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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	City of Eastland

	Davis, Vanessa
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas 

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	J. Aron and Co. 

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Jackson, James
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative 
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Kunkel, Dennis
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

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

	Marsh, Tony
	Independent Power Marketer
	QSE Services

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy 

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Power and Gas Consulting 

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation (via teleconference)

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ 

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utility
	Luminant 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:

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

· James Uhelski (Pioneer Natural Resources USA, Inc.) to John Rainey

Assigned Alternates:

· Steve Madden (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Timothy Hamilton (Accent Energy), Timothy Rogers (Cirro Group), Michelle Cutrer (Green Mountain Energy), Brian Berend (Stream Energy), and Guy Souheaver(Integrys Energy Services) to Jim Reynolds

· Don Wilson (City of Eastland) to Chris Brewster

· Stanley Newton (Westar Energy, Inc.) to Tony Marsh

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Aldridge, Ryan
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Bellomy, Anne
	(via teleconference)

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant Generation 

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral Power

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy 

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy 

	Cook, Chris
	Energy Services Group (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville Public Utilities (via teleconference)

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Goff, Eric
	Constellation

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Holly, Nancy
	Eagle Energy Partners (via teleconference)

	Horton, Gary
	Commerce Energy (via teleconference)

	Hughes, Gilbert
	AEP 

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Li, Young
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)

	Lucas, Ross
	Sungard Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Nancy Wood
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Ogelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Owen, Ross
	Oncor (via teleconference)

	Palani, Ananth
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc

	Reece, Eddy
	RCEC (via teleconference)

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Rodriquez, Linda
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Ruhl, Keith
	Energy Services Group (via teleconference)

	Schubert, Eric
	BP (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities (via teleconference)

	Torrent, Gary
	Lehman Brothers

	Winkel, Jens
	Siemens (via teleconference)

	Wood, Nancy
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Yu, James
	CitiGroup (via teleconference)

	Zarnikau, Jay
	Frontier Associates (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Ashbaugh, Jackie

	Barnes, Bill

	Brennan, Christian

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Rachel (via teleconference)

	Childers, Burk (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj

	Colmenero, Christina (via teleconference)

	Coln, Anders (via teleconference)

	Cook, Brian

	Coon, Patrick

	Cote, Daryl

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Daskalantonakis, Michael

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Flores, Isabel

	Forfia, David

	Gallo, Andy

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Hackett, David

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Hall, Eileen

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hirsch, Al (via teleconference)

	Hobbs, Kristi

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna (via teleconference)

	Kasparian, Ken

	Kerr, Stephen

	Lopez, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Martinez, Adam

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	McIntyre, Kenneth (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sai (via teleconference)

	Moseley, John (via teleconference)

	Narayan, Ganesh

	Nixon, Murray

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ply, Janet

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Raina, Gokal (via teleconference)

	Robinson, Jeff

	Rosel, Austin  (via teleconference)

	Seely, Chad

	Showalter, Dana (via teleconference)

	Smallwood, Aaron (via teleconference)

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tozer, Matt (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris (via teleconference)

	Wu, Jian (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Unless otherwise noted, all Market Segments were present for the vote.

Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, February 4, 2008.

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 meeting. 

Confirm Future Meetings

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

· February 21 – 22, 2008 

· March 3 – 5, 2008

· March 20 – 21, 2008 

· March 31 – April 2, 2008

TDoggett announced the following future TPTF Subgroup meetings:

· February 11, 2008 - Verifiable Cost Subgroup 

· February 12, 2008 - Self-Committed Resources in Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Subgroup

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges submitted the January 21 – 23, 2008 meeting minutes for consideration. Participants requested another day to review the meeting minutes. Floyd Trefny opined that the meeting minutes were not being distributed in a timely manner, and he asked Mr. Bridges to begin distributing the minutes at least two business days prior to each meeting. 
Mr. Doggett noted that the meeting minutes would be considered on Tuesday, February 5, 2008 (see this discussion continued below). 
Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Jerry Sullivan provided an update on the status of the nodal program, including key achievements, Severity Level 1 and 2 defects, "pens-down" items, deferral items, the Nodal Readiness Scorecard, and the red-amber-green rules for the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF).

