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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland 

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

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	Independent Power Market 
	Citigroup Energy, Inc.

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy (via teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


Assigned Proxies:

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

· 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

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra

	Fu, Weihui
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Li, Young
	Potomac (via teleconference)

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs Inc. (via teleconference)

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Schubert, Eric
	BP Energy

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle
	(via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Teo, Bee
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Troell, Mike
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power 

	Zang, Hailing
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)

	Zdenek, Pam
	BP Energy


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Barnes, Bill

	Blood, Katherine

	Brennan, Christian (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Capezzuti, Nancy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Floyd, Jeff

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Grantham, Bill

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hatfield, Rachael (via teleconference)

	Hirsch, Al

	Hui, Hailong

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Lopez, Nieves

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Macomber, Gary

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	McCafferty, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Methaprayoon, Kittipong (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sainath

	Patra, Pradeep

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Yongjun

	Shaw, Pamela

	Sullivan, Jerry 

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon

	Wilkinson, Chris

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, October 8, 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. 

Review of Meeting Agenda 

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the two-day meeting. 
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· October 22 – 23, 2007 
· November 5 – 6, 2007 
· November 26 – 28, 2007 
Mr. Doggett also confirmed the following additional meetings at the ERCOT Met Center:

· User Interface (UI) Subgroup on Thursday, October 11, 2007

· TPTF Readiness Metrics Review on Friday, November 9, 2007

· Market Readiness Seminar on Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Mr. Doggett noted that the TPTF Readiness Metrics Review had been scheduled, as requested by participants, to provide a dedicated review opportunity for upcoming readiness metrics. He noted that nineteen metrics were noticed for possible vote during the meeting. 
Consider Approval of September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

Mr. Doggett noted that the draft minutes for the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting had not been distributed prior to the meeting. Approval for the meeting minutes was deferred to the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Quality Center Update 
Mr. Doggett discussed the first iteration of the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Quality Center Dashboard,
 which included initial status reports for test scripts and test defects. Mr. Doggett noted that the dashboard was still in development and that it would eventually include details associated with failed scripts and deferred defects. Bob Spangler suggested establishing a standing agenda item for the Quality Center Dashboard so that TPTF may continually ask questions and provide feedback regarding the data reported in the dashboard. Mr. Spangler also suggested that when the agenda is published to the TPTF meeting page, the standing agenda item for the Quality Center Dashboard should reflect any metrics or readiness activities that TPTF is pursuing in its effort to make determinations regarding readiness for ERCOT and the market. Floyd Trefny requested that ERCOT distribute a notice to the TPTF email list to remind participants how they may become registered users for the Readiness Scorecard. Mr. Doggett confirmed that a notice could be distributed similar to the previous notice that had been distributed to Accountable Executives (AEs). Mr. Doggett reminded participants that they may stay abreast of all notices distributed to AEs by subscribing to the Nodal Market Readiness email list.
 

Commercial Systems Updates (See Key Documents) 

Review of Updated Commercial Systems (COMS) Requirements 

Raj Chudgar reviewed the COMS Requirements Specifications updated through Baseline 2. He noted that sixteen of the Requirements Specifications had received no market comments during the recent review ending October 1, 2007. Russell Lovelace moved to approve the following sixteen COMS Requirements Specifications updated through Baseline 2 as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols:

· Average Incremental Energy Cost Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0 

· Black Start Services Real-Time Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Auction Revenue Disbursement Requirements (B2) v3.0

· CRR Balancing Account Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Day-Ahead Market (DAM) CRR Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Data Aggregation Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Dispute Management Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Financial Transfer Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Real-Time CRR Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Real-Time Energy Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Real-Time Reliability Must Run (RMR) Services Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Registration Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Settlements Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Settlement Invoice Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Settlement Statement Requirements (B2) v3.0
Mr. Trefny 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 for the vote. 

