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MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

January 22 – 25, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS (City of Greenville)

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Blackburn, Don
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	City of Eastland (Alternate Representative for D. Wilson, as needed)

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	Brownsville

	Emesih, Valentine
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine 

	Lin, David T
	Independent Generator
	Formosa Plastics Co.

	Mai, D.S.
	Independent Generator
	NRG (via teleconference)

	McMurray, Mark
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Power and Gas Consulting (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley, Stream Energy)

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ Energy Marketing

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Greene, TXU Generation)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utilities
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


Assigned Proxies:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy), Shannon Bowling (Cirro Group), and Robert Thomas (Green Mountain Energy) to Jim Reynolds

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) and Melanie Harden (Large Commercial Consumers, Town of Flower Mound) to Nick Fehrenbach

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Balser, Steven
	Black and Veatch

	Brown, Wendy
	APX, Inc.

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy

	Dagli, Nish
	Power Costs, Inc. 

	Fore, Vonzie
	Direct Energy

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Harmon, Jesse
	SAIC

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	McCormick, Don
	SAIC

	Rainey, John
	Caprock Energy

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation New Energy

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Williams, Katherine
	APX, Inc.


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Deller, Art

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Hirsch, Al

	Jackson, Jeremy

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Opheim, Calvin

	Peterson, Bill

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wariner, Gary


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on January 22, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed. He asked those who have not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF at the ERCOT Met Center:

- February 5 – 7, 2007 
- February 22 – 23, 2007 
- March 5 – 7, 2007 

Mr. Doggett noted that additional TPTF meetings may be scheduled for February 12th or 13th to accommodate discussions for the Energy Management System (EMS) Requirements documents. 

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.

Floyd Trefny stated that he or Bob Spangler will be distributing a draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) proposing the removal of the Pseudo-Resource Requirement in the Real-Time (RT) Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) process. The draft NPRR will address the issue of Locational Marginal Price (LMP) during an Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP). Mr. Trefny encouraged comments on the draft NPRR once it is distributed. 
Consider Approval of TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 
 

The TPTF suspended approval of meeting minutes until Thursday, January 25, 2007 (this topic is continued below).

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 
Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program.

Mr. Sullivan discussed the risks currently affecting the Nodal Program, noting that the key risk of insufficient engagement is currently being addressed on a project-by-project basis.
  Mr. Sullivan confirmed that full impact assessments are being developed for outstanding NPRRS, and a new, mutually agreeable Professional Services Agreement (PSA) has been drafted to resolve communication issues between ERCOT and Nexant. 
Mr. Sullivan discussed plans for accommodating additional internal staff, who will soon be joining ERCOT to help expedite project deliverables and provide full coverage for the next three quarters of the Nodal Program timeline. Mr. Sullivan discussed the facility requirements projected for the additional staff, including seating and parking. Mr. Sullivan noted that current projections only address the production period of the Nodal Program, while future projections will address the steady state for maintaining Nodal systems following go-live. 
Market Management System (MMS) Equipment Status Change White Paper (See Key Documents) 

John Adams introduced the Equipment Status Change white paper and identified its purpose for adding a new outage type to the Outage Scheduler Requirements. The new outage type will recognize temporary, irregular outages that are scheduled for reasons other than maintenance or construction. Mr. Adams noted that the new outage type will offer an advantage over the conventional Remedial Action Plan (RAP) because it will allow Outage Scheduler to feed Real-Time (RT) outage data to other affected systems, such as Day-Ahead Market (DAM), Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC), and Network Model Management System (NMMS). Sai Moorty noted that an accompanying NPRR will be drafted if the white paper is approved. 
The discussion of the Equipment Status Change white paper was suspended until later in the meeting (see the discussion continued below). 