Program Status
Mr. Sullivan described the status of each program dimension. Regarding the dimension of program cost, Mr. Sullivan noted that the revised budget had been approved by the ERCOT Board of Directors (hereafter, the Board). He confirmed that the nodal program was preparing its revised fee case and that the dimension of cost could be rated green again once the fee case was approved by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT). Regarding the dimension of program scope, Mr. Sullivan noted that it was still rated green and that most of the nodal projects had already frozen functionality for the 168-Hour Test. Regarding the dimension of program schedule, Mr. Sullivan noted that it was still rated amber. He reminded TPTF that while the go-live date for the Single Entry Model had been delayed, it held no projected impact for the December 1, 2008 go-live date. Regarding the dimension of program quality, Mr. Sullivan noted that it was still rated amber. He noted that test results were being managed in Quality Center and that defects were being tracked and reported weekly on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center. 
Key achievements for Nodal Projects

Mr. Sullivan identified some of the key achievements for nodal projects. For the Market Management System (MMS), Mr. Sullivan noted that the release for MMS 2 had successfully completed its Functional Acceptance Test (FAT) with an 89% pass rate and no Severity Level 1 or 2 defects, thereby bolstering program confidence that the final MMS delivery would indeed enter FAT by April 22, 2008. For the Energy Management System (EMS) Project, Mr. Sullivan noted that convergence for the State Estimator software had been improving owing to higher-fidelity data. He also noted that pre-FAT for early EMS 3C had been completed with only one high-level defect, which was being addressed. Mr. Trefny asked Mr. Sullivan to provide TPTF with a detailed report on ERCOT’s plan for resolving issues with the State Estimator. Mr. Sullivan agreed to return to TPTF with more details regarding the status of the State Estimator. Mr. Sullivan noted that the first version of the Market Information System (MIS) User Interface (UI) had been released on January 21, 2008. He noted that the MIS UI had been developed based upon many months worth of market feedback vetted through the UI Subgroup. Mr. Sullivan stated that ERCOT was committed to providing a positive user experience for Market Participants and that market feedback would continue to be incorporated into subsequent releases of the MIS UI. Mr. Sullivan noted that the Commercial Operations (COMS) Project had posted the draft format for the DAM Settlement Statements to the nodal website and that Market Participants could begin incorporating the format into their system designs. 
Severity Level 1 and 2 Testing Defects

Mr. Sullivan noted that TPTF had previously requested specific information regarding Severity Level 1 and 2 defects in the FAT and Early Delivery Systems (EDS) environments. He noted that ERCOT was working with project vendors to address Intellectual Property (IP) issues and to clear the defect information for disclosure. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that ERCOT would disclose any relevant information as soon as practicable, with the intent of providing updates through go-live as appropriate. Mr. Sullivan noted that 95 Severity Level 1 and 2 defects were currently active across the various applications in FAT and EDS. Mr. Sullivan shared the following definitions for Severity Level 1 and 2 defects (from the presentation slides):

· Severity Level 1: Data Loss/Critical Error- Defects that render unavailable the critical functions of the system under test. These include errors such as system errors, application failures, loss of data, incorrect calculations, inability to transfer data, failure to access database, and inability to display information to the user

· Severity Level 2: Loss of functionality without workaround- Defects that render unavailable partial functionality of the system under test with no workaround available. These include errors such as incorrect information being displayed to the user, information not updating correctly, extracts failing, and export files missing. 

Mr. Sullivan noted that ERCOT was committed to providing transparency for Severity Level 1 and 2 defects (as defined above) as soon as possible. He noted that once any relevant information was cleared with the vendors, ERCOT could disclose it to the market for consideration and feedback. Market Participants noted that TPTF would need transparency for Severity Level 1 and 2 defects in order to make a determination to approve the start of the 168-Hour Test. Bob Spangler opined that defects should automatically be subject to disclosure once they leave the vendor’s testing environment and enter the FAT environment at ERCOT. Mr. Sullivan noted that he could discuss this perspective with ERCOT’s legal department. 
“Pens Down” Items 

Mr. Sullivan elaborated upon “pens down” items and reminded TPTF that most project teams had frozen functionality for the 168-Hour Test. He noted that the NMMS, EMS, COMS, MMS, and Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Projects were already “pens down” for additional changes. He noted that some leeway would be needed to accommodate the development of reports for the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project.
Discussion of Deferral Items
Mr. Sullivan proposed three categories to house deferral items that will not be functional in time for the 168-Hour Test window (from the slides):
· Items to be implemented before go-live, but after 168-Hour Test 
· Items to be developed by Nodal before go-live, ready for subsequent production release

· Items to be deferred to business-as-usual prioritization Project Priority List (PPL) process

Market Participants noted that some of the functionality that is funded and coded prior to go-live may not actually be implemented prior to go-live owing to the re-testing necessary to deploy it. As a result, the suggestion was made that Mr. Sullivan should clarify the first category to indicate that it refers to items that will be “funded” before go-live rather than items that will be “implemented” before go-live. 

