NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

01/09/06 Minutes

Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Gordon
	Scott
	EPIC Merchant Energy

	Stacey 
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Jeff
	Brown
	Coral Power

	Dan 
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Manny 
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Jim 
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	Texas Genco

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Tom
	Payton
	Oxy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	Suez Energy Marketing

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Ann 
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Margarita
	Fournier
	Competitive Assets

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant Energy

	Bill
	Hellinghausen
	Reliant Energy

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Bob 
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Jerry
	Ward
	EXTYR

	Jay 
	Dondeti
	ERCOT

	Curtis
	Crews
	ERCOT

	Jared
	Wennermark
	BEPC

	Dwight
	Beckmann
	BEPC

	Lee
	Westbrook
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation 

	Lloyd 
	Prichard
	BP Energy

	Dan 
	Jones
	CPS Energy

	Neil 
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black and Veatch

	Ken
	Chui
	Austin Energy

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy 

	Jim 
	Edwards
	EVC

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Nieves 
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA


1.  Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members.  Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2.  Agenda Review

Tripp Doggett reviewed the agenda.  Doggett stated that ERCOT has been reviewing the Nodal Protocols and developing clarifying questions.  ERCOT has tried to capture instances where TAC or Subcommittees need to address nodal issues.  Doggett informed the group that a list of ERCOT and Subcommittee “To-Dos” will be shared with TAC at the February TAC meeting.  He stated that he had some concerns regarding sorting out logistics as to who should address various issues and would like TAC’s input on this.  

3.  Approval of December 15, 2005 Minutes (Vote)

Adrian Pieniazek made a motion to approve the December 15, 2005 draft meeting minutes.   Kristy Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote.  All market segments were present for the vote.

4.  Future Meetings

TPTF meetings have been scheduled for the following dates:
· January 23-24, 2006

· February 6-7, 2006

5.  Update on ERCOT’s Implementation Activities

Trip Doggett updated the group on ERCOT’s recent implementation activities.  Doggett informed the group that Steve Grendel has been named Business Program Director and Jeyant Tamby has been named IT Program Director.  The last key position that is still open is the Program Director Position.  ERCOT is currently in the process of filling this position.  ERCOT will wait to present the project plan to the market until the Program Director position has been filled.  

Doggett stated that ERCOT has been developing a project budget so that Tom Schrader can begin to secure funding for the nodal project.  ERCOT will be addressing appropriate ways to fund activities in the upcoming week.  Schrader will be discussing his thoughts on moving forward with funding efforts at the January 17th Board meeting.  Doggett stated that the bulk of ERCOT’s recent efforts have been on developing the project plan and budget.  

Manny Munoz asked about ERCOT’s progress in reviewing changes to the Protocols that were filed with the Commission related to the Protocol synchronization effort.  Munoz reminded the group that TNT had developed a list of synchronization issues.  Doggett stated that ERCOT has been focusing on the version of the Protocols that was filed at the Commission and have not been focusing on synchronization issues.  However, when PRS begins addressing these issues, ERCOT staff will be supporting the PRS effort.  If there are issues identified regarding synchronization, they will be brought to TPTF for review.  Bob Spangler commented that he did not believe the synchronization issues had a major impact on nodal design.  

Doggett stated that part of the effort in developing the high level architecture document is to identify the scope of work that will take place and allow IT to make a decision on whether a request for inquiry (RFI) is necessary as opposed to going directly to an RFP.  Doggett stated that the first requirement document should be presented at the 1/23 TPTF meeting.  Curtis Crews and his group have been working on developing requirement documents to address changes necessary to modeling the system within ERCOT.  The requirement documents is being circulated through ERCOT.   The challenge of maintaining consistency between different models is also being addressed.  

6.  Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests for Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT Electrical System
ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections.  Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for actions taken:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060109-TPTF.html
Section 3.1.3.2, Resources

Section 3.1.5.3, Timelines for Response by ERCOT for TSP Requests

Section 3.1.5.9, Information for Inclusion in Transmission Facilities Outage Requests

Section 3.3.2.1, Information to be Provided to ERCOT

Section 3.5.1, Process for Defining Hubs

Section 3.5.2.1, North 345 kV Trading Hub (North 345)

Section 3.5.2.2, South 345 kV Trading Hub (South 345)

Section 3.5.2.3, Houston 345 kV Trading Hub (Houston 345)

Section 3.5.2.4, ERCOT Hub Average 345 kV Trading Hub (ERCOT 345)

Section 3.5.2.6, ERCOT Bus Average 345 kV Trading Hub (ERCOT 345 Bus)

Section 3.7, Resource Parameters

Section 3.7.1, Resource Parameter Criteria

Section 3.8, Special Considerations for Split Generation Meters

Section 3.9.1, Current Operating Plan (COP) Criteria

Section 3.9.2, Current Operating Plan Validation

Section 3.10, Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry

Section 3.10.2, Annual Planning Model

Section 3.10.8, Dynamic Rating

Section 3.10.8.1, Dynamic Ratings Delivered via ICCP
Section 3.10.8.2, Dynamic Ratings Delivered via Static Cable and Telemetered Temperature
Section 3.10.8.3, Dynamic Rating Network Operations Model Change Requests
Section 3.10.8.4, ERCOT Responsibilities Related to Dynamic Ratings

Section 3.10.8.5, Transmission Service Provider Responsibilities Related to Dynamic Ratings
Section 3.10.9.2, Telemetry and State Estimator Performance Monitoring

Section 3.12.2, Long-Term Load Forecast

Section 3.14.1, Reliability Must Run

Section 3.14.1.2, ERCOT Evaluation

Section 3.14.1.10, Incentive Factor

Section 3.15, Voltage Support

Section 3.16, Standards for Determining Ancillary Service Quantities

Section 3.18, Resource Limits in Providing Ancillary Services

7.  Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests for Section 4, Day Ahead Operations
ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections.  Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for actions taken:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060109-TPTF.html
Section 4.2.1.2, Ancillary Service Obligation Assignment and Notice

Section 4.2.2, Wind-Powered Generation Resource Production Potential

Section 4.2.3, Posting Forecasted ERCOT System Conditions

Section 4.4.1, Capacity Trades

Section 4.4.2, Energy Trades

Section 4.4.2.2, Energy Trade Validation

Section 4.4.3, DC Tie Schedules

Section 4.4.3.1, DC Tie Schedule Criteria

Section 4.4.3.2, DC Tie Schedule Validation

Section 4.4.4, CRR Offers

Section 4.4.6.1, Self-Arranged Ancillary Service Quantities

Section 4.4.6.2, Ancillary Service Offers

Section 4.4.6.2.1, Ancillary Service Offer Criteria

Section 4.4.6.3.2, Ancillary Service Trade Validation

Section 4.4.6.4, Ancillary Service Supply Responsibility

Section 4.4.7, RMR Offers

Section 4.4.8.2.1, Startup Offer and Minimum Energy Offer Criteria

Section 4.4.8.2.3, Startup Offer and Minimum-Energy Offer Generic Caps

Section 4.4.8.3.1, Energy Offer Curve Criteria

Section 4.4.8.3.3, Energy Offer Curve Caps for Make-Whole Calculation Purposes

Section 4.4.8.4.1, Mitigated Offer Cap

Section 4.4.8.4.2, Mitigated Offer Floor

Section 4.4.8.5.1, DAM Energy-Only Offer Curve Criteria

Section 4.4.9, Credit Requirements for DAM Bids and Offers

Section 4.5.1, DAM Clearing Process

Section 4.5.2, Ancillary Service Insufficiency

Section 4.5.3, Communicating DAM Results

Section 4.6.2.3, Day-Ahead Make-Whole Settlements

Section 4.6.4.2, Charges for Ancillary Services Procurement in the DAM
8.  Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests for (Zonal Protocol) Section 10, Metering
9.  Other Business

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 4:15PM.  TPTF will continue its meeting on Tuesday, January 10, 2006.  

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

01/10/06 Minutes

Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	City of Denton

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT

	Bill
	Hellinghausen
	Reliant

	Kevin
	Gresham
	Reliant Energy

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Bob
	Helton
	ANP

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ

	Gordon
	Scott
	EPIC Merchant Energy

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	Texas Genco

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Jerry
	Ward
	TXU Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Stacey
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy 

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch 

	Richard
	Jones
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch 

	Lloyd
	Prichard
	BP Energy

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Jeff
	Brown
	Coral

	Margarita
	Fournier
	Competitive Assets

	Diane
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT


1.  Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members.  Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2.  Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests for (Nodal Protocol) Section 5, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC)

ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections.  Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for actions taken:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060109-TPTF.html
Section 5.1, Introduction

Section 5.3, ERCOT Security Sequence Responsibilities

Section 5.5.3, Communication of RUC Commitments and Decommitments

Section 5.6.1, Verifiable Costs

Section 5.6.1.2, Verifiable Minimum-Energy Costs

Section 5.7.1.3, Energy Revenue Less Cost Above LSL During RUC-Committed Hours

Section 5.7.1.4, Energy Revenue Less Cost During QSE Clawback Intervals

Section 5.7.2, RUC Clawback Charge

Section 5.7.4.1, RUC Capacity-Short Charge

Section 5.7.4.2, RUC Make-Whole Uplift Charge

Section 5.7.4.1.1, Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share

Section 5.7.4.1.2, RUC Capacity Credit

Section 5.7.5, RUC Clawback Payment

Section 5.7.6, RUC Decommitment Charge
3.  Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests for (Zonal Protocol) Section 10, Metering
There was discussion regarding the clarification of Section 10.3.2.3, Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters in the Zonal Protocols.  Don Tucker asked the group if it would be allowable to net load and/or generation that were connected at different voltage levels in the Nodal Market.  A diagram of “Net Metering with Interconnection to the Transmission Grid at Different Transmission Voltages” was displayed to provide an example of the clarification being requested.  Jerry Ward stated that generation net metering rules would not be changed and that it is allowable in the Nodal market to net metering at different voltage levels, but there would be a change in the calculation of the price.  There was discussion regarding which prices would apply to the net total and how it would be calculated.  There was a comment from Floyd Trefny that using SCADA data to allocate the percentage of netted load that should be attributed to each EPS metering point was not acceptable in the Nodal Market.  Floyd also raised a concern on the size of generating units behind a single EPS metering point.  Don Tucker asked the group to clarify if there are changes to existing metering requirements for the transformation from a zonal to nodal market so that if certain situations exist that do not meet the requirements, the market has time to make the needed changes.  It was asked that the unique meter situations be identified by ERCOT, with unique metering situations being defined as any Facility where the Load and Generation are not located behind the same EPS metering point and unique metering situations include sites where multiple generators, that are not combined cycle units, are located behind the same EPS metering point.  It was also asked that different settlement point prices be derived to determine if netting rules are changing due to nodal.  Jerry Ward stated that the plan is to not change metering until after further analysis to see if the existing metering configurations can be accommodated in Nodal.  A subgroup may be formed to discuss this issue.  Confidentiality issues might come into play with this discussion of metering configurations for Market Participant sites.  

Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060109-TPTF.html
4.  Agenda Items to be Taken Up at the Next TPTF Meeting
Trip Doggett stated that the group would move forward with additional Protocol clarifications at their next meeting.   
5.  Other Business

The TPTF’s next meeting is on January 23rd and 24th.  Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:29PM.  
NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

01/23/06 Meeting Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html 

Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Dwight
	Beckman
	BEPC

	Floyd
	Prichard
	BP Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Margarita
	Fournier
	Competitive Assets

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation 

	Dan
	Jones
	CPS (by teleconference)

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	Denton Municipal (by teleconference)

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Lee
	Caylor
	ERCOT

	Raj
	Chudgar
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Jay
	Dondeti
	ERCOT

	Steve
	Grendel
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Jagan
	Mandavilli
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Joel
	Mickey
	ERCOT 

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Chad
	Seely
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Brandon
	Whittle
	ERCOT

	Xiangjun
	Xu
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT ( by teleconference)

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT ( by teleconference)

	Hong
	Xiao
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA (by teleconference)

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical Corporation  (by teleconference)

	Alice
	Jackson
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ 

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	Texas Genco

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Jerry
	Ward
	TXU Energy


1. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2. Agenda Review

Trip Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the day. 

3. Approval of January 9-10, 2006 Minutes (Vote)

The task force reviewed the following comment from TXU Energy presented by Bob Spangler regarding paragraph 3.10.8(1), pertaining to the annual planning model, in the Section 3 Matrix:

In reviewing the Section 3 clarifications at item 43, which refers to Section 3.10.8(1), Lee Westbrook and I believe that  the comment added for Section 3.10.8(1) does not capture the discussion we had at the meeting. The existing Protocol language in that section is, "ERCOT shall use Dynamic Ratings, where available, in the Network Operations Model, Annual Planning Models, and the CRR Network Models.", and Matt's matrix entry is "Where available, dynamic ratings shall be used in the Annual Planning Model."  As we discussed during the meeting what is currently being done in the planning groups is adequate, considering all the other inherent uncertainties in the Annual Planning Models (distinguished from Operating and CRR Models). The dynamic rating of any new or changed facility in the future cases is "unavailable," and any dynamic ratings can be no more "available" than the ambient temperatures in future years. Consequently, we believe that the TPTF agreed to the continuation of current practices regarding the use of summer static ratings for any Summer Annual Planning Case and we suggest adding the following to the comment for this item "Static ratings may be used in Annual Planning Models if consistent with the corresponding dynamic ratings for the ambient conditions being modeled, as adequately described by the facility owner."
The task force discussed the comment and agreed to incorporate the change into Section 3 Clarification Spreadsheet for Section 3.10.8(1). Dan Bailey moved to approve the draft minutes from January 9 and 10, 2006 as amended by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The TPTF unanimously approved the draft minutes. All market segments were present for the vote.
4. Future Meetings

Trip Doggett announced availability of meeting rooms for the following dates:
· February 6-7, 2006

· February 20 to discuss Network Model Management System Requirements Documents; presentation by Jeyant Tamby on high-level architecture design for nodal as well as an overview of the components involved and the changes anticipated.

· March 13-14, Room 168 available

· March 27-28, Room 168 available

After some discussion the group recommended that we attempt to find a larger room than Room 168 for the March meetings.

5. TAC Update

Trip Doggett reported that the TPTF Charter was approved by TAC as revised by TAC. After considerable discussion, TAC decided that the word “present” would include in person or via teleconference/web-ex. Doggett further reported that TAC decided that the use of proxies would be allowed in the TPTF, but lacking documentation, TAC was not inclined to put specific language regarding proxies in the Charter. TAC opted to have the minutes reflect that “present” included those participants attending by teleconference/web-ex and that proxies were accepted. At this time, eligible representatives can carry an unlimited number of proxies for members in their particular market segment. Doggett was asked by TAC to bring a summary of the proxy rules used by the Texas Nodal Team to the next TAC meeting.

Bob Spangler asked about maintaining confidentiality of certain documents within the context of allowing participation by phone or web-ex. This discussion expanded to include confidential presentations by vendors. Doggett said that there would be special rules for dealing with confidential information. Nick Fehrenbach said that provisions for confidential information (no phone or web-ex bridge) are already in the Charter. Randy Jones commented that the technology should be available to ensure confidentiality. 

Participants also discussed whether there should be a limit on the number of proxies per segment. Margarita Fournier noted that for her market segment (small independent REPs) the use of proxies allows this segment to participate, but recognized that allowing more than three proxies will meet with resistance from other market segments. Some market segments emphasized the importance of full, meaningful, participation in the process. Doggett said he will inform TAC of this discussion in February. He will also inform TAC that there are some participants who want to allow an individual to hold up to five proxies. The process of designating proxies was also discussed. It was agreed that any written format (standard proxy form, email, or handwritten notice) is acceptable. The current form that is in use for TAC and subcommittees is posted at:

http://www.ercot.com/committees/board/tac/tptf/index.html 

Doggett also reviewed the comments from Parviz Adib during TAC regarding the need for collaboration with the Commission Staff during Nodal proceedings and the stakeholder process to work through issues related to cost-based offers during a transition period at the beginning of the Nodal market and any changes to the Nodal Protocols that may come out of Docket No. 31540. Adib commented that the TPTF should be involved.

6. Status of Requirements Document for Network Modeling System (see Key Documents)

Steve Grendel reported that this effort is approximately two months behind schedule and that ERCOT needs to mobilize a team. Jeyant Tamby, Lee Caylor, and Grendel are now assigned full-time to the Nodal transition effort and have teams and funding in place to proceed with the work. Grendel committed to reporting back to TPTF at the February 6th meeting. Margarita Fournier asked where the funding came from. Grendel replied that it was from funds remaining at the end of 2005.

Caylor gave a presentation on the Network Model Management System and stated that the model timeline is currently the biggest challenge. Other challenges include developing data consistent models, Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) auction data requirements, and information posting. Caylor showed the proposed Network Model Management System (NMMS) Solution Data Flow Diagram and said that the current intent is to meet the February 6th deadline for business requirements documents; start the functional specifications in March; and then return to TPTF with design specs in May. Trip Doggett asked for a target date to transmit the document to the group and Caylor committed to sending it by February 1st.
Jerry Ward stated that he appreciates ERCOT’s effort and realizes that going to the Nodal market model is a huge step. He said that as discussed earlier, there probably needs to be an Operations model out almost three years in advance in order to implement CRRs. Ward asked if, contemplating the current process and the changes that need to be made, the data submittal process will be expanded a few days. Ward said that he thinks it is important that the training personnel make sure the Transmission and Distribution Companies (TDSPs) are aware of the importance of how this works. Ward suggested that report cards be issued. Floyd Trefny stated that the time necessary for development and implementation is being underestimated. He further inquired whether the requirement documents will describe a naming convention for devices in the model. Caylor responded that would not be the case, and Trefny countered that it will not work without that naming convention. Trefny pointed out the importance of the entities giving and receiving the data speaking the same language, and Caylor agreed. Trefny stated that there needs to be an agreed upon process and naming conventions in the requirements document for success. Caylor said he anticipated that more of these details will be incorporated in the March time frame. Trefny said he considered these to be significant details. Doggett stated that Curtis Crews has given this some thought and asked if the work was at a point where it could be presented to TPTF for a discussion. Doggett suggested that the Network Model Team could include what Crews has on paper. Margarita Fournier asked Doggett if review of this Requirements Document was the first opportunity to make sure that the TPTF work is consistent with Protocols. Doggett said that it was. 

Bob Spangler stated that he does not want the requirements document posted on February 1st and voted on February 6th as Doggett had suggested. Spangler expressed a desire for more time for discussion.

Grendel stated that three weeks will be long enough to review the requirements document and sign off on it. Ward asked what ERCOT needed for this. Grendel stated finding a tool to link the documents and requirements to the Protocols would be beneficial. Raj Chudgar stated that at a minimum he would like to have TPTF review the first round of business requirements to ensure that ERCOT is hitting the mark. Doggett stated that he would like to plan before the meetings what areas of the requirements will be reviewed. Caylor is currently working on an overview and Matt Mereness will send this presentation out and post it with other Key Documents.

8. Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests

Review of TXU Homework on FIP and FOP for Section 4 (see Key Documents): Bob Spangler presented his report on FIP (Fuel Index Price) and FOP (Fuel Operating Price). Spangler and Jerry Ward talked about how the FIP and FOP were used for Settlement purposes. A number of action items resulted from this discussion:

· ERCOT to propose Protocol language to address FIP and FOP.
· Spangler and Ward to contribute to the language effort.

· Kenneth Ragsdale to work on the timing issues.

· ERCOT to ask Ray Chase to confirm that Protocol review requirements on FIP and FOP will be available for extracts.
Review of Section 6 Clarifications: ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections: 

Section 6.1, Introduction

Section 6.3, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations Timeline

Section 6.3.1, Activities for the Adjustment Period

Section 6.3.2, Activities for Real-Time Operations

Section 6.3.4, ERCOT Notification of Validation Rules for Real-Time

Section 6.4.2, Output Schedules for Resources Other than Dynamically Scheduled Resources
Section 6.4.2.1, Output Schedules for Resources Other than Dynamically Scheduled Resources

Section 6.4.2.3, Output Schedule Criteria

Section 6.4.2.4, Output Schedule Validation

Section 6.4.3, Energy Offer Curve

Section 6.4.2.4, Output Schedule Validation

Section 6.4.2.5, DSR Load
Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html
Trip Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:50 PM. 
NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

01/24/06 Draft Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html 
Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Tom
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Doug
	Evans
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Jagan
	Mandavilli
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Brandon
	Whittle
	ERCOT

	Xiangjun
	Xu
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	Texas Genco

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Jerry
	Ward
	TXU Energy


9. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

10. Continue Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests
ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections. Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html 
Section 6.4.5, Resource Status
Section6.4.6, QSE-Requested Decommitment of Resources
Section .4.6.2.3, Day-Ahead Make-Whole Settlements
Section 6.4.8.1, Evaluation and Maintenance of Ancillary Service Capacity Sufficiency
Section 6.4.8.1.1, ERCOT Increases to the Ancillary Services Plan
Section 6.4.8.1.2, Replacement of Undeliverable Ancillary Service Due to Transmission Constraints
Section 6.4.8.1.3, Replacement of Ancillary Service Due to Failure to Provide
Section 6.4.8.2.2, SASM Clearing Process
Section 6.5.5.2,  Operational Data Requirements Section 6.5.7

Section 6.5.7.1.11, Transmission Constraint Management

Section 6.5.9.2, Failure of the SCED Process
Section 6.5.7.1.13, Data Inputs and Outputs for the Real-Time Sequence and SCED
Section 6.5.7.2, Resource Limit Calculator
Section 6.5.7.3, Security Constrained Economic Dispatch
Section 6.5.7.5, Ancillary Services Capacity Monitor
Section 6.5.7.6.1, Ancillary Services Capacity Monitor
Section 6.5.7.6.2.2, Deployment of Responsive Reserve Service
Section 6.5.7.6.2.3, Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment
Section 6.5.9.4.1, EECP Steps
Section 6.6.5, Generation Resource Base-Point Deviation Charge
Section 6.6.5.1, General Generation Resource Base-Point Deviation Charge
Section 6.6.5.1.1, Base Point Deviation Charge for Over Generation
Section 6.6.5.1.2, Base Point Deviation Charge for Under Generation
Section 6.6.7.1, Voltage Support Service Payments
Section 6.6.9.2, Charge for Emergency Power Increases
Section 6.6.10, Real-Time Revenue Neutrality Allocation
Section 6.7.1, Payments for Ancillary Service Capacity Sold in a Supplemental Ancillary Service Market
Section 7.1, Function of Congestion Revenue Rights
Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions
Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at approximately 3:00 PM. 
NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

01/24/06 Draft Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html 
Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Tom
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Doug
	Evans
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Jagan
	Mandavilli
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Brandon
	Whittle
	ERCOT

	Xiangjun
	Xu
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	Texas Genco

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Jerry
	Ward
	TXU Energy


9. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

10. Continue Review of ERCOT Clarification Requests

ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections. Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/01/20060123-TPTF.html 
Section 6.4.5, Resource Status

Section6.4.6, QSE-Requested Decommitment of Resources

Section .4.6.2.3, Day-Ahead Make-Whole Settlements
Section 6.4.8.1, Evaluation and Maintenance of Ancillary Service Capacity Sufficiency

Section 6.4.8.1.1, ERCOT Increases to the Ancillary Services Plan

Section 6.4.8.1.2, Replacement of Undeliverable Ancillary Service Due to Transmission Constraints

Section 6.4.8.1.3, Replacement of Ancillary Service Due to Failure to Provide

Section 6.4.8.2.2, SASM Clearing Process

Section 6.5.5.2,  Operational Data Requirements Section 6.5.7

Section 6.5.7.1.11, Transmission Constraint Management

Section 6.5.9.2, Failure of the SCED Process

Section 6.5.7.1.13, Data Inputs and Outputs for the Real-Time Sequence and SCED

Section 6.5.7.2, Resource Limit Calculator
Section 6.5.7.3, Security Constrained Economic Dispatch

Section 6.5.7.5, Ancillary Services Capacity Monitor

Section 6.5.7.6.1, Ancillary Services Capacity Monitor

Section 6.5.7.6.2.2, Deployment of Responsive Reserve Service

Section 6.5.7.6.2.3, Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment

Section 6.5.9.4.1, EECP Steps

Section 6.6.5, Generation Resource Base-Point Deviation Charge

Section 6.6.5.1, General Generation Resource Base-Point Deviation Charge

Section 6.6.5.1.1, Base Point Deviation Charge for Over Generation

Section 6.6.5.1.2, Base Point Deviation Charge for Under Generation

Section 6.6.7.1, Voltage Support Service Payments

Section 6.6.9.2, Charge for Emergency Power Increases

Section 6.6.10, Real-Time Revenue Neutrality Allocation

Section 6.7.1, Payments for Ancillary Service Capacity Sold in a Supplemental Ancillary Service Market

Section 7.1, Function of Congestion Revenue Rights

Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions

Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at approximately 3:00 PM. 
NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

02/06/06 Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Stacey
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	William
	Theriault
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Fred
	Sherman
	City of Garland

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	R.J. Covington, Denton Municipal (by teleconference)

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Doug
	Evans
	ERCOT

	Ron
	Hinsley
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Terry
	Madden
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT

	Yan
	Ou
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Hong
	Xiao
	ERCOT

	Jerry
	Ward
	EXTYR

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Manuel
	Atanacio
	KEMA

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Nayana
	Rhadke
	LCRA

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Ken
	Vormwald
	self

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	SUEZ (by teleconference)

	Kim
	Krajecki
	The Structure Group

	Mark
	Chronister
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy


1. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2. Agenda Review

Trip Doggett reviewed the agenda. Some modifications were made to the order of agenda items for both February 6 and February 7. Matt Mereness sent out an updated agenda for February 7, 2006.

3. Approval of January 23-24, 2006 Minutes (Vote)

A draft of the meeting minutes was distributed to the TPTF email list and no corrections were received. Bob Spangler made a motion to approve the draft minutes from January 23 and 24, 2006. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The TPTF unanimously approved the draft minutes. All market segments were present for the vote.
4. Future Meetings

Trip Doggett reported that TPTF meetings are planned for the following dates:
· February 20, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center (to discuss the Network Model Management System Requirements Documents; high-level architecture design to support the Nodal market with Jeyant Tamby, as well as an overview of the components involved and the changes anticipated in the Nodal transition
· March 13-14, location to be determined [has subsequently been moved to March 6-7 at ERCOT Austin Met Center]

· March 28-29, LCRA facility on Montopolis Drive.

5. TAC Update

Trip Doggett reported having presented to TAC a summary of the Texas Nodal Team’s proxy rules. TAC did not add any restrictions to the TPTF charter; therefore, TPTF attendees can hold an unlimited number of proxies from individuals within his or her own voting segment. Doggett further reported having presented part of Ron Hinsley’s Market Redesign Update presentation to TAC on February 2, 2006 (available in the Key Document section for the TAC meeting at http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060202-TAC.html). Doggett then shared some of this presentation with the TPTF participants.

The Market Redesign Update presentation communicated the results of the Nodal budget assessment, including resources necessary, timeline, critical projects, and associated risks. This assessment resulted in an estimated budget for the Nodal market implementation of $95-$130 million. This is higher than the $60 - $76 million estimated in the TNT Cost Benefit Analysis.  The higher estimate is largely due to the hardware costs. ERCOT has assembled a team to examine where the differences are and is communicating with the California Independent System Operator and other system operators to obtain actual cost data for similar implementation efforts. 

Randy Jones noted that KEMA Consulting developed the original cost-benefits analysis (CBA) and inquired whether ERCOT consulted with KEMA during the assessment and expressed concern over the disparity. Jerry Ward responded that the original CBA was done without the benefit of the Protocols and emphasized that a black-box approach to developing costs would not be desirable. R. Jones stated that if that is the origin of the price disparity, he will accept it. Bob Spangler inquired whether the cost estimate included adding the 50 full-time employees and whether the positions of those pulled to work on the Nodal effort will be back-filled (specifically, will ERCOT bring on contractors or full-time employees). Doggett responded that this number includes the back-fill and confirmed that at times there could be 90 persons working on the Nodal transition. 

Floyd Trefny expressed a desire for Market Participants to perform a more in-depth evaluation of the estimates to help build support for these numbers throughout the ERCOT governance. Doggett reminded the attendees that the primary role for TPTF is to ensure that requirements and design meet the Protocols and that the Protocols are being interpreted correctly. Spangler agreed, stating that the activities of the TPTF should remain within the scope of its Charter. Spangler, however, emphasized the need for Market Participants to understand what ERCOT is doing so they can better support ERCOT at the Commission. Participants further discussed the accuracy of the assessment within the context of whether the Protocols were interpreted correctly and whether the hardware estimate is reasonable. Dan Jones noted that the difference could be attributed to the fact that the original estimate, unlike the ERCOT assessment, was developed by individuals who do not actually design the systems. Dan Jones reiterated that cost issues are outside the scope of the TPTF.

Doggett committed to providing TPTF a more detailed overview of the Nodal budget and schedules, and reporting back on what ERCOT has discovered on hardware costs. Marguerite Wagner asked which costs, if any, are related to maintaining the old system in parallel with the new and requested that these costs be broken out. Doggett stated that the estimate was based on a January 1, 2009 “go-live” date, and included time for pilot testing and a mock market. Doggett will update TPTF on this at the February 20, 2006 meeting.

Doggett stated that he will present a list of tasks to TAC that details the role of TAC and the Subcommittees outlined in the Nodal Protocols. Activities identified include:

1. Develop procedures for characterizing a Simple Transmission Outage (ERCOT and TAC).
2. Establish the naming conventions (ERCOT and the Transmission Service Providers with TAC approval).

3. Establish a task force to establish Telemetry criteria (TAC).

4. Establish a task force to develop a State Estimator Performance Standard (TAC).

5. If necessary, develop constraint competitiveness tests (TAC).

6. Determine process for verifiable actual costs (ERCOT with TAC approval).

7. Determine process for the verifiable actual costs for a startup attempt (ERCOT with TAC approval).

8. Develop a methodology to determine the optimal frequency bias for given system conditions (ERCOT with TAC approval).

9. Develop a procedure to deploy Resources providing Non-Spinning Reserve Service (ERCOT with TAC approval).

10. Develop a naming convention for CRRs consistent with Protocol requirements (TAC).

11. Develop performance measures (ERCOT with TAC approval).

12. Develop a QSE/Resource monitoring program (ERCOT with TAC approval).

13. Continually review the Wholesale Electric Market Monitor’s assessments of ERCOT’s operations and ERCOT’s performance in controlling the ERCOT Control area according to requirements and criteria established by the Operating Guides and NERC policy and standards (TAC).
Participants noted that a good mixture of talent and the insight from varying perspectives is needed. Participants encouraged the use of joint task forces and suggested a brief training for each task force before the task is undertaken. Doggett invited participants to provide additional issues and informed the group that the list had been shared with the TAC Subcommittee leadership to solicit their input.

Ron Hinsley updated the group on the development of the nodal resource plan, the hiring process, and preparation for the PUCT filing. Hinsley stated that ERCOT recognized the importance of meeting published dates. Hinsley reported that ERCOT was still in the interviewing process for a Program Director, but anticipates filling the position by the end of February. ERCOT is seeking an individual who has been through a large reengineering effort similar to the one being undertaken at ERCOT. Regarding the project management effort, the current project management team is helping break down the structure to come up with dates and deliverables. Hinsley stated that a large amount of work has to be done and the team needs to examine how ERCOT will run the project going forward. Currently, ERCOT does not have sufficient expertise and tools to run a project of this magnitude. ERCOT narrowed the selection down to three different vendors that would complement the in-house expertise. The contract should be awarded by Feb 24. Hinsley invited Market Participants to contact him, Trip Doggett, or any Nodal team member if they have any questions or concerns.
Participants again expressed the desire of having full access and involvement in the development of the project schedule, milestones, and critical paths to ensure that no elements will be overlooked. Ward emphasized the importance of ERCOT remaining in constant communication with the Market Participants to ensure that the focus is on making the market work, rather than blindly following Protocol language. Hinsley responded that he and ERCOT Staff are committed to developing the best system and keeping the Market Participants informed. Hinsley noted, however, that in a project of this size things may get missed in the Protocols. For this reason, ERCOT has established touch points so things will be fixed along the way. 
Ward observed that since the Commission has not yet approved this set of Protocols, the time schedule for implementation needs to be developed based on when the Protocols are approved. Hinsley responded that the timeline takes into account some minor corrections in March but nothing beyond that. Hinsley agreed that ERCOT must evaluate impact of the approval date on the timeline. Hinsley expects that the requirements will be completed by August 1, 2006. That allows five months between protocols and business requirements. Trefny inquired how the seams between the major systems will be addressed and expressed concern that, if not done correctly, there could be some huge risks to the Market. Trefny said that how this project is broken up into little pieces becomes critical to managing risk for ERCOT and Market Participants. Hinsley responded that the communication is mainly between the systems and a middleware standard, so the data flow between systems should be simple and clear. ERCOT is using a service-oriented architecture approach in that individual systems will talk to the middle layer rather than to each other, so changes made on one end do not affect the other. 
Hinsley further reported that many individuals within ERCOT are involved in the protocol review process. Hinsley explained that the Nodal project leadership team is comprised of Trip Doggett, Steve Grendel, and Jeyant Tamby. The ERCOT Nodal team is currently determining the flow of the work and will inform TPTF of that work flow once it is defined. Hinsley stated that he is developing a document that lists each project, the scope, and the expected outcome to educate the PUCT Staff as to how ERCOT is approaching this effort. Hinsley said that soon ERCOT will be beyond the organizational start-up stage, and phasing into the actual part of the project where Market Participants will start to see deliverables. 
Jim Reynolds returned to the ERCOT hiring effort. Hinsley said that hiring for Nodal ranges across the organization, including a position in Human Resources, and that some will be ERCOT full-time staff and some will be contractors. Hinsley confirmed that after implementation, those hired will become full-time employees. Reynolds inquired as to the number of servers. Hinsley stated that when ERCOT put the estimate together, staff talked to a wide variety of people, but now ERCOT is making a critical evaluation. Reynolds inquired about physical facilities for the people and equipment needed to accommodate the Nodal effort. Hinsley stated that no data center upgrade was included in the cost estimate. 

Spangler encouraged ERCOT to ask for what it needs throughout the Nodal effort as it would not behoove ERCOT or the market to cut corners. Hinsley said that when ERCOT files its funding request with the PUCT, any support from Market Participants would be appreciated. 

Hinsley addressed the wireless issue in the ERCOT Met Center meeting rooms. Hinsley stated that there was a misunderstanding about how long it was supposed to be in place and that it will be reinstalled on a permanent basis.
6. Attendance and Proxy Submission Options for TPTF

Matt Mereness discussed options for receiving proxies. He said there was no requirement for a signed piece of paper and that decisions for how proxies would be handled could be made within the Task Force. Mereness proposed that proxies be emailed from the person designating the proxy at least 24 hours before the meeting to him, with a copy sent to Sarah Sanders. The group agreed that a proxy could cover more than one meeting and that teleconference attendees can hold proxies. Mereness agreed to send a notice with the standard proxy/alternate representative form to the TPTF list-serve. Proxies will be tracked in the minutes.
7. Business Requirements Documentation

This agenda item was postponed until February 7, 2006 TPTF meeting.

8. Review of ERCOT Protocol Clarification Requests

Review of Section 7 – Congestion Management Clarifications: 

ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections: 

7.5.1, Nature and Timing

7.5.2, CRR Auction Offers and Bids

7.5.3.1, Data Transparency

7.5.5.1, Creditworthiness

7.5.5.2, Disclosure of CRR Ownership

7.5.5.3, Auction Process

7.5.5.4, Simultaneous Feasibility Test

7.5.6, CRR Auction Settlements

7.5.6.4, CRR Auction Revenues

7.5.7, Method and Timing for Distributing CRR Auction Revenues

7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)

7.7.3.2, New or Recommissioned Unit Startup and Testing

7.8, Bilateral Trades and ERCOT CRR Registration System

7.9.1.1, Payments and Charges for PTP Obligations Settled in DAM

7.9.1.4, Payments for FGRs Settled in DAM

7.9.2.3, Payments for NOIE PTP Options with Refund Settled in Real-Time

7.9.3.4, Monthly Refunds to Short-Paid CRR Owners

Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
Trip Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:27 PM. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	7.5.1, Nature and Timing, John Adams to facilitate a meeting to discuss ideas for creating the monthly CRR Model to be presented to TPTF on March 14th[Now March 7]. Beth Garza, Dan Jones, Manny Munoz, Bob Spangler, Marguerite Wagner, Jerry Ward, Cesar Seymour, Randy Jones, and John Moseley want to participate in this effort.
	J. Adams

	
	


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Overview of the Nodal budget
	TBD

	Information about the high-level schedule
	TBD

	Update from Ron Hinsley
	monthly


NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASKFORCE MEETING

02/07/06 Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Stacey
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Manny
	Munoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	Fred
	Sherman
	City of Garland

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Dan
	Jones
	CPS

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	R.J. Covington/Denton Municipal

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Ryan
	Aldridge
	ERCOT

	Bill
	Barnes
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Lee
	Caylor
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Jay
	Dondeti
	ERCOT

	Paula
	Feuerbacher
	ERCOT

	Steve
	Grendel
	ERCOT

	Tracy
	Hancock
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Gary
	Macomber
	ERCOT

	Terry
	Madden
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Sai
	Moorty
	ERCOT

	Calvin
	Opheim
	ERCOT

	Yan
	Ou
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Kenneth
	Ragsdale
	ERCOT

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Robert
	Staples
	ERCOT

	Shuye
	Teng
	ERCOT

	Don
	Tucker
	ERCOT

	Jun
	Yu
	ERCOT

	Hong
	Xiao
	ERCOT

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Jerry
	Ward
	EXTYR

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Fortegra, Black, & Veatch Co.

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Nayana
	Rhadke
	LCRA

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Alice
	Jackson
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Tom
	Peyton
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (by teleconference)

	Bill
	Hellinghauser
	Reliant

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy


9. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

10. Continue Review of ERCOT Protocol Clarification Requests

Review of Section 7 Clarifications: ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol sections: 

7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)

7.5.3.1, Data Transparency

Review of Section 8 Clarifications: ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Protocol section:

8.1, QSE/Resource Performance Monitoring and Compliance

Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on the above clarifications:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060206-TPTF.html 
11. Net Metering/Section 10 Discussion (see Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale, manager of ERCOT’s Settlement and Billing department, and Don Tucker, manager of ERCOT’s Settlement Metering department, joined TPTF for discussion on net metering. TNT did not file nodal changes to Section 10 – Metering.  As part of ERCOT’s review of Section 10, Tucker raised questions about net metering with nodal pricing. Tucker explained ERCOT’s current procedures of net metering. Tucker said 17 typical scenarios (diagrammed in his presentation which can be found in the Key Documents) have been identified based on the drawings in ERCOT files.  The representative drawings did not include breaker configurations for these sites. 

Manny Munoz asked about the need to understand where the SCADA points are as well as the EPS meters. Tucker thought that SCADA points were already included in the network model, but would need to confirm this. Randy Jones said that a significant number of entities are taking the real-time value out of the meter and then providing it to ERCOT as the real-time telemetry. Tucker said that there is not a Protocol requirement for the TDSP to provide real-time data from the EPS metering points.  Today, ERCOT uses SCADA data no matter where these meters are. Floyd Trefny said that Munoz’s point is valid in that generators are being paid based on EPS meters. He asked, to the extent the EPS meters are in different locations, is there an obligation to go to generation dispatch for each unit. He said that the settlement system should match the dispatch system.
Tucker reviewed each of the diagrams. He stated that the methodology for allocating unit specific data followed the same process: net all metering points and allocate back to each unit based on the units percentage of the total integrated SCADA values provided for a site. Tucker said that this method is utilized to achieve consistent answers for the varied metering configurations. Dan Jones asked about configurations existing before October 2000 and asked for a definition of the configurations. Tucker stated that adding interconnection points may not change the configuration. This would need to be analyzed for a given site based on the specific changes. Tucker showed a table detailing Distribution of Generation Metering Configurations.
Kenneth Ragsdale spoke about some future options for settlement in the Nodal landscape.

His presentation stated the following assumptions:

1. For existing net metering configurations, ERCOT continues to use the current methodology to allocate net generation to each generator.

2. Settlement meters have been installed on Electrical Buses to measure gross generation, net generation, import, export, and/or load. The LMP may be different during Real Time at the Electrical Buses where the meters are located.

Ragsdale’s presentation showed proposals for Settlements for Netted Energy which allow for adjusted payments to generators. Ragsdale said that the market can either change factor or change price. Of the methods discussed, Ragsdale said that Methods C and J account for 55% of the situations, so if one looks at those meters and it shows up as a net load, the load zone price should be charged. Munoz pointed out that disparity could be created regarding settlements if the net load is zero and SCADA is used to determine the net price. Ragsdale said that the main input is values from the state estimator and that the net load will be charged on the load zone settlement point price. Therefore, market participants will be making payments to generators with an adjusted price. 

Ragsdale stated that the presentation was in reference to real-time. Ragsdale drew the following conclusions:

1. If the netting results in “load”, the charge to the load will be calculated based on the Load Zone Settlement Point Price.

2. If the netting results in “generation”, the total of the payments to the Generation Resources will equal the net total of the payments/charges based on the LMP at the corresponding Electrical Buses.

Under Option 1, 
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Jerry Ward said that Option 1 looked most workable and he felt that Task Force members needed time to think about this. Trip Doggett asked TPTF members to review Options 1 and 2 and determine which one was most feasible. Doggett will put this item on the agenda for a TPTF March meeting for discussion. Don Tucker reiterated the need to understand that Ragsdale’s calculations need meter points represented in the network model and that there will be a need to do a one-time set-up for each existing and new metering point. The market model would have to know where the meter points are for these settlement equations.

12. NMMS Requirements Discussion (see Key Documents)

Steve Grendel, ERCOT Market Redesign Business Program Director, gave an update on nodal business requirements including the status of NMMS requirements and of mapping methodology (methodology to make sure protocols are mapped to system requirements and visa versa). Grendel also reviewed the NMMS requirements timeline, the NMMS requirements review calendar (February 15th is the target date to send out requirements), business requirement methodology, and showed a traceability example.
Kristy Ashley stated that an effort should be made to begin work on elements that are not contingent on protocol approval. She asked if ERCOT had looked into an e-tools package (software that is customizable) to help in requirement development. Grendel stated that currently, ERCOT is evaluating a number of different tools that will assist in requirement development. Grendel discussed business requirement methodology stating that this would entail providing consistent requirements labeling across all nodal project efforts, provide traceability/linkage between elements (Protocols, requirements, conceptual system design, design and test script), provide requirement change management, and provide status reporting/gap analysis of protocol coverage to TPTF members. 

Grendel said that the requirements are near completion but that mapping still needs to be added. Grendel explained that each document will be sequentially numbered and will have a unique set of numbers. The documents will be mapped to business requirements and protocols. Grendel said that ERCOT is working on the ability to produce reports out of a requirements database. TPTF agreed that mapping of training back to protocols was desirable. Floyd Trefny asked that mapping include the transition plan requirements in addition to the protocols.  Ultimately, mapping should point forward to the protocol requirements and transition plan where applicable. 

Grendel reviewed the traceability example and John Edwards asked if the detail design would be completed by the selected vendor or if ERCOT would provide the detail design to the vendor. Grendel said that ERCOT would most likely provide the vendor with business requirements and have the vendor develop the software from those requirements. 
Trefny asked about the references to Business Practice (BP) on the traceability example. Grendel said that the intent of this is to provide an explanation as to why an activity is being done under the circumstances where the activity cannot be mapped directly to a protocol. BP will be used to state that there is an associated business practice. Trefny said that it does not make sense to point to BP when BP points to nothing. Grendel said that mapping the requirements is something ERCOT has just started to do and that ultimately, the most effective thing to do is to look at the Protocols. Trefny asked if ERCOT is going to develop documents to support these pointers to Business and Security Requirements (SR). Grendel said that at a minimum ERCOT would revise the Operating Guides and BP and SR would point to the Guides. Trefny, Jerry Ward, and Jim Reynolds all expressed concern that this only provided vague references to something that does not exist. Ward and Trefny asked that the BPs and SRs be documented. They added that if these are not documented, BP and SR are only an idea and open to interpretation which seems inappropriate.

Grendel asked if the requirement mapping that was presented would meet the needs of the TPTF. Jay Dondeti said that if something is not related to a protocol, ERCOT can provide a reference for the vendor. Jim Reynolds asked how much direction ERCOT will provide to the vendor. Ward stated that all details should be documented by ERCOT and shared with market participants so that there are no surprises. 
Trefny asked about the graphic on page 8 of the PR50141 NMMS Network Model Management System Requirements v1.document that Grendel showed the group. He asked for clarification on “other data submitters”. Lee Caylor said that this was planning data from TDSPs. Trefny discussed the requirements for an enhanced model update process. He stated that it is important to be clear who the user is and that the process should be controlled so that not anyone can make changes to the network model. Bob Spangler asked if there was input from any other groups on this document. Grendel stated that ERCOT may need to create an approval matrix to make sure other groups have the opportunity to review and comment on the document. Spangler asked if there was an expectation that approval from other groups be solicited. Grendel stated that there was no expectation to do so. 
13. Additional Review of Section 5 ERCOT Protocol Clarification Requests
Sai Moorty and Jay Dondeti discussed the inconsistencies between the following sections:

5.5.1, Security Sequence

5.5.2, Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process

John Adams was tasked with examining this item and proposing an approach.

Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 PM. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Propose an approach to 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 inconsistencies.
	J. Adams

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Meet new project manager
	

	Net Metering Options 1 and 2
	Early March
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Attendance:

	Name
	Representing

	Chris
	Matthes
	AEP

	David
	Matthaus
	AEP

	Stacey
	Woodard
	Austin Energy

	Dwight
	Beckmann
	BEPC

	Neil
	Eddleman
	Black & Veatch

	William 
	Therriault
	Calpine

	Michael
	Bailey
	CenterPoint Energy

	Valentine
	Emesih
	CenterPoint Energy

	John
	Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	City of Denton (Consultant)

	Dan
	Bailey
	City of Garland

	David
	Grubbs
	City of Garland

	Manny
	Munoz
	CNP

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Gordon
	Scott
	EPIC Merchant Energy

	John
	Adams
	ERCOT

	Lee
	Caylor
	ERCOT

	Raj
	Chudgar
	ERCOT

	Curtis
	Crews
	ERCOT

	Pamela
	Dautel
	ERCOT

	Trip
	Doggett
	ERCOT

	Ken
	Donohoo
	ERCOT

	Doug
	Evans
	ERCOT

	Venkat
	Gajjela
	ERCOT

	Richard
	Gruber
	ERCOT

	Joel
	Koepke
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	Lopez
	ERCOT

	Jagan
	Mandavilli
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Sai
	Moorty
	ERCOT

	John
	Moseley
	ERCOT

	Steve
	Myers
	ERCOT

	Sarah
	Sanders
	ERCOT

	Jeyant
	Tamby
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Frank
	Bhuiyan
	LCRA

	Charles
	Bui
	LCRA

	Nayana
	Phadke
	LCRA

	Shams
	Siddiqi
	LCRA

	Doug
	Strahm
	New Energy Associates

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	NRG Texas

	John
	Edwards
	Occidental Chemical (Proxy)

	Eric
	Schubert
	PUCT

	Floyd
	Trefny
	Reliant Energy

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	Reliant Energy

	Ken
	Vormwald
	self

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Stream Energy

	Jim
	Krajecki
	The Structure Group

	Mike
	Juricek
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Lee 
	Westbrook
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Bob
	Spangler
	TXU Energy

	Walter
	Reid
	Wind Coalition


1. Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2. Review Agenda

Trip Doggett reviewed the agenda. No changes were made.

3. Approve Meeting Minutes from February 6 – 7, 2006 Meeting (Vote)

Randy Jones made a motion to approve the meeting minutes from the February 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meetings. Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The minutes were approved unanimously. 

4. Confirm Future Meetings

Trip Doggett discussed the following future meeting dates:

· March 6 – 7, confirmed for ERCOT Austin-Met location

· March 28 – 29, LCRA Montopolis Facility (Please note that this is a Tuesday/Wednesday meeting.)

5. Overview of Architecture Document (see Key Documents)

Jeyant Tamby reported on the high-level Nodal architecture efforts starting from December 10, 2005 which is when the Information Technology (IT) effort ramped-up. Tamby said that he was tasked with preparing a budget for the Board using a bottom-up approach, an effort which involved 15 to 20 individuals. In mid-January 2006, the $90-130 million range budget was defined along with 86 projects. A great deal of information related to the project was captured in the Nodal Architecture Document. Currently, ERCOT is working on refining the budget needed for hardware. Six ERCOT staff members started work February 20, 2006 on the IT systems. Tamby encouraged Market Participants to continue to provide feedback to ERCOT.

Tamby said that the goal of the Nodal Architecture Document was to provide an IT-centric view of the Nodal Systems Architecture and to provide an understanding of ERCOT IT systems and their interrelationships to support the Nodal Market. Tamby said that this document would serve as a base point for risk and feasibility analysis, hardware and Data Center plans, and project delivery patterns. This document is still in draft version and will evolve as ERCOT and the market move forward on the Nodal project. Tamby gave a system overview and said that ERCOT IT is approaching this as one system with different components. Tamby said that currently ERCOT sees no reason to replace the EMS systems, although they may be upgraded with additional functionality. Tamby discussed the hardware concept design and stated that there would be three categories of servers used in assessing the hardware needs for the systems. Tamby said that the hardware would be in task-oriented structure. 

Jim Reynolds asked how much of the hardware costs was in maintaining parallel systems and if all the hardware for the Nodal project would be new. Tamby said that the assumption at this point is that the hardware used for Nodal would all be new. Tamby said that a failover system and the new Nodal system would be run on a test basis at first. Tamby said that most systems are retired after three or four years due to age. Tamby explained the methodology used for hardware costs as well as the assumptions that ERCOT made in analyzing budgetary needs. Tamby reviewed a summary of the hardware costs (see the Nodal Architecture Overview presentation posted with the Key Documents for this meeting). In the Hardware Costs chart, dollar figures are reported in millions. Tamby said that Operational Data Storage (ODS) keeps the data for several years. Floyd Trefny asked if ERCOT is purchasing new database licenses for the Nodal implementation. Tamby said that the budget does not count what ERCOT currently has in-house and that these are one-time costs, which include one year of support from the vendor. Tamby said that ERCOT plans to negotiate with the database vendor for a discount. Tamby said that depending on how ERCOT implements the upgrade, some servers may be replaced prior to Nodal and may be carried over into the Nodal implementation. Bob Spangler said he was specifically concerned about interfaces and would like to see a minimal number of vendors involved to help mitigate the risk of problems. TPTF members asked about the progress on hiring a program director, getting the program management office staffed and requested an organizational chart complete with email addresses. Tamby said that he wants to meet the needs of Market Participants, but wants to keep ERCOT’s technical talent focused on the work at hand. Tamby asked for specific questions to be sent to him via email and said he would turn those requests into an action item list. Trefny asked how much cost in the numbers on the summary chart were actually dollars that ERCOT would spend regardless of implementing the Nodal system, that is, things that would be upgraded in the normal course of business. It was discussed that the numbers include some things that would be normal upgrades as a course of business and that the numbers do not clearly represent the difference between going to the Nodal implementation and keeping the existing system. Tamby stated that these figures include the cost of migrating from the old system to the new system. Trefny said that he thinks some of the “sticker shock” is due to Market Participants not understanding that these numbers include some maintenance and he suggested enhancing the presentation to explain this point. Tamby said that further work is needed with ERCOT Finance to determine how the Project Priority List (PPL) and Nodal budget numbers should be handled. Tamby said that he expects the budget numbers to decrease. Trefny asked where upgrades to the communications systems are included, stating that there was a need for faster lines and redundancy. Tamby said that he would look into whether that was included in the EMS figures.

Trefny made a brief presentation on Managing Risk in Nodal Systems Architecture (available with the Key Documents for this meeting). Trefny cited that issues such as not making the schedule and problems with system interface, are important concerns and said that he had discussed critical junctures of communication (for example, the Network Operations Model, the SCADA system, and the interface between TDSPs and QSE’s) with other ISOs. Trefny said that the increase in data flow from QSEs means that there will need to be new communications systems. Trefny said that there is a need for an interface in the outage scheduler to see which breaker operations are planned and which are not. Trefny said that a number of functions need to pull data from SCADA and that the data could potentially be defined in two different places—Network Security Analysis and Network Operations Model. Trefny said that there is critical code needed for constraint management and that interconnection and management of the systems is critical, as is transmission security software. Trefny expressed concern with some of the Nodal system diagrams that do not change the EMS and asked that ERCOT accept responsibility for managing that risk. Trefny reviewed his slide of the top 20 data flows to manage risk. Trefny said that, like Bob Spangler, he was concerned about multiple vendors. Trefny discussed the 20 seconds that it takes to run SCED and said he thinks that current practice would not meet the new Protocols. Bob Spangler said that it is important to have real-time interfaces to help avoid re-settlement and that it was a tradeoff between costs and risks—costs may be worth the expenditure to reduce risks. Trefny said that he expects 20 or 30 million dollars will be needed for EMS costs and compared it to remodeling a house asking if Market Participants want patchwork on a new system. Randy Jones asked for clarification on whether Trefny was advocating fork lifting, or bringing in an existing system, from another ISO. Eric Schubert asked how the structure of RFP or RFI and discussions with vendors could address this risk. Trefny noted he believes the ERCOT diagram is built around the organization of ERCOT, not to represent the actual system functionality. Spangler noted that ERCOT is working diligently but the conversation today emphasized the importance of getting the program office underway to determine the risk ERCOT is willing to assume. Trip Doggett said that Ron Hinsley would address this at the Board meeting on the following day, February 21, 2006. 

6. Nodal Training Update (see Key Documents)

Pamela Dautel spoke about plans for ERCOT internal training, Nodal Pilot courses, Market Participant Training Content Advisors, Nodal course inventory, and other training activities, as well as about the next steps in the Nodal Training Process. Dautel reported that Ross Baldick, a University of Texas professor, will teach a course on Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) to ERCOT employees. This is a generalized course and not specific to the ERCOT Nodal market. She stated that the Computing Nodal LMPs Workshop for the ERCOT Market would be offered twice in Spring 2006. Dautel said that she would be sending draft abstracts to TPTF for Texas Nodal Market 100 and Nodal Modeling 100 to obtain input. She said that draft outlines would be developed after receiving input from Market Participants on the draft abstracts for these courses. Dautel noted the course objective would drive development of the training and that ERCOT needed to make sure the objectives are in line with the Market Participants' objectives. Dautel said that at the end of each course, there would be some exam questions that refer back to the objectives to help measure the extent to which the objectives were accomplished. She asked Market Participants to ask themselves “what do I want to be able to do as a result of this course” when reviewing the abstracts. Dautel said that ERCOT was early in the process of developing courses and is planning on Q2 2006 delivery of these course offerings. Jim Reynolds asked how the audiences differ for the two courses and how many times ERCOT will offer them. Dautel explained that Texas Nodal Market 100 is a precursor to Nodal Modeling 100 and said that ERCOT will offer the courses as many times as needed. Dautel said that ERCOT recognized there may be a need to do web delivery of some of these classes and clarified that training activity has been included in the Nodal budget. Bob Spangler asked if the schedule dictated a need for a certain sequence of training.  Spangler noted he was concerned that ERCOT needs to develop courses quickly and questioned whether ERCOT had the resources to do so. Richard Gruber asked for feedback from Market Participants as to what they want in terms of training and educating their staff and defining readiness. Floyd Trefny expressed concern that many companies have limited budgeting for out-of-town training and was concerned about how to reach other audiences. Gruber stated that the project plan would dictate when things have to be prepared and that the courses will have to be dynamic because content will change. Spangler said that he wants to see progress on the project schedule and interaction of these pieces and fears that delay will increase the impact. Gruber explained that market concept training can be developed earlier than task training and that ERCOT has made a good-faith effort in estimating costs. Market Participants expressed that they had not seen training dollars broken out on the budget and were concerned about allocations for this expense. Market Participants expressed a desire to have more money in the training budget for the Nodal implementation. Dautel detailed the Market Participant training content advisors and said that there is not as much representation from some of the small entities and that there are gaps in this advisory group. Dautel encouraged participants to send an email to 1ercotnodaltraining@ercot.com to volunteer and said she would resend the announcement and include the current chart. Dautel explained the efforts to define the Nodal Course Inventory beyond these first two courses and said that using the table in the transition plan, ERCOT has been assessing how each group might be impacted by the various market functions to obtain a high-level overview of the volume of training needed and to estimate the number of Market Participants that would attend. Dautel said that ERCOT is talking to other ISOs to learn from their experience. Dautel said that in addition to defining the course catalog, ERCOT was looking at three different levels of competency based on Nodal Protocols: Conceptual, Support, and Expert. In regard to readiness criteria, Dautel said that Market Participants would be called on to define what will be required for different segments and that ERCOT will determine what is necessary for its employees. Gruber said that ERCOT is working on developing an overall communication strategy for the Nodal training effort, which provides an email exploder, a list serve, and use of the ERCOT Website. Randy Jones asked if any “train the trainer” format would be used for classes. Dautel said that is planned for use within ERCOT, but that there were concerns about using that format in the market because of the implications when trainers leave companies. Dautel said that many groups at ERCOT are working on requirements and reviewing best practices.

Dautel said that ERCOT will be asking TPTF to review the initial training catalog and stressed that training will be synchronized with system training.  Dautel noted that ERCOT is exploring the best way to complement the implementation process.

Trefny requested that TPTF members review the training materials for the Locational Marginal Pricing internal ERCOT course. Because ERCOT does not own this training, TPTF members who review it may be required to sign a confidentiality agreement.

7. Review of Network Model Business Requirements Document (see Key Documents)

Steve Grendel addressed questions raised about how to obtain input from other groups on TPTF-related issues. Grendel noted an email he sent outlining the strategy and welcomed feedback. Grendel confirmed that TPTF is the approval body for TPTF-related issues and said that TPTF is in a position to approve issues so as not to be hindered by numerous other processes. Grendel asked that comments on the Network Business Requirements Document be explained clearly in writing. Grendel addressed concerns raised earlier in the meeting about the program management office and said that a consulting firm has been contracted to help ERCOT establish the program management office over the next three months. 