MMS Requirements Specification for Outage Scheduler (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Moorty summarized the modifications made to the Outage Scheduler Requirements document since the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Moorty noted that Opportunity Outages have been incorporated into Outage Scheduler and will no longer be handled by a business process. Mr. Moorty further noted that performance metrics for Outage Scheduler are currently being developed by the MMS and Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) teams. For now, the performance metrics are being tracked on the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punch List.   
Mr. Doggett observed that some of the language in the response spreadsheet did not seem to be synchronized with the Requirements document and the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett requested that the MMS team synchronize the documents before proceeding with the review of comments. Mr. Moorty agreed, and the review of comments was rescheduled for the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
MMS Equipment Status Change White Paper - Continued (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Adams continued the discussion for the Equipment Status Change white paper. Mr. Adams agreed to work with Dennis Caufield to modify the white paper to indicate that the new outage type should only be used when a RAP is inapplicable. The gentlemen also agreed to draft a NPRR to incorporate changes from the white paper. The draft NPRR will be discussed at the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Caufield agreed to draft a separate NPRR regarding Opportunity Outages.

Mr. Caufield inquired if Outage Evaluation will provide scheduling flexibility for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) who wish to request an earliest start date and a latest finish dates when submitting a Transmission Facility Outage Request, as required by ERCOT Protocol 8.3.8, Information for Inclusion in Transmission Facility Outage Requests. Mr. Adams noted that this functionality is not currently reflected in the Requirements document. Mr. Doggett recommended that the EMS team develop a value engineering item if they would like TPTF to consider removing the “earliest start date and the latest finish date” from the Protocols. 
Mr. Trefny requested that a text field be built into Outage Scheduler to allow users to enter their reasons for scheduling or canceling outages. Mr. Trefny suggested that such a field may prove to be a helpful tool in outage coordination. Mr. Moorty agreed to update Table 2, Outage State Description, in the Outage Scheduler Requirements document to reflect the reasons for each cancelled state. 
EMS Requirements Specification for State Estimator (See Key Documents) 

Jay Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the State Estimator Requirements document. All edits and punch list items prescribed by TPTF were recorded in the spreadsheet. 
Mr. Adams noted that the State Estimator will be affected by an IDA white paper pertaining to split generators. Mr. Adams recommended that TPTF discuss the white paper when it becomes available. Ronnie Hoeinghaus noted that Market Participants (MPs) should be given sufficient time to review the white paper, and he requested that the white paper be distributed at least five days prior to a scheduled discussion at TPTF. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Voltage Support Services (VSS) (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the VSS Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.
Mr. Dondeti noted that VSS may be run in a study mode in order to generate Power System Simulator for Engineers (PSSE) cases for operations planning. While such PSSE cases will not be posted to the Market Information System (MIS), Mr. Dondeti confirmed that a business process will be incorporated into the VSS Requirements to allow for delivery of PSSE cases upon request. 

Mr. Hoeinghaus expressed concern that modeling for RAPs is not reflected in the VSS Requirements, although such modeling is required by the Nodal Protocols.
  Mr. Dondeti noted that the VSS Requirements will be updated to include modeling for RAPs. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Outage Evaluation (OE) (See Key Documents) 
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the OE Requirements. All edits and punch list items prescribed by TPTF were recorded in the response-to-comments spreadsheet. 
Mr. Dondeti noted that the OE Requirements will be updated to:

· describe a business process for enabling TSPs to evaluate the costs associated with canceling or rescheduling outages.
· describe how Average Energy Offer (AEO) curves will be calculated.
· describe a business process for addressing voltage collapse issues.
The review of the OE Requirements was suspended until Tuesday, January 23rd (see the discussion continued below). 
Meeting Recess and Resumption 
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, January 22, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, January 23, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Mr. Doggett confirmed that he met with Kristi Hobbs to discuss the Market Rules timeline for conforming remaining sections of the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett reported that Ms. Hobbs has identified a decreasing trend related to the number of new Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs), and she is prepared to revisit the conforming timeline once the trend stabilizes.  
EMS Requirements Specification for Outage Evaluation (OE) – Continued (See Key Documents
Mr. Dondeti continued his review of the disposition of comments for the OE Requirements. 