Regarding the second category, “items to be developed by Nodal before go-live, ready for subsequent production release,” Mr. Sullivan discussed four deferral items identified for the MMS Project: 
· Multiple Network Models- Mr. Sullivan noted that the functionality for this deferral item would not be available before go-live, that a workaround was in progress to accommodate the basic functionality, that the full functionality would be released as soon as possible after go-live, and that a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) was not expected to be needed. 
· Settlement and Billing (S&B) Information Only Calculations- Mr. Sullivan noted that the S&B information-only calculations for DAOPTPRINFO and RTOPTPRINFO would not be available until after go-live, that no workaround was available, and that an NPRR would be needed. 

· MMS Resource Parameter Automated Interface- Mr. Sullivan noted that the functionality would not be available before go-live, that a workaround was in progress to accommodate the basic functionality, that the full functionality would be released as soon as possible after go-live, and that a Requirements change would be needed. 

· Dynamically Scheduled Resource (DSR) Incremental/Decremental Energy Offer Curves (EOCs)- Mr. Sullivan noted that a workaround was being developed and that a Requirements change would be needed. 
Mr. Sullivan discussed additional deferral items that would need to be divided among the three deferral categories, including:

· CRR- Add Application Programming Interface (API) to CRR
· COMS- Web-enabled Registration Forms

· NMMS- NMMS API Upgrade to add Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) technology 
· COMS- Market Participant Identity Management (MPIM) Integration with Siebel
· MMS- Co-optimizing Energy and Ancillary Services (AS) for Self-Committed Resources in DAM
· MIS/User Experience Team- Internal-facing UIs 
Mr. Sullivan noted that issues were still being discussed at the subgroup level for co-optimizing Energy and AS for Self-Committed Resources in DAM. He noted that following the subgroup discussions, the TPTF would be asked to provide its perspective regarding how the program should proceed. 

Nodal Readiness Scorecard

Mr. Sullivan discussed the Nodal Readiness Scorecard and ERCOT Readiness by functional area, noting that ERCOT remains amber overall due primarily to Engagement and Readiness scores. Mr. Sullivan discussed the reasons for the amber status, noting that various departments were still addressing issues related to staffing, testing, training, and transition planning. Mr. Sullivan noted that summary scores for ERCOT and EDS were available for viewing on the scorecard without the need for a password. 

Explanation of RARF Grading 

Mr. Sullivan discussed quality and completeness issues for the RARF
Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar discussed recent changes to the EDS Sequence Timeline and the corresponding Milestones Description spreadsheet. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that ERCOT was busily preparing its environments for the 168-Hour Test and that submission items were becoming an increasingly important part of Market Participant testing activities. He encouraged Market Participants to take the initiative in contacting ERCOT for answers to any questions they may have regarding their submission items. Mr. Chudgar encouraged TPTF to take every effort to help expedite resolutions for outstanding issues affecting the 168-Hour Test. 
Mr. Trefny requested that the layouts for Settlement Invoices would be distributed when available. 
NMMS Update (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Chudgar discussed the open Severity Level 1 defects for NMMS. He noted that Siemens had recently resolved 17 of the 20 open defects being tracked in Quality Center at ERCOT. Mr. Chudgar noted that Siemens had provided a summary of the three remaining open Severity Level 1 defects, as follows (from the slides):

· Name services- Currently this component acts as a registry of all requirement defined in the ERCOT model with their associated RDF IDs. ERCOT is requesting additional attribute(s) to be added to this component such that the equipment energization date is tracked. 
· Public/Private Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR)- Currently the NMMS NOMCR processing does not support the concept of Public, Private or Sandbox. ERCOT is requesting for this component to support the Public, Private and Sandbox concept. 

· Auto Display Builder- ERCOT is requesting additional improvement in auto layout capability of NMMS.

Mr. Chudgar noted that the number of open NMMS defects reflected in ERCOT’s Quality Center would remain asynchronous with the number reported by Siemens until ERCOT was able to conduct its own FAT for the current NMMS build. 

Quality Center Update (See Key Documents)
Eileen Hall discussed the Quality Center Dashboard and identified the testing phases and Severity Level defects represented by each graph, as follows: 

Figure 1: Nodal Test Results per Project-
Ms. Hall noted that Figure 1 represented all test results across the program for all phases of testing, including FAT, pre-FAT, and EDS. 

Figure 2: Nodal FAT Active Defects by Severity by Project-
Ms. Hall noted that Figure 2 represented only the active defects from FAT. She noted that some of the nodal projects had not conducted their own pre-FAT, so the defects from pre-FAT had been eliminated from the graph to create a consistent picture across the program. She reiterated that the active defects for NMMS would be adjusted in Quality Center once ERCOT was able to corroborate that the number of Severity Level 1 defects in the current build had indeed been reduced as reported by the vendor. 

Figure 3: Nodal Active Defects by Project Trend-
Ms. Hall noted that Figure 3 represented all active defects for all phases of testing, including pre-FAT, FAT, and EDS.

