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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland 

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

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

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine 

	Mai, D.S. 
	Independent Generator
	NRG

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power

	Zdenek, Pamela
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy


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

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Boriin, Ellen
	AEP

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Erbrick, Michael
	(via teleconference)

	Fu, Weihui
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	City of Garland  (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Li, Young
	Potomac (via teleconference)

	Marsh, Tony
	QSE Services, Inc.

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs Inc. 

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	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)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Torrent, Gary
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Worley, Eli
	Tenaska (via teleconference)

	Yin, Paul
	Capgemini (via teleconference)

	Zang, Hailing
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Ashbaugh, Jackie (via teleconference)

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy

	Blood, Katherine

	Bridges, Stacy

	Capezzuti, Nancy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Crew, Curtis

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Deller, Art (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John

	Floyd, Jeff

	Forfia, David

	Gamoke, Craig

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hui, Hailong

	Jirasek, Shawna (via teleconference)

	Kahn, Bob

	Kasparian, Ken (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	McIntyre, Kenneth

	Mereness, Matt

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sainath (via teleconference)

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ren, Yongjun (via teleconference)

	Sarasa, Raj

	Sharma, Giriraj (via teleconference)

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry 

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)


Call to Order

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

Review of Meeting Agenda (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the two-day meeting. He noted that during the previous TPTF meeting, participants had requested that the topic of project schedules be included on each TPTF agenda as a standing discussion item. Mr. Doggett confirmed that the topic would be scheduled on each TPTF agenda as part of the Nodal Program Update rather than being scheduled as a separate agenda item. No one objected to this approach. 

Confirm Future Meetings

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

· November 5 – 6, 2007  

· November 26 – 28, 2007 

· December 3 – 4, 2007 

· December 17 – 19, 2007 

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

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

· Market Readiness Seminar on Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Consider Approval of meeting minutes (See Key Documents)
Stacy Bridges presented the draft minutes from the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that no comments had been received at TPTF Review during the previous review period. Bret Kruse moved to approve the draft minutes from the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting as submitted. Jeff Brown seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with no opposing votes and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Mr. Bridges reviewed Reliant comments for the draft minutes from the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. All Reliant comments were accepted as submitted. Floyd Trefny moved to approve the draft minutes from the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting as modified to incorporate Reliant comments. Mr. Brown seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with no opposing votes and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.
Quality Center Update

Mr. Doggett provided an update on the Quality Center Dashboard.
 He reminded participants of the dashboard features that were discussed during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting, and he identified the recent updates that had been made to incorporate the trending components requested by TPTF. Mr. Doggett noted that Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Project had been invited to discuss trending further during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting. He encouraged participants to familiarize themselves with the dashboard and the new trending components in preparation for the meeting. 
Nodal Program Update - Part One 
Bob Kahn discussed the steps being taken by ERCOT to address staff retention issues for the nodal program. Participants recommended that ERCOT should consider offering bonus programs, market competitive salaries, latitude in scheduling vacations, and other incentives. Mr. Kruse noted that other Independent Systems Operators (ISOs) offered higher salaries than ERCOT when recruiting the staff necessary to develop and maintain market systems. Bob Spangler noted that ERCOT may have some latency issues affecting its recruiting process, and he encouraged ERCOT to ensure its ability to respond to potential job candidates as quickly as possible. In response to participants’ concerns, Mr. Kahn noted that ERCOT had already opted to raise the cap on vacation time carryovers. He also noted that he, Jerry Sullivan, and Nancy Capezzuti were all constantly reviewing resumes in an effort to identify qualified candidates for the nodal program. In addition, Ms. Capezzuti confirmed that steady-state staffing projections were being kept in view to ensure that sufficient, properly trained staff members would be available to support nodal systems following go-live. Naomi Richard recommended that ERCOT should also plan to acquire any staff necessary to address contingency issues that may develop as the nodal program approaches go-live. Mr. Kahn confirmed that ERCOT planned to acquire additional staffing as needed to address contingencies. Ms. Richard inquired if ERCOT was familiar with the staff retention plans implemented by other ISOs. Ms. Capezzuti and Mr. Sullivan confirmed their familiarity, and they confirmed their intention to leverage that familiarity when addressing staffing issues for ERCOT. 
The second part of the Nodal Program Update was delivered by Mr. Sullivan on Tuesday, October 23, 2007 (see the discussion of “Nodal Program Update – Part Two” below).