Many MPs inquired how the OE application will derive AEO curves. Mr. Trefny observed that a methodology for deriving energy offer curves was already described in the RUC Requirements, and he suggested that the EMS team preserve this methodology wherever practicable. Mr. Dondeti confirmed that the EMS team will discuss its methodology with other projects—including IDA, MMS, and RUC—in order to ensure the methodology will be applied consistency across all systems. Once the necessary algorithms and data repositories are identified, the EMS team will update the OE Requirements as necessary. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the SCADA Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.
Mr. Trefny observed in the SCADA Requirements that ERCOT is expected to begin exporting up to 6,900 analog SCADA values after implementing the Zonal Market change—and 1,000 more following go-live. Mr. Trefny warned against such bloat, advising that only a lean SCADA database will be able to respond quickly to continuous queries from multiple systems. 

To help explain the projected increase for exported SCADA values, Mr. Doggett referenced SCR746, Dynamic Rating Data to TSP using Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) Link, approved by the Board of Directors (BOD) in February 2006. The projected increase in SCADA values is expected to occur upon implementation of SCR746. Mr. Dondeti noted that the SCADA Requirements were written to accommodate the projected increase. Although the ICCP functionality described by SCR746 was not originally expected to impact the Nodal Protocols, Mr. Doggett recommended that TPTF informally review SCR746 to determine if a NPRR might be needed. To facilitate the recommended review, Carrie Tucker distributed the corresponding Board Action Report.

Mr. Trefny inquired how the SCADA system will avoid stale data exchanges. Mr. Dondeti noted that AREVA is currently researching stale data issues, and he assured that the Telemetry Standards will be reviewed, along with the approach for reporting by exception. Afterward, the SCADA Requirements will be revised to reflect a more comprehensive approach to stale data detection.

Mr. Trefny expressed concern that the SCADA Requirements seemed to lack the clarifications afforded by the approved white papers. Mr. Dondeti explained that all EMS Requirements are being conformed to the May 2006 Nodal Protocols in order to keep them independent of the white papers until the corresponding NPRRs are approved. Many MPs opined that this approach might further encumber progress for the EMS project. To allay concerns, Mr. Doggett agreed to invite Mr. Sullivan and Al Hirsch to discuss the change control process as it pertains to the EMS project.     
EMS Requirements Specification for Wind Power Forecasting (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.
Walter Reid discussed his preferred methodology for Wind Power Forecasting, proposing total Wind Power Forecast for the ERCOT system (as opposed to forecasts based upon individual wind branches). While Mr. Reid’s proposed macro-level forecast deviates from the method described in the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements, it is expected to result in a more accurate RUC analysis. Mr. Reid confirmed the methodology accounts for regional weather differences and distribution factors for credit.  
Mr. Spangler advised taking a cautious approach to adopting the proposed methodology, noting that any solutions affecting RUC will be reflected in settlements. 
Mr. Reid agreed to describe his methodology in a draft NPRR, which Mr. Dondeti will share with the wind forecast vendor. 
EMS Requirements Specification for Generation Subsystem (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Generation Subsystem Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 

Mr. Doggett advised Mr. Dondeti to highlight and skip any comments pertaining to the white papers, noting that all such comments will be readdressed once Mr. Hirsch and Mr. Sullivan have the opportunity to clarify the change control issues affecting the EMS project. 

The discussion of the Generation Subsystem Requirements was suspended until Thursday, January 25th (see the discussion continued below). 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:52 p.m. on Tuesday, January 23, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, January 24, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) Report (See Key Documents)
Don McCormick presented a review of the MRA Metric Framework. 