Grendel reviewed the Network Model Management System presentation and explained that each project represents a change to the network modeling. Grendel said that these can be very simple changes but that they are encapsulated in modules so ERCOT can assign an expected date of implementation. In discussing options for the Build Day-Ahead Model Process, Grendel said that the Present Network Operations Model is always the basis for starting to build a new model. That is, it is the current model plus what is expected to happen the next day. Grendel also discussed the Timeline Database Build and incremental updates to provide insight on how the projects fit into the actual model.

Trip Doggett reiterated the need to have comments on the Network Model Business Requirements Document in writing and said that a much smaller file with just the text of the requirements document was available for use as a redline. Doggett asked for written comments to be sent to Matt Mereness and copied to the TPTF list serve. Doggett reminded TPTF that there was a four-day comment period and that comments are due February 23rd. Doggett said that comments would be distributed Wednesday, March 1. Bob Spangler requested the use of a change-tracking tool. Doggett said that this is an issue of getting input and that TAC’s preference should be the deciding factor on these business requirements. He clarified that the timeline review is for TPTF and that TAC will review at a later date. Matt Mereness explained that the TNT library was instituted on old technology and that he was working to get a TPTF library set up that would include the business requirements document. TPTF members asked a number of questions about the comment and response cycle, who else was reviewing the document, and if the timeline could be extended. Doggett stressed that there was urgency in this review because the business requirements are in the critical path and stated that it would be difficult to extend the review cycle. Manny Munoz commented that the presentation provided a good process overview but was lacking information about where the data will come from and how it merges and synchronizes with the other data. Grendel explained that ERCOT data will be retained in the system and that in the current process there is no feedback on receipt of data submittal. Grendel said that the path has not changed but the procedure and response capability will change and that ERCOT will be able to track progress on requests. Manny Munoz asked how the two distinct models, planning and operations merge. Grendel answered that both models would be constructed from the same data in the database and that one source of data would be used for building planning cases—that the only difference between the planning and operations model is the date the data goes in. Lee Caylor said that the data was manually converted, not automatically. Curtis Crews said that some of these details may come out in the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) meeting and that everything should be based on the operational model. Crews said that ERCOT will be looking at modeling attributes and take those into consideration but the Nodal Protocols strive for consistency between the models and the best way to achieve this is through using the same data. Crews said that the local environment probably will not change but the global environment will change: there will be checks and balances in the system and Market Participants will have the ability to check model updates. Marguerite Wagner asked if there would be a discussion at the March TPTF meeting to kick this off and deal with more of these specific topics. Wagner said she thinks that dealing with more specific topics, sometimes in smaller groups from TPTF, is the direction that TPTF is heading and Doggett agreed. Grendel stated that changes to the business requirements document will be reviewed, tracked and incorporated by ERCOT and said that he agreed with Doggett that it would not be wise to slow down the timeline on this review process. Grendel welcomed general comments as well as specific comments.  Grendel said that ERCOT would have vendors review the business requirement document to see if the requirements can be implemented. Grendel noted that an RFP was likely and that the consulting company is going to help put together a program that will answer these types of questions. 

Floyd Trefny said that the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) model timeline needs to be tied to the database build timeline and that as an overall guiding principal, the market should not auction CRRs on one model and operate on a different model. Caylor said that this implementation allows an incremental update. Trefny suggested that the software design should enforce requirements of the Protocols. Caylor said that the operating guides build in processes for limitations and that everything that has been approved has been posted. Steve Myers said that it maybe too early for this discussion and agreed that there is a need for an interface for the market and ERCOT. Trefny asked if Protocol language to support this needs to be developed. Caylor said that the Protocols cover this issue and this is an effort to respond to the Protocols. Nayana Phadke asked about the format that ERCOT plans to provide the base model in. Crews said that ERCOT would provide this format as part of the Protocols, and that CIM is the current standard. The format will be dictated by ERCOT and vendor approved. 

Crews said that the base reporting structure cannot be changed because the base operation will recognize differences. Crews said that this will be seen monthly and that the Protocols require a yearly audit. Munoz asked if there would be a vote at TAC on this and Doggett said there would be a vote at TPTF. If TPTF approves, TAC will then consider. 

Mike Bailey mentioned that there was consideration by the SSWG of a mechanism to view the data. Bailey asked if the CIM XML data will derive from the ERCOT source or if it would pass through ERCOT’s operation model first. Crews said that the operations data is the most recent data used in the operations case and that everything else is based off of this.

Trefny said that the TDSP has to provide telemetry of breakers and switches to ERCOT according to Protocol 3.10.7.4.1, Continuous Telemetry of the Status of Breakers and Switches.

8. Nodal Budget Overview (see Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar gave an update on the ERCOT Nodal Budget. He said that the estimates are based on processes that ERCOT personnel developed and gave a high-level overview of the process. He said that additional refinements are planned for this process and the numbers will be revisited after the business requirements are completed and obtaining vendor bids. Chudgar said that in 90 days ERCOT should have a detailed project plan and be able to reconcile the project hours.

Chudgar clarified that the Estimated Nodal Budget slide represented ERCOT’s budget changes for Nodal changes only and that the chart represented total cost from January 1, 2006 through January 1, 2009. Chudgar said the current plan is to use existing space at the Taylor Control Center and that this budget assumed use of current data and personnel facilities. He stated that this budget covers information that is different than the hardware budget that Jeyant Tamby showed TPTF earlier in the day. He said that there was no benchmarking in this estimate and that it was derived from a bottom-up approach. 

9. Timeline Discussion (see Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar presented the 30/60/90 Day Plan which gave details for the Program Office, Business, and Information Technology areas. 

Steve Grendel clarified that Ron Hinsley is the project executive for the Nodal project and that currently ERCOT has adequate facilities space. Grendel said that ERCOT is only looking at the potential long-term need for space. 

Market Participants asked about the Protocol approval process and Trip Doggett said that he would notice this for discussion at the March 28 – 29, 2006.

Grendel stated that the market readiness plan would be a big effort and links to the communications plan. Floyd Trefny asked how the market readiness plan is different from the transition plan. Grendel said the market readiness plan is based on the transition plan and takes it to the next level of detail. Randy Jones asked if it was reasonable for Market Participants to expect the readiness plan to include check off or peer review for ERCOT and the Market Participants. Grendel said that that this was absolutely reasonable and would be addressed in the transition plan as go-live criteria. R. Jones stated if the Independent Market Monitor is in place, he would expect them to play a part in this as well. 

Trefny asked for a list of the top 50 TPTF milestones and Chudgar said he was planning to share an early draft with TPTF along with a regular update on the 30/60/90 day plan and the IT deliverables.

Trefny said that the Early Delivery System (EDS) is building up enough system software to run Nodal, but does not have to meet performance requirements. Trefny said that he would expect the EDS to run a CRR auction and that this should be easy to. Doggett said that ERCOT does not anticipate adding a CRR auction to the EDS.

R. Jones asked about implementation of the system development lifecycle. Chudgar responded that ERCOT is initiating a standard format, the System Development Life Cycle (SDLC). Chudgar said that this approach methodically covers all the subject matter areas. 

Doggett announced the following items for the March 6 – 7 meeting:

· Network Requirements Document; focus on document itself rather than process and procedure

· John Adams to bring options for dealing with the CRR model. (16-hour outage)

· Kenneth Ragsdale to present options on net metering (Section 10) and may present a third option. 

· Group report on load testing (Floyd Trefny and others)

· Revisit McCamey Flowgate rights 

· John Adams reports on ERCOT’s thoughts on initiating Reliability Unit Commitment

· Ron Hinsley’s monthly update

Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:09 PM on February 20, 2006. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Provide TPTF with an organizational chart for project management that includes email addresses.
	ERCOT

	Determine if communications upgrades are budgeted for in EMS.
	J. Tamby

	Provide Locational Marginal Pricing training materials to TPTF members who have signed a confidentiality agreement for review.
	ERCOT

	Distribute comments on Business Requirements.
	ERCOT


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Discussion on use of data for planning and operations models.
	March

	Protocol Approval Process
	March 28 – 29 


NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

March 6 and 7, 2006 Approved Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html 

Attendance:

	Name
	Voting/Segment
	Representing

	Matthes, Chris
	No
	AEP

	Dreyfus, Mark
	No
	Austin Energy

	Woodard, Stacey
	Yes/Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Eddleman, Neil
	No
	Black & Veatch

	Jones, Randy
	Yes/Ind. Generator
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Therriault, William
	No
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	John, Ebby
	No
	CenterPoint Energy

	Rocha, Paul
	No
	CenterPoint Energy

	Muñoz, Manny
	Yes/Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Yes/Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Yes/Ind. Power Marketers
	Constellation

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	No
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Adams, John
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Caylor, Lee
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Chudgar, Raj
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Crews, Curtis
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Doggett, Trip
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Grendel, Steve
	N/A
	ERCOT

	López, Nieves
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Mereness, Matt
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Miller, Trish
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Moseley, John
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Patterson, Mark
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	N/A
	ERCOT (by teleconference)

	Sanders, Sarah
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Tamby, Jeyant
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Zake, Diana
	N/A
	ERCOT

	Ashley, Kristy
	Yes/Ind. Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Ward, Jerry
	No
	EXTYR

	Bruce, Mark
	Yes/Ind. Generator
	FPL Energy

	Bailey, Dan
	Yes/Municipal
	Garland

	Garza, Sergio
	No
	LCRA

	Bhuiyan, Frank
	No
	LCRA

	Brady, Hill
	No
	LCRA

	Bui, Charles
	No
	LCRA

	Siddiqi, Shams
	No
	LCRA (by teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Yes/Ind. Generator
	NRG Texas

	Edwards, John
	Yes/Consumers
	Occidental Chemical (Alternate Representative for T. Payton)

	Schubert, Eric
	No
	PUCT

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	No
	R.J. Covington

	Trefny, Floyd
	No
	Reliant Energy

	Gresham, Kevin
	Yes/ Ind. Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Reynolds, Jim
	Yes/Ind. REP
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Juricek, Mike
	No
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Spangler, Bob
	Yes/Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy


*Attendance covers both day one and day two of the meeting. Not all participants attend the entire two-day meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.

The following alternate representatives were present:

John Edwards for Thomas Payton (Occidental Chemical)
Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)
Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the TPTF attendees. Trip Doggett reminded the members that paper copies are available from Brittney Albracht.

Agenda Review

Trip Doggett reviewed the agenda. Doggett announced that the February 20, 2006 meeting minutes would be sent to the TPTF list serve during lunch and asked members to review and prepare to vote on them the morning of March 7, 2006.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

Trip Doggett announced that several TPTF meetings would be held offsite due to Operator Training at ERCOT-Austin. Future meetings scheduled include:

· March 28 – 29 at LCRA Montopolis (Tuesday/Wednesday meeting)
· April 10 – 11 at Hilton Austin Airport

· April 24 – 25 at Hilton Austin Airport

· May 8 – 9 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center
· May 22 – 23 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center

Doggett said that additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Project Management Office Update (see Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar presented the updated TPTF ERCOT Nodal Organization Chart and a detailed table of ERCOT’s assignment of responsibilities. Steve Grendel, Business Program Director, and Jeyant Tamby, Information Technology Program Director, reviewed the structure of their respective organizations. Chudgar stated that ERCOT was committed to a model for strong project management and the Project Management Organization (PMO) will define executable projects that meet the Nodal market requirements. Market Participants indicated an interest in ERCOT providing transparency into the staffing of Nodal and said that they would like to see progress and commitment from ERCOT in staffing. Chudgar said that nine full-time ERCOT staff members have been assigned to the Nodal development effort of the PMO. Steve Grendel said that 61 positions are currently posted to support the Nodal project. In addition, several current staff members that understand the ERCOT system and Protocols have been assigned full-time to the Nodal project. Grendel said that ERCOT has assembled a solid team to date and that ERCOT will add full-time employees where needed as the project progresses and the information technology (IT) mobilization begins.

The need for a stakeholder interface timeline was discussed. Chudgar said that there are other components that need to be completed before these dates can be identified. Grendel said that once the Nodal Protocol requirements are translated into conceptual designs, ERCOT can create a more detailed program plan to ensure successful identification of dates for the stakeholder timeline interface. 

Chudgar reviewed his presentation on the TPTF Market Redesign Program Milestones and explained the information that ERCOT is planning to provide in the Detailed Program Plan.

Discussion of Stakeholder Efforts following the Decision in Docket No. 31540

Trip Doggett reported that the Commissioners narrowed down the list of issues at the February 23, 2006 Open Meeting and that this would be discussed again at the March 8, 2006 Open Meeting.

Doggett asked if stakeholders wished to offer any feedback on how Nodal Protocol language for areas such as Real-Time Co-Optimization should be developed. Bob Spangler suggested waiting to see how the PUC rules on these issues. Floyd Trefny stated that he would like to see TPTF focus on issues that will not be subject to change and items specifically assigned by TAC.

Network Model Business Requirements Document (see Key Documents)

Trip Doggett thanked TPTF participants that reviewed and commented on the Network Model Business Requirements Document and said that ERCOT developed a matrix to track resolution of those comments. Doggett announced that he would like to conduct the vote at the end of the discussion to determine whether the requirements document is in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. Doggett stressed that ERCOT could not move forward without Market Participant approval and that ERCOT remains committed to finding the best way to implement the transition from Zonal to Nodal. 

Manny Muñoz asked what the Network Model Business Requirements Document would be used for. Grendel said that conceptual and design detail documents would follow, but that ERCOT feels ready to move to the next step which is to start discussions with vendors. Market Participants and ERCOT staff discussed what issues TAC wants to address in addition to approving each significant milestone. Doggett said that he would ask TAC for such clarification. 

John Adams stated that there were approximately 220 questions on the NMMS requirements document and that ERCOT categorized these comments into five categories and provided an overview of the comments and their resolution. Market Participant comments, the disposition of those comments and the presentation by John Adams on the NMMS Requirements can be found with the Key Documents on the ERCOT Website for this meeting. Adams reviewed where ERCOT is in the process of system specifications, procurement, and development and said that ERCOT is positioned to engage a NMMS vendor and will utilize the NMMS Business Requirements in this process once approved by TPTF. Adams said that ERCOT envisions a collaborative effort between the NMMS vendor, Market Participants, and ERCOT staff in the development of the System Conceptual Design Document. Adams proposed the creation of a Nodal Modeling Forum. The Nodal Modeling Forum would be comprised of both ERCOT staff and Market Participants and would help ERCOT develop a process to identify areas where the design contemplated by the Protocols is not feasible, cost-effective, or the most effective. Adams said that this would provide an opportunity to address issues such as feasibility, cost, and effectiveness. TPTF attendees agreed that this forum would be useful.

Mark Dreyfus asked for definition of the vendor’s role and Adams said that ERCOT would like to see what the perception of the vendor is regarding development of a system that meets the Nodal Protocols and business requirements. In response to a Market Participant comment that vendors are not likely to say that something cannot be done, Grendel said that ERCOT will be putting financial incentives in contracts to ascertain the confidence level of vendors. Grendel said the more ERCOT and Market Participants identify the risks and establish criteria, the better the risk level can be managed.

Market Participants expressed an interest in TPTF holding discussions on modeling cases for Nodal and the market needs in this area. Market Participants also expressed concern over the use of a centralized database tool. Adams noted that there would still be base cases used for planning on a daily basis and said he would incorporate Market Participant’s concerns into the NMMS requirements document.

Manny Muñoz said that he did not think that TPTF was prepared to vote on the agenda item for the Network Business Requirements Document, citing the short review cycle, and asked that the vote be delayed until more issues are resolved. Jerry Ward stated that TPTF’s charge was to evaluate whether documents are in compliance with the Nodal Protocols and stated that this document does meet these requirements. Grendel stated that this approval was needed to move the process forward and start discussions with vendors to determine what is achievable with the current technology.
Kevin Gresham made a motion to approve the NMMS requirements document as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols and to appropriately utilize a forum of Market Participants to ensure that the NMMS conceptual design process moves forward in a feasible and cost-effective manner. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. Doggett asked whether there were any opposing votes. There was one opposing vote from the Investor-Owned Utilities (IOU) segment. Doggett then asked if there were any abstentions. There was one abstention from the Municipally Owned Utility (MOU) segment. All other votes were assumed to be in favor of the motion. Hearing no motion for a roll-call vote or other opposing votes or abstentions from the quorum of voting members present, Doggett announced the motion carried. The Cooperative segment was not present for the vote.
Raj Chudgar talked about TPTF market redesign program milestones in response to TPTF’s request for a detailed program schedule with milestones. Chudgar said that the ERCOT PMO has started the process, and detailed the information that would be included in the plan. Chudgar said that ERCOT PMO would like TPTF input on the milestones that should be visible on the Detailed Program Plan and wanted to know what other aspects of program management TPTF attendees wanted included in the plan. Meeting attendees requested that a number of additional items, including:

· Dates for Market Participants to meet requirements

· Date when the schedule becomes more stable

· Date when Market Participants will have all information needed to proceed with system design

· Dates for milestone status checks

· Intended audience

· Definitions of terms

· Clarification on due dates (that is, who is the recipient of the work product)

Clayton Greer said that he would like to see approximately 20 to 30 true milestones (not tasks) identified. Chudgar said that the PMO is looking at the project from both the top-down and bottom-up approaches. Chudgar said he would email a document identifying various points on the transition plan to provide a high-level overview to TPTF.

Homework Report – Load Response Percentages (see Key Documents)

Floyd Trefny worked with a team to review Zonal and Nodal Protocols and determine if the percentages for Load response were correctly transcribed from the Zonal Protocols to the Nodal Protocols. The group reviewed the following specific Nodal Protocols for correctness of Load response percentages:

Section 8.1.2.2.1, Ancillary Service Technical Requirements and Qualification Criteria and Test Methods

Section 8.1.2.2.3, Responsive Reserve Service, paragraphs 6 and 8

Section 8.1.2.3, QSE Ancillary Service Energy Deployment Compliance Monitoring

Section 8.1.2.4, QSE Ancillary Service Energy Deployment Compliance Monitoring Criteria

Section 8.1.2.4.2, Responsive Reserve Energy Deployment Criteria

Trefny reported that the group concluded that the Nodal Protocols correctly reflected the Load response percentage. John Edwards commented that Occidental is comfortable with the certification and deployment of Load resources, but thinks there is a serious flaw with the way the Nodal Protocols address Responsive Reserve Service. Trefny said that the Nodal Protocols should be flagged or changed to read “three hours to return at least 95% of their obligation for Responsive Reserve recall.” TPTF asked Mark Patterson to revise the PRR he is currently developing with this wording. Attendees agreed that when WMS resolves Load Resource bidding issues, TPTF should re-visit the Load response percentages. Patterson was also requested to review the formulas for telemetry.

Options for Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Model Outages (see Key Documents)
John Adams presented options for CRR model outages discussed in a meeting with several Market Participants on February 15, 2006. This discussion was in reference to Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1, CRR Auctions – Nature & Timing States. Adams said that the group agreed that the 16-hour or longer qualification was problematic and that there needs to flexibility, but was unable to reach consensus on the best solution to the problem. Adams asked for agreement on using a five-day criteria and said that a PRR would be drafted using that criteria. Shams Siddiqi said that he was uncomfortable ignoring shorter outages and suggested considering all outages five days or longer in the annual case and then using discretion as to which cases to consider for the monthly model. Doggett asked Adams to draft a PRR to address this and present it to TPTF.

Initialization State for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Studies (see Key Documents)
John Adams reviewed two conflicting options presented in the Nodal Protocols:

Section 5.5.1(3), Security Sequence

Section 5.5.2(9)(a), Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Process

Adams presented a recommendation from ERCOT to create a PRR to change Section 5.5.2 (9)(a) to state that “All HRUC
 processes use the projected status of transmission breakers and switches starting with current status and updated for each remaining hour in the study as indicated in the Current Operating Plan (COP) for Resources and in the Outage Scheduler for transmission elements.” Adams explained the logic behind the recommendation. The consensus of TPTF was that this was the correct way to proceed.

Net Metering
Trip Doggett announced that Kenneth Ragsdale was still working on the options for net metering and that discussion would be delayed until the end of March. 

Review of Section 8 – Performance Monitoring and Compliance Clarifications

ERCOT staff sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol sections:

Section 8.1, QSE/Resource Performance Monitoring and Compliance

Section 8.1.2.4.1, Regulation Service Energy Deployment Criteria

Section 8.1.2.4.2, Responsive Reserve Service Energy Deployment Criteria

Section 8.1.2.5.4, Non-Spinning Reserve Energy Deployed under Dispatch Instruction Criteria

Section 8.1.2.2.5, Combinations of Reliability Service Energy Deployment Criteria

Section 8.2, ERCOT Performance Monitoring and Compliance

Section 8.3, TSP Performance Monitoring and Compliance

Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Review of Section 9 – Settlement and Billing
Clarification for the majority of Nodal Protocol Section 9 was deferred to COPS. ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol section:

Section 9.5.3, Real-Time Market Settlement Charge Types

Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Review of Section 16 – Registration and Qualification of Market Participants

ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol section:

Section 16.11.4.6, Determination of the Counter-Party Future Credit Exposure
Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Meeting Recess

Trip Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:27 PM on March 6, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:34 AM on March 7, 2006.

Approval of February 20, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes

Dan Bailey made a motion to approve the February 20, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as submitted. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. The Cooperative segment was not present for the vote.

Review of Section 7 - Congestion Revenue Rights

ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding the intent of the requirements in the following Nodal Protocol section:

Section 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)

Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information on this clarification:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Monthly Update from Ron Hinsley

Ron Hinsley complimented TPTF on their contributions to the business requirements of the Network Model Management System project and said that the “out-of-the-box” thinking on how the system will function is impressive and he felt it was indicative of how well the process is working. Hinsley said that he felt excitement was continuing to build around the Nodal implementation which will be unique in the industry and encouraged continuation of the dialogue between ERCOT and Market Participants.

Hinsley reported that the ERCOT Program Director hired for the Nodal market design, Kathryn Hager, would start work on Monday, March 13. Hinsley said that Hager has extensive experience with large projects and is known for her ability to solve problems and achieve results. Hinsley said that Hager was rapidly learning about the Nodal transition and has previous experience with ERCOT and the ERCOT market. Hager will become the central point of contact for TPTF and will provide updates to TPTF monthly. Hinsley added that he would still be available and that Market Participants should let Trip Doggett know when they would like him to attend a meeting.

Hinsley reported that ERCOT has been working with consultants on the overall project plan and schedule. Hinsley said that he would send a document out March 15, 2006, to the TPTF list serve. Hinsley said that this will be prior to the completion of the business requirements and that ERCOT would work with TPTF to make modifications to the timeline as needed. Floyd Trefny said that he would like to see details on the testing requirements and delivery time for the system and said that he expects Market Participants to have feedback for ERCOT in these areas.

Market Participants requested that the organization charts indicate the percent of time devoted to Nodal, and suggested that as much staff as possible be 100% dedicated to Nodal, citing a loss of efficiency when staff is divided among various projects. Market Participants also expressed interest in a TPTF “dashboard report” that presents information about financing, human resources, facilities, and level of risk.

Review of Section 2 – Definitions and Acronyms

ERCOT sought and received clarification regarding terminology, use of acronyms, and general clean-up issues for the Nodal Protocols. Please refer to the “Meeting Output – ERCOT Clarification Spreadsheets” posted at the following link for additional information:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060306-TPTF.html
Miscellaneous
Trip Doggett said that ERCOT hoped to have Protocol language with redlines including Protocol synchronization, TPTF interpretations, and conforming changes from Market Rules for the March 28 – 29 meeting. Doggett said that once approved by TPTF, the Nodal Protocols would go back to PRS for presentation to TAC. Doggett also reviewed agenda items for the March 28 – 29 meeting. Action items and agenda items resulting from the meeting are summarized below. 

Adjourn
Trip Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 PM on March 7, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Email a document to the TPTF list serve identifying various points on the transition plan to provide a high-level overview to TPTF.
	Raj Chudgar

	Load response issue: Protocols to be flagged or changed to read “three hours to return at least 95% of their obligation for Responsive Reserve recall.” Revise the PRR currently being developed with this wording. Review the formulas for telemetry.
	Mark Patterson

	Draft PRR for Modeling Planned Transmission Outages in the CRR Auction Models
	John Adams

	Send a document out March 15 to the TPTF list serve on overall project plan and timeline.
	Ron Hinsley


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	McCamey Flowgate Rights and Point-to-Point Obligation (Shams Siddiqi homework)
	March 28 – 29

	Definition for Unit Reactive Limit
	March 28 – 29

	PRRs by Section
	March 28 – 29

	Comments on Proposed Timeline/Project Schedule
	March 28 – 29

	Re-visit the Load response percentages Issue.
	When WMS resolves load resource bidding issues.


NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

March 28 and 29, 2006 Approved Minutes

Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/03/20060328-TPTF.html 

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:48 AM.

Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon (by teleconference)

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Bentz, Roger
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Sempra Texas Services, LP (via teleconference)

	Edwards, John
	Consumers
	Occidental Chemical (Alternate Representative for T. Payton)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (voting March 29)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (voting March 28) 


The following alternate representatives were present:
John Edwards for Thomas Payton (Occidental Chemical)
Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)

The following proxy was assigned:

Shannon McClendon to Nick Fehrenbach
Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Eddleman, Neil
	Black & Veatch

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical (by teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas, LP (by teleconference)

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT 

	Sherman, Fred
	City of Garland (by teleconference)

	Theriault, Bill
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant Energy

	Vadie, Henry
	Self

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington


ERCOT Staff:

	Adams, John

	Caylor, Lee

	Crews, Curtis

	Doggett, Trip

	Evans, Doug (by teleconference)

	Gallo, Andy (by teleconference)

	Hager, Kathy

	Hilton, Keely (by teleconference)

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (by teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John

	Ragsdale, Kenneth (by teleconference)

	Reedy, Steve

	Sanders, Sarah

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong (by teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the TPTF attendees. Mr. Doggett asked those who have not reviewed the guidelines to please do so and stated that Brittney Albracht has copies.

Agenda Review

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and said that Kathy Hager, ERCOT Nodal Program Director, would speak before the TAC update.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from March 6 – 7 Meeting (see Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett reviewed comments submitted by Bob Spangler requesting that the attendance list be modified to denote voting members and their respective market segments. Mr. Spangler also suggested revised wording on the motion to approve the Network Model Management System (NMMS) requirements document and clarification on one action item. TPTF discussed the wording of the motion and agreed to add clarification that a quorum was present when the vote was taken and that no roll-call vote was requested. Sarah Sanders made the requested changes and Matt Mereness distributed the revised minutes to the TPTF list serve for a vote on March 29, 2006.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:

· April 10 – 11 at Hilton Austin Airport

· April 24, 25, and 26 (location to be determined)
· May 8 – 9 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center
· May 22 – 23 at ERCOT-Austin Met Center

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Meet ERCOT Nodal Program Director – Kathy Hager

Mr. Doggett introduced Ms. Hager. Ms. Hager shared information to help TPTF attendees understand her motivation for taking this assignment, saying that it aligned with both her personal and professional aspirations. Ms. Hager said she is committed to staying with the program through the 2009 implementation and described herself as a perfectionist who has never lost. Ms. Hager said the measure of whether a problem is solved is if the objectives are met and that she strives for simplicity and clarity. Ms. Hager requested that TPTF provide clarity quickly to help ensure the success of the Texas Nodal transition.

Regarding the delay of publishing a project milestone timeline for Texas Nodal, Ms. Hager said she wants to make certain that the timeline is correct before releasing it to the market. Ms. Hager said that on April 14, 2006, a complete charter (defined as a statement of work in its simplest form) and management plan (defining roles and responsibilities and reasserting schedules, accountability, and authority) would be complete. Ms. Hager said the steering board in ERCOT will approve the charter and then she will present it to TPTF. Mr. Spangler suggested TAC should review the charter since TPTF works for TAC. 

In Ms. Hager’s opinion, a Rational Unified Process (RUP) that involves both iterative and concurrent tasks would be an effective approach to the task at hand. Ms. Hager used the phrase “Lead from the front. Texas Nodal.” and said that she is promoting an inward theme at ERCOT of “we are what we repeatedly do.” She equated the Texas Nodal project to a marathon saying the further the market gets into the three-year cycle, the more difficult re-work will be. Ms. Hager said she wants to promote trust and predictability between ERCOT and the Market Participants by providing both quality and clarity.

ERCOT is currently working to staff the leadership positions for Texas Nodal. Ms. Hager said she believes in a work model that creates checks and balances in an organization, promotes accountability, and empowers staff to create their own charters. Ms. Hager said every full-time Texas Nodal ERCOT team member will have a deliverable due every 40 hours.

Ms. Hager encouraged Market Participants to communicate with the ERCOT Texas Nodal team reminding them that if she does not know of a problem, she cannot fix the problem. Ms Hager extended an invitation to Market Participants to the Texas Nodal Open House at ERCOT Taylor on March 30th and stated that the ERCOT Nodal team would make other arrangements for those who might want to visit on a different date.

Ms. Hager asked for ideas to help TPTF reduce cycle times and resolve burning issues more quickly. TPTF discussed the use of more small working groups and ad hoc task forces. Ms Hager suggested Market Participants assume specialist positions based on their passions and to whatever extent their employer would allow, citing the need for more subject-matter experts (SMEs) and volunteers.

Discussion focusing on the NMMS requirements document, the CenterPoint appeal to TAC on the approval of that document, and the use of one database to achieve consistency in data versus two databases ensued. Products by Areva and the option of a generic product that could be customized for use was discussed. A number of Market Participants expressed their desire for the Protocols to be strictly adhered to and attached to any Request for Proposals (RFPs) that are issued to prospective vendors. Ms. Hager said the Nodal Protocols would be mapped to NMMS requirements when developing the conceptual design and this would be provided to TPTF. Ms. Hager said RFPs would be released to TPTF on April 7th and that comments would be due back on April 11th so the RFPs could be released on April 14th. 

Ms. Hager agreed to return to TPTF with the charter and critical path information to discuss how to proceed in resolving issues more quickly.

TAC Update

Mr. Doggett reported on the discussion at TAC on the TPTF vote to approve the NMMS business requirements document and the concerns expressed by Manny Muñoz and others. Mr. Doggett said he updated TAC on the creation of the Nodal Modeling Forum. Mr. Doggett emphasized the importance of TPTF’s role in interpreting the Nodal Protocols and ensuring compliance with those Protocols. Mr. Doggett said the CenterPoint Appeal of the vote to approve the NMMS business requirements document would be discussed at the April 7, 2006 TAC meeting.

Discussion of Unit Reactive Limit Definition

TPTF reviewed an email stream between Randy Jones, Steve Reedy, and Floyd Trefny discussing the 0.95 performance metric and eligibility for compensation. Mr. Doggett requested that Kenneth Ragsdale’s group create a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) that would insert in Nodal Protocol Section 6.6.7.1 (1)(a), Voltage Support Service Payments, language to address its URL and synchronize with the current language in Zonal Protocol Section 6.8.4 (2), Capacity Payments for Voltage Support Provided to ERCOT.
Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, NPRR Clarifications (see Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett introduced Diana Zake and explained that Ms. Zake had worked to compile clarifications, synchronization language, and conforming changes for each section of the Nodal Protocols into one NPRR per section. Ms. Zake explained some of the changes were held over from the last two TNT meetings. Mr. Spangler said the color-coding used was difficult to read and he felt hard annotation within the document would be easier to read. Ms. Zake explained that the color-coding was the only way to show transparency in the process and indicate where the changes originated.

TPTF reviewed in detail and discussed as needed changes in Section 3 of the NPRR. The discussion was not complete at the end of the first day of the TPTF meeting.

Meeting Recess

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:08 PM on March 28, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:32 AM on March 29, 2006. Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the second day of the TPTF minutes.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from March 6 – 7 Meeting (see Key Documents)

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft minutes from the March 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting as amended; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote. All market segments were represented.
CenterPoint Energy Presentation on Data Consistency

Mr. Muñoz presented CenterPoint Energy’s alternative to meet the Nodal Protocol requirement for consistency between planning and operations models. Mr. Muñoz opined that the one database method assumed in the NMMS business requirements document which has the database performing checking within the system is lacking. Mr. Muñoz stated that the checking loses meaning over time when it is not against a separate system. Mr. Muñoz presented a flowchart representing an alternative process which CenterPoint feels more adequately reflects what was specified in the Nodal Protocols that was discussed by TPTF attendees.

Mr. Muñoz said that he was not against NMMS but was proposing a compromise that would make it usable and compliant with the Nodal Protocols. The flowchart showed an operational side and a planning model side with detailed NMMS information for three to six months. Mr. Muñoz said that specialized study and analysis data should be separate from operational data but that the two databases should use common naming. Mr. Spangler opined that the Nodal Protocols are silent on whether one or two databases are used. Lee Caylor stated that ERCOT believes using one database is the only way to achieve consistency as required by the Nodal Protocols.
Mr. Trefny offered suggestions to enhance CenterPoint’s alternative and bring it in line with his interpretation of the Nodal Protocols, including extending planning cases to five years and eliminating the correspondence file.

John Adams stated he was glad to see a Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) presenting ideas on how to implement the Nodal Protocols and feels this may focus attention on specific areas that may have been overlooked. Mr. Adams said he would like to see the effort spent comparing planning and operational cases reduced and felt CenterPoint’s alternative would not accomplish this.

Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Muñoz present his alternative at the April 4th Nodal Modeling Forum. Market Participants will have the opportunity to discuss this alternative in greater detail in that forum.

Mr. Gresham asked about CenterPoint Energy’s pending appeal, and Mr. Doggett stated that CenterPoint is looking to have the TPTF vote approving the NMMS business requirements document overturned and to put a new model in place. Mr. Doggett said TAC wants to clearly understand the appeal. Mr. Reynolds suggested that rather than convince TAC that this alternative was the appropriate path, CenterPoint should show TAC why it believes ERCOT’s solution does not meet the Nodal Protocols.

Section 3 Clarifications (see Key Documents)
TPTF returned to its discussion of Section 3 Clarifications. A number of issues were discussed and the revisions documented within the draft NPRR. Following are discussion and decisions not documented within the draft NPRR.

Mirror Test Run

In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.4 (3), ERCOT Responsibilities, TPTF discussed the term mirror test run. Mr. Muñoz defined that term as a test where the same data is entered into two separate models. Mr. Trefny requested the differences be shown and posted. Mr. Spangler said the issue was completion of the test, not the definition of the test. TPTF agreed to the following clarification for mirror test run: to test new model updates, ERCOT will put the model into the test system and run it for a month with real-time state estimator results and time bids and observe the behavior; at the end of the test, ERCOT will post the differences in the model.

Identical vs. Consistent

In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10 (5), Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, TPTF discussed the meaning of identical vs. consistent. Mr. Trefny moved to table the issue of use of identical vs. consistent in Nodal Protocols Section 3.10 (5) until after the April 7, 2006 TAC meeting and a decision on how to proceed; Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion. A hand vote was held with seven votes to pass the motion and three abstentions from the Consumer market segment. The Independent Generator market segment was not represented.
While reviewing the incorporation of PRR307 into the Nodal Protocols, it was pointed out by John Edwards and Alice Jackson that Nodal Protocol Section 3.16 items are inconsistent in that the AGC-like Responsive Reserve provided by loads should not count towards the 50% cap for loads. After discussion, it was determined that TPTF is not the venue to correct any inconsistencies with PRR307. The correct venue to correct these issues is through the Zonal Protocol revision process. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve Section 3 draft NPRR as modified by TPTF; Kevin Gresham seconded the motion. Discussion about the process and unresolved issues ensued and it was suggested that approval should not be voted on until after the April 7th TAC meeting. Mr. Spangler withdrew the motion.
Section 1, Overview, NPRR Clarification (see Key Documents)
TPTF reviewed and discussed clarifications in the draft NPRR for Section 1, which combined clarifications, synchronization language, and conforming changes for Section 1 of the Nodal Protocols. A number of topics were discussed and modifications were documented in the draft NPRR.

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR for Section 1 as modified by TPTF; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. Nick Fehrenbach suggested a notation on the NPRR form to indicate that some of the changes were to synchronize with current business practices and to provide transparency to the proceedings of TPTF. Mr. Mereness modified the Reason for Revision accordingly. A roll-call vote was taken and the motion passed unanimously. The Independent Generator (IG) segment was not represented. Mr. Doggett agreed to submit this NPRR on behalf of TPTF.

Discussion of 90% McCamey Flowgate Rights (see Key Documents)
Shams Siddiqi and Dan Jones reached agreement on this issue and stated that before the annual auction, Pre-assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) will be allocated, but they do not all need to be activated. Mr. Siddiqi and Mr. D. Jones outlined the next steps and said there are a couple of differences from the current methodology, and that PCRR would be allocated and put in an account prior to payment. Mr. Siddiqi and Mr. D. Jones stated the Nodal Protocols are not specific about how to accomplish this and that it should be clarified how PCRRs would be allocated.

Other Business

Mr. Doggett listed the agenda items slated for the April 24, 25, and 26 meeting, some of which were planned for the March 28 – 29 meeting and were not addressed due to time constraints. Topics included:

· Training Update from Pamela Dautel

· Section 9 Clarifications with Keely Hilton

· Review CRR Definitions Provided by Shams Siddiqi

· CRR Auction Process Presentation by John Moseley

· Approval of Section 3 NPRR

· Discussion of Net Metering with Kenneth Ragsdale

· Combined Cycle Issues (John Adams and Randy Jones provide list of what we need)

· Section 5 NPRR

Adjourn
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 PM on March 29, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Create a PRR that would insert in Nodal Protocol Section 6.6.7.1 (1)(a), Voltage Support Service Payments, language to address its URL and synchronize with the current language in Zonal Protocol Section 6.8.4 (2), Capacity Payments for Voltage Support Provided to ERCOT.
	K. Ragsdale

	Search Nodal Protocols for words such as judgment and discretion and evaluate to see if additional clarification is needed
	A. Gallo

	Add definition for switchable generation resources to Section 2 of the Nodal Protocols
	ERCOT Market Rules

	Review RFPs released by ERCOT April 7th and provide comments by April 11th
	TPTF

	Submit NPRR for Section 1 on behalf of TPTF
	T. Doggett


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	K. Hager Presentation of ERCOT Texas Nodal Charter and Management Plan
	After April 14

	RRS 20% limit on thermal unit HSL for Ancillary Service Offer
	


NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

April 10 and 11, 2006 Minutes

Key Documents and roll call vote results referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060410-TPTF.html 
Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 AM on April 10, 2006.
Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Bentz, Roger
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Edwards, John
	Consumers
	Occidental Chemical (Alternate Representative for T. Payton)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (on all votes except Section 3 NPRR approval)

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (on Section 3 NPRR approval only)


The following alternate representatives were present:
John Edwards for Thomas Payton (Occidental Chemical)
Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)]

The following proxy was assigned:

Shannon McClendon to Nick Fehrenbach
Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Grubbs, David
	City of Garland

	Hill, Brady
	Lower Colorado River Authority (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex

	Matthes, Chris
	Investor Owner Utilities

	Phadke, Nayana
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas, LP

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition (by teleconference)

	Sherman, Fred
	City of Garland (by teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Theriault, Bill
	Calpine (by teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington (representing Denton Municipal Electric)


ERCOT Staff:

	Adams, John (via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy

	Crews, Curtis

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Fu, Weihui

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve (by teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (by teleconference)

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (by teleconference)

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	McCoy, Roy

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John

	Opheim, Calvin

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Reedy, Steve

	Sanders, Sarah

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong

	Zake, Diana


Anti-Trust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Anti-Trust Admonition as and asked those who have not reviewed the guidelines to please do so. Mr. Doggett stated that Sarah Sanders could provide them with a copy if needed.

Review of Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. TPTF attendees agreed to segregate issues associated with Congestion Revenue Right (CRR), including the CRR auction presentation, CRR Type Definitions, and McCamey Flowgate Rights).

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:

· April 24, 25, and 26 at The Woodward Hotel
· May 8 – 9 at ERCOT at ERCOT Austin Met Center
· May 22 – 23 at ERCOT Austin Met Center

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
TAC Update

Mr. Doggett reported on discussion at the April 7. 2006 TAC meeting related to Texas Nodal. Mr. Doggett requested that Ms. Sanders read the motion made by BJ Flowers and approved at the April TAC meeting:

ERCOT shall proceed with the conceptual design development of an NMMS as described in the NMMS Business Requirements document subject to modification of the operational and planning functions developed through detailed design discussions between ERCOT and the Market Participants. ERCOT will schedule and conduct these discussions to accommodate the nodal market implementation timeline. ERCOT shall plan for an NMMS implementation to accommodate both a NMMS implementation that accommodates the timing needs of the CRR auctions (approximately 2.5 yrs) followed by an implementation over a 5 yr transmission planning horizon.

Mr. Doggett said this motion would provide opportunity to vet details in the Nodal Modeling Forum on how to best execute the NMMS Business Requirements. Mr. Reynolds opined this was a compromise which allowed ERCOT to move forward in discussions with vendors but that allowed further discussion on the database issue.

Mr. Doggett stated no suggestions for changes to the TPTF Charter or the Nodal Transition Plan were made and that TAC approved TPTF’s milestone of passage of the NMMS Business Requirements document. Mr. Doggett also reported on the Texas Nodal assignments made to subcommittees and requested this list be forwarded to the list serve. Attendees discussed the urgency of developing telemetry performance and state estimator criteria and establishing naming conventions. ERCOT staff is currently working on development of material for TPTF and subcommittee review in these areas. Concerns were expressed by Market Participants regarding the frequency of ROS meetings and whether this might slow progress on the tasks assigned to ROS. Jerry Ward requested that ERCOT notify the TPTF list serve when ROS and WMS are addressing Texas Nodal issues and Matt Mereness agreed to do so. Floyd Trefny offered to share his preliminary work on co-optimization in Real-Time with WMS. Brad Belk and Mr. Doggett agreed to meet to further clarify the WMS assignment. Further discussion ensued about the pricing of reserves and the actual physical and financial impact to QSEs when Real-Time co-optimization is implemented.

Manny Muñoz returned to the topic of the CenterPoint appeal of the TPTF Approval 
of NMMS Requirements Document and asked the outcome of the discussion of identical vs. consistent in the Nodal Protocol language. Mr. Doggett stated that he heard no opposition to changing that language and this topic would be addressed later in the meeting.
Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) Discussion and Approval (see Key Documents)
In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10(5), Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, TPTF discussed the use of identical vs. consistent. Kevin Gresham moved to make language changes stating results should be consistent and naming identical and that TPTF adopt the Principals of Consistency as determined in the transmission forums. Market Participants and ERCOT expressed concern over the adoption of the draft Principals of Consistency stating that it warranted further refinement before adoption. Several Market Participants spoke in favor of the motion. Mr. Mereness displayed the current Principals of Consistency document and made several changes as requested by Curtis Crews. Discussion continued on the intent of the document. Kevin Gresham amended his motion as follows: to make wording change in Section 3.10(5) to replace the word “identical” with the word “consistent” following “results” and to replace “consistent” with “identical” after the word “naming” and to take note of the Principles of Consistency and the term “consistent” as Market Participants have ongoing discussions in various forums and to update TPTF as those principles are amended and developed. After additional discussion vetting concerns from Market Participants, Mr. Gresham withdrew the motion explaining that he had offered the motion to promote compromise so TPTF could move forward.
Further discussion ensued with Market Participants suggesting a variety of scenarios for resolving the issue of identical vs. consistent. Mr. Spangler spoke in favor of Mr. Gresham’s motion reminding TPTF attendees that the Protocols are not stand-alone documents and that the body of work must be evaluated as a whole. Mr. Spangler said that he would like other groups to take note of the Principles of Consistency and asked that the minutes of the meeting reflect this wish, asking for a response from Reliant Energy. Mr. Gresham said he felt he could reassert the motion based on Mr. Spangler’s comments and that he would like Mr. Muñoz to second his motion. Mr. Muñoz said that he could do so if the wording reflected the statements just made by Mr. Spangler. Mr. Gresham made the following motion:
To change the wording in Nodal Protocol Section 3.10(5) to replace the word “identical” with the word “consistent” following “results” and to replace the word “consistent” with the word “identical” after the word “naming.” TPTF would request that ERCOT and other Market Participants Stakeholder groups take note of the Principles of Consistency as ERCOT and Market Participants have ongoing discussions in various forums. TPTF will review the changes and update as necessary the Principles of Consistency.
Mr. Muñoz seconded the motion and a hand vote was held. The results were unclear and Mr. Doggett requested a roll call vote. The motion was approved by a vote of 82.4% in favor and 17.6% opposed.  There were three opposed (one from the Municipal segment and two from the Consumer segment) and two abstentions (one from the Consumer segment and one from the Independent Power Marketer segment). The Cooperative segment was not represented.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Section 3 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR); Tom Jackson seconded the motion. A roll call vote was held. The motion carried with no opposing votes and three abstentions (two from the Consumer segment and one from the Municipal segment). The Cooperative segment was not represented.
Texas Nodal Training Update (see Key Documents)
Pamela Dautel reported on progress in developing training for the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. Ms. Dautel explained the use of an Instructional Systems Designs (ISD) process and reviewed the status of the first two courses (Introduction to Texas Nodal and Transition to Nodal). Ms. Dautel said that the need and associated costs for train-the-trainer approach were being examined. In order to capitalize on the experience of other ISOs who have made a nodal transition, ERCOT is using contractors that assisted with similar transitions and training. Ms. Dautel emphasized the importance of developing a knowledgeable subject-matter expert (SME) instructor pool and discussed with Market Participants concerns about the additional work load on ERCOT employees as they maintain the Zonal market, transition to the Nodal market, and are also tasked with training on Texas Nodal. Ms. Dautel stated the modular design of the courses helps to spread the workload and said she has developed a back-up plan to mitigate the risk. Mr. Trefny expressed concern about the loss of continuity with multiple instructor changes and suggested investing in dedicated instructors who have nodal market expertise. Mr. Doggett said he would communicate that concern to the project team. Dan Jones opined that effective training and implementation would require onsite training and Ms. Dautel acknowledged that several approaches were being examined and that ERCOT understood training to be on the critical path.

Ms. Dautel expressed her desire to do all that she can to make sure the market’s training needs are met and reiterated her goal of having SME’s provide training. Ms. Dautel said that two instructors are in training and she is working on recruiting several others, some of which will be contractors. Tom Jackson requested a detailed training plan and Ms. Dautel said she would provide one when finalized.

Discussion on whether both courses (Introduction to Texas Nodal and Transition to Nodal) were needed and who the target audience would be for each course led to Ms. Dautel stating that a second course will not be developed unless warranted. Mr. Gresham asked if face-to-face training could be filmed and utilized for web-based training. Ms. Dautel responded that she would be meeting with WebEx to discuss options for leveraging other training materials in the web-based training. Mr. Trefny requested that Ms. Dautel redline the course list in the Nodal Transition Plan and Ms. Dautel agreed.

Ms. Dautel explained the testing that will be performed with training to measure how well objectives are met for each section as well as the “readiness” for task level training. Ms. Dautel said that ERCOT is looking at implementing a Learning Management System (LMS) to track the training and would request feedback on the criteria for an LMS at the April 24th TPTF meeting. Ms. Dautel expressed a preference for two categories of classes (mandatory and recommended) versus the three categories (mandatory, recommended, and highly recommended) used in the Nodal Transition Plan. Mr. Gresham and Mr. Trefny felt that the three categories provided insight into what was highly relevant to certain stakeholders and was of value.
Transmission Element Naming Convention

In regard to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.7.1(2), Modeling of Transmission Elements and Parameters, Curtis Crews asked if TPTF wanted the prefix embedded in the name of the transmission element or if the prefix could be outside the name. TPTF agreed that it is not necessary that the prefix be embedded within the name if ERCOT can ensure uniqueness without the prefix within the name.

Section 5, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment, NPRR Discussion (see Key Documents)
Keely Hilton explained that she had made multiple revisions to formulas for consistency with the other Nodal Protocol sections, but that she did not change the actual formulas.

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:41 PM on April 10, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:35 AM on April 11, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the antitrust admonition and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from March 28 – 29 Meeting (see Key Documents)

Alice Jackson submitted an addition to the text of the March 28 – 29 meeting minutes regarding PRR307, Controllable Resources. The text was revised by TPTF to accurately reflect the recollection of meeting attendees. Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the draft minutes from the March 28 – 29, 2006 TPTF meeting as amended; Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote. All market segments were represented.
COPS Review of Nodal Protocol Section 9, Settlement and Billing, Clarifications (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed a redline draft of Nodal Protocol Section 9 and made some minor clarifications. Ms. Hilton took the action item to send the exact wording, as modified by TPTF, to COPS for input. Diana Zake reported that she was working with ERCOT Legal on the language. TPTF attendees agreed to wait until the April 24 – 26, 2006 meetings to vote on approval of these changes so that COPS and Legal feedback could be addressed. Marguerite Wagner requested a copy of the draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Section 9 and the redline draft be sent to TPTF prior to the meeting for review.

Net Metering (see Key Documents)
Don Tucker reviewed a detailed presentation on options for net metering. John Edwards stated more time was needed before deciding on the method and Randy Jones agreed that it was important that the choices be carefully examined prior to making a decision. TPTF attendees agreed to take Option 1 out of the running and further examine Options 2 and 3. Option 3 was further discussed and clarified. TPTF attendees agreed to resolve this issue at the April 24 – 26 TPTF meeting. 

Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Auction Process (see Key Documents)
John Moseley outlined aspects of the CRR market process in an effort to assure that the proposed CRR Nodal Protocols as interpreted by ERCOT staff produce the CRR market envisioned by Market Participants prior to writing and finalizing requirements documents. Mr. Moseley explained that CRR is a financial instrument, not a physical instrument and discussed the types of CRRs (point-to-point option and point-to-point obligation). Mr. Moseley also reviewed the annual auction timeline, the inside of the auction engine, CRR paths, and definitions for terms used in the Nodal Protocols. A number of outstanding issues and questions were articulated including:

· Is there an issue with fractional CRRs/PCRRs/FGRs? Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.5.3 (1) (b), Auction Process, addresses auction results and states that they should be rounded to the nearest megawatt. Nodal Protocols do not address allocations; ERCOT will add language.
· ERCOT was referred to recent modifications to Section 3.10, Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, and asked to bring back any outstanding questions regarding settlement points.

· Can you buy CRRs from a deemed settlement point for non-modeled generation? TPTF agreed that this was not an option.

· Protocols require ERCOT to report whether a limit on bid volume (specifically limiting the number of bids for CRR Options) or a nominal bid transaction fee would benefit the auction process. These mechanisms may be needed to keep the mathematical formulation of the auction problem to a manageable size. ERCOT will obtain vendor feedback on the size of the problem, restrictions, and bid fees.

Mr. Doggett requested that Beth Garza draft Nodal Protocol language on bilateral trades. In regard to discussion on the requirement to determine a naming convention for CRRs, Mr. Doggett said that WMS was assigned at the April TAC meeting to address naming conventions. It was agreed that wind-dependant dynamic ratings should be addressed in a forum other than TPTF.

Discussion of 90% McCamey Flowgate Rights (see Key Documents)
Shams Siddiqi and Dan Jones presented scenarios for functioning of CRR auctions: everything as planned, not everything as planned, and extreme PCRR scenarios. Each scenario provided details for the annual auction, the monthly auction, and the Day Ahead Market (DAM). Discussion centered on the need for clearing prices and a system to track the CRRs and actions of CRR account holders. Mr. Siddiqi and Mr. D. Jones took the action item to prepare text for Nodal Protocol Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights, to address the McCamey Flowgate rights and the PCRR activation proposal.

Section 5 NPRR Discussion and Approval (see Key Documents)
Ms. Hilton continued a review of the changes she made to Section 5. Mr. Mereness corrected problems with the graphics in the section. Bob Spangler moved to approve the Section 5 NPRR as revised; Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. A roll call vote was held and the motion was unanimously approved. All market segments were represented.
ERCOT Clarifications for Nodal Protocol Section 7, 

ERCOT sought and received clarification on the following Nodal Protocol sections:

Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions

Section 7.5.6, CRR Auction Settlements
TPTF agreed that for certain issues, Section 7 should contain pointers to Section 9 rather than duplicating information. Ms. Garza and Mr. Ragsdale agreed that ERCOT would provide draft Nodal Protocol language for Section 9. TPTF discussed possible penalties and cure periods for defaults as well as credit concerns and the need for late fees to be handled consistent with other late fees. TPTF agreed that a cure period needs to be defined and that a TDSP cannot be a CRR account holder. An action item for ERCOT to verify this is documented in the Nodal Protocols and in the definition for a CRR Account Holder in Section 2 was requested.

Definitions for Options and Obligations (see Key Documents)
TPTF reviewed definitions from Mr. Siddiqi for the following terms:

· Point-to-Point Option

· Point-to-Point Obligation

· Flowgate Right

TPTF made wording suggestions and Mr. Mereness created a redline version of the document. ERCOT will incorporate these changes into Section 2 of the Nodal Protocols.
Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the April 24 – 26, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· ERCOT Combined Cycle Issues

· Training Update

· Review of PCRR activation issue Protocol wording

· PCRR allocation, McCamey 90% proposal and redline

· Section 4 and 7 NPRRs; also Section 6 and 9 NPRRs if ready

Mr. Trefny asked when the RFPs would be released. Mr. Mereness said that comments were due to him by COB April 12, when he will consolidate them. It had yet to be determined if a spreadsheet to track comments and resolution would be created. Market Participants expressed concern over the short review cycles for Texas Nodal documents and the role of TPTF has a reviewer without approval rights. Walter Reid said that if RFPs are left in an open-ended format, he would like to make certain there is Market Participant input in the process to determine the next steps. Mr. Gresham requested a feedback loop to understand Nodal Protocol intent and implementation. Mr. Doggett said he would speak with Jeyant Tamby on the matter and return to TPTF with information.
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:11 PM on April 11, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Send Texas Nodal assignments list to TPTF list serve
	S. Sanders

	Notify the TPTF list serve when ROS and WMS are addressing Texas Nodal issues
	M. Mereness

	Further clarify the WMS assignment.
	B. Belk/
T. Doggett

	Communicate concern to the ERCOT project team about the loss of continuity with multiple instructor changes in Texas Nodal training courses and suggestion to invest in dedicated instructors who have nodal market expertise.
	T. Doggett

	Provide detailed Texas Nodal training plan to TPTF for review.
	P. Dautel

	Redline the course list in the Nodal Transition Plan.
	P. Dautel

	Resolve issue with fractional CRRs/PCRRs/FGRs and add appropriate language to Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.5.3 (1) (b), Auction Process.
	ERCOT

	Review modifications to Nodal Protocol Section 3.10, Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, and bring back any outstanding questions regarding settlement points.
	ERCOT

	Protocols require ERCOT to report whether a limit on bid volume (specifically limiting the number of bids for CRR Options) or a nominal bid transaction fee would benefit the auction process. These mechanisms may be needed to keep the mathematical formulation of the auction problem to a manageable size. Obtain vendor feedback on the size of the problem, restrictions, and bid fees.
	ERCOT

	Draft Protocol language on bilateral trades.
	B. Garza

	Resolve CRR issues.
	ERCOT/TPTF

	Prepare text for Nodal Protocol Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights, to address the McCamey Flowgate rights and the PCRR activation proposal.
	S. Siddiqi/
D. Jones


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Feedback on criteria for Learning Management System (LMS) to track the Texas Nodal training
	April 24 – 26 

	Resolve Net Metering Issue
	April 24 – 26


NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING

April 24, 25, and 26, 2006 Draft Minutes
The Woodward Hotel and Conference Center 

3401 S. IH-35

Austin, TX 78741

Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Sempra Texas Services, LP

	Edwards, John
	Consumers
	Occidental Chemical (Alternate Representative for T. Payton) (via teleconference)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant (voting Day 3)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (in absence of Brad Belk)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant (voting Day 1 and 2)


The following alternate representatives were present:
John Edwards for Thomas Payton (Occidental Chemical)
Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)

The following proxies were assigned:

Shannon McClendon to Nick Fehrenbach

Marcie Zlotnik to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Bordelon, Steve
	Texas-New Mexico Power Company

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition (via teleconference)

	Schubert, Eric
	PUCT

	Sherman, Fred
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington (representing Denton Municipal Electric) (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth (via teleconference)

	Grendel, Steve

	Hager, Kathy

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Hinsley, Ron

	Horne, Kate

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Opheim, Calvin

	Patterson, Mark

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Jongjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don

	Xiao, Hong

	Yu, Jun

	Zake, Diana


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 AM on April 24, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the guidelines to please do so. Mr. Doggett stated that Sarah Sanders could provide them with a copy if needed.

Review of Agenda

Mr. Doggett introduced Kate Horne who will be leading communications for Texas Nodal. Ms. Horne expects to launch the Texas Nodal Market Redesign website by the end of May 2006. This website will reorganize the working documents from the current TPTF page for ease of use and will be kept current with daily updates. Ms Horne is developing a subscription newsletter that will be sent out every two weeks. Ms. Horne welcomes input on how ERCOT can better communicate with Market Participants.

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:

· May 8 – 9, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center (afternoon start time for May 8th)
· May 22 – 24, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center (TPTF agreed to expand to a three-day meeting encompassing May 24th)

· June 5 – 6, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Approval of Meeting Minutes from April 10 – 11, 2006 Meeting (see Key Documents
)
Dan Bailey and Nick Fehrenbach requested a correction to the record for abstentions on the vote to approve the Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System. Sarah Sanders noted the change to be made. Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the minutes as amended; Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. All segments were represented.
Net Metering Decision (see Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale reviewed the previous options discussed for net metering and presented a new net metering scenario to consider where ERCOT would let a single QSE determine how to divide the associated dollars. Market Participants discussed three Options for net metering (see the Net Metering Presentation for descriptions of each Option) and touched on the issue of split metering. Bob Spangler stated that split metering was discussed and resolved at the TNT meetings and that the Nodal Protocols deal with this issue. Mr. Spangler indicated that this was a separate issue and should not be re-addressed by TPTF.

Floyd Trefny moved to adopt Option 2 as the net metering scheme; Clayton Greer seconded the motion. The motion carried by hand vote with one abstention from the Cooperative segment. All segments were represented.

Option 2, originally proposed at the February 7, 2006 TPTF meeting, uses the current allocation method of determining the SCADA split and applies a price adjustment factor. Kenneth Ragsdale will draft a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for review by TPTF.

Day Ahead Market Discussion/Clarification (see Key Documents)

Shuye Teng presented information about the Day Ahead Market (DAM) and covered a number of issues.

