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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Blackburn, Don
	Investor Owned Utility
	TXU

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Helton, Bob
	Independent Generator 
	ANP (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine 

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	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

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	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

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	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

	Adib, Parviz
	APX

	Atwood, Alan
	Exelon (via teleconference)

	Beck, Mike
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Bogen, David
	TXU  (via teleconference)

	Brown, Jeff 
	Coral Power

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy 

	Crozier, Richard
	City of Brownsville (via teleconference)

	Dickinson, Ken
	BP Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Gundrum, Jake
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX 

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Munoz, Matt
	CenterPoint (via teleconference)

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ

	Shukla, Ajay 
	SUEZ (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power (via teleconference)

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Tamby, Jeyant
	SunGard Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Torrent, Gary
	Lehman Brothers

	Trayers, Barry
	Sempra Energy

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank 

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Ainsworth, Brandon

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy (via teleconference)

	Blackard, Bob (via teleconference)

	Brennan, Christian (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Crews, Curtis

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Hall, Eileen

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kasparian, Ken 

	Kerr, Stephen

	Legatt, Michael

	Macomber, Gary

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Martinez, Adam

	McGettigan, Kristen

	Mereness, Matt

	Mickey, Joel

	Moorty, Sai (via teleconference)

	Pare, Tim

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ply, Janet

	Polythress, Marianne

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Raina, Gokal (via teleconference)

	Ransom, Cathy

	Shiroyama, Sylvia (via teleconference)

	Siebold, Martha

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sumanam, Kalyan

	Tozer, Matt (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Valentine, Chelsea

	Wilkinson, Chris (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, November 5, 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 the review of comments for the Training Course Curriculum document would be deferred to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Mr. Doggett noted that the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) had remanded Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections, to TPTF for further discussion. Mr. Doggett suggested that the PRR727 subgroup should be reconvened to facilitate a discussion and possible vote for PRR727 during the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting, with the goal of forwarding the document to TAC for consideration at its November 29, 2007 meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that he would discuss more details of the TAC action later in the meeting (see “Discussion of PRR727 Issues as Remanded by TAC” continued below).

Confirm Future Meetings

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

· November 26 – 28, 2007 

· December 3 – 4, 2007 

· December 17 – 19, 2007 

Consider Approval of Draft Minutes from the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting (See Key Documents)
The TPTF requested deferring the draft meeting minutes to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting to allow additional time for review. 

Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar described the recent activities for the Delivery Assurance team and introduced the most recent version of the updated Early Delivery System (EDS) Sequence Timeline. He reminded TPTF that the Delivery Assurance team would be providing regular updates regarding EDS release schedules and scope, with the goal of providing transparency for both TPTF participants and ERCOT managers. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that the following visual design features had been incorporated into the EDS Sequence Timeline (hereafter, EDS Timeline):

· Bold Text- used to indicate completed activities or software deployments

· Red Text- used to indicate overdue software deliveries or unresolved issues 

· TBD (i.e., To Be Determined)- used to indicate any release dates being re-planned 

Mr. Chudgar noted that all EDS 4 milestones were currently marked as TBD and would be detailed during the initial review of the EDS 4 Approach document.
Mr. Chudgar reviewed a spreadsheet identifying the revisions that had been made to the EDS Timeline since its April 2007 publication. He noted that the spreadsheet identified the milestone functionalities associated with each EDS drop, as well as timeframes, confidence factors, and impacts. During the course of the spreadsheet review, Mr. Chudgar noted several follow-up items in response to TPTF feedback, including the following:
· Re: Milestone – EDS1 R1 - Configure and Verify ERCOT Alarm Processing

The TPTF requested that ERCOT identify a new completion date for the alarm processing milestone and update the EDS Timeline to reflect the new date. The TPTF also requested that ERCOT provide more information regarding how alarms would be configured and tested according to each EDS drop. Mr. Chudgar agreed to identify a new completion date on the timeline and to provide a task list on alarm processing by depicting which alarms would be tested at each point moving up to the completion date. 