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the market comments for the following COMS Requirements for DAM:

· DAM Make Whole Settlement Requirements Specification (B2) v2.03

· DAM Energy Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.03

· DAM AS Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.02

He noted that no revisions had been required to address market comments. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the three COMS Requirements Specifications (as bulleted above) updated through Baseline 2 as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Lovelace seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Municipal (1), Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (1), and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the market comments for the following COMS Requirements for Real-Time:

· Real-Time Ancillary Services Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.03

· Real-Time Emergency Operations Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.02

He noted that no revisions had been required to address market comments. Naomi Richard moved to approve the two COMS Requirements Specifications (as bulleted above) updated through Baseline 2 as being in compliance with current Nodal Protocols. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Generator and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the market comments received for the following COMS Requirements:

· Voltage Support Real-Time Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.03

· Verifiable Costs Requirements (B2) v2.02

He noted that the Verifiable Cost Manual had been distributed over the weekend and would be discussed by the Settlement and Data Aggregation Working Group (SDAWG) during its meetings on October 12 and October 15, 2007. He noted that the manual was not completed but was available for comments and review through the end of the week. Mr. Doggett asked Stacy Bridges to distribute the Verifiable Cost Manual from the TPTF Review mailbox following the meeting. Mr. Lovelace moved to approve the two COMS Requirements Specifications (as bulleted above) updated through Baseline 2 as being in compliance with current Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Generator and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Review of Settlement Statement Paper Prototype 
Mr. Chudgar reviewed LCRA comments for the Settlement Statement Paper Prototype. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the Settlement Statement Paper Prototype as being in compliance with current Nodal Protocols. Mr. Lovelace seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Review of Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula
Kenneth Ragsdale discussed the draft NPRR for RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula. TPTF made minor revisions by clarifying the variable for DC Import Snapshot in Section 5.7.4.1.1 Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share, Paragraph (4), and by deleting the comments submitted by LCRA. All other comments were accepted as submitted. Mr. Spangler moved to endorse submitting the Draft NPRR for RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) as modified by TPTF on October 8, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote.  

COMS Development Updates
Mr. Chudgar provided development updates for the Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM), Lodestar, and Registration systems. Regarding CMM and Lodestar, Mr. Chudgar noted that detailed designs were available for participants to review upon execution of a new broad-form Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA). He noted that he would communicate with Kate Horne regarding how to revise the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) Sequence Timeline 
 to reflect upcoming software drops for Settlements and Billing. 
Discussion of Vendor Definition of DAM Commitment (See Key Documents)

Shams Siddiqi discussed problems and possible solutions associated with the vendor definition of DAM commitment, which he identified as “any award of Energy Offer Curve even if that offer is not part of a Three-part Offer.” He identified two primary problems with the vendor definition. The first problem involved using a single Fuel-Index Price (FIP)/Fuel-Oil Price (FOP) percentage for Startup Offer and Minimum Energy Offer caps. Mr. Siddiqi noted that this was a minor problem that may require a Protocol change to resolve. The second problem involved the lack of a FOP percentage in the Energy Offer Curve cap. He noted that this was a minor problem that would require a Protocol change. 

Mr. Siddiqi suggested that the correct definition for DAM commitment should be an “award of Three-part Offer (eligible for Make-whole Payment).” He noted that this definition was not explicitly stated anywhere, but he indicated that it was implied in the Nodal Protocols and that it could be implemented without the need for a NPRR. He suggested adding clarifications to Requirements as appropriate to reflect the correct definition. He noted that his intention was not to seek an immediate decision from TPTF but merely to open a dialogue regarding this topic. 

TPTF discussed various Offer scenarios regarding how submissions for Three-Part Supply Offers, Energy-only Offers, and Ancillary Service Offers would be treated in DAM and RUC. Mr. Siddiqi noted that he would work further offline with Yongjun Ren and other members of the Market Management System (MMS) team to explore solutions for DAM-commitment issues. 

Discussion of Draft NPRR for Resource Entity Electrical Bus (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Chudgar discussed a draft NPRR for Resource Entity Electrical Bus. The NPRR proposed transferring the responsibility for naming Electrical Buses from Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to Resource Entities. The purpose of transferring the responsibility to Resource Entities would be to assign the naming responsibility to Entities that have a vested interest in developing and using a set of clear, recognizable names. He noted that once the names are populated in the Network Model, they may be difficult to change. He also noted that although the proposed NPRR had not yet proceeded through the full governance process, the naming convention itself would need to be implemented as quickly as possible to ensure that the Network Model Management System (NMMS) database could be populated in time to support EDS 2 Release 4 testing beginning November 1, 2007. Mr. Ragsdale discussed examples from the draft spreadsheet for the Electrical Bus naming convention. He described the advantages of using the proposed naming convention to populate the NMMS database. 

