MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

January 3, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

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

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Fehrenbach, Nick 
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

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

	McMurray, Mark
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Niemeyer, Sydney 
	Independent Generator
	NRG (via teleconference)

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

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

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


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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR

	Nelson, Brad
	AREVA (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bridges, Stacy

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Peljto, Haso

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, January 3, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

     - January 8 – 10, 2007 
  
     - January 15, 2007 
     - January 22 – 25, 2007 
     - February 5 – 7, 2007 
Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF discussions on January 8th and 9th will focus primarily on the Energy Management System (EMS) and Market Management System (MMS) Requirements documents. Any discussions or approvals not concluded on these days will be carried over to the January 15, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett suggested that additional meetings may be scheduled for the EMS/MMS documents during the week of January 15, 2007, if necessary.

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) had been interested in recruiting volunteers for a subgroup to help develop metrics criteria. 
 Bob Spangler expressed his concern that TPTF should focus first on approving the MMS and EMS Requirements documents before turning its attention to the MRA subgroup. Other Market Participants (MPs) agreed, and Mr. Doggett indicated that he will meet with Steve Grendel regarding a more suitable time to court TPTF volunteers for the MRA subgroup. In addition, Mr. Doggett agreed with requests to extend the deadline for comments on the proposed metrics criteria, noting that a new deadline of January 18, 2007 will be forwarded to the TPTF distribution list. 

Mr. Doggett introduced Carrie Tucker, who will be assuming meeting duties for Matt Mereness as he transitions into his new role with the Integrated Readiness and Transition (IRT) project. 

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting. 

Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Base Point Dispatch (See Key Documents) 

Sai Moorty presented the SCED Base Point Dispatch white paper for discussion, noting the white paper’s recommendation to provide each Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) with a second Base Point value in addition to the one calculated by SCED. The purpose of the second Base Point will be to minimize the frequency deviations caused by disparities in ramp rates across the system. This second Base Point (or, Updated Desired Base Point) will be provided every four seconds by Load Frequency Control and implemented by each QSE as a means to help ERCOT synchronize ramp rates without having to directly control affected Resources. By addressing frequency deviation in this manner, the second Base Point is expected to help maintain autonomy for QSEs while minimizing the amount of Regulation Ancillary Services (AS) which ERCOT requires to manage the power grid.    

Brad Nelson, AREVA, noted that the white paper is not proposing ERCOT-imposed ramp rates, but rather it is proposing that the Requirements be modified to include the option of an analyst-changeable parameter for affecting unit movements in the event that such an option proves to be useful in the future. Mr. Nelson agreed that although a variety of functional solutions may be successfully argued, the one recommended in the white paper will allow QSEs the flexibility to choose how to ramp their own units based on their individual operating needs. 
Mr. Doggett clarified that while the Updated Desired Base Point aims at minimizing Regulation AS, it does not aim at mixing Regulation deployment with ramp rate optimization. Mr. Doggett further clarified that the permissive and emergency assist rule will still apply for Resources not providing Regulation.

Mr. Moorty confirmed that no changes to the Protocols were being proposed regarding the generation deviation penalty charge. 
Leonard Stanfield recommended modifying the white paper to reflect that the permissive limits for frequency deviation will be published to the Market Information System (MIS) Secure Area. Mr. Moorty modified the white paper with language provided by Floyd Trefny, as follows: 

“The permissive limits for the frequency deviation to suspend updated desired generation ramping shall be posted on the MIS secure area.”

D.S. Mai and Sydney Niemeyer confirmed that no further discussion was required for the NRG comments, and Mr. Moorty removed the comments from the white paper. Mr. Moorty also removed the comments submitted by the City of Garland, with the exception of one comment stating that settlements will still be based on the SCED output Base Point. The comment submitted by Mr. Trefny regarding the calculation of ramping set points was retained as submitted. 

Marguerite Wagner moved to approve the SCED Base Point Dispatch white paper as modified by TPTF. Mark McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 12 abstentions from the Independent Generator (1), Consumers (5), and Independent Retail Electric Provider (REP) (6) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.
Non-Spin Deployment Notification and Availability (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty presented the Non-Spin Deployment Notification and Availability white paper for discussion, noting its purpose to describe the processes associated with the deployment and recall of Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS). 

Where the white paper originally stated that “the deployment of Non-Spin must always be 100% of that scheduled,” Mr. Moorty modified the language to clarify that it is not necessary to deploy all capacity from all Non-Spin Resources at one time, although the deployment must always be 100% of that scheduled on an individual Resource. Mr. Trefny clarified that the term “Resource” is used to refer to both a Generation Resource and a Load Resource, as defined in Section 2 of the Nodal Protocols. 
Because the white paper is only intended to highlight clarifications being developed for the Requirements document, Market Participants (MPs) agreed that it was not necessary to duplicate any items already covered in the Requirements or in the Protocols. In addition, MPs agreed that the white paper should be modified to remove any language indicating a need to change the Nodal Protocols. As a result, where the white paper originally stated that the Generation Subsystem will send deployment status flags, the language was modified to state that the Generation Subsystem will send deployments “according to the Nodal Protocols.” Furthermore, the section entitled “Non-Spin Ancillary Service Schedule and Responsibility” was deemed duplicative and deleted from the white paper.