· Re: Milestone - EDS 1 R2- Point-to-Point (PtP) Telemetry

The TPTF discussed the need to complete the first round of PtP testing for EDS 1. Daryl Cote noted that the first round of PtP testing was not expected to be 100% completed until the end of December 2007. Mr. Chudgar noted that the metric MP5, Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol (ICCP) PtP Telemetry Test, may need to be rated red because the target completion date had passed. Floyd Trefny opined that time and resources were being wasted by prolonging PtP testing, and he urged ERCOT to secure commitments from any Market Participant (MPs) that still needed to complete PtP testing. Mr. Cote agreed to follow up immediately with the relevant Accountable Executives (AEs) and to confirm their commitments to specific completion dates for PtP testing. 

· Re: Milestone – EDS2 R3, State Estimator Tuning and Verification 

Mr. Chudgar noted that a large amount of work would be required to make the milestone date for State Estimator Tuning and Verification, which had been moved from November to December 2007. He took the action item to work with Jerry Sullivan to assess any staffing issues necessary to preserve the targeted milestone date. 

· Re: Milestone – Load Frequency Control (LFC) Testing
Mr. Chudgar took the action item to talk with the vendor about the possibility of accelerating Functional Acceptance Test (FAT) testing for the Responsive Reserve component of LFC by moving it up on the EDS Timeline from Energy Management System (EMS) 3B to EMS 3C (i.e., from February 2008 to December 2007). Mr. Chudgar agreed to share the outcome of the vendor discussion by distributing an announcement to the TPTF email list. 

Mr. Chudgar identified next steps for the EDS Timeline, noting that missing components would be gradually incorporated into the timeline as they become available, including Real-Time reporting components and EDS 4 timelines. Bob Spangler inquired if any of the Market Management System (MMS) drops for EDS 4 could be moved back to the January 2008 timeframe with MMS2. Mr. Chudgar noted that a list of functions could be provided indicating what MPs should be able to test for each MMS drop. Mr. Spangler requested that for future versions of the milestones spreadsheet, the Delivery Assurance team assign an explanation to each confidence factor. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the team could include explanations as requested. Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Chudgar add bars to the timeline to indicate go-live activities for MPs. Mr. Chudgar agreed. Mr. Chudgar noted that the next version of the timeline would include the iTest timeline.
Nodal Program Question and Answer Session
Jerry Sullivan discussed activities for nodal staff at the Taylor facility as related to the EDS Sequence Timeline. Participants commended the accountability that had been demonstrated by the Delivery Assurance team in updating the EDS Sequence Timeline, but they also expressed concern that the milestone dates may not be supported at the project level. Participants urged ERCOT to provide evidence that the nodal Project Managers (PMs) and project teams were in agreement with the milestone dates reflected on the timeline. Mr. Trefny suggested that the most important milestone dates to confirm with the projects included those for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED), LFC, and Day-Ahead Market (DAM). Mr. Sullivan agreed to follow up with Al Hirsch and the EMS team to confirm their agreement with the milestone dates.
Discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request 085, Revision of Digital Certificate Procedures (See Key Documents) 
Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 085 would be deferred to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Discussion of NPRR087, Market Monitor Terminology Change