DAM Delay Due to Insufficient Ancillary Service (AS) Offers

Ms. Teng reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 4.5.2, Ancillary Service Insufficiency, and stated that, if there is an insufficiency in Ancillary Service Offers before executing the DAM, QSEs should be given an amount of time to resubmit offers or submit additional offers, and that ERCOT will meanwhile conduct offer validation. Floyd Trefny suggested that 30 minutes was adequate for QSEs to resubmit offers and Market Participants agreed that 30 minutes was sufficient. This is also consistent with the Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) timeline. Market Participants also agreed that there should be at least a one-hour gap between posting DAM results and executing DRUC. That is, when the DAM results are delayed, DRUC should also be delayed. TPTF has not yet determined how long DRUC can be delayed.

AS Procurement and Unit Commitment

Ms. Teng reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.6.2.1, Ancillary Service Offer Criteria, and said that there was currently no reference to a Resources’ online/offline status. Ms. Teng asked the question “for an offline Resource with AS offers, does the Resource have to be committed for its AS offers to be cleared?” Ms Teng presented a matrix chart which shows all the options and explained the impact of each option. The flowchart that follows represents the agreement between ERCOT and Market Participants on how the AS procurement and unit commitment should be handled in the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. 

[image: image3.emf]Issue 3: A/S Procurement and Unit Commitment 

Is a 3-part offer submitted 

together with the A/S offer(s) 

from an offline Resource?

Y N

Deduct A/S 

Revenue from 

Make-Whole 

Payment

A/S offer validation:

No Reg-Down offers 

will be allowed; only 

Reg-Up and RRS offers 

allowed.

Self-commitment if A/S 

offer cleared; No Make-

Whole payment.

Reg-Up, Reg-Down, and RRS



[image: image4.emf]Is a 3-part offer submitted 

together with the Non-Spin Offer 

from an offline Resource?

Y N

Are the two offers 

inclusive (not-

exclusive)?

Non-Spin will be 

provided by the offline 

unit. The Non-Spin 

MW, if cleared, should 

be the less than or 

equal to HSL.

Y

N

Buy Non-Spin only 

if the unit is 

committed; The 

cleared Non-Spin 

shouldn’t be more 

than (HSL-LSL).

3-part offer and Non-Spin offer 

cannot be cleared at the same 

time. The Non-Spin service, if 

cleared, will be provided by the 

offline unit. The Non-Spin MW, if 

cleared, should be the less than or 

equal to HSL.

Non-Spin

Deduct A/S 

Revenue from 

Make-Whole 

Payment


Load Forecast Distribution Factor
After reviewing Nodal Protocol Section 4.5.1(5), DAM Clearing Process, Ms. Teng asked Market Participants “What if there is a planned bus outage? The original distribution factors may allocate offers/bids to that bus anyway. Can ERCOT adjust the distribution factors?” Market Participants felt that the issue may be solved by modeling buses at lower-voltage level. ERCOT will conduct internal studies and present any relevant findings to TPTF.
Ms. Teng also asked: “The State Estimator runs every five minutes. Should the hourly distribution be the average of the 12 five minutes or any of those 12 five minutes?” Market Participants agreed that the usage should be consistent and Mr. Trefny suggested using the average of the hour.
Evaluation of AS Insufficiency during Adjustment Period and Real Time

Ms. Teng quoted Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.1, Evaluation and Maintenance of Ancillary Service Capacity Sufficiency, which states that ERCOT shall use the Ancillary Service Capacity Monitor to evaluate Ancillary Service requirements and capacity insufficiency. Ms. Teng requested that TPTF allow ERCOT to revise the Protocol language to grant ERCOT more flexibility when evaluating AS insufficiency. Mr. Trefny pointed out that the Ancillary Service Capacity Monitor provides information such as Real Time Reserve Capacity, and that QSEs will always notify ERCOT if they are not capable of meeting their obligation. Jun Yu stated that kind of information will only help ERCOT with one of the three types of AS insufficiency: Replacement of AS capacity due to failure to provide. To evaluate increased need of AS or to replace AS capacity that is undeliverable due to transmission constraints, ERCOT needs to look ahead, using not only real-time telemetry, but also information such as Current Operating Plan, weather changes, and observed transmission constraints. TPTF agreed that ERCOT should propose new protocol changes to expand ERCOT’s flexibility in handling AS insufficiency evaluation.
Derating of Point-to-Point (PTP) Options Declared to be Settled in Real-Time

Ms. Teng said that derating of PTP Options declared to be settled in real time is not straightforward when there is more than one overloaded element. Ms. Teng presented an example which demonstrated one method to derate PTP Options declared to be settled in real time. After discussion about the issue of settlement of PTP options, it was determined that this should be discussed offline and brought back for later discussion by TPTF. Shams Siddiqi and Ms. Teng will work together to find out a method and present to TPTF at a later date.
Combined Cycle (CC) Discussion (see Key Documents)

Mark Patterson gave a presentation he developed with John Adams and Brandon Whittle to address concerns raised at TPTF meetings about the treatment of Combined Cycle units within various ERCOT processes. Mr. Patterson said that CC blocks use combined-cycle unit operating configurations as registered and telemetered to ERCOT and explained that each unit within a CC power block will be treated individually. Clayton Greer asked why power flow studies would not be handled by the block, and Mr. Patterson explained that the individual treatment was for modeling purposes. Mr. Patterson said that certain things were being left open-ended to be resolved in conjunction with the vendor, for example, the details of how to take individual unit data and aggregate it for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED), DAM, and RUC. Mr. Patterson will report back to TPTF as work with the vendor progresses.
Review of Section 7 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) (see Key Documents)
The TPTF meeting work product from review of the Section 7 NPRR is available with the Key Documents as Meeting Output. The following paragraphs contain details about topics that warranted extended discussion.

TPTF discussed ERCOT clarifications to this section and revisions related to Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs). For Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.3.2(1)(a), Auction Notices, TPTF agreed that the posting to the MIS Public Area requirement in that section includes Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) allocations to be posted 10 days ahead of the monthly auction and 20 days ahead of the annual auction. 

More discussion on the CRR Auction presentation developed by Mr. Siddiqi and Dan Jones resulted in Mr. Siddiqi taking an assignment to make revisions to the payments provisions for discussion on the following day. Beth Garza and Mr. Adams took an assignment to revise Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing, and send new language to TPTF that evening. Issues revolving around the annual auction calendar and possible conflicts with holidays were discussed, left unresolved, and assigned to Kenneth Ragsdale for homework.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:56 PM on April 24, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 AM on April 25, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

ERCOT Operating Guides – Proposed Plan to Update for Nodal (see Key Documents)

Steve Grendel discussed plans for updating the current ERCOT Operating Guides (that is, the Operating Guides currently used for the Zonal market) for Texas Nodal and proposed an approach for the development of the Guides. This proposal relies on the TPTF for approval prior to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) approval and attempts to gain consensus with the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS), Operations Working Group (OWG), Operating Guides Revision Task Force (OGRTF), and Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) prior to engaging TPTF. The change control process as defined in the ERCOT Operating Guides would then be enacted 6 to 12 months before the go-live date for Texas Nodal.

Market Participants discussed the current approval process emphasizing the importance of the review by PRS to ensure that the document is in accordance with the Protocols. Mr. Spangler said that in addition to updating the current operating guides, he  believed there is a need for new operating guides or new materials to be developed for the current Operating Guides. Mr. Trefny provided some background information on the development of the zonal Operating Guides and commented that the rewrite should avoid paraphrasing the Protocols. Mr. Trefny asked for more specific information about exactly what Operating Guides would be updated for Texas Nodal. Mr. Grendel agreed that a search of the Protocols for references to guides was advisable and offered to provide this list to TPTF for review. Mr. Spangler suggested that Section 1.2, Document Relationship, of the ERCOT Operating Guide be examined. Kristy Ashley requested that an electronic version of settlement examples be provided with the Operating Guide. Mr. Grendel said that he would consult with Kenneth Ragsdale on this request.

Suggestions about the proposed process included combining the review by subcommittees and TPTF and the order of iterations. TPTF attendees felt that the final reviews should go back to the subcommittees rather than stop at TPTF before TAC to ensure that no critical reliability or security issues were misconstrued. Mr. Grendel said that review by subcommittees is ensured once the documents are placed under the change control process (at least six months prior to the Texas Nodal implementation date). Mr. Trefny cautioned that this was not an opportunity to revise the Nodal Protocols that have been approved by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT). Randy Jones suggested that some of the Nodal Training should be targeted at the key subcommittees and working groups that will be contributing to the Operating Guide revisions (for example, ROS, WMS, and OWG). Mr. Grendel took the action item to identify appropriate training for these Market Participants.

Training Update (see Key Documents)

Pamela Dautel reviewed the activities and progress in preparing the training program for Texas Nodal. Ms. Ashley asked about the possibility of leveraging materials from PJM and Ms. Dautel said that she would investigate this possibility. Ms. Dautel is planning to have a pool of experts to pull on as needed for training and is currently working on a contract with a vendor. In addition, comparison of Texas Nodal training courses to those developed by PJM and other Independent System Operators (ISOs) is underway and a mapping of PJM and comparable ERCOT courses was provided in Ms. Dautel’s presentation. Mr. Trefny emphasized that the list of training topics should be geared to operating AS proficiently, not just to “getting by.” Ms. Dautel agreed to work with Market Participants to establish this list.

Mr. Spangler pointed out differences between PJM’s training needs and ERCOT’s needs, emphasizing the interface between ERCOT and QSEs as well as with other entities, such as TSPs, in the market. Mr. Bailey said that with the current interface of the City of Garland, TXU, and ERCOT, he can see where all three entities need to be trained in unison, especially if being required to interface differently than today. Ms. Ashley agreed that there were differences between the PJM and ERCOT market design but that PJM training should be leveraged and customized.

Ms. Dautel asked for a sub-group within TPTF to take on the task of assisting with the following deliverables: course list, course descriptions (summaries), high-level class schedule, curriculum by market segment, and training criteria for Market Participant readiness. Jim Reynolds, Mr. Bailey, Mr. Trefny, Ms. Ashley, Mr. Spangler, and Mr. Ward volunteered to assist. Ms. Dautel agreed to set up a teleconference for Friday, May 5th and to work with Mr. Trefny on the summary of courses listed in the Texas Nodal Transition Plan for review at that teleconference. It was agreed that the course list, course descriptions, and high-level class schedule should be complete by the end of May.

In review of the high-level training timeline, Market Participants requested that training begin during Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) instead of during Site Acceptance Training (SAT). Ms. Dautel agreed to back up the schedule accordingly. Mr. Spangler suggested that the period of time between the end of the conceptual design in December 2006 and the end of the FAT at the beginning of 2008, should also be utilized for training. Ms. Dautel said that she has communicated to the Nodal project team two Training dependencies:

· The sub-business process with identification of the internal and external user groups impacted should be identified during Level 2 of the project process (examples of user groups include LSEs, QSEs, and ERCOT System Operations).
· Completion of “detailed business requirements” (Level 4) including job tasks with identification of the user groups impacted.
Mr. Spangler pointed out the importance of data flow and the tremendous amount of data that various Market Participants (QSEs, operators, traders, settlement personnel, etc.) need in making this transition. Mr. Doggett suggested that thought be given to how to build this matrix for information flow to the market. Ms. Dautel said that she wanted to ensure the best use of time before detailed business requirements (business use cases at the end user level) become available and task-specific training is offered to Market Participants and ERCOT staff. Input from Market Participants indicated that transitional courses to a Nodal Market for specific Market Segments would be useful. Market Participants want to understand how their business processes will change as a result of Nodal. 

Mr. Trefny stated that most Market Participants would be using their systems to interface with ERCOT and that the portal interface was not as important as the information that needs to be available. Ms. Ashley disagreed stating that the current portal is not used by the market because it is not user-friendly and needs to be more usable. Ms. Ashley suggested a customizable interface such as eSuites.

Ms. Dautel presented the concept of Market Participants hosting courses (onsite training) in Houston, Dallas, and Austin. The onsite training courses would be on a first-come, first-serve basis with no preference given to the host’s employees. Ms. Ashley suggested providing onsite training in the Northeast for Exelon and Constellation employees.

Protocol Language Proposal for PCRRs and 90% McCamey Flowgate Rights (see Key Documents)
Mr. Siddiqi reviewed the text he developed for Nodal Protocol Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions. Market Participants discussed the revision in light of CRRs, auction prices, and Non Opt-In Entities (NOIEs). Mr. Siddiqi explained his suggestions that are contained in the NPRR for Nodal Protocol Section 7, Congestion Revenue RightsMarguerite Wagner asked how shaping would be handled and said that it may merit more discussion given that hour-by-hour auctions were not anticipated. Ms. Wagner stated that it was her understanding that NOIEs would be shaping within the blocks of CRRs as set forth in the Nodal Protocols – not hour by hour. She stated that this is backed up by the fact that these are the only products that are offered – and that hour-by-hour auctions would be extremely complex. Ms. Wagner requested that Mr. Siddiqi verify the intent of this and Mr. Siddiqi said he would need to consult with LCRA, Austin, and San Antonio. Mr. Bailey referred to the 40% option and said that this issue was relevant to other Market Participants as well, stating that even in April the congestion path on transmission can become an issue and that it should not be defined as a super-peak process. Mr. Trefny suggested this issue be addressed in PRS; however, Mr. Siddiqi said he preferred to take the issue off line and bring it back to TPTF for resolution. Mr. Spangler suggested setting a deadline and Mr. Doggett said that shaping of contiguous hours would be addressed at the May 8th TPTF meeting.

Ms. Garza’s email regarding Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing, and ERCOT’s proposal on how to address the 16-hour rule for outages was discussed. Mr. Spangler asked for documentation and presentation of information providing basic understanding and transparency into the criteria that ERCOT is using. Mr. Siddiqi asked that requirements for documentation of criteria for an outage be added to the Operating Guide. As a follow-up to the discussion about timing of the annual auction and holidays, agreement was reached that the annual auction should be held the first Tuesday in November of each year.

Review of Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.3.1, Data Transparency, resulted in discussion of privacy issues versus the market’s need to know. Mr. R. Jones said that there was already language in the Nodal Protocols to mitigate this issue.

In discussion of Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.5.2, Disclosure of CRR Ownership, TPTF came to a consensus on changes to Nodal Protocol language to add more detail to the posting requirements, to include details of CRR ownership.

Discussion of the two-hour operating limit in paragraph two of the Nodal Protocol Section 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights, was postponed until the May 8th TPTF meeting so that Mr. D. Jones and Walter Reid could be involved. TPTF discussed several additional issues and agreed that this NPRR was resolved except for the outstanding issues slated for discussion and resolution on May 8th. 

Review of Section 9 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) (see Key Documents)
The TPTF meeting work product from the Section 9 NPRR is available with the Key Documents as Meeting Output. Changes were made through Section 9.8, Settlement and Billing Dispute Process. Review of the Section 9 NPRR will be completed at the next TPTF meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:56 PM on April 25, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 AM on April 26, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Mr. Doggett announced an afternoon start time for the TPTF meeting on May 8th so that the ERCOT facilities could accommodate a special market meeting to discuss market activities and market communications during the recent Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan event. Mr. Doggett also announced the need to extend the May 22 – 23, 2006 meeting to a three day meeting encompassing May 24th. 

Review of Texas Nodal Program Charter Including Implementation Timeline (see Key Documents)

Ron Hinsley spoke about plans to work closely with the PUCT on the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. Eric Schubert asked what ERCOT felt it was lacking from the PUCT, given that there was a rule and order in place. Mr. Hinsley advocated a co-sponsorship relationship where the PUCT and ERCOT work side-by-side through the Texas Nodal implementation to resolve issues and remove roadblocks. In regard to the newly announced possible July 1, 2009 go-live date for Texas Nodal, Mr. Hinsley asked that everyone work with Kathy Hager and Mr. Doggett to bring the schedule back to January 1, 2009, and if that is not possible, to fully support the date that is deemed possible and to identify any significant risks.

Mr. Schubert asked Mr. Hinsley if the implementation schedule would be addressed during the regular ERCOT Texas Nodal update at the PUCT Open Meeting and expressed concern about the variance in go-live dates discussed. Mr. Schubert requested that various date alternatives be presented along with a list of resources needed to meet those dates. Mr. Hinsley responded that he wanted to fully vet issues associated with implementation, including resources and a date that ERCOT, TPTF, and the PUCT could all agree to before presenting the schedule at a PUCT Open Meeting.

Jim Reynolds commented that the PUCT seems to be the party most concerned about the Texas Nodal go-live date moving to July. A number of Market Participants disagreed, pointing to the important cost savings to all stakeholders, and stated that July 2009 was unacceptable and that January 2009 already was a compromise.

Kathy Hager presented the ERCOT Program Charter for the Texas Nodal Market Redesign. Ms. Hager defined the charter as a contract with a scope statement, specific objectives to measure success, a list of deliverables, risks, assumptions, budget, and timeline. Ms. Hager emphasized she wants conflict and issues to be openly addressed and action items and assignments to be identified and executed. Ms. Hager expressed concern about the amount of system changes and the business and information technology (IT) impacts on individual companies. 

Ms. Hager reviewed the program scope. Mr. Schubert clarified that the PUCT order specifies that a vendor should be consulted on the issue of a date. Ms. Hager stated the intent to summarize for the PUCT the information from discussions with vendors and said that she expected the PUCT to issue another order. Mr. Schubert asked Ms. Hager if she felt she could purchase software without a new order if the vendor offered real-time co-optimization.

There was no objection from TPTF on the Program Scope section of the Texas Nodal Program Charter. TPTF discussed a number of points and issues resulting in modifications to the Program Charter. A copy of the modified charter is available with the Key Documents for the meeting as Meeting Output. Highlights of the discussion are documented in the following paragraphs.

Mr. Trefny suggested that it be made clear in the Program Charter that EMS is being upgraded to the most current version, saying that he felt there was miscommunication on this issue. Jeyant Tamby confirmed that EMS 2.2 was being upgraded to EMS 2.4. Ms. Ashley reiterated her concern about the interface to the portal and the need for a complete redesign of the interface, noting the availability of tools such as eSuites. Ms. Hager agreed to survey the current situation and usage. Ms. Hager will provide analysis on using eSuites to create a more user-friendly interface and report her findings to TPTF.

Ms. Hager said that a review of the planned Zonal market work found that most of it was initiated by ERCOT Staff, and that ERCOT is currently evaluating what projects can be cancelled to free up resources for Texas Nodal. TPTF and Mr. Schubert agreed that the correct terminology was to “rationalize and minimize Zonal PRRs.” Ms. Hager is scheduled to meet with the PUCT on April 27, 2006 and with TAC on May 3, 2006 to discuss resource issues. Ms. Hager noted that the original assumption was that 65 full-time ERCOT staff members would be moved to Texas Nodal and that this has not yet been possible. 

Ms. Hager reviewed the organizational chart showing a functional division of responsibilities and discussed accountability: Mr. Tamby has complete responsibility for the architecture design and integration; Mr. Doggett must obtain sign-off from the Market Participants; Mr. Hinsley is responsible for the infrastructure; and Mr. Hinsley is also the Program Sponsor. She also spoke of plans to transition ERCOT Zonal staff to Nodal during SAT. Ms. Hager explained that the creation of a new project to handle the interfaces evolved because it was too difficult to leave the infrastructure embedded in other projects. She asked that TPTF develop the criteria for Market Readiness.

ERCOT will initiate nodal software upgrades on the operator training simulator and Mr. Doggett said that thought is being given to whether additional operators will be required in the Nodal market. Mr. Trefny expressed concern about the learning curve of the operators stating that operators tend to learn best by doing the tasks and through discussions with other operators. Mr. Trefny opined that additional personnel would be required.

The Texas Nodal Market Redesign Budget included in the charter package was discussed and Market Participants questioned the amounts shown for several of the budget line items. Some of the Market Participants thought that the discrepancies noted may be related to the manner in which the items are categorized rather than missing. Ms. Hager opined that the staffing issues facing ERCOT and the use of additional contractors over full-time employees would have significant impact on the budget. 

Ms. Hager reviewed the schedule and explained that ERCOT took the Transition Plan and worked backwards using the estimated time for events, showing inputs at the top of the chart and output at the bottom. Mr. Trefny said that TDSPs would need to verify the data and restate constraints in the system. Ms. Hager assumed the state estimator would do that work. Mr. Trefny said that the state estimator is just an estimation of power flows and was meaningless in this context. Mr. Tamby said that he would use current systems to verify data and that EDS1 will be a separate project where every element is signed off for accuracy by the TDSP. ERCOT staff and Market Participants discussed the validation methodology used in monitoring impedances, line ratings, and representation of the physical model. The following questions were identified: What is necessary to satisfy the requirements in Section 5.4.1, Data and Telemetry Testing Requirements, of the Transition Plan? How can this be done? How to meet the need for verification of the existing model against certain criteria? Manny Muñoz suggested that ERCOT lead the effort to determine the appropriate path and work with Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG). Mr. Trefny reminded TPTF attendees that a meeting to discuss state estimator criteria was scheduled for April 28, 2006. Mr. Doggett said that ERCOT was working on a list of assumptions to present for discussion at that meeting.

Specific risks in the schedule and the plan for integration testing were discussed. Mr. Schubert inquired why ERCOT needed more time for implementation than other ISOs. Ms. Hager responded that the KEMA and ERCOT time estimates differed by one month, and that KEMA had looked at the New England and other nodal transitions in determining its time estimate. KEMA has said that it has no new information to add until ERCOT receives vendor input.

Ms. Hager said that Raj Chudgar who is leading the Commercial Systems Project expects shadow settlements to change significantly. Ms. Hager stated that Texas Nodal implementation would require re-registration of Market Participants for financial and operational requirements. Implementation would also require a blackout period of less than six months with no new entrants (except on an emergency basis) to the market to allow the completion of training, registration, model information, and stability prior to the switchover. Mr. Schubert said that a blackout period should be discussed with the PUCT as it would impact the level of competition.

Discussion about timeframes that could be compressed ensued, and Ms. Hager reminded Market Participants that one of the lessons learned from other ISOs was that Market Participants had not been allotted appropriate time to develop and test their internal systems and that the timeline must back up from the CRR auction go-live date. Ms. Hager said that keeping things simple and applying accountability is the key to managing a project this large. Ms. Hager discussed the need to have accountability for readiness from the Market Participants and asked how those interfaces could be managed. Jerry Ward suggested having a designated representative from each company to interface with ERCOT along with updates at the ERCOT Board meeting and PUCT Open Meetings.

Mr. Trefny suggested that moving EDS schedules up and performing work simultaneous with SAT would reduce the schedule by three months, and by reducing the time allocated for the SATs the project could gain another three months putting the project schedule on track with the Commission order. He also suggested adding a separate line for training to build momentum for this effort and to encourage Market Participants to budget funds. Mr. Tamby said that he wanted to reach a stable point prior to testing and Mr. Trefny opined that there is not time for that approach. Mr. Spangler requested that an early version of the conceptual design documents be provided to TPTF for discussion and that might help find some ways to overlap tasks in the schedule and time line. Mr. Schubert endorsed Mr. Spangler’s comments and encouraged the discussion. Mr. Spangler said he was concerned about making certain there is enough time in the schedule to implement the system correctly and to give all Market Participants a chance to bring systems up to speed. Mr. Spangler objected to taking time out of the schedule without discussion and cautioned against being overly optimistic.

Mr. Schubert again suggested the alternative of showing various date alternatives along with a list of resources needed to meet those dates. Ms. Hager agreed to provide that information once available from vendors.

Further discussion on the possibility of an earlier date for the Texas Nodal implementation and discussion of communication about related issues ensued. Ms. Hager said that she would like to meet with TPTF at least twice per month and will use email as needed to communicate. She also agreed to have the Board packets sent to the TPTF and specifically Mr. Hinsley’s presentation to the Board from the April meeting.

RFP Feedback and Follow-Up

Mr. Tamby was available to discuss Reliant’s follow-up questions on their Request for Proposals (RFPs) feedback. Mr. Mereness was tasked with sending out the written responses to the RFPs. Mr. Trefny commented that he was pleased to see that ERCOT accepted most of Reliant’s comments but felt the document was still lacking task lists and most of the unresolved comments were related to missing information.

Mr. Tamby said that at this time, the RFP was specifying Nodal Protocol requirements that needed to be adhered to and that a high-level architecture document was included. Mr. Tamby stated that ERCOT will be working with vendors to define precise requirements and resolve the more detailed questions. Mr. Tamby apologized for the additional information added after the TPTF review. Mr. Spangler asked that this not be done with the conceptual design document. Mr. Trefny asked that the high-level architecture document that was sent to the vendors be sent to the TPTF list serve.

ERCOT Staff and Market Participants discussed the level of detail provided in the Nodal Protocols and the importance of documenting the tools used by vendors. It was determined that a change to Nodal Protocol Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations, should be made once vendor feedback on how to translate voltage collapse is received.

Additional topics including LaaRs and run-of-the-river hydro language were discussed. Mr. Adams agreed to change language related to hydro power in Nodal Protocol Section 3.13, Renewable Production Potential Forecasts, and in Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms. It was determined that this would be discussed at a later date with input from Walter Reid on the solar and run-of-the-river hydro discussion.
Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the May 8 – 9, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Close issues and Finish Section 7 NPRR

· 2-hour rating for McCamey Flowgate Rights

· Discuss Section 4 and 6 NPRRs

· Finish Section 9 NPRR

· Update from Ms. Hager

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:01 PM on April 26, 2006.

Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Write net metering NPRR to represent Option 2.
	K. Ragsdale

	Examine the possibility of using training materials from PJM.
	P. Dautel

	Flesh out the list of activities operators need proficiency in (with TPTF Training Task Force).
	P. Dautel

	Set up meeting of TPTF Training Task Force for Friday, May 5th. (Volunteers: Floyd Trefny, Dan Bailey, Jim Reynolds, Bob Spangler, Kristy Ashley, and Jerry Ward)
	P. Dautel

	Work with Floyd Trefny on summary of courses listed in Transition Plan for review by task force.


	P. Dautel

	Back-up training schedule to start Market Participant Training during FAT rather than SAT.


	P. Dautel

	Resend presentation from previous update with corrections.
	P. Dautel

	Draft new Nodal Protocol language on Load Forecast Distribution Factor (Nodal Protocols Section 4.5.1(5)).
	S. Teng

	Derating of Point-to-Point (PTP) Options Declared to be Settled in Real-Time
	S. Siddiqi/D. Jones

	Provide list of Nodal Protocols references to market guides to TPTF. 
	S. Grendel

	Review binding documents and present TPTF with a list of documents to be revised for Texas Nodal (see Nodal Protocol Section 1.1(2)(a)).
	S. Grendel

	Check with K. Ragsdale on possibility of settlement examples being provided in an electronic form.
	S. Grendel

	Identify appropriate training for subcommittees and working groups reviewing the Texas Nodal version of the ERCOT Operating Guide.
	S. Grendel

	Verify intent of shaping for peaking resources.
	S. Siddiqi

	Present and document information for criteria that ERCOT is using Regarding Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing. Add requirements for documentation of criteria for an outage to the Operating Guide.
	ERCOT

	Survey current portal interface situation and usage and provide analysis on eSuites solution. Report to TPTF.
	K. Hager

	Establish criteria for Market Readiness.
	TPTF

	Resolve the following issues: What is necessary to satisfy the requirements in Section 5.4.1 of the Transition Plan? How can this be done? The need for verification of the existing model against certain criteria. 
	ERCOT/NDSWG

	Present various date alternatives along with a list resources needed to meet those dates to the PUCT once information from vendors is available.
	K. Hager

	Update TPTF list serve on Board presentations related to Texas Nodal.
	 M. Mereness

	Send Ron Hinsley’s April Board Presentation to TPTF list serve.
	K. Hager

	Send out written responses from ERCOT on the RFP feedback.
	M. Mereness

	Send high-level architecture document to the TPTF list serve.
	J. Tamby

	Transfer constraints from VSA to TSA; document in Nodal Protocol 
Section 6.
	ERCOT


Agenda Items Resulting From Meeting

	New Agenda Items Identified
	When

	Shaping of Contiguous Hours
	May 8

	Discussion of the two-hour operating limit in paragraph two of the Nodal Protocol Section 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights
	May 8

	Schedule for Nodal Implementation, shortening timeline and resources needed
	TBD

	Kathy Hager twice per month
	Each meeting


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

May 8 – 9, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	Brownsville Public Utilities Board

	Fehrenback, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant 

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumer
	Occidental Chemical (via teleconference)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Theriault, William
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)

	Troell, Mike
	Cooperative
	South Texas Electric Cooperative (via teleconference)

	Woodward, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	McCalla, David
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Helpert, Billy
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric

	Oldner, Ward
	Generator
	Dynegy

	Miller, Gary
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities


The following alternate representative was present:
· Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)

The following proxies were assigned:

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) to Nick Fehrenbach

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Sherman, Fred
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington (representing Denton Municipal Electric)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Hager, Kathy

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	López, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Sanders, Sarah

	Times, Michele

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 1:04 PM on May 8, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. Kathy Hager’s update and approval of the April 24 – 25, 2006 meeting minutes were moved to Day 2 of the meeting.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF:

· May 22 – 24, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center

· June 5 – 7, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center

· June 26 – 27, 2006 at ERCOT Austin Met Center

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Principles of Consistency (see Key Documents)

Manny Muñoz requested a review of the Principals of Consistency document by ROS. TPTF reviewed a redline version of the Principles of Consistency document. It was agreed that this version would be forwarded to ROS, WMS, and TAC for review and comment.

Review of NPRR for Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights (see Key Documents)

A number of issues were discussed and debated relevant to the draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Section 7. Shams Siddiqi reported on the action item to discuss Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions, with three large Non Opt-In Entities (NOIEs). Mr. Siddiqi said there was not a consensus and this item warranted additional discussion of the wording around contiguous hours and the shaping of Pre-assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) blocks. 

Mr. Doggett suggested deleting the questionable language and proceeding with a vote to approve the draft NPRR for Section 7. A number of Market Participants objected, stating that they were not prepared to vote as the shaping issue and several other issues needed to be resolved before the vote. Dan Bailey stated that many agreements were made with the understanding that the shaping would be by hours. Other Market Participants disagreed stating that this was not the original intent.

Capacity options were also discussed. Marguerite Wagner said this was another change that merited careful consideration in its relationship to the shaping issue. Assignments were made for language revision to be considered for Sections 7.4.2(a), Shaping Blocks for PCRRs, and 7.4.2(e)(ii).

Section 7.7.3(2), Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs), was discussed. The emergency limit two-hour rating was discussed and Floyd Trefny requested that the Nodal Protocols specify that ERCOT shall post the emergency limit.

Review of NPRR for Section 9, Settlement and Billing (see Key Documents)
TPTF discussed the changes initiated in the draft NPRR for Section 9 with Keely Hilton. These changes included language on Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs), default demerits, and payment after options. Ms. Hilton will request that Cheryl Yager review the changes and will highlight those changes for the Credit Working Group to review, specifically in Sections 9.9, Settlement Charges, and 9.11.4, Enforcing the Security of a Short-Paying CARD Invoice Recipient. TPTF will also request that COPS review and consider approval on the entire section, with special attention to Sections 9.10, CRR Auction Revenue Distribution Invoices, 9.11, Payment Process for CRR Auction Revenue Distribution, and 9.12, Payment Process for the CRR Balancing Account.
Review of NPRR for Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance (see Key Documents)
Several ERCOT clarifications for Section 8 were discussed along with Section 8.1.2.2.1, Ancillary Service Technical Requirements and Qualification Criteria and Test Methods.
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:57 PM on May 8, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:38 AM on May 9, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Nodal Program Update from Kathy Hager

Ms. Hager updated TPTF on recent activities including six town hall meetings at ERCOT and the special May 3, 2006 TAC meeting to review the Nodal Program Charter. Ms. Hager shared she would be at the PUCT open meeting May 10, 2006 but has not been able to visit with Commissioners due to ex-parte rules. On May 5, 2006, ERCOT submitted the complete Program Charter to the PUCT to prepare for the fee case. ERCOT is currently working on the fee case and currently plans to use the $125M estimate. Ms. Hager said she would deliver the message at the PUCT meeting that there is a less than five percent probability for meeting the January 1, 2009 date.

Ms. Hager reported on ERCOT efforts to find specialists in the field, stating the current publicity around ERCOT and lack of relocation assistance for prospective employees has resulted in the need to staff with contractors to meet the timeline. She noted the need to evaluate whether to backfill zonal work with contractors and then move full-time employees to nodal or to use a “mix and match” method. Ms. Hager opined that the use of contractors was the most effective solution available to mitigate the staffing risk. Ms. Hager spoke of the time period where both zonal and nodal markets would need to be maintained, the need to move leaders to the new application and outsource or backfill the old application with contractors, and exploration of areas that can totally be outsourced. Bob Spangler said it would be good for the Commissioners to understand the staffing level issues and the impact of their orders and suggested Ms. Hager present those at the PUCT meeting. Ms. Hager stated that she could not adequately cover this topic in the five-minute time slot allotted to her. Ms. Hager planned to use the five minutes to discuss the Texas Nodal program, the date dilemma, and the data needed to establish a firm schedule in September 2006.

Rational Unified Process (RUP) will be implemented at ERCOT on July 1, 2006 and training provided by the local IBM division. RUP encourages the creation of “use cases” or examples to verify that a system meets requirements. Ms. Hager encouraged Market Participants to become involved in creating use cases and asked TPTF members to consider attending training before October 30, 2006 to gain tools and techniques to help them as reviewers and developers of test cases. There was no opposition to the request.
Ms. Hager detailed the progress with vendor discussions and demonstrations resulting from the Request for Proposals (RFPs) issued by ERCOT. ERCOT is scheduled to make decisions about vendors in early June.

Market Participant effort and the need to make allowances in the budget for Nodal training was emphasized, as was the need for TPTF to review the market integration information from TX SET prior to presentation to TAC. Kevin Gresham asked for specificity on the skill sets needed as TPTF’s focus changes from Protocol clarification to business and IT processes. Floyd Trefny repeated the request he made earlier in the year for a high-level task schedule (as opposed to the high-level overview that has been provided), asking for the top 60 – 100 tasks. Ms. Hager said that the bottoms-up schedule and task list will not be done until July 1, 2006 (she is expecting 80% completion at that point in time). Jim Reynolds asked if the new implementation date would take into account the seasonal electric demands. Ms. Hager responded that ERCOT and Market Participants could take the seasons into account when the final dates are considered.
TAC Assignment – List of QSE Contacts 

Mr. Doggett detailed the assignment from TAC for TPTF to provide a list of executives at QSEs and TDSPs for a single point of accountability within each organization. He suggested that ERCOT Client Services develop the initial list and TPTF review that list. TPTF asked that ERCOT document the roles and responsibilities of the accountable executive and TPTF review the list of responsibilities before account managers solicit names.
Approval of Meeting Minutes from April 24 – 25, 2006 Meeting (see Key Documents
)
Sarah Sanders presented a redline version of the April 24 – 25, 2006 meeting minutes incorporating comments from Reliant and TXU. A few additional edits were made during the meeting. Adrian Pieniazek moved to approve the minutes as amended; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. All segments were represented.
Training Update

Pamela Dautel reported on the first meeting of the training subgroup where Mr. Trefny’s course summaries were reviewed. This review resulted in the request for Mr. Trefny to add more information for each course including detailed information about job function and target audience and readiness criteria suggestions. Ms. Dautel commented that some courses are more on-going training requirements than readiness training. Mr. Trefny will be presenting his revisions at the end of May to the training subgroup for additional discussion.

Ms. Dautel expects the first training course to be available in Q2 of 2006 and reported that after conversations with Dan Jones, some courses might be trimmed to one day. Mr. D. Jones recommended less focus on Zonal and the differences between the Zonal and Nodal markets and more focus on Texas Nodal. Ms. Dautel noted several questions which are driving changes: What are we doing? How is it done? How is it going to work? What’s in it for me (impact)? Ms. Dautel will present revised course objectives and outlines to TPTF for review and update the slides accordingly.

Continued Review of NPRR for Section 9, Settlement and Billing (see Key Documents)
TPTF continued discussion on the draft NPRR for Section 9. Ms. Hilton explained the addition of language to the Nodal Protocols relevant to PRR642, Lower Limit to IDR Meters in MRE for True-Up Settlement IDR Threshold. There was no objection to the change. TPTF agreed they had reached a consensus on all but the areas referred to CWG and COPS. Pending resolution of those issues, TPTF will vote on the Section 9 NPRR at the next TPTF meeting.
Continued Review of NPRR for Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance (see Key Documents)
TPTF continued discussion on the draft NPRR for Section 8, reviewing language sent by Mr. Trefny for consideration. TPTF agreed to move information from Section 8.6 on the proper posting area to ensure all Market Participants know of Non-Spin deployment to Section 6.5.7.6.2.3(12), Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment. A consensus that the language added from PRR487, Black Start Resources, was acceptable led to the suggestion from Mr. Trefny that Sydney Niemeyer and Market Rules be asked to review the relevant changes. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the NPRR for Section 8; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. A roll call vote resulted in the motion passing by 100% with three abstentions (Municipal, Investor Owned Utility, and Independent Power Marketers segments). All market segments were represented.
Continued Review of NPRR for Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights (see Key Documents)

TPTF continued discussion of the draft NPRR for Section 7, specifically Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions. Mr. Siddiqi reviewed his proposed text:

ERCOT shall release 15% of allocated PCRRs for all months of the second year of the annual auction and 40% of the allocated PCRRs for all months of the first year of the annual auction to the NOIE twenty five Business Days prior to the annual auction.

Clayton Greer objected to the 40% measurement saying it was relative because the PCRRs are taken out of the market. Mr. Greer said the intent of the 40% was to keep windfall/excess revenue and to give Market Participants access to some of these rights.

Mr. Bailey said that the Municipal and Cooperative market segments thought shaping within the blocks was the original intent. Given that there were clearly two interpretations, Mr. Bailey suggested looking for a compromise. Mr. Pieniazek stated the compromise had already been struck when this topic was initially addressed in the Nodal Protocol development and does not need to be re-addressed, commenting that something as important as the concept of “shapeable blocks” would have been specifically included in the language if that was indeed the intent. After more discussion with Municipal Market Participants strongly advocating for shapeable blocks, Mr. Spangler said that although he did not remember the complete conversation, he does recall that a compromise was agreed to and commented on the merit of honoring a compromise. Ms. Wagner stated that the addition of more blocks unravels the original compromise. Matt Mereness redlined the draft NPRR for Section 7 as directed by TPTF. This document can be found with the Meeting Output under the Key Documents for this meeting. Further discussion on this topic will be held at the May 22-24, 2006 TPTF meeting. Mr. Ward agreed to send out results of his calculations that present a worst-case scenario.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the May 22 – 24, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Close PCRR allocation issue and finish Section 7 NPRR

· Work on Section 4 and 6 NPRRs

· Review feedback from COPS and CWG on Section 9 NPRR

· Training update from Ms. Dautel

· Program update from Ms. Hager

· Update on Texas Nodal Website construction from Kate Horne

Mr. D. Jones requested a roadmap of the next few months for the TPTF effort. Mr. Doggett said he would provide this at the next TPTF meeting.

Mr. Doggett requested that TPTF attendees carefully review the Action Items captured at the end of the meeting minutes to make certain they are in agreement with any assignments.

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:17 PM on May 9, 2006.
Action Items Resulting from Meeting

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Principles of Consistency Document to ROS, WMS, and TAC for review and comment.
	T. Doggett

	Ms. Hilton will request that Cheryl Yager review the changes for CWG and Ms. Hilton will also highlight those changes for COPS to review. TPTF will request COPS approval on the entire section.
	K. Hilton/T. Doggett

	TPTF members to attend RUP training before October 30, 2006 to gain tools and techniques to help them as reviewers and developers of test cases.
	TPTF/ERCOT

	Kevin Gresham asked for specificity on the skill sets needed as TPTF’s focus changes from Protocol clarification to business and IT processes.
	T. Doggett

	Floyd Trefny repeated the request he made earlier in the year for a high-level task schedule (as opposed to the high-level overview that has been provided), asking for the top 60 – 100 tasks.
	K. Hager

	TPTF to provide a list of executives at QSEs and TDSPs for a single point of accountability within each organization. Ted Hailu’s account managers to develop the initial list and TPTF to review that list.
	T. Hailu/TPTF

	Present revised course objectives and outlines to TPTF for review and update the slides accordingly.
	P. Dautel

	Mail out calculations related to PCRR allocations.
	J. Ward

	Send out copy of the Nodal Program Charter.
	M. Mereness

	Provide TPTF roadmap for summer.
	T. Doggett


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

May 22 –24, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Stream Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Rowley)

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)

	Woodward, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (Day 1 and 2)

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (Day 3)

	Helpert, Billy
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Cooperative

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Consumer
	OPUC

	Oldner, Ward
	Generator
	Dynegy

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)


The following alternate representative was present:
· Jim Reynolds for Mike Rowley (Stream Energy)

The following proxies were assigned:

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) to Nick Fehrenbach

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Eddleman, Neil
	Fortegra, A Black & Veatch Co.

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Reid, Walter
	The Wind Coalition (via teleconference)

	Sherman, Fred
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	R.J. Covington (representing Denton Municipal Electric)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S. H. (via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth (via teleconference)

	Gilbertson, Jeff

	Hager, Kathy

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Petoskey, Lisa (via teleconference)

	Ren, Yongjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Teng, Shuye

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on May 22, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. Meeting attendees discussed the preferred order for review of the draft Nodal Protocol Revisions (NPRRs) slated for consideration. Floyd Trefny noted that information on Ron Hinsley’s presentation to the Board was not current. Matt Mereness will obtain and send out a current copy.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· June 5 – 7, 2006

· June 26 – 27, 2006

· July 10 – 11, 2006

· July 24 – 26, 2006

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.
Nodal Website Update & Future Nodal Newsletter (see Key Documents)

Kate Horne provided information about the new Texas Nodal Website that is currently under construction, explaining that ERCOT.com does not currently provide the architecture needed for this project. This new website will serve as a common repository for all information related to the Texas Nodal Market. When Texas Nodal goes live, this website will be merged with ERCOT.com. Phase 1 of the new website will launch June 1, 2006. ERCOT is now migrating documents from the TPTF meeting pages to the new website to create a complete archive of the Texas Nodal market development.

Ms. Horne showed the home page for the new Nodal website, which includes links to general information about Texas Nodal, projects, Nodal Protocols, training, working documents (drafts), and contact information.

Mr. Mereness explained that Market Rules web pages will be undergoing development for NPRRs to provide the same functionality as the current Protocol Revision Request (PRR) webpage. In the interim, as TPTF approves draft NPRRs, they are passed to Market Rules to formally create numbered NPRRs and are being held for future consideration by PRS, TAC, and the Board.  Although there are now four official NPRRs (NPRR001-004) that have been forwarded to PRS, the NPRR site is not available for posting. The new NPRR page will be hosted on the Nodal website and owned by Market Rules, with linkage to the PRR website on ERCOT.com. Both websites use the same content management and database, and the two websites will contain links to each other.

The Project link from the Texas Nodal Market Implementation home page will contain only approved documents. Information from the TPTF meeting pages will be linked to provide access to information as the meeting pages were not designed to hold the volume of information required for TPTF.

Ms. Horne reported that the Working Documents repository is almost complete and that although she is open to input, major changes at this point would delay the launch. Ms. Horne displayed a list of action items from the old Texas Nodal Transition (TNT) Website, and asked if this list needed to be preserved. After discussion, TPTF asked that the action item list be archived in a Microsoft Word document. TPTF discussed the historical value of documents and the tracking of documents. Mr. Mereness said all historical TPTF documentation, presentations, and draft of NPRRs would be transitioned from the calendar to the nodal site and maintained for historical purposes. Mr. Mereness also clarified that for the NPRRs submitted to PRS, the TPTF webpage would maintain a history and versions from the discussion, but that only the single approved draft from TPTF would be submitted to PRS for consideration and maintained on the NPRR site.

Linking of the two websites and early promotion of the new Texas Nodal Website was discussed. Bob Spangler requested that the new website provide timely posting of draft documents that TPTF will be asked to review, noting his concern about documents having shortened review cycles. Discussion on the use of email as a preferred tool for distributing drafts subject to the inclusion of safeguards to prevent rough drafts from being readily available to vendors and the general public prior to contract award ensued. Use of password protection for certain areas of the website was also presented as an option.

TPTF agreed that once documents were migrated to the Texas Nodal Website, they could be deleted from ERCOT.com.

Ms. Horne discussed the scheduling of the Texas Nodal newsletter explaining that the scope of the newsletter reached beyond TPTF to all of the Texas Nodal Implementation. TPTF agreed that every other Friday would be the optimum release schedule and that the newsletter release did not need to be linked to the TPTF meeting schedule.

Mr. Trefny requested that the new website not be announced until the name was changed from Texas Nodal Market Redesign, opining that ERCOT should not communicate that a redesign of the Texas Nodal Market is taking place. Ms. Horne said Kathy Hager was aware of the issue, and prior to the end of the meeting, Trip Doggett announced that the name Texas Nodal Market Implementation would be used.
Review of Long-Term TPTF Objectives and Schedule (see Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett presented and reviewed a calendar for the summer TPTF meetings as requested by TPTF. 

After discussion of net metering as a possible agenda item for June 5, 2006, Shams Siddiqi located the decisions documented in the TNT Fidelity and Network Transmission White Paper. Mr. Spangler took an action item to draft language for the net metering issue in the Nodal Protocols, and Ken Ragsdale and Don Tucker were requested to finalize their language within the next week for the net metering issues discussed at previous TPTF meetings.

Walter Reid noted that there might be a need for additional language to cover wind power forecasting, and Mr. Doggett noted that John Adams has a proposal to address references to run-of-the-river wording in protocols to present to TPTF. ERCOT will have vendors on-site June 30, 2006 and these issues need to be resolved by that date. Mr. Reid agreed to work with Mr. Adams on this issue and to copy TPTF on work.

Mr. Spangler opined that, to do justice to the issue of clarification, TPTF must recognize that clarifications can only continue for a certain period of time. Past that, it becomes a Protocol revision. Mr. Doggett suggested that a good date for clarification cut-off would be October when the Business Requirements are finalized.

The transition of TPTF’s focus to reviewing design of the Nodal market in July 2006 was discussed. Mr. Trefny expressed concern about timing of the review of the EMS design documents. Mr. Doggett said he would check if the document could be divided into sections for review and sent to TPTF. Mr. Doggett forewarned that August, September, and October would be busy months for design review.

Review of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights (see Key Documents)

TPTF revisited Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions, to continue discussions related to shaping blocks for Pre-assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs). Changes from the previous meeting were reviewed, and with Dan Bailey’s agreement, certain language added at the previous meeting was deleted. There was additional discussion of the wording around contiguous hours and the shaping of PCRR blocks. Mr. Bailey advocated adding four additional blocks (including a 5 x 10 hour block product; modeled on a super-peak product that trades daily from 1200-2200) stating these products would be of value to the market. Marguerite Wagner opined this addition would be difficult for the system to optimize and would bring back the hour-by-hour shaping principal. Beth Garza stated that she was anticipating the need to reduce the number of permutations of products in order to arrive at an auction solution that would solve in a reasonable amount of time. Discussion on similarities and differences between the Texas Nodal Market and PJM led to Mr. Doggett asking Ms. Garza to explore options with the vendor.

Mr. Bailey stated that many agreements were made with the understanding that the shaping of PCRRs would be by hours. Other Market Participants disagreed stating that this was not the original intent. Mr. Bailey withdrew his addition of the phrase “designating CRR amounts as defined by the criteria specified in Section 7.3(6)” in Nodal Protocol Section 7.4.2(e)(ii)(A) and noted  he could no longer support this revision. TPTF reinserted the language upon the suggestion of Ms. Wagner as a TPTF-initiated change.

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Section 4, Day-Ahead Operations (see Key Documents)
Trip Doggett relayed ERCOT Legal’s request that the changes from Shams Siddiqi be presented as blacklines since these changes were filed with the PUCT. There was no objection from TPTF.

Revisions from Dan Jones on Section 4.2.1.2, Ancillary Service Obligation Assignment and Notice, were discussed along with the following Sections:

· Section 4.4.3, Self Schedule Criteria

· Section 4.4.7.1, Self Arranged Ancillary Service Offer Criteria

· Section 4.4.7.2.1, Ancillary Service Offer Criteria

· Section 4.4.8 (a)

Mr. Trefny asked about a terminology change from DC Tie to BtB (Back to Back). Mr. Mereness said he would check with ERCOT Market Rules to determine the intent of PRR543, which introduce the defined term BtB.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on May 22, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:31 a.m. on May 23, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Continued review of NPRR for Section 4, Day-Ahead Operations (see Key Documents)
Topics discussed the previous day were revisited. A number of redlines for clarification from the April 24, 2006 meeting discussion with Shuye Teng were also addressed. Topics of these clarifications included:

· Day-Ahead Market (DAM) delay due to insufficient Ancillary Service (AS) offers 

· Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) delay due to DAM delay

· AS procurement and unit commitment

· Evaluation of AS insufficiency during Adjustment Period and Real Time

· Mitigated Offer Cap

· Settlement of the derated amount of Point-to-Point (PTP) Options declared to settle in Real Time

In discussion of Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.7.2.1, Ancillary Service Offer Criteria, TPTF attendees reversed their previous decision to not allow Reg-Down offers from off-line units without three-part offers as documented in the April 24 – 26, 2006 Meeting Minutes. TPTF agreed that off-line units without three-part offers may offer Reg-Down. If the off-line Resource is struck for the Reg-Down, the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) must self-commit the Resource in its Current Operating Plan for the DAM committed hours

Section 4.4.9.2.3(3), Startup Offer and Minimum-Energy Offer Generic Caps, was reviewed. During this discussion, Kevin Gresham expressed concern over TPTF rewriting Nodal Protocols and said the proposed changes to this Section should be addressed in a larger forum. Issues arose in the table of O&M costs included in this Section. Ms. Wagner and Jeff Gilbertson agreed to discuss the table issues offline and to report back to TPTF.

During review of Section 4.4.9.4.1, Mitigated Offer Caps, Mr. Gresham expressed concern over TPTF rewriting Nodal Protocols and said the TPTF redlines proposed should be addressed in a larger forum. TPTF agreed to take the topic of Mitigated Offer Caps offline and Mr. Spangler said he would organize a meeting to discuss the determination of a Resources’ verifiable costs. ERCOT is to present examples in coordination with Mr. Spangler’s efforts.

Section 4.6.2.3, Day-Ahead Make-Whole Charge was discussed. This matter was readdressed on Day 3 of the meeting with Mandy Bauld asking for and receiving clarification on equation and assumptions that she presented. Ms. Bauld agreed to return to TPTF with draft Nodal Protocol language for TPTF review.

Mr. D. Jones agreed to discuss Section 4.4.8, RMR Offers, with Mr. Siddiqi and report back to TPTF on June 7, 2006.

TPTF chose not to incorporate PRR558, Market Notice of LaaR Proration, as part of the NPRR draft for Section 4. There were questions as to the possibility and frequency of proration of LaaR Responsive awards in the nodal market. TPTF agreed to not include PRR558 with the understanding that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) is currently reviewing and proposing a long-term solution for LaaR participation in the Responsive Reserves market.

Revisions from the meeting can be reviewed with the meeting output with the Key Documents for this meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:33 p.m. on May 23, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:35 a.m. on May 24, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Training Update (see Key Documents)
Pamela Dautel reported on progress building the Nodal Training Team. In addition to ERCOT staff, ERCOT will use training consultants from a variety of companies, selecting on a case-by case basis depending on who can provide the needed subject knowledge. Nodal 101 is being trimmed to possibly a one-day course by eliminating information about the zonal market and Locational Marginal Price (LMP). Ms. Dautel will provide TPTF Training sub-group with an outline for review on May 26, 2006 and would like feedback by June 2, 2006. Established dates for the first course, Nodal 101, will be posted on the ERCOT Website as detailed in Ms. Dautel’s presentation with the exception of the June 22, 2006 date. This date will be used as a trial run with TPTF and ERCOT attendance only. Courses in Taylor will be limited to 30 attendees; courses presented in Austin will be limited to 60 attendees. 

The first web-based training will be offered by Q4 2006 and Ms. Dautel stated Nodal 101 would be suitable to this type of training. LMP101 is currently being considered for the second course offering and may be purchased; however, Ms. Dautel said more information was needed before the final course sequence is determined. Ms. Dautel said she would be discussing options with Ross Baldick as well as with the TPTF Training Sub-group. The Common Information Model (CIM) Basics class is in the early stages of development and slated for Q3 2006 delivery.

Ms. Dautel reviewed the deliverables that the TPTF Training Sub-group is currently working on and noted the course list would be evolving and dynamic. Currently, the TPTF Training Sub-group is focusing on defining the audience at a functional level (for example, settlement personnel, operators, etc.) and prioritizing the courses. Course objectives and associated readiness criteria that map to the Nodal Protocol requirements will be identified. Course exams will measure the extent to which course objectives were accomplished.

Ms. Dautel asked for clarification on the statement in the Transition Plan stating that all course curriculum would be reviewed by TPTF for completeness and applicability. Mr. Spangler stated that a course syllabus or list of topics for review was the intent and that TPTF as a whole did not need to review each slide deck. Tom Jackson said he would like to see the list of course topics matched with a list of the Nodal Protocols covered. Ms. Dautel reported that efforts are underway to provide Nodal Protocol traceability for Training requirements. Ms. Dautel and TPTF reached agreement that the TPTF Training Sub-group would conduct a more detailed review of the actual training materials.

Ms. Dautel requested input on the number of Market Participants that would need training by June 7, 2006. TPTF attendees responded that an outline of courses (i.e., topics) would be needed before they could provide meaningful input and suggested using current ERCOT Operator Training Seminar attendance as a minimum number.

Discussion of the use of web-based training for specific types of information and the advances in technology in this area concluded Ms. Dautel’s presentation.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from May 8 – 9, 2006 Meeting (see Key Documents
)
Sarah Sanders presented a redline version of the May 8 – 9, 2006 meeting. Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the minutes as amended; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. The Cooperative segment was not represented for this vote.

Review of NPRR for Section 9, Settlement and Billing (see Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett reported that the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) requested additional time for review of Section 9 NPRR. TPTF requested that COPS review and consider approval on the entire section, with special attention to Sections 9.10, CRR Auction Revenue Distribution Invoices, 9.11, Payment Process for CRR Auction Revenue Distribution, and 9.12, Payment Process for the CRR Balancing Account.

TPTF is awaiting input from the Credit Working Group on Sections 9.9, Settlement Charges, and 9.11.4, Enforcing the Security of a Short-Paying CARD Invoice Recipient. 

TPTF discussed Nodal Protocol Section 9.9.3, Enforcing the Security of a Short-paying CRR Auction Award Recipient as it relates to Section 16, Registration and Qualification of Market Participants. It was determined that this issue should be discussed by TPTF, CWG, COPS, and the ERCOT CRR experts in a conference call prior to the next TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett said he would speak with Vanessa Spells about setting up a conference call to discuss outstanding issues. Ms. Hilton said she would encourage and work with COPS and CWG to solicit feedback prior to the next TPTF meeting.

Approval of NPRR for Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed the changes made in the NPRR for Section 7 and made minor wording changes. Ms. Wagner moved to approve the NPRR for Section 7; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 93.3% in favor. There was one nay vote (Municipal segment) and three abstentions (Consumers (2) and Independent Generator (1)).

Nodal Program Update (see Key Documents)

Kathy Hager updated TPTF on the May 10, 2006 PUCT Open Meeting. Ms. Hager explained to the Commissioners the overall program status and the staffing issues currently facing ERCOT. Ms. Hager described the Commissioners as supportive of ERCOT’s needs. The Commissioners readdressed relocation for specific staffing needs and offered support with the Texas Legislature if needed. Ms. Hager will readdress the Texas Nodal implementation date with the PUCT in September. Jim Reynolds asked if the Commissioners expressed a strong desire for a January 1, 2009 implementation. Ms. Hager replied that she sensed the Commissioners want the Nodal implementation to succeed and would like to see various scenarios and options presented.

Communication with PUCT Staff was also a topic of discussion, and Ms. Hager discussed ERCOT’s initiative to improve communication with PUCT Staff. Ms. Hager stated the need for information on how ERCOT is different from other regional areas to be made available to help stifle the idea that a non-custom system could be “fork-lifted” and implemented for this region.

Mr. Jackson asked about the monitoring of ERCOT’s efforts on the Texas Nodal Implementation. Ms. Hager opined that monitoring is the role of TPTF as functional experts and noted that an outside audit firm capable of certification would be auditing ERCOT program controls every six months.

Ms. Hager presented Ron Hinsley’s slide deck from the May 16, 2006 ERCOT Board Meeting. There was a brief discussion on the Nodal Surcharge Filing Status.

In the responses to ERCOT’s Request for Proposals (RFPs), approximately 20% of the proposals did not receive acceptable responses – either no vendor could deliver the application or the Nodal Protocols were misunderstood. ERCOT is working to issue new RFPs for this small group and is proceeding with vendor selection on the 80% of successful RFPs. By June 30, 2006, vendors will have a statement of work to develop requirements, use cases, and test cases. ERCOT can change vendors if they determine a vendor is not able to deliver as they are working off of a time, materials, and use contract. This allows ERCOT the flexibility to ensure the final contracts issued in August go to vendors who can deliver the product. TPTF will have the opportunity to review the requirements before final contracts are signed.

Ms. Hager and TPTF attendees discussed the criteria for identification of accountable Nodal Market Executives using Ms. Hager’s presentation that detailed the needed authority and required duties. TPTF suggested removing the word “legally” from the bullet “Authorized to legally bind the entity to meet the MP requirements of the agreed Nodal Program Implementation schedule.” Mr. Trefny suggested specifying who is meant by Market Participants. Mr. D. Jones pointed out that sometimes the authority to bind cannot reside with one person, specifically when dealing with entities that might be accountable to a Board or City Council. TPTF attendees requested additional time to review this material and provide feedback. Mr. Mereness took the action item to send out the slide, and TPTF is asked to send comments to Mr. Mereness by June 5, 2006. The worst case scenario for identifying the accountable executives is by December 31, 2006; however, for budget cycle purposes, TPTF would like this list in place by late summer. Ms. Hager said that she and Mr. Doggett will be working to improve attendance at TPTF meetings and that the list of accountable executives is an important part of that effort.