The TPTF consensus was to defer the draft NPRR and to endorse the draft spreadsheet for the Electrical Bus naming convention, with the understanding that:

· the spreadsheet would be worked through the relevant ERCOT subgroups to confirm consensus for the naming convention  
· TSPs would be asked to observe the naming convention by submitting the names recommended by ERCOT

TPTF noted that ERCOT will also need to establish a process for updating names in the Network Model. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)
Jerry Sullivan provided an update on the status of the nodal program. He noted that the program dimension of Scope was rated green and that the program was aligned with the Nodal Protocols. Regarding the dimension of Quality, Mr. Sullivan noted that the program was rated amber, but owing to the recent resignations of Jeyant Tamby and Glen Wingerd, the future quality of the program was a matter of serious concern. He confirmed that five other individuals had also resigned from the nodal program in the previous two months. Mr. Sullivan stated that the dimension of Quality would be rated red if the vacant leadership positions were not summarily filled by suitable candidates. Regarding the dimension of Schedule, Mr. Sullivan noted that it was rated amber owing to significant schedule risks posed by delayed deliveries for EDS 4. Regarding the dimension of Cost, Mr. Sullivan noted that expenditures for the program were exceeding the original budget by a forecasted range of $10 to $17 million. Mr. Sullivan highlighted his commitment to continually identifying savings and efficiencies for the program without jeopardizing quality. 
Mr. Sullivan discussed staffing concerns for the program, noting that the program was suffering from a 32% attrition rate. As a result, he noted that solving staff retention issues had become a cardinal program focus. Nancy Capezzuti supported Mr. Sullivan’s presentation from a Human Resources perspective, noting that certain salary scales had been adjusted to help assuage the attrition rate, but the primary driver for staff bleed from ERCOT seemed to be opportunities for career advancement associated with management and supervisory roles. Ms. Capezzuti assured TPTF that ERCOT was pursuing solutions related to salary issues, bonus programs, and other incentives. Mr. Sullivan agreed to report on ERCOT’s progress in solving staff-retention issues during his nodal program update at the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting.              

Mr. Sullivan discussed recent changes to Functional Acceptance Test (FAT) schedules for NMMS, Energy Management System (EMS), and MMS. In the case of NMMS, Mr. Sullivan noted that FAT for NMMS 2a—which delivers the components necessary for Network Model Verification in EDS 2 Release 4—had been delayed owing to the increased time required for pre-FAT and pre-FAT-defect management. He confirmed that FAT for NMMS 2a was scheduled to complete by November 1, 2007, and that the delay would have no impact on EDS testing. In the case of EMS, Mr. Sullivan noted that FAT for EMS 3 had been delayed owing to the increased time required to complete Load Frequency Control (LFC) development. He noted that vendor deliveries had been re-planned to prevent impacts to EDS testing, and he confirmed that all Generation Subsystem Requirements would be tested internally by March 1, 2008, to coincide with EDS Release 6.2 for LFC. In the case of MMS, Mr. Sullivan noted that FAT had been delayed for MMS 2, MMS 3, MMS 4, and Outage Scheduler 1, owing to the increased time required for vendor incorporation of Baselines 1 and 2. He noted that the FAT delays for MMS and Outage Scheduler were expected to have some impacts on the EDS schedule and that planning sessions were being conducted to minimize the impacts. Mr. Sullivan also noted that the deliveries for the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP) for EDS 4 were being re-planned to suit vendor deliveries. Participants opined that ERCOT should not be re-planning to suit vendor deliveries, but rather vendors should be re-planning to help ERCOT hold its program schedule. Mr. Sullivan noted that ERCOT would discuss delivery issues with the MMS vendor during onsite meetings later in the week. 

Mr. Sullivan provided a budget update, noting that approximately $4 million in hardware savings had been made possible through the efforts of David Forfia.