Figure 4: Nodal Active Defects by Severity Trend-


Ms. Hall noted that Figure 4 represented all active defects for all phases of testing, including pre-FAT, FAT, and EDS.

Figure 5: Nodal Active Defects by Vendor by Severity-
Ms. Hall noted that Figure 5 represented all active defects for all phases of testing, including pre-FAT, FAT, and EDS.

Figure 6: Nodal Average Days to Fix Defect by Vendor-
Ms. Hall noted that Figure 6 represented the average number of days for vendors to correct Severity Level 1, 2, and 3 FAT defects. Mr. Chudgar noted that the “zero” turn-around time reported for NMMS was due to the absence of relevant data in Quality Center. He confirmed that the data would be populated after ERCOT tested the current NMMS build.  

Market Participants requested that the Quality Center Dashboard would be updated to include some footnotes clarifying the testing phases represented by each graph. Ms. Hall agreed to update the Quality Center Dashboard to help provide more clarity. 

Current Day Reports Conceptual System Design (See Key Documents)
Brian Cook and Michael Daskalantonakis reviewed the disposition of comments for the Current Day Reports (CDR) Conceptual System Design (CSD) v0.19. Marguerite Wagner noted that some of the comments from Reliant had not been incorporated into the spreadsheet. The CDR team agreed to incorporate the comments into the spreadsheet and to resume the review later in the meeting (see this review continued below on Wednesday). 

CDR Extract and Report Specification (See Key Documents)

Mr. Daskalantonakis and Isabel Flores provided an initial review of the CDR Extract and Report Specification v0.12. They described the relationship of the specification to the Nodal Data Services Master List (NDSML), noting that the specification was intended to detail the formats for reports and extracts identified as “Current Day” in the NDSML. Mr. Daskalantonakis confirmed that the specification had already been distributed for review and that comments were due on February 13, 2008. 
Market Participants inquired if the specification could be provided in a Microsoft Word® format rather than an Excel® format so that the “Track Changes” feature could be used to facilitate the review process. Ms. Flores agreed to convert a portion of the specification to Word format and to distribute it for review. She noted that if Market Participants expressed a strong preference for the Word format over the Excel format, she would consider converting the entire specification. Ms. Wagner recommended that when other source systems (i.e., CRR, NMMS, and Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM)) began to publish their own report specifications, they should observe consistency with the layout and format established by the CDR specification. She noted that by providing a consistent face for the specifications, the project teams could help to minimize confusion for Market Participants. Mr. Doggett noted that he could ask the other project teams about their plans in this area. Russell Lovelace suggested including examples in the specification for any reports or extracts that would be posted in an Extensible Markup Language (XML) format. 
Draft NPRR for Settlement of Emergency Power (See Key Documents)
Mr. Spangler discussed recent activities for the DC Tie Subgroup and worked through the draft NPRR for Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties and Block Load Transfer Under a Declared Emergency Condition. Market Participants discussed whether verifiable costs or the current 18*Fuel-Index Price (FIP) value should be used for such settlements in the nodal market. The consensus was that verifiable costs should be used to set a payment floor and that settlement should be made at the higher of either the verifiable cost amount or the Settlement Point Price (SPP). The recommendation was made that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) should be asked to comment upon the appropriateness of the cost adder included in the settlement formula in Section 6.6.3.4(2). Mr. Trefny moved to endorse submitting the draft NPRR to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) with the recommendation that WMS would comment upon the appropriateness of the 1.10 multiplier for the settlement formula in Section 6.6.3.4 (2) and that ERCOT would create a Business Process for notifying the Market when payments are made with this formula. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:20 p.m. on Monday, February 4, 2008. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, February 5, 2008.
Plan for “Nodalizing” the Remaining Zonal Protocols (See Key Documents)
Kristi Hobbs discussed the ERCOT plan for “nodalizing” the remaining sections of the Zonal Protocols. She identified the remaining sections, the Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) impacting them, and the tentative timeline for reviewing and approving them. Ms. Hobbs noted that Market Rules would assume responsibility for preparing the necessary NPRRs and confirmed that the NPRRs would be reviewed with TPTF, PRS, and other appropriate stakeholder groups. The TPTF suggested a few points for consideration during the “nodalizing” process, including: 

· Maintaining lean content in Nodal Protocols Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms
· Keeping sectional definitions local to their respective sections
· Expanding sectional tables of contents to include page references for any reports discussed therein
· Consulting MIS regarding the correct classifications to be used when posting information 

Ms. Hobbs noted that Market Rules would take TPTF’s suggestions into consideration during the “nodalizing” effort.