Curtis Crews discussed NPRR087 and described its purpose for replacing the term Wholesale Electric Market Monitor (WEMM) with the term Independent Market Monitor (IMM) throughout the Nodal Protocols. The TPTF expressed no opposition to the changes described in NPRR087. 
Discussion of NPRR088, Revision to 16.11.5, Monitoring of a Counter-Party’s Creditworthiness and Credit Exposure by ERCOT (See Key Documents)
Kevin Gresham discussed NPRR088. He described the purpose of the NPRR for aligning the Nodal Protocols with industry-standard bilateral credit practices. The NPRR would change the Nodal Protocols to require that the financial statements provided to ERCOT for the purpose of demonstrating creditworthiness would be provided by only one entity (i.e., either a contracting entity or a guarantor, not both). Mr. Gresham noted that a recent straw poll from the Credit Working Group (CWG) indicated overall support for NPRR088. The TPTF expressed no opposition for the changes described in NPRR088. 
Discussion of reasonability for Locational Marginal Prices (See Key Documents)
Mark Patterson discussed the steps that ERCOT was taking to verify the reasonabililty of Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs), including: verifying the integrity of data entering SCED; verifying the accuracy of data exchanges among the EMS, MMS, and Market Information System (MIS) systems; and verifying the validity of Base Points and the reasonability of LMPs as calculated by SCED for certain predefined scenarios and conditions. Sid Guermouche noted that the objective function being used for the SCED optimization seemed to be quadratic rather than linear as specified in the SCED and Real-Time MMS Processes Requirements document. Mr. Patterson took the action item for the MMS team to identify and correct any discrepancies between the optimization described in the Requirements and the optimization being programmed by the vendor. Mr. Spangler requested that the MMS team also verify that the Requirements document was correct in its description of Tie Breaking Rules for SCED Dispatch. He requested that if different rules were being used than the ones described in the Requirements, the MMS team should update the Requirements document as necessary and bring it back to TPTF for discussion. A dial-in participant inquired if ERCOT had any plans for analyzing the sensitivity of the LMP results to “noise” in the State Estimator solution. Mr. Doggett noted that an answer to this question would be requested from the program. Joel Mickey noted that the near-term goal for LMP reasonability was to identify a simple standard to allow MPs to start using LMPs for testing. He confirmed that improvements would continue to be made to the LMP reasonability checks as EDS testing continued toward go-live. 
MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Adam Martinez presented an update for the MIS Project. He noted the MIS Portal was available in the EDS 3 environment for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources. He also noted that a spreadsheet of “EDS-MIS Available Functions” had been posted to the Nodal Transition Readiness Center landing page to help MPs keep track of MIS functionality in the EDS environment. He noted that the spreadsheet identified the availability for each MIS Portlet, as well as the posting category (i.e., Certified, Public, or Secure). Mr. Martinez provided a live demonstration of the available MIS functionality and demonstrated how MPs could use their digital certificates to log onto the MIS system and to access Real-Time reports for SCED and State Estimator from the Real-Time Market landing page. Mr. Martinez invited any participants who needed help accessing the reports to contact Client Services directly or to submit an inquiry to the EDS 3 mailbox at eds3@ercot.com. Mr. Martinez confirmed that the MIS functionality was not available in the Sandbox but only in the EDS environment. He noted that the MIS and EDS teams were evaluating the feasibility of offering the MIS functionality in both EDS and the Sandbox. 
Enterprise Data Warehouse Update (See Key Documents)
Janet Ply provided an update on the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project. She noted that the project team was currently in the process of confirming project scope, prioritizing work, and developing a detailed project plan and schedule for delivery in early December 2007. She noted that the Nodal Data Services Master List was being used to help the EDW Project identify its scope. Mr. Martinez noted that the information in the Nodal Data Services Master List was being bundled into reports, and he confirmed that sample reports would be developed to help MPs conceptualize each type of report that the system will produce. Jackie Ashbaugh reminded participants that while the content of the Nodal Data Services Master List was inclusive of the reports required by the Nodal Protocols, not all of the reports were EDW responsibilities. She noted that individual project responsibilities for delivering information were indicated in the spreadsheet. 

Marguerite Wagner inquired about the EDW Data Dictionary and requested that it be discussed with TPTF during the next EDW Update.
Mr. Martinez noted that the EDW team was in the process of consolidating all previous project documentation and market comments for the EDW Conceptual System Design (CSD). He confirmed that the EDW CSD would be updated and circulated to TPTF for a round of review prior to being noticed for vote during an upcoming TPTF meeting. He noted that the EDW team would try to bring the EDW CSD back to TPTF in late November or early December 2007, although the timeframe may be extended to facilitate reviews for both ERCOT and the market. 