Early Delivery Systems Update (See Key Documents)

Daryl Cote discussed the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) 3 Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Market Participant (MP) Handbook. He reviewed the disposition of comments from the recent review for Section 5: SCED R5.3, Integrated SCED Execution (Real-Time Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP)). Mr. Cote made modifications to the handbook and the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 
Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT was considering  not be publishing the initial Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) generated by SCED until those values could be evaluated for reasonableness. Based upon market feedback, Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT would be publishing the initial LMPs from SCED as soon as the Market Management System (MMS) and Energy Management System (EMS) were integrated and SCED has been executed successfully in the EDS environment. Mr. Cote noted that MPs should be aware that the initial LMPs generated by SCED would be test-grade values only. Participants concurred that the initial LMPs should be published immediately, even though the quality will be test-grade. 

Regarding market comments pertaining to Section 6, SCED R5.4, Six Month LMP Posting, Mr. Cote noted that the EDS team would review the disposition of comments with TPTF in November 2007, along with any updates needed to address SCED training courses. No one objected to this approach. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EDS 3 SCED MP Handbook v2.03 as modified by TPTF on October 22, 2007. Ms. Richard 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. Cote provided an update on EDS testing. Regarding EDS 1 testing, Mr. Cote noted that Point-to-Point (PtP) checkouts were still being completed. Mr. Trefny asked Mr. Cote to verify that the methodology being used to conduct PtP testing was consistent for all MPs and aligned with the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Cote took an action item to verify that the EDS 1 team was conducting each PtP test consistently and in accordance with applicable Nodal Protocol Requirements. Regarding outstanding ICCP issues, Mr. Cote noted that the number of MPs testing below the 3% watermark had lagged from 82% to 79% since the previous TPTF meeting. Regarding quality code retesting, Mr. Cote noted that 32% of MPs had completed regression testing. Mr. Trefny inquired when quality code retesting would be completed. He noted his expectation that quality code retesting would not cause any delays for EDS 2 testing. Mr. Cote indicated that the closing date for quality code testing had not been identified. 

Regarding EDS 2 Release 4, Mr. Cote noted that the start date had been moved from November 1 to November 12, 2007 to allow for the resolution of software defects, the loading of Network Model data, and the installation of hardware components for the EDS environment. 
Regarding EDS 3 Release 5, Mr. Cote noted that 100% of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources were capable of submitting Current Operating Plan (COP), Three-Part Supply Offers (hereafter, Three-Part Offers), Output Schedules, and Incremental/Decremental Offers. Of those, Mr. Cote noted that 64% of the COPs and 57% of the Three-Part Offers had already been successfully submitted to date. Mr. Cote noted that sample SCED reports containing mock data were posted to the Nodal Transition Readiness Center to allow MPs to preview the style sheets that ERCOT will use to publish SCED reports to the Market Information System (MIS) during EDS 3 R5.3 testing.
 

Training Update (See Key Documents)
Ted Hailu provided an update on Training Curriculum Development. He identified the courses that had been completed to date, including ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics, Economics of LMP, Transition to Nodal Markets, and Load Serving Entity 201. Mr. Hailu confirmed that classroom training was delivered for the Basic Training Program in October and that the Web-Based Training (WBT) module was 50% complete. Regarding upcoming course deliveries, Mr. Hailu noted that the following courses are nearing completion for delivery in the November-December 2007 timeframe:

· Non-Opt-In Entity (NOIE) QSE Operations

· Network Model Management

· Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR)
· Market Settlement 301

· Generation 101

Sid Guermouche noted that some courses were filling up more quickly than others, and he suggested offering the high-demand courses more frequently to ensure sufficient seats, especially for the Basic Training Program. Mr. Hailu noted the training team was committed to offering each training course according to the frequency proposed by the Training Course Curriculum document but was also interested in trying to increase the frequency for certain high-demand courses when possible. 
Mr. Hailu noted that two offerings of the CRR training course would be available in December 2007, along with a WBT. Mr. Hailu expressed confidence that the CRR course deliveries should provide sufficient seats to cover the required training needs for MPs. He confirmed that the CRR course dates would be added to the online calendar once they were available.  
Mr. Hailu noted that the Basic Training Program was launched on October 22, 2007. He noted that the five-day course would be offered once a month in Austin, Dallas, or Houston. He also reminded MPs that ERCOT was still looking for a host in the northeast to help accommodate the Operations Training Seminar next spring. He invited any interested MPs to contact him at thailu@ercot.com. 
Mr. Hailu provided a progress report for training to date, noting the following statistics: 

· 1804 out of 2479 attendees had passed ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics

· 685 attendees had completed Economics of LMP 

· 189 out of 331 attendees had completed 75% of the slides for Transitions to Nodal Markets

· 154 out of 274 attendees had passed Load Serving Entity (LSE) 201 
Mr. Hailu noted that the training statistics for each MP would be distributed to Accountable Executives (AEs) to facilitate self-reporting for readiness metrics. 

Mr. Hailu discussed the updates he had made to the Nodal Training Course Curriculum document to address MP requests for User Interface (UI) training for CRR, MMS, and Outage Scheduler. Mr. Hailu noted that the training team had selected WBT modules as the format for delivering UI training. He noted that the UI training module for CRR could be developed by the end of December 2007. Mr. Hailu noted that the updated Nodal Training Course Curriculum document would be distributed for a period of review in preparation for a possible vote during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Trefny opined that effective UI training would probably require a higher level of interactivity than a WBT format is capable of providing. He noted that while a WBT format works well for overview and reference purposes, it does not tend to work well for training situations that require hands-on problem solving. Mr. Hailu noted that WBT modules represented the most practical training option available to ERCOT at the present time, but he indicated that live instruction may be considered as a future option. 

Discussion of nodal Hardware Plan (See Key Documents) 

David Forfia discussed the nodal hardware plan and described the challenges faced by the nodal program in meeting its data center needs before go-live. He explained how acquiring the additional capacity necessary to support nodal systems by go-live could not be accomplished through the construction of new facilities or through the expansion of existing data centers because the procurement lead time for either endeavor would be longer than the length of the nodal timeline. Instead, the only viable strategy for making the nodal timeline was “data-center virtualization,” involving the expansion of existing data-center capacity. Mr. Forfia described the process for expanding existing data-center capacity, including facility upgrades and server consolidations. He noted that ERCOT had already completed all possible near-term facility upgrades and had begun the process of server consolidations. He reported that server consolidations would not only reduce maintenance contracts for servers, but would also increase storage efficiency for databases, which would ultimately reduce expenses for the nodal program. Mr. Forfia stated that five servers had already been retired, although much work remained. He confirmed that the migration of the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW)—the largest and most complex of the server consolidations—had been deferred to the end of the server consolidation process to help minimize risks for the program. Overall, Mr. Forfia identified a five-week delay for completing all final migrations associated with the server consolidation process.   