Mr. Trefny recommended that any language on the nodal website or in the Nodal Protocols indicating that the Nodal Protocols would become effective upon Texas Nodal Market Implementation should be revised in light of PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections. 
EDS Update (See Key Documents)
Daryl Cote provided an update on the EDS Project.
EDS 3 Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Market Participant Handbook 

Mr. Cote reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDS 3 SCED Market Participant Handbook and made additional revisions to the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EDS 3 SCED Market Participant Handbook v3.03 as modified by TPTF on February 5, 2008. Randy Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Consumer (1) and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (2) Market Segments. 

Locational Marginal Price (LMP) Reasonableness Daily Reports
Mr. Cote provided an update on LMP Reasonableness Daily Reports. He described current efforts for establishing reasonability, noting that the relevant MMS and EMS data was being pulled and cross-checked daily to ensure consistency. He identified three categories of issues affecting the data:

· Inconsistency between Telemetered Megawatt (MW) output and unit status (Type 1)
· Three-Part Supply Offer submissions missing for online units (Type 2)
· Telemetered MW level is outside Low Sustained Limit (LSL) or High Sustained Limit (HSL) (Type 3)

· Telemetered MW difference between zonal and nodal measured at the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) level is substantial (Type 4) 

Mr. Cote noted that the LMP Reasonableness Daily Reports were being posted under Nodal EDS 3 Documents on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center. 
State Estimator and SCED

Mr. Cote discussed the summary of results for execution of the State Estimator and SCED. He noted that the main issues affecting State Estimator included telemetry issues and regression testing of critical measurements. Regarding SCED, Mr. Cote noted that the main issue was related to a defect with LMPs not being published in the first few intervals of the day. He noted that SCED had been consistently solving twelve times per hour, but at midnight SCED had been failing to publish LMPs. Mr. Cote noted that these events were being identified as SCED failures even though SCED was continuing to solve. 

Approach to 168-Hour Test 

Mr. Cote discussed some of the issues that had been raised during the previous TPTF meeting, including issues for settlements, credit, CRRs, and control of the grid during 168-Hour Test. Market Participants discussed whether dispatch and Load Frequency Control (LFC) should be included in the 168-Hour Test. The TPTF consensus was to omit these components from the 168-Hour Test proper, and to address them during a two-day test period following the end of the 168-Hour Test. 

Go-Live Plan

The TPTF discussed the need for a go-live plan and requested that a TPTF discussion would be coordinated with the COMS Project and ERCOT Operations. 
EDS Accelerated Issue Resolution Process

Mr. Cote discussed the EDS Accelerated Issue Resolution Process v0.01, noting that no comments had been received during the review period ending February 1, 2008. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EDS Accelerated Issue Resolution Process v0.01 as submitted. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and eight abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) (7) and IPM (1) Market Segments. 

COMS Update (See Key Documents)
Bill Barnes discussed settlement clarifications for Fuel-Oil Price (FOP), FIP, and Emergency Base Point Price (EBPP). He noted that he would incorporate the clarifications into draft NPRRs for further discussion during the February 21 – 22, 2008 TPTF meeting. 

DAM Subgroup Update (See Key Documents) 

Shams Siddiqi discussed co-optimization issues recently addressed by the TPTF Subgroup for Self-Committed Resources in DAM. He noted that the subgroup would meet again on February 12, 2008. Mr. Doggett noted that any changes needed for Business Requirements should not be implemented until after TPTF could review them. 

Consider Approval of meeting minutes (continued) 

Mr. Bridges reviewed comments for the January 21 – 23, 2008 meeting minutes. All comments were accepted by TPTF. Pam Zdenek moved to approve the meeting minutes as amended by TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with two abstentions from the Municipal and Cooperative Market Segments. 

Update on Combined-Cycle Issues (See Key Documents)  

Dan Jones discussed the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) perspective on withholding issues related to limitation for combined-cycle configurations in Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC). Kenneth Ragsdale discussed recent updates for the white paper IDA003, Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling in the Nodal Design. The TPTF discussed how transition costs would be calculated for CCUs when they move from simple-cycle mode to a combined cycle mode or when they move among combined-cycle modes. The TPTF requested that the MMS team would be invited to discuss this topic with TPTF and to identify how to document it in Requirements. Mr. Spangler move to approve the IDA003 White Paper Combined-Cycle Unit Modeling in the Nodal Design v1.2 as submitted. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The TPTF requested that Table 3 would be updated following the meeting to clarify that power augmentations would not be registered as additional configurations. The motion was amended to approve the white paper with the understanding that Table 3 would be amended to clarify that power augmentations would not be registered as additional configurations. Mr. R. Jones noted that care should be taken when documenting references to benchmarking so that Market Participants would not be perpetually confined to using the subset of configurations identified for initial EDS testing. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 16 abstentions from the Cooperative (2), Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (2), Independent Generator (1), Consumer (2), IREP (7), and IPM (2) Market Segments. 