Mr. McCormick discussed the current list of metrics, which has been expanded to include five additional metrics based upon a recently conducted Protocol Gap Analysis. Mr. McCormick noted that the current list is considered to be complete, although other metrics will be considered as needed. Mr. McCormick displayed the current Metric Map—which represents the baseline for MRA—and discussed its concept for organizing all metrics across nine tracking areas. 
Mr. McCormick noted that most metrics have already been assigned to Business Owners. Each metric will eventually be detailed by an accompanying definition document describing the purpose, timeline, and task list for the metric. 
Mr. Spangler recommended that the MRA discuss its Metric Framework with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) as soon as possible and then seek to provide TAC with regular updates. Mr. McCormick agreed to follow through with this recommendation. 

Mr. McCormick announced that the Metric Subgroup (MSG) has been formed. The primary responsibility of the MSG will be to provide oversight for the Metric Framework and to approve each Metric Definition Document. The MSG plans to meet on a weekly basis, beginning Wednesday January 30th, for the purpose of developing metrics-related materials. Mr. Doggett noted that the MSG will meet next week to discuss the Metric Map. During the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting, the MSG will review the Metric Map, along with the disposition of comments for the initial set of metrics from the December 19, 2006 teleconference. 

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Market Trials Approach (See Key Documents)
John Hall reviewed the disposition of comments for the Market Trials Approach document.
Mr. Hall noted that the validation method originally described in the Market Trials Approach document will no longer require Professional Engineer (PE) seals. Instead, a new method will allow Accountable Executives to attest to the validity of data as being in conformance with the State Estimator (SE) Standards and Telemetry Standards approved by TAC.
Mr. Trefny expressed concern that the SE Standards and Telemetry Standards approved by TAC pertain primarily to the Zonal system. As a result, the standards might not sufficiently translate to the Nodal implementation. Mr. Trefny also expressed concern that the scope of the validation method described in the Market Trials Approach document may be too broad to be practical. For instance, Mr. Trefny noted that ERCOT should only be interested in validating data when it enters the ERCOT system—not beforehand. To this end, Mr. Trefny recommended limiting the validation scope to include only the data exchanged between ERCOT and the control centers for TSPs and Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs). Mr. Trefny further recommended modifying Figure 2, ERCOT SCADA Schematic Data Flow Configuration, to illustrate data exchanges between points H through K only, along with a description for a specific validation procedure. Other MPs agreed, noting that the Market Trials Approach document should not be approved without the recommended modifications. 

Mr. Hall noted that the entry and exit criteria for each Early Delivery System (EDS) Phase are currently being developed and will be documented in the EDS Market Trials Detailed Test Plan.
IRT Qualification Approach for the Nodal Market (See Key Documents)
Ted Hailu announced that he is transitioning into a leadership role with Nodal Training, so Matt Mereness will be assuming responsibility for the Qualification Approach document.
Mr. Hailu reviewed the disposition of comments for the Qualification Approach document, noting that more work is needed in the area of Ancillary Service (AS) qualification and testing. The TPTF discussed an option for approving the document’s proof-of-concept with the exception of AS qualification and testing.

Stacey Woodard moved to approve the concept described in the Qualification Approach for the Nodal Market document, with the exception of the section on AS Qualification. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion failed to carry by roll-call vote, with 19.2% in favor and 5 abstentions from the Consumer (2) and Independent Generator (3) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.  
Mr. Doggett noted that the Qualification Approach document will be discussed again during the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Training Update (See Key Documents) 
Mr. Hailu presented an update for Nodal Training.
Mr. Hailu described the current training schedule and the status of courses that are still in development. Mr. Hailu also described the features of the pending Learning Management System (LMS) and confirmed that the LMS is still on schedule for its February launch. The LMS may be used by ERCOT staff, contractors, and MPs who wish to register for courses or take self-paced, web-based training. Mr. Hailu assured that anyone who initially fails a test may opt to retake it online. In the near future, Mr. Hailu expects to provide an assessment of the particular coursework required for each QSE.   
Commercial Systems (COMS) Financial Transfer Conceptual Systems Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Financial Transfer CSD. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the COMS team will respond to subsequent NPRRs by modifying all COMS CSDs as necessary. 
A vote for approval of the Financial Transfer CSD was combined with the Statements and Invoices CSD (see below).
COMS Statements and Invoices CSD
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Statements and Invoices CSD.
Mr. Hoeinghaus moved to approve the COMS CSD for Financial Transfer and the COMS CSD for Statements and Invoices. Mark McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