Mr. Forfia noted that the nodal hardware plan was designed be flexible enough to absorb any changes resulting from market trials and integration testing. He elaborated upon the aspect of flexibility by describing the two primary mitigation strategies, including a “scale up” option, which would provide the capability to scale up to the maximum capacity within a system, and a “scale out” option, which would provide the capability to split processing load across multiple systems. Between the two mitigation strategies, enough extra capacity should be available whenever needed to meet increased usage demands, to offset component failures, and to accommodate server maintenance without impacting nodal systems. 
Mr. Forfia identified the cardinal challenge for the nodal hardware timeline to be the issue of late deliveries for technical architecture designs from the Nodal Project Managers. He noted that a period of two weeks typically expires from the time a technical architecture document is submitted to the time the corresponding hardware is installed. To mitigate late deliveries, Mr. Forfia noted that auxiliary unassembled equipment was being pre-ordered and built to standard configurations on-site to ensure quick assignments of hardware to projects as soon as system requirements become known. He confirmed that an influx of technical architecture designs could cause potential bottleneck issues for the hardware schedule, but he also noted that the hardware schedule should be about 80% on pace once the infrastructure for EDS 3 was installed. Afterward, any changes would be managed by scaling up or scaling out. Mr. Forfia noted that the hardware workload should decrease markedly by the end of the year owing to the fact that the same definitions for EDS3 could be applied to EDS 4 and to iTEST. 
Mr. Trefny opined that the delivery delays for technical architecture designs and the migration delays for server consolidations constituted scheduling problems that should not be allowed to worsen. He suggested that TPTF could build a metric to help track the issues. Mr. Forfia agreed to work offline with nodal Project Managers to prepare some discussion material for this purpose. Mr. Doggett noted that he could discuss the topic offline with Chris Wilkinson. 

Mr. Trefny requested additional information related to the hardware layout being planned for the Operator consoles and workstations that will eventually be used to run the nodal systems. Mr. Cote described the existing setup. Mr. Trefny noted that his interest was related to end-state activities rather than to the existing setup. Mr. Cote noted that Colleen Frosch had indicated that the existing setup was sufficient to accommodate end-state activities. 

Mr. Spangler opined that the hardware issues affecting the nodal program should have been divulged to TPTF sooner. 
EDS 3 Load Frequency Control Testing MP Handbook (See Key Documents)
Kenneth McIntyre discussed revisions for the EDS 3 Load Frequency Control (LFC) Testing MP Handbook. He noted that based upon feedback received from TPTF and the recent LFC Workshop, the testing structure had been clarified for the following EDS releases:
· R6.1, Area Control Error (ACE) Calculation and Pre-Condition Validation

· R6.2, LFC Individual QSE


· R6.3, LFC (Total System)

Mr. McIntyre worked through the clarifications and made additional modifications in the handbook as recommended by TPTF. John Dumas reminded TPTF that the settlement component had been removed from the handbook and was being addressed by the draft Protocol Revision Request (PRR) for EDS LFC Test Settlement. Mr. Dumas noted that the handbook would require revisions as testing proceeded, and he recommended approving the handbook once only, to be followed by announcements whenever changes are required thereafter. He noted that any changes required for settlements would continue to be accomplished through PRRs and the established governance process. No one objected to this approach. Mr. McIntyre noted that following TPTF approval, the handbook would be taken to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Board of Directors (BOD) for their approval. Mr. Trefny noted that seeking TAC and BOD approval for the handbook might eventually cause timing issues for testing when changes are needed, so he recommended asking TAC and the BOD to concur with the LFC testing concept as details of the testing may have to change during the testing process. Mr. Spangler agreed and recommended that TPTF should vote to approve the LFC handbook on a conceptual level and should report to TAC that the settlement components would be handled separately through PRRs and the established governance process. Mr. McIntyre reminded the group that Section 1.1, Market Participant LFC Handbook, stated that the handbook would be approved by the BOD. Based upon its discussion, the TPTF recommended striking the language invoking BOD approval. The TPTF consensus was to notify the ERCOT legal department of this change with the explanation that TPTF did not consider the EDS 3 LFC Testing MP Handbook to be complete and that future revisions were fully expected. 
Bill Barnes reviewed the EDS LFC Test Settlement PRR. The TPTF updated the PRR to clarify that the subject settlement intervals were associated only with SCED 3 LFC Phase 3 testing. The TPTF requested that the PRR be distributed for a period of comment to facilitate additional discussion and review during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the conceptual test structure for LFC EDS Releases 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, as described during the TPTF October 10, 2007 Workshop and as documented in the EDS 3 LFC Handbook version 0.91 as modified by TPTF on October 22, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.
Nodal Startup Transition Rules (See Key Documents) 
Jim Reynolds and Mr. Spangler presented two draft Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) for implementing the behavioral rules as described by Dan Jones in the Nodal Startup Transition Rules. The TPTF consensus was to discuss the NPRRs in more detail during a dedicated subgroup meeting on Wednesday, November 7, 2007. Mr. Bridges agreed to set up the subgroup meeting and to distribute an announcement following the TPTF meeting. 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:57 p.m. on Monday, October 22, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, October 23, 2007.