WMS Subgroup Update (See Key Documents) 

Kenneth Ragsdale provided an update on the recent WMS High-Low Task Force meeting. He noted that the task force would meet again on February 15, 2008 to discuss NPRR language and that another update would be provided to TPTF afterward. 
Infrastructure Hardware Update (See Key Documents)
David Forfia discussed the status of nodal hardware delivery. He reminded TPTF that the issue of infrastructure capacity had been previously identified as a major risk to the nodal program schedule. Mr. Forfia noted that while capacity still posed a risk, it had been significantly reduced, and he described the ongoing release strategies and consolidation activities that were being pursued to further mitigate risk. Mr. Forfia noted that additional hardware capacity would soon be available at the Taylor site, where the EMS test lab was being converted into an iTest data center. 

Draft NPRR - Continuous Telemetry of the Status of Breakers and Switches (See Key Documents) 

Dennis Caufield discussed the draft NPRR, noting that it had been drafted based upon the changes reviewed by TPTF during the previous meeting. He confirmed that ERCOT Operations staff had reviewed the draft NPRR and had expressed agreement with the contents. Market Participants discussed alternative time-frames for the 30-minute supplemental Outage windows identified in the draft NPRR and concluded that 30-minutes should be sufficient. Mr. Caufield made revisions to the draft NPRR as recommended by TPTF, including a title change to "Modify Time Requirements for Entry of Equipment in the Outage Scheduler." Manny Munoz moved to endorse the draft NPRR Modify Time Requirements for Entry of Equipment in the Outage Scheduler to be submitted to PRS for consideration. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and nine abstentions from the Cooperative (1), Municipal (1), IOU (1), Consumer (4), and IPM (2) Market Segments. 

Draft NPRR- Nodal Protocol Step-Up Transformer Reporting Requirements (See Key Documents)
Owing to time constraints, TPTF asked Mr. Caufield to provide only an initial review of the draft NPRR and to return during the February 21 – 22, 2008 TPTF meeting for a more detailed discussion. 

EDW Update (See Key Documents)
Janet Ply provided a high-level overview of the EDW Project, including: 

· the role of the NDSML in gathering reporting requirements

· the relationship of the NDSML to the CDR Extract and Report Specifications 

She noted that these documents were posted to the Nodal Reports landing page and that market feedback would be requested on an iterative basis until all the information necessary to complete the extracts and reports had been gathered. She noted that several draft reports had also been posted for State Estimator, including: 

· Electrical Buses Not Meeting Telemetry Standards 

· MW Residuals vs. Real-Time Contingency Analysis (RTCA) Base Case Congested Transmission Elements 

· MW Residuals vs. Telemetry for Congested Transmission Elements 

· MW Residuals vs. Telemetry for Major Transmission Elements 

· State Estimator Convergence Rate 

· Voltage Residuals vs. Telemetry for Critical Buses 

Regarding the draft State Estimator reports, Ms. Ply invited market feedback for the report formats. She noted that the reports did not yet contain production data, so she requested that Market Participants would focus their feedback on the report formats only. She confirmed that a market notice would be distributed whenever production-grade data was being reported.
Adam Martinez noted that the MIS UI Subgroup would be discussing the CDR Extract and Report Specifications during its meeting later in the week. Kate Horne noted that a UI Subgroup update could be scheduled during an upcoming TPTF meeting to discuss progress in this area. Mr. Doggett noted that the CDR Extract and Report Specifications would be distributed to TPTF for review following the meeting. 
Ms. Ply discussed the EDW release schedule for reports and extracts. 
Jackie Ashbaugh discussed extracts and reports for the COMS Project, noting that these items would continue to be vetted through the Settlement and Data Aggregation Working Group (SDAWG). She noted that the latest extract specifications for COMS would be posted to the SDAWG meeting pages, while the NDSML and Data Definition Language (DDL) drafts for EDW would continue to be refreshed on the Nodal Reports landing page each Friday. 
Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:37 p.m. on Tuesday, February 5, 2008. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, February 6, 2008.

Training Update (See Key Documents)
Ted Hailu provided an update on the nodal training course curriculum. He identified the courses that had been delivered to date and those currently in development. He also discussed the current course schedule and the projected dates for future course deliveries. Mr. Hailu noted that the training for MIS would be delivered in three parts, including an instructor-led introduction to MIS, to be followed by web-based training for the MIS Portal and the MIS UIs (i.e., CRR, MMS and Outage Scheduler). Mr. Hailu provided statistics on the number of Market Participants and ERCOT staff who had attended and passed each training course to date. 