TPTF attendees discussed the importance of market education and expressed concerns about the TDSPs who do not understand the magnitude of work they will need to complete to be ready for the Nodal implementation. 

Mr. Trefny asked when TPTF would see a release of the project task list on the order of 80-100 tasks. Ms. Hager said she expects this to happen in Mid July or August and she is working on a schedule for TPTF approvals. Between now and the end of October, Ms. Hager will bring TPTF the proper paperwork to sign off on requirements. In response to a Market Participant question about the level of input ERCOT would be willing to accept, Ms. Hager said this would be considered on a case-by-case basis and could not be predicted.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the June5 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Section 4 and 6 NPRRs (also Section 16 and 22H if time permits)

· Equation for Section 4.6.2.3

· Review feedback from COPS and CWG on Section 9 NPRR, Vote

· Net Metering (D. Tucker/K. Ragsdale) and Mandatory Netting (B. Spangler)

· RMR Settlement Point discussion (June 7, 2006)

· Mitigated Offer Cap (or Curve)

· Revisit minimum energy offer generic cap chart

· Training update from Ms. Dautel

· Program update from Ms. Hager

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:33 p.m. on May 24, 2006.
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Send out current copy of Ron Hinsley’s Board Presentation
	M. Mereness

	Archive TNT action item list in a Microsoft Word document
	K. Horne

	Bob Spangler took an action item to Draft language for the net metering issue in the Nodal Protocols, and Ken Ragsdale and Don Tucker were requested to finalize their language within the next week for the net metering issues discussed at previous TPTF meetings.
	B. Spangler
K. Ragsdale
D. Tucker

	Floyd Trefny asked about a terminology change from DC Tie to BtB (Back to Back). Matt Mereness said he would talk with ERCOT Market Rules to determine the intent of PRR543 that introduced the defined term.


	M. Mereness

	Walter Reid noted that there might be a need for additional language to cover wind power forecasting, and Mr. Doggett said that John Adams has run of the river wording to present to TPTF. ERCOT will have vendors on-site June 30, 2006 and these issues need to be resolved by that date. Mr. Reid agreed to work with Mr. Adams on this issue and to copy TPTF on work.
	W. Reid J. Adams

	Energy Offer Generic Cap Chart
	M. Wagner

J. Gilbertson

	Explore options with vendors for number of products that can be supported in the PCRR auction
	B. Garza

	Section 4.4.9.4.1, Mitigated Offer Caps. TPTF agreed to take the topic of Mitigated Offer Caps offline and Mr. Spangler said he would organize a meeting to discuss resources verifiable costs. ERCOT is to present examples in coordination with Mr. Spangler’s efforts.
	B. Spangler
ERCOT

	Mr. D. Jones agreed to discuss Section 4.4.8, RMR Offers, with Mr. Siddiqi and report back to TPTF on June 7, 2006.
	D. Jones

	Section 4.6.2.3, Day-Ahead Make-Whole Charges – Mandy Bauld agreed to return to TPTF with Protocol language for TPTF review.


	M. Bauld

	Ms. Dautel will provide TPTF with an outline for review on May 26, 2006 and would like feedback by June 2, 2006.
	P. Dautel

TPTF

	TPTF discussed Nodal Protocol Section 9.9.3, Enforcing the Security of a Short-paying CRR Auction Award Recipient as it relates to Section 16, Registration and Qualification of Market Participants. It was determined that this issue should be discussed by TPTF, CWG, COPS, and the ERCOT CRR experts in a conference call prior to the next TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett said he would speak with Vanessa Spells about setting up a conference call to discuss outstanding issues. Ms. Hilton said she would encourage COPS and CWG to provide input prior to the next TPTF meeting.
	T. Doggett

K. Hilton

	Mr. Mereness took the action item to send out the slide on Accountable Nodal MP Executive, and TPTF is asked to send comments to Mr. Mereness by June 5, 2006.
	M. Mereness

TPTF
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7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

June 5 – 7, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Helpert, Billy
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Cooperative

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumers
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (Alternate Representative for Tom Payton as needed) (via teleconference)

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (Day 3)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Consumer
	OPUC

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Payton, Tom
	Consumers
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) to Nick Fehrenbach

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brandt, Adrianne
	PUCT

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Bucher, Kim
	Accent Energy

	McCarty, Cindy
	Accent Energy

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC

	Sherman, Fred
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)

	Dautel, Pamela (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Firestone, Joel (via teleconference)

	Gilbertson, Jeff

	Hager, Kathy

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Yongjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Surendran, Resmi (via teleconference)

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on June 5, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· June 26 – 27, 2006

· July 10 – 11, 2006

· July 24 – 26, 2006

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from May 22 – 24, 2006 Meeting (see Key Documents
)
Adrian Pieniazek moved to approve the May 22-24, 2006 TPTF minutes; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.

Nodal Program Update (see Key Documents)

Kathy Hager presented a document outlining the authorities and duties of the nodal Market Participant executives accountable for Texas nodal implementation readiness. After discussion of the need for this designated party and the appropriateness of the level of detail in the document, the specific wording of the document was reviewed and addressed. TPTF attendees requested that the term “legally” be removed from the first bullet which read “Authorized to legally bind the entity to meet the MP requirements of the agreed Nodal Program Implementation schedule.” In addition, it was agreed that the term “commit” would be changed to “secure” in the second bullet which read “Authorized to commit adequate MP funds and resources to fulfill obligations.” Ms. Hager said she would send out a separate document that addresses the project and delegated contacts for day-to-day issues.
Floyd Trefny moved to approve the nodal Market Participant executive document as amended; Brad Belk seconded the motion. After being informed that there was no notice to vote, Mr. Trefny moved to waive the seven day notice. Kenan Ogelman stated this situation did not warrant waiving notice and opined that waiving notice should only be used in circumstances where absolutely necessary. Mr. Trefny withdrew both of his motions.
Ms. Hager reviewed the Key Dates for Planning presentation which detailed the dates for selection of preferred vendors (June 7, 2006) and the development of joint requirements, use cases, and test cases (June 30, 2006). The preferred vendors will initially be working under a time and materials contract.

Ms. Hager noted she still considers the nodal program to be in “red” status and she is making monthly updates to the ERCOT Board (Board), the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT), and TAC as well as to TPTF. She discussed the need for various scenarios and choices regarding Texas Nodal implementation and go-live dates to be presented to the Board. Ms. Hager also speculated about the potential lack of understanding about why the ERCOT market is unique of which she hopes to rectify during the process of presenting scenarios to the Board and the PUCT. 

Negotiations are underway for all Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) to be done at ERCOT to reduce the difficulties often created by the move from FAT to Site Acceptance Testing (SAT). A Gantt chart with schedule information was presented and Ms. Hager committed to return with a more detailed schedule at the June 26 – 27 TPTF meeting as ERCOT was looking at the possibility of making incremental drops on the requirements. 

Ms. Hager requested volunteers from TPTF to work on a short-term assignment developing use cases and discussed plans for the Rational Unified Process (RUP) training ERCOT is providing for TPTF. She reported that staffing issues have improved somewhat and that ERCOT has made some offers to potential full-time employees and a number of contractors.

Training Update

Pamela Dautel reported via teleconference on training development for the Texas Nodal Market Implementation. She asked for input on the sequencing of topics for ERCOT Nodal 101. While some Market Participants felt it should be sequential, Mr. Trefny advocated starting with Real-Time, stating that beginning with the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) concept would confuse new Market Participants. Randy Jones suggested that showing effect and then examining cause would help to create structure since the Real-Time market is an effect of the DAM. 

Ms. Dautel reported that negotiations with Ross Baldick to provide an advanced course on LMP concepts are underway and that a beta class would be held in late August. Parts of this course have already been presented by Mr. Baldick to ERCOT employees and the course will be offered to Market Participants at no charge. Ms. Dautel also presented a list of courses under development and noted that ERCOT Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) 101 might be the first web-delivered course. She reported that content is under development for the Network Model Management course. Online registration for ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics will be available by June 15, 2006.

The timeline for the implementation of the Learning Management System (LMS) was discussed. Ms. Dautel expects to provide TPTF with the LMS requirements for review on June 23, 2006. Ms. Dautel plans to finalize the timeline by June 30, 2006 and issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) July 15, 2006 leading to vendor selection by September 1, 2006. Ms. Dautel prefers that the LMS provide functionality where Market Participants can pull reports to determine where they are in readiness training compared to the remainder of the market (confidentiality issues would be taken into account). Ms. Dautel requested that TPTF discuss outstanding training issues along with feedback on the LMS requirements at the June 26 – 27 TPTF meeting.

Update on Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) Status and Timelines

Matt Mereness reported that PRS will review the language of the following NPRRs at the June 22, 2006 PRS meeting:

· NPRR001, Section 1, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR002, Section 3, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR003, Section 5, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR004, Section 8, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR005, Section 7 ERCOT Staff and TPTF Clarifications

· NPRR006, Section 4 ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR007, Section 9 Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

PRS, TAC, and the Board will need to approve these NPRRs; however, TPTF is not required by Protocols to formally approve them. The aforementioned NPRRs are available at the following link:

http://nodal.ercot.com/protocols/nprr/index.html 

ERCOT Market Rules and PRS own the Nodal Protocol Revision Request process. The NPRR form and comment template are currently located at:

http://nodal.ercot.com/protocols/nprr/proc/index.html
Additional Section 3 ERCOT Clarifications (see Key Documents)
TPTF discussed comments from John M. Adams for Nodal Protocol Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System. Market Participants noted that the continuous wordsmithing to the Nodal Protocols approved by the PUCT needs to halt, and stated a preference for additional changes to be handled through the NPRR process. 

Section 3.12, Renewable Production Potential (RPP), was reviewed with Mr. Adams’ addition to convey that at market opening, the RPP will be identical to the Short Term Wind Production forecast described in Nodal Protocol Section 4.2.2, Wind-Powered Generation Resource Production Potential. TPTF attendees determined that this change was acceptable and accurately reflected their opinion and that the spreadsheet should be updated accordingly.

Section 3.1.4.2, Method of Communication, was discussed. The discussion was tabled until functionality available at the opening of the Texas nodal market was defined. TPTF agreed that there should be a future discussion on the issue of whether ERCOT should plan for the functionality of an Application Programming Interface (API) and web interface for the Outage Scheduler.

NPRR for Section 4, Day-Ahead Operations (see Key Documents)
At the request of the ERCOT Legal department, ERCOT Market Rules has included the language for Nodal Protocol Section 4 filed by Shams Siddiqi in his testimony to the PUCT as black-line text. 

Various topics and sections were discussed including:

· Section 4.4.9.2.3, Start-Up Offer and Minimum Energy Offer Generic Caps

· Section 4.6.2.3, Day-Ahead Make Whole with AS Revenue

· Section 4.4.9.2.3, Startup Offer and Minimum-Energy Offer Generic Caps (corrections to table)

· Section 4.4.9.4.1, Mitigated Offer Caps
Extensive discussion on Mitigated Offer Caps resulted in agreement to postpone further action on Section 4 until Day 3 of the TPTF meeting to allow time for additional review and study of the issues and the O&M costs table for Resources. Drawings from the discussion have been recreated and posted with the Meeting Output under the Key Documents for this meeting.

NPRR for Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations (see Key Documents)
A number of changes for synchronization were reviewed and rejected by TPTF. TPTF objected to deletion of the phrase “that are not subject to NERC scheduling protocols.”

The terminology change from DC Tie to BtB (Back to Back) was readdressed. Mr. Mereness said he would consult with Bill Bojorquez on this issue.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:58 p.m. on June 5, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on June 6, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

NPRR for Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations (Continued) (see Key Documents)
Keely Hilton reported via teleconference that the COPS conference call on June 2, 2006 resulted in no objection to the TPTF work on Section 6. 
TPTF decided to reject portions of the language changes to Nodal Protocols associated with approved zonal PRR543, Schedules and Emergency Assistance Over CFE-ERCOT DC Ties, with regards to changing from DC Tie to BtB Tie as well as rejecting an ERCOT clarification in Nodal Protocol Section 6.5.4, Inadvertent Energy Account.

Mr. Doggett requested that ERCOT staff review Section 6.5.7.1.12 (1)(a), Resource Limits. Brandon Whittle addressed the changes in the HASL Variable/Description table in Nodal Protocol Section 6. TPTF decided not to include changes in Section 6 resulting from approved zonal PRR561, Remove Nuclear and Hydroelectric Generators from Automatic Deployment Software, as this can be accomplished through the Qualified Scheduling Entity’s (QSE’s) adjustment of the unit’s Resource limits providing information to ERCOT on their true capability to change load. Mr. Doggett was asked to alert Brad Belk of this discussion.

In light of PUCT discussions regarding approved zonal PRR307, Controllable Resources, and Nodal Protocol Section 6.5.7.6.2.2(2)(b), Deployment of Responsive Reserve Service, Alice Jackson agreed to prepare new redline language for this section and others to incorporate the concepts of PRR307. In addition TPTF requested more information on the characteristics of controllable loads including, the input and output signals for these loads, how limits would apply, performance monitoring, and so on.

A number of other items within Section 6 were discussed. Resulting changes can be viewed with the Meeting Output posted with the Key Documents for this meeting. Mr. R. Jones agreed to monitor the ROS work on Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan steps in the zonal Protocols and report back to TPTF. Mr. Spangler said he would work with Mark Patterson on the following sections affecting Block Load Transfer (BLT):

· Section 6.5.9.5, Block Load Transfers between ERCOT and Non-ERCOT Control Areas
· Section 6.5.9.5.1, Registration of BLT Points
· Section 6.5.9.5.2, Scheduling and Operation of BLTs
NPRR for Section 9, Settlement and Billing (see Key Documents)
The possibility of a joint CWG/COPS/TPTF conference call to discuss short pay of invoice receipts on Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) was discussed. TPTF attendees opined that this was a COPS decision and Mr. Doggett said he would contact BJ Flowers to discuss this issue.

Ms. Hilton reviewed information added to Section 9.12, CRR Balancing Account Invoices, which reflects the choice of COPS for CRR Balancing Account Settlement Invoices to be handled on a monthly basis. Section 9.13, Payment Process for the CRR Balancing Account, was discussed with Ms. Hilton and Kenneth Ragsdale.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Draft Section 9 NPRR; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% approval and two abstentions (Consumer segment). The Cooperative segment was not present for the vote.

Net Metering NPRR Language

TPTF discussed language presented by Kenneth Ragsdale and Don Tucker for Section 10.13.2, EPS Meter Identification and Modeling. Mr. Ragsdale discussed formulas for net metering and the need for testing of the formulas before they are used.

TPTF discussed language submitted by Mr. Spangler on Section 10.3.2.3, Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters. Occidental Chemical expressed opposition to the changes requested. Phillip Oldham, Mr. Spangler, Mr. Trefny, and Mr. R. Jones agreed to examine the language and represent to TPTF. Mr. Ragsdale agreed to test the formulas with examples for TPTF
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:30 p.m. on June 6, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:34 a.m. on June 7, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

NPRR for Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations (Continued) (see Key Documents)
TPTF discussed the tracking of Market Rules changes. Mr. Doggett will discuss with Market Rules. Manny Muñoz and Shams Siddiqi were assigned to review Section 6.6.3.1, Real-Time Energy Imbalance Payment or Charge at Resource Node. TPTF discussed deletion of Section 6.6.3.7, Real Time Energy Charge for a Block Load Transfer Point.

A question arose as to whether changes by John S.H. Adams to the text Shams Siddiqi filed with the PUCT were filed. ERCOT took the action item to remove Reliability Must Run (RMR) language and have ERCOT Settlements staff at the June 26 – 27, 2006 meeting available to clarify what was filed and answer questions. ERCOT will make certain the RMR language was not filed with the PUCT and if so, that it is rectified.

TPTF reviewed Shuye. Teng’s recommendations for Section 6.4.8.2.2(1)(b)(i), SASM Clearing Process and agreed to her insertion of the term “offer-based.”
NPRR for Section 4, Day-Ahead Operations (Continued) (see Key Documents)
TPTF returned to review of the table in Section 4.4.9.2.3, Startup Offer and Minimum-Energy Offer Generic Caps, and modified the chart as shown in the Meeting Output.

Extensive discussion regarding Section 4.4.9.4.1, Mitigated Offer Cap, ensued and additional diagrams were created to illustrate the conversation (recreations available with the Meeting Output for this meeting). For Step 2 of Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED), SCED will use the Resource Offer Curve wherever it is lower than the mitigated offer curves and the highest of the mitigated offer curve choices over the rest of the Resource output range.

TPTF discussed the Mitigated Offer Cap Rectification Options document created for the meeting by ERCOT and Mr. Spangler with comments from Mr. Siddiqi. Mr. Spangler asked that Ms. Teng issue procedures to describe this process that a TAC subcommittee would approve. After additional work on Section 4.4.9.4.1 (both rejecting suggested changes and modifying the text), it was determined that corresponding changes would need to be made in Section 6.

Mr. Ogelman moved to approve the draft Section 4 NPRR; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 82.1% voting yea and 17.9% opposed. There were two abstentions (Consumer and Independent Generator segments). The Cooperative segment was not represented for this vote.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the June 26 – 27, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Training update from Ms. Dautel

· Program update from Ms. Hager
· Presentation of Nodal PRR from Ms. Jackson

· Net Metering issue

· Section 6 NPRR, discussion of caps and BLTs, update on RMR issues

· Any assignments resulting from June 22, 2006 PRS meeting

· CRRs and language about credit limits being applied to bids and offers (that is, ERCOT will not clear bids or offers that exceed credit limits)
· List of commercial operations requirements documents for approval (settlement issues)
Mr. Spangler asked that sufficient review time be provided for documents slated for TPTF approval and encouraged ERCOT to accept input through the document development process.

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:33 p.m. on June 7, 2006.

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Send out a document that addresses the project contacts/delegated contacts for day-to-day issues.
	K. Hager

	Provide LMS requirements document for review to TPTF.
	P. Dautel

	Update Section 3 Clarification Spreadsheet.
	M. Mereness

	Consult with Bill Bojorquez on the terminology change in Section 6 from DC Tie to BtB (Back to Back).
	M. Mereness

	Examine the language for Section 10.3.2.3 and re-present to TPTF.
	P. Oldham, B. Spangler, F. Trefny, and R. Jones

	Test Net Metering Settlement formulas with examples.
	K. Ragsdale

	Review use of words alert, advisory, etc. in the Section 2 NPRR.
	F. Trefny

	Review Section 6.5.7.1.12 (1)(a), Resource Limits.
	ERCOT

	Verify facts with Brad Belk on the following: TPTF decided not to include changes in Section 6 resulting from PRR561, Remove Nuclear and Hydroelectric Generators from Automatic Deployment Software, as this can be accomplished through the Qualified Scheduling Entity’s (QSE’s) adjustment of the unit’s Resource limits providing information to ERCOT on their true capability to change load. 
	T. Doggett

	 In light of PUCT discussions regarding PRR307 and Nodal Protocol Section 6.5.7.6.2.2(2)(b), Deployment of Responsive Reserve Service, Alice Jackson agreed to prepare new redline language for this section and others to incorporate the concepts of PRR307. In addition TPTF requested more information on the characteristics of controllable loads including, the input and output signals for these loads, how limits would apply, and so on.
	A. Jackson

	Monitor the ROS work on EECP steps in the zonal Protocols and report back to TPTF. 
	R. Jones

	Work on the following sections affecting Block Load Transfer (BLT):

· Section 6.5.9.5

· Section 6.5.9.5.1

· Section 6.5.9.5.2
	B. Spangler/M. Patterson

	Discuss tracking of Market Rules changes.
	T. Doggett

	Review Section 6.6.3.1, Real-Time Energy Imbalance Payment or Charge at Resource Node.
	M. Muñoz and S. Siddiqi

	Section 6: A question arose as to whether changes by John S.H. Adams to the text Shams Siddiqi filed with the PUCT were filed. ERCOT took the action item to remove RMR language and have ERCOT Settlements staff at the June 26 – 27, 2006 meeting available to clarify what was filed and answer questions. ERCOT will make certain the RMR language was not filed with the PUCT and if so, that it is rectified.
	ERCOT

	Mitigated Offer Cap Rectification: issue procedures to describe this process for TAC subcommittee approval.
	S. Teng
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June 26 – 27, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (via teleconference)

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumers (Industrial)
	Occidental Chemical Corporation 

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Chenevert, Brody
	Texas New-Mexico Power

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Krajecki, Jim
	The Structure Group

	Mays, Sharon
	City of Denton (via teleconference)

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG Texas LLC

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC

	Reynolds, Alfred
	Power & Gas Consulting, LLC

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John M. (via teleconference)

	Adams, John S.H.

	Chudgar, Raj

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Firestone, Joel (via teleconference)

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff

	Hager, Kathy

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Jones, Richard (via teleconference)

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Matlock, Robert

	Mereness, Matt

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Yongjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Surendran, Resmi (via teleconference)

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. on June 26, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics. Mr. Doggett reported on progress of the Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs). All submitted NPRRs were recommended for approval by PRS except NPRR002, Section 3, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications, which was referred to TPTF and ROS for review of NDSWG and ERCOT Staff comments.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· July 10 – 11, 2006

· July 24 – 26, 2006

· August 7 – 8, 2006

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.

Approval of Meeting Minutes from June 5 – 7, 2006 Meeting (see Key Documents
)
Bob Spangler moved to approve the June 5 – 7, 2006 TPTF minutes; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. The Consumer Market Segment was not present for the vote.

Nodal Program Update (see Key Documents)

Kathy Hager reported on the two Rational Unified Process (RUP) courses scheduled for ERCOT Market Participants at IBM Austin. Registration information was emailed to the TPTF list serve during the course of the TPTF meeting.

Ms. Hager clarified that she is not proposing a July 2009 date for Texas Nodal Implementation and that she will discuss proposals with TPTF before September. Ms. Hager said she would like TPTF and ERCOT to jointly present dates and scenarios for Texas Nodal Implementation to the Public Utilities Commission (PUC). Floyd Trefny requested that both preferred and projected implementation dates be published so that Market Participants recognize the implementation may be earlier. Ms. Hager explained that ERCOT was reviewing programs and risk factors and working to create scenarios with cost information, using a factor to adjust for additional time past the January 1, 2009 date. The Texas Nodal scheduling and staffing issues were reviewed, as was the budget and the increase in funds spent since April 2006. Ms. Hager also discussed the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and enhancements that will be needed over the technology used by other Independent System Operators such as PJM. Ms. Hager opined that NMMS is not a technical challenge and that the true challenge is in getting data to ERCOT and synchronizing the models. She noted the importance of the work that will be done by Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and Transmission Operators in providing correct dynamic and static data.

Key pieces critical to market opening versus items that could be implemented later were discussed, as was the Day-Ahead Market (DAM). Ms. Hager asked TPTF members to take personal responsibility for talking to their constituency and increasing the commitment to education about Texas Nodal, noting that the risks lie in new tools and education. The strategy for integration of the multiple vendors and use of message and web services as well as point-to-point or bulk delivery for communication was discussed. Ms. Hager committed to providing a general release form for TPTF members so they can review vendor’s responses to the Request for Proposals. 

Ms. Hager said she would be setting up meetings with the Accountable Executives once TAC voted on the requirements and the list was prepared. In the meantime, she has been meeting informally with executives to prepare for the coordination of effort that is needed for Texas Nodal. Bob Spangler noted the need for ERCOT to move away from the discussions on specific documents and towards discussion about the actual implementation.

Ms. Hager reported that the technical specifications will define data elements and formats. She said most of it will be XML, and that it will specific and complete so that it can be used for software code writing.

Outage Scheduler Clarifications (see Key Documents)
Robert Matlock reviewed text in Nodal Protocol Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, related to the outage scheduler as detailed in the presentation. TPTF agreed that no changes were necessary at this time and that the current language reflected the intent of the Market Participants. Mr. Matlock suggested the word “approved” in regard to planned outage and maintenance outage requests to occur within eight days. TPTF agreed to review the business processes around Section 3.1.6.4 (3), Approval of Changes to a Resource Outage Plan, and evaluate if a terminology change is needed from the word “accept.” 

Draft NPRR for Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations (see Key Documents)

TPTF discussed a number of topics related to the NPRR for Section 6 including:

· Section 6.5.7.1.10, Network Security Analysis Processor and Security Violation Alarm (with regard to PRR513, Verification of Operational Model after Recurring Local Congestion Event)

· Section 6.5.9.5, Block Load Transfers between ERCOT and Non-ERCOT Control Areas

· Section 6.5.6.1.13, Data Inputs and Outputs for the Real-Time Sequence and SCED

· Review of ERCOT Settlements changes

· Discussion of mitigated caps

Results of the discussion are documented with the meeting output. The meeting output version also removes changes from Reliability Must Run and PRR612, Ancillary Service Procurement During the Adjustment Period (TPTF deemed PRR612 as being not applicable to nodal systems and business processes).

NPRR to Incorporate PRR307, Controllable Resources, Functionality in Nodal Protocols (see Key Documents)

Alice Jackson and Scott Wardle presented a draft NPRR to revise necessary sections of the Nodal Protocols to ensure that PRR307 is included in its original intent. To date, PRR307 has not been included in all areas of the Nodal Protocols to make it possible for qualified Controllable Load Resources to participate. At the June 7, 2006 PUC Open Meeting, the Commission directed the inclusion of PRR307 in the Nodal Protocols and in the subsequent software design. The purpose of this NPRR is to make the necessary corrections to meet the direction of the PUC. Concern about loads that could not respond as fast and how that should be modeled in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch was discussed. Mr. Doggett asked TPTF to hold that discussion at a later date.

Jeff Gilbertson noted areas that needed additional exploration at the end of the document; this is posted with the meeting output.
Training Update (see Key Documents)
Pamela Dautel reviewed the Training Curriculum document which identifies 22 courses. Initially drafted by Mr. Trefny, this document was reviewed and modified by the training sub-group and discusses delivery methods, target audience, and timing of the training. Chris Brewster requested that the ERCOT 101 description be modified to note that LMP101 is a pre-requisite at the beginning of the ERCOT 101 description. Kristy Ashley proposed that ERCOT101 should be available via the web and/or in train-the-trainer format. 

Tracking of attendance at Nodal courses was discussed as was ERCOT’s role in monitoring training as a gage for Market Participant readiness. Mr. Trefny pointed out that Market Participant readiness was cited as a reason for failure in other market transitions. Mr. Trefny went on to state that entities should be asked to accept or decline training to avoid problematic situations. Mr. Spangler pointed out the economic incentive for Market Participants to attend the training and stated there was no need to dictate the level of participation.

TPTF continued to review and discuss the Readiness Matrix and added a category for Advanced Placement Available after agreeing that Market Participants should have the opportunity to test out of certain basic courses such as ERCOT101 and LMP101. They also added a Mandatory Test category.

Discussion on presentation of the two training documents to TAC resulted in agreement to review during the overnight meeting recess and possibly vote the following day.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:16 p.m. on June 26, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:34 a.m. on June 27, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Net Metering NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale re-presented slides that Don Tucker prepared in April 2006 for TPTF. He specifically reviewed Method C, Net Metering at Same Transmission Voltages, and the proposal from the February 7, 2006 TPTF meeting on applying a price adjustment factor. Mr. Ragsdale explained the formula from the Draft NPRR for net metering. Mr. Ragsdale answered questions on how the formula would work in various situations and reviewed a spreadsheet with net metering examples. 

Mr. Doggett requested that a sub-group be formed to take the presentation materials and evaluate them to agree on a proposal for net metering to be presented to TPTF for discussion and approval. Phillip Oldham, D.S. Mai, Shams Siddiqi, Randy Jones, Mr. Trefny, and Mr. Spangler will discuss concerns with Mr. Ragsdale, Mr. Tucker, and Calvin Opheim. Mr. Ragsdale said he would copy the TPTF list serve on the meeting notice. 

Review List of Commercial Operations Business Requirements Documents (see Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar presented the Commercial Systems Settlement and Billing Requirements Document List explaining the purpose and strategy of the requirements review and explained that two or three business requirements documents per meeting would be presented to TPTF for approval. Mr. Doggett indicated that additional meeting days may be needed during the September/October time frame and that the goal was to finish the work on requirements by the end of October and move into working on Information Technology issues. Mr. Chudgar stated that four and a half full-time ERCOT employees are currently devoted to developing the business requirements and that the order of review would be based on the order of completion. He noted that Make Whole, DAM, and Reliability Unit Commitment would be ready for review first.

Portal enhancements were discussed and Mr. Chudgar stated that this set of requirements would not address any enhancements as there is currently nothing in the Nodal Protocols to drive that effort. Ms. Ashley encouraged ERCOT to explore the eSuites interface tool as a time and money saving option. It was stated that ERCOT is currently investigating this option. Mr. Spangler opined that this issue needs to be addressed by ERCOT implementation management.

Review of DAM Ancillary Service Commercial Operations Business Requirement Document (see Key Documents)
John S.H. Adams presented a review of the charge types, a charge type calculation map, and highlights of the DAM Ancillary Service Commercial Operations business requirements to TPTF. He explained that a dependency flow diagram would be included with each business requirement to provide a simplistic view of the data. Mr. Spangler requested that specific Nodal Protocol references be added, and Mr. Adams agreed to add that and also a business requirement number. Mr. Adams explained that this document was being used to define the process and that RUP methodology was being used in development of the business requirements. Mr. Siddiqi suggested that terminology used in the business requirements should remain consistent with terminology in the Nodal Protocols.

Extensive discussion on ERCOT’s settlement system and how it resolves a QSE’s self-supplied schedule led to the suggestion by Mr. Chudgar that the issue should be addressed outside the TPTF meeting. He indicated there would be additional opportunity to review and comment on this document when it was presented to TPTF for approval.

The DAM Ancillary Service Commercial Operations Business Requirement was sent the Wednesday preceding the TPTF meeting; however, a number of Market Participants stated they had not recognized the importance of reviewing and commenting on it. It was agreed that the words “Review Requested” would be put in the subject line of emails with documents for review and Matt Mereness would investigate whether a specific mailbox could be created for use in sending these documents. The location of such documents for review on the ERCOT Nodal website was discussed, and Mr. Mereness agreed to investigate this issue. Mr. Doggett said that Ms. Horne would present information at the TPTF meeting scheduled for July 10 – 11, 2006. Mr. Mereness agreed to notify the group of the specific process for business requirement reviews once defined.

Training Update, Continued (see Key Documents)
TPTF continued discussion on the Course Descriptions and Training Matrix. Dan Bailey’s training comments were displayed and a number of issues and alternatives to providing training were discussed. Mr. Randy Jones requested that his earlier comments on QSE categories contained in the Course Description document be added to the Training Matrix as columns. These columns were added. Various modifications were made to the footnotes in the Training Matrix document to clarify the intent of TPTF and also to the ratings of courses.

The intent of sharing the documents with TAC was discussed and consensus was reached that it would be provided for information to TAC and that feedback would be requested. It was agreed that TPTF would not request a vote as these documents are still under development and need further study and refinement. TPTF discussed the percentage of Market Participant population they would like to attend the target training sessions and Mr. Trefny characterized these numbers as a “stake in the ground” to initiate discussion.

Mr. Trefny moved to send the Course Descriptions and Training Matrix to TAC as modified by TPTF for review with the stipulation that these are living documents meant to be updated as the process evolves, noting that the words “TPTF Approved as of June 27, 2006” be added as part of the Training Curriculum title. Further discussion ensued regarding the numbers included in the spreadsheet. The spreadsheet was marked “Draft” and Mr. Randy Jones agreed to investigate the websites of other Independent System Operators and report back on any relevant information. Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention (Investor Owned Utility Market Segment). The Consumer Market Segment was not present for the vote.
Clarification of Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) Options (see Key Documents)
Beth Garza presented a request for clarification on CRRs as detailed in the document titled “Garza Clarification CRR1 062506 v1.” TPTF discussed options, bid curves, speculations against credit limits, and fee structure. Mr. Doggett requested that Ms. Garza develop an NPRR to present to TPTF at the next meeting.

ROS Update on Principles of Consistency

Mr. Mereness reported on his presentation to ROS and the request by ROS for the creation of a joint TPTF/ROS task force to review the Principles of Consistency. The task force is to be chaired by Scott Helyer and comprised of Wayne Kemper, Curtis Crews, Jerry Ward, Floyd Trefny, and Lee Westbrook.

Proposed Post-Nodal Implementation Plan (See Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett introduced the Post-Nodal Implementation Plan developed by Mark Dreyfus, noting the proposal was slated to be presented to TAC on July 6, 2006. This proposal addresses features that will be implemented after the Texas Nodal implementation go-live date. Mr. Mereness agreed to send a copy to the TPTF list serve for comments and feedback to Mr. Dreyfus. TPTF will not be asked to vote on this document.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Due to time constraints, synchronization of PRR630, Private Use Networks, and PRR640, Payments for RMR Service and Agreement for Synchronous Service, to the Nodal Protocols were not discussed. Draft NPRRs for the following sections were also not discussed:

· Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms

· Section 16, Registration and Qualification of Market Participants

· Section 22, Attachment H, Standard Form Market Participant Agreement

The PRR synchronizations and NPRRs for Sections 2, 16, and 22H will be addressed at a future meeting. Mr. Doggett reviewed other agenda items for the July 10 – 11, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Principles of Consistency Task Force Update

· Discuss ROS and ERCOT staff comments on NPRR002, Section 3, Zonal PRR Synchronization with ROS Members participating
· Review DAM Energy Commercial Operations Business Requirements Document

· Nodal website update from Kate Horne

· Training update from Ms. Dautel

· Program update from Ms. Hager

· CRR NPRR language from Ms. Garza

· Net Metering issue

· Section 6 NPRR, discussion of caps and BLTs, update on RMR issues

· MIS strategy presentations along with additional timeline documentation

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:11 p.m. on June 27, 2006.

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Provide a general release form for TPTF members so they can review vendor’s responses to the Request for Proposals.
	K. Hager

	Use the words “Review Requested” in the subject line of emails with documents for review.
	All ERCOT Staff

	Investigate whether a specific mailbox could be created for use in sending these documents. 
	M. Mereness

	Notify the group of the specific process for business requirement reviews once defined.
	M. Mereness

T. Doggett

	Mr. Doggett requested that a sub-group be formed to take the presentation materials and evaluate them to agree on a proposal for net metering. That proposal is to be presented to TPTF for discussion and approval. 
	P. Oldham, D.S. Mai, S. Siddiqi, Randy Jones, F. Trefny, B. Spangler, K. Ragsdale, D. Tucker, and C. Opheim, and K. Ragsdale

	Develop NPRR on CRR credit limits.
	B. Garza

	Work with ROS to review the principles of consistency.
	C. Crews, F. Trefny, J. Ward, L. Westbrook

	Review the business processes around Section 3.1.6.4 (3), Approval of Changes to a Resource Outage Plan, and evaluate if a terminology change is needed from the word “accept.”
	TPTF


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

July 10 – 11, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Singleton, Gary
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light (Day 1)

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light (Day 2)

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	Brownsville

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumers (Industrial)
	Occidental Chemical Corporation 

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

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

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Chenevert, Brody
	Texas New-Mexico Power (via teleconference)

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Krajecki, Jim
	The Structure Group

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike
	South Texas Electric Cooperative

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H. (via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Dautel, Pamela

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Heino, Shari

	Horne, Kate

	Jones, Richard A. (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sanders, Sarah

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on July 10, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics noting that meeting minutes for the June 26 – 27, 2006 meeting would be presented at the July 10 – 11, 2006 meeting for approval. Mr. Doggett said that ERCOT staff and a representative from the ROS Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) would be available to discuss NPRR002, Section 3, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications, at the beginning of Day 2.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· July 24 – 26, 2006

· August 7 – 8, 2006

· August 22 – 24, 2006

· September 5 – 6, 2006

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.

TAC Update

Mr. Doggett reported that the following Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) were presented to TAC on July 6, 2006 for approval:

· NPRR001, Section 1, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR003, Section 5, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR004, Section 8, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR005, Section 7, ERCOT Staff and TPTF Clarifications

· NPRR006, Section 4, ERCOT Staff Clarifications

· NPRR007, Section 9, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications

NPRR001, NPRR004, NPRR005, NPRR006, and NPRR007 were approved as recommended by PRS. After concerns were discussed about the consistency of language in NPRR003 and the Operating Guides, TAC remanded NPRR003 to ROS to review the language in Section 5.5.1(5), Security Sequence.
Reliant Energy raised concerns about language in Nodal Protocol Sections 9.9, Settlement Charges, and 9.10, Administrative Fees, and will propose an NPRR to address those concerns specifically.

TAC approved the creation of a list of accountable executives for the Texas Nodal Implementation and Mr. Doggett said he would be working with ERCOT Client Services to develop that list. The Training Matrix and Course Curriculum were also presented to TAC and Mr. Doggett requested feedback from TAC by July 14, 2006. Mr. Doggett reported that he emphasized to TAC that the percentages in the Training Matrix were based on total population rather than by company.
MARKET Information System (MIS) Strategy Update (see Key Documents)

Kate Horne reviewed the location of working documents for the Texas Nodal Implementation on the Texas Nodal website, noting that the website is linked from the ERCOT website under “Quick Links.” Ms. Horne said the business requirements will be shown by topic and that the site will be updated daily. Documents will be linked to both the TPTF Meeting agenda page and within the Nodal website. Mr. Doggett requested that feedback for making the website more usable be sent to TexasNodal@ercot.com.

Ms. Horne reviewed the types of data distribution noting that the terms “report” and “extract” are sometimes used interchangeably but that they are not the same. Reports present information and extracts contain raw data. Ms. Horne said that the MIS team is moving forward using the guidelines set forth in the Nodal Protocols. Participants discussed issues faced with current information distribution and suggestions for improvement in the future such as:

· A need for a massive database of information that can be queried as needed since currently participants have to pull old extracts and spreadsheets that do not have common formats, resulting in a significant amount of manual labor.

· Collaboration between ERCOT and Market Participants to define templates and formats of data retrieved, and address issues such as costs, confidentiality, and how much historical data should be available.

· The need for use of consistent naming conventions on reports and extracts.

· Reports that are Excel based should be formatted consistently and have the same assigned columns for comparable data.

· Increased availability of call-in support from ERCOT to interpret XML reports. 

Participants also discussed the opportunity to address with ERCOT’s Information Technology team the historical issues Market Participants have encountered.

The MIS project will administer interfaces from various vendors on different systems. Floyd Trefny expressed concerns about the timeliness of some functions that require one or two second response rate as Market Participant operators need transparency into the information seen by ERCOT operators. Ms. Horne said work is underway to identify the needs for the Market Operating System (MOS) for Texas Nodal. TPTF discussed the possible effects of Public Utility Commission (PUC) rulings. 

Mr. Doggett requested volunteers to review sections of the Nodal Protocols and compare them with the spreadsheets categories Ms. Horne presented, asking that a report be made to TPTF. Bob Spangler opined TPTF also needs to discuss how information will become available to Market Participants on an interim basis and how the design effort will be presented to TAC. Mr. Spangler noted the need for Market Participants that will be using the information to become involved in this process. Specific assignments were made as documented in the Action Item list at the end of these meeting minutes.

A task force of Market Participants to provide input for information architecture was discussed as was the assignment of liaisons between TPTF and each of the TAC subcommittees. Mr. Doggett will discuss these issues with TAC leadership.
Training Update

Richard A. Jones reported via teleconference on progress of the training sub-group and ERCOT. Mr. R.A. Jones stated that there was a well-attended review of Texas Nodal 101 and that the course would be re-issued on July 12, 2006 to incorporate feedback from participants. Mr. Richard Jones opined that the workshop review on Texas Nodal 101 was a useful process and noted that ERCOT will use the same process on the next course. ERCOT is beginning work on the Nodal Market course and is revising the training schedule as it re-evaluates delivery requirements for releases. ERCOT is also examining the issue of whether LMP101 should be a pre-requisite for other Texas Nodal courses such as ERCOT 101. 

Draft NPRR009, Section 6 PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications (see Key Documents/Meeting Output)

Matt Mereness reviewed the recent changes to NPRR009 noting that language related to PRR612, Ancillary Service Procurement During the Adjustment Period, had been removed and that clarifications requested by Shuye Teng at the May 22, 2006 TPTF meeting had been added. TPTF discussed wording on security violations related to local congestion and agreed to use the term “binding transmission constraint.” TPTF also discussed data submittal to ERCOT when it is determined that ratings are incorrect as relevant to Nodal Protocol Section 6.5.7.1.11, Transmission Constraint Management. Ms. Wagner addressed the flexibility to change ratings on the transmission lines in real time as related to the update of the network model. Ms. Wagner stated that Nodal Protocol Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, stipulates specific requirements for updating characteristics of the network—as documented in the network model. The model can be updated only at specific times and it is then posted for market participants. This process is different from determination of daily line ratings, which, as the term implies can change from day to day.

NPRR To Incorporate PRR307 Functionality in Nodal Protocols (see Key Documents)

Alice Jackson addressed questions that were raised on June 26, 2006 on her draft NPRR to incorporate functionality from PRR307, Controllable Resources, into the Nodal Protocols. Ms. Jackson made changes as suggested by TPTF and documented in her presentation. Ms. Jackson noted the need for language in Section 3.7.1.2 that distinguishes between the data provided for a Controllable Load Resource (CLR) and a non-CLR. She also noted the need to add High Reasonability limit and Low Reasonability limit language for non-CLRs. Mr. Mereness agreed to initiate the appropriate NPRR for clarification. TPTF discussed Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.7.4, Telemetry Criteria and also reviewed other Nodal Protocol areas impacted by PRR307 including Section 4, Day Ahead Operations, Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations, Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, and Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance.

Mr. Spangler proposed that a requirement be added where ERCOT must describe the Block Load Transfer (BLT) with details about how it is connected in Section 6.5.9.5.1, Registration and Posting of BLT Points (revised title).

TPTF agreed to return to this discussion on Day 2 of the meeting. 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:37 p.m. on July 10, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on July 11, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. Mr. Doggett reported to TPTF on his review of the June 7, 2006 PUC Open Meeting discussion of Occidental's request to incorporate PRR307 in the nodal protocols. Mr. Doggett noted that Eric Schubert volunteered to work with TPTF to help Occidental develop a NPRR. Mr. Doggett's interpretation of TPTF's role is to assist by reviewing and commenting on the draft, not necessarily to "approve" the NPRR. Therefore, he opined that Occidental could take their NPRR directly to PRS without a vote by TPTF.

NDSWG and ERCOT Comments on NPRR002, Section 3, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications (see Key Documents)

David Grubbs discussed the NDSWG comments on NPRR002 which suggested changes to Nodal Protocol 3.10.7.4.2(3), Continuous Telemetry of the Real-Time Measurements of Bus Load, Voltages, Tap Position, and Flows, which defines where N-1 redundancy is required. NDSWG stated that the standard as written was not what was intended and if taken literally would require significant modifications to most substations in ERCOT to meet the standard. ROS revised the section and included a modified paragraph within the Telemetry Standards. TPTF agreed to NDSWG language and provided a terminology change from “flow” to “substation” in Section 3.10.7.4.2.

Jeff Gilbertson reported that during review of Nodal Protocol Section 4, Day-Ahead Operations, at the May 22 – 24, 2006 TPTF meeting, a proposed ERCOT clarification to Section 4.4.7.1, Self-Arranged AS Quantities, was determined to be more appropriately placed in Section 3.16, Standards for Determining Ancillary Service Quantities. However, since an NPRR already existed for Nodal Protocol Section 3, TPTF agreed with ERCOT that this clarification should be submitted in the form of comments to that NPRR. TPTF agreed to the language changes presented.

NPRR To Incorporate PRR307 Functionality in Nodal Protocols (Continued from Day 1) (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed the NPRR presented by Ms. Jackson and made suggestions regarding the structure of the NPRR. The process for filing of NPRRs was discussed and the group agreed that Ms. Jackson could file the NPRR with PRS on behalf of Occidental Chemical without approval of TPTF. Members of TPTF can then file comments on the NPRR as they deem appropriate. 

Review DAM Energy Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements Document (see Key Documents)
Mandy Bauld presented the DAM Energy Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements document to TPTF and asked for comments to be submitted by July 19, 2006. Ms. Bauld said she would incorporate comments and bring the document back to TPTF on July 26, 2006.

Mr. Spangler requested that a master document detailing the interconnection of the business requirements be produced to assist TPTF in the review cycle of business requirement documents. Ms. Bauld and Raj Chudgar clarified that ERCOT is referencing the NPRRs in developing the business requirements to make certain that the most current information is used.
Schedules for Business Requirement Document (see Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar noted that the two sets of business requirements for the DAM (Energy and Ancillary Services) had a comment due date of July 19, 2006 and would be presented for a vote at TPTF on July 26, 2006 noting that TPTF approval is required for business requirements.
Draft NPRR009, Section 6 PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications Continued (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed and discussed NPRR009 and agreed to strike Section 6.6.3.7, Real Time Energy Charge for Block Load Transfer Point. Mr. Mereness removed all language resulting from incorporation of PRR612, Ancillary Service Procurement During the Adjustment Period, as TPTF recognized that the zonal limitations resolved by PRR612 will not be applicable to nodal systems. Mr. Spangler moved to approve NPRR009; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and two abstentions (Investor Owned Utility and Consumer Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR630, Private Use Networks with Section 3.15.2, TSP and DSP Responsibilities Related to Voltage Support (see Key Documents)
In response to a question about comments on PRR630, Mr. Doggett asked that these comments be addressed separate from the Draft NPRR for synchronization of PRR630 to Nodal Protocol Section 3.15.2. TPTF discussed the placement of definitions in the Nodal Protocols.

Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the language in the draft NPRR for synchronization of PRR630; Tom Jackson seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and two abstentions (Independent Power Marketer and Consumer Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR640, Payments for RMR Service and Agreement for Synchronous Service, and PRR627, RMR Transmission Issues and RMR Contract Extension (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed the draft NPRR to synchronize PRR640 and PRR627. TPTF discussed the contracting of Reliability Must Run (RMR) units and specific use of the words must, may, and shall in Section 3.14.1.13(2), Incentive Factor, with Ms. Wagner noting that the wording choices made were significant and indicated that a single condition warranted change and that a wording change increased the need to both conditions. Mr. Fehrenbach expressed concern that whereas PRR627 strengthened the zonal market, it only would weaken the Nodal market. Mr. Fehrenbach noted the need for differentiation between the two markets and suggested rejecting the synchronization.

An insertion from ERCOT settlements into Section 3.14.1.13 (3), Incentive Factor, was accepted and the remaining ERCOT comments were rejected. Mr. Doggett agreed to confer with ERCOT Market Rules on the process for rejection of ERCOT comments and to discuss the rejected comments with ERCOT Settlements.

Mr. Mereness reviewed the changes to Section 22, Attachment F, Standard Form Reliability Must-Run Agreement, that resulted from PRR627 and PRR640 synchronization. Shari Heino explained the reasoning behind the adoption of PRR640.

Review Market Participant Readiness Activities List (see Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett presented a Readiness Matrix and requested feedback in developing a tool that would help the average Market Participant understand what is changing in Nodal. Mr. Doggett noted Kathy Hager’s objective of bringing the market up to speed quickly and asked TPTF what areas of concern should be addressed.

Kristy Ashley suggested that it might make more sense to start with the zonal Protocols and note what is changing and Mr. Jackson suggested focusing on target audience and usage and keeping the document at a high level. Mr. Reynolds opined that this was a good start, especially the division of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) into four categories. Mr. Reynolds noted the need to obtain the attention of these market players and the importance of the Nodal training in this effort. 

Mr. Doggett said this topic would be discussed at future meetings and invited Market Participant input.

Mr. Doggett also reviewed options for presenting timelines for the market transition to Market Participants and asked TPTF what would be useful for the average Market Participant. Mr. Spangler suggested simplifying the presentation and including Market Participant input/participation points. Manny Muñoz noted the timeline did not lend itself to interpretation of the actions that need to be done and to deriving budgeting information for 2007 and 2008. Ms. Wagner suggested that although there was value in sharing the ERCOT timeline, the interaction points were imperative and should maybe be shown in a matrix rather than a timeline.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Due to time constraints, draft NPRRs for the following sections were not discussed:

· Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms

· Section 16, Registration and Qualification of Market Participants

· Section 22, Attachment H, Standard Form Market Participant Agreement

The NPRRs for Sections 2, 16, and 22H will be addressed at a future meeting. Mr. Doggett reviewed other agenda items for the July 24 – 26, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Training update from Mr. R. A. Jones
· Program update from Ms. Hager

· Two Business Requirements Documents: DAM Energy and DAM Ancillary Services

· Possible follow-up on Synchronization of PRR307 from Ms. Jackson
· Vote on PRR640 and PRR627 synchronization

· CRR NPRR language on credit limit engine from Ms. Garza

· Net Metering issue
· Reliant Work on Nodal Protocol Sections 9.9 and 9.10

· Mirror Test from John Moseley
TPTF attendees inquired about the survey sent to COPS on the Enterprise Data Warehouse. Mr. Spangler suggested that Ms. Jackson would be a good contact for this issue since she is a standing member of COPS, active in TPTF, and has Information Technology experience. Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:46 p.m. on July 11, 2006.

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Prepare NPRR to address language in Nodal Protocol Sections 9.9 and 9.10 to clarify how shortfalls in the auction are handled
	M. Wagner

	Discuss reporting issues and produce a draft document defining reporting needs.
	TPTF

	Review sections of the Nodal Protocols and compare them with the spreadsheets categories Ms. Horne presented, and report to TPTF

· Nodal Protocol Section 3

· Nodal Protocol Section 6 *

· Nodal Protocol Section 7

· Nodal Protocol Sections 1, 4, and 5

· Nodal Protocol Sections 9 and 16 *

· Nodal Protocol Section 8 and zonal Protocols

*Contingent on agreement of D.S. Mai and Ms. Flowers.
	F. Trefny

D.S. Mai

D. Jones

TXU

Flowers/COPS

ERCOT

	Discuss creation of a task force of Market Participants to provide input for information architecture and assignment of liaisons between TPTF and each of the TAC subcommittees with TAC leadership.
	T. Doggett

	Set up future meetings for TPTF Training Sub-Group.
	Richard Jones

	Initiate NPRR to add High Reasonability limit and Low Reasonability limit language in the Nodal Protocol Section 3.7.1.2(1) for non Controllable Loads.
	M. Mereness

	Produce a master document detailing the interconnection of the business requirements be produced to assist TPTF in the review cycle of business requirement documents.
	K. Ragsdale

	Confer with ERCOT Market Rules on the process for rejection of ERCOT comments and to discuss the rejected comments with ERCOT Settlements.
	T. Doggett

	Refinement of draft timeline that shows Market Participant Interaction Points.
	T. Doggett


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

July 24 – 26, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumers (Industrial)
	Occidental Chemical Corporation 

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal 
	Austin Energy (Voting on Day 3)

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

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

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

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

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk)

	Singleton, Gary
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (Voting on Day 2)


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) to Nick Fehrenbach

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy

	Chenevert, Brody
	Texas New-Mexico Power (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Krajecki, Jim
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Reid, Walter
	The Wind Coalition (via teleconference)

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike
	South Texas Electric Cooperative (via teleconference)

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John (via teleconference)

	Adams, John S.H. (via teleconference)

	Anderson, Troy

	Bauld, Mandy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Hager, Kathy

	Hobbs, Kristi (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Jones, Richard A.

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John

	Patterson, Mark

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sanders, Sarah

	Wang, Sharon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:32 a.m. on July 24, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics for the three-day meeting.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· August 7 – 8, 2006

· August 21 – 23, 2006 (Please note that this meeting was originally scheduled for August 22 – 24, 2006 and the schedule was modified during the course of the TPTF meeting)

· September 5 – 6, 2006 (Discussion and Resolution of Program Issues with Kathy Hager for Presentation to the ERCOT Board of Directors)

· September 11 – 12, 2006

· September 27 – 29, 2006

Additional planned TPTF meetings are posted on the ERCOT Website.

Approval of June 26 – 27, 2006 Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the June 26 – 27, 2006 TPTF meeting were presented and one minor change requested by Bob Spangler. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the June 26 – 27, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Randy Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Draft NPRR, Zonal PRR Synchronization Section 22 Attachment H, Standard Form Market Participant Agreement (see Key Documents)
TPTF reviewed the language for the Draft NPRR to synchronize Section 22, Attachment H. This NPRR incorporates relevant language from PRR643, Shorten Payment Default Timelines, approved by the Board on December 13, 2005. Mr. Spangler moved to recommend approval of the Draft NPRR for Section 22, Attachment H: Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and one abstention (Cooperative Market Segment). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Draft NPRR, Section 16, Zonal PRR Synchronization for Section 16, Registration and Qualification of Market Participants (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed the language for this draft NPRR which incorporates relevant language from the following PRRs that were approved by the Board between April 2004 and February 2006: 

· PRR555, Modify Number of Sub-QSEs a Single Entity Can Partition
· PRR591, Switchable Unit Declaration
· PRR606, User Security Administrators and Digital Certificates
· PRR624, Clarification of Market Participant Default Language
· PRR625, Clarification of Emergency QSE Language
· PRR643, Shorten Payment Default Timelines
This NPRR also incorporates TPTF determinations regarding ERCOT Staff clarification questions as discussed by TPTF and documented in the ERCOT Clarification Matrix for Section 16 and discussed at the TPTF meeting onMarch 6, 2006.
After discussion and modification to the Draft NPRR, TPTF agreed to reject the changes related to PRR624 noting that additional analysis needs to be done prior to incorporating language from this PRR into the Nodal Protocols.

Shams Siddiqi moved to approve the draft NPRR for Section 16 as modified by TPTF (including the exclusion of PRR624 language); Dan Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and two abstentions (Consumer and Independent Power Marketer Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Texas Nodal Training Update

Richard A. Jones reported on the Texas Nodal training effort. Mr. R.A. Jones reported that there were two outstanding issues on the attendance matrix: when the courses are required and how many people will be attending. Mr. R.A. Jones stated that few comments were received on the matrix after presentation to TAC and it was not clear how that should be interpreted. Floyd Trefny suggested that a course schedule should be developed and then synchronized with the attendance matrix. Mr. R.A. Jones noted he did not anticipate all courses being ready by the end of 2006 and that he is currently looking at facilities for courses. Kristy Ashley mentioned the need for on-site training for the companies that are based on the East Coast and stated concerns about the difficulty of completing training for employees who work on shifts. Mr. R.A. Jones said East Coast training was being submitted in the ERCOT budget for approval. Ms. Ashley asked about progress on identifying courses that Market Participants could test out of. Mr. R.A. Jones said that only Nodal 101 and LMP 101 would be possibilities for testing out, and that the Internet needed to be used for this purpose as printed versions of the test could not provide appropriate controls. In a discussion on accountability, Randy Jones opined that the honor system would be substantiated by performance in the market trials.

Mr. Doggett reported that three sets of comments were received on the training attendance matrix and course descriptions from TAC participants (CenterPoint, TXU, and Conoco-Phillips) and that one set suggested inconsistencies between the two documents. Mr. Doggett asked the TPTF Training Sub-Group to review the appropriateness of testing at the market level rather than at the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) level and requested that Matt Mereness forward the comments received on the attendance matrix and course description documents to the list serve for review and comment. The intent of gathering additional information on the number of Market Participants to be trained from the TAC review was discussed as was the need to finalize the training matrix.

Mr. R.A. Jones said he would update TPTF on the Learning Management System and the Learning Content Management System in August and provide a course schedule for review. The Nodal 101 schedule will be conducted at the Austin Met Center July 26 – 27, 2006 and Mr. R. A. Jones said there will be a course evaluation to provide feedback.

Draft NPRR, Section 2, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications (see Key Documents)

TPTF reviewed the changes proposed by the Draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms. This NPRR incorporates the following:

· Relevant language from the following PRRs that were approved by the Board between April 2004 and February 2006: 

PRR307, Load Providing Regulation Services (Controllable Resources)

PRR 518, Clarification of Requirements Related to Retail Transactions

PRR 522, Collateral Requirements and Credit Changes

PRR543, Schedules and Emergency Assistance Over CFE-ERCOT DC Ties

PRR 573, Mothballed Generation Resource Definition and Time to Service Updates

PRR 591, Switchable Unit Declaration

PRR625, Clarification of Emergency QSE Language

PRR630, Private Use Networks

· TPTF determinations regarding ERCOT Staff clarification questions as discussed by TPTF and documented in the ERCOT Clarification Matrix for Section 8 on and discussed at the TPTF meeting on March 6, 2006.

· Incorporation of revisions from the testimony of Mr. Siddiqi as required by the PUC in its Order in Docket No. 31540, Proceeding to Consider Protocols to Implement a Nodal Market in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Pursuant to Subst. R. §25.501 (April 5, 2006).

The review of language for this draft NPRR resulted in the rejection of use of the terms Back to Back Ties and Active Constraint. The definition for Retail Business Day was also modified. The concepts of Fuel Index Price (FIP) and Fuel Oil Price (FOP) were discussed, as were mothballed generation resources.

Mr. R. Jones agreed to follow up on issues related to the statement that “In the event that Gas Daily is no longer published, the ERCOT BOD may designate a substitute index.”

TPTF agreed to continue discussion on this draft NPRR later in the meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:54 p.m. on July 24, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on July 25, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Nodal Program Update (see Key Documents, Meeting Output)
Although reporting a project status of “red” on the feasibility of a January 1, 2009 go-live date for the Texas Nodal Implementation, Ms. Hager noted significant progress as demonstrated in the Texas Nodal Market Implementation ERCOT Board of Directors Meeting Program status briefing of July 18, 2006 given by Ron Hinsley. Ms. Hager reported that vendors were currently at ERCOT Taylor to discuss data mapping issues related to the Network Model Management System (NMMS). Ms. Hager reported that not all Request for Proposals (RFPs) issued had netted the desired responses and that this had caused some delay in bringing vendors on board; however, she noted the delay was worthwhile to ensure that the right vendors were in place.

Ms. Hager reported that ERCOT was finalizing arrangements to engage Mr. Siddiqi to assist ERCOT with Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) and that appropriate controls would be in place to prevent conflict of interest. For example, Mr. Siddiqi may not vote on CRR issues at TPTF. Regarding other staffing issues, Ms. Hager spoke of understaffing in the Operations group due to employee turnover and said that a consulting firm with Energy Management System (EMS) experience might be used. A manager for the Electronic Data Warehouse (EDW) will be joining ERCOT in the near future.