Mr. Martinez also noted that the EDW team was working to develop a diagram of the entire EDW process to help convey how reporting requirements would be translated into actual deliveries of information via MIS postings and web services. He introduced the “Inputs to Nodal EDW Project Reporting Requirements” flow chart and confirmed that it could be discussed in more detail during the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the TPTF meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, November 5, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 6, 2007. 

Review Agenda (See Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett noted that some interest had been expressed during the Market Readiness Seminar for ERCOT to develop specific metrics to measure readiness for Resource Entities and Load Serving Entities (LSEs). The purpose of the metrics would be to provide a more granular view of market readiness below the QSE level. Mr. Doggett noted that a discussion for this topic would be included on the agenda for the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of Review Process for Verifiable Cost Manual 

Participants requested that the Verifiable Cost Manual be circulated through TPTF to provide participants with an opportunity to review the manual and confirm compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett noted that he would work offline with Ino Gonzalez and Brad Belk to coordinate a review for the manual at TPTF.  

Draft NPRR, Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back-to-Back Ties) and Block Load Transfer Under Emergency Conditions (See Key Documents)
Mr. Gonzalez discussed the draft NPRR, Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back-to-Back Ties) and Block Load Transfer (BLT) Under Emergency Conditions. 
Mr. Gonzalez noted that the zonal settlement price for emergency DC Tie imports and BLTs included a floor price of Fuel Index Price (FIP) times a heat rate of 18MMBtu/MWh (FIP*18). He also noted that because ERCOT would continue to import emergency power over DC Ties in the nodal market (as indicated in PRR543, Schedules and Emergency Assistance Over CFE-ERCOT Ties), the purpose of the draft NPRR was to carry the floor price of FIP*18 into the Nodal Protocols. It was noted that carrying the floor price into nodal would help ERCOT to avoid the potential risk of not being able to import emergency power when needed. Participants inquired if ERCOT Operations might be able to provide more information regarding ERCOT’s history of importing emergency energy over DC Ties. Bret Kruse opined that while Operators should not be deprived of the option to import emergency power, such imports should never be utilized without first allowing the market to exercise its economic prerogative to provide emergency power.  
Participants discussed whether carrying the zonal floor price into nodal would be beneficial for the nodal market. The general consensus was that the zonal floor price was not compatible with the nodal design and that other pricing alternatives should be considered during a future discussion. Mr. Trefny moved to reject the draft NPRR for Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back to Back Ties) and BLT Under Emergency Conditions as incompatible with the nodal market design. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Cooperative, Municipal, and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Draft PRR, EDS LFC Test Settlement (See Key Documents)
Bill Barnes reviewed the disposition of comments for the draft PRR for EDS LFC Test Settlement. Mr. Trefny moved to endorse the draft PRR for EDS LFC Test Settlement as discussed on November 6, 2007 for submission to PRS. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Independent Generator (1) and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (3) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.   
Discussion of PRR727 Issues as Remanded by TAC
Mr. Doggett noted that TAC remanded PRR727 to TPTF to consider:

· how the term “grave” should be defined as used in Section 21.12.4, Reinstatement of Zonal Protocol 
· how long the notice period should be for reverting to a zonal market, if necessary 

