asking ERCOT if it would prefer to alter the Protocols or allow access to the non-public section of the MIS.  Mr. Siddiqi confirmed that the movement of the planning site data is motivating the discussion.  
Market Participants discussed that perhaps some portion of the planning data should be in the public area of the MIS, and that perhaps some of the data should never have been available publicly; that the Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) requirements were beginning to form as the Nodal Protocols were approved, and that a list of publicly available data should be well-vetted in order to protect Entities from cyber threats; and that Market Participants currently have personnel with incorrect MIS access because it is the only way to access data during market trials.  Mr. Blackburn noted that the draft NPRR will be taken up at the July 8, 2010 NATF meeting.
Adjournment
The June 23, 2010 NATF meeting was adjourned at 5:06 p.m. 
� Some attendees may not have been present for the entire meeting.  


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


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/06/20100623-NATF" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/06/20100623-NATF�   
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