Ms. Hager detailed conversations with the Commissioners noting her endeavor to inform them of the efforts that would be required to meet the January 1, 2009 go-live date, the staffing issues facing ERCOT, and the plan to produce a variety of implementation scenarios for consideration. Ms. Hager reviewed program spending to date and the preliminary key dates, adding that August 24 – 25, 2006 the Nodal team would host a day-and-a-half event for the executives of vendor companies participating in Texas Nodal. Ms. Hager also reported that a vendor for Web services integration would be named August 4, 2006, and that ERCOT would be handling the business integration.

Walter Reid requested an update on the effort to produce a list of accountable executives for Texas Nodal Implementation and Mr. Doggett reported that he is working with ERCOT Client Relations staff to develop a schedule for the calls and prepare an appropriate communication. Mr. Spangler opined that all communication to the accountable executives should flow through a single business project management office.

Ms. Hager reported on the efforts of Pat Harris and Rachel Cheng as Ms. Harris works on the conceptual design effort and identifies materials that need to be posted. Negotiation is underway to bring eSuites software to Texas Nodal and ERCOT is gathering a group of Market Participants to provide input on the portal. Mr. Reynolds and Mr. Spangler stated that the Rational Unified Process (RUP) class on designing use cases was helpful.

TPTF discussed dates presented in the Texas Nodal Process Timeline (found with the Meeting Output under Key Documents) and suggested several modifications. Ms. Hager said she will make changes as needed once there is more definitive information. Ms. Hager introduced Rachel Cheng who is working with Pat Harris on the conceptual process design. Ms. Cheng reviewed the timeline document including the assumptions. Mr. Doggett requested comments by August 9, 2006 requesting that changes be incorporated and re-distributed by August 16, 2006 for a vote at the August 21 – 23, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Mr. Spangler requested that Ms. Cheng set aside a day to meet the Market Participants for an in-depth review of the timeline. Ms. Hager reminded TPTF participants that they are welcome to maintain a continuing dialogue with ERCOT staff as they review documents.

Mr. Spangler asked for Ms. Hager’s preference for the order of reviews given that TPTF is reviewing numerous documents. Ms. Hager noted that all the documents are important and suggested a divide-and-conquer strategy. 
Clarification of Model Testing

John Moseley presented issues related to language in Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.4, ERCOT Responsibilities and proposed a draft NPRR to clarify validation testing vs. EMS model load testing. Mr. Spangler requested that this topic be discussed in a conference call and Mr. Mereness said he would facilitate the scheduling of this call. 

Draft NPRR, Section 2, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications – Continued (see Key Documents)

TPTF returned to the discussion on the Draft NPRR for Section 2. Mr. Spangler stated that the Settlement Calendar text belongs in Section 9, Settlement and Billing, rather than in Section 2. TPTF reviewed comments from ERCOT Legal and confirmed that these comments were not specific to the Nodal implementation. TPTF agreed to let PRS clarify the definition of Virtual QSE. New language was crafted for the definition of Settlement Calendar and reviewed by TPTF. Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Section 2 as modified by TPTF; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and two abstentions (Investor Owned Utility and Independent Generator Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Net Metering Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Spangler reviewed the July 13, 2006 meeting held on net metering including recommendations from the group as detailed in his report posted with the Key Documents for this meeting. Mr. Spangler said modifications may be needed to Section 9, Settlement and Billing, and Section 10, Metering, of the Nodal Protocols. Kenneth Ragsdale reported that ERCOT is currently refining language for the Nodal Protocols and is working to clarify the settlement equations. Mr. Ragsdale said he would report at the August 7 – 8, 2006 TPTF meeting. Mr. Spangler said he would draft language for an additional reporting requirement to be included in Section 3.2.

Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) Settlement without the Day Ahead Market (DAM) (see Key Documents)

Sharon Wang reviewed the issue of how CRRs should be settled if ERCOT is unable to execute the DAM and reviewed relevant Nodal Protocol sections. Ms. Wang presented two possible options:

· All CRRs are carried to the real-time market and settled in real time.

· Refund the CRR holders.

Ms. Wang asked Market Participants for other solutions and none were presented. Raj Chudgar clarified that ERCOT was not recommending the options presented and was requesting assistance from the market to determine the best course of action. TPTF discussed the options and suggested using the first option of settling the CRRs from the unsuccessful DAM using Real-Time prices. TPTF requested that Ms. Wang develop proposed language and settlement formulas for review and discussion at the August 7 – 8, 2006 TPTF meeting, noting a possible vote.

DAM Ancillary Services (AS) Business Requirements Document (see Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the schedule for upcoming business requirements noting that a more granular schedule would be available soon. Mr. Chudgar stated that additional review time would be allocated for the RUC Business Requirements due to the issues that TPTF needs to assist ERCOT in resolving.

TPTF discussed the handling of comments and the resolution process. It was proposed that comments be separated into three categories: Rejected, Dealt with Elsewhere, and Incorporated. Mr. Chudgar said this would set the standard for the future document reviews. 

John S.H. Adams reviewed the DAM AS Business Requirements document and explained that this document does not address system design (system design will be addressed in interface and market management documents). Modifications were made to the document to ensure compliance with the Nodal Protocols.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the DAM AS Business Requirements document as modified to be compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and six abstentions (Municipal (1), IOU (1), Independent Generator (1), Independent Power Marketer (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments). The Cooperative segment was not present for the vote.

DAM Energy Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements Document (see Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the DAM Energy Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements document. Mr. Spangler inquired as to the reasoning behind the grouping of topics into this document and Mandy Bauld explained it was due to DAM congestion relief inputs. Mr. Spangler suggested re-titling the document “Commercial Operations Systems Review Specification for DAM Energy Settlements and Settlement for Point-to-Point Obligations bought in DAM and DA Congestion Rent.”

TPTF discussed how the CRRs should be handled in the DAM but did not resolve the issue as to whether obligations can be offered in the DAM. TPTF agreed to notice this topic for discussion and vote at a future TPTF meeting.

Mr. Chudgar noted that the document was discussed at the COPS meeting earlier in the day and that COPS would be addressing related settlement issues. 

Mr. Spangler moved that TPTF approve the DAM Energy Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements Document as being compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion with the friendly amendment that comments come back to TPTF for an additional review. After discussion on the comments in question, Mr. Trefny withdrew his friendly amendment. The motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and seven abstentions (Cooperative (1), Independent Generator (1), IOU (1), Municipal (2), and Consumer (2) Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.

DAM AS Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements

Ms. Bauld reviewed the DAM AS Settlement Commercial Operations Business Requirements document. Ms. Bauld requested that TPTF members verify that the intent of the Protocol language is reflected in the document during their review, which is due back August 2, 2006. TPTF discussed whether eligibility should apply only to the start-up cost portion of the DA make-whole payment rather than the start-up, minimum energy, and incremental energy costs. TPTF agreed that you must be offline and start to be eligible for a make-whole payment. 

Draft NPRR, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640

Mr. Doggett briefly addressed the draft NPRR for synchronization of PRR627, RMR Transmission Issues and RMR Contract Extension, and PRR640, Update Provisions for Capacity and Energy Payments for RMR Service and Add a New Standard Form Agreement for Synchronous Service. TPTF discussed briefly and Mr. Doggett said this topic would be discussed on day three of the TPTF meeting.
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:16 p.m. on July 25, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:34 a.m. on July 26, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Congestion Revenue Rights (see Key Documents)

CRR Auction Credit Monitoring and Software Customization Issue
Beth Garza reviewed several Nodal Protocol sections related to the CRR auction process and explained that ERCOT has interpreted the creditworthiness requirement to mean that the CRR Account Holder may submit bids in excess of their credit limit, but that the auction engine must not award CRRs in excess of a CRR Account Holder’s credit limit.

Ms. Garza reported that two vendors responded to ERCOT’s CRR Request for Proposal dated April 14, 2006. The solution proposed by both vendors state that standard functionality prevents the submittal of bids or offers greater than an Account Holder’s credit limit. Functionality to prevent award of CRRs to be limited by their credit limit would require customization.
Ms. Garza said that the scope of this customization is yet to be determined, but may include the disabling of a credit check by a pre-processor and will require the reformulation of the LP used to maximize auction revenues to include credit constraints. The selected vendor’s current version of their CRR system product allows participants in CRR auctions to submit bid and offer curves. If the product were to be customized by reformulating the LP as described above, the capability to enter bid/offer curves would need to be disabled.
Ms. Garza presented two options.

Option 1

Have the CRR Auction system impose Credit Limits on bids and negatively priced offers submitted. This option would reduce the amount of modification to the vendor’s standard product offering. A NPRR would be required.

Advantages: Minimizes software customization. Enables the enhanced functionality of being able to submit bid and offer curves.

Disadvantages: Market participants will not be able to rely on the CRR auction engine to optimize the use of their credit.

Option 2

Implement the Nodal Protocols as written.

Advantages: Market participants will be able to rely on the CRR auction engine to optimize the use of their credit.

Disadvantages: Software customization is required. The ability to submit bid and offer curves, although not required by Protocols, will not be supported

After discussion, TPTF agreed that it was preferable not to reduce the software functionality.
Draft NPRR, CRR Granularity and Credit Monitoring in CRR Auction

Ms. Garza presented a draft NPRR to revise CRR granularity from whole MWs to tenths of MWs and remove the requirement for a credit limit constraint within the CRR Auction engine as discussed above. The NPRR language was reviewed and modified. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR on CRR Granularity and Credit Monitoring as modified by TPTF; Gary Singleton seconded the motion. Questions ensued about the possibility of splitting the issues into two separate NPRRs and Mr. Spangler and Mr. Singleton withdrew the motion.
TPTF agreed that Mr. Mereness would split the NPRR into two documents. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR revising CRR granularity from whole MWs to tenths of MWs; Mr. Fehrenbach seconded the motion. Mr. Siddiqi stated that he likes flexibility presented in this concept but still had concerns about naming conventions. Randy Jones asked if other markets dealt with CRRs in tenths, and Ms. Garza answered that all Nodal markets currently do because of software issues. The motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and four abstentions (Municipal, IOU, Cooperative, and Independent Generator Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Mr. Singleton moved to approve the draft NPRR on credit monitoring; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion failed by roll call vote with four opposing votes (Consumer (2), Independent Generator (1), and Cooperative (1) Market Segments) and three abstentions (Municipal, Independent Generator, and Independent Power Marketer Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Outage Scheduling for Load Resources (see Key Documents)

Mark Patterson reviewed the language in Nodal Protocol Section 3.1.1, Role of ERCOT, which implies that all Resources, including Load Resources, have a requirement to enter Outages in the ERCOT Outage Scheduler. He noted that to date, ERCOT has interpreted this to be exclusive of LaaRs and therefore the existing outage scheduler was not designed for LaaR input. Mr. Patterson requested that TPTF tentatively agree with the concept to remove Load Resources from inclusion in the Outage Scheduler, thus improving ERCOT resource efficiency during that portion of the requirements writing process.

TPTF attendees rejected Mr. Patterson’s request and agreed to proceed with the Nodal Protocols as written and requested that no NPRR be filed.

Draft NPRR, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640 (Continued)
TPTF continued discussion on the draft NPRR for synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640 and evaluation of whether they were relevant to the Nodal market. TPTF requested that ERCOT comments be rejected from the NPRR to allow for accuracy in synchronizing the PRRs. If ERCOT wants to sponsor a separate NPRR for their clarifications, it should do so outside of the synchronization of these two PRRs. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640; Mr. Singleton seconded the motion. The Motion carried by roll call vote with no opposing votes and ten abstentions (Cooperative (1), Consumer (2), Independent REP (5), and Independent Power Marketer (2) Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Draft NPRR, Clarification and Clean-up of Sections 2, 3, and 16 (see Key Documents)
Mr. Mereness presented a draft NPRR to clarify multiple Nodal Protocol revisions that had been recommended for clean-up by TPTF from previous meetings. The sections modified in this clean-up included Sections:

· 2, Definition of Virtual QSE

· 3.7.1.2, Load Resource Parameters

· 3.19.1, Annual Competitiveness Test

· 3.19.3, Daily Competitiveness Test

· 16.2.1, Criteria for Qualification as a Qualified Scheduling Entity

· 16.2.6.1, Designation as an Emergency Qualified Scheduling Entity or Virtual Qualified Scheduling Entity

Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve the draft NPRR as presented by Mr. Mereness; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously by roll call vote (TPTF Clean-Up NPRR). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Principles of Consistency Update

Mr. Mereness reported on the joint meeting of the TPTF/ROS Task Force to address the Principles of Consistency document. The group met on July 19, 2006 and is scheduled to meet again on August 4, 2006. Participants include Scott Helyer (chair), Lee Westbrook, Mike Juricek, Wayne Kemper, Floyd Trefny, and Curtis Crews. 

The task force discussed the history and purpose of the Principles of Consistency document. Mr. Westbrook reviewed the feedback he had provided at the June ROS meeting and the task force requested that Mr. Westbrook develop a redline version of the Principles of Consistency document to clarify the critical points to be discussed and resolved at the next meeting of the task force. The task force also addressed the history and issues in OGRR181, Submission of Consistent Data for Planning and Operational Models, as related to the Principles of Consistency document. The task force also discussed whether clarification to the Annual Planning Model was needed in Nodal Protocols, including such items as whether a 15-minute rating is needed, if there are requirements for dynamic ratings, and how often should the Annual Planning Model be updated.

Market Participant Readiness Activity Matrix and Interaction Timeline (see Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett reviewed the Market Participant Readiness Activity document and Market Participant Interaction Timeline and requested feedback from TPTF attendees. Manny Muñoz asked if the Readiness Activity Matrix would be a living document and Mr. Doggett responded that he would consider it to be dynamic and that it would be available on the Nodal website as an informational tool. Mr. Muñoz requested an explanatory page be added with instructions for using the document in scheduling resources and meeting the requirements for transitioning to Nodal. Mr. Reynolds suggested adding more detail for the levels of QSEs to the system readiness/test plan. Mr. Doggett encouraged feedback on events that Market Participants would like to see added to the Interaction Timeline.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed other agenda items for the August 7 – 8, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Training update from Mr. R. A. Jones

· Training Sub-Group assessment of the TAC comments on training

· Model Testing from John Moseley
· Draft NPRRs on Net Metering 
· Business Requirements Document: DAM Make-Whole Settlement (Comments), ensure agreement on how the DAM Make-Whole equation is applied and review examples/use cases on 3-part offers (Mr. Spangler requested that the vote not be held in conjunction with this discussion).

· Business Requirements Document: RUC initial overview 

· Business Requirements Document: Real-Time AS Settlements

· CRR Issue on breaking up blocks

· Draft NPRR to synchronize PRR624

· Update on Principles of Consistency Task Force

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 12:22 p.m. on July 26, 2006.

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Review the appropriateness of testing at the market level rather than at the QSE level.
	Training Sub-Group

	Forward the comments received on the attendance matrix and course description documents to the list serve for review and comment.
	M. Mereness/
TPTF

	Follow up on issues related to the statement that “In the event that Gas Daily is no longer published, the ERCOT BOD may designate a substitute index.”
	R. Jones

	Texas Nodal Process Timeline: Mr. Doggett requested comments by August 9, 2006 requesting that changes be incorporated and re-distributed on August 16, 2006 for a vote at the August 21 – 23, 2006 TPTF meeting.
	TPTF/ R. Cheng

	Set aside a day to meet the Market Participants for an in-depth review of the Texas Nodal Process Timeline.
	R. Cheng

	Set up conference call to discuss clarification of model testing.
	M. Mereness

	Continue work on Net Metering Draft NPRR.
	B. Spangler

	Settling CRRs without the DAM: TPTF requested that Ms. Wang develop proposed language and settlement formulas for review and discussion at the August 7 – 8, 2006 meeting, noting a possible vote.
	S. Wang

	How the CRRs should be handled in the DAM: Resolve the issue as to whether obligations can be offered in the DAM. TPTF agreed to notice this topic for discussion and vote at a future TPTF meeting.
	TPTF
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas (via teleconference)

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (voting August 7, 2006)

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumers (Industrial)
	Occidental Chemical Corporation 

	Jackson, Tom
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy (via teleconference)

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I (via teleconference)

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy (via teleconference)

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

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk)

	Singleton, Gary
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Spangler, Bob
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (voting August 8, 2006)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) to Nick Fehrenbach

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities

	Twiggs, Thane
	Direct Energy (via teleconference)

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC (via teleconference)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H.

	Bauld, Mandy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff 

	Hilton, Keely

	Jones, Richard A.

	Moseley, John

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sanders, Sarah

	Wang, Sharon

	Whittle, Brandon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. on August 7, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics for the two-day meeting. The training update was moved to Day 2 of the meeting.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· August 21 – 23, 2006 

· September 5 – 6, 2006 (Discussion and Resolution of Program Issues with Kathy Hager for Presentation to the ERCOT Board of Directors)

· September 11 – 12, 2006

· September 27 – 29, 2006

Mr. Doggett showed a calendar with the meetings and topics for September and October and reiterated the goal of completing approval of business requirements documents by October 31, 2006. Mr. Doggett said that if the business requirements were complete at the end of October, few meetings would be scheduled for November and December of 2006.

Approval of July 10 – 11, 2006 Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the July 10 – 11, 2006 TPTF meeting were presented and one change made upon request from Floyd Trefny. Brad Belk moved to approve the July 10 – 11, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Principles of Consistency Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Trefny reported that the joint ROS/TPTF Principles of Consistency Task Force met via teleconference twice. Mr. Doggett reviewed the redline version presented for approval. TPTF specifically discussed the changes made to Section 3.10.2, Annual Planning Model.

Mr. Trefny moved to waive notice to vote on the definition of Annual Planning Model in Section 3.10.2; Bob Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to approve the changes made to Section 3.10.2; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Mr. Trefny moved to waive notice to vote on the Principles of Consistency document; Bob Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the revisions to the Principles of Consistency document as recommended by the joint ROS/TPTF task force; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Draft NPRR, Net Metering (see Key Documents)
Bob Spangler reviewed the draft NPRR for Net Metering and diagrams showing Method C, Net Metering at Same Transmission Voltages. TPTF modified the draft NPRR and requested that Jeff Gilbertson initiate the changes in Nodal Protocol Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, for consistency with the proposed NPRR. TPTF reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 10.3.2.3, Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters, and made changes to ensure that information was consistent between Sections 3 and 10. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the proposed Draft NPRR on Net Metering for Nodal Protocols Sections 1, 6, and 10 as modified by TPTF; Alice Jackson seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention (Investor Owned Utilities Market Segment). The Cooperative and Independent Generator Market Segments were not present for the vote.
Kenneth Ragsdale reviewed the settlement equation for Real-Time balancing energy amount in a Resource. Mr. Spangler and Judy Briscoe opined on the need for consistency in settlement equations. Gary Singleton asked that the vote on the settlement formula be delayed so that it could be reviewed by the appropriate staff and TPTF agreed to return to this topic at a later date.

Draft NPRR, Network Model Tests (see Key Documents)
John Moseley reviewed the existing and proposed language for Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.4(3), ERCOT Responsibilities, and TPTF discussed testing methodology. Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Moseley work with Mr. Trefny on his specific concerns and incorporate feedback received from Mr. Trefny and TPTF. Mr. Moseley agreed to send the revised version for comment and review. Feedback is due by August 16, 2006 and the Draft NPRR on Network Model Tests will be presented for vote at the August 21 – 23, 2006 meeting.

Market Management System (MMS) Project Issues (see Key Documents)
Mr. Gilbertson presented language from the Nodal Protocols related to Block Offer Implementation and presented a number of options to resolve the issue of how to treat block offers. After discussion of the options, TPTF suggested that relaxed mixed integer programming be examined as an option. Mr. Gilbertson said he would discuss this approach with the vendor to determine feasibility and report back to TPTF. Mr. Spangler agreed to examine the Nodal Protocols related to the issue noting that this topic was discussed in the Nodal Protocols both in the context of the Day Ahead Market (DAM) and Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED).

Mr. Gilbertson pointed out a discrepancy explaining that in Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.2.2, paragraph 2 requires posting of information related to Energy Trades in the MIS Certified Area while paragraph 3 requires continuous display of validation of Energy Trades in the MIS Secure Area. TPTF agreed that both paragraphs should refer to the MIS Certified Area and Mr. Gilbertson said he would file an NPRR to initiate this change.
Brandon Whittle asked TPTF for a number of clarifications:

· Is it a requirement that ERCOT notify Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) when a mitigated offer is cleared? The consensus of TPTF was given that QSEs have knowledge of binding constraints, offer caps, and offer curves allowing them to determine in most cases the relationship between their offers, mitigation, and dispatch; no notice to QSEs from ERCOT is necessary when a mitigated offer is cleared. TPTF agreed that making this a requirement would cause notifications to be sent out almost continually.
· Should ERCOT use Power Augmentation methods described in Nodal Protocols during dispatch or are they only for QSE information? TPTF opined that the intent was to allow QSEs to have multiple configurations, not for ERCOT to perform a unit commitment in Real Time. TPTF requested that Mr. Whittle contact Randy Jones of Calpine to verify this interpretation.
· Should actual energy offers be used in Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) instead of generic costs? TPTF attendees expressed reluctance to consider changing from the current Nodal Protocols, but said if ERCOT submitted an NPRR to describe an alternative approach they would review and discuss the alternative. Mr. Whittle agreed to prepare an NPRR for review on this issue if needed.
· Are RUC units required to submit an Energy Offer Curve? TPTF agreed that RUC units are not required to submit an Energy Offer Curve. TPTF recommended ERCOT study the effect of submitting an offer curve equal to that of a proxy curve to determine if an unfair advantage could be attained by not submitting a curve. Mr. Whittle committed to revisiting ERCOT’s internal study to address this issue and report to TPTF if ERCOT detects a problem.

· Should telemetered ramp rates be used in SCED? TPTF attendees expressed differing viewpoints. Some opined that ERCOT should use telemetered ramp rates in SCED in order to dispatch within unit limitations while others stated this was specifically removed from the Nodal Protocols during the Texas Nodal Transition (TNT) process. Proponents for eliminating the use of telemetered ramp rates in SCED stated that Nodal Protocol Section 6.4.5(1), Resource Status, which mentions that ramp rates be included, was left in accidentally. Mr. Doggett advised research to determine the actual intent. Mr. Whittle agreed to bring back an NPRR to clarify this issue if needed. Eric Schubert stated that the Public Utility Commission would like to vet this issue with their experts.
· Are QSEs expected to update the Current Operating Plan (COP) based on DAM energy commitments before Day Ahead RUC (DRUC)? (That is, should DRUC assume DAM commitments will be in COP?) TPTF agreed that RUC should not include unit commitments from the DAM given that if a unit were to be committed in both DAM and DRUC, it would not be paid the DAM make-whole payment. According to TPTF, Three-Part Offers cleared in DAM would not be available to RUC.
· Should ramp rates be considered in DAM or RUC? The consensus of TPTF was that ramp rates should not be considered in the DAM or RUC since ramp rates in RUC could only be used effectively in RUC if SCED could take advantage by looking ahead (SCED will not be looking ahead).
· Should units committed in RUC be assumed committed in the next RUC? TPTF agreed that units committed in RUC should be assumed to be committed in the next RUC, unless the unit is no longer available in the COP.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:44 p.m. on August 7, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:36 a.m. on August 8, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Draft NPRR, Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) without the DAM (see Key Documents)
Sharon Wang reviewed two options for settlement of CRRs without the DAM as detailed in her presentation and related to Nodal Protocol Section 4.5.1, DAM Clearing Process. Mr. Spangler noted that although this contingency plan may be needed, the complexity of performing deration in Real-Time might not be justified from a financial and staffing perspective. Marguerite Wagner agreed that it was unlikely that this situation would arise. TPTF reached consensus on Option A, Develop Real-Time CRR Settlements without Considering CRR Deration. Ms. Wang will develop an NPRR using Option A to present to TPTF for approval.

CRR Block Sizes (see Key Documents)

Beth Garza reviewed alternatives for awarding 24-hour CRR blocks and provided background information related to Nodal Protocols and varying definitions of blocks. In addition, Ms. Garza provided examples of use of blocks in the auction. Ms. Garza concluded that there were basically two alternatives to be considered: keep hours together in a 24-hour block or award as three block types (weekday, weekend, and off-peak). The ERCOT CRR team recommended awarding the blocks as three different types since it provides additional flexibility for account holders. TPTF agreed that this was not prohibited by the Nodal Protocols. Ms. Garza said she would continue working on the associated business requirements and would initiate an NPRR if needed to ensure that naming convention would be fully expandable to hours.

Draft NPRR, Clarification of CRR Account Holder

TPTF reviewed the draft NPRR to clarify the criteria for qualification as a CRR account holder submitted by Terry Madden. This NPRR modifies Nodal Protocol Section 16.8.1, Criteria for Qualification as a CRR Account Holder. Paragraph (j) was inserted by Mr. Madden to read “Unbundled TSPs may not be CRR Account Holders. ” TPTF modified the paragraph to read “Unbundled TSPs, DSPs, and ERCOT employees may not be CRR Account Holders.” Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR on Clarification of CRR Account Holder as modified by TPTF; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.

Draft NPRR, Correction to Formatting of Nodal Protocol Section 8.1.2.2.1 (see Key Documents, Meeting Output)

Mr. Doggett briefly reviewed the Draft NPRR to correct formatting of Nodal Protocol Section 8.1.2.2.1, Ancillary Service Technical Requirements and Qualification Criteria and Test Methods. Mr. Doggett stated Market Rules would be presenting this draft NPRR with these formatting changes to PRS for approval. TPTF made minor modifications to the formatting in the draft NPRR and reached consensus on the content. 

Commercial System Business Requirements (see Key Documents)
Mr. Ragsdale reviewed the Draft Commercial Operations Requirements Submission Schedule and said documents would be sent by midnight Thursday preceding scheduled TPTF votes. Mr. Spangler noted the need to coordinate activity on the Commercial System Business Requirements between COPS and TPTF. Ms. Briscoe said that a high-level schedule was helpful and noted the need for COPS to develop an input/output matrix for extracts. Mr. Ragsdale noted that work on business requirements for extracts has not started but that a complete list would be developed. Ms. Briscoe stated an expectation of a true shadow settlement. Given the TPTF and COPS meeting overlap on August 22, 2006, TPTF requested coordination so COPS could participate in the vote to approve Commercial Systems Business Requirements documents. It was noted that COPS is having conference calls to review documents and is filing comments and has discussed modifying their meeting schedule to reduce overlap with TPTF.

Mr. Spangler requested that ERCOT follow the schedule for votes and Mr. Chudgar committed to not requesting both review and a TPTF vote of approval in the same week.

Mandy Bauld addressed comments on the Day Ahead Make Whole Business Requirements document noting that most of the comments were related to eligibility. Ms. Bauld emphasized that eligibility requirements will be addressed in a separate document. Ms. Bauld presented information on start-up eligibility for DAM and RUC make-whole settlements and reviewed a variety of scenarios. TPTF discussed the viability of approaches presented by Ms. Bauld and the merits of determining the eligibility for minimum energy in the Day-Ahead Make-Whole Payment separately from startup. TPTF also discussed the impact to a Resource’s eligibility when its Current Operating Plan (COP) is not updated to reflect its DAM commitments. Mr. Trefny suggested that if a unit is committed in the DAM but the commitment is not shown in the Resource Plan, it may be committed in the RUC for the same period of time. 

Keely Hilton presented an initial review of the Commercial Systems RUC Settlements Requirements. John S.H. Adams presented an initial review of the Real-Time Ancillary Services Business Requirements. 

Mr. Chudgar requested TPTF review the scenarios and business requirements documents presented and provide input. Ms. Bauld agreed to send the current Nodal Protocol language with questions and assumptions plus examples along with the updated presentation.

Training Update (see Key Documents)
Richard A. Jones gave an update on training activities reporting on an anonymous survey administered to participants of the ERCOT 101 Nodal training summarizing that overall the ratings were positive but that there was room for improvement.

Mr. R.A. Jones noted that 75% of participants had opted not to take the course examination at the end of the class and TPTF attendees stressed that the expectation should be for all course attendees to take the examination in order to help establish completion of readiness criteria not only for Market Participants but for ERCOT. Mr. R.A. Jones agreed to tell future participants that the test is expected and to put a notice on ERCOT.com. The need for a reliable tracking mechanism was also discussed. Eric Schubert asked how metrics for Market Readiness would be reported to the PUC, and Mr. Doggett said he would discuss with Kathy Hager inclusion of this information in her regular PUC reports.

TPTF discussed the need for more formal notice to Market Participants of the availability of Texas Nodal training and the imperative for Market Readiness, noting that many organizations will not start hiring for Nodal until closer to the actual implementation date. Mr. Doggett said he was working this issue through ERCOT account managers and that ERCOT is committed to continuing to provide the basic Nodal coursework during and beyond implementation.

Mr. R.A. Jones said he would schedule the next training sub-group meeting and Jim Reynolds requested that additional volunteers be recruited to ensure representation of all Market Segments. Volunteers were asked to contact Mr. Reynolds or email Mr. R.A. Jones (rjones2@ercot.com). Mr. R.A. Jones noted the training schedule has been reviewed within the training sub-group and that it would be distributed to the TPTF list serve once it is more complete.

Net Metering (Continued)

Mr. Ragsdale said that Hong Xiao had sent a new version of the net metering settlement formulas that incorporated comments from Day 1 of the TPTF meeting. TPTF discussed how the Settlement Point Price is derived. Manny Muñoz requested more information on impact to Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) and Mr. Doggett said he would solicit input from ERCOT staff. 
Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed other agenda items for the August21 – 23, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Approval of the July 24 – 26, 2006 Meeting Minutes

· MIS Update (Kate Horne)

· NPRR on Model Testing (John Moseley)

· NPRR on CRR without DAM (Sharon Wang)

· ERCOT Implementation Update (Kathy Hager)

· Approval of the Day Ahead Make Whole. RUC, and Real-Time Ancillary Services Business Requirements documents

· Discussion of PRR624, Clarification of Market Participant Default Language
· Net Metering follow-up

· Issues from Don Tucker

· Training update, ERCOT and sub-group

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:02 p.m. on August 8, 2006.

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Initiate the changes in Nodal Protocol Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, for consistency with the proposed NPRR on Net Metering.
	J. Gilbertson

	Work with Mr. Trefny on specific concerns and incorporate feedback received from Mr. Trefny and TPTF on the Draft NPRR for Network Model Tests. Send the revised version for comment and review.
	J. Moseley

	Discuss relaxed mixed integer programming with the vendor to determine if feasible for treating blocks in MMS and report back to TPTF. 
	J. Gilbertson

	Examine the Nodal Protocols related to the issue of how to treat blocks in MMS.
	B. Spangler

	Initiate an NPRR to change Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.2.2(3) to require continuous display of validation of Energy Trades in the MIS Certified Area.
	J. Gilbertson

	Verify with R. Jones intent of the Nodal Protocols regarding the following question: Should ERCOT use Power Augmentation methods described in Nodal Protocols during dispatch or are they only for QSE information?
	B. Whittle

	Prepare an NPRR to address an alternative approach to the handling of actual energy offers used in RUC.
	B. Whittle

	Modify ERCOT internal study on the effect of submitting an offer curve equal to that of a proxy curve to determine if an unfair advantage could be attained by not submitting a curve. Report to TPTF if ERCOT still sees a problem.
	B. Whittle

	Prepare a draft NPRR to address the issue of use of using telemetered ramp rates in SCED, including research to determine the actual intent. 
	B. Whittle

	Draft an NPRR to revise Nodal Protocol Section 4.5.1, DAM Clearing Process, to address settlement of CRRs without the DAM using Option A, Develop Real-Time CRR Settlements without Considering CRR Deration. Present to TPTF for approval.
	S. Wang

	Business Requirements Documents: Send the current Nodal Protocol language with questions and assumptions plus examples along with the updated presentation. Review the scenarios and business requirements documents presented and provide input. 
	ERCOT Settlements/TPTF

	Discuss how metrics for Market Readiness will be reported to the PUC with Kathy Hager; possible inclusion of this information in her regular PUC reports.
	T. Doggett

	Schedule the next training sub-group. Distributed the training schedule to the TPTF list serve once it is more complete.
	R.A. Jones

	Solicit input from ERCOT staff on impacts of net metering settlement on TSPs.
	T. Doggett
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	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
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	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
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	Crozier, Richard
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	Fehrenbach, Nick
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	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
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	Jones, Dan
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	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
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	Muñoz, Manny
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	CenterPoint Energy 

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Singleton, Gary
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	Garland Power & Light

	Spangler, Bob
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	Wittmeyer, Bob
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	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) to Nick Fehrenbach

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Grubbs, David
	City of Garland

	Hill, Brady
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	City of Garland

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Moore, Colleen
	Constellation

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Adams, John S.H.

	Bauld, Mandy

	Becker, Arthur

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Clark, Steven

	Coon, Patrick

	Davis, Don

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff 

	Gonzalez-Perez, Carlos

	Hager, Kathy

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely

	Horne, Kate

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Moseley, John

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Patro, Pradero

	Patterson, Mark (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Youngjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Seely, Chad

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don

	Wang, Sharon

	Yager, Cheryl

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on August 21, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics for the three-day meeting. 
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· September 5 – 6, 2006

· September 11 – 12, 2006

· September 27 – 29, 2006

Approval of July 24 – 26, 2006 Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the July 24 –26, 2006 TPTF meeting were presented for approval. Kevin Gresham moved to approve the July24 –26, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as submitted; Dan Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Net Metering (see Key Documents)
Draft NPRR for Net Metering

Bob Spangler presented his revisions to the Draft NPRR for Net Metering. TPTF discussed the revised settlement formulas, the grandfathering of certain sites, and made clarifications on the need for telemetry at the request of John Adams and variable names at the request of Calvin Opheim. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Draft NPRR on Net Metering as modified by TPTF; Randy Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with three abstentions (Investor Owned Utility (IOU), Consumer, and Independent Power Marketer Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Nodal Protocol Section 10, Metering

Mr. D. Jones noted the need for terminology related to congestion zones to be refined in Nodal Protocol Section 10. Mr. Doggett clarified that Nodal Protocol Section 10 was not filed by TNT and that ERCOT Market Rules would be filing this section in the future for conforming changes.

Don Tucker reviewed his comments on Nodal Protocol Section 10.13.2, EPS Meter Point Identification, noting the need to settle on a common point in the network model. TPTF discussed two options from Mr. Tucker and one option from CenterPoint. TPTF agreed that Mr. Tucker should work with Curtis Crews to put ERCOT Polled Settlement Meter (EPS) into place in coordination with the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and with input from the Network Data Support Working Group. Matt Mereness agreed to update the Clarification Spreadsheet with this information.

Energy Management System (EMS) Business Requirements Review (see Key Documents)

Carlos Gonzalez-Perez presented an initial overview of the Forced Outage Detection Business Requirements and the State Estimator Business Requirements documents. John Adams presented an initial review of the Load Frequency Control (LFC) Business Requirements document. TPTF discussed issues associated with the three sets of requirements and Mr. Doggett explained how a matrix would be used to track comments received and resolution of comments.

Mr. J. Adams noted he would be proposing changes to Nodal Protocol Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations.
ROS Update

Principles of Consistency

Mr. Doggett reported that the Principles of Consistency document was approved by ROS at the August 10 – 11, 2006 ROS meeting. Mr. Mereness will post a final version on the TPTF website.

Draft NPRR, Definition, Section 3.10.2, Annual Planning Model

A draft NPRR to define the term Annual Planning Model was presented for approval. Floyd Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR defining the term Annual Planning Model; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.

NPRR003, Section 5.5.1(5)

Mr. Doggett reported that TAC remanded NPRR003, Section 5, Zonal PRR Synchronization and ERCOT Staff Clarifications, to ROS to address concerns raised by CenterPoint in Section 5.5.1(5) and that comments have been submitted on behalf of ROS. After extensive discussion, TPTF prepared a comment for TAC, deleting the Operating Guide text inserted by ROS and replaced it with a reference to the Operating Guide. Gary Singleton asked for clarification that TPTF was knowingly rejecting all changes suggested by ROS, and Mr. Doggett confirmed that TPTF was recommending replacing the ROS changes with a reference to the Operating Guide instead of duplicating Operating Guide language in the Protocols. Mr. Gresham moved to approve filing of TPTF comments on NPRR003 as modified by TPTF; Brad Belk seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with one opposing vote (Municipal Market Segment) and two abstentions (IOU Market Segment). The Consumer Market Segment was not present for the vote.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:58 p.m. on August 21, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on August 22, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Market Management System (MMS) Project Issues (see Key Documents)
Shuye Teng revisited issues previously discussed by TPTF in an effort to clarify MMS issues that are currently being discussed with vendors. Ms. Teng reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.7.2.1, Ancillary Service Offer Criteria and asked if the Day Ahead Market (DAM) would check a Resource’s Current Operating Plan (COP) for online/offline status. Mr. Spangler stated that COPs are what the DAM uses for decision-making and opined that the Nodal Protocols should be implemented as written in this case. TPTF voiced no objection to a diagram presented by Ms. Teng representing how she sees the Nodal Protocol being implemented.

TPTF discussed offer structure and determined that three-part offers will have a flag which will link it to all Ancillary Service (AS) offers except Non-Spin. Ms. Teng reported that the vendor has suggested reducing the number of options and complexity in offers. Mr. Doggett requested that Ms. Teng develop clear objectives and specific questions along with text explaining proposed changes relative to how the COP is committed in the DAM. TPTF requested that the vendor study the Nodal Protocols in this area as well. Mr. Spangler offered to facilitate a conference call for further discussion if needed and TPTF discussed the option of having the vendor come to a TPTF meeting.

TPTF advised Ms. Teng that overlapping offers and bids should not be allowed for three-part offers. For overlapping offers that are allowed, the offered amount will be cumulative. Ms. Teng asked which start-up offer should be used if a unit is considered committed starting from any of the first few hours of an operating day. TPTF agreed that parameters defined in the COP should be used to determine which start-up offer to use.

TPTF discussed the offer/bid validation timeline and suggested specifying a set time such as 9:00 a.m. in the Nodal Protocols for checking of credit requirements. TPTF also agreed that no expiration time needs to be set for Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs). TPTF requested that ERCOT draft and present language for NPRRs on these issues.

Mr. Trefny noted discrepancies in terminology between the presentation and the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny requested that only terms defined in the glossary of the Nodal Protocols be used by ERCOT and vendors.

Market Information System (see Key Documents)
Kate Horne thanked the Market Participants who assisted in completing sections of the master posting matrix and said the work would be consolidated into a single spreadsheet. Mr. Doggett noted the spreadsheet would be circulated for review in early September 2006 and that he would put this topic on the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meeting agenda. Ms. Horne reviewed the proposed site map for the Market Information System and discussed customization for users. TPTF discussed whether customization should be by user or if it should be similar to the current set-up where information access is defined by users’ roles within their organizations. TPTF agreed that a company's User Security Administrator (USA) will determine what information a user role may access within a company. Once end users are set up to view information assigned by their USA, they may configure their "My MIS" page as they wish. TPTF agreed they wanted all information available for the company to be displayed (including information that the end user does not currently have permission to access), so the end user can request access to additional information from the USA. Ms. Horne agreed that much work was needed in defining roles and determining how the system should work noting the need for some information to remain secure (non-public). Pat Harris noted that an MIS sub-group would assist in defining roles. Similar to the ERCOT mailing lists, reports will be self-selected with certain reports locked and requiring approval for access.

Mr. Doggett introduced Ms. Harris who discussed the creation of the MIS sub-group to help develop deliverables, including a task map and task flow, applicable to the MIS Web Portal. Ms. Harris reviewed the objectives and scope of the MIS Web Portal noting that Market Participants can assist by developing use cases, testing scenarios, and deliverables. Ms. Harris requested that Market Participants work to engage the market in answering questions regarding Nodal Protocol intent, portal functionality, and content presentation.

Mr. Gresham noted the need for analysis of what information should be public and what information should not, stating that after 9/11, a lot of information was reclassified into secure areas and that some of it probably should be migrated back to the public area. Ms. Harris noted that Ms. Horne would be leading this effort and working with the MIS sub-group. Ms. Harris indicated a gap analysis is underway to determine modifications that need to be made to reporting and to the Nodal Protocols along with an extensive security review.

Ms. Harris reported that a “dashboard” site design similar to PJM’s was being designed and would be budgeted separately for approval.

TPTF discussed the crucial role of the MIS sub-group noting the need for every Market Segment to be represented. TPTF requested that the sub-group be announced on the TPTF list serve and that an official page for the sub-group be placed on ERCOT.com. Jerry Ward suggested expanding the distribution to the WMS and ROS list serves to obtain expertise of those Market Participants that have not yet engaged in the Nodal effort. Ms. Harris stated the desire for members who would participate regularly and devote concerted effort and invited volunteers to email her (pharris@ercot.com). Ms. Horne said she would report back to TPTF on formation of the MIS sub-group.

Ms. Horne asked for clarification on Nodal Protocol Section 12.3(d), MIS Administrative and Design Requirements. TPTF agreed that language that requires ERCOT to provide methodology and data to independently reproduce information contained in the MIS related to the operation of the ERCOT market should be struck and asked Ms. Horne to initiate an NPRR.

Training Update (see Key Documents)

Don Davis and Steven Clark updated TPTF on efforts in training and in implementation of a Learning Management System (LMS). Mr. Davis and Mr. Clark reassured TPTF that there is currently no delineation between the courses taken by ERCOT staff and those taken by Market Participants. All training is being mapped to the Nodal Protocols so that training can be modified in response to Protocol changes. TPTF discussed the need to vet options for testing out of courses and the need for multiple examinations in multi-day courses. Mr. Doggett stated that a more in-depth discussion on training would be scheduled for September 12, 2006 and that Mr. Mereness would send the Market Participant Readiness Chart out for additional comments. ERCOT training stated that ERCOT would return in September with a plan outlining training dates and locations outside of the Austin area.
Draft NPRR, Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) without the DAM (see Key Documents)
Sharon Wang reviewed the draft NPRR for management of CRRs without the DAM. TPTF discussed various issues and Alice Jackson requested time to thoroughly review and file comments prior to TPTF voting on the draft NPRR. Mr. Doggett asked Ms. Jackson to revise the draft NPRR incorporating her ideas and send it for review by September 5, 2006 to both COPS and TPTF so TPTF could vote on the document September 12, 2006. Ms. Jackson clarified that her intent was not to revise the general concept but to ensure that all bill determinants are the same.

Commercial Systems Business Requirements Review (see Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar presented an updated version of the Commercial Systems Requirements Schedule, noting the need for involvement of COPS in the process.

Real-Time Energy Settlements Business Requirements

Mandy Bauld presented an initial overview of the Real-Time Energy Settlements Business Requirements document and noted the need for a clean-up NPRR for Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations. TPTF discussed load allocation payments and inputs from the settlement system for the Real-Time Revenue Neutrality allocation. Clayton Greer asked about the Nodal surcharge and John S.H. Adams said this would be addressed under the Zonal market. Ms. Bauld asked that comments on the Real-Time Energy Settlements Business Requirements document be filed by September 1, 2006.

Real-Time Ancillary Services Business Requirements

The Real-Time Ancillary Services Business Requirements document was presented for approval. TPTF agreed that Nodal Protocol Section 6.7.2, Charges for Ancillary Service Capacity Replaced Due to Failure to Provide, should be reviewed to ensure consistency with Nodal Protocol Sections 6.4.8.1.3, Replacement of Ancillary Service Due to Failure to Provide. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Real-Time Ancillary Services Business Requirements document, version 0.091 as being in compliance with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Gresham seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with six abstentions (Municipal (1), IOU (1), Independent Generator (1), and Consumer (3) Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.
Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Business Requirements

Mr. Chudgar reviewed comments received on the RUC Business Requirements document and thanked the Market Participants for their time in reviewing the equations. Keely Hilton clarified that verifiable cost would be addressed in a separate business requirements document.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the RUC Business Requirements document version 0.091 as being compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with one abstention (IOU Market Segment). All Market Segments were present for the vote.

Eligibility for Day-Ahead Make-Whole and RUC Start-Up

TPTF discussed the need for a consistent set of criteria for the DAM and RUC. Mr. R. Jones stated that at a minimum, the timing standards should be the same. Marguerite Wagner noted the need for additional discussions on eligibility. TPTF agreed that a separate eligibility criteria should be incorporated for minimum energy.
DAM Make Whole Business Requirements

The comments matrix for the DAM Make Whole Business Requirements document was reviewed. Mr. Singleton moved to approve the DAM Make Whole Business Requirements document, version 0.091 as being in compliance with the Nodal Protocols assuming that new equations with minimum energy flag, FR1 and FR2 requirements, will be incorporated; Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with three abstentions (IOU (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments). The Cooperative Market Segment was not present for the vote.

Congestion Revenue Rights (see Key Documents)

Draft NPRR, CRR Trading in Blocks Only
Beth Garza presented a draft NPRR to revise how CRRs may be traded in the bilateral market. This revision would limit CRR trading, registered through ERCOT’s CRR system, to time-of-use blocks for any number of days. With this revision, CRR Account Holders would not be able to trade a particular hour or a block of hours that is not one of the defined time-of-use blocks specified in Nodal Protocol Section 7.3(6), Types of Congestion Revenue Rights to Be Auctioned.

Ms. Garza explained that the vendor’s CRR system would require customization to support the flexibility of bilaterally trading CRRs for each hour. The vendor estimates a cost savings of $395,000 if this NPRR is approved, by eliminating the need for fundamental changes in a number of data interfaces. In addition to the development costs, there are expected to be larger costs (yet to be determined) associated with maintenance and support of greater amounts of data storage and transfer capability.
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR for Trading in Blocks Only as submitted; Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with two abstentions (Municipal and Independent Generator Market Segments). The Cooperative Market Segment was not present for the vote.

Draft NPRR, Hourly Granularity of Bilateral Trades

Ms. Garza presented a draft NPRR to revise how 24-Hour Block CRRs would be awarded. This revision further affects how these awarded CRRs may be offered in subsequent CRR Auctions. Currently, the Nodal Protocols specify that CRRs may be bid for in CRR Auctions and may be allocated in any time-of-use block. The draft NPRR would specify that CRR awards and allocations of a one-month strip in a 7x24 block will be split into one-month strips of the three other blocks (5x16, 2x16, and 7x8). Each of these three blocks may be offered into subsequent CRR Auctions as separate block offers but not as a single 7x24 block.

Ms. Garza reported that the current functionality of the vendor’s CRR system supports either keeping the 7x24 block together and not allowing subsequent trades or offers of anything other than 7x24; or splitting the awarded 7x24 block into the three blocks and not allowing subsequent, linked offers. The vendor estimates a cost savings of $325,000 if this NPRR is approved, by eliminating the need for fundamental changes in a number of data interfaces.
Dan Bailey moved to approve the draft NPRR on Hourly Granularity of Bilateral Trades as submitted; Manny Muñoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with one opposed (IOU Market Segment) and ten abstentions (Independent Generator (2), Consumers (2), Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) (5), and Independent Power Marketer (1) Market Segments). All Market Segments were present for the vote.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on August 22, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:32 a.m. on August 23, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Nodal Program Update (see Key Documents)
Kathy Hager updated TPTF on the ERCOT implementation effort noting the stress of trying to implement such a complex project in a short time frame. Ms. Hager said that ERCOT staff has made tremendous strides in gaining a clear understanding of Texas Nodal and committed to making certain that the vendor for MMS was ready to implement the Nodal Protocols as the market intended, including the DAM. Ms. Hager noted the shortage of experienced EMS staff and reported that her appeal for assistance at the last meeting had resulted in discussion with D.S. Mai. Although the need is for experienced EMS engineers, ERCOT may also talk with some recent graduates of Texas A&M. The vendor is currently estimating 600 person days of labor to customize EMS for Texas Nodal. Ms. Hager opined that there are still a number of issues to solve in keeping the network model synchronized during the transition from zonal to nodal. Due to the current shortage of EMS experience in-house at ERCOT, progress has been slow on the EMS business requirements with only two of eleven complete. Mr. Trefny expressed concern on the Load Frequency Control (LFC), stating he felt the Texas Nodal LFC warranted a completely new system. 

Ms. Hager clarified the role of Shams Siddiqi as an information resource rather than a policy maker and said the arrangement was proving effective. In addition, roles at ERCOT have continued to be redefined as the CRR team has been built.

Mr. Trefny complimented the ERCOT architecture information team and noted that he had received positive feedback on the Nodal training from co-workers. Mr. Doggett reported that Ms. Harris has now assumed responsibility for both the MIS and training efforts and that Richard A. Jones will continue to work with her on training. Ms. Hager noted that careful consideration needs to be made of how much use to make of train-the-trainer format. Ms. Hager said that TPTF would see a detailed plan for development of the remaining 18 Nodal courses in September 2006.

Ms. Hager said negotiations are still underway with the integration vendor and details cannot be shared at this time. Mr. Gresham asked about the investigation of the eSuites software and Ms. Hager said that Ms. Harris will report on cost of this at the September 5 – 6, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Ms. Hager reviewed progress on meeting preliminary key dates noting that the April 1, 2007 EMS Factory Acceptance Test date is unlikely given current circumstances. Ms. Hager discussed use of incremental build drops. The value of TPTF reviewing the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan was discussed as the make-up of Market Participants has changed somewhat since it’s inception by TNT and approval by TAC. Ms. Hager reviewed year-to-date spending and reported that the Nodal fee had been approved by the Public Utility Commission.

The Nodal Executive Conference is scheduled for August 24 – 25, 2006 and Ms. Hager is asking the executives who attend to assist with risk identification and mitigation during the conference. Ms. Hager concluded that the Texas Nodal Implementation is achievable and requested attendees to assist in identifying resources within their organizations that could assist ERCOT with the EMS effort.

TXMAC Timeline Update (see Key Documents)
Rachel Cheng presented an updated TXMAC timeline produced after meeting with a small group of TPTF members. Mr. Spangler noted that at some point the topic of interchange of data between systems tests required for compatibility with EMS and NMMS should be addressed. Ms. Hager said that work on a System of Systems Architecture (SOSA) document is in progress and would be presented to TPTF at the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meetings. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the TXMAC Timeline as presented; Mr. Gresham seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.

Draft NPRR, Network Model Testing (see Key Documents)
John Moseley presented a draft NPRR to clarify Network Model Testing in Nodal Protocol Sections 3.10.1 (3), Time Line for Network Operations Model Change Requests, and 3.10.4 (3), ERCOT Responsibilities. This NPRR divides the model testing into real time testing, and simulation testing and clarifies validation testing versus EMS model load testing. TPTF discussed the NPRR and made minor changes to the document. Ms. Hager noted the need for more involvement from Transmission Service Providers and the importance of the work that Mr. Moseley and his team are doing in building a detailed plan for model testing.

Mr. Gresham moved to approve the draft NPRR for Testing Clarifications as modified; Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. All Market Segments were present for the vote.

PRS Remand of NPRR018, Separate LaaR and Generator MCPCs for RRS (see Key Documents)
TPTF discussed NPRR018 which was referred to TPTF by PRS. PRS requested TPTF review for completeness. NPRR018 states that the Nodal Protocols have no reference or definition of the term LaaR, thus the use of this term throughout the revision to Section 4, Day Ahead Operations, of the Nodal Protocols is inaccurate. The terms that are used throughout the Nodal Protocols are Load Resource on high-set under-frequency relay, Controllable Load Resource, and Generation Resource. This NPRR introduces corrections to ensure the consistency of Nodal Protocols. In addition, the NPRR modifies language to reflect the distinction between classifications of Load Resources (UFR-dependant or non-UFR-dependant). 

Mark Patterson raised the issue that additional language will also be needed in the Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) formulas in Nodal Protocol Section 6.7.1, Payments for Ancillary Service Capacity Sold in a Supplemental Ancillary Service Market.

TPTF requested Market Rules input on formatting and terminology, specifically on use of the abbreviation RRS and shadow price versus marginal clearing price in Section 4.5.1, DAM Clearing Process. Mr. Spangler suggested review by Kenneth Ragsdale once the DAM issues are resolved. 

Discussion of Default QSE/LSE Scenarios and Draft NPRR, Synchronization of PRR624 (see Key Documents)

Cheryl Yager gave a presentation developed by Andy Gallo on ERCOT Protocols Relating to Credit & Default. Ms. Yager reviewed the reduction in the timeline of Provider of Last Resort (POLR) switches. 

Patrick Coon reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 16.2.12.3, Scheduling by a Default QSE, and reviewed his presentation on how defaults of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and Load Serving Entities (LSEs) work under the zonal market.

TPTF discussed the possibility of amending agreements with QSEs and LSEs so that the defaulting entity is required to send telemetry on units operating. Mr. Spangler suggested that ERCOT have some procedures for a manual work-around noting that this information is available in settlements after the fact and that recourse is available at that time.

Mr. Doggett suggested further study of the issues and said this topic would be noticed for vote at the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
The September 5 – 6, 2006 TPTF meeting will be centered on discussion and resolution of program issues with Kathy Hager for presentation to the ERCOT Board of Directors.

Mr. Doggett reviewed agenda items for the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Vote on NPRR for Synchronization of PRR624

· EMS requirements for Forced Outage Detection and State Estimator

· LFC

· DAM clarifications for MMS

· NPRR for CRR when DAM fails

· CRR business requirements, possibly conceptual design documents

· Training issues (detailed discussion on Tuesday, September 12, 2006)

· Settlements/Commercial Operations issues (vote on RT Energy and DAM and RUC eligibility)

· Initial review of additional Commercial Operations business requirements documents

· MIS Update

TPTF agreed that they would like to discuss block offers and Mr. Doggett said he would ask ERCOT to work with their vendor to facilitate this discussion.

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 12:04 p.m. on August 23, 2006.

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Nodal Protocol Section 10.13.2: Put ERCOT Polled Settlement Meter (EPS) into place in coordination with the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and with input from the NDSWG. 
	D. Tucker/C. Crews

	Update the Clarification Spreadsheet for Nodal Protocol Section 10.13.2.
	M. Mereness

	Post final version of the Principles of Consistency.
	M. Mereness

	Develop clear objectives and specific questions along with text explaining proposed changes relative to how COP commits resources in the DAM.
	S. Teng

	Draft NPRR to address the offer/bid validation timeline and specifying a set time such as 9:00 a.m. in the Nodal Protocols for checking of credit requirements.
	ERCOT

	Review protocols to see if a NPRR is needed to clarify when CRR bids will expire.
	ERCOT

	Announce MIS Sub-group on the TPTF list serve and set up an official page for the sub-group on ERCOT.com.
	ERCOT

	Nodal Protocol Section 12.3(d), MIS Administrative and Design Requirements: Initiate an NPRR to strike language that requires ERCOT to provide methodology and data to independently reproduce information contained in the MIS related to the operation of the ERCOT.
	K. Horne

	Report to TPTF on formation of MIS sub-group
	K. Horne

	Send the Market Participant Readiness Chart out for additional comments.
	M. Mereness

	Revise the draft NPRR for CRRs without the DAM and send for review by September 5, 2006 to both COPS and TPTF.
	A. Jackson

	NPRR018: Review formatting and terminology, specifically on use of the abbreviation RRS and shadow price versus marginal clearing price in Section 4.5.1.
	Market Rules

	Schedule TPTF discussion of block offers.
	T. Doggett


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

September 5 – 6, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power, LLC (via teleconference)

	Bruce, Mark
	Independent Generator
	FPL Energy , LLC

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Topaz (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light

	Jackson, Alice
	Consumers (Industrial)
	Occidental Chemical Corporation 

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Ögelman , Kenan
	Consumer
	OPUC

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy (via teleconference)

	Olsen, David
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ Energy

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

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brandt, Adrianne
	PUC

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Carroll, Marianne
	Brown McCarroll

	Chenevert, Brady
	Texas-New Mexico Power

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Hill, Brady
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos Electric Cooperative (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine Corporation

	LaCoste, Todd
	Dynegy

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Lloyd, Will
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Olsen, David
	Direct Energy

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant Energy

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H.

	Ashbaugh, Jacquie (via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy

	Becker, Arthur

	Kurdy, Derick

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Clark, Steven

	Collins, M

	Davis, Don

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Forfia, David

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Gonzalez-Perez, Carlos

	Grendel, Steve

	Hager, Kathy

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hirsch, Al

	Hobbs, Kristi (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Mickey, Joel

	Moorty, Sainath

	Moseley, John (via teleconference)

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Patro, Pradero

	Patterson, Mark (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Surendran, Resmi (via teleconference)

	Ren, Youngjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Sumanam, Kalyan

	Seely, Chad

	Tamby, Jeyant

	Teng, Shuye

	Tucker, Don

	Wang, Sharon

	Wingerd, Glen

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. on September 5, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· September 11 – 12, 2006

· September 27 – 29, 2006

· October 9 – 10, 2006

Dates through the end of 2007 are now posted on ERCOT calendar. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will likely continue to meet five meeting days per month.

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

Approval of August 7 – 8, 2006 and August 21 – 23, 2006 Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the August 7 – 8, 2006 and August 21 – 23, 2006 TPTF meetings were presented for approval. 

Randy Jones moved to approve the August 7 – 8, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as submitted; Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Dan Bailey moved to approve the August 21 – 23, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Introduction
Ron Hinsley welcomed participants to the TPTF meeting and reminded the group of his commitment to ERCOT and Market Participants co-owning the deliverables, budget, and timeline, so that Texas Nodal would be the Market Participants’ system. Mr. Hinsley commented that TPTF is driving the Texas Nodal project noting that clear and open communication has resulted in process improvements. Mr. Hinsley reported on productive conversations with the Public Utility Commission (PUC) and an increased level of confidence and comfort. Mr. Hinsley referred to the effort of TPTF and the ERCOT Nodal team as stellar, and announced that the ERCOT Nodal team has found a way to honor the January 1, 2009 date set by the PUC.

Mr. Hinsley noted both successes and failures in staffing for Texas Nodal. ERCOT has not had as many internal employees engaged in Nodal as expected due to other commitments; however, there has been progress with retaining contractors. Mr. Hinsley reported that ERCOT employees are willing to work on Nodal and that it a matter of time commitments and demands related to the Zonal market that prevents the cross-over. More ERCOT full-time employees will become engaged in the process as the effort continues. Mr. Hinsley reported that the ERCOT leadership team is embracing Nodal as a reality and has been supportive of staffing. Mr. Hinsley opined that the ERCOT leadership has progressed in understanding how to accomplish the task of Nodal implementation and noted that developing the implementation timeline has resulted in increased enthusiasm at ERCOT. 