· how limited a reversion to a zonal market should be in terms of time or scope  
Mr. Doggett recommended reconvening the PRR727 subgroup prior to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. The consensus was to set up a subgroup meeting and to discuss any resolutions with the full TPTF on Monday, November 26, with the option of continuing the discussion on Tuesday, November 27, if needed. 
Discuss White Paper, Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants (See Key Documents)
Kenneth Ragsdale reviewed comments from Exelon, Constellation, and Calpine for the Commercial Systems (COMS) white paper Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants. He noted that the main purpose of the white paper was to surface any changes that might be necessary to address combined-cycle issues in the Nodal Protocols or related Business Requirements. He reminded participants that TPTF had previously approved the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) white paper IDA003, Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling, in which the maximum number of allowable configurations for any Combined-Cycle Plant was limited to the number of CCUs in the plant. He noted that at the time of approving the white paper, the TPTF consensus had been to proceed with the configuration limitation so that MPs could begin testing, with the understanding that the limitation might be increased or decreased later depending on how well nodal systems could handle CCU configurations. Matt Mereness noted that the configuration limitation was reflected in both the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) and the Current Operating Plan (COP) that MPs submit to ERCOT. 

Participants discussed the operational and market limitations for submission of configurations for combined-cycle Resources. Mr. Spangler noted that he had understood that the CCU limitation would not apply in the Real-Time Market but would only apply to optimization issues in the DAM. Mr. Kruse and Randy Jones opined that some flexibility should be added to the configuration limitation to accommodate co-generation units. Following the discussion, Mr. Ragsdale agreed to work offline with Exelon and Constellation to resolve any concerns submitted in their comments to ERCOT. Mr. Doggett requested that following the offline discussions, Mr. Ragsdale should update the white paper accordingly and re-distribute it to TPTF prior to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. Regarding comments from Calpine, Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Kruse consider clarifying Calpine’s concerns in a note to the TPTF email list, along with any proposed changes that TPTF should consider making to the white paper. Mr. Doggett noted that any proposed changes could be discussed during a future TPTF meeting.
Review of Updated Congestion Revenue Right Requirements (See Key Documents)
Beth Garza reviewed the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Requirements v3.1. She noted that the document had been revised to incorporate updates for FR1, Acquiring CRRs, and SR10, Availability and Redundancy. Regarding SR10, participants requested clarification regarding the specific timeframes that would be used for performing maintenance on the CRR system. Bob Blackard noted that ERCOT Operations would communicate the specific timeframes and other necessary information to the market whenever maintenance occurs. Participants also expressed concern that the annual allotment of 960 maintenance hours identified in SR10 might have an undesirable impact on nodal systems downstream from the CRR system. To address this concern, the TPTF modified SR10.1 to indicate that “scheduled maintenance shall not have an adverse impact on CRR System’s ability to provide data to downstream systems.” Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the CRR Requirements v3.2 as modified by TPTF on November 6, 2007. Rick Gillean seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote.
Review of CRR Explanation of Market Submission/Retrieval Items (See Key Documents)
Ms. Garza described a high-level view of the draft CRR Explanation of Market Submission/Retrieval Items. She noted that the document would be distributed for comments following the meeting, with a comments due date of November 16, 2007, and would return for a review and possible vote during the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Discussion of MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items (See Key Documents)
Mr. Mereness reviewed MMS follow-up items for the Explanation of Market Submission Items document. He noted that the limit on offer IDs permitted at a hub per QSE per Settlement Price Point (SPP) per Operating Day had been changed from five to 200. Sainath Moorty noted that if any performance issues occur, the limit may need to be reduced. Mr. Spangler suggested specifying in the document that the new limit of 200 represented an initial limit that would apply to EDS testing. Don Blackburn noted that the increased limit may still be insufficient. He described the scenario wherein market submission items are rejected owing to data errors, and MPs are given no indication as to which Offer may have caused the rejection. In this scenario, MPs must make hourly submissions in order to isolate the Offer that caused the rejection—a process which would increases the number of submissions. Jeff Gilbertson noted that some clarifications may need to be provided in this area. 

Participants requested that the MMS team update the white paper to reflect clarifications for how MPs would make multiple offers within one Offer ID. 