EDS Update (See Key Documents)
Daryl Cote provided an update on EDS testing. Regarding EDS 1 testing, Mr. Cote confirmed that the EDS team was still working to complete Point-to-Point (PtP) checkout with Market Participants (MPs). He noted that 85% of MPs had completed PtP checkouts to date, bringing the percentage of points tested to 97%. He noted that the primary workload remaining for PtP checkouts involved Split-Generation Resources (SGRs) and Combined-Cycle Units (CCUs). Mr. Cote discussed the progress made in solving Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol (ICCP) issues, noting that 82% of MPs had deflated their outstanding ICCP issues to below the 3% watermark. Regarding quality code issues, Mr. Cote confirmed that a recent quality code drop into EDS had occurred as scheduled in September, so the EDS team had begun coordinating with MPs to conduct regression testing as necessary to solve quality code issues.  

Regarding EDS 2 Release 3 for State Estimator tuning, Mr. Cote noted that he had previously reported to TPTF that the State Estimator was receiving poor data feeds owing to the significant number of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) failing to send their required Real-Time ICCP data to ERCOT. Mr. Cote reported that the EDS team had been working with QSEs to resolve the issues, and a resulting jump in performance had occurred to significantly improve the quality of the data feeds. As a result, Mr. Cote confirmed that the EDS team was in a good position to complete the exit criteria for State Estimator tuning. 
Regarding entry criteria for EDS2 Release 4, Mr. Cote noted that hardware issues were not fully resolved, but the EDS team was expecting sufficient infrastructure to be on-hand to begin Network Model testing on November 1, 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Forfia had agreed to discuss the ERCOT hardware plan during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Mr. Cote discussed the delivery schedule for SCED reports, noting that Locational Marginal Price (LMP) outputs from SCED would be available to generate the November reporting deliverables, but ERCOT had concerns about publishing the reports for public consumption until after the reasonability of LMPs could be established. Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT would distribute a sample report during the week of October 15. Participants opined that ERCOT should release the LMPs to the market as test LMPs with the caveat that production-grade LMPs will not be available until January 2008. Mr. Doggett noted that Joel Mickey was preparing to discuss the topic of reasonability for LMPs during a future TPTF meeting.  

Mr. Cote discussed EDS deliverables, noting that:

· the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Testing MP Handbook was approved
· the LFC workshop for the LFC Testing MP Handbook had been scheduled for October 10, 2007
· the approval for the LFC Testing MP Handbook was scheduled for consideration during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting

· the approval for the next version of the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) MP Handbook was scheduled for consideration during October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:33 p.m. on Monday, October 8, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, October 9, 2007.

Mr. Doggett identified the following tentative dates for TPTF meetings at the ERCOT Met Center in early 2008, noting that the dates still required concurrence from the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Board of Directors (BOD):

· January 7 – 8, 2008 

· January 21 – 23, 2008
· February 4 – 6, 2008
· February 21 – 22, 2008
Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the upcoming Market Readiness Seminar was scheduled for Tuesday, October 30, 2007. 
EMS Update (See Key Documents)
Al Hirsch and Jay Dondeti discussed the delivery plan for EMS systems and documentation. Mr. Dondeti described how the full EMS was being built in five phases to correspond with EDS testing. He also identified changes that had been made to the schedule for the upcoming phases EMS 3, EMS 4, and EMS 5. Regarding EMS 3 (i.e., Real-Time Sequence, LFC, Resource Limit Calculator (RLC), and SCED Interface), Mr. Dondeti noted that the delivery date had been moved from November 5 to November 16, 2007. Mr. Trefny opined that the proposed schedule changes were unacceptable and that the EMS team should develop strategies to realign the EMS deliveries with the original milestones. He requested that Mr. Hirsch revise the schedule to move LFC back to its original release date, along with all other components possible. He also requested that Mr. Hirsch revise the schedule and bring it back to TPTF for consideration during the next TPTF meeting. Mr. Hirsch stated that although the EMS team would continue to work consistently with the EDS team to identify any additional improvements for the schedule, the delivery dates displayed in the presentation represented the best scheduling effort to date and were not likely to change. Mr. Trefny reiterated that this schedule change can not be tolerated and must be changed to keep EDS risk under control and a work-around plan must be found to get these items back on track. Mr. Trefny opined that the delivery schedule displayed in the presentation indicated that EMS would not be ready to accommodate EDS activities for the Network Model in November 2007. Mr. Dondeti assured TPTF that the zonal EMS data required to build the Network Model would be available to NMMS in November. 
Mr. Doggett inquired when any detailed designs for EMS would become available for participants to review. Mr. Dondeti noted that the detailed design documents for initial EMS releases would become available beginning in November 2007, including Real-Time Sequence, State Estimator, and Network Security Analysis.
Mr. Spangler suggested establishing a standing agenda item to review project schedules during every TPTF meeting. He requested that the Program Management Office be available to support such discussions with the intention of providing TPTF with a more integrated perspective on how the various project schedules are actually fitting together and affecting one another. Mr. Doggett noted that he would address this concern with Mr. Sullivan and Tim Pare. Mr. Trefny suggested that milestones should not be changed without TPTF approval. Manny Munoz requested that if a milestone is changed, a timely explanation should be provided to TPTF regarding the reasons driving the change. 
Review of Comments for Updated MMS Requirements (See Key Documents)
MMS RUC Requirements 
Mark Patterson presented the MMS RUC Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He noted that no comments had been received during the review ending October 2, 2007. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS RUC Requirements (B2) v1.01 updated through Baseline 2 as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 
MMS Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT) Requirements 
Mr. Patterson reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS CCT Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He made revisions to the Requirements document and to the corresponding spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. The TPTF deleted language regarding the TAC processes for reviewing and approving competitive and non-competitive constraints from the following sections: 
· Section 2.4, Daily CCT