Mr. Hinsley reported on the successful Nodal vendor forum with executives from selected vendors where executives met to help identify and mitigate risks for the Texas Nodal Implementation. Mr. Hinsley noted attendance of many high-level executives and strong cooperation and team spirit among competitors. The executives agreed that the majority of risks center on people and integration. There were discussions of how to incent people to complete the project on time, with one vendor suggesting that everyone needs to have incentives to complete the implementation on time. Mr. Hinsley thanked the TPTF participants for their effort on the Texas Nodal project.

Background of ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan (see Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett introduced Floyd Trefny recounting his involvement in development of the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan. Mr. Trefny shared the history of the plan to familiarize the group with the plan. Mr. Trefny noted the contribution of a number of Market Participants in development of the plan noting that it is a map to take the ERCOT market from where it is to where Market Participants want it to be. 

In response to an inquiry regarding communications from ERCOT on TPTF, Matt Mereness clarified that there is only one TPTF list serve and that TPTF Review is a mailbox for sending review documents to aid Market Participants in organizing and identifying documents that need to be reviewed.

Mr. Trefny said that the criteria in the Transition Plan details what is needed for transition given that there will be cost impacts if the transition does not go smoothly. Mr. Trefny noted the emphasis on training when developing the Transition Plan as this is an area cited as cause for failure in other markets that have transitioned to a Nodal model. Mr. Trefny re-iterated the need for use of consistent terminology throughout all documentation for the project. 

Raj Chudgar asked if boxed language in the Zonal Protocols is considered part of the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny said that what is in the approved Nodal Protocols is what is included. Kevin Gresham agreed. 

Mr. Trefny reviewed the Transition Plan Management section which addresses how the Nodal project is managed through its lifetime; noting this is primarily an ERCOT function. Mr. Trefny reported that this section was originally referred to as an outline and said this section bears enhancement and additional detail or that the topic should be addressed in a separate document. Ms. Hager commented that ERCOT has tasks broken down in Microsoft Project in the lowest reasonable level of detail and those will be available to TPTF participants who wish to review the tasks.

Mr. Trefny opined that TPTF has been working well and encouraged meeting attendees who usually do not come to meetings to begin participating on a regular basis. Mr. Doggett noted he and Mr. Hager provide updates monthly at the TAC meeting.

TPTF discussed the level of detail to be provided in the detailed design documents and Bob Spangler noted the need for design details on the Nodal system interface. Ms. Hager clarified that detail design for Settlements and proprietary code would be pseudo-code to protect confidential information and that integration between the systems would be covered. Ms. Hager confirmed that a level of detail allowing Market Participants to begin coding would be provided with a first draft to the market December 31, 2006 and a final document March 31, 2007.

Mr. Trefny reported that the Transition Plan requires ERCOT and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), to verify ERCOT’s network model and SCADA data base. Mr. Trefny stated getting the Network Management Model System (NMMS) in place early and developing a strategy for how to operate in the Nodal market will be key to a successful implementation. Mr. Spangler noted the importance of NMMS stability and the State Estimator not only for reliability of the grid but for the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) model. Market Participants emphasized the need for accurate, predictable, and consistent data on price outputs. Mr. Doggett confirmed that TSPs will have a Nodal accountable executive to interface with ERCOT. Ms. Hager reported that ERCOT has been providing output to TSPs to start the verification process and that much work is being done around NMMS and Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) to ensure consistency. Jeyant Tamby explained improvements that will be made in accuracy through working with the TSPs and use of an improved load adaptation model that is part of the State Estimator package.

In a discussion on Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP), TPTF requested that adequate testing time be allocated in the test schedule and that LMPs be based on test Resource offers. TPTF asked that results be posted at least six months before trying to start the system. TPTF discussed the use of tests administered in training and portal usability issues. Ms. Hager requested that Market Participants write use cases so they can review test results to make sure their areas of concern are covered. 

Walk-Through of Early Delivery System (EDS) (see Key Documents)
Mr. Trefny reviewed his presentation detailing the EDS and each Phase of the implementation. Mr. Trefny emphasized the importance of testing early in the project. TPTF discussed redundancy requirements and validation activities and the need to ensure that data does not change after the point-to-point check out. Ms. Hager noted that scheduling would play a part in stability and asked for input on change management. Ms. Hager confirmed that the plan is to buy a commercially available product and customize it to meet the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny asked that additional functionality that might be available be presented to TPTF.

Overall Project Review (see Key Documents)
Ms. Hager introduced the ERCOT Texas Nodal team and reported the Estimate at Completion (EAC) provided detail on staffing and resources. In looking for patterns, Ms. Hager stated that areas of inactivity were identified and in re-allocating resource usage, approximately six months of time could be eliminated from the existing Nodal implementation timeline. Upon analysis, ERCOT determined that some business benefits could be brought to the market sooner by using a phased approach rather than implementing all features simultaneously. Ms. Hager reported that she and Mr. Hinsley discussed this approach with the Commissioners.

Ms. Hager reviewed three possible scenarios and timelines for Texas Nodal Implementation:

· A phased approach with three releases.

· A simultaneous release for the complete system on January 1, 2009.

· The current plan for a simultaneous release for the complete system July 2009.

In a three phase approach, phase one would be a release of NMMS, SCADA, and the State Estimator, phase two would implement LMP and the Real-Time market (with Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) settled in Real-Time) and close the Zonal market, and phase three would add the forward markets (Day Ahead Market (DAM) and CRRs settled in the DAM). ERCOT proposed a 45 to 60 day period between implementation of phase two and phase three. Ms. Hager opined that the phased approach reduces risk, saves the cost of supporting the Zonal market until complete implementation, and brings benefits to the market sooner (noting that the PUC believes the LMP will bring significant market benefits). Dan Jones asked about the scope of Nodal Protocols revisions needed for the phased approach and Ms. Hager responded that most revisions would be needed in the area of CRRs. 

TPTF discussed the possible scenarios, issues regarding the holiday season and impacts on contracts. Market Participants also discussed the importance of the DAM to the Nodal market design and the obligation of the market to comply with the PUC ordered date of January 1, 2009 if at all possible. Market Participants questioned the need for 45 to 60 days between phases two and three, with strong opinions and concerns expressed about the need to tighten the timeframe. Ms. Hager explained that the milestones that had been pulled back shortened the duration of testing and that some work was moved into earlier testing phases to mitigate the risk of shortening later testing cycles. Market Participants stated a willingness to consider the phased implementation noting the need to ensure that certain features in the Nodal Protocols do not get “grey-boxed” and never implemented citing this as a lesson learned in the Zonal market implementation. Ms. Hager stated that she would like to take a joint recommendation from ERCOT, TPTF, and TAC to the Board on September 19, 2006 for the Texas Nodal Implementation timeline.
Due to the need to vet issues within their organizations, TPTF attendees agreed to postpone voting on the Texas Nodal Implementation options until the September 11, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Nodal Program Office Updates (see Key Documents)

The ERCOT Nodal Program Office provided detailed updates from each project area within the Nodal project addressing deliverables, assumptions, challenges and risks, budget and an overview of current threats to success. The following areas were covered on Day 1 of the TPTF meeting (presenters are noted):

· Market Participant Engagement and Readiness (MER), Mr. Doggett and Pat Harris
· ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT), Steve Grendel

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:07 p.m. on September 5, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:31 a.m. on September 6, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Nodal Program Office Updates, Continued (see Key Documents)

The ERCOT Nodal Program Office continued to provide updates from the various project areas within the Nodal project. The following areas were covered on Day 2 of the TPTF meeting (presenters are noted):

· Integration and Design Authority (IDA), Mr. Tamby
· Network Model Management System (NMMS)Raj Chudgar
· Energy Management System (EMS), Carlos Gonzalez-Perez
· Market Management Systems (MMS), Ms. Hager filled in for Al Hirsch
· Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs), Shawna Jirasek
· Commercial Systems, Mr. Chudgar
· Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW), Ms. Hager
· Infrastructure (INF), (David Forfia)
· Enterprise Integration (EIP), Ms. Hager
· Integration Testing (INT), Glen Wingerd
· Program Office (PMO), Michael Collins
In conclusion, Ms. Hager noted that all Market Participants can contribute to mitigating risks by helping to identify risks, developing clever mitigation strategies, and writing use cases.

Mr. Spangler noted that the last two days of meetings had built Market Participants’ confidence regarding ERCOT’s efforts, and Jim Reynolds complimented the ERCOT Nodal team on the format and consistency of the presentation materials. Mr. Trefny thanked Ms. Hager and the project team for their efforts in putting together a comprehensive project plan in the short time they had. 

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Mereness displayed a draft agenda for the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meeting and accepted modifications from the attendees.
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:08 p.m. on September 6, 2006.
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Provide information regarding additional functionality available in EMS product to TPTF.
	K. Hager

	Provide use cases for testing to ERCOT.
	Market Participants

	Send out training schedule, descriptions for 18 courses, and information regarding operator seminars.
	P. Harris

	Find out what the ratio is for other ISOs of account managers to QSEs.
	T. Doggett

	Revisit TPTF to discuss Nodal Operating Guide development.
	S. Grendel

	Provide results of testing to TPTF for approval and provide data from external consultant monitoring EDS 3. Prefer use consultant used for testing in EDS 1 and EDS 2 to provide a continuity of credibility. 
	C. Gonzalez-Perez
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NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

September 11 – 12, 2006
Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent PM
	BP Energy

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power, LLC (via teleconference)

	Bruce, Mark
	Independent Generator
	FPL Energy , LLC (via teleconference)

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Topaz (via teleconference)

	Emesih, Valentine
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Helton, Bob
	Independent Generator
	ANP

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Lewis, William
	Independent REP
	Cirro Group

	McMurray, Mark
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Moss, Steven
	Investor Owned Utilities
	First Choice Power

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Consumer
	OPUC

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ Energy

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)

	Troell, Mike
	Cooperative
	South Texas Electric Cooperative (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Wood, Henry
	Cooperative
	Medina Electric Cooperative (Alternate Representative for L. Oelfinger) (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy, Day 2) to Jim Reynolds

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

· Larry Oelfinger (Medina Electric Cooperative) to Henry Wood

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Brandt, Adrianne
	PUC

	Brewster, Chris
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities

	Cutrer, Michelle
	Green Mountain Energy (via teleconference)

	Eddleman, Neil
	TEAM(via teleconference)

	Edwards, John
	PR&E

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Hill, Brady
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Jones, Randy 
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos Electric Cooperative (via teleconference)

	LeMaster, Linda
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	McAndrews, Neil
	Self

	Muñoz, Manny
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Olsen, David
	Direct Energy

	Ryan, Bob
	Deutsche Bank

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC

	Schultz, Steven
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Twiggs, Thane
	Direct Energy

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H.

	Alsac, Ongun

	Barnes, Bill (via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Clark, Steven

	Davis, Don

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gonzalez-Perez, Carlos

	Hager, Kathy

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Hirsch, Al

	Horne, Kate

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Jones, Richard A. 

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John (via teleconference)

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sanders, Sarah

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Silva, Carlos

	Sumanam, Kalyan

	Tamby, Jeyant

	Wang, Sharon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on September 11, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· September 27 – 29, 2006

· October 9 – 10, 2006

· October 24 – 26, 2006

Dates through the end of 2006 are now posted on ERCOT calendar. 

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

Decide Nodal Implementation TIMELINE (see Key Documents)

Bob Spangler presented an additional implementation scenario submitted by TXU for consideration. Attendees discussed a number of issues related to the timing of implementation both in the scenarios using a simultaneous implementation and a phased implementation approach. In a three phase approach, phase one would be a release of Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) and the State Estimator, phase two would implement Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) and the Real-Time market (with Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) settled in Real-Time) and shut-down the Zonal market, and phase three would add the forward markets (Day Ahead Market (DAM) and CRRs settled in the DAM).
Market Participants opined that there were two issues that needed to be determined:

· Type of implementation (simultaneous or phased)

· Timing of implementation
TPTF decided to first determine the type of implementation and then address the timing. Mr. Doggett took an informal poll to see which Market Participants could not support a phased approach and gave each of those respondents an opportunity to state opinions and concerns. The concern expressed was in the amount of time between phases two and three and the possibility of phase three not being implemented at all. Market Participants expressed no resistance to the early introduction of phase one.

Nick Fehrenbach moved that TPTF approve in principal scenario three which proposes a phased approach with phase one being implemented first and phases two and three being implemented together; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. TPTF discussed the motion and financial implications of this approach. Dan Bailey suggested a friendly amendment for phase three implementation to take place seven days after phase two implementation and that if the DAM could not be implemented, the market would revert to Zonal. Mr. Reynolds withdrew his second to the motion and Ronnie Hoeinghaus offered to second the motion. Mr. Fehrenbach withdrew his original motion.
Mr. Fehrenbach moved that TPTF approve in principle scenario three with a phased approach with phase one first and then phase two with phase three implementing seven days after phase two. If unable to implement phase three, the market would revert to Zonal. Mr. Hoeinghaus seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 75.7% for the motion, 24.3% opposed, and two abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Spangler moved for a TPTF phase two preferred implementation date of December 1, 2008; William Lewis seconded the motion. TPTF discussed staffing issues and the practicality of the dates being considered. The motion carried by roll call vote with 81.7% for the motion; 18.3% opposed, and eight abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.
Mr. Spangler moved for a TPTF phase one preferred implementation date of March 31, 2008; Mr. Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 92.7% for the motion, 7.3% opposed, and six abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Doggett noted that a TAC Conference Call would be held at 9:30 a.m. Thursday, September 14, 2006 to discuss the TPTF recommendation. Market Participants noted the importance of receiving the detailed design specifications and the business requirements from ERCOT in order to begin system design to meet the TPTF recommended dates.
EMS Business Requirements Review (see Key Documents)

Carlos Gonzalez-Perez presented an initial review of the SCADA business requirements. TPTF discussed a number of issues and Mr. Trefny requested that the SCADA vendor attend a TPTF meeting to review the requirements.

Mr. Gonzalez Perez will look to present business requirements for Forced Outage Detection and State Estimator for approval at the September 27, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

CRR Requirements Review (see Key Documents)
Shawna Jirasek introduced Carlos Silva and Ongun Alsac from Nexant who will be working with the ERCOT CRR team. Beth Garza reviewed the CRR business requirements and requested feedback from TPTF by September 19, 2006. 

TPTF discussed a number of functional requirements related to the annual auction and the credit system. Kevin Gresham requested that when ERCOT decides how to handle credit monitoring in the Nodal Implementation that the strategy be provided to TPTF for review. Marguerite Wagner asked that ERCOT present information about the trade-offs in limiting bidding and the issues related to excessive bidding. Ms. Garza agreed to prepare the information and invited Market Participants to provide input on limitations and the mechanisms used to limit bidding.

Ms. Jirasek and Ms. Garza will return to TPTF on September 27, 2006 to request approval of the CRR business requirements.

Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) Recommendation (see Key Documents)

Jeyant Tamby presented a recommendation for using ICCP for all Real-Time data and provided budget information for replacing Remote Terminal Units (RTUs) with ICCP links. TPTF discussed the need to vet this issue with Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and suggested that the QSE Managers Working Group be informed to ensure this solution is workable for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs). 

Mr. Tamby will make a presentation on ICCP to QMWG and prepare an NPRR for TPTF consideration while identifying issues that should be addressed with TSPs.

System of Systems Architecture (SOSA) (see Key Documents)

Daryl Shing reviewed ERCOT’s plans to use SOSA, opining that SOSA will provide TPTF and ERCOT a holistic view of Nodal and the means to ensure that the requirements of the individual projects effectively integrate to meet the needs of the market. Mr. Shing noted that SOSA is an IBM methodology that uses Rational Unified Process (RUP) tools to ensure rigor and preserve traceability. TPTF discussed testing and the review cycle of the SOSA business requirements with Bob Spangler requesting as much time as possible for review by Market Participants. Mr. Spangler opined that logically this document should be reviewed and issues vetted as an overview to the other business requirements. Raj Chudgar requested volunteers to participate in a SOSA validation workshop and instructed interested parties to email Mr. Tamby. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:15 p.m. on September 11, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on September 12, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Managing Risks in Nodal System Architecture (see Key Documents)

Mr. Trefny reviewed the presentation on managing risks in Nodal that he originally presented to TPTF at the February 20, 2006 TPTF meeting and discussed data flows and constraint management. Mr. Trefny expressed concern about educating ERCOT Operations and Mr. Doggett said he would facilitate this discussion. ERCOT will present information on Load Frequency Control performance issues and mitigating risks at the September 27, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Market Engagement and Readiness (MER) Discussion (see Key Documents)

Pat Harris presented an update on vendor selection for the Management Information System (MIS). ERCOT has chosen Enterpulse based on meeting with the Enterpulse project team, strong references, and an emphasis on quality, testing, and human factors. TPTF discussed the need for COPS involvement in discussions about availability of data in EDW and frequency of access to data. Kate Horne reported that a matrix to detail information will be provided and Mr. Doggett said that Silvia Shiroyama would discuss EDW with TPTF at a future meeting. 

Ms. Harris reviewed the milestones for the MIS project and an aggressive project timeline stating it is achievable with the six people that the vendor has dedicated to the project. Ms. Harris reported on progress in developing plans for the “dashboard” reporting function noting that it is being scoped and budgeted as a separate item. Possible budget trade-offs that might be made were discussed.

Judy Briscoe noted the need to coordinate Texas Market Link (TML) gap analysis with the efforts of the Data Extracts Working Group and Kristy Ashley commented on the need for broader Market Participant input. Ms. Harris asked that those interested in participating on the MIS subgroup contact Ms. Horne for more information. TPTF attendees requested that this invitation be messaged to the TPTF list serve with specific information about the range of topics the subgroup will be addressing. Bill Barnes reported that ERCOT Settlements has been working with COPS to review report formats and provide information to the ERCOT Nodal team. 

Ms. Harris reviewed a sample wire frame for the screen interface of the MIS system. Ms. Horne said that user interface standards defined under the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) standards should produce a seamless and consistent user interface.

Richard A. Jones presented the feedback from TAC on training documents, noting that the Excel spreadsheet previously used to document criteria for Market Participant readiness has been abandoned in favor of a simpler format. Ms. Ashley suggested that a more cohesive approach to the planning documentation for training be instituted and Mr. R. A. Jones agreed. TPTF discussed training issues including the option to test out of specific courses, and location of training courses. Ms. Ashley advocated for ongoing training after Nodal implementation and Mr. R.A. Jones assured her this was in ERCOT’s plan. Mr. Gresham asked that the ERCOT “hometeam” for training report on these plans to TPTF within one month. Mr. Trefny opined on the need for ERCOT Operations to review the training plans and provide input and Mr. Doggett said he would arrange for a review from Kent Saathoff’s group. Mr. R.A. Jones noted that North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) certification paperwork has been submitted for Texas Nodal courses and that, once approved, NERC certification will be granted retroactively to course participants.

Gary Singleton stated the need for more training availability earlier given the adoption of a more aggressive implementation timeline. TPTF discussed this issue as well as the processes that should be used for testing out of courses, the use of web-based courses, criteria for train-the-trainer courses, and the use of Frequently-Asked Questions (FAQs) documents. Steve Clark addressed Nodal Training communication reporting that the web page is up and a list serve has been created but few people have signed up. Ms. Briscoe volunteered to educate Market Participants about the availability of the list serve through her work on the COPS Communications Working Group.

Ms. Ashley moved to fund and provide support to have each Texas Nodal course required for QSEs to be held twice in the Northeast; Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion. TPTF discussed funding options and the practicality of the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with three abstentions (Consumer Market Segment). All Market Segments were represented.
Mr. R.A. Jones reviewed a number of possible changes to the current training plans including a reduction in the number of hours for several courses and the reduction of face-to-face delivery (noting a heavier reliance on web-based training). These changes were identified as possible changes, with the idea of decreasing the training budget for Nodal. Mr. Spangler stated that the training budget was not in TPTF’s domain. Mr. Spangler moved that TPTF leave plans as they stand and not adapt the training documents as a group, but encourage ERCOT to provide needed and accurate training in a cost-effective and expedient manner; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. Mr. Gresham asked for a friendly amendment that ERCOT report any curriculum changes as approved by TPTF to TAC to provide a feedback loop and Mr. Spangler and Mr. Reynolds agreed. The amended motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
TPTF discussed the value of the course presented by Ross Baldick and how it might fit into the Market Readiness plan. TPTF members agreed it should be voluntary, not mandatory, and renamed from LMP 201 to The Economics of LMP. Mr. Trefny stated that the curriculum is a living document and noted that it should be changed and re-approved as one piece so that the “rulebook” is not lost. 

Draft NPRR for CRR without DAM (see Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar presented a draft NPRR for CRR without the DAM developed by Sharon Wang. Ms. Briscoe confirmed that this NPRR reflects input from the COPS Nodal conference call. Mr. Spangler noted the need for correction to Nodal Protocol Section 7.9.2.2, Payments for PTP Options Settled in Real Time, stating that there is no de-rating if settling with no DAM. Mr. Spangler said this might also apply to Section 7.9.2.3, Payments for NOIE PTP Options with Refund Settled in Real-Time. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR for CRR without the DAM with correction of the de-rating statement; Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% for the motion and two abstentions (Investor Owned Utility and Cooperative Market Segments). All Market Segments were represented.
Commercial System Requirements Review (see Key Documents)

John S.H. Adams presented the initial review of the following commercial system business requirements documents:

· Real-Time Black Start Settlements

· Real-Time Voltage Support Settlements

· Real-Time Reliability Must-Run 

TPTF requested that the EMS team provide measurement quantities for voltage support. Mr. J.S.H. Adams asked for comments on the real-time business requirements by September 20, 2006.

Mr. Chudgar said that NPRRs will be filed as needed for minor clarifications and clean-up to the Nodal Protocols as issues are identified through the development of business requirements. Ms. Briscoe expressed concern with the number of business requirements scheduled to be released on October 5, 2006 for TPTF review and noted that a COPS workshop is scheduled for October 4, 2006. Mr. Chudgar said he would strive to post the presentations as soon as they are complete noting that the documents varied in length.

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the Market comments on Real-Time Energy Settlements and explained that some of the concerns had been transferred to an ERCOT internal list of issues that need to be addressed. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Real-Time Energy Settlements Business Requirements document as being compliant with Nodal Protocols; Ms. Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% for the motion and four abstentions (Municipal (1), Independent Generator (2), and Independent Power Marketer (1) Market Segments). The Consumer Market Segment was not present for the vote.
Mandy Bauld reviewed eligibility requirements for Day-Ahead Make-Whole and RUC Start-Up Business Requirements. Ms. Bauld asked for verification and clarification of Market Participants intent on several issues. Ms. Bauld asked if the forced outage before the breaker close needs to be in a certain time frame and TPTF agreed that it does not. Ms. Bauld reported that the Day-Ahead Make-Whole and RUC Start-Up Business Requirements will be released on October 5, 2006 for TPTF review.

Ms. Bauld reviewed Real-Time Emergency Operations and proposed an NPRR to address the payment for emergency power increase directed by ERCOT. Ms. Bauld explained this was a clean-up issue and would remove non-RMR language. 

Ms. Wang presented an initial review of the DA CRR Settlements Business Requirements. TPTF discussed placement of settlement equations in the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Chudgar requested that questions on the DA CRR Settlements be sent to Ms. Wang as quickly as possible.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Mereness will send out a draft agenda for the September 27 – 29, 2006 meeting.
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:53 p.m. on September 12, 2006.
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Schedule SCADA vendor to attend a TPTF meeting to review the requirements.
	T. Doggett

	Provide information on the strategy proposed to handle credit monitoring in the Nodal Implementation for TPTF review.
	ERCOT

	Prepare and present information about the trade-offs in limiting bidding and the issues related to excessive bidding in the CRR system.
	B. Garza/S. Jirasek

	Make a presentation on ICCP to QMWG and prepare an NPRR for TPTF consideration while identifying issues that should be addressed with TSPs.
	J. Tamby

	Set up session for TPTF representatives and ERCOT Operations to discuss how to best manage risk in Nodal.
	T. Doggett

	Arrange with Operations for a review of plans for Nodal training.
	T. Doggett

	Educate Market Participants about the availability of the list serve through work on the COPS Communications Working Group.
	J. Briscoe

	Send out draft agenda for September 27 – 29, 2006 TPTF meeting.
	M. Mereness
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Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (via teleconference)

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities (Alternate Representative for S. Massey)

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power, LLC (via teleconference)

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Topaz

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Emesih, Valentine
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Munoz as needed)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

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

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Lewis, William
	Independent REP
	Cirro Energy

	Lin, David
	Independent Generator
	Formosa Plastics Company

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I (via teleconference)

	Mark McMurray
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Ögelman,Kenan
	Consumer
	OPUC

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Prentice, Robert
	Independent Generator
	Topaz (Alternate Representative for B. Clemenhagen as needed)

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ Energy

	Singleton, Gary
	Municipal
	City of Garland

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy
) to Jim Reynolds

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Chenevert, Brady
	Texas-New Mexico Power (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	City of Garland

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Hill, Brady
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Krajecki, Jim
	Structure

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos Electric Cooperative (via teleconference)

	Neel, Susan
	CenterPoint Energy

	Phadke, Nayana
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Schubert, Eric
	PUC (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

	Zeluff, Lauris
	Lower Colorado River Authority


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H.

	Alsac, Ongun,

	Anderson, Troy

	Ashbaugh, Jackie(via teleconference)

	Bauld, Mandy

	Celik, Mehmet

	Chudgar, Raj

	Collins, Michael

	Cote, Daryl

	Davis, Don

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Forfia, David

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve

	Hager, Kathy

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Harris, Pat

	Henderson, Machelle

	Hilton, Keely

	Hirsch, Al

	Horne, Kate

	Howard, Richard

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kurdy, Derick

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Patro, Pradero

	Patterson, Mark (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Youngjun

	Sanders, Sarah

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Silva, Carlos

	Sumanam, Kalyan

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Swinney, Michelle

	Tamby, Jeyant

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon

	Wingerd, Glen

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. on September 27, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· October 9 – 10, 2006

· October 24 – 26, 2006

· November 6 – 7, 2006

Dates through the end of 2006 are now posted on ERCOT calendar.

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

Approval of September 5 – 6, 2006 and September 11 – 12, 2006 Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the September 5 – 6, 2006 and September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meetings were presented for approval. 

Kevin Gresham moved to approve the September 5 – 6, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Mark McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Mr. McMurray moved to approve the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Nodal Program Update and Review of Nodal Program Budget (see Key Documents)

Kathy Hager reviewed the presentation titled “Budget Rationale” starting with an overview of the purpose and objectives of the document. Ms. Hager asked TPTF to perform due diligence in examining and concurring with the Nodal implementation budget. Ms. Hager noted that TPTF’s review of the budget was requested by ERCOT Board Chairman Armentrout, along with a subsequent review by TAC. Ms. Hager provided an overview of the program and the budget. Corrections and suggestions from TPTF were noted by Tim Pare for inclusion in the final document for presentation to the Board. Ms. Hager noted that the document would not be as detailed for TAC and the Board but committed that the data would remain true to TPTF’s agreement at the close of the TPTF meeting. Ms. Hager presented detailed updates from each project area within the Nodal project addressing deliverables, assumptions, challenges and risks, budget, and an overview of current threats to success. The following areas were covered on Day 1 of the meeting:

· Market Participant Engagement and Readiness (MER)
· ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT)

· Integration and Design Authority (IDA)
· Network Model Management System (NMMS)
· Energy Management System (EMS)
· Market Management Systems (MMS)
· Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs)
· Commercial Systems

In a discussion on testing during the MER review, Ms. Hager agreed that market testing would be left open as long as possible. Market Participants strongly encouraged commitment of resources to creating a highly functional user interface (or portal) for the Market Information System (MIS). Market Participants stated that a usable portal will greatly reduce expenditures for all Market Participants and that this feature is essential to the market. 

Several budget line items were noted for further discussion on Day 2 of the TPTF meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:09 p.m. on September 27, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on September 28, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Nodal Program Update and Review of Nodal Program Budget, Continued (see Key Documents)

Ms. Hager continued to provide detailed updates from the various project areas. The following areas were covered on Day 2 of the TPTF meeting:

· Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW)
· Infrastructure (INF)
· Enterprise Integration (EIP)
· Integration Testing (INT)
· Program Office (PMO)
The following budget line items were noted on Day 1 and Day 2 for additional discussion:

· Four Auditors for Market Participant Readiness Criteria

· Stop Work on the Zonal Market

· 19 New Training Courses

· EDW Latency, Retention, and Access

TPTF agreed that Market Participant accountable executives could self-report and eliminated the $1.3M allocated for four auditors. TPTF stipulated that if self-assessment and reporting by Market Participants proved ineffective, auditing would automatically be implemented. Mr. Gresham agreed to continue working through PRS to minimize work in the Zonal market. Several areas of work were identified that must continue:

· Retail Operations (current deliverables through 2009)

· Severity 1 and 2 bug fixes

· Enforcement issues

TPTF acknowledged that failure to engage ERCOT full-time employees in the Nodal implementation could have negative impacts in loss of knowledge base within the organization and increased labor costs for contractors.

TPTF agreed to revisit the 19 New Training Course line item during the training update scheduled later in the meeting. TPTF also decided to address the issues around EDW after more information becomes available. Action items resulting from the discussion are documented in the table at the end of these meeting minutes.

Mr. Gresham made the following motion:

During its September 27-28, 2006 meeting, the TPTF reviewed the draft "Texas Nodal Market Implementation Budget Rationale" to be presented by the ERCOT Nodal Project Director to the ERCOT Board and TAC. During this review options for value-engineering changes to the project scope were considered. TPTF believes the budget estimates presented by ERCOT meet the scope of the requirements of the Nodal Protocols approved by the PUC in Docket No. 31540, the timeline for implementation approved by TPTF and TAC, and the requirements of the TAC approved Nodal Transition Plan but makes no finding with regard to the total amount of the proposed budget.

Bob Spangler seconded the motion. TPTF discussed the role it should play in the budget process and reviewed relevant information in the TPTF Charter. Ray Schwertner suggested that the words “budget estimates” be changed to “material.” TPTF, Mr. Gresham, and Mr. Spangler agreed to the change.

Chris Brewster expressed concern at the request for TPTF to endorse the budget presented without access to the details behind the proposed numbers. Mr. Brewster noted that what started as an $80M project was now a $263M project and opined that this increase in the budget was difficult to accept for those not certain of the benefits of the transition to Nodal. Mr. Spangler noted that the motion was designed to express that the items included in the budget are necessary in scope to cover the components of the Nodal market as designed by ERCOT Market Participants. 

The amended motion carried by roll call vote with 89.6% for the motion, 10.4% opposed, and seven abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

EMS Requirements Update

Al Hirsch reported that EMS documents previously submitted for review have been withdrawn. Mr. Hirsch said additional time was needed to provide TPTF with a consistent and complete set of business requirements for EMS. Mr. Hirsch thanked the Market Participants who provided comments and said their substantive and thoughtful input would be utilized during the revision process. Mr. Hirsch noted his team is working to revise documents and will resubmit the business requirements to TPTF for review at a later date. TPTF agreed that the business requirements being withdrawn should be removed from the Texas Nodal website.

Mr. Hirsch stated that his team is working with a small group of Market Participants from TPTF to vet issues and ensure that thorough, testable documents suitable for use in writing code are submitted to TPTF for approval.

Floyd Trefny noted the need to avoid paraphrasing Protocols in business requirements documents, stating that the Protocols should be referenced instead. Mr. Hirsch agreed and Mr. Doggett committed to providing this input to Ms. Hager for use throughout the Nodal program. TPTF agreed that business requirements also should not redefine terms already defined in the Protocols. Where clarity is needed in Nodal Protocols, an NPRR should be filed. Mr. Gresham stated that developers need to read the Nodal Protocols and cannot rely on business requirements as they are not designed to be stand-alone documents.

Terminology Discussion: TDSP versus TSP and DSP

Mr. Doggett provided history of the terminology split that the Texas Nodal Team (TNT) initiated for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP). TNT participants used the terms Transmission Service Provider (TSP) and Distribution Service Provider (DSP) in the sections of the Nodal Protocols filed with the PUC. TNT did not complete this change to the sections that were not filed and assumed that conforming changes would be made to those sections by ERCOT Market Rules.

Market Participants expressed concern over the split creating additional work and expense by requiring entities that serve as both TSPs and DSPs to have separate DUNS Numbers for each function. Jerry Ward clarified that no retail system changes were intended or required and that entities could continue to use one DUNS Number. Jackie Ashbaugh suggested the terminology split should be done as needed and not applied holistically due to associated cost and effort. Mr. Doggett said he would speak with ERCOT Market Operations to determine how to resolve outstanding conforming changes such as TDSP and balancing energy.

Review of Draft NPRR for Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) Recommendation (see Key Documents)
Richard Howard presented a draft NPRR to support the recommendation for ICCP presented by Jeyant Tamby at the September 11 – 12, 2006 TPTF meeting. Mr. Howard reported that Mr. Tamby presented the proposal at the September 20, 2006 WMS meeting and that WMS suggested that this topic would also be of interest to ROS and the QSE Manager Working Group (QMWG). Matt Mereness committed to sending a notice to the ROS list serve with relevant information and discussion dates for ICCP. The need for a timely decision was discussed as were correlating changes in the Operating Guides. Mr. Howard reported that three TSP entities would be affected by the change to ICCP and committed to working with those entities.

The original requirement for Secure ICCP was discussed and Mr. Howard said no regulatory policy was found that mandated the use of Secure ICCP and that ERCOT’s cyber-security specialists were satisfied that the frame relay technology provided the security needed. Mr. Howard said that Secure ICCP could be instituted at a later date if deemed necessary.
Review NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640 (see Key Documents)
Mr. Mereness reviewed discrepancies found in the baseline language of Section 3.14.1.13 (2), Incentive Factor, of the working documents used during the TPTF review process in developing NPRR024, noting how the document should have been presented for the vote to recommend approval on July 26, 2006.

TPTF also discussed whether the intent was to remove Section 3.14.1.13 (2) (ii). Mr. Gresham moved to strike Section 3.14.1.13 (2) (ii) from the Nodal Protocols; Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion failed by roll call vote with 65.7% for the motion, 34.3% opposed, and six abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented. 
Because of the discrepancies found in the baseline language, Mr. Doggett offered TPTF the option of voting again on the recommendation for approval of NPRR024 should Market Participants state that the changes would have affected their vote. No Market Participant expressed an interest in re-addressing the decision. Mr. Mereness plans to submit the reconciled language to PRS in the form of comments to NPRR024.
MIS Update (see Key Documents)
Pat Harris presented an initial review of the MIS Business Requirements document explaining that the document covers both Zonal (specifically Protocol Section 11, Unaccounted for Energy) and Nodal Protocols. Comments on the MIS Business Requirements are due by October 4, 2006 and a request for approval will be made at the October 9 – 10, 2006 TPTF meeting.

TPTF discussed changes that would be made to the MIS Business Requirements document, such as the elimination of paraphrasing of Protocols and formatting changes for clarity and consistency. Ms. Harris said ERCOT is currently exploring options for the archival of zonal market data. Phase 1 of the MIS work will be complete December 31, 2006 with the conceptual design, detailed requirements, and prototypes of the screens ready. System development will start January 1, 2007.

Training Update (see Key Documents)
Ms. Harris reviewed comments from the City of Garland on the Training Curriculum. Ms. Harris then reviewed the additional 19 courses added to the Training Curriculum explaining that after the first 20 courses were identified, it became clear that classes for ERCOT Staff maintaining systems and providing help desk support would require additional training. This training is focused on system maintenance and each vendor is to provide a User Guide for their system. TPTF agreed this was a valid addition to the training curriculum noting that it did not remove the need for ERCOT Staff to attend the other training classes as well. 

TPTF continued review of the Training Curriculum and modified and restructured the document as presented with the Meeting Output for this meeting. Discussion ensued on locations other than Austin and Taylor where ERCOT should provide courses and what minimum number of students would be required. TPTF requested that several comments from the City of Garland be removed from the Training Curriculum and documented in the meeting minutes. These comments are as follows:

· If possible it would be helpful to include how often this class will be held and the class size – we need to begin estimating how to break up our RT, DA and Gen dispatchers to make sure they all have time to get to the classes. A projected calendar and class size needs to be developed by October 1, 2006. All Classes are assumed to have a minimum of 30 and maximum of 50 students.

· Question: The Learning Management System (LMS) has a core functional requirement (per presentation at the August 21 – 23, 2006 TPTF meeting) of “tracking, reporting, and certification” and was stated to be on track for delivery in Q4. If the Nodal 101 course qualifies for Continuing Education Hours (CEHs) towards NERC certification, will folks who have already taken the class and passed the test be able to get the CEHs? (This situation already exists.) Answer: The NERC application was submitted within 30 days of the first delivery of the course; therefore, if the course is approved for NERC certification, students that have already taken the course will receive CEHs.
Mr. Trefny moved to approve the new Training Curriculum document as revised subject to ERCOT’s final clean-up on the modified document; Mr. McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

TPTF reviewed comments from Exelon, Mr. Reynolds, and ERCOT on the Market Participant Training Readiness document. TPTF discussed the policy of mandating training for Market Participants and revised the Training Readiness document to reflect more discretion and responsibility for Market Participant training readiness to each individual entity and the accountable Nodal executives. Changes made to the document can be viewed with the Meeting Output for this meeting.

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Market Participant Readiness Criteria document as amended subject to ERCOT’s final clean-up on the modified document; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with three abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

Initial Review of Credit Monitoring Business Requirements (see Key Documents)

Srini Sundhararajan presented an initial review of the Credit Monitoring Business Requirements document which will be released for review and comment on October 4, 2006. Cheryl Yager and TPTF discussed allocation of credit between the Day Ahead Market (DAM) and Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs), whether a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) can self define, and what the defaults should be if a QSE does not self-define. Given the complex nature of these issues, TPTF agreed that a sub-group should meet with the Credit Working Group and that ERCOT should prepare possible solutions with advantages and disadvantages to present for consideration. Ms. Yager and Mr. Sundhararajan agreed to coordinate this meeting and prepare solutions for discussion.
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:18 p.m. on September 28, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on September 29, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Discussion of LMP during EECP (see Key Documents)
Mr. Trefny explained that in facilitating a market with demand response, low prices can be problematic causing lack of consistent price signals in the situation of scarce resources. Mr. Trefny noted the need for a good mechanism to convey scarcity pricing to the market. TPTF agreed to revisit this topic in late October and devote time to a discussion on the topic. Market Participants were asked to submit proposals on this topic to the TPTF list serve for review. Ms. Hager volunteered to research how other Independent System Operators address this issue to determine if there is a solution that ERCOT can implement.

Ms. Hager announced that ERCOT had successfully negotiated with Reliant to use the services of Mr. Trefny in developing a strategy for how to test the Nodal implementation from end-to-end. Ms. Hager noted that Mr. Trefny’s work with ERCOT would be limited in scope such that it would not interfere with Mr. Trefny representing Reliant at TPTF meetings. No opposition was voiced when Ms. Hager asked if there were any concerns with this arrangement from the TPTF members.

CRR Business Requirements Review (see Key Documents)
Ms. Hager reported that she met with the CRR team and that additional time is needed prior to release of the second CRR Business Requirements document for review and comment by TPTF. The second set of CRR Business Requirements documents will be released on October 3, 2006 and comments will be due on October 5, 2006. Ms. Hager asked TPTF to notify her if requirements documents were not meeting their needs. Shawna Jirasek offered to coordinate a demonstration of the iHedge product in conjunction with the October 9 – 10, 2006 TPTF meeting. TPTF agreed this demonstration would be useful. 

Ms. Garza reviewed the development of the monthly auction timeline and discussed optimization and validation for the auction with TPTF. Mr. Spangler noted that CRR allocation issues overlap with credit issues and that there might be some trade-offs within the design of the CRR auction. TPTF discussed the possibility of reducing the length of the auction to simplify credit risk given that the second year does not maximize revenue as significantly as the first year. Reducing the number of products offered was also discussed as an alternative. Ms. Garza said she would present information on options for the CRR auction design for further consideration by TPTF. Ms. Wagner made a recommendation regarding the day to day credit evaluation for CRRs. In an effort to avoid a potential manual process for each bilateral trade, Ms. Wagner suggested that the CRR Team, Credit Team, and TPTF consider the idea that perhaps daily bilateral CRR trades could be (with limits around MW and duration) expedited, and that only trades of sufficient MW/duration level be subjected to the Credit evaluation. Ms. Garza, on behalf of ERCOT, agreed to think about this concept.

TPTF discussed use of the term “reconfiguration” in Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.1(1), Nature and Timing and suggested that an NPRR might be needed to clarify the language. Ms. Garza reported that this issue is on her list to resolve. Brett Kruse suggested ERCOT present ideas for any changes to Dr. Patton, the Independent Market Monitor, prior to taking action.

Ms. Garza reviewed the levels of customization needed for the Nexant iHedge solution and their relative level of impact to cost, scope, and schedule. Ms. Garza opined that the issues needing the most work are the 24-month time frame for the auction/multiple network models and hourly granularity.

Commercial Operations Business Requirements
Mr. Mereness reviewed the upcoming business requirements scheduled for release to the market. Mr. Spangler requested that an email be sent for notification when new requirements are released or changes are made to requirements documents on the Nodal website. TPTF agreed that files did not need to be attached to the emails.

Raj Chudgar reviewed the Commercial Operations agenda for the day. 

Draft NPRRs for Clarification of Black Start Elements and Clarification of Voltage Support Elements – John S.H. Adams presented draft NPRRs for Clarification of Black Start Elements and Clarification of Voltage Support Elements. A definition for RTICHSL was added to the draft NPRR for Voltage Support Elements. Clayton Greer moved to approve the draft NPRRs for Clarification of Black Start Elements and Clarification of Voltage Support Elements; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% for the motion and two abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Black Start Services Real-Time Settlements and Voltage Support Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements Documents – Mr. Chudgar reviewed settlements comments for the Black Start Services Real-Time Settlements and Voltage Support Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements documents. Mr. Greer moved to approve the Black Start Services Real-Time Settlements and Voltage Support Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements documents as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. McMurray seconded the motion. TPTF decided they would prefer to vote on each document individually and Mr. Greer and Mr. McMurray withdrew the motion. 

Mr. Greer moved to approve the Black Start Services Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements document as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and three abstentions. All Market Segments were represented. 
Voltage Support Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements Document – TPTF discussed PRR409, Voltage Support Service, and asked that John Adams (ERCOT Operations) and Randy Jones review the need for an NPRR to incorporate the concept into the Nodal Protocols.
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Voltage Support Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements document as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% for the motion and one abstention. All Market Segments were represented.
Real-Time Emergency Operations Settlements Business Requirements Document – Mr. Chudgar presented the Real-Time Emergency Operations Settlements Business Requirements document and reviewed the comments received and ERCOT’s responses to the comments. TPTF asked about related documents and Kenneth Ragsdale said he would provide the interface document for settlement and billing which details where information will be covered. In discussion of items that would be added to ERCOT’s internal list of issues for resolution, TPTF requested that the list be posted and presented to TPTF.

Dan Jones moved to approve the Real-Time Emergency Operations Settlements Requirements document as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% for the motion and four abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.
RMR Services Real-Time Settlements Requirements Document – John SH Adams announced that ERCOT would be submitting comments on NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640, to introduce some minor calculation corrections on the RMR energy revision. Marguerite Wagner expressed concern about changes to the requirements for RMR units and noted that Reliant would also be filing comments. TPTF agreed to table the RMR Services Real-Time Settlements Requirements document until Mr. J.S.H. Adams and Ms. Wagner could resolve outstanding issues.

DAM CRR Settlements Business Requirements Document – Sharon Wang presented the DAM CRR Settlements Business Requirements document. TPTF discussed posting issues. TPTF agreed that DAWASF and DASP should be public data and that other posting issues raised by Ms. Wagner would be moved to ERCOT’s internal list of issues for resolution. 

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the DAM CRR Settlements Business Requirements document as in compliance with the Nodal Protocols with the stipulation that unresolved issues will be moved to ERCOT’s internal list of issues for resolution in the Data Extracts Requirements document and that the resolution of these public posting issues be propagated back through all of the requirement documents; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% for the motion and one abstention. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.
Initial Review of Business Requirements Documents – Ms. Wang presented an initial review of the Real-Time CRR Settlements Business Requirements, CRR Balancing Account Business Requirements, and CRR Auction Settlements and Revenue Disbursement Business Requirements documents. Keely Hilton presented an initial review of Statements Business Requirements and Invoices Business Requirements documents.

TPTF agreed that COPS should be contacted regarding issues dealing with invoices and statements. It was also suggested by a Market Participant that COPS similarly review issues dealing with the Financial Transfer requirements. Comments are due by October 4, 2006 on the documents presented for initial review.

Develop Agenda for October 9 – 10, 2006 TPTF Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed possible topics for the agenda for the October 9 – 10, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Update from Ms. Hager if needed

· Possible review of EMS and MMS business requirements

· Draft NPRR for ICCP

· Review draft NPRR for synchronization of PRR624, Clarification of MP Default Language
· Review of comments on MIS business requirements

· Training update

· NPRR018 and impact on SASM

· CRR business requirement documents

· Disposition of comments on the five business requirements document presented for initial review

· Initial review of a number of new business requirement documents

· RMR Services Real-Time Settlements Business Requirements

Mr. Spangler asked that the issue of a two-pass DAM be revisited and Mr. Doggett said he would discuss this with Mr. Hirsch.

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:05 p.m. on September 29, 2006.
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Provide supporting information for page 8 of presentation “Texas Nodal Protocols differ from other nodal markets”
	K. Hager

	Develop a slide that details changes in business process (request from F. Trefny)
	ERCOT

	Develop detailed list of LMP Market Participant Readiness Criteria for
	TPTF/Q4 2006

	Determine data storage needs and investigate any legal/financial record retention rules that should be considered.
	ERCOT

	Minimize work on Zonal.
	K. Gresham/ PRS

	Provide breakdown of information on labor costs/time (request from N. Fehrenbach)
	K. Hager

	Avoid paraphrasing Protocols in business requirements documents; Protocols should be referenced instead. T. Doggett to communicate to K. Hager. ERCOT to observe.
	T. Doggett/

ERCOT

	Post list of business requirements documents for Texas Nodal within the working documents area.
	T. Doggett/M. Mereness

	Consult with ERCOT Market Operations to determine how to resolve outstanding terminology issues such as TDSP and balancing energy.
	T. Doggett

	Send information to the ROS list serve regarding ICCP.
	M. Mereness

	Work with the three entities affected by change to ICCP.
	R. Howard

	Coordinate meeting and prepare solutions for discussion on Credit Monitoring issues.
	C. Yager/S. Sundhararajan 

	Develop proposals for how to handle scarcity pricing for LMP during EECP and submit to TPTF list serve. Address in late October.
	TPTF

	LMP during EECP: Research how other ISOs handle scarcity pricing. 
	K. Hager

	Set up iHedge demonstration for TPTF.
	S. Jirasek

	Present information on options for the CRR auction design for further consideration by TPTF.
	B. Garza

	PRR409, Voltage Support Service: Review the need for an NPRR to incorporate the concept into the Nodal Protocols.
	J. Adams (Ops)/R. Jones

	Provide the interface document for settlement and billing that details where information will be covered.
	K. Ragsdale

	Provide ERCOT’s internal list of issues for resolution to TPTF.
	R. Chudgar/

M. Mereness

	Contact COPS regarding real-time market uplift invoices
	K. Hilton

	Discuss issue of two-pass DAM with A. Hirsch.
	T. Doggett
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (via teleconference)

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities (Alternate Representative for S. Massey)

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power, LLC (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Emesih, Valentine
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (Alternate Representative for M. Munoz as needed) (via teleconference)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

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

	Jones, Dan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation (via teleconference)

	Lewis, William
	Independent REP
	Cirro Energy

	Lin, David
	Independent Generator
	Formosa Plastics Company

	Lozano, Rafael
	Independent Generator
	PSEG Texgen I (via teleconference)

	Mark McMurray
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

	Prentice, Robert
	Independent Generator
	Topaz (via teleconference)

	Prentice, Robert
	Independent Generator
	Topaz 

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

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Troell, Mike
	Cooperative
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy
) to Jim Reynolds

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Singleton, Gary
	City of Garland

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H.

	Alsac, Ongun,

	Barnes, Bill

	Blackard, Robert

	Brien, Laura

	Celik, Mehmet

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Genove, Ohlen

	Guicheteau, Susan

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kurdy, Derick

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Mereness, Matt

	Opheim, Calvin

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sanders, Grady

	Sanders, Sarah

	Seely, Chad

	Silva, Carlos

	Taylor, Regis

	Wang, Sharon

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:35 a.m. on September 27, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· October 24 – 26, 2006

· November 6 – 7, 2006

· November 28 – 30, 2006

Mr. Doggett announced the joint TPTF/Credit Work Group (CWG) meeting on October 11, 2006 and the TAC Nodal Budget Workshop scheduled for October 10, 2006. Dates for TPTF meetings through the end of 2006 are posted on ERCOT calendar.

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics for the two-day meeting. Mr. Doggett announced the Nexant demonstration following Day 1 of the TPTF meeting and the System of Systems Architecture open house and Training sub-group meeting following Day 2 of the TPTF meeting.

Correction to Training Curriculum

Floyd Trefny asked TPTF to address the frequency of training for one class that was in the version of the Training Curriculum approved during the September 27 – 29, 2006 TPTF meeting, stating that the frequency of training should be once per month rather than spring each year for the Transmission 101 course. Mr. Trefny moved to waive the notice to vote on this correction; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 
Mr. Reynolds moved to correct the Training Curriculum document to reflect that the Transmission 101 course would be offered monthly and to approve the document with that change; Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. Manny Munoz asked if there would be any impact to the budget from this change. Pat Harris said it was already budgeted for and the information in the Training Curriculum document did not reflect the intent of the training sub-group or ERCOT before the correction was made.

Approval of September 27 – 29, 2006 Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the September 27 – 29, 2006 were presented for approval. Marguerite Wagner submitted comments on the minutes to document her recommendation regarding the day-to-day credit evaluation for Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs). A clarification was made to reflect that this was an ERCOT concern. 
Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the September 27 – 29, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.
Market Information System (MIS) Update (see Key Documents)

Ms. Harris presented an update on activities of the MIS group and explained that the group has been making site visits to Market Participants to gain a clearer understanding of the business and day-to-day activities of those who will be using the MIS. 

Ms. Harris reviewed disposition of comments on the MIS Business Requirements document. Bob Spangler asked how the Electronic Data Warehouse and the MIS will share data, and Ms. Harris said that relationship has not yet been clearly defined but will be addressed in a content inventory description in the conceptual design documents. Ms. Wagner echoed Mr. Spangler’s concern and asked for further information on what data would be available on standard and ad hoc reports. Market Participants stated the importance of having needed data available without resorting to screen scraping and noted the need for customizable data-retrieval technology. Ms. Harris acknowledged the concerns of TPTF and agreed to present information on Web Services to TPTF on October 24, 2006. Ms. Harris said an NPRR would be developed as follow-up to the gap analysis for current Texas Market Link data and the Nodal Protocols. The ERCOT MIS team is exploring options for providing data to Market Participants and Ms. Harris committed to including TPTF in the decision-making process once the research is complete.

TPTF discussed data security, the differences between public, secure, and certified data, and the use of digital certificates. Mr. Trefny and Ms. Harris agreed to address this issue in an NPRR that will be presented to TPTF at a later date. TPTF agreed that unresolved issues should be moved to ERCOT’s internal list of issues for resolution. 
Concerns were expressed by a number of Market Participants about possibly approving the MIS Business Requirements without some of the information they deemed critical and Ms. Harris was questioned about the appropriateness of providing the requirements document to the vendor before more areas had been expanded and more solutions defined. Ms. Harris stated that a delay in approval would cause an additional slip in the schedule (already two weeks behind) and asked if TPTF would consider approving the document contingent on delivery of additional information at the October 24, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the MIS Business Requirements document as being compliant with the Nodal Protocols contingent to the MIS team returning to TPTF at the October 24, 2006 meeting with the TML Gap Analysis, a description of the Web Services Interface (that is, Real-Time data), and a description of how the Alerts, Notifications, and Messaging component will work and with subsequent approval of these three documents by TPTF; Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 91.7% for the motion and 8.3% opposed. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.

CRR Business Requirements Review (see Key Documents)
Beth Garza reviewed comments from Market Participants on the CRR Business Requirements document. Modifications were made to the document as agreed on by TPTF and the ERCOT CRR team. Ms. Wagner requested that interface issues be moved to ERCOT’s internal list of issues for resolution. Mr. Spangler stated the need for a centralized discussion of user interface issues with the ERCOT team building the interface, noting that the same discussion should not be necessary with each Nodal team within ERCOT.

Ms Garza agreed that an NPRR should be filed to document posting requirements for public information related to Functional Requirement 12. The ERCOT CRR team accepted a change in terminology from “non-thermal/generic” to “non-thermal.” In discussion on Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.3(4), CRR Network Model, Ms. Garza said the ERCOT CRR team will file an NPRR if needed to reduce the amount of time between updates to the CRR Network Model for CRR auctions (currently a minimum of two months in advance). 
TPTF discussed credit management and exposure from Point-to-Point (PTP) obligations related to Functional Requirement 25. TPTF agreed to add this to the ERCOT list of issues for resolution.

Mr. Spangler said he was concerned about the data flow between systems and definition of the areas of responsibility. Ms. Wagner noted the need for more consistency in the level of detail for all Nodal business requirements documents opining that the inconsistency made it difficult for reviewers to judge the level of completeness.
Mr. Doggett stated that the presentation on CRR Business Requirements would continue on Day 2 of the TPTF meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:02 p.m. on October 9, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:32 a.m. on October 10, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

CRR Business Requirements Review (Continued) (see Key Documents)
Ms. Garza continued to review the CRR Business Requirements with comments from Market Participants with changes being made to the document as agreed upon by TPTF and the ERCOT CRR team. 

Commercial Operations Business Requirements
Bill Barnes reviewed the Commercial Operations agenda for the day and announced an October 17, 2007 deadline for Market Participant comments on Credit Monitoring Requirements Business Requirements. Mr. Barnes reviewed the disposition of market comments on the following Business Requirements documents:

· Reliability Must Run (RMR) Services Real-Time (RT) Settlements

· Real-Time CRR Settlements

· CRR Balancing Account

· CRR Auction Settlements and Revenue Disbursement

Judy Briscoe confirmed that there was a COPS conference call with Keely Hilton to address concerns with the RMR Services RT Settlements and Real-Time CRR Settlements Business Requirements documents. Ms. Briscoe noted that changes to the CRR balancing account/true-up would require an NPRR if a change was needed. 

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the Commercial Operations Business Requirements for Real-Time CRR Settlements, CRR Balancing Account, and CRR Auction Settlements and Revenue Disbursement as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and five abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.
John S.H. Adams reviewed NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640, which had not yet been approved by PRS. Mr. Adams stated that the RMR Settlement Business Requirements document stipulates any assumptions made related to in-flight NPRRs. If NPRR024 is not approved by PRS, TAC, and the ERCOT Board, the RMR Settlement Business Requirements document will be required to be updated and brought back to TPTF for approval. Ms. Wagner stated her opposition to NPRR024 and her intent to file comments on behalf of Reliant Energy. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the RMR Settlement Business Requirements as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Ms. Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 72.4% in favor, 27.6% opposed, and seven abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.
Initial reviews were presented for the following Commercial Operations Business Requirements documents:

· Interfaces
· Financial Transfer
· Miscellaneous 

· Disputes
· Registration
The ERCOT Nodal Credit Monitoring Working group asked for additional time on the following business requirements and agreed to present them at the October 24 – 26, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Start-Up Eligibility
· Average Incremental Energy Cost
· Verifiable Costs
· Data Aggregation
· Extracts
Ms. Briscoe requested that relevant business requirements documents be presented at the October 24, 2006 COPS meeting for review.

CRR Business Requirements Review (Continued) (see Key Documents)
Ms. Garza completed the review of the CRR Business Requirements with comments from Market Participants. Additional changes were made to the document as agreed upon by TPTF and the ERCOT CRR team. Ms. Garza said she would discuss the 90% allocation addressed in Functional Requirement 40 with Dan Jones, Shams Siddiqi, and Jun Yu. Reliant requested a full presentation of automated upload and download capabilities for the CRR system stating reluctance to eliminate this possibility without additional evaluation. 

Mr. Doggett asked if Market Participants and ERCOT Staff could stay until 3:30 p.m. to complete work on the CRR Business Requirements. No objection was made to extending the meeting time.

TPTF discussed the trade-offs around the limit of 30,000 on Point-to-Point (PTP) bids and offers and decided to raise the limit to 200,000, ten percent of which can be for CRR Options. 

Ms. Wagner moved that TPTF approve the CRR Business Requirements document as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and two abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

Develop Agenda for October 24 – 26, 2006 TPTF Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed topics for the agenda for the October 24 – 26, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· MIS Update- TML Gap Analysis, Description of the Web Services Interface (that is, Real Time data), and description of how the Alerts, Notifications, and Messaging components will work (Pat Harris)

· Initial Review of MMS and EDW Business Requirements

· Discussion on LMP during EECP

· Initial Review of the five Commercial Operations Business Requirements

· CIM-Compliant Models

· TML Budget and Scope

· MIS Follow-Up (see Action Item List below)

· Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR624, Clarification of MP Default Language

· NPRR018, impacts to SASM Process

· Review of ERCOT internal issues to resolve list

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:05 p.m. on September 29, 2006.
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Follow-up with TPTF on outstanding issues/information needs from the MIS discussion including scheme for sharing data between EDW and MIS, security issues (NPRR to be filed), and posting frequency of updated information.
	P. Harris/F. Trefny

	Provide the following documents to TPTF on October 24, 2006: TML Gap Analysis, Description of the Web Services Interface (that is, Real Time data), and description of how the Alerts, Notifications, and Messaging component will work). 
	P. Harris

	Document CRR interface issues on the ERCOT list of issues for resolution.
	CRR Team

	File an NPRR to document posting requirements for public information related to Functional Requirement 12 of the CRR Business Requirements. 
	CRR Team

	Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.3(4), CRR Network Model: File an NPRR if needed to reduce the amount of time between updates to the CRR Network Model for CRR auctions (currently a minimum of two months in advance). 