EMS Update (See Key Documents)
David Hackett discussed EMS deliveries in the context of the EDS timeline. He noted that he would plan to return to a future TPTF to communicate a definitive delivery schedule for the Wind Power Forecasting functionality, a list of components constituting the “Zonal Project Migration,” and a proposed target date for the final EMS delivery into FAT. 
Draft NPRR Changes to Section 8 Update (See Key Documents)
Chad Seely discussed NPRR097, Changes to Section 8, and the recent activities for NPRR097 Task Force. He worked through the NPRR, discussing clarifications and making revisions as recommended by TPTF. Regarding the Governor Response Factor (GRF), the TPTF clarified that Resource Entities would be responsible for sending GRF information to ERCOT. Regarding the method for submitting GRF information to ERCOT, the consensus was to address this topic through comments to PRS. 
MMS Project Update (See Key Documents)
Murray Nixon provided an update on the MMS Release Schedule and MMS deferral items:
· MMS Resource Parameter Automated Interface- Ms. Nixon reported that the vendor was getting close to a point where they could pull this deferral item off of the deferral list and include it in the MMS 4 delivery. 
· DSR Incremental/Decremental EOCs- Ms. Nixon noted the MMS team had requested that the vendor allocate resources to complete this deferral item as soon as possible, but the vendor was unable to commit to including it in the MMS 4 release. She noted that the new functionality and corresponding Requirements changes would be addressed as soon as possible following go-live. 

· Multiple Network Models- Ms. Nixon confirmed that MMS did not have the capability to provide separate models for DAM and RUC, that MMS was working with ERCOT Operations to identify a work around to be documented and reviewed with TPTF, that the implementation was targeted for post go-live on a date to be determined, and that an NPRR was not expected to be needed. 
· S&B Information Only Calculations- Ms. Nixon confirmed that S&B the information-only calculations would require a NPRR to defer the implementation date, that no proposed workaround was available, that work would begin as soon as Resources were available following the delivery of MMS 4 into FAT, and that implementation was targeted for post go-live on a date to be determined. 
· Co-optimization of energy and AS for self-committed Resources in DAM- Ms. Nixon noted that the MMS team was working with the subgroup to solve the issues. She confirmed that no functionality would be delivered in the final MMS drop on April 22, 2008 and that any functionality would not be available until after go-live. Ms. Nixon noted that once the subgroup could make a recommendation, it would be reviewed with TPTF to assess impacts on the 168-Hour Test and go-live. She confirmed that NPRRs and Requirements changes would be necessary. She noted that the MMS team had communicated to the Nodal Change Control Board and to the nodal program that the co-optimization functionality was not currently within scope for the MMS Project. She agreed to follow up with Mr. Sullivan to ensure that he was aligning MMS commitments for the nodal program with agreement from the Nodal Steering Committee. 

Outage Scheduler Update
Jeff Robinson provided an update on the status of Outage Scheduler. He noted that pre-FAT had started on January 7, 2008. He noted that progress had been delayed owing to contractual issues with the vendor and owing to the number of permutations associated with Outages. Mr. Reynolds inquired if the delays were expected to affect the overall program schedule. Mr. Robinson noted that the backend integration would have some effect on the EDS Timeline because the backend integration for Outage Scheduler would not be in place until the end of March 2008. Mr. Trefny opined that the Outage Scheduler functionality was required to execute RUC and that the March dates would be too late. 

Mr. Robinson noted that the FAT for Outage Scheduler was scheduled to start in Taylor on February 18, 2008, with a targeted completion date of March 14, 2008. He confirmed that Outage Scheduler components were already in the Sandbox where Market Participants could validate their XML by making submissions via an API. He noted that the Outage Scheduler Detailed System Design was available to be reviewed by Market Participants who had executed the appropriate Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) with ERCOT. 
Section 8 Reports Spreadsheet (continued)

Ms. Flores discussed the Section 8 Reports spreadsheet that she had prepared as a cross section of the NDSML to facilitate TPTF review. She noted that the spreadsheet would be distributed from TPTF Review following the meeting with a comments deadline of February 13, 2008. She requested that Market Participants would include feedback to indicate their preferred file formats for each report and to indicate whether NP8-507 could be removed from Section 8. She noted that NP8-507 was a regional transaction that ERCOT was not currently maintaining in its databases.

CDR CSD – Continued (See Key Documents)
Mr. Daskalantonakis and Ms. Flores resumed the review of the disposition of comments for the CDR CSD, noting that the spreadsheet had been updated to incorporate Reliant comments. Based upon the review, the CDR team agreed to modify the NDSML source document by: 
· breaking out the requirement for posting prices for Hubs and Load Zones on a Settlement Interval basis
· breaking out the requirement to post SCED shadow prices upon execution 

· including alternate formats for reports provided in PDF format
· including a column to create a cross reference between a requirement and the “report name”

Ms. Wagner requested that the CDR CSD would also be updated to include definitions for acronyms upon first use as well as references to external documents where appropriate. Ms. Wagner moved to approve the CDR CSD v0.20 as submitted to TPTF with the understanding that it would be updated following the meeting to include definitions of acronyms on first use and specific document references. Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% and one abstention from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.