· Functional Requirement (FR) 4 in Section 3.4, Business Sub-Process 4: Annual CCT

· FR5 in Section 3.5, Business Sub-Process 5: Monthly CCT

Participants concurred that the TAC processes should be documented in business processes rather than in the system Requirements for CCT. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS CCT Requirements (B2) v1.03, as updated through Baseline 2 and modified by TPTF on October 9, 2007, as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. Marguerite Wagner recommended retaining the deleted language regarding TAC processes in FR4 and FR5 as clarification notes. Sainath Moorty agreed to retain the language by framing clarification notes for business process at the bottom of FR4 and FR5. No one objected to this approach. Mr. Patterson confirmed that the MMS team would provide the clarification notes in FR4 and FR5 as recommended. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the IOU (1) and IPM (3) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 
MMS DAM and Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) Requirements 

Mr. Ren reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS DAM and SASM Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He made revisions to the Requirements document and to the corresponding spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.  

In Section 3.8.4, CE4 – DAM Clearing Engine, TPTF provided the clarification that Offer validations in DAM should be based upon the Low-Sustainable Limit (LSL) and High-Sustainable Limit (LSL) rather than upon the Current Operating Plan (COP). To reflect this clarification, TPTF modified Paragraph 8.n. to indicate that Three-Part Supply Offers and Energy-only Offer Curves will not be cleared in DAM unless the HSL/LSL is available. Mr. Siddiqi suggested scheduling a future agenda item to discuss whether offer validations in DAM should be based upon the High/Low Reasonability Limits rather than HSL/LSL. He also discussed options that might be considered for linking AS Offers to Energy Offers in the DAM co-optimization. Mr. Moorty took an action item to investigate options with the vendor. Mr. Spangler requested that this item be tracked on the TPTF Punch List.

In Section 3.8.10, CE10 – Control of DAM Clearing Process, TPTF discussed the appropriate time for the DAM execution to be manually initiated after 10:00 a.m. TPTF provided the clarification that the DAM execution will only be initiated after Bids/Offers are validated and external subsystems are completed. Jim Reynolds requested that ERCOT develop a business process for DAM execution, including provisions for equipment failure, invalid submission items, aborted executions, etc. Mr. Moorty noted that developing this process may require some time, and he suggested tracking this item on the TPTF Punch List.    
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS DAM and SASM Requirements (B2) v1.03 as modified by TPTF on October 9, 2007. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion for Mike Rowley. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.  