	CRR Team

	Discuss the 90% figure addressed in Functional Requirement 40 with Dan Jones, Shams Siddiqi, and Jun Yu.
	B. Garza

	Provide information and evaluation of automated upload and download capabilities for the CRR to TPTF.
	CRR Team

	Fix DST in CRR Business Requirements to conform to Settlements.
	CRR Team.
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Meeting Attendance:

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Aldridge, Ryan
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS 

	Bascom, Cristy
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	Steering Committee of TXU Cities (Alternate Representative for S. Massey/City of Allen) (via teleconference)

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Graham, Greg
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority (Alternate Representative for B. Belk as needed)

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy

	Helton, Bob
	Independent Generator
	American National Power

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light 

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Consumer
	OPUC

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

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

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for K. Gresham as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy) and Tim Rogers (Cirro Energy) to Jim Reynolds

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Blankenship, Jacob
	ROME Corporation

	Brown, Jack
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Connell, Robert
	Black & Veatch

	Gross, Blake
	AEP

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	McClure, Sean
	SUEZ

	Moran, Michael
	Reliant Energy

	Olsen, David
	Direct Energy

	Perry, Chris
	ROME Corporation

	Power, David
	Good Company & Associates

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Simad, Christopher
	Exelon

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Thames, James
	SUEZ

	Trayers, Barry
	Sempra Trading Company

	Triche, Dickey
	ROME Corporation


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John S.H.

	Ashbaugh, Jackie,

	Bauld, Mandy

	Belloh, Cecil

	Cates, Jane

	Chudgar, Raj

	Day, Betty

	Deller, Art

	Doggett, Trip

	Drane, Cliff

	Economides, Brett

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Harris, Pat

	Heino, Shari

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hirsch, Al

	Horne, Kate

	Howard, Richard (via teleconference)

	Krishhrasey, Bncaji

	Kurdy, Derick

	Lamoree, Karen

	Lyle, Jay

	Mallipeddi, Rajasekur

	Mereness, Matt

	Naradyan, Ganesh

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Privette, Scott

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Sanders, Sarah

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Tamby, Jeyant

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Yager, Cheryl

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yongjun, Ren (via teleconference)


Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. on October 24, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and asked those who have not reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to please do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available. 
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· November 6 – 7, 2006

· November 28 – 30, 2006

· December 4 – 5, 2006

Dates for TPTF meetings through the end of 2006 are posted on ERCOT calendar.

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics for the meeting. 
Approval of October 9 – 10, 2006 Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

The meeting minutes for the October 9 – 10, 2006 were presented for approval. Stacey Woodard moved to approve the October 9 – 10, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as submitted; Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Nodal Program Update

Ron Hinsley addressed the search for an Executive Director for the Texas Nodal program. This position will report to Mr. Hinsley and ERCOT is seeking a person with experience implementing large programs and also with a Nodal market. Mr. Hinsley explained that with the increase in the budget for Texas Nodal to $263M, ERCOT decided that a full-time employee could better facilitate the transition from an implementation program to a long-term sustainable way of business. Kathy Hager chose not to continue with the project with this organizational change. Tim Pare with PA Consulting will act as the interim Project Director until a candidate is hired. The candidate search and interview process has commenced and ERCOT hopes to fill the position within thirty days. The Texas Nodal project team is continuing to work towards the current timelines and deliverables.

Mr. Hinsley stated that ERCOT was not planning to make major staffing changes in the Nodal program and opined that Ms. Hager was an effective change agent who built a strong foundation for the program in staffing, planning, and budgeting efforts.

Bob Wittmeyer stated that the City of Denton would prefer to have a contractor in the position and opined that a contractor would be inclined to give less politically correct answers given that the contractor had less of a long-term interest to protect. Mr. Hinsley disagreed with this perspective stating his preference for an individual who has a long-term investment in the project as he or she helped to shape the organization. Mr. Pare noted Ms. Hager’s efforts to provide transparency into the program and committed that he and the Nodal program team will continue to provide the same accurate reporting.

Mr. Hinsley addressed the need to bring more ERCOT full-time employees into the Nodal process and stated that the post Nodal implementation role of the new Executive Director for Texas Nodal was yet to be defined.

Market Participants expressed concern about having stable leadership at ERCOT for the Nodal implementation and the importance of ERCOT executives understanding the need for the Day Ahead Market (DAM). Mr. Hinsley reported that most of the Nodal contractors are on long-term contracts and that ERCOT was working to extend contracts for those who were not. Mr. Hinsley said he would carry the message of “no surprises” to the new Executive Director and work to provide continuity in the management approach. 

Mr. Hinsley reported that ERCOT would request an extension from the Commission on the filing for the Nodal surcharge to allow for preparation by the Project Managers who will be explaining their projects. Currently, the Project Managers are working on the development of business requirements documents. Mr. Hinsley stated that a more in-depth examination of the Texas Nodal Implementation budget would be made at the November 14, 2006 Board meeting. Zonal-related work will be considered for removal from the Nodal surcharge by the Board bringing the Nodal budget down to $226M. 

Mr. Hinsley reported that the Board has moved the project indicator light designation from yellow back to red because of delays in the Energy Management System (EMS) and Market Management System (MMS) business requirements. ERCOT will send a letter to the Market Participant accountable nodal executives to update them on progress and request additional stakeholder participation in the TPTF process.

Market Management System (MMS) and Energy Management System (EMS) Update

Al Hirsch reported on the effort his project team is making in producing business requirements for MMS, noting the complexity of the market system and the intense work and analysis required to produce a quality document for TPTF review. Market Participants have provided helpful informal reviews to ensure the content and level-of-detail meet the stakeholders’ needs. Mr. Hirsch said documents would be delivered November 6, 2006 for TPTF review and comment. Some low-risk implementation activities will proceed since waiting until the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) business requirements are approved would delay implementation.

Mr. Hirsch praised the teamwork and ownership of the EMS project team. The EMS team is currently reworking the EMS business requirements which are scheduled to be released to TPTF for review November 28, 2006. The EMS team has made changes to the implementation strategy to compensate for the time lost due to the initial release of inadequate EMS business requirements documents. Work is also underway to tighten the schedule on customization of vendor software. No Market Participant impact from the software customization has been identified. 

Market Information System (MIS) Update (see Key Documents)

Ms. Harris introduced her project team and reported that the MIS project remains on schedule and within budget. Blake Gross asked about plans for the Texas Market Link (TML). Ms. Harris said that TML will be maintained and Nodal functionally will be migrated to the new MIS. Ms. Harris reviewed her presentation that covered a number of topics, including the TML Gap Analysis, MIS Nodal Web Services, and MIS Messaging, Alerts, Notifications

The MIS team is working to develop Frequently Asked Question (FAQ) documents to assist stakeholders in obtaining needed information. Market Participants asked for clarification on a number of issues related to the transition of information and the delivery of alerts and messages. Don Blackburn opined that notification may be over-simplified and stated the need for consistent terminology in related terms (for example, notice, notification, and note). Kate Horne reported that terms related to notification are not defined in the Nodal Protocols Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, and welcomed input from the MIS sub-group on this terminology usage and also on MIS posting requirements. Ms. Harris noted that Daryl Shing’s Enterprise Integration (EI) project team owns the notification issue and Web Services.

Mr. Blackburn requested that ERCOT provide a formal conduit for stakeholder questions to provide consistency in communication. Ms. Harris agreed to consider this suggestion and look for a solution to facilitate consistent communication. Brett Kruse suggested posting answers on the ERCOT website noting the traffic from a list serve could be overwhelming. Mr. Doggett said he would investigate a suitable location for posting such information.

Marguerite Wagner requested additional information regarding the detail design for MIS including information related to queries and reports. Ms. Harris agreed to provide additional detail to TPTF. Ms. Harris noted that inquiries can be sent to the email address misteam@ercot.com.

TPTF discussed whether requirements related to Floyd’s Trefny motion on October 9, 2006 “to approve the MIS Business Requirements document as being compliant with the Nodal Protocols contingent to the MIS team returning to TPTF at the October 24, 2006 meeting with the TML Gap Analysis, a description of the Web Services Interface (that is, Real-Time data), and a description of how the Alerts, Notifications, and Messaging component will work and with subsequent approval of these three documents by TPTF.” TPTF determined that additional work was needed. Ms. Harris agreed to incorporate comments from the day’s discussion into her existing documents and to release new documents November 1, 2006, allowing a one-week review period for Market Participants. The documents will be presented for a vote at the November 6, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Manny Munoz opined that the MIS business requirements are not adequate and that the information presented to TPTF today had not succeeded in convincing him otherwise. Ms. Wagner requested additional details on the Gap Analysis with discussion at the November 6, 2006 TPTF meeting and Ms. Harris agreed to return on November 6, 2006 for final questions and approval.

Ms. Wagner noted that no closure had been achieved on previous requests from Market Participants for ERCOT to provide consistency in the Nodal business requirements documents. Mr. Blackburn expressed concern about the information gaps in how data will be exchanged between ERCOT and market entities. Ms. Harris said she would ensure both Ms. Wagner’s and Mr. Blackburn’s concerns were addressed. 

Enterprise Integration (EI) Update (see Key Documents)

Daryl Shing reported on the ERCOT Enterprise Integration (EI) group and their efforts to define strategies for disaster recovery, enterprise integration, and hardware integration. Mr. Shing’s presentation details the integration approach and Mr. Shing noted that more than one integration strategy will be needed.

TPTF discussed the scope of the EI and Mr. Shing presented a proof of concept design and a draft schedule of the Integration project. TPTF requested that Mr. Shing add an entry to his internal list of issues to resolve for ensuring that all elements are covered and that QSE and data formats are the same for energy offer curves submitted to MMS or bid into the CRR system. Mr. Shing agreed and stated that this issue would fall in the domain of the EI staff.

Jeyant Tamby assured stakeholders that all issues are being tracked in a central repository to be addressed by project managers and to ensure resolution.

TPTF discussed the System of Systems Architecture (SoSA) high-level documents. TPTF agreed that they would offer concurrence with SoSA documents rather than approval or endorsement. Mr. Doggett requested that SoSA examples be available at the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting.
Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR624, Clarification of Market Participant Default Language (see Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett reviewed the history of the draft NPRR for synchronization with PRR624. Ms. Wagner moved to approve the draft NPRR for synchronization of PRR624; Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion. Content questions regarding use of letters of credit arose. Ms. Wagner withdrew her motion with concurrence from Mr. Wittmeyer.
TPTF discussed whether approval of this NPRR would be continuing problems from the Zonal market. Mr. Spangler reminded TPTF that the intent of the synchronization effort was to port PRRs directly into the Nodal Protocols unless there is something unique to the Nodal market structure that would prevent that action.

Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the draft NPRR for synchronization of PRR624; Clayton Greer seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and three abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Update (see Key Documents)

Sylvia Shiroyama presented an initial review of the EDW Business Requirement document. Ms. Wagner requested a data catalog and Ms. Shiroyama reported that the EDW project team would be working with the Independent Market Monitor to design the EDW system to meet future as well as current needs for data storage. Ms. Shiroyama stated that ERCOT was operating off the assumption that the existing enterprise system would be used as a foundation for the Nodal EDW. Ms. Shiroyama asked for comments on the EDW Business Requirement document by November 1, 2006 to allow time for review and consolidation of stakeholder comments. The EDW Business Requirements will be presented for a vote at the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting.

PRS Assignments

NPRR019, Black Start Testing Requirements – Shari Heino reviewed ERCOT comments clarifying decertification. Kenan Ogelman commented that the author of NPRR019 was not present at PRS and that PRS tabled the NPRR. TPTF agreed to remove NPRR019 from their agenda until PRS provides clear direction on how to proceed. Mr. Doggett proposed that an email be sent to the TPTF mail exploder inviting those interested in the NPRR to submit comments or address the NPRR at the November 16th PRS meeting.

NPRR018, Separate LaaR/Generator MCPCs for Responsive Reserve Service – Adrian Pieniazek explained that NPRR018 assumed that the Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) would only have one clearing price, not two. Mr. Pieniazek noted that this topic was not discussed at TPTF previously.

The Credit Work Group (CWG) was concerned about large negative bids by Loads acting as Resources (LaaRs) and the WMS Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) addressed this issue. DSWG presented options to WMS and WMS agreed that when LaaRs are oversubscribed, the bid stack will be split into two separate bid stacks. PRS is requesting input on this solution.

TPTF discussed various options and reached a consensus that one clearing price for SASM would be more efficient from a system design perspective. Kenneth Ragsdale said he would submit comments to PRS based upon this agreement.

NPRR for Inter-Control Area Communications Protocol (ICCP) (see Key Documents)

Sean McClure and James Thames of SUEZ addressed ERCOT’s recommendation for sole use of ICCP and recommended that Distributed Network Protocol (DNP) over Transport Control Protocol over Internet Protocol (TCP/IP) also be supported for the ERCOT Market Participants. Mr. McClure and Mr. Thames expressed concern over the possible capital expenditures that Market Participants might incur. 

Mr. Tamby explained that the capacity for data transfer will be increased to accommodate the large volume of traffic in the ERCOT market. TPTF discussed a number of considerations including the possible eleven entities that would be affected by the move to sole use of ICCP and the cost of ICCP licenses to market entities.

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the draft NPRR for ICCP; Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and twelve abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:56 p.m. on October 24, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:33 a.m. on October 25, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Commercial Operations Business Requirements
Raj Chudgar reviewed the Commercial Operations agenda for the day. Mr. Chudgar said a presentation to explore issues with Common Information Model (CIM) compliance would be deferred until the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting along with the documents for MMS and EMS. 

Mr. Chudgar reported that ERCOT is revising the Registration document based on discussion from the October 9 – 10, 2006 TPTF meeting and is correcting his assumption that the asset registration process would not have to change between Zonal and Nodal. ERCOT will present a revised form to TPTF on November 28, 2006. 

Mr. Chudgar reviewed comments on the Interfaces Business Requirements document and explained that the document would be utilized as a living document since business requirements for upstream systems will impact this document. Mr. Chudgar said he would keep COPS and other interested stakeholders informed of revisions to this document. Judy Briscoe noted that inconsistencies need to be well documented and publicized and Mr. Blackburn asked for transparency into the process of translation between systems. Mr. Chudgar said he would take those concerns to the Nodal leadership. Mr. Spangler stated the importance of consistency and Mr. Chudgar said that meetings between Nodal project teams to facilitate agreement on format would be initiated.

Ms. Briscoe reported on the COPS Nodal Statement and Invoice Business Requirements documents that were discussed on the COPS conference call. Ms. Briscoe reviewed a presentation that detailed the clarification of questions raised by Keely Hilton. Mr. Spangler requested that the need for configurable fields be documented on the ERCOT list of issues. Mr. Chudgar reported that the Statements, Invoices, and Miscellaneous Debit/Credit Business Requirements have been reviewed by COPS. 

Ms. Briscoe moved that TPTF approve the Commercial Systems Statement Requirements and Commercial Systems Settlement Invoice Requirements as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Ms. Wagner seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor with one abstention. All Market Segments were represented.

TPTF agreed that COPS should own the Commercial Operations Miscellaneous Business Requirements document and should generate NPRRs as needed. No TPTF approval of this document will be required by TPTF.
Mr. Chudgar noted that Cheryl Yager and Srini Sundhararajan were in attendance to discuss the Credit Monitoring Business Requirements document. Mr. Chudgar reviewed the comment and response spreadsheet. Mr. Spangler complimented the ERCOT staff on a well-done document that conceptually covered the critical issues, noting that he would like discussion on a couple of substantive decisions made by CWG. Mr. Sundhararajan and Ms. Yager discussed the background of the decisions included in the document. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Credit Monitoring Business Requirements document as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Ms. Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and two abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Chudgar and Ryan Aldridge also complimented the comprehensiveness and quality of the document. Manny Munoz noted this document should be used as model for all business requirement documents and Mr. Doggett said he would suggest that to the Nodal project managers.

Calvin Opheim gave the initial presentation of the Data Aggregation Business Requirements. Ms. Briscoe volunteered COPS to provide input on this document.

Mr. Chudgar presented the comments on the Financial Transfer Business Requirements. Mr. Aldridge moved to approve the Financial Transfer Business Requirements as compliant with the Nodal Protocols; Ms. Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll call vote with 100% in favor and three abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Chudgar reported that Art Deller and Bill Kettlewell have stepped in to continue work on the Disputes Business Requirements. Ms. Briscoe noted that COPS will review this document as well as TPTF. Disputes Business Requirements will be addressed at a future TPTF meeting. Jack Brown asked why disputes would be rejected after ten days since there is no timeframe on DAM resettlements. ERCOT staff will work to clarify this issue. Mr. Chudgar will accept the feedback on this document and related issues.

Initial reviews were provided for the following Business Requirements documents:

· Extracts for Commercial Operations (Jackie Ashbaugh presented. Ms. Briscoe noted that COPS would like to be actively involved in ensuring transparency for market data and would discuss the Extracts document at the next COPS Nodal conference call.)

· Start-Up Eligibility (Mandy Bauld presented. TPTF discussed the DAM Make-Whole issue that was originally discussed by TPTF in August 2006. Ms. Bauld invited TPTF to review the examples within the requirements document.)

· Average Incremental Energy Costs (AIEC) (John S.H. Adams presented.)

· Verifiable Costs Business Requirements (Mr. Chudgar presented.)

Mr. Chudgar addressed rumors about name changes in substations that may impact the Retail market. Naming conventions approved by ROS and TAC require unique names for substations. An undetermined set of substations will need name changes and Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (TSPs and DSPs) are currently evaluating the impact. All ESI IDs tied to those substations that are re-named will need to be updated for synchronization. ERCOT will evaluate the impact once information is received from the TSP/DSP investigation. 

Mr. Chudgar summarized that 27 Commercial Operations Business Requirements had been written and of those, 22 had been reviewed by TPTF, 17 had been approved by TPTF, and five had been deferred to COPS. Ms. Wagner thanked the ERCOT staff noting that their efforts were reflected in the quality of the documents.

Mr. Chudgar reported that Commercial Operations personnel are exploring visiting with Market Entities to provide opportunities for open dialog on Commercial System requirement clarifications. Market Participants should contact Mr. Deller (adeller@ercot.com) if interested. Mr. Chudgar thanked TPTF for the time spent reviewing business requirements documents and providing input.

ERCOT Internal Issue List

Matt Mereness reviewed the location for the ERCOT Internal Issue List. This list can be found at the following link:

http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/ida/pd/sd/IDA_Punchlist.xls 
Mr. Mereness stated that ERCOT would keep this list updated and invited Market Participants to provide feedback on the tool to him.

Develop Agenda for November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF Meeting

Mr. Doggett reviewed topics for the agenda for the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting:

· Nodal Program Update (Ron Hinsley)

· MIS Update – Vote on approval for TML Gap Analysis, Description of the Web Services Interface, and description of how the Alerts, Notifications, and Messaging components will work (Pat Harris)

· Initial Review of MMS Business Requirements

· Discussion on LMP during EECP

· CIM-Compliant Annual Planning Models

· Review of ERCOT internal issues to resolve list

· Training Update

· EDW – Market Monitoring and Data Collection

· SoSA documents

· FAQ link

· Standard for Conceptual Design Documents

· Use of COP in the DAM and RUC

· Approval of Commercial Operations Business Requirements

Other Business and Adjournment of Meeting
Mr. Reynolds suggested that Nodal 101 and the Economics of LMP be provided on adjacent days to help cut travel expenses for attendees. Mr. Doggett cancelled Day 3 of the TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:00 p.m. on October 25, 2006.
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Provide input on terms related to notification that are currently not defined in the Nodal Protocols Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, and provide input on MIS posting requirements.
	MIS sub-group

	Consider suggestion and look for solution to facilitate the need for a formal conduit for stakeholder questions to provide consistency in communication. Investigate a suitable location for posting such information.
	P. Harris/T. Doggett

	Provide additional information regarding the detail design for MIS including information related to queries and reports.
	P. Harris

	Provide TML Gap Analysis, a description of the Web Services Interface, and a description of how the Alerts, Notifications, and Messaging component will work and with subsequent approval of these three documents by TPTF with comments from the Day 1 discussion incorporated and release new documents November 1, 2006, allowing a one week review period for Market Participants. These documents are to be presented for a vote at the November 6, 2006 TPTF meeting.
	P. Harris

	Ms. Wagner noted that no closure had been achieved on previous requests from Market Participants for ERCOT to provide consistency in the Nodal business requirements documents. Mr. Blackburn expressed concern about the information gaps in how data will be exchanged between ERCOT and market entities. Ms. Harris said she would ensure both Ms. Wagner’s and Mr. Blackburn’s concerns were addressed. 
	P. Harris

	Add an entry to the ERCOT internal list of issues to resolve for ensuring that all elements are covered and that QSE and data formats are the same for energy offer curves submitted to MMS or bid into the CRR system. 
	D. Shing

	Have SoSA examples be available at the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting.
	D. Shing

	Submit a revised NPRR018 to PRS to represent one clearing price for SASM
	K. Ragsdale

	Present the following concerns to Nodal Leadership: Judy Briscoe noted that inconsistencies need to be well documented and publicized and Mr. Blackburn asked for transparency into the process of translation between systems.
	R. Chudgar

	Pass on suggestion from Manny Munoz noted the Credit Monitoring Business Requirements document be used as model for all business requirement.
	T. Doggett
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7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

November 6 –7, 2006

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS 

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority 

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	City of Allen (Alternate Representative for S. Massey, Steering Committee of TXU Cities)

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation Energy

	Helton, Bob
	Independent Generator
	American National Power

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

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation 

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Gross, Blake
	AEP Corporation

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Olsen, David
	Direct Energy


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Ashbaugh, Jackie

	Bauld, Mandy

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely

	Hinsley, Ron 

	Horne, Kate

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Macomber, Gary

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Shing, Daryl

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Tamby, Jeyant


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on November 6, 2006.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· November 28 – 30, 2006

· December 4 – 5, 2006

· January 9 – 10, 2006 (subject to change)
Mr. Doggett noted that during the November 28 – 30 meeting, TPTF will discuss comments on the five Market Management System (MMS) business requirements documents currently in review. Comments for these documents are due by November 16, 2006.

Mr. Doggett reminded attendees that the TPTF meeting dates in January are tentative and subject to change.

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

Approval of October 24 – 25, 2006 Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

The meeting minutes for October 24 – 25, 2006 were presented for approval. Two amendments were requested, as follows:

· Bob Spangler requested that the following sentence be stricken from the Meeting Minutes: 

“Mr. Spangler pointed to duplicative requirements and allocation issues as areas of concern.”   

· Dan Bailey requested that the attendance record reflect his having attended in person rather than via teleconference.

Mr. Bailey moved to approve the October 24 – 25, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Tim Pare and Ron Hinsley presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program. 

Mr. Pare clarified the concept of "configuration management," which IBM identified as a key gap in its initial audit. Mr. Pare noted that the purpose of configuration management is to control the costs involved with managing the large number of web applications being used to support Market Participants and business owners. Mr. Pare identified two facets of configuration management:

· reducing the large number of technological components and versions used by web applications

· establishing a comprehensive view and history of all configuration settings used by web applications (to keep them from being so widely spread across the environment)   

Observation of these two facets is expected to make the management and support of current applications less complex and less prone to errors.

Mr. Pare noted that the overall status of the Nodal Program is still red, based on delays in approvals for Business Requirements in several areas, including Energy Management System (EMS), MMS, Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW), and Commercial Systems. Market Participants expressed concerns that TPTF should attempt to establish stronger methods for approving Conceptual System Design (CSD) documents and to demonstrate conclusive progress toward the December CSD deadlines. In response to these concerns, Mr. Pare noted that the schedules for all CSDs should be ready for presentation by the end of December. He further noted that although the December deadline for CSD approvals is currently off-track, the March 2007 milestone for EMS is not considered to be significantly endangered at this time. Should this situation change, Mr. Pare assured that a notice will be immediately provided. 

Market Participants expressed some concerns about the status of off-site training locations, especially in the Houston area. Pat Harris confirmed that any questions or concerns on this topic may be sent directly to her via email at pharris@ercot.com.

Mr. Doggett noted that the Board Chairman, Mark Armentrout, is interested in encouraging all Market Participants to actively participate in TPTF. To that effect, he penned an executive letter which is to be sent to the TPTF email exploder on November 6, with a follow-up email to be sent to all Market Participant accountable executives on Wednesday, November 15, 2006. While not all Market Participants (MPs) have identified their executives (only about two-thirds are confirmed), Mr. Doggett affirmed that Patrick Coon and his team will bolster the roster by making personal calls to those MPs whose executives remain unconfirmed. 

Participants discussed concerns regarding NPRR034, Conforming Section 10 to Nodal Format, and NPRR035, Nodal Protocol Clarifications Required for Net Metering. Mr. Doggett noted that both NPRRs are on a parallel path and are scheduled for concurrent reviews by the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS). 
  Mr. Doggett encouraged Market Participants to take the time to review NPRR034 and NPRR035 prior to the November 28, 2006 TPTF Meeting in order to facilitate the preparation of comments for the PRS review.
Discuss Market Participant Qualification, EDS Strategy, Market Readiness Advisor (See Key Documents) 
Steve Grendel provided an Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) update regarding qualification approaches and the Market Trials Timeline. 

Mr. Grendel reviewed the readiness approach as it has been developed thus far. Regarding concerns about changes to the current qualification process, Mr. Grendel stated that a formal approach document will be at TPTF for review later in November. Regarding concerns about qualification testing for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), Mr. Grendel assured that he will take action to be consistent with the Protocols. 

Mr. Grendel identified an immediate need for developing readiness criteria from November 13, 2006 through January 31, 2007. To help develop the criteria, Mr. Grendel expressed interest in developing a sub-group comprised of supporting Market Participants. Mr. Grendel will try to assess the participation potential for such a sub-group before the next TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett suggested the November 28, 2006 TPTF agenda should include time to discuss the sub-group and its possible approach for finalizing the pending Market Trials Timeline. 

Mr. Spangler suggested that Mr. Grendel keep in mind that the necessary approvals for correcting Operating Guide deficiencies may eventually slow down the timeline for Market Readiness. Mr. Grendel confirmed that there are approximately 600 procedural documents at ERCOT which must be reviewed in order to determine which ones require revision prior to ERCOT’s declaring readiness. In response, Mr. Spangler expressed interest in seeing a timeline for Operating Guide revisions in addition to the timeline for Market Readiness.

Market participants expressed concerns that attempts at clear discussions of topics related to market information are being clouded by:

· the confusing array of Market Information System (MIS) Web Services terminology (i.e., Application Program Interface (API), Texas Market Link (TML), MIS, etc.)

· the perceived disparities between the contents of the existing TML versus the developing MIS

Mr. Grendel responded to these concerns by agreeing to take action to clarify for future discussions the terms in current usage as well as the contents of both TML and MIS. 

Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) During Electric Energy Curtailment Plan (EECP)

Mr. Doggett recalled that during the September 29, 2006 TPTF meeting Floyd Trefny had raised the issue of LMP during an EECP event. Mr. Trefny said that this issue is being analyzed in multiple market forums and that he will continue to follow the status of the issue. Mr. Trefny offered, and Mr. Doggett agreed, that updates on the status of this issue would be an effective way for Mr. Trefny to keep TPTF informed of developments as they occur. Mr. Doggett recommended placing the issue of LMP during EECP on the agendas for future TPTF meetings and requested that updates continue to be submitted as they become available. 
Concepts for Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) Web Page (See Key Documents) 

Kate Horne provided a presentation about FAQs and her plan for posting them on the web.

Ms. Horne explained that the goal of the new FAQ web page is to give market participants access to a consistent body of answers for the questions ERCOT commonly receives. When a question is submitted, it will be answered by a qualified Subject Matter Expert (SME). The answer will then be emailed to the inquiring party within one day and posted to the web within one week. The FAQ section will be a new addition to “About Texas Nodal” on the Nodal website. 
Ms. Horne also described how Nodal project managers will soon be using PGP Web Messenger to distribute secure documents for review. Non-disclosure agreements will be required for appropriate viewers. Ms. Horne estimated that the secure documents area should be ready within a week. 
Training Update (See Key Documents) 

Ms. Harris noted that the Nodal Training project is currently working on developing new test questions, new trainers, and new presenters. She noted that a TPTF subgroup has already approved the new five-day Basics Training Program. In addition, the course titles Load Serving Entity 201 and Network Model Management have been placed on the training schedule for 2007. 

Jim Reynolds asked about the web cast option for Nodal 101. Ms. Harris replied that the web cast option was still on track to be available in December. 

With respect to questions regarding new training locations, Ms. Harris said she will post the current Houston-based locations to the website. She also reminded everyone that any other questions about courses or locations may be emailed to her at pharris@ercot.com.
Mr. Doggett reported that he reviewed TPTF’s latest changes to the Market Participant Training Readiness document and Training Class Curriculum document with TAC at their last meeting. TAC asked why ERCOT was not included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Mr. Doggett discussed the item with Steve Grendel and Pat Harris, and they felt it was simply an oversight. Several Market Participants concurred.
Mr. Trefny moved to waive notice to vote on correcting the Market Participant Training Readiness document to reflect that ERCOT should be included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Mr. Trefny moved to correct the Market Participant Training Readiness document to reflect that ERCOT should be included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented. 
MIS Update, MIS Gap Analysis, etc. (See Key Documents) 

Ms. Harris presented a Marketing Information Systems (MIS) update, providing updates for the Web Services Application Program Interface (API), the Texas Market Link (TML) Gap Analysis, and the processes associated with Alerts, Messages, and Notifications. 
  

Ms. Harris noted that the detailed interface specifications for Web Services API are currently being developed. These specifications should be ready by December 30, 2006 and confirmed by March 31, 2007. 

Ms. Harris discussed the TML Gap Analysis, identifying the files which will be moved to MIS from their former homes on TML, ERCOT.com, Renewable Energy Credit, “Old” ERCOT.com, and tmlretail.ercot.com. Ms. Harris noted that some of the files being moved to MIS include system planning and operations documents from “Old” ERCOT.com which are no longer classified as public documents. Because these documents require more security, they are temporarily residing in a secure area within ERCOT.com until a more secure solution can be implemented.
Ms. Wagner asked if the Market Participants (MPs) could review the three supporting documents for the MIS Requirements overnight and then return to discuss them the following day. Hearing no objection, Mr. Doggett agreed to return to the subject immediately following lunch on November 7. 
EDW Review Disposition of Comments for Market Monitoring and Data Collection Requirements (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett noted that Sylvia Shiroyama received no comments on the EDW Requirements document prior to the TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett asked for motions to approve the document. 

Mr. Spangler expressed a concern that the document repeats the Protocols without covering anything new. He recommended that Ms. Shiroyama meet with Dan Jones to make sure the Independent Market Monitor requirements are satisfied. Manny Munoz suggested that the document could be improved by setting it in the same format used by the Credit Monitoring and Management Requirements. 
  

No motion was made to approve the EDW Requirements. Ms. Shiroyama stated that she would work with Dan Jones in his role as the Independent Market Monitor to revise the document and bring the document back to the TPTF in stages as each section is revised. Mr. Doggett noted that no one objected to Ms. Shiroyama’s proposed approach, and he stated that the EDW Requirements document will be reviewed again at the December 4, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Integration Update: System of System Architecture (SoSA) Review of Documents (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett introduced Jeyant Tamby to discuss the type of input desired from TPTF regarding the SoSA Documents. 
Gary Macomber reviewed the comments received by the Integration Design Authority (IDA) for the SoSA documents. Mr. Macomber noted that the 44 comments received could be grouped into three categories: 

· traceability to the original requirements listed in the Nodal Protocols

· clarity of presentation (referring to numbering, matching of words, etc.), and 

· lack of clarity for certain items in the documents
For the comments which IDA was able to implement, Mr. Macomber indicated that some major changes had occurred to the SoSA documents, including a total reworking of the MIS cases, as well as a move from base cases to planning models. Mr. Doggett interjected a reminder that the SoSA documents should be viewed as “living documents” which will likely undergo many changes over time. Mr. Doggett also qualified for the TPTF that an approval of the SoSA documents was not being sought at this time; instead, constructive input for the documents was being solicited in the form of questions, comments, and guidance. 

Mr. Macomber reviewed the large-scale visual representations used at ERCOT to facilitate discussions of the SoSA documents. Ronnie Hoeinghaus asked if the large-scale panels were currently available for viewing on the web. Mr. Macomber confirmed they were not currently available on the web but could be made available in the future. Some concerns were expressed that although the large-scale panels may help to clarify complex information, they may also encumber the approval process by causing confusion as to which document is actually being approved. To this end, TPTF requested that a CSD template be devised to help TPTF consider all CSDs from a similar perspective. Mr. Tamby indicated that IDA has already developed a template and a checklist which should help the approval process.
Mr. Trefny noted that some flexibility is required when reviewing living documents, and he confirmed that the SoSA documents as presented seemed to be consistent with the current Nodal Protocols.

Mr. Tamby provided an orientation of the beta version of “PowERUP,” 
 which is being built to facilitate software development and integration for the Nodal project. 

Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Initial Review: Conceptual System Design (See Key Documents) 

Beth Garza and Shawna Jirasek presented a CRR CSD for initial review. 
Ms. Garza noted some already identified areas for improvement to the CSD, such as the mapping of data among the three segments of MIS. She also stated that the CSD includes no programmatic interface for bids and offers. Because sufficient desire has been expressed for adding the programmatic interface, Ms. Garza’s team is currently working on a cost estimate for its implementation. That estimate, along with other possible alternatives and tradeoffs, should be available for discussion at the end of November. Ms. Garza clarified that the programmatic interface is certainly an achievable option, but the question is whether or not it is a necessary option. 

Market Participants expressed some concerns that the black box diagram in the CSD may not describe the level of flexibility that account holders will require to conduct all the conceivable types of business transactions they may wish to complete. Ms. Garza noted that her team will work on more information regarding that type of flexibility for discussion at the November 28, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Trefny expressed a concern that the black box diagram displayed in the CSD is drawn in such a way as to imply that CRR Market Operators may unrestrictedly insert to the database any information they wish. Mr. Trefny asked that the diagram be redrawn to represent some constraints on that point. 
Integration Update: Review of Documents (cont’d)
Mr. Tamby continued his integration overview by describing the purpose for the domain model, which is to define the interfaces and to standardize the formats they use for exchanging information. By standardizing formats, the information “packets” exchanged by systems will remain recognizable to all units across the system, regardless of which interface (i.e., enterprise level, system level, etc.) is used to input or output the data. Mr. Tamby noted that the information consistency afforded by the domain model will also allow for more efficient information maintenance over the long term. 

Mr. Tamby also confirmed that the “PowERUP” website presented earlier was not actually available for public view at this time but was merely intended to showcase the web-based tool IDA is currently building to help direct Nodal project development. Mr. Tamby offered to provide an open-house demo of the “PowERUP” website during the next meeting if enough interest is shown. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, November 6, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 7, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Common Information Model (CIM) Compliant Models for Annual CRR Model (See Key Documents)   

Raj Chudgar reviewed the options for constructing cases for the CRR Annual Auction in the presence of conflicting modeling methods (breaker vs. bus-branch) and conflicting file formats (CIM vs. PSS/E RAWD). 
Mr. Chudgar stated that CIM for Planning was not available at this time. Because the Protocols state in Section 3 that Planning files must be produced in CIM format, Mr. Chudgar recommended an interim option whereby ERCOT will only publish the Planning Model in PSS/E format until the CIM Planning format is available. He also noted that the CIM Planning working group (sponsored by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)) will not have the final format available before the fourth quarter of 2007. Vendors are not expected to be able to implement the format until late 2008, at the earliest. As a result, Mr. Chudgar posited that CIM for Planning will not be released before Nodal go-live, which will require its being evaluated for a release sometime after the go-live date. 

Mr. Munoz suggested that RAWD is the most efficient file format, owing to shorter download times, and he also mentioned that there is currently no practical demand for CIM compliant tools because Market Participants analyze their data more easily in load-to-load formats than in CIM formats. As a result, Mr. Munoz advised that a serial path be created for data back-up during the period in which CRR use-cases are being built so that any information collected may be easily retrieved if MMS behaves unpredictably later in the process. 

The TPTF agreed with the option recommended by Mr. Chudgar and confirmed support for the direction being followed by ERCOT (i.e., publishing a PSS/E file for Planning for Nodal go-live). The TPTF also stipulated the need to develop a better understanding of the Planning CIM timeline when the EPRI working group has completed its work.

Commercial Operations Review: Disposition of Market Comments (See Key Documents)

Average Incremental Energy Cost Settlements (AIEC) Requirements- 

The AIEC Requirements document was presented for approval. Mr. Doggett requested that an Open Item be recorded in the minutes for further discussion on the creation of a proxy calculation of AIEC for an output schedule. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the AIEC Requirements document as being in compliance with the applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and seven abstentions from the Generators, Consumers, Independent Power Marketer, and Investor Owned Utility segments. All Market Segments were represented.  

Verifiable Costs Requirements- 
The Verifiable Costs Requirements document was presented for approval. A discussion was held over whether or not to include the Fuel Cost Adder (FCA) in the Verifiable Costs Requirements. The consensus was to use the requirements document without the FCA because it is not mentioned in the Protocols. Mr. Doggett requested that TPTF consider approving the document without the FCA.

Mr. Doggett requested that an Open Item be recorded in the minutes for a discussion of the procedure for verifiable costs at the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS), and he reminded TPTF that their function lies in determining whether or not documents conform to the existing version of the Nodal Protocols.

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the Verifiable Costs Without Fuel Cost Adder Requirements as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility and Generators segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

Market Data Transparency Requirements- 
The Market Data Transparency Requirements document was presented for approval. A request was made to clarify in the minutes that this document was referred to as “Extracts for Commercial Operations” in Agenda Item 17c. 
Judy Briscoe moved to approve the Commercial Systems Market Data Transparency (noticed as "Extracts") Requirements as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 
Data Aggregation Requirements- 

The Data Aggregation Requirements document was presented for approval. 

Ms. Briscoe moved to approve the Data Aggregation Requirements as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility segment. The Consumer and Generators Market Segments were not represented.

Use of Cop in DAM and RUC

Mandy Bauld and Raj Chudgar responded to market comments regarding the inclusion of Current Operating Plan (COP) data among the determinants for start-up eligibility as described in the Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements document. 

While some viewed COP information to be advisory information inconsequential to the billing process, others viewed COP information to be necessary for determining the actual reasons for start-up in many cases. Mr. Doggett called for a motion regarding whether or not to revise the treatment of COP information in the requirements document. 
Mr. Spangler moved to not use COP when determining startup eligibility for a Day Ahead Market (DAM) commitment and to obtain Start-Type from MMS Optimization for DAM and Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) settlements. Bob Helton seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 83.3% in favor, 16.7% opposed, and two abstentions from the Municipal and Independent Power Marketer segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.
Mr. Chudgar noted that Commercial Operations would revise the requirements document to honor the change. The document will be discussed further at the next Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) meeting on November 16, and the document will then return to the TPTF for a possible vote on November 30.

MIS Update, MIS Gap Analysis, etc. (cont’d)
TPTF resumed their discussion from November 6 regarding the three supporting MIS documents: TML Gap Analysis; Web Service API; Alerts, Messages, and Notifications. 

Market Participants (MPs) expressed concern about the security levels which will be assigned to data posted on the MIS. While some data (such as transmission data) is currently categorized as public, other data is categorized as secure. Many participants agreed that all data on the MIS (including CRR and Congestion data) should be categorized as secure by default. Because the Protocols do not currently identify this default condition, Ms. Harris and Mr. Trefny intend to work together to develop an NPRR to address the issue as appropriate. 

Market Participants expressed concerns that the position of MIS within Nodal requires it to address many interface issues. Ms. Harris noted that MIS is responsible for coordinating with other Nodal project teams on user interfaces in order to create a consistent look and feel based on ERCOT user guidelines. A suggestion was made that the large amount of work necessary for addressing interface issues may require the assistance of a new subgroup. 

The TPTF agreed to try to establish a new interface subgroup comprised of MP volunteers in order to draft documentation for addressing interface criteria, strategies, definitions, and priorities. An added benefit of MP involvement in the subgroup will be their input regarding how they implement existing interfaces and how they expect to implement the new interfaces coming with the Nodal system.

Ms. Harris presented a detailed spreadsheet of all market input regarding the three supporting MIS documents. The spreadsheet identified the Market Participant concerns which MIS is addressing immediately, as well as the ones which it will be able to address after entering the conceptual design phase.

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the supporting documents for the MIS Business Requirements, including Web Portal Messages, System-to-System Messages, and MIS Notification. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

MMS Requirements Document: Initial Review (See Key Documents)

Sai Moorty presented a first review of five requirements documents for MMS, including DAM and Supplementary Ancillary Service Market (SASM), Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)-Real-Time, RUC, Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT), and Overall MMS and Other Requirements.

Mr. Moorty discussed the inclusions currently envisioned for each requirements document, and he also forecasted a series of white papers for future TPTF review. The white papers will result from exchanges between ERCOT and the vendors AREVA and ABB, with the forecasted topics to focus primarily on the Energy Management System (EMS) Generation Subsystem. The pending white papers are expected to have an impact on MMS conceptual designs for SCED and Ancillary Services. Mr. Moorty noted that the white papers will affect only the CSDs; they will not affect the MMS Requirements documents. The white papers are scheduled for submission to TPTF on November 17, 2006 in order to allow time for comments to be submitted prior to the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Moorty identified a targeted timeline for approving the MMS Requirements documents, with the preferred date for final approval being December 4, 2006. Mr. Moorty conceded that achieving the preferred approval date will depend on the quantity of comments and changes required. In order to expedite the timeline, the MMS team invited Market Participants to directly call or email team members with comments or questions concerning the Requirements documents.

Develop Agenda for November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF Meeting

The agenda was not developed at the end of the meeting owing to time constraints. However, Mr. Doggett and Mr. Mereness agreed to work on posting an initial draft of the agenda by Friday, November 10, 2006.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:05 p.m. on Monday, November 7, 2006.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Verify that current parameters for TSP qualification testing are consistent with the Protocols.
	S. Grendel

	Assess the participation potential for a sub-group to develop readiness criteria from November 13, 2006 through January 31, 2007.
	S. Grendel



	Clarify for future discussions the terms in current usage for Web Services as well as the contents of both TML and MIS.
	S. Grendel

	Develop the Agenda for the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF Meeting, and then post it to the Website by Friday, November 10, 2006. 
	M. Mereness

T. Doggett

	Place issue of LMP during EECP on the next TPTF agenda.
	M. Mereness

	Revise Market Monitoring and Data Collection Requirements to satisfy any applicable Independent Market Monitor.
	S. Shiroyama

	Post to the web the spreadsheet accounting for Market comments on the SoSA Requirements documents. 
	G. Macomber

	Gather information on ways to revise the black-box view of the CRR CSD (Figure 1, Section 1.2.2) so that it illustrates more transaction flexibility for account holders and less data-entry freedom for system operators. 
	B. Garza

	Revise the Commercial Systems Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements to not use COP in DAM make-whole and to obtain Start-Type from MMS Optimization for DAM and RUC.
	Commercial Operations

	Correct the Market Participant Training Readiness document to reflect that ERCOT should be included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. 
	M. Mereness

	Send an email to the TPTF exploder list inviting Market Participants to form a subgroup devoted to interface issues. 
	M. Mereness
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Aldridge, Ryan
	Investor Owned Utilities
	AEP Corporation

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS 

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority 

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	City of Eastland (Alternate Representative for S. Massey)

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Independent Generator
	Topaz Power Group (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation Energy

	Krosky, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation 

	McMurray, Mark
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

	Schwerter, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	Suez Energy Marketing

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woelfel, Eric
	Independent Generator
	Formosa Plastics

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Balser, Steven
	Black and Veatch

	Brown, Jack
	City of Garland

	Gurrala, Sharmila
	CDS Energy

	Harmon, Jesse
	SAIC

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Jones, Don
	TIEC

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Kram, Jason
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc.

	McCormick, Don
	SAIC

	Moore, Chuck
	Direct Energy

	Nelson, Brad
	Areva

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Teeter, David
	LCRA

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Arunasalam, Aru

	Bauld, Mandy

	Bradley, Nelson

	Bridges, Stacy

	Celik, Mehmet

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Doggett, Trip

	Fustar, Stipe

	Garvey, Bonnie

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hirsch, Al

	Howard, Richard (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kasparian, Ken

	Kurdy, Derick

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Ma, Xingwang

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sai

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Rambo, Carla

	Sacriste, Christy

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Silva, Carlos

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Swinney, Michelle

	Tamby, Jeyant

	Tucker, Don

	Zake, Diana


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 28, 2006.
Antitrust Admonition 

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings 

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

· December 4 – 5, 2006 

· January 8 – 9, 2007 

· January 22 – 24, 2007 

Review of Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of meeting topics for the three-day meeting.  

Approval of November 6-7, 2006 Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

The meeting minutes for November 6 – 7, 2006 were presented for approval.


Mark McMurray moved to approve the November 6 -7, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as submitted. Ray Schwerter seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.

Announcement of New Nodal Executive Director

Ron Hinsley announced that Jerry Sullivan had recently been hired to ERCOT as the new executive director for the nodal market redesign project. Mr. Hinsley mentioned that Mr. Sullivan is expected to start in mid-December and will be participating in the next Board meeting for anyone who is interested in meeting him and welcoming him to the staff.
Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Tim Pare presented an update on the status of the Nodal program. Mr. Pare noted that the Nodal program is still red owing to delays in requirements documents. Mr. Pare discussed the current strategies being implemented to mitigate the risks involved with project delays. 

Mr. Pare noted that the ERCOT-Market Participant (MP) interface specifications document has been made a cardinal priority on the integration schedule in order to reduce impacts to MPs’ system developments. Currently, an initial draft of the interface specifications is scheduled for delivery on December 31, 2006. A final draft is scheduled for March 31, 2007.

Mr. Pare noted that the current goal for Conceptual System Design (CSD) documents is to have all project teams submit drafts by the end of the year. While this time frame may not allow for the consideration and approval all CSDs, it will allow TPTF the opportunity to gain perspective on the status and direction of each project. Mr. Pare noted that February 28, 2007 has been targeted as the final date for approving key CSDs, assuming their corresponding drafts are successfully delivered in December.

Mr. Pare noted that he would be attending a summit to discuss the risks currently affecting the Nodal program. He will be returning to TPTF during the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF meeting to discuss the results from the summit. Market Participants recommended that some type of web-enabled tracking be provided to help them stay abreast of the risks and resolutions affecting the Nodal program. Mr. Doggett stated that this type of information could be developed and posted to the website and exploder list as it becomes available. 

Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Related Work (See Key Documents)
- Review Topaz Comments on Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 024, Synchronization of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 627and PRR640
At a recent Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting, Barbara Clemenhagen (Topaz Power Group) requested some changes to the language of NPRR024 in the interest of synchronizing it with PRR640. As a result, TAC deferred NPRR024 to TPTF to review the Topaz comments. Mr. Doggett chose to suspend discussion of NPRR024 until later in the meeting when Barbara Clemenhagen would be available, noting that a clear discussion of NPRR024 would be instrumental to its timely resolution at the December 1, 2006 TAC meeting.

- Review NPRR034, Conforming Section 10 to Nodal Format, and Develop Comments for PRS
Diana Zake from Market Rules joined TPTF for a discussion of NPRR034. The discussion included ERCOT comments from November 21, 2006, in addition to the comments previously provided by the Texas Nodal Team (TNT). Ms. Zake noted that the conforming changes to NPRR034 were not substantive, but they aimed instead at incorporating the formatting conventions which eventually will be used for all of the Nodal Protocols. She added that the purpose of NPRR034 is to create a Nodal baseline for making future, substantive revisions to Section 10 of the Protocols. 
Mr. Doggett drew attention to the many places in NPRR034 where the acronym for “Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider” (i.e., “TDSP”) had been split into its respective acronyms (i.e., “TSP” and “DSP”) in order to help Distribution Service Providers (DSPs) identify their particular obligations within the Nodal Protocols. 

TPTF made the following changes to the first sentence of Section 10.3.2.3(2)(c) of NPRR034 as displayed: 

· strike the word “owner” 

· reinstate the plurality of the word “host(s)” 

· change the words “a Qualified Facility” to “the QF”

In addition, TPTF changed the first word of Section 10.12.3(a) from “when” to “whenever.” All other comments to NPRR034 were retained. 

Bob Spangler moved to approve the filing of TPTF comments on NPRR034 with PRS. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 92.9% in favor and 4 abstentions from the Municipal (2), Independent Generators, and Investor Owned Utilities segments. One intention to vote was retracted by a participant representing the City of San Antonio. All Market Segments were represented. 
- Review NPRR035, Nodal Protocol Clarifications Required For Net Metering Provisions, and Develop Comments for PRS

Following the review and approved modifications for NPRR034, Matt Mereness made the corresponding changes to NPRR035, thus synchronizing the two documents and preparing NPRR035 for its review by TPTF. 
 

The TPTF reviewed the changes recommended by the Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA) for NPRR035, noting for the record that it had no comments to offer PRS regarding the LCRA changes. 

Market Participants expressed their concerns regarding Section 10.3.2.3, Generation Netting for ERCOT-Polled Settlement (EPS) Meters, noting their expectation that the diagrams maintained by ERCOT for describing Substation Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) and settlement metering points should include all points necessary for confirming that the SCADA points used in the control systems match the SCADA points used for settlement. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve TPTF comments to NPRR035 including ERCOT’s changes to billing determinant, no comments on LCRA comments, a synchronization to the NPRR034 changes made by TPTF, and the filing of these comments with PRS. Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 91.7% in favor and 3 abstentions from the Cooperative, Municipal, and Investor Owned Utilities segments. All Market Segments were represented.  

- Review NPRR036, Market Operations Test Environment (MOTE) in the Nodal Market
Mr. Doggett noted that the review of NPRR036 would be rescheduled to follow the review of NPRR037 and the discussion of Local Marginal Pricing (LMP) during Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP).

- Review NPRR037, Conforming Section 13 to Nodal Format and Changing Frequency of Transmission Loss Base Case Calculations
Chuck Moore, Chair of the Unaccounted-for-Energy (UFE) Task Force, described the purpose of NPRR037, noting the adjustments to loss factor calculations and the move from seasonal to monthly calculations for the Nodal Market base cases.

Some concern was expressed about the boxed language in Section 13.1.2, Calculation Losses for Settlement, and a suggestion was made that TPTF suspend action on the document until the boxed language is removed. Mr. Moore agreed to wait, noting that approval for the document is not urgent at this time. The TPTF therefore made the suggestion that PRS should table NPRR037 until PRR565 is implemented; at that time, ERCOT may submit comments to PRS for removing the boxed language in Section 13.1.2 before the revised version of NPRR037 returns to TPTF for review. 

LMP During EECP Update
Floyd Trefny and Dan Jones provided an update on LMP during EECP, noting many of the factors and timelines which may affect the Market Management System (MMS) design. Mr. Trefny stated that more information regarding pseudo-resources and other design directions would be available in January 2007. Mr. Doggett agreed to allocate time for this discussion during a TPTF meeting in January 2007. 

PRS-Related Work (Discussion of NPRR036 Continued – See Key Documents)
- Review NPRR036, Market Operations Test Environment (MOTE) in the Nodal Market

Mr. Doggett introduced NPRR036 for review, noting its purpose in providing a MOTE environment for the Network Modeling Management System (NMMS). Richard Howard joined via teleconference to clarify the ERCOT comments for the document. 

While MPs were satisfied with the functionality described in the ERCOT comments, some concern was expressed regarding the final sentence in 3.10.4(7), which describes the MOTE environment as a validation tool for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs). Specifically, MPs were concerned that validation should occur before Real-Time begins, and they suggested that other tools for validation besides MOTE are made available earlier in the process. As a result, the final sentence in 3.10.4(7) was stricken from the document, and MPs discussed suitable revisions for the paragraph.  

Mr. Trefny recommended revising Paragraph (7) to read as follows:

 “This environment is provided as a tool to TSPs to perform power flow studies and contingency analyses and validation of State Estimator results. A TSP, with ERCOT’s assistance, shall validate its portion of the Network Operations Model according to the timeline provided in Section 3.10.1. ERCOT shall provide TSPs access to an environment of the ERCOT Energy Management System where the Network Operations model and the results of the real-time State Estimator are available for review and analysis within five minutes of the real time solution.”

Furthermore, MPs expressed concern that Paragraph (8) should be moved to a more contextually appropriate location. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Howard’s group relocate Paragraph (8) with no other edits and include the relocation in its comments for PRS. Mr. Howard agreed to relocate the paragraph as suggested.
Mr. Trefny moved to approve TPTF comments to NPRR036 Section 3.10.4(7) and to file these comments with PRS. Mark McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Consumers Market Segment was not represented. 
Market Information System (MIS) Update (See Key Documents) 
Pat Harris presented an update for MIS, including a discussion of search capabilities, user role models, and customizable MyPages. 

Ms. Harris noted that TPTF had asked the MIS team to develop a search feature reflecting the standards which commonly apply to commercial websites. To that end, the MIS team conceptualized a search feature which will allow MPs to search: all content on ERCOT.com; all Market Information Repository (MIR) Reports; and all links in applications provided from the MIS portal. The MIS team also identified an initial set of user role models to help them map the various interactions that MPs are expected to have with the MIS system. Those interactions will launch from a Home Page/MyPage which MPs will be able to tailor to their specific needs. 
Ms. Harris noted that MPs had previously requested clarification regarding secure and certified information on the MIS, including the audiences who will be authorized to access that information. In response to those concerns, Ms. Harris engaged TPTF in a discussion to help clarify MIS obligations as they are defined by relevant sections of the Nodal Protocols as follows.

· Regarding who qualifies as “appropriate Market Participants” as described in Section 3.10.2(3) and Section 3.10.3(5) (FR 25), and who qualifies as “other Market Participants” as described in Section 3.10.4(5) (FR 29), TPTF determined that MIS should conduct further research and return the results to TPTF at a future date. 

· Regarding certified information and ERCOT’s responsibility to provide each Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) with the information necessary to pre-validate its data for Day Ahead Market (DAM) as described in Section 4.2.4, TPTF determined the purpose for the MIS is to post generic validation rules to the MIS Secure Area.

· Regarding the display of information related to Self-Schedules on the MIS as described in Section 4.4.3.2(2), TPTF determined the purpose for the MIS is to display the information on the MIS Certified Area rather than on the MIS Secured Area. Ms. Harris noted that an NPRR would be required to correct the language as determined by TPTF. 

· Regarding certified information and ERCOT’s responsibility to provide each QSE with the information necessary to pre-validate its data for Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) and Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC) as described in Section 5.3(4), TPTF determined the purpose for the MIS is to post generic validation rules to the MIS Secure Area.

· Regarding certified information and ERCOT’s responsibility to provide each QSE with the information necessary to pre-validate its data for Real-Time Operations as described in Section 6.3.4, TPTF determined the purpose for the MIS is to post generic validation rules to the MIS Secure Area.

Training Update (See Key Documents)
Ms. Harris provided a training update, noting that the Learning Management System (LMS) and course development are on schedule to meet their end-of-year milestones, along with web-based training. The LMS delivery will enable the test-out option for Nodal 101: The Basics. 

Ms. Harris reminded TPTF that the demand for training is beginning to exceed what ERCOT can provide with current staffing levels and facilities. As a result, the staff is being increased for next year’s training schedule, and off-site facilities are being sought to host training events. Off-site courses have already been scheduled in Houston, at CenterPoint and Reliant, for March 2007. In addition, another LMP course has been scheduled at Comfort Suites (near the MetCenter) for December 13, 2006, and another Nodal 101 course has been scheduled for December 8, 2006 at the MetCenter in Austin. 
  

Ms. Harris noted that Richard Jones would join TPTF on December 4, 2007 to present more details regarding online training, Load Serving Entity (LSE) 201, and Transition to Nodal Markets. 

Market Rules Describe Plan to Conform Remaining Sections of Protocols (See Key Documents)
Diana Zake provided a presentation on the Market Rules plan for conforming the Protocols. Ms. Zake identified the eleven Zonal sections which remain to be conformed, and she identified the goal of securing a complete set of Nodal Protocols by the full implementation of the Nodal market. 

Ms. Zake described the non-substantive formatting tasks which constitute the conformance process, noting that formatting for Zonal Section 10 is underway and formatting for Section 13 is being considered by the UFE Task Force. It was recommended by TPTF that that Market Rules take the same approach for Section 13 as it took for Section 10—by reviewing the Texas Nodal Team (TNT) documents for material clues. Ms. Zake noted that she would include that suggestion on her punch list. 

Regarding NPRR Processing, Ms. Zake noted that a PRR affecting the Nodal market design must always be accompanied by an NPRR, although each type of revision request is considered separately by the ERCOT governance process. Ms. Zake noted that although PRRs and NPRRs are effectively submitted in pairs, they do not have to be submitted contemporaneously—a condition which allows for a certain amount of staggering in the submittal process. The plan proposed by Market Rules is to purposefully stagger NPRR submittals for a brief time by withholding them until all necessary, non-substantive formatting changes have been made to the Zonal Protocols. This approach will allow time for Market Rules to establish a consistently formatted structure throughout the Protocols before incorporating the substantive changes required by any newly submitted NPRRs. Market Rules does not expect to withhold NPRR submittals any later than March 2008. 

Mr. Trefny suggested that the plan proposed by Market Rules might negatively impact the ability of the MIS project to make progress. Mr. Doggett agreed to consult Ms. Harris and the MIS team regarding any challenges the MIS Project may encounter if NPRRs are withheld until March 2008. 
Integration Update (See Key Documents)
Jeyant Tamby provided updates on End-to-End Testing for the Market Participant Interface. 

Mr. Tamby displayed a partial list of the web services that have been defined to date, explaining that the current draft list contains over 100 different potential web-services. Each web service will require an interface specification describing how ERCOT systems will handle market transactions and information. Mr. Tamby noted that the MIS Interface subgroup had already been formed to assist the development of interface specifications. The first subgroup meeting, to be lead by Daryl Shing, is scheduled for November 30, 2006. The subgroup will continue to meet through the end of December.

Mr. Tamby noted that more information about the interface specifications will be available to TPTF in January.

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:39 p.m. on Tuesday, November 28, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, November 29, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Review Disposition of Market Comments on Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) CSD (See Key Documents) 

Beth Garza and Shawna Jirasek presented Market comments for the CRR CSD. 
Market Participants expressed a desire for the CRR CSD to reflect a feature for account holder roll-up, whereby the CRR auction engine will be able to recognize each eligible participant independently, regardless of their financial relationship to other participating entities. Ms. Garza noted that the CRR project team would discuss ways to build that type of functionality into the CSD.