Mr. Mereness noted that the Incremental/Decremental Energy Offer Curve section of the document had been updated to incorporate separate sections describing the current implementation and the end-state implementation. Participants discussed further clarifications for the end-state implementation. Shams Siddiqi noted he would send some proposed words to Mr. Mereness to indicate how the end-state implementation could be clarified further to incorporate Low-Sustained Limit (LSL) and High-Sustained Limit (HSL) as components on the conglomerated Incremental/Decremental Offer Curve. Mr. Mereness noted that the MMS team would return to TPTF with an updated Requirements document, an updated CSD, and a cost estimate for a Change Request to incorporate the approach for Incremental/Decremental Offer Curves. He also noted that he would return to TPTF with a definition of “monotonically” as it applied to Offer Curves. 
Regarding open action items from the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting, Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team would still need to draft an NPRR to address the issue of clarifying the rules for Resources committed by Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) using generic or verifiable costs when a Three-Part Supply Offer is not submitted in DAM. 

Quality Center Update (See Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett introduced four Subject Matter Experts (SMEs)—Eileen Hall, Ken Kasparian, Kristen McGettigan, and Brandon Ainsworth—to discuss traceability and trending solutions for the Quality Center Dashboard. Ms. Hall noted that the Integration and Product Testing (INT) team was in the process of entering the data from vendor-supplied documentation (i.e., test results and test scripts) into Quality Center for traceability purposes. Mr. Doggett noted that this effort would satisfy the program’s commitment to put EMS and MMS FAT data into Quality Center.   

Ms. Hall noted that multiple reports had been created in Quality Center to track testing progress, noting that only active defects would be tracked for the trending reports:

· Testing results per project

· Active defects by severity per testing phase (FAT, iTEST)

· New, Open, Test, Fixed, Reopen

· Active defect per project trend

· Active defects by severity trend

The TPTF discussed the frequency with which Quality Center reports should be posted to the Transition Readiness Center. Mr. Ainsworth noted that the trending reports could be provided weekly, monthly, quarterly, etc., depending on what is desired from TPTF. Mr. Spangler suggested that the postings should be made weekly. Naomi Richard recommended that data for trending purposes should be captured at weekly intervals for the duration of a calendar quarter on a recurring basis. Mr. Ainsworth noted that the Quality Center data used for trending purposes would always be available going back to October 30, 2007, so if the dashboard displays become difficult to read owing to the amount of accumulated data, the intervals could be easily changed without losing any data. 

Mr. Spangler noted his expectation that data displays would be refreshed on an ongoing weekly basis and that the data would be discussed with TPTF in a historical, trending context on a monthly basis. Mr. Doggett noted that he could work with Mr. Ainsworth to explore the possibility of creating two separate displays to address Mr. Spangler’s expectation. 
Participants also expressed interest in seeing: statistics for open, non-deferred defects reported by severity level; trending data reported at the program level as well as at the project level; and trending data reported at the vendor-level, if possible. 
Ms. McGettigan discussed traceability and the testing coverage defined by Quality Center. She noted that failed test scripts in Quality Center would be passed back up the testing line to result in corresponding failed test cases, which would in turn result in corresponding failed use cases. Ms. McGettigan noted that by using this approach and by housing all defects in Quality Center, all testing defects could be triaged across the nodal program to reveal how each nodal project would be affected by any given defect. 

Mr. Spangler expressed interest in seeing the reporting of testing data come as close to Real-Time as possible. Mr. Ainsworth confirmed that Quality Center could be used to track the percentage of test scripts that have been tested as scripts are being executed. Mr. Doggett noted that the Quality Center testing team would be invited back to TPTF over the next two months to answer questions and to provide more clarity on reporting options for Quality Center data. 

