NOTES

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Workshop
ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, August 12, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Bevill, Rob
	Green Mountain Energy Company
	Via Teleconference

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	Via Teleconference

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	Stratus Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	Via Teleconference

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	Via Teleconference

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	Via Teleconference

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Service Corporation
	Via Teleconference

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	Via Teleconference

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	


Guests:

	Anklam, Rob
	Cargill
	Via Teleconference

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	Via Teleconference

	Basaran, Harika
	Austin Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP Service Corporation
	Via Teleconference

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Brown, Jack
	Garland Power and Light
	Via Teleconference

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Cannon, Maribeth
	Edison Mission
	Via Teleconference

	Carter, Kevin
	Duke Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Chudgar, Raj
	SunGard
	Via Teleconference

	DeMars, Randy
	
	Via Teleconference

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	City of Dallas
	Via Teleconference

	Garza, Beth
	Potomac Economics
	Via Teleconference

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hampton, Brenda
	Luminant
	

	Harrell, Patty
	DC Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Hebert, Jason
	PCI
	Via Teleconference

	Hughes, Darren
	Optim Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	Jones, Dan 
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Lamatrice, Leanna
	AEP
	Via Teleconference

	Lange, Clif
	STEC
	Via Teleconference

	Lucas, Ross
	SunGard
	Via Teleconference

	Pakulski, Sheila
	Tenaska
	Via Teleconference

	Palani, Ananth
	Optim Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Priestly, Vanus
	Macquire
	Via Teleconference

	Reynolds, Jim
	Power and Gas Consulting
	Via Teleconference

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Sempra Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power
	Via Teleconference

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities
	Via Teleconference

	Surles, Nancy
	Reliant
	Via Teleconference

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	Via Teleconference

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Watson, Mark
	Platts
	Via Teleconference

	Werner, Christopher
	AEP
	Via Teleconference

	Williams, Lori
	Bryan Texas Utilities
	Via Teleconference


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Hailu, Ted
	
	Via Teleconference

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Iacobucci, Jason
	
	Via Teleconference

	Mickey, Joel
	
	

	Middleton, Scott
	
	

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	
	

	Smallwood, Aaron
	
	Via Teleconference

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	Via Teleconference


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

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the workshop to order at 1:35 p.m.  Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants to identify themselves and the organization they represent when taking the floor.

Antitrust Admonition
Mr. B. Jones directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review. 
Review of the Nodal 168-Hour Test Methodology (see Key Documents)
Mr. B. Jones noted that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) met that morning to review the proposed Nodal 168-Hour Test methodology and comments to the methodology; that Ken Ragsdale would present those same comments to the workshop participants and advise them of the NATF recommendation; that Scott Middleton would present a revised test methodology document for discussion and possible further revision by workshop participants; and that after getting a sense of the preference of workshop participants via a straw poll, an e-mail vote of TAC members on the test methodology would be requested.  Mr. B. Jones added that the e-mail vote would be conducted over the prescribed two full Business Days and would conclude at 5:00 p.m. on August 16, 2010, in time for the ERCOT Board to be apprised of the TAC decision at the August 17, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.
Chris Brewster noted that ERCOT Board members may be expecting testing to be conducted according to the original plan; that in recent months ERCOT Staff sought revisions to the testing plan; and that it would be useful for Mr. B. Jones and ERCOT Staff to explain the evolution of the testing procedures for the benefit of the ERCOT Board members.