Ms. Garza noted that MPs had expressed a desire for adding an Application Program Interface (API) to the CRR system in order to provide a systematic way for MPs to submit their monthly bids. To that end, Ms. Garza presented an eight-point listing of the automated interactions which might be provided by the proposed API: 

· Submit Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRR) Nominations

· Submit CRR Bids and Offers

· Submit Bilateral Transactions (offer and accept)

· View Submission Status

· Delete/Cancel Submission

· Obtain CRR Market Results (for example: CRR results, binding constraints, source/sink clearing prices, etc.)

· Obtain CRR Information (for example: CRR Network Model, Sources and Sink Data, etc).

· [Provide] Notification of CRR Events (CRR Network Model [including contingencies] posted, auction results posted, bid submission window open, etc.)

Mr. Spangler moved to proceed with a change request, to be submitted to the Nodal Program Change Control Board, for the API interaction described in the first bullet. Marguerite Wagner seconded the motion. Mr. Doggett announced that this was not a valid vote owing to the absence of a notice for vote on the TPTF meeting agenda. Mr. Doggett noted that a vote for approving additional API scope for the CRR System would be noticed on the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF meeting agenda. 
Mr. Spangler requested that the following sentence be modified in Section 2.5.4.2, Point-To-Point (PTP) & Flowgate Rights (FGR) Auction, of the CSD requirements:

“
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 is the operator definable parameter used by the system to calculate the exposure of obligations as a function of the bid price” 

The sentence was modified to read as follows: 
“
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 is the operator definable parameter used by the system to calculate the additional requirement for obligations as a function of the bid price”
Mr. Spangler further requested that the following sentence be modified in Section 4.1, Execution Timing, of the CSD document:

“In general CRR System should be able to perform CRR Auction calculation of the ERCOT’s network and CRR Bid market in less than 80 hours for annual auctions, and less than 40 hours for monthly auctions."

The sentence was modified to read as follows:  

“The CRR System shall perform CRR Auction calculation of the ERCOT’s network and CRR Bid market in less than 80 hours for annual auctions, and less than 40 hours for monthly auctions.”

Ms. Wagner requested that the following bulleted text be added to Section 4.1.1, Traceability, of the CSD document:

“SR3 details some of the factors impacting performance.”  

The bulleted text was added as requested.
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the CRR CSD document as modified by TPTF. Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion passed by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Generators (2) segments. All Market Segments were represented. 

Review of CRR Auction Engine Performance (See Key Documents)
- Review of CRR Auction Engine Performance (by Nexant):
Carlos Silva and Mehmet Celik provided a presentation on CRR auction energy performance by Nexant Energy Solutions. 

Mr. Celik described various aspects of the CRR auction engine run times, including size of the network, number of bids and offers, and hardware resources. Mr. Celik also discussed how each factor in the auction process will impact the time required for auction calculations, noting that the number of periods simultaneously optimized has the greatest impact. Mr. Celik also noted the need for ERCOT to identify strategies which will reduce optimization calculation time. Several possible strategies for reducing calculation time were presented. 

Mr. Spangler observed the difficulty involved in comparing the strategies as displayed, and he requested that the trade-offs for each strategy be summarized in a spreadsheet format to aid future discussions. Ms. Garza agreed that the CRR team would work to further identify the tradeoffs for each strategy, confirming with Mr. Doggett that a meeting in late January would mark a good time for the TPTF to decide which strategy to choose.

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) (See Key Documents)
Steve Grendel provided a presentation on the Early Delivery System (EDS) trials approach and discussed the market trials objectives and the high-level schedules as they affect the four phases of EDS. Mr. Grendel noted that the final schedule for market trials is still being developed, but the IRT team will be returning to TPTF during each of the EDS phases in order to confirm agreement regarding the timelines and the approach.  
Mr. Grendel discussed the traceability matrix which the IRT team is developing to help them identify how each requirement in the Nodal transition plan relates to EDS planning. The completed matrix will identify each transition plan requirement, along with the associated tasks for both ERCOT and MPs. Mr. Grendel also discussed current conceptions for developing entrance/exit criteria, testing cycles, and weekly testing calendars to accompany market trials. 

Some concerns were expressed that elements from the transition plan may not be sufficiently represented on the EDS Market Trials Timeline as displayed. Mr. Grendel stated that he would put more details onto the timeline for future discussions. 

Mr. Grendel agreed to move the deadline for comments on the Market Trials Approach to December 13, 2006 to provide MPs more time to review the document. Mr. Grendel aims at requesting TPTF approval for the EDS Market Trials Approach document in January.
Market Readiness Advisor
Don McCormick gave a presentation on the Market Readiness Advisor, describing how other projects similar to the Nodal program have historically prepared for market readiness. Specifically, Mr. McCormick described how the Midwest Independent System Operator (MISO) conducted its own program for market readiness and how the MISO program might be adapted to serve ERCOT’s particular circumstances.  

Mr. McCormick discussed the need for creating a metrics subgroup to identify a metrics framework with definitions, requirements, and success criteria. Mr. McCormick noted the goal of having the subgroup ready to start within a week. 

Mr. Spangler noted that a certain level of independence will be required in order for the metrics subgroup to operate successfully in its role to audit readiness as the go-live date approaches. Other MPs expressed concern that the metrics subgroup should make every effort to frame its metrics criteria in the context of the existing transition plan and milestones to ensure the Nodal program stays synchronized. To that end, MPs suggested that Mr. McCormick’s team take more time to review the Nodal Protocols, the transition plan, and other existing information (i.e., project business requirements, CSDs, etc.) before engaging the subgroup to work on the metrics proper. Mr. Grendel and Mr. McCormick agreed to act on that suggestion, stating they would postpone the first meeting of the metrics subgroup until January.     

Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Grendel and his team should try to publish any information they have by December 13, 2006 in order to allow MPs time to review the material and to make comments before the end of the year. In this way, the metrics subgroup may be in a better position to launch purposefully in January. Mr. Grendel agreed to publish information as it becomes available and to seek approval during the January 8 – 9, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Carry-over items from Day One
Mr. Doggett noted that Ms. Clemenhagen would join TPTF on Thursday, November 30, 2006 in order to discuss NPRR024 and to develop comments for PRS. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 3:54 p.m. on Wednesday, November 29, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday, November 30, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 
Commercial Operations – Invoicing Due Dates  

Raj Chudgar introduced Jack Brown, a settlements specialist for the City of Garland, to deliver a presentation regarding Invoicing Due Dates on behalf of the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS). Mr. Chudgar noted that the presentation had already been delivered to COPS, and its delivery to TPTF was intended to fuel discussion and to generate comments for the upcoming December 5, 2006 COPS meeting. 

Mr. Brown discussed the settlement timeline as defined in the current Zonal Protocols, and then he discussed the payment calendars for Real-Time Market (RTM), CRR, and DAM invoices required for Nodal. Mr. Brown noted that an 800% workload increase will be required to handle the invoices generated for DAM and CRR. As a result, Mr. Brown recommended making certain adjustments to the Nodal Protocols in order to offset the projected workload increase. Mr. Brown noted that while the adjustments will allow for more consistent invoicing throughout the year, they also will result in longer credit exposures for MPs. 

Market Participants discussed the value of workload reductions versus credit exposures and asked Mr. Chudgar for an impact analysis of the proposed changes. Mr. Chudgar assured that a full impact analysis was intended and that any appropriate NPRRs would be brought back to TPTF. Mr. Chudgar confirmed the anticipated January – February timeframe for any associated NPRRs.

Topaz Comments on NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640
Mr. Doggett welcomed Ms. Clemenhagen, noting that TAC had recently deferred her comments on NPRR024 to TPTF for review. Mr. Doggett further noted that the goal of TPTF was to generate comments on NPRR024 for the December 1, 2006 TAC meeting. To this end, Ms. Clemenhagen led TPTF through each of the comments she had made to NPRR024. 

While TPTF agreed that Barbara Clemenhagen’s comments to NPRR024 seemed to be consistent with the language of PRR640, some MPs suggested that the synchronization of the zonal PRR language in PRR640 might ultimately weaken the Nodal protocols. It was recommended by TPTF that any possible weaknesses should be discussed by TAC before approving NPRR024. 
Ms. Clemenhagen moved to approve the filing of TPTF comments with TAC, noting that the Topaz comments had been accepted without change and with the understanding that some MPS anticipated a resultant weakening of the Nodal Protocols. Bret Kruse seconded the motion. Ms. Clemenhagen subsequently requested that the motion be retracted in favor of a revised motion. Bret Kruse agreed, and the motion was retracted. 

Ms. Clemenhagen moved to approve the Topaz comments on NPRR024 as submitted. Mr. Kruse seconded the motion. The motion failed by roll-call vote, with 55.6% opposed and one abstention from the Independent Generator segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.      

Commercial Operations – Review Disposition of Market Comments for Start-Up Eligibility and Dispute Business Requirements (See Key Documents) 

- Dispute Management Business Requirements 

Mr. Chudgar resumed the Commercial Operations presentation with a review of comments on the Dispute requirements document.

Market Participants voiced concerns that the Dispute requirements document made no provisions for multiple-day disputes. Mr. Chudgar stated that ERCOT agreed with their position but needed help rewriting the Nodal Protocols to reflect the need for multiple-day disputes. Mr. Doggett suggested that comments on this topic would be more suitable for a future discussion at COPS and requested that TPTF consider whether the Dispute requirements as submitted conformed to current Nodal Protocols. Judy Briscoe from COPS confirmed the Dispute requirements to be consistent with the Protocols. Art Deller confirmed that the parameters identified in the document will not be hard-coded, so any future parameter adjustments will not require system changes to be addressed.
Ms. Briscoe moved to approve the Commercial Operations Dispute Management Business Requirements document as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion passed by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 5 abstentions from the Consumer (3), Municipal, and Investor Owned Utilities segments. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

- Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements (Start-Up Eligibility) 

Mr. Chudgar provided a brief background on the Start-Up Eligibility document, noting that a TPTF motion had carried to not use Current Operating Plan (COP) when determining startup eligibility for DAM. 
 Mr. Chudgar further noted that the document had been modified and sent to COPS on November 16, 2006.

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the Market comments for the Start-Up Eligibility document, noting that two of the comments submitted by Reliant had been rejected. Regarding Comment #33 from Reliant, Ms. Wagner reiterated the need to modify the directive “Determine the Hours Between Breaker Closures” (as displayed in the third shape of the flowchart in Section 3.0, Determine Start Type for RUC Decommitment) in order to clarify its reference to the time between breaker open and breaker close. Ms. Wagner also requested that corresponding changes be made to the document’s body-text as appropriate. Mr. Chudgar accepted Ms. Wagner’s comment, and agreed to make the corresponding changes as requested, along with a corresponding NPRR as applicable. 
Ms. Wagner moved to conditionally approve the Eligibility Process for Settlements Business Requirements document (Start-Up Eligibility) as being in compliance with the Nodal Protocols pending the acceptance and incorporation of Market Comment #33. Ms. Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion passed by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Consumer, Municipal, Investor Owned Utilities, Independent Generators, and Independent Power Marketers Segments. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.
Commercial Operations – Initial Review of Business Requirements for Registration (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Deller presented the updated, rewritten registration requirements for Commercial Systems, noting that the Commercial Operations team will be taking the risk to move forward with the CSD even though the Business Requirements are not yet approved. Mr. Chudgar reminded TPTF that comments for the Business Requirements are due by December 13, 2006 in order to give the team time to develop responses before returning to TPTF to seek document approval in January, 2007. 

Commercial Operations – Initial Review of CSD for Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Chudgar introduced the CMM CSD for initial review. Mr. Chudgar provided a high-level view of the process and identified CSD components as they relate to requirements in the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Chudgar noted that a significant portion of the data for CMM comes from other Nodal systems. 

Mr. Spangler requested that the CMM CSD be amended with an appendix similar to the CRR appendix for SoSA. Mr. Chudgar agreed to incorporate that suggestion into the CSD.
Market comments for the CMM CSD are due by December 8, 2006; they will be discussed at the January 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Commercial Operations – Review of Draft NPRRs Reflecting Approved Business Requirements (See Key Documents) 
Mr. Chudgar introduced the draft NPRRs reflecting the approved Business Requirements documents for Commercial Operations. Mr. Chudgar noted that draft NPRRs for Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 had already been posted for TPTF review, and he added that a draft NPRR for Section 9 would be posted shortly. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that MPs could expect all of the NPRRs to follow the conventional governance process, whereby they will flow through PRS, TPTF (if necessary), TAC, and then the Board of Directors. Mr. Chudgar clarified for TPTF that his intention for the meeting was to court comments to be used in crafting final drafts of the NPRRs. 
Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the Registration requirements and CMM CSD will return to TPTF for further review in January. 
EMS and MMS Project Updates (See Key Documents)

Al Hirsch presented updates for the EMS and MMS projects, highlighting the overall progress, vendor performance, and various program impacts expected to result from extant schedule delays. 

Mr. Hirsch reminded the group that the MMS is not “green-ware” but rather a reworking of an existing vendor system. As a result, Mr. Hirsch emphasized the importance of being careful not to affect the original software product in such away as to interfere with the vendor’s regular maintenance schedules, clarifying that such interference could lead to unnecessary costs over the long term. 

Mr. Hirsch noted that the effort to meet project milestones has required the project team to accelerate certain areas of the original project plan while decelerating others, resulting in adjustments that have had impacts across the project. Mr. Hirsch assured that all team members are working to make the milestone dates, and he announced that MMS is back on schedule due to a recovery-oriented split in the delivery of Real-Time and Day-Ahead. In addition, Mr. Hirsch noted that AREVA, the EMS vendor, is performing satisfactorily and slightly ahead of schedule. AREVA is currently working on the solutions for Early Delivery System 1 (EDS 1). 

Mr. Hirsch stated his intention to proceed with CSD development while awaiting approvals for Business Requirements in order to protect the progress of the EMS and MMS Projects. His goal is to stay aligned with the program directive which calls for the first drafts of all CSDs to be submitted by the end of the year. Mr. Hirsch noted that once the Business Requirements are approved, then the EMS/MMS teams will synchronize their work by making any necessary modifications to the CSDs.

Sai Moorty presented an initial review of the Requirements Specification for Outage Scheduler and a review of Market comments for MMS Requirements Documents. Regarding the Requirements for RUC, Mr. Moorty agreed to check the Nodal Protocols to determine what should be done for a Resource Output Schedule for ON TEST in RUC. 

Aru Arunasalam, Manager of Market Infrastructure for ABB, presented current conceptions regarding how the MMS system will handle Transaction IDs, Trade IDs, overlapping three-part offers, and Ancillary Services (AS) indicator flags. Regarding Trade IDs, Mr. Arunasalam noted that each Trade ID is expected to be a six-character, self-assigned ID used to track trades between QSEs. Market Participants expressed preferences for longer, automatically assigned Trade IDs. Mr. Arunasalam and Mr. Moorty agreed to work on some alternative concepts for Trade IDs and to discuss them at a future TPTF meeting.

Mr. Moorty presented a brief overview of the eight EMS/MMS white papers. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will provide time on the December 4- 5, 2006 agenda for discussion of the white papers.

Mr. Doggett proposed an approach to Mr. Moorty for approving the EMS/MMS requirements and white papers. He suggested that Mr. Moorty prepare all documents in a format that will allow TPTF to review them on a comment-by-comment basis, with the intention of building a corresponding punch list to align the team’s workload with TPTF’s expectations. No one objected to the approach, so Mr. Doggett recommended that Mr. Moorty employ the approach at the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that additional meetings may need to be scheduled for the EMS/MMS documents.

Develop Agenda for December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF Meeting:

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda topics for the December 4 -5, 2006 TPTF meeting, as follows:
· Nodal Program Update (to include an overview of Change Control Board Process)
· CRR Project (to include a possible vote for adding scope to the APIs for the CRR System)
· IRT Project – Initial Review of Qualification Approach document 

· NMMS Project – Initial Review of CSD
· EMS/ MMS – Discussion of Requirements documents, white papers, and clarification notes
· IDA Project –Integration Demo
· MIS – Initial Review of MIS Conceptual System Design
· Training Update (Training Subgroup Meeting following TPTF meeting)
· LMP during EECP Update

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that an additional meeting had been added to the TPTF schedule on December 11, 2006 in order to allow time for an exclusive discussion of the EMS white papers. Mr. Doggett noted that a vote would be noticed for the white papers on the TPTF agenda, adding that the MMS requirements documents would not be noticed for a vote before January 8, 2007. 

Meeting Adjournment:
Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:56 p.m. on Thursday, November 30, 2006.
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Provide some type of web-enabled tracking for the risks and resolutions currently affecting Nodal project development. 
	T. Pare

and team

	For NPRR036, Market Operations Test Environment (MOTE) in the Nodal Market, relocate Paragraph (8) of Section 3.10.4 to a more contextually appropriate place, with no other edits.  
	R. Howard

and team

	Build a spreadsheet to communicate the trade-offs involved with strategies aimed at reducing the duration of CRR Auction calculations. 
	B. Garza

and team

	Modify the EDS Market Trials Timeline to include more details reflecting the Nodal Transition Plan. 
	S. Grendel

and team

	Publish for preliminary information regarding the Market Readiness Advisor and associated metrics by December 13, 2006. 
	S. Grendel

and team

	Modify the language in the third shape of the flowchart in Section 3.0, Determine Start Type for RUC Decommitment, of the Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements to reflect more detail and to modify the directive “Determine the Hours Between Breaker Closures” as a directive to determine the time between breaker open and breaker close; make corresponding modifications to the document’s body-text as appropriate.
	R. Chudgar

M. Bauld

and team

	Incorporate into the CMM CSD an appendix similar to the CRR appendix for SoSA.
	R. Chudgar

and team

	Check the Protocols to determine what should be done for a Resource Output Schedule for ON TEST in RUC.
	S. Moorty


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

December 4 – 5, 2006

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS 

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority 

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	City of Eastland (Alternate Representative for S. Massey)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation

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

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation 

	Lacoste, Todd
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Logan, Doug
	
	PCI

	McMurray, Mark
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ Energy Marketing

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays of Denton Municipal Electric)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light

	Gross, Blake
	AEP Corporation

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Olsen, David
	Direct Energy

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Teeter, David
	LCRA

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Anderson, Troy (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve

	Guicheteau, Susan

	Hailu, Ted

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely

	Hirsch, Al

	Hui, Hailong

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Jones, Richard

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Pare, Tim

	Shing, Daryl

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Surendran, Resmi


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, December 4, 2006.

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.
Confirm Future Meetings
Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF at the ERCOT Met Center:
     - December 11, 2006 at the ERCOT 
 
     - January 8 – 9, 2007 at the ERCOT 
     - January 22 – 24, 2007 at the ERCOT 

Review Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.  
Mr. Doggett noted that the Network Model Management System (NMMS) presentation had been moved on the agenda to Tuesday, December 5, 2006. 

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the main priority for this meeting was to review the comments for the Market Management System (MMS) requirements documents and to build punch lists for all items requiring further discussion. Mr. Doggett noted that additional TPTF meetings might be added to the January schedule if TPTF needed more time for discussing the punch lists. 

Consider Approval of November 28 – 30, 2006 Meeting Minutes 
Mr. Doggett requested that TPTF wait until the December 11, 2006 TPTF meeting to consider approval for the November 28 – 30, 2006 minutes. Hearing no objections, Mr. Doggett noted the item would be moved to the agenda for the December 11, 2006 TPTF Meeting.

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Tim Pare provided an overview of the Change Control Board (CCB) Process. He displayed a flow chart illustrating the current conception for how documents will flow through the CCB. 
Mr. Pare explained that until this point in time, ERCOT’s Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) process has not been consistently synchronized with its impact assessment process. As a result, some documents have been deferred at approval time in order to await accompanying impact assessments, 
 thereby causing potential delays to project development. 

Mr. Pare noted that the project scope, budget, and schedule have been identified, so the time has arrived for initiating the change control process. In this process, all project teams will be expected to provide initial impact assessments for each NPRR they submit to the CCB. Following CCB approval, each NPRR will be given a preliminary impact assessment by the Program Management Office (PMO), to be expanded by a full impact assessment following TPTF approval. The expected boon of this approach will be a streamlined approval process wherein all NPRRs will arrive at the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) accompanied by full impact assessments.   

Mr. Pare noted that the next step toward a streamlined approval process entails clearing the backlog of NPRRs. Currently, the backlog consists of 36 NPRRs, some of which will require Protocol indexing. The backlog will be cleared in two stages, with the first synchronization targeted for the October 2006 version of the Protocols and the second targeted for February 2007. Mr. Pare identified NPRR037 as the cut-point for the backlog, stating that all subsequent NPRRs are expected to arrive at PRS accompanied by full impact assessments.  

Market Participants (MPs) expressed a desire to see the CCB agenda. Troy Anderson from PMO agreed to work with Matt Mereness to publish the agenda to the Nodal website.

Bob Spangler expressed concern that Mr. Pare’s flow chart indicated baseline changes can only occur at the Board of Directors level. Mr. Spangler explained that baseline changes may be important to MPs even though the changes do not involve NPRR changes. As a result, Mr. Spangler requested that the flow chart be modified to depict ways for MPs to be included in the process affecting baseline changes. Mr. Spangler also requested that the flow chart be modified to depict ways for MPs to be informed of any CCB movements to reject change request forms, as well as to include MPs in the process for change requests that enter the process at points other than the top of the flow chart (i.e., change requests coming out of PRS). Mr. Pare agreed to modify the flow chart as requested.  

Congestion Revenue Rights Project (See Key Documents)
Shawna Jirasek proposed a motion on behalf of the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Project, requesting TPTF to approve moving forward with a change request adding an API scope to the CRR system. 
 The additional API scope adds a computer-to-computer interface to the CRR system, thereby providing MPs with a systematic way to submit their monthly bids. The API is intended to automate the following interactions between MPs and the CRR system: 

· Submit PCRR Nominations

· Submit CRR Bids and Offers

· Submit Bilateral Transactions (offer and accept)

· View Submission Status

· Delete/Cancel Submission

· Obtain CRR Market Results (for example: CRR results, binding constraints, source/sink clearing prices, etc.)

· Obtain CRR Information (for example: CRR Network Model, Sources and Sink Data, etc).

· [Provide] Notification of CRR Events (CRR Network Model [including contingencies] posted, auction results posted, bid submission window open, etc.)

Beth Garza confirmed that incorporating the additional scope into the design document is a manageable task, although an NPRR may be required to create the documentation her group needs to build the functionality proposed by the additional scope. Market Participants expressed concerns regarding the proposed NPRR, so Mr. Anderson joined the discussion to clarify that MPs would be kept informed of the status of the proposed NPRR, noting that NPRRs cannot be rejected by the CCB, but instead they must flow through the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Board of Directors for a vote. Mr. Anderson offered to make a presentation to TPTF in January to further clarify how NPRRs will flow through the change control process. He intends to include an update on the status of backlogged NPRRs in his presentation.

Manny Munoz moved to proceed with a change request, to be submitted to the Nodal Program Change Control Board, for the API interaction described in the first bullet. 
 Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 77.8% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (2) and Independent Generator segments. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.  

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition Project (See Key Documents) 
Ted Hailu presented the Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Project Qualification Approach document to TPTF for Initial Review. The high-level overview was meant to help MPs navigate the document as a preparatory step to developing their comments, which are due by December 22, 2006. The IRT Project will seek approval for the document in January 2007. Mr. Hailu noted that an accompanying Qualification Guide explaining the registration step is also scheduled for delivery in January 2007. 

Mr. Hailu discussed the qualification requirements that MPs should expect to meet between now and the launch of the Nodal market, including registration, agreements, creditworthiness, and testing. Qualification requirements will be based on four separate MP levels, as follows:

· Level 1: Inter-QSE trades only

· Level 2: May represent load

· Level 3: May represent load and resources (no Ancillary Services)

· Level 4: May represent load and/or resources (includes Ancillary Services)

Mr. Hailu displayed a qualification timeline describing the dates projected for registration, agreements, telemetry, and testing. The timeline is geared toward all MPs at every level. Jim Reynolds requested that a separate qualifications timeline be created specifically for Level 2 MPs. Mr. Hailu said that he will create that timeline as requested. 

Mr. Hailu noted that new agreements will need to be signed by MPs before the launch of the Nodal market, and he agreed to discuss with the ERCOT legal department the possibility of consolidating agreement forms in order to minimize paperwork and facilitate the qualification process. 

Mr. Hailu will return to TPTF in January 2007 to continue the discussion of readiness criteria. 

Network Model Management System Project
Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the Initial Review of the Network Model Management System (NMMS) Conceptual System Design had been moved on the agenda to Tuesday, December 5, 2005. 

Market Management System Requirements Discussion (See Key Documents)
Sainath Moorty presented a spreadsheet detailing the disposition of TPTF review comments on the MMS Specification for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) and Real-Time MMS Processes Requirements document. 

As requested by Mr. Doggett at the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF meeting, Mr. Moorty worked through each Market comment in order to create a punch list of items that will enable the MMS Project team to effectively move forward in January 2007.  


Mr. Spangler noted that the diagram in Figure 1, High Level RT Functional Data Flow Diagram, on page fourteen (14) of the SCED Requirements document might be construed to convey information inconsistent with the document’s body text. He asked Mr. Moorty to clarify for the vendor that if questions arise, then the body text of the Requirements document should be taken to overrule any diagrams. Mr. Moorty indicated his agreement and stated that he would make a note of the concern. 

After working through the SCED Requirements document, Mr. Moorty agreed to prepare a summary of the punch list so that TPTF may have a clear view of the work identified for the SCED Document. Mr. Doggett suggested that the MMS team attempt to minimize new terminology when making their edits, noting that the recommendation from TPTF is to utilize the terms defined in Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, of the Nodal Protocols whenever possible.

Mr. Doggett confirmed that Mr. Moorty would return to TPTF on December 5, 2006 to generate a punch list for the Day Ahead Market (DAM) requirements document. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:47 p.m. on Monday, December 4, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, December 5, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Project (See Key Documents)
Daryl Shing provided a presentation on Proof of Concept Activities for Enterprise Integration (EIP). 
Mr. Shing displayed flowcharts depicting the current integration conceptual architecture and described how designers and administrators are interacting to build and integrate the various system layers which will support Nodal’s web interfaces. In addition, Mr. Shing described the Hawk component responsible for the system’s automated management and monitoring features. Mr. Shing noted that his intention was to provide TPTF a perspective on the amount of infrastructure which EIP had engaged to date, and he confirmed that EIP had already communicated much of its work with the MIS team in order to ensure smooth integration as the projects develop. Mr. Shing closed his presentation with a visual representation of the approach being used to bridge the gap between MMS/CRR and Settlements. 
Mr. Shing stated that the next iteration of the MMS to Settlements integration is being planned and that a total of six iterations covering most of the major systems should be completed by March 31, 2007. These iterations are real, functioning integrations that will be built upon as the projects continue to develop and integrate. 

Market Information System Project  (See Key Documents)
Pat Harris provided an introduction for the Market Information System (MIS) Web Portal Conceptual System Design (CSD) document. Ms. Harris noted that the CSD is not a technical design at this stage, so only templates and conceptual illustrations are being used to describe the design. Market Participants can expect to see concrete physical features, such as screen shots and functional steps, to emerge when MIS begins working on the actual design document. 

Ms. Harris described current conceptions for MIS Portal components and architecture, including a high-level site map depicting how the Home Page and customizable MyPages of the MP interface will eventually interact with other Nodal systems. Ms. Harris also discussed the delivery plan, which will evolve in four iterations over the next seven months through July 2007.
Ms. Harris confirmed that the Texas Market Link (TLM) Gap Analysis is still in development, and she agreed to publish a current draft to the nodal web site so that TPTF may view the progress to date. 
Ms. Harris noted that Market comments for the Web Portal CSD document are due on December 18, 2006. The MIS responses to Market comments will be published by December 29, 2006. The goal of MIS is to conduct a thorough review of the Web Portal CSD document at the January 8, 2007 TPTF meeting, with the option to seek approval. On this note, Mr. Spangler requested that TPTF shift approval for the MIS CSD document until later in January for the purpose of retaining focus for the EMS/MMS documents. Ms. Harris noted that such a shift would delay the MIS project, but the team might be willing to proceed at risk if they could still expect to receive Market comments by December 18, 2007. She agreed to verify with Mr. Pare whether such a scheduling shift is viable. Mr. Doggett reiterated Ms. Harris’ approach to TPTF, namely: to post responses to Market comments as planned by December 29, 2006, with the goal of seeking terminal qualifying input for the Web Portal CSD at the January 8, 2007 TPTF meeting in order to secure final TPTF approval by the end of January. No one objected to this approach as reiterated by Mr. Doggett, and the MIS team was encouraged to proceed.
Mr. Doggett inquired about the impact that the Market Rules timeline for conforming the sections of the Protocols not filed in September, 2005 is expected to have on MIS activities. Ms. Harris noted that MIS was assessing that impact and would report their findings to TPTF by the end of January. 

 

Training Update (See Key Documents)
Richard Jones provided a training update, noting that staffing levels for the training team have reached a good equilibrium for now, although more instructors will be added next year to stay abreast of training demands. 
Mr. Jones encouraged MPs to consider sharing their facilities for training events in order to help meet the training needs anticipated in 2008 and the latter part of 2007. Currently, Kim Parish is scheduling training events at offsite locations, and she is making efforts to follow up with all MPs who have previously offered to share their facilities for training events. Mr. Jones noted that StarTex in Houston and Stream Energy in Dallas have already hosted training events for Nodal 101: The Basics. Mr. Munoz suggested that a formal request be sent out to all accountable executives and project leaders in order to make sure that the call for off-site training facilities receives adequate response. Mr. Jones said he would act on the suggestion. 

Mr. Jones noted that enrollment is in full swing for the new course Economics of LMP; in addition, the script for the self-paced web version of Nodal 101: The Basics is under development for end-of-year delivery. Mr. Jones displayed the schedule for 2007 course deliverables, stating that the training team would return to TPTF in January to discuss the status of the courses LSE 201 and Transition to Nodal Market. 
Mr. Jones noted that the Learning Management System (LMS) Test Plan is completed and that testing will commence on December 8, 2006. He displayed the current conception for the LMS infrastructure, stating that the training team will continue to work with accountable executives in order to solidify concepts for the system design. 

Mr. Doggett reviewed the list of MPs currently working with ERCOT to host training events, recommending that MPs who want to be on the list should contact Kim Parish to make sure she incorporates them into her training schedule. 

NMMS Project (See Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar presented an Initial Review of the NMMS CSD document. Mr. Chudgar described the use cases included in the CSD, along with the NMMS functional area, the high-level project delivery timeline, and a few high-level screen-shots of the User Interface (UI). 
 

Mr. Chudgar clarified that data for the NMMS will not be automatically generated; rather, all of it will be manually provided by TDSPs or ERCOT. To this end, Mr. Chudgar described the basic NMMS process, describing how the data which is manually supplied via the UI will be sorted into appropriate databases and then used to generate time-based operational models and time-based planning models. The NMMS will then distribute the models to their corresponding systems, such as MMS, which will be waiting downstream. Mr. Chudgar noted that different models will be required for different systems, so the NMMS team is currently working with AREVA, ABB, and all of the other vendors in order to determine how to classify information for each system in a way that will allow developers to specifically instruct the NMMS how to build, sort, and distribute its models. Mr. Chudgar noted that the NMMS system will build and distribute a Day-Ahead model and a Real-Time model once per day. 
Mr. Chudgar noted some changes which still need to be made within the Detail Design, including a clarification of manual and automated processes, a solidification of topology processing with TDSPs, and a complete identification of the models which will be needed by other Nodal systems.

Mr. Chudgar reminded TPTF that the NMMS CSD directly references many use cases, all of which have been deployed in a zip file for Market review and comment. Mr. Chudgar noted that while the NMMS team is only required to respond to comments for the CSD, they are willing to accept comments regarding any of the use cases. To this end, Mr. Chudgar agreed to move the due date for Market comments to December 15, 2006 in order to give MPs more time to review the use cases. 

Mr. Chudgar stated that the NMMS team will respond to Market comments starting December 22, 2006 and will return to review the disposition of Market comments during the January 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Market Management System Requirements Documents (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty continued the review of comments for the MMS requirements documents. As requested by Mr. Doggett, Mr. Moorty worked through each Market comment for the Day Ahead Market (DAM) requirements document in order to create a consolidated punch list of items that will enable the MMS Project team to effectively move forward in January 2007.  

Mr. Moorty noted his intention to put all of his clarification notes as appendices in the requirements document, with the understanding that an approval for the Business Requirements would indicate a co-approval for any clarification notes contained within the appendices. 

After working through the DAM requirements document, Mr. Moorty agreed to prepare a summary of the punch list so that TPTF could establish a clear view of the work identified for the DAM document. Mr. Moorty stated that he would publish spreadsheets informing MPs of the punch lists for both the SCED and DAM requirements documents, including reasons why each item was included in the punch lists.
Recognizing that TPTF would require more time to discuss the remaining MMS Requirements documents, Mr. Doggett said that he would work with Brittney Albracht to identify additional meeting dates to be confirmed at the close of the day. 
Energy Management System Requirements Documents (See Key Documents)
Jay Dondeti presented an overview of the EMS requirements documents, describing how each component of EMS will relate to the other Nodal systems. 

Market Participants requested more time to review the EMS Requirements documents, so Mr. Hirsch agreed to move the due date to December 22, 2006. Mr. Hirsch recommended that MPs submit their comments as soon as possible to allow the EMS/MMS team sufficient time to develop their responses. The review of the disposition of Market comments for all EMS requirements documents will begin at the January 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

EMS/MMS Projects Status Recap (See Key Documents)
Al Hirsch presented a recap of the current status of the EMS/MMS Projects, highlighting overall progress, vendor performance, and the program impacts which are expected to result from burdened delivery schedules. 

Revisiting some slides from the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF meeting, Mr. Hirsch noted that MMS is currently on schedule due to a recovery-oriented split in the delivery of Real-Time and Day-Ahead. Mr. Hirsch also expressed his satisfaction with the EMS vendor, who was reported to be performing slightly ahead of schedule. The vendor is currently working on the solutions for Early Delivery System (EDS) 1. 

Mr. Hirsch reiterated his intention to protect the progress of the EMS/MMS Projects by proceeding with CSD development while approvals for the Business Requirements are still pending.

LMP during EECP Update

Mr. Doggett noted that this agenda item will be postponed for a more thorough discussion during the January 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Develop Agendas For December 11, 2006 and January 8 – 9, 2007
Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the meeting scheduled for December 11, 2006 would be devoted exclusively to a discussion of the EMS/MMS Whitepapers.

Mr. Doggett reviewed topics for the agenda for the January 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting:

· Nodal Program Update

· Commercial Operations—Review Comments for Registration Requirements and Credit Monitoring CSD; Review NPRRs for alignment with Requirements 

· IRT Project—Review Comments for Market Trials Approach and Qualification Approach

· NMMS Project—Review Comments for NMMS CSD
· PRS Assignments

· EMS/MMS—Review Comments for EMMS/MMS Requirements and White Papers
· IDA Project Update

· MIS Project—Review Comments for Web Portal Conceptual System Design

· Training Update

· EDW Update—Requirements for WEMM and Compliance

· LMP During EECP

Mr. Doggett confirmed the addition of the following dates to the TPTF Meeting schedule:

· January 10, 2007
· January 15, 2007
· January 25, 2007 (tentative)

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:57 p.m. on Tuesday, December 5, 2006.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Tim Pare noted he would update the Change Request Process flow chart to include ways to keep MPs informed about baseline changes, CCB rejections, and issues which enter the change control process from points other than the beginning. 
	T. Pare

	Troy Anderson agreed to work with Matt Mereness to publish the CCB agenda to nodal.ercot.com.
	T. Anderson

M. Mereness

	Troy Anderson noted that he could report the status of backlogged NPRRs in January, along with a clarification of the way NPRRs flow through the change control process.  
	T. Anderson

	Ted Hailu noted that he would discuss with the legal department any possibilities for consolidating qualification agreement forms.
	T. Hailu

	Ted Hailu noted that the IRT team would create a qualification timeline specific to Level 2 QSEs in order to make it easier for those Market Participants to access their specific information. 
	T. Hailu

	Sai Moorty noted that he will be sending out spreadsheets of the punch list items for both the DAM and the SCED Requirements documents. 
	S. Moorty

	Matt Mereness noted that he will correct the due date for Market comments on the MIS CSD as posted on the website from December 13th to December 18th. 
	M. Mereness

	Pat Harris noted that the Gap Analysis is not complete, but she will publish a current draft of the document to the web site so that TPTF can see the progress to date. 
	P. Harris

M. Mereness

	Pat Harris noted that she will discuss with Tim Pare the feasibility of delaying approval for the MIS CSD with the understanding that the MIS team can still expect to receive Market comments on the document by December 18th.
	P. Harris

T. Pare

	Pat Harris noted that the MIS team is currently analyzing the impact which the Market Rules timeline will have on MIS activities. This information will be communicated to TPTF by the end of January. 
	P. Harris

	Richard Jones noted that he would send a formal request to accountable executives regarding offers for off-site training facilities.
	R. Jones

	Raj Chudgar noted that the NMMS team will change their due date for receiving comments on the NMMS CSD from December 13th to December 15th. 
	R. Chudgar

	Al Hirsch noted that the EMS team will change their due date for Market Participant comments on the EMS Requirements documents from December 15th to December 22nd.
	A. Hirsch
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ERCOT Austin Office
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December 11, 2006
Meeting Attendance: 
Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS 

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority 

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumers
	City of Eastland (Alternate Representative for S. Massey)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

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

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power 

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation 

	Mai, D.S.
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC.

	Muñoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

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

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy (Alternate Representative for F. Trefny as needed)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light

	Harris, Aubrey
	Texas Municipal Power Agency

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bridges, Stacy

	Doggett, Trip

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Ma, Xingwang

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Surendran, Resmi


Vendors:

	Name

	Nelson, Brad (AREVA, via teleconference)

	Yu, Chien-Ning (ABB, via teleconference)


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, December 11, 2006.

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.
Confirm Future Meetings
Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings: 

- January 8 – 10, 2007

- January 15, 2007 
- January 22 – 25, 2007 
Review Agenda
Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that this meeting would focus exclusively on discussions of the eight Energy Management System/Market Management System (EMS/MMS) white papers. Mr. Doggett identified the order in which the white papers would be presented.

Consider Approval for November 28 – 30, 2006 and December 4 – 5, 2006 Meeting Minutes 
Market Participants (MPs) requested that TPTF delay considering approval for meeting minutes until the next regularly scheduled TPTF meeting. No one objected to this approach, and Mr. Doggett noted that both sets of minutes would be considered for approval during the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Review of EMS/MMS White Papers (See Key Documents) 

Sai Moorty provided a presentation overview of the eight EMS/MMS white papers, noting that the project teams would be modifying their design approaches based on TPTF feedback. Mr. Moorty confirmed that the white papers were developed in conjunction with a group comprised of Floyd Trefny (Consultant, Reliant Energy, Inc.) and the vendors AREVA and ABB (hereafter, ‘the Group’). At the time of the meeting, Market comments had been submitted by City of Garland and by NRG Texas.

Base Point Above High Ancillary Service Limit (HASL) Flags (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to illustrate that there is no need for sending telemetered flags to a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) for those occasions when ERCOT requires a QSE to move a Generation Resource Base Point above HASL. 

Mr. Trefny observed that Base Point adjustments above HASL only occur on rare occasions, and he suggested it may be both costly and impractical to address those rare occasions by building specific features for telemetered flags into the Nodal system. Mr. Trefny identified Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI) as a suitable and affordable solution, adding that the solution will provide QSEs with the benefits of immediate notification and self-implemented adjustments. As a result, Mr. Trefny recommended amending the white paper to recognize the solution of VDI rather than telemetered flags.

Randy Jones observed that the use of telemetered flags implies the benefit of automated tracking, whereas the use of a VDI solution does not. Mr. Jones suggested that any VDI solution will need to be complimented by a reliable tracking method, and he recommended modifying the white paper to reflect that need. Market Participants noted that any tracking for a Base Point adjustment above HASL would most likely occur as a re-statement of the ERCOT-issued VDI, entered as a text-field in the Current Operating Plan (COP). 

Bob Spangler noted ERCOT’s prerogative to verbally instruct QSEs to update Ancillary Service (AS) schedules, and he recommended modifying the white paper to reflect that prerogative.  

Mr. Doggett confirmed with MPs that the white paper discussion had satisfied the comments from City of Garland and NRG. 

Based upon TPTF recommendations, Mr. Moorty modified the white paper to recognize a VDI solution, a textual tracking method, and the ERCOT prerogative to request AS schedule updates. Mr. Moorty confirmed his plan to generate a subsequent Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for removing language referring to telemetered flags, as necessary.

Mr. Jones moved to approve the Base Point Above HASL Flags white paper as amended by TPTF. Bob Green seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.
High Dispatch Limit (HDL) and Low Dispatch Limit (LDL) During Start-up and AS Recall (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to determine the solution for preserving the correct relationship of HDL to LDL during Recall of Responsive Reserve (RRS) and Generation Resource Startup. 
 

Mr. Trefny noticed that a comment, previously agreed upon by the Group, was missing from the displayed version of the white paper. Mr. Trefny noted that the comment provided an important description of the conditions under which LDL will be set equal to HDL. Resmi Surendran retrieved the comment, and Mr. Moorty restored it to the white paper. 

- Recall of Responsive Reserve

Following a discussion of the potential SCED infeasibility which may be caused by prolonged Responsive Reserve deployment, Market Participants noted their preference for retaining the black-line version of the RRS section of the white paper, and NRG withdrew its comments from the document. 

- Generation Resource Startup

Following a discussion regarding the calculation of HDL during Generation Resource Startup, TPTF agreed to retain only the first paragraph for this section of the white paper. NRG and City of Garland retracted their comments for this section, and Mr. Moorty made the corresponding modifications. Mr. Moorty agreed to reconcile Figures 1-3 with the changes as necessary.

Marguerite Wagner moved to approve the HDL And LDL During Start Up and AS Recall white paper as amended by TPTF with the caveat that the diagrams in Figures 1-3 will be reconciled with the changes as necessary. Mr. Jones seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Consumer segment. All Market Segments were represented.
Mr. Moorty confirmed his plan to generate a subsequent NPRR to reflect TPTF modifications to the white paper.

Emergency Base Points Calculation and Deployment (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to identify ERCOT’s approach for calculating and sending Base Points to QSEs in the event of SCED failure. 

TPTF discussed the Group’s recommendation in the white paper to allow ERCOT Operators to use the Generation Subsystem User Interface to enter Base Point adjustments for QSEs during Emergency Conditions associated with SCED failure. While Market Participants agreed with the Group’s recommendation, they recommended that the white paper be modified to recognize the need for ERCOT Operators to honor dispatch limits when making Base Point adjustments. Mr. Moorty modified the white paper as recommended. The comments from NRG were reworded while those from City of Garland were retracted.   

Mr. Jones moved to approve the Emergency Basepoints Calculation and Deployment

white paper as amended by TPTF. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented. 

Coincidental Deployment of Up and Down Regulation (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to clarify the best approach for handling coincidental occurrences of Regulation Up (Reg-Up) and Regulation Down (Reg-Down) in the Nodal system. Mr. Moorty noted that while the topic is addressed in the Zonal Protocols, it has not been clarified for Nodal. Mr. Moorty reiterated that the purpose of the white paper is for clarification only; no NPRR is expected to follow.

Mr. Doggett suggested that TPTF approach the discussion of the white paper in two phases: first, by discussing how Regulation Services will be deployed or recalled during the time between SCED executions; second, by discussing how each new SCED execution accounts for any Regulation Services deployed or recalled since the previous SCED execution. Brad Nelson from AREVA supported the discussion via teleconference. Following the discussion, MPs recommended no modifications for the white paper; however, some desire was expressed for further discussions to be held off-line. The comments submitted by City of Garland were retracted from the white paper. 

Ronnie Hoeinghaus moved to approve the Coincidental Deployment of Up and Down Regulation white paper as submitted with no comments. Ms. Wagner seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 94.4% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Generator segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 
Ancillary Service Schedules and Deployment Telemetry (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be a request for QSEs to provide additional telemetry information to ERCOT. As stated in the white paper, the current Nodal Protocols require QSEs to telemeter the Real-Time AS schedule for the Reg-Up, Reg-Down, RRS, and Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin) provided by each participating Resource. Furthermore, the Nodal Protocols require QSEs to telemeter the actual deployment participation factors, which indicate the amount of deployment provided by each participating Resource for Reg-Up, Reg-Down, and RRS. The Group recommended that QSEs also telemeter the amount of AS Resource Responsibility being allocated to each Resource. The purpose of the additional telemetry is to help ERCOT understand how each QSE will be distributing the responsibility for AS capacity among its Resources.          

Discussion for the white paper focused on the two comments submitted by City of Garland.

Regarding the first comment submitted by City of Garland, Mr. Trefny noted that QSEs who self-assign their AS must observe a particular process when they need to change the units being used to provide AS capacity. For example, when a QSE needs to change units during a current operating hour, the QSE must call ERCOT for verbal permission. When a QSE needs to change units for a future operating hour, the QSE must make the change in the COP and then await confirmation from ERCOT following Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC). Mr. Green stated that the first comment from the City of Garland could be deleted from the white paper. 

Regarding the second comment submitted by City of Garland, Mr. Green stated his expectation that the white paper be modified to clearly indicate the information which QSEs will need to telemeter to ERCOT. In response, Mr. Trefny recommended modifying the last sentence of the white paper to state that QSEs will telemeter the Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility and the Ancillary Service Schedule showing the remaining amount of Ancillary Service yet to be deployed. Mr. Doggett recommended another modification, requesting that the telemetry values mentioned by Mr. Trefny be placed in a list, along with the AS Participation Factor, as follows: 

· Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility (MW)

· Ancillary Service Schedule (MW)

· Ancillary Service Participation Factor

Mr. Moorty modified the white paper according to both recommendations. Mr. Green stated that the second comment from City of Garland could be removed from the white paper.

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the Ancillary Service Schedules and Deployment Telemetry white paper as amended by TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented. 
Mr. Moorty confirmed his plan to generate a subsequent NPRR to reflect modifications to the white paper. Mr. Moorty agreed to modify the definition of the terms Ancillary Service Schedule and Ancillary Service Participation Factor.

Mr. Green requested a clarification in the minutes to state that in the COP the Ancillary Service Schedule refers to the Ancillary Service Responsibility.  This clarification should be addressed in the NPRRs generated by Mr. Moorty.
Non-Spin Deployment Notification and Availability (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to improve the procedure for deploying and recalling Non-Spin. The current Nodal protocols require ERCOT to develop a procedure, to be approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), for deploying Non-Spin. Mr. Moorty noted that the procedure was approved by the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) during the December 7, 2006 ROS meeting, and it is currently awaiting approval by TAC.

Market Participants expressed disagreement with the white paper’s assertion that deployment of Non-Spin must always be 100% of the scheduled Non-Spin. As a result, TPTF recommended tabling the white paper until it is reviewed by TAC. Mr. Moorty agreed to table the white paper with no modifications, noting a concurrent retraction of comments from the City of Garland.

Mr. Doggett recommended that Mr. Moorty and the EMS/MMS team should research the white paper further while awaiting TAC approval. Mr. Doggett advised that if the TAC schedule promises to delay approval for the white paper as late as February, then the EMS/MMS team should plan to bring the document back to TPTF to seek approval based on current assumptions regarding the issue of 100% Non-Spin deployment. 

Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty identified the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to clarify the process for deploying and recalling Responsive Reserve. Although the process is described in the current Nodal Protocols, Mr. Moorty noted that the process is not described clearly where a number of issues are concerned. The white paper aims at clarifying those issues, and it describes the telemetry which will be required between ERCOT and QSEs in order for the process to work correctly. 

Mr. Trefny commented upon a paragraph wherein a suggestion had been made for QSEs to use telemetered ramp rates to calculate dispatch limits. Mr. Trefny noted that QSEs are actually required to use database ramp rates rather than the suggested telemetered ramp rates when calculating dispatch limits. He further noted that this requirement is stated in the Protocols, and he recommended deleting the paragraph from the white paper. Hearing no objections, Mr. Moorty deleted the paragraph as recommended.  

Mr. Moorty noted that a topic in the last paragraph of the white paper had been previously covered in Non-Spin Deployment Notification and Availability. As a result, Mr. Moorty recommended deleting the paragraph. Hearing no objections, Mr. Moorty deleted the paragraph from the white paper. 

Mr. Hoeinghaus drew attention to a sentence referring to AS Participation Factors in the fourth paragraph of the white paper. He noted that the topic had been previously covered in the white paper Ancillary Service Schedules and Deployment Telemetry, and he recommended deleting the sentence. Hearing no objections, Mr. Moorty deleted the sentence as recommended. 

Mr. Green moved to approve the Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall White Paper as modified by TPTF. Ms. Wagner seconded the motion. Jerry Ward expressed a desire to discuss the white paper further, and other MPs agreed. As a result, Mr. Green withdrew the motion, and Ms. Wagner agreed to the withdrawal.

Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF would resume the discussion of the Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall white paper in January 2007.
SCED Base Point Dispatch (See Key Documents)

Mr. Nelson described the purpose of the white paper to be an effort to describe ERCOT’s options for generating and dispatching Base Points to QSEs. Following Mr. Nelson’s description and a brief TPTF discussion, Mr. Doggett requested that the EMS/MMS team create two practical examples of SCED Base Point Dispatch scenarios: one example illustrating how ERCOT will dispatch Base Points to QSEs supplying regulation; and a second example illustrating how ERCOT will dispatch Base Points to QSEs not supplying regulation. Mr. Moorty agreed to create the examples, and Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will discuss the examples in January. 

Mr. Doggett announced that an additional TPTF meeting has been scheduled for Wednesday, January 3, 2007 (at the MetCenter) to focus exclusively on discussions of the remaining white papers. No one objected to the additional meeting.

Develop Agenda For January 8 – 10, 2007
Mr. Doggett Reviewed the agenda for the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
 

Mr. Doggett noted that the meeting will focus on reviews for the remaining MMS Requirements documents, including Day Ahead Market (DAM), Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC), Constraints Competitiveness Test (CCT), and the Overview. If possible, the reviews for Network Modeling Management System (NMMS) and Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) may be delayed until later in January 2007 in order to offer priority to the EMS/MMS Project. Mr. Doggett identified the other agenda items as follows:

· Nodal Program Update

· Commercial Operations—Review Comments for Registration Requirements and Credit Monitoring Conceptual System Design (CSD); Review NPRRs for alignment with Requirements 

· IRT Project—Review Comments for Market Trials Approach and Qualification Approach

· NMMS Project—Review Comments for NMMS CSD

· Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Assignments

· EMS/MMS—Review Comments for EMMS/MMS Requirements

· Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Project Update

· Market Information System (MIS) Project—Review Comments for Web Portal Conceptual System Design

· Training Update

· Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Update—Requirements for Wholesale Electric Market Monitor (WEMM) and Compliance

· Locational Marginal Price (LMP) During Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP)
Mr. Doggett announced that Steve Grendel will lead a WebEx meeting on December 19, 2006 to discuss preliminary readiness criteria from the Market Readiness Advisor (MRA).
As a scheduling follow-up from the previous meeting, Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that an additional TPTF meeting has been scheduled for Monday, January 15, 2007 (at the MetCenter). 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, December 11, 2006.
TPTF Meeting Schedule Recap

- January 3, 2007

- January 8 – 9, 2007

- January 10, 2007 (meeting location to be announced) 
- January 15, 2007 
- January 22 – 25, 2007 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Generate an NPRR for removing language referring to telemetered flags from the Base Point Above HASL Flags white paper, as necessary.
	S. Moorty

and team

	Reconcile Figures 1-3 with TPTF modifications to the HDL and LDL During Start-Up and AS Recall white paper, as necessary. Generate corresponding NPRR.
	S. Moorty

and team

	Generate an NPRR to reflect modifications to the Ancillary Service Schedules and Deployment Telemetry white paper, and define the terms Ancillary Service Schedule and Ancillary Service Participation Factor.
	S. Moorty

and team

	Create two practical examples of SCED Base Point Dispatch scenarios to aid future discussions of the SCED Base Point Dispatch white paper. For the first example, illustrate how ERCOT will dispatch Base Points to QSEs who supply regulation. For the second example, illustrate how ERCOT will dispatch Base Points to QSEs who do not supply regulation. 
	S. Moorty

and team


� Docket No. 31540, Proceeding to Consider Protocols to Implement the Nodal Market in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Pursuant P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.501


� Originally the Protocol stated “All RUC processes.” This change modified RUC to HRUC.


� Attendance covers both day one and day two of the meeting. Not all participants attended the entire two-day meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.


� Attendance covers both day one and day two of the meeting. Not all participants attended the entire two-day meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.


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


� Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and Roll Call Votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/05/20060508-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/05/20060508-TPTF.html� 


� Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and Roll Call Votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/05/20060522-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/05/20060522-TPTF.html� 


� Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/04/20060424-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be accessed at the following link: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/06/20060605-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/06/20060605-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be accessed at the following link: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/06/20060626-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/06/20060626-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/07/20060710-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/07/20060710-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/07/20060724_TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/07/20060724_TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/08/20060807-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/08/20060807-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/08/20060821-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/08/20060821-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/09/20060905-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/09/20060905-TPTF.html� 


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/09/20060912-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/09/20060912-TPTF.html� 





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


� William Lewis voted for Cirro Energy the morning of September 28, 2006 via teleconference.


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/09/20060927-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/09/20060927-TPTF.html� 


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





� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/10/20061009-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/10/20061009-TPTF.html� 


� Day three of the meeting (October 26, 2006) was cancelled.


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


� Key Documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can be found at the following link:





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/10/20061024-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/10/20061024-TPTF.html� 


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061106-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061106-TPTF.html�


� NPRR034 and NPRR035 have been deferred from the November 16, 2006 PRS meeting by a TPTF request. The NPRRs are currently scheduled for the December 14, 2006 PRS meeting. 


� During the October 9, 2006 TPTF Meeting, an urgent need was identified for approving the MIS Business Requirements document in order to prevent further delays in the project timeline. During the meeting, TPTF agreed to conditionally approve the MIS Business Requirements document following the approval of three supporting MIS documents: TML Gap Analysis; Web Services API; and Messages, Alerts, and Notifications. Although MIS sought approval for the three documents at the October 24, 2006 TPTF Meeting, the approval was withheld owing to a need for additional work. Ms Harris agreed to perform the recommended work and to bring the documents back to TPTF for a vote on November 6, 2006.  


  


� See Texas Nodal Commercial Systems Requirements Specification for Credit Monitoring and Management at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/cs/pd/cmr/COMS.CreditMonitorRequirements.v0.91.doc" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/cs/pd/cmr/COMS.CreditMonitorRequirements.v0.91.doc�





� See Key Documents, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2006/1106/14a1-Powerup_and_CSD.ppt" �14a1-PowERUP and CSD�. (The Rational Unified Process (RUP) is a web-enabled software engineering methodology called for in the Nodal charter and utilized by the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) to ensure project consistency, predictability, and quality). 


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061128-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061128-TPTF.html�


� While TPTF originally approved NPRR035 on August 21, 2006, the draft was deferred by PRS in order to allow TPTF the opportunity to review the comments submitted by the Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA). The discussion of NPRR035 will resume at PRS on December 14, 2006.


� The current schedule for Nodal training courses may be viewed at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/training/courses/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/training/courses/index.html�





�  These eight interactions are noted as “the API interaction described in the first bullet” in the subsequent motion by Bob Spangler. 


� At the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF meeting, a motion carried to not use COP when determining startup eligibility for a DAM commitment and to obtain Start-Type from MMS Optimization for DAM and Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) settlements.


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


� The December 11, 2006 TPTF meeting was added during the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF meeting in order to create an opportunity for TPTF to focus exclusively on the EMS white papers.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/12/20061204-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/12/20061204-TPTF.html�


�  To illustrate this point, Mr. Doggett provided an example from a recent meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), where a review of NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640, was deferred in the absence of an Impact Analysis. The Impact Analysis will be important for the approval of NPRR024; some Market Participants are concerned that language synchronizations between NPRR024 and PRR640 may weaken the Protocols. NPRR024 is scheduled for discussion at the TAC meeting on January 4, 2007. 


�  This motion was initially approved by TPTF during the November 28 – 30, 2006 meeting. The vote was subsequently retracted owing to the absence of a notice for vote on the meeting agenda. 


�  These eight interactions were noted as “the API interaction described in the first bullet” in the original motion on November 6, 2006. This language was retained in today’s motion.


� Ibid.


� Mr. Chudgar reminded TPTF that the screen shots he displayed were extrapolations only, and they were intended to function as descriptive aids rather than representations of the final product. 


� All meetings are to be held at the ERCOT MetCenter, unless otherwise indicated.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the December 11, 2006 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/12/20061211-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/12/20061211-TPTF.html�


� The correct relationship of HDL ≥ LDL may actually become HDL<LDL when Responsive Reserve is recalled or during Generation Resource Startup.  


� For the third day of this meeting (January 10), TPTF will meet at an off-site location to be determined.
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Is a 3-part offer submitted together with the Non-Spin Offer from an offline Resource?

Y

N

Are the two offers inclusive (not-exclusive)?

Non-Spin will be provided by the offline unit. The Non-Spin MW, if cleared, should be the less than or equal to HSL.



Y

N

Buy Non-Spin only if the unit is committed; The cleared Non-Spin shouldn’t be more than (HSL-LSL).

3-part offer and Non-Spin offer cannot be cleared at the same time. The Non-Spin service, if cleared, will be provided by the offline unit. The Non-Spin MW, if cleared, should be the less than or equal to HSL.

Non-Spin

Deduct A/S Revenue from Make-Whole Payment




















_1225112356.unknown

_1207993013.ppt








Issue 3: A/S Procurement and Unit Commitment 

Is a 3-part offer submitted together with the A/S offer(s) from an offline Resource?

Y

N

Deduct A/S Revenue from Make-Whole Payment

A/S offer validation:

No Reg-Down offers will be allowed; only Reg-Up and RRS offers allowed.



Self-commitment if A/S offer cleared; No Make-Whole payment.

Reg-Up, Reg-Down, and RRS
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