Review of Comments for the Transmission Congestion Rights to CRR Transition Plan (See Key Documents)
Beth Garza discussed the Transmission Congestion Right (TCR) to CRR Transition Plan. She presented the plan in two parts. The first part of the plan addressed the 2008 TCR annual auction and the need for a refund methodology to rebate any TCR auction revenues that may lose their value during the transition to the nodal market. Ms. Garza noted that this part of the plan had been approved by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) on September 19, 2007. The second half of the plan addressed contingencies for holding auctions in the event the nodal program does not make its internal December 1, 2008 go-live date. Ms. Garza noted that WMS had opted to defer the second part of the plan for future discussion. Ms. Garza identified the next steps for the TCR to CRR Transition Plan, a follows:

· determine whether the TCR refund methodology should be documented in the Zonal Protocols
· determine whether to hold a TCR auction in 2009 if the nodal program does not make its internal December 1, 2008 go-live date. 
Ms. Garza noted that the CRR Team planned to take the TCR to CRR Transition Plan to TAC in November 2007 so that the refund methodology may be included as a component of the upcoming TCR auction notice. Mr. Bailey moved to approve the proposed, WMS-approved TCR annual auction methodology as described in Part 1 of the TCR to CRR Transition Plan v0.07. Rick Gillean seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 
Review of Comments for the MP Identity Management Requirements (See Key Documents)
Jeff Floyd reviewed the disposition of comments for the Infrastructure Project (INF) MP Identity Management (IM) Requirements. He made revisions to the Requirements document and to the corresponding spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Participants discussed the need for ERCOT to establish business processes to control MP User Security Administrators (USAs), alternates, and replacements. TPTF updated the Requirements document in Section 2.3, Assumptions and Dependencies, to indicate that there “may be one and only one primary MP USA for an MP Entity and optionally a back-up USA,” and that “there may be only 1 active USA at a time.” Rachael Hatfield noted via teleconference that only one primary MP USA and one back-up would be registered in the Siebel system and that corresponding paper records would be maintained. Ms. Hatfield also noted that ERCOT is required for security purposes to deactivate any user roles immediately upon notification from MP USAs. TPTF clarified in the disposition spreadsheet that the MP IM system will allow for the revocation of user roles and digital certificates. At TPTF’s request, Jeff Floyd and Rachael Hatfield clarified that the MP IM system will allow administrators to run active user reports and to renew digital certificates online prior to the 168-Hour Test. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the INF MP IM Requirements v0.93 as modified by TPTF on October 9, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 
Discussion of Future Agenda Items
Mr. Doggett noted that the draft October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF agenda would be distributed following the meeting. 
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 3:15 p.m. on Tuesday, October 9, 2007. 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Update the EDS Sequence Timeline to accurately reflect upcoming software drops for Settlements and Billing
	R. Chudgar, K. Horne

	· Report ERCOT’s progress in solving staff-retention issues during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting
	J. Sullivan

	· Discuss options with the PMO for establishing a standing TPTF agenda item to discuss project schedules
· Distribute a notice to the TPTF email list to remind participants how they may become registered users for the Readiness Scorecard
	T. Doggett and Team 

	· Discuss with MMS vendor any options for linking AS Offers to Energy Offers in the DAM co-optimization
· Include clarification notes for business process in FR4 and FR5 of the MMS CCT Requirements to retain language regarding TAC processes for reviewing and approving competitive/non-competitive constraints
	S. Moorty and MMS Team

	· Distribute the Verifiable Cost Manual from the TPTF Review mailbox.

· Add the following items to the TPTF Punch List:

· TPTF to discuss whether Offer validations in DAM should be based upon HRL/LRL rather than HSL/LSL
· TPTF to discuss options for linking AS Offers to Energy Offers in the DAM co-optimization following MMS discussions with vendor
· MMS to develop a business process for DAM execution (i.e., provisions for equipment failure, invalid submission items, aborted executions, etc.)
	S. Bridges


� The Meeting Attendance covers both days of the TPTF meeting, although some attendees may not have been present for the entire meeting.  


� See the document “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/int/sd/other/int_quality_center_dashboard_10082007.pdf" \o "" �INT Quality Center Dashboard: 10/05/2007�” posted on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/qc/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/qc/index.html�.


� Participants may subscribe to the Nodal Market Readiness email list by selecting “nodalmarketreadiness” from the subscription options available at � HYPERLINK "http://lists.ercot.com/cgi-bin/majordomo" ��http://lists.ercot.com/cgi-bin/majordomo�.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/10/20071008-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/10/20071008-TPTF.html�.


� See the document “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/about/po/tim/kd/eds_timeline_0925.pdf" \o "Key Documents" �EDS Timeline (Effective 9/25/2007)�” posted on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html�. 
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