COMS Day-Ahead Settlements CSD, RUC CSD, and Real-Time Settlements CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Day-Ahead Settlements CSD, the RUC CSD, and the Real-Time Settlements CSD. 
Mr. McMurray moved to approve the COMS CSDs for Day-Ahead Settlements, RUC, and Real-Time Settlements. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented. 
COMS Data Aggregation CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Data Aggregation CSD. During the review, Mr. Chudgar recorded all TPTF-prescribed corrections in the disposition spreadsheet. 

Marguerite Wagner noted that some of the CSD terminology referring to settlement points seemed to be inconsistent with the Nodal Protocols. Ms. Wagner requested clarifications indicating why the terminology is different, and she requested that the CSD terminology be synchronized with the Nodal Protocols by production time. Mr. Chudgar explained how the asynchronous terminology had been intentionally defined in a different format to aid developers. However, Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the use of the Nodal terms will be implemented via discussions with the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) and then incorporated into the Detail System Design document for TPTF review. Mr. Chudgar also confirmed that no terminology gaps will exist among the CSDs for COMS and NMMS. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the COMS Data Aggregation CSD with corrections as detailed in the disposition spreadsheet. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 

COMS Average Incremental Energy Cost (AIEC) Settlement CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the AIEC Settlement CSD. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that the database requirements for Lodestar, the software used to configure and execute statements, are not included in the AIEC CSD because they are slated for the Detail Design System document. 
Ms. Wagner moved to approve the COMS AIEC CSD. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 
COMS Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Settlements CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the CRR Settlements CSD. Mr. Chudgar noted that no comments had been rejected, although many of them had been moved to the IDA Punch List owing to currently unresolved interfacing issues with MMS and NMMS. 

Mr. Bailey moved to approve the CRR Settlements CSD. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Consumer Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

COMS Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD. 

Jeremy Jackson discussed the Market comments that had been moved to the IDA Punch List, including a comment regarding the hours that will be eligible for RUC decommitment payments. Mr. Jackson noted that consideration of this comment had revealed a discrepancy between the previously approved Eligibility Requirements and Nodal Protocol 5.7.3, Payment When ERCOT Decommits a QSE-Committed Resource, paragraph (2). Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the COMS team will draft a NPRR to clarify the issue, although the Eligibility CSD is a viable document either way. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the COMS Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD. Mr. McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 90.9% in favor and three abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. 
COMS Registration CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Registration CSD.  
Mr. Chudgar noted that a large number of comments submitted for the Registration CSD were concerned with electronic capabilities for the system. Many of those comments must remain unanswered until more design details become available for downstream systems. For now, the COMS team is planning to safeguard their projected timeline by building some initial capabilities into the system.

Mr. Spangler noted that the registration system is based on a web service, so it will need to be efficient, flexible, and easily interfaced. Other MPs agreed, and expressed interest in seeing details for an Application Programming Interface (API) that will allow for automated, updatable exchanges of registration data between the ERCOT registration system and QSEs. Mr. Chudgar noted for the punch list that the COMS team will need to develop some API solutions for TPTF to review. 

Many MPs expressed interest in automating asset registration for the Registration system. Mr. Chudgar explained that the design for the Registration system was conceived as an upgrade to the existing Siebel system, and it is not intended to address the full scope of activities associated with the entire registration process. As a result, the Registration CSD does not include an automated functionality for asset registration. To include this functionality, the Registration concept would require a new design, which would break it from its existing database and retail processes. Mr. Chudgar observed that while such a new design is possible, it would carry heavy impacts for existing budgets and timelines. 