Mr. Ragsdale reviewed received comments to the 168-Hour Test methodology, and the proposed 36-Hour and 72-Hour options.  Mr. B. Jones suggested that Market Participants resolve the duration of the test, 36 versus 72 hours, before moving forward with discussion of other elements.  Market Participants discussed the last Load Frequency Control (LFC) test; that ERCOT will be seeking an improved rollout of the next 24-Hour test over the previous one, and to see if issues discovered in the previous test have been addressed; and whether “ragged” frequency issues experienced in the previous test were due to Market Participants not following Base Points or ERCOT systems not issuing correct deployments.  
Mr. Ragsdale noted that in the previous test, there were some issues with Market Participants not following Base Points; that all test participants should have now received their Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) scores from the last test; and that there was some tuning done during the last test both by ERCOT and Market Participants.  Market Participants expressed concern for the amount of financial risk associated with long tests, and whether a 36- or 72-Hour test is necessary to resolve LFC issues.  Clayton Greer offered that if LFC issues are a stakeholder issue, a 72 hour test would not provide benefit; but that if ERCOT can identify the issue in the first eight hours of the test, and work with the particular stakeholder to resolve the issue, at the end of a 72 hour test it might be reasonably concluded that issues are mapped out and addressed.  
Naomi Richard reported that LCRA has not experienced six months of reasonable Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) during testing and has not seen the diversity expected; that is has been reported that market behavior has not been realistic during testing; that it was indicated that in the 168-Hour Test, Market Participants could anticipate seeing almost production-like behavior and reasonable LMPs; and that LCRA would be willing to forgo a 168-Hour test in favor of a compromise at 72 hours, but that the Cooperative Market Segment would like to see ERCOT operate according to Nodal rules for the length of the 72-Hour test.
Mr. B. Jones expressed concerns for exposure risks and stated that Luminant would prefer a 36-Hour test in order to resolve issues and perform additional testing.  Ms. Richard countered that this particular test is seen as a grand finale of sorts, and that it was discussed at the morning’s NATF meeting that if the test is not working, it would be suspended.
Adrian Pieniazek offered that NRG Energy is inclined towards a 36-Hour test to allow time to identify issues and have the flexibility to correct those issues and run additional tests.  Mr. Pieniazek added that the 72-Hour test schedule spends a bulk of the test over a Saturday/Sunday when frequency issues are not usually experienced, but that the 38-Hour test captures the Monday morning ramp period and a full week day.  
Market Participants discussed that it might be problematic that the 36-Hour test begins at 1800 hours, which is at the peak; that ERCOT suggested a 48-Hour test running from 1200 hours Sunday to 1200 hours Tuesday, in an effort to avoid the peak; that a 12 hour block need not be adhered to, and that a test of 42 hours might be a reasonable duration; that the goals of the test are more important than the duration, as the 168-Hour test has already been reduced to an duration not yet determined; and that ERCOT has already committed to running another 24-Hour test after this test.  

Bob Wittmeyer proposed that should no issues be discovered in the first 36 hours that would require suspension of the test, that the test continue for another 36 hours, thereby achieving the 72 hours desired by LCRA.  Market Participants discussed that the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) is concerned for mismatched market signals; that the system should be stress tested before it is relied upon; and that testing is for the purpose of identifying and correcting issues.  Mr. Brewster opined that no matter the duration settled upon, the test should be suspended if problems are identified, and asked if it is being required that minimum number of hours be successfully run before the test is exited, noting that on the eve of the Nodal Market, it is a difference of proving that the systems can run one-and-one-half days versus three days.
Mr. B. Jones noted that major issues, such as difficulty maintaining frequency or transferring data, or SCED not running, would require testing to be stopped and restarted, but that at issue is if poor quality of solution, due to bad data input rather than system issues, should result in suspending testing.  Market Participants discussed whether solution quality issues should result in suspension, resolution, and resumption for the balance of the testing hours.  Ms. Richard suggested that a Severity 1 issue should result in a complete restart of the test, in order to give confidence.  
Mr. B. Jones asked Joel Mickey if a 36- or 72-Hour test would be better for resolving frequency control issues; Mr. Greer also asked if issues should be resolved live, or if testing should be suspended while issues are addressed.  Mr. Mickey expressed a preference for shorter tests and the ability to rule out the following of Base Points as an issue.  John Dumas noted that Control Performance Standard (CPS) scores during the last test were good, though not as good as has been recently enjoyed in the Zonal Market, and that some hours were poor due to Quick Start units coming on line right at the peak, and not factored into the SCED deployment, thereby requiring the use of Regulation.  ERCOT Staff expressed confidence that LFC is operating correctly; and that no issues are being seen that would result in failing North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) requirements.  Market Participants requested that ERCOT Staff review as to whether a procedure exists for running SCED more frequently than five minutes.  
Randy Jones noted that the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) met to review the recent LFC test and noted that the algorithm ERCOT is using is causing a correction to CPS1 rather than to frequency.  Mr. Dumas confirmed that was the case and noted that there is a feature to target a certain CPS1 score and that regulation is then controlled to meet that score.  Mr. Dumas went on to discuss elements of the conversion from A1 and A2 to CPS1 scores, and that while consideration should be given to the interplay of NERC Reliability Standard BAL-001, that nothing is being seen that would preclude moving forward with testing.
Market Participants returned to discussing the implications of testing during Monday morning ramping periods; the importance of testing at traditional system stress points in order to acquire good data and address issues; that the definition of Severity 1 issues should be tightened, and what number of nodes must have commercial situations as a result of a system issue.  John Houston expressed concern that irrational LMPs would be tolerated and not result in suspension of testing, and noted that a test that is done for a determined duration, and is stopped upon discovery of issues, is the industry standard and should not be abandoned.  Marguerite Wagner added that there should be benchmarks for stopping and restarting testing; expressed concern that there is not clarity as to how the stability limit is being managed; and opined that business processes as well as systems, should be tested.  
Don Blackburn offered that as much LFC testing as possible should be done before December 1, 2010, and that time is needed to address issues that are identified during testing; and that consecutive test hours might not be the most beneficial.  Mr. Greer agreed that this would not be the end of testing, and that typical situations will be sought to do system stress testing.  Ms. Richard expressed concern for what she characterized as pessimism about longer test periods.  Mr. B. Jones reiterated that he is pessimistic about the quality of solution, but that he does not believe there will be any Severity 1 issues in the 168-Hour test or other tests.  Ms. Wagner suggested that the parameters of a Severity 1 issue should be discussed; Mr. B. Jones offered that anything that would make the test stop for a reliability issue would be a Severity 1.  
Market Participants discussed the benefits of follow-up LFC tests of varying duration; that weekends would likely not provide much reward for the risks associated with testing, due to lower congestion; that certain functionalities such as Congestion Revenue Rights (CCRR) and the Outage Scheduler will be in their transition periods in October 2010; that several 24- and 36-Hour tests might be conducted between now and December 1, 2010; and that settlement under a modified Zonal Market regime while having to operate in the Nodal Market for long-duration tests poses significant financial risks.
Market Participants discussed that more rather than less testing is preferable; that the market is comfortable that ERCOT systems have demonstrated reliability during testing; that there are now testing participation requirements; and that Entities not appropriately participating may be reported to the ERCOT Board.  Dan Jones questioned the value of testing if Market Participants refuse to follow their Base Points.  Mr. Greer stated that he would take being reported during testing over paying for irrational offer curves.  Kristy Ashley offered that the situation highlights the value of a fully scripted full market test.  
Mr. B. Jones opined that if ERCOT sends a Base Point to an Entity, that Entity’s response is important for the test and for reliability, as the dispatches are the way ERCOT is controlling the system during the duration of the test.  Mr. B. Jones added that there is financial exposure during the test, and more so during long tests, and that consumers and Market Participants alike are exposed to risks if testing is not robust enough.  Mr. Pieniazek expressed concern that Market Participants that willfully do not follow Base Points or other instructions from the Reliability Coordinator might be found in violation of NERC criteria.  Mr. Brewster countered that there is benefit to showing that the market can operate satisfactorily for longer periods of time that is being contemplated.  