Enterprise Integration Project Update (See Key Documents)
Stephen Kerr reviewed the recent updates for the MIS External Interface Specification v0.36. 
Mr. Blackburn moved to approve the MIS External Interface Specification v0.36 as submitted. Sid Guermouche 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.

Draft NPRR for incorporating PUCT 25.505 Publication of Resource and Load Information (See Key Documents) 

Matt Mereness discussed recent updates to reflect feedback from TPTF, from PUCT staff, and from nodal project teams. Market Participants discussed which areas should constitute the Disclosure Areas referred to in Section 3.2.5, Publication of Resource and Load Information. The consensus was to use the 2003 Load Zones for the initial Disclosure Areas (as of the market implementation date) with the understanding that additional disclosure areas would be subsequently identified and implemented by a process to be approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Mr. Mereness revised the draft NPRR to reflect this discussion and made additional revisions as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Munoz moved to endorse forwarding to PRS the draft NPRR Implementation of PUC SUBST. R. 25.505(f) Publication of Resource and Load Information as modified by TPTF on February 6, 2008. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 93.30% in favor and four abstentions from the IOU (1), Independent Generator (1), and IPM (2) Market Segments. One opposing vote was recorded for the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Registration Update (See Key Documents)
Patrick Coon provided a Registration Update. He noted that the RARF addendum for additional combined-cycle configurations had been distributed on January 28, 2008 and that the first addendum workshop had been well attended on January 31, 2008. He reminded TPTF that ERCOT was currently scheduling help sessions for any Market Participants that needing assistance completing the addendum. 

Mr. Coon noted that on February 1, 2008, ERCOT had posted scores for metric MP11, Market Participant Registration Activities. He confirmed that 27 Resource Entities had been rated red, and he described some of the challenges that ERCOT had encountered when escalating RARF submission issues to relevant Accountable Executives (AEs) and Authorized Representatives (ARs). The TPTF discussed whether ERCOT should penalize QSEs on the metric scorecard when Resource Entities fail to submit RARF information. Mr. Doggett noted that Chris Wilkinson would be invited to provide a Readiness Update during the next TPTF meeting and to comment upon any updates that might be needed for metric MP11.

Mr. R. Jones noted that the RARF process had generated numerous questions and clarifications, and he recommended that ERCOT should consider publishing all of the clarifications on the nodal website as Frequently Asked Questions to help keep the market informed and to alleviate the need for ad hoc meetings.

Mr. Coon discussed the upcoming timeline for RARF submissions. He noted that the final, certified RARFs would need to be submitted to ERCOT during the period from April 7 to April 25, 2008. He invited Market Participants with any questions regarding the RARF process to contact NodalMarketTransition@ercot.com. Mr. Trefny inquired if Mr. Coon had sufficient staff to complete all the work required to support the timeline for RARF submissions. Mr. Coon noted that he may need to add one more staff member to accommodate the workload. 
Market Engagement and Readiness Update (See Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett discussed the Market Participant Satisfaction Survey Results and Action Plan. He noted that no comments had been received during the recent review period. He noted that most of the feedback for the survey had yielded high marks overall, but parts of the survey may need to be reworded to solicit specific feedback regarding how certain nodal areas might be improved, including the budget, the schedule, the newsletter, and the website. Mr. Doggett inquired if TPTF saw value in discussing the Market Participant Satisfaction Survey again during the next meeting. The TPTF consensus was that it did not need to be scheduled for discussion. 
Mr. Spangler commended Mr. Bridges for doing an outstanding job documenting the discussion of the Nodal Program Update in the February 4 – 6, 2008 TPTF meeting minutes. 
Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion of Pre-assigned Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) and McCamey Flowgate Right (MCFRI) allocation eligibilities would be carried to the February 21 – 22, 2008 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 3:23 p.m. on Wednesday, February 6, 2008.
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Discussion ERCOT’s plan to resolve State Estimator issues during a future TPTF meeting. 
	J. Sullivan 

	Update the Quality Center Dashboard to include some footnotes clarifying the testing phases represented by each graph. 
	E. Hall and Team

	Return to a future TPTF to communicate:

· a definitive delivery schedule for the Wind Power Forecasting functionality
· a list of components constituting the “Zonal Project Migration” 
· a proposed target date for the final EMS delivery into FAT
	D. Hackett


� The Meeting Attendance covers all 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 February 4 – 6, 2008 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/02/20080204-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/02/20080204-TPTF.html�.
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