Review of MMS Conceptual System Design (See Key Documents)
Resmi Surendran reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) v1.01, making modifications in the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS CSD v1.03 as modified by TPTF on October 23, 2007. Mr. Guermouche 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.
Review of MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items (See Key Documents) 
Matt Mereness reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS document, Explanation of Market Submission Items. He made revisions to the document and corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 
Mr. Mereness noted that a “reason code” had been included among the elements constituting a Three-Part Offer to allow QSEs to specify either “fuel curtailment” or “Forced Outage” as a reason for submitting an updated Energy Offer Curve (EOC) for a period in which the corresponding Resource was already committed in Day-Ahead Market (DAM) or Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC). Mr. Mereness took an action item to verify that the “reason code” field would be included in the User Interface (UI) that MPs use to submit Three-Part Supply Offers. Mr. Trefny noted that the market should be notified anytime an updated EOC results in an adjustment (subsequent to the meeting, it was confirmed the reason field was already included in the existing API and User Interface for Three-Part Offers).

The TPTF discussed whether Resources that fail to submit Three-Part Offers before DAM—and that are committed by RUC using generic or verifiable costs as a consequence—should be allowed to submit an EOC during the Adjustment Period for use by Hourly-RUC and SCED. The TPTF updated the document to indicate that an NPRR will be developed to clarify the Nodal Protocols for this submission issue.  

Mr. Mereness noted that the MMS team was still working with the vendor to clarify the details forerunning the Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) and canceling/resubmitting Ancillary Service (AS) Offers.  The MMS team will return to TPTF to discuss these topics in more detail once clarifications become available.

Garland’s comments were discussed in detail regarding the submission and validation of Incremental/Decremental Offers for Dynamically Scheduled Resources (DSRs). TPTF reviewed Garland’s comments debating the basic construct of the Incremental/Decremental Offers.  ERCOT has implemented a construct where the QSE submits the Incremental/Decremental Offer curves to be quantities relative to the Output Schedule (where the beginning point of the offer curves are zero at the MW level of the Output Schedule), while Garland described in comments the construct of having two offer curves (Incremental and Decremental) which span the entire range of the Resource. TPTF agreed with the construct from Garland and instructed ERCOT to proceed with evaluating the implementation of that approach. Mr. Mereness noted that the MMS team would return to TPTF on this topic and that the change will result in changes to MMS Business Requirements and the MMS Conceptual System Design document. 