Mr. Chudgar agreed to table the Registration CSD and to return at a future meeting to discuss the illustrated design, cost implication, and timeline that will be required to automate asset registration and other electronic exchanges. 

NMMS CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the NMMS CSD, reminding the group that all terminology which does not currently match the Nodal Protocols will be clarified in the Detail System Design document, along with items which have been placed on the IDA Punch List. 

Mr. Chudgar identified three main issues for discussion: the data for Planning Models, the Resource Description Framework (RDF) IDs, and the API functionality. 

The Data for Planning Models 
For projects that span more than 90 days, Mr. Chudgar noted that some project data may overlap, depending on when it is submitted, which may cause it to appear as duplicative data in the Planning Model. Mr. Chudgar noted that the NMMS team will develop a business process for eliminating duplicative data in order to keep the Planning Model consistent with the operations model. Mr. Chudgar noted that the processes for Planning Model Change Requests (PMCRs) and Special Action Modeling Requests (SAMRs) will be renamed in the Detail System Design in order to make sure that the term “Network Operations Model Change Request” (NOMCR) is used in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Chudgar agreed that the NMMS CSD will be modified to include a method for evaluating the viability of PMCR and SAMR processes.     
Regarding data for CRR models, Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the accuracy of data decreases significantly as the model moves beyond the ninety-day period. Although the NMMS team will continue to work on solutions, the model accuracy may not sufficiently improve until key equipment (such as equipment referencing the Outage Scheduler) is installed and added to the operations model. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the NMMS CSD will be modified to clarify accuracy issues affecting the CRR model.

The RDF IDs
Mr. Chudgar described RDF IDs as unique, randomly generated identifiers assigned to each piece of transmission equipment in the network model. Through discussions with TSPs and Distribution Service Providers (DSPs), the NMMS team has arrived at a consensus perspective which indicates that ERCOT should be responsible for converting all existing RDF IDs during the Nodal transition. ERCOT will then transmit those RDF IDs to TSPs/DSPs, who will be responsible for updating their own databases accordingly. Thereafter, TSPs/DSPs will be responsible for generating their own RDF IDs whenever they install new equipment, and ERCOT will be responsible for validating those new RDF IDs in the ERCOT systems. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the NMMS CSD will be modified to reflect this approach. 
The API Functionality
Mr. Chudgar described the API functionality that will become available following go-live, whereby TSPs/DSPs who submit information for NOMCRs will be able to update header information via a Graphical User Interface (GUI), or they may choose to execute a bulk update via XML. For the time being, Mr. Chudgar noted that all header information for NOMCRs must be updated manually. 
Mr. Chudgar also noted that a roadmap for incorporating Common Information Model (CIM) compliant messages into NMMS will be worked into the Detail System Design. 
Although the API functionality will not be available prior to go-live, Mr. Chudgar confirmed that it has been incorporated into the Siemens roadmap for NMMS. Owing to intellectual property prerogatives, the specifics of the Siemens roadmap will not be disclosed in the Detail System Design for NMMS. However, Mr. Chudgar verified that Siemens has agreed to share this information in the context of a NDA for interested parties. Mr. Chudgar invited all interested MPs to email him directly.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the NMMS CSD subject to the commitments made by ERCOT as recorded in the TPTF meeting minutes. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 4 abstentions from the Municipal (1) and Consumer (3) Market Segments. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.  
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:15 p.m. on Wednesday, January 24, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:35 a.m. on Thursday, January 25, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

EMS Requirements Specification for the Generation Subsystem (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams continued the review of the disposition of comments for the Generation Subsystem Requirements, noting the items affected by white papers, vendor design, and the IDA Punch List. Further work is planned for issues regarding blocking scenarios, Controllable Load Resources, AS monitoring, and messaging/alarming functions.   

EMS Requirements Specification For Load Forecasting (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the Load Forecasting Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the corresponding response-to-comments spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Doggett reminded the group that the EMS team will not be discussing all of their use cases at TPTF, although the team did commit to posting them on the Nodal web site.