Review of Revised Test Methodology Document (see Key Documents)

Mr. Middleton reviewed the revised testing methodology document, noting the addition of participation requirements with metrics that will be made public; that Market Participants provided much needed feedback regarding exit and evaluation criteria; that the Nodal production environment will be considered a real production environment during the test and will be kept locked down unless changes are needed, and that the normal change control process will be followed, should changes be necessary.  Mr. Middleton added that ERCOT does not intend to do any tuning nor orchestrate any operational scenarios during the test; and that Service Level Agreements are drafted and being reviewed internally.  Market Participants offered additional revisions to the document to correct dates and test run times.  

Mr. B. Jones noted that the revised document would be distributed with the request for an e-mail vote, and asked if there was any significant opposition to the document in its current form.  Phillip Boyd shared Mr. Brewster’s concern that using less than a 72-Hour test might yield less-than-credible results.  Mr. B. Jones noted that as a compromise, ERCOT has already committed to run additional 24- and 36-Hour tests; Mr. Middleton added that additional tests beyond the 48-, 24-, and 36-Hour tests will be run, if possible, and clarified that other market trial activities would be continuing during the 168-Hour Test.  Market Participants discussed that certain test functionalities will not be available in October 2010, due to environments being prepared for production.

Mr. B. Jones noted that he would call for an e-mail of TAC members regarding the revised test methodology and handbook.  
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the August 12, 2010 TAC workshop at 4:02 p.m.
E-mail Vote (see Key Documents)
On August 12, 2010, Mr. B. Jones called for a TAC e-mail vote and moved that TAC endorse the Market Trials 168 Hour Test Handbook as revised at the 8/12/10 TAC Workshop on the Nodal 168 Hour Test Methodology.  The motion carried via e-mail vote, which concluded on August 16, 2010.  
(Please see Key Documents at http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/08/20100816-TAC_Email_V for the roll call ballot and the Nodal 168 Hour Test Methodology as endorsed by TAC.)
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