Regarding the submission of DAM Energy-Only Offer Curves, participants expressed concern that the constraint of five Offer IDs per Settlement Point per QSE per Operating Day was insufficient to run the market. Mr. Mereness noted that the vendor had recommended using a limited number to prevent system failure from excessive offers. Mr. Moorty took the action item to work with the vendor to increase the constraint value and ensure the limitation is a configurable parameter.
The TPTF consensus was to table discussion of the Explanation of Market Submission Items document until the MMS team clarified more details with the vendor. Mr. Spangler requested that the remaining comments from Luminant would be discussed afterward. 
Review of New Service Level Agreement for Nodal EDS Environments (See Key Documents)
Aaron Smallwood reviewed the new Service Level Agreement (SLA) for Nodal EDS Environments, noting that no comments had been received during the review ending October 16, 2007. He noted that the outage windows had been modified and the effective term had been extended to January 14, 2008. He also noted that the previous SLA was scheduled to expire on November 30, 2007, but the new SLA had been drafted to become effective on November 1, 2007. The TPTF consensus was to activate the new SLA on November 1 as indicated in the document. No additional comments or clarifications were made by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the updated SLA for Nodal EDS Environments v1.01 to supersede the existing SLA and to become effective as indicated on November 1, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.
Nodal Program Update – Part Two (See Key Documents)
Mr. Sullivan delivered the second part of the Nodal Program Update. He began the discussion with a detailed description of ERCOT’s approach to solving staff retention issues. He noted that retention solutions had been identified based upon a detailed categorization of nodal staff members according to a number of job-related factors, including each employee’s criticality to the program and overall flight risk. Some of the retention solutions identified included vacation roll-overs, bonuses, increased salaries and grade levels, promotion opportunities, alternative reporting relationships, and assurances of job security beyond go-live. Mr. Sullivan noted that none of the retention solutions had been finalized but were subject to additional internal review and discussion. 
Mr. Sullivan discussed recent changes to the nodal organizational chart. He noted that Ken Kasparian would assume Glen Wingerd’s leadership responsibilities for the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Project. He also noted that the MIS Project would begin reporting directly to him rather than to Mr. Doggett. He identified Janet Ply as the new Project Manager for the EDW Project, and he identified Raj Chudgar as the new lead for the EDS Sequence Timeline. Mr. Sullivan noted that Mr. Chudgar’s new role would involve providing project schedule change control and schedule transparency.. Mr. Chudgar noted that he and his team would be accountable for enforcing the EDS Sequence Timeline, for updating it on a regular basis, and for providing explanations whenever it changes. Mr. Chudgar noted that the EDS Sequence Timeline would be scheduled for discussion with TPTF during the Nodal Program Update at each TPTF meeting. He introduced a revised version of the EDS Sequence Timeline and encouraged participants to familiarize themselves with the changes to facilitate discussion during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting.     

Mr. Sullivan closed his discussion by noting that the red-amber-green status of the program remained steady; the urgent nodal leadership issues had been resolved; the Nodal Scorecard had been updated to allow AEs to drill into readiness details; and the nodal budget was tracking at $4.5 million over budget. Regarding the nodal budget, Mr. Sullivan confirmed that the overages related to hardware were the result of contingency planning, but he assured that the overages would become a $3.9 million favorable by the end of the project.

Review of Infrastructure MP Identity Management CSD (See Key Documents)
Jeff Floyd reviewed the disposition of comments for the Infrastructure (INF) MP Identity Management CSD, making minor updates in the document as recommended to TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the INF MP Identity Management CSD v0.03 as modified by TPTF on October 23, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.
Review of INF MP Identity Management Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Floyd reviewed the disposition of comments for the revised MP Identity Management Requirements, making minor updates in the document as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Richard inquired about the testing schedule for the MP Identity Management system. Mr. Floyd noted that the INF team had not published a testing schedule but they could do so. He noted that MPs who are interested in participating in MP Identity Management testing should contact him at jfloyd@ercot.com. He noted that testing should start sometime in November. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the INF MP Identity Management Requirements v1.3 as modified by TPTF on October 23, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Cooperative and IOU Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.
Discussion of Updated CRR Requirements (See Key Documents)
Beth Garza described recent updates for the CRR Requirements for SR10, Availability and Redundancy, and for FR1, Acquiring CRRs. She noted that TPTF would be asked to approve the updated CRR Requirements during a future TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of Draft NPRR for CRR Business Process (See Key Documents
Ms. Garza discussed the four primary issues remaining for the draft NPRR for CRR Business Process. 
Issue 1: Who is getting McCamey Flowgate Rights (McFRIs)—Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) or QSEs? 

Regarding the issue of how to allocate McCamey Flowgate Rights, Ms. Garza noted that during a previous TPTF meeting, the TPTF had expressed general concurrence with the CRR Project’s recommendation to allocate McFRIs to the CRR Account Holders associated with WGRs in McCamey.
 Ms. Garza noted that an NPRR would be needed to synchronize the CRR Project’s recommendation with the Nodal Protocols. Shams Siddiqi opined that this topic should be discussed in more detail before moving forward with an NPRR.  