Consider Approval of TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)
The TPTF considered approval of the minutes for the following meetings: 

- January 3, 2007

- January 8 – 10, 2007
- January 15, 2007
Mr. Trefny moved to approve the three sets of minutes as modified by TPTF. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with no abstentions. 
EMS Requirements Specification for EMS (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the overall EMS Requirements document. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the corresponding response-to-comments spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.
EMS Change Control Discussion

Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Hirsch joined TPTF for a discussion of the change control process affecting outstanding NPRRs for the previously approved EMS/MMS white papers. 

Mr. Hirsch described the current approach for developing the EMS Requirements documents. Mr. Hirsch explained that the EMS project team is currently using the May 2006 Nodal Protocols as the baseline for analyzing and scheduling change control for the project. Mr. Spangler interjected that the previously approved white papers describe a methodology that should be part of the baseline. Mr. Trefny agreed, noting that the May 2006 Nodal Protocols no longer represent a practical baseline for the EMS Project and that if the project builds to the May 2006 version, the project is building something that will have to change. Mr. Blackburn concurred, noting that TPTF cannot approve documents which do not reflect the current Nodal Protocols. 

Mr. Hirsch agreed to evaluate the EMS/MMS white papers, to draft corresponding NPRRs as necessary, and to determine a new timeline for incorporating the necessary changes into the EMS Requirements documents. Afterward, Mr. Hirsch will discuss the new timeline with TPTF and update the EMS Requirements documents accordingly.

Mr. Hoeinghaus expressed concern about the unresolved issues populating the growing IDA Punch List, noting that many of the items affect multiple projects and need to be resolved. Mr. Hirsch made the commitment to review the status of items on the IDA Punch List and to report back to TPTF.

Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Hirsch will return to TPTF with a follow-up presentation on February 5, 2007 
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m. on Thursday, January 25, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Synchronize the Response-to-Comments spreadsheet for Outage Scheduler with the Requirements document and the Nodal Protocols.
· Update Table 2, Outage State Description, in the Outage Scheduler Requirements document to reflect the reasons for each cancelled state. 
	S. Moorty and Team 

	· Modify the Equipment Status Change white paper to indicate that the proposed new outage type should only be used when a RAP is inapplicable. 
· Draft a NPRR for adding Equipment Status Change as a new outage type.
	J. Adams and Team

	· Update the VSS Requirements to include modeling for RAPs. 
· Discuss Mr. Reid’s proposed Wind Power Forecasting Methodology with AREVA.
	J. Dondeti and Team

	· Determine the status of items on the IDA Punch List and report back to TPTF.

· Evaluate the EMS/MMS white papers, and draft corresponding NPRRs as necessary.

· Determine a new timeline for incorporating necessary changes into the EMS Requirements documents. 
· Post EMS use cases on the Nodal web site.
	A. Hirsch and Team

	· Rename PMCRs and SAMRs in the Detail System Design for NMMS in order to make sure that the NOMCR term is used in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. 

· Modify the NMMS CSD to include a method for evaluating the viability of PMCR and SAMR processes.     
· Modify the NMMS CSD to indicate that ERCOT will be responsible for initial RDF ID conversions, and TSPs/DSPs will be responsible for any RDF IDs associated with future equipment changes. 

· Develop a NMMS roadmap for incorporating CIM-compliant messages, and include that roadmap in the Detail System Design for NMMS. 

· Elaborate IDA Punch List items for NMMS in the Detail System Design.
	R, Chudgar and NMMS Team


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


� The meeting location for March 5 – 7, 2007 remains to be determined.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070122-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070122-TPTF.html�


� During the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting, Mr. Sullivan identified “insufficient engagement” as a top risk, noting the need for improved levels of engagement among Project Managers and ERCOT Business Owners.


� See Nodal Protocol 3.10.7.3, Definition of Special Protection Systems and Remedial Action Plans.
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