Review of External Interfaces Specification (See Key Documents)
Stephen Kerr reviewed the disposition of comments received for the External Interfaces Specification v1.04 during the review ending October 5, 2007. He identified the updates that were made in v1.06, noting that the services for Proxy Curves and Mitigated Curves would be removed from the Specification and from the Sandbox. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve Enterprise Integration Project (EIP) External Interfaces Specification v1.06. Ms. Richard 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.   
Regarding Section 4.3.8, Active Contingencies in SCED, Mr. Kerr requested clarification from TPTF regarding what MPs expected to see reported with respect to active contingencies. The TPTF clarified that web services should provide reports for “constraints that are considered” and for “constraints that are binding.” Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Kerr should bring back something in his own words to indicate what was being implemented by EIP. Mr. Blackburn noted that DAM and Real-Time would also need to be included, along with the Shadow Price. 
User Interface Subgroup Update (See Key Documents)
Gary Macomber and Kate Horne provided an update on recent activities for the User Interface (UI) Subgroup. Mr. Macomber identified the status of UIs per nodal project team with respect to prototypes, development, and production. He also identified MPs who had contributed to the UI Subgroup to date. Ms. Horne displayed wireframes for the MIS Real-Time Market landing page and various MMS screens, describing how MPs could use the various screens to submit and edit Bids, Offers, and Trades. Ms. Horne noted that all of the paper prototypes that had been discussed by the UI Subgroup to date were available for pick-up from the UI Subgroup meeting pages on the ERCOT website. Ms. Richard inquired if a Sandbox period for the MMS UI would be provided before launching the UI into the EDS environment. Mr. Macomber noted that a Sandbox period had not been planned, but he noted that some test scripts could be developed and coordinated with the EDS team and interested MPs. Kristy Ashley suggested that a performance test should also be coordinated to evaluate how the MMS UI will perform under heavy use. Mr. Doggett noted that he could talk to Mr. Cote about incorporating a UI performance test into EDS testing. Mr. Doggett also reminded participants that training for the MMS UI was being developed as reflected in the revised Nodal Training Course Curriculum document that Ted Hailu would review again during the November 26-28 TPTF meeting.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:20 p.m. on Tuesday, November 6, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Re: EDS Sequence Timeline:

· Identify a new completion date for the EDS 1 milestone Configure and Verify ERCOT Alarm Processing, and update it on the EDS Sequence Timeline. Provide more information regarding how alarms would be configured and tested according to each EDS drop. 

· Work with J. Sullivan to assess and address any staffing issues associated with the milestone EDS2 R3, State Estimator Tuning and Verification.

· Discuss with the vendor the possibility of accelerating FAT testing for the Responsive Reserve component of LFC. 
· Provide a list of functions indicating what MPs should be able to test for each MMS drop on the EDS Sequence Timeline.
· Add bars to the EDS Sequence Timeline to indicate MP go-live activities.

	R. Chudgar and Delivery Assurance Team

	Follow up with MPs that need to complete PtP testing. Confirm specific completion dates with corresponding AEs. 

	D. Cote

	Follow up with A. Hirsch and the EMS team to confirm their agreement with the milestone dates indicated on the EDS timeline 

	J. Sullivan

	· Identify and correct any discrepancies between the SCED optimization described in the MMS Requirements and the SCED optimization being programmed by the vendor (i.e., linear vs. quadratic function) 

Verify that the MMS Requirements are correct in their description of Tie Breaking Rules for SCED Dispatch

	M. Patterson and MMS Team

	Circulate the EDW CSD to TPTF for a round of review.

	J. Ply and EDW Team

	Work offline with Exelon and Constellation to resolve concerns for the white paper Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants. 


	K. Ragsdale

	Re: MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items:

· Clarify how MPs will make multiple offers within one Offer ID 

· Provide TPTF with an updated Requirements document, an updated CSD, and a cost estimate for a Change Request to incorporate the approach for Incremental/Decremental Offer Curves as described in the white paper

· Clarify the definition of “monotonically” as it applies to Offer Curves 

· Draft an NPRR to address the issue of clarifying the rules for Resources committed by RUC using generic or verifiable costs when a Three-Part Supply Offer is not submitted in DAM 


	M. Mereness and MMS Team

	Discuss with Mr. Cote the possibility of incorporating a UI performance test into EDS testing.

	T. Doggett


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/11/20071105-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/11/20071105-TPTF.html�.
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