Issue 2: How should ERCOT ensure that the 40% capacity factor limit is met by Capacity Option Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) in the first six monthly auctions?
Ms. Garza described the two options that were previously discussed with TPTF regarding how ERCOT may proceed with implementing the 40% capacity factor limitation during the first six months of the CRR market: 
· Option 1- Configure the system to automatically enforce a 40% capacity factor limit in each monthly market.
· Option 2- Track nominations manually and work with NOIEs on a case-by-case basis to limit their nominations so that they do not exceed the 40% capacity factor for the period prior to the first annual nomination process

Ms. Garza noted that ERCOT recommended Option 2, whereby ERCOT would track monthly submissions and work with NOIEs individually whenever violations occur. She noted that for Option 2 to succeed, NOIEs would have to agree to work with ERCOT to resolve any issues. No one objected to moving forward with Option 2. Mr. Spangler requested that the CRR team find a way to document that Option 2 is being adopted as a transition approach that will not necessarily represent the final steady-state process for implementing the 40% capacity factor limitation. 
Issue 3: If NOIEs are represented by another entity serving as their QSE, will they be able to offer their PCRRs into the DAM? 
Ms. Garza noted that previous market feedback had affirmed the perspective that NOIEs represented by another entity serving as their QSE should be able to offer their PCRRs into the DAM.
Issue 4: How should ERCOT validate net unit capacity for PCRR eligibility?

Ms. Garza discussed the two options for validating net unit capacity for PCRR eligibility: 
· Option 1- NOIEs would provide the net unit capacity value at the time they submit their proof of PCRR eligibility. ERCOT would validate the submitted values against the on-file information for net dependable capacity.

· Option 2- ERCOT would update PCRR eligibility with every performance test, assuming net unit capacity means Net Dependable Capability.
Ms. Garza noted that NOIEs were currently in the process of submitting their allocation eligibility to ERCOT by December 1, 2007. She requested clarification from TPTF regarding which of the above options should be used to validate net unit capacity for NOIEs. The TPTF consensus was for ERCOT to validate the values submitted by NOIEs according to Option 1. 
Discussion of DAM Issues (See Key Documents)
Mr. Siddiqi discussed issues related to DAM commitment and reviewed a proposed NPRR for correcting the submission and use of Fuel-Index Price (FIP) and Fuel-Oil Price (FOP) percentages in Offers. The TPTF consensus was to distribute the NPRR for a period of comment to facilitate a more detailed discussion during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Moorty agreed to own comments for the NPRR. Mr. Bridges agreed to distribute the NPRR for comments following the meeting.  
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett noted that due to time constraints, the disposition of comments for the External Interfaces Specification v1.04 would be carried to the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:20 p.m. on Tuesday, October 23, 2007.
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Verify that the EDS 1 team is conducting each PtP test according to Nodal Protocol Requirements.
	D. Cote 

	· Set up a subgroup meeting to discuss NPRRs for implementing the Nodal Startup Transition Rules and distribute an announcement following the TPTF meeting.
· Distribute the draft NPRR for Corrections of FIP-FOP in Offers for a period of review and comment.  
	S. Bridges and TPTF Review

	Publish testing schedule for INF MP Identity Management, if possible.
	J. Floyd and INF team

	Work offline with nodal Project Managers to prepare some discussion material related to for this purpose. Mr. Doggett noted that he could discuss the topic offline with Chris Wilkinson. 
	D. Forfia

	· Work with MMS vendor to increase the number of DAM Energy-Only Offer IDs allowed per Settlement Point per QSE per Operating Day. 
· Verify that the “reason code” field will be included in the User Interface (UI) that MPs will use to submit Three-Part Supply Offers. 
	M. Moorty, M. Mereness and MMS Team 


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


� See the Quality Center Dashboard posted to the Nodal Quality Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/qc/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/qc/index.html�.


� See “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds3/documents/r5/r5_3_sample_reports.zip" \o "Release 5 - SCED" �EDS 3 - Release 5 Sample Reports�” posted at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds3/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds3/documents/index.html�.





� See the “Discussion of CRR Clarifications” as documented in the “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0910/approved_tptf_meeting_minutes_091007.doc" �Approved TPTF Meeting Minutes 091007�” posted at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/09/20070910-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/09/20070910-TPTF.html�.
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