Bob Green confirmed that Mr. Moorty could remove the comments submitted by the City of Garland. Mr. Moorty retained the comment submitted by NRG regarding the timestamp for capacity deployment. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Non-Spin Deployment Notification and Availability white paper as modified by TPTF. Ms. Wagner seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.
Mr. Doggett suggested that the MMS team attempt to assess any timeline impacts which may result from the NSRS proposals being developed by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).
Generation Resource Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty identified the main changes which had been made to the white paper since its last presentation to TPTF on December 11, 2006. The main changes included paragraphs indicating that Load Frequency Control (LFC) will deploy emergency Base Points if SCED fails, and SCED will report RRS energy deployments to the EMS and to the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) in order to facilitate performance monitoring as required by Nodal Protocol Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance. 

Regarding the paragraph on Portfolio Generation Resource RRS capacity deployment, Mr. Nelson noted that the current ERCOT Protocols recognize the RRS signal as an energy deployment, while the white paper recognizes the signal as a capacity deployment. Mr. Moorty agreed that this paragraph would require a Protocol change. 
Mr. Nelson noted that when frequency recovers to above the RRS frequency recovery limit, the portion which will be reset by the Generation Subsystem is the automatic calculated portion, while the operator-entered portion of RRS will be recalled via manual entry. As a result, Mr. Nelson noted that only the operator-entered portion of RRS will be reset. Mr. Trefny recommended modifying the white paper to state that the Generation Subsystem will reset the Generation Resource RRS capacity deployment appropriately, rather than reset it to zero. Mr. Moorty modified the white paper as recommended, including a clarification that the RRS reserve will be restored to a ready state with a SCED execution at the next regular cycle.

Mr. Nelson drew attention to the thirty-second timeframe wherein ERCOT will deploy emergency Base Points in the event SCED should fail to execute. On Mr. Nelson’s recommendation, Mr. Moorty modified the white paper to indicate that the thirty-second timeframe is an analyst-adjustable parameter. 

Bob Green provided a presentation on Proposed ERCOT Nodal Automatic Generation Control (AGC) Framework. Mr. Green began his presentation by displaying a chart depicting Load changes resulting from operations at a typical steel mill, noting the importance of filtering out Load changes from the values going into SCED. Mr. Green also recommended that the SCED Generation To Be Dispatched (GTBD) should be the function ∑Agen - D∆f. Next, Mr. Green displayed a control-loop flow chart, based on the current Nodal Protocols, depicting the flow of Resource-based SCADA information into the SCED and LFC processes. Mr. Green noted the key features from the current Nodal Protocols which had been incorporated into the flow chart. Mr. Green also noted some of the main causes for frequency deviation in the ERCOT system, including: units tripping; the sum of governor set points being unequal to the ERCOT Load; the Real-Time Load differing from the values dispatched by SCED; units not following control Base Points; and time lags and ramp limits occurring in the AGC process. In closing, Mr. Green expressed his concern that adding RRS to inputs for SCED may prevent dynamically-scheduled Resources providing RRS from getting RRS energy deployments allocated to them..

Mr. Trefny asked if the QSE interface documents which are to be produced for Regulation and unit controllers may be expected to include sections depicting unit-control loops. Mr. Trefny suggested that ERCOT should take an action item to verify that QSEs will be provided with documentation from ERCOT explaining the expected implementation of individual resource controls based on the data which will be sent from ERCOT. Mr. Green expressed his interest in assisting with the preparation of such a document. 

Ronnie Hoeinghaus suggested that the function ∑Agen - D∆f, as identified in Mr. Green’s presentation, should be incorporated into the existing white paper in order to avoid re-addressing the item with a separate NPRR. Mr. Trefny suggested that TPTF plan instead to revisit the discussion of ∑Agen - D∆f at a future meeting when more time may be allocated to the subject. Mr. Doggett noted that some time will be made available for this discussion during the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Hoeinghaus expressed his agreement with this approach. Mr. Doggett confirmed that John Adams had indicated his concurrence with the way the D∆f term was being treated. Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT will not address this issue with a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) at this time.
Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Generation Resource Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall white paper as modified by TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 90% in favor and 7 abstentions from the Independent REP (6) and Independent Power Marketers (1) Market Segments. The Consumers Market Segment was not represented.
Develop Agenda for January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF Meeting
Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Green and Mr. Trefny will present a fifteen minute update regarding Determination of the Generation to be Dispatched in SCED during the TPTF meeting on January 9, 2007.  

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting, as follows:

Monday, January 8, 2007: 

· Nodal Program Update – Jerry Sullivan

· EMS/MMS – Requirements Discussion 

Tuesday, January 9, 2007:
· EMS/MMS – Requirements Discussion 

· Commercial Operations – Registration Requirements

· Commercial Operations – Credit Monitoring and Management Conceptual System Design (CSD)

· Commercial Operations – CSDs

· Integrated Readiness and Transition (IRT) – Market Trials Approach/ Qualification Approach 

Wednesday, January 10, 2007:
· Integration and Design Authority (IDA) – Draft Application Program Interface (API) List and Strategy Documents

· Market Information System (MIS) – MIS CSD

· NPRR037 – Section 13 
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:47 p.m. on Wednesday, January 3, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Re-distribute the December 19, 2006 MRA presentation to the TPTF exploder, along with an announcement of the new deadline for Market comments.  
	S. Bridges

	Verify that QSEs will be provided with documentation from ERCOT explaining the expected implementation of individual resource controls, based on the data which will be sent from ERCOT.
	ERCOT Staff


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

January 8 – 10, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

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

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketers
	BP Energy

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utilities
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays, 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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Everett, Daryl
	Alliance Data

	Fore, Vonzie
	Direct Energy

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Guremouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Gurrala, Sharmila
	CPS Energy

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Patrylak, Rob
	New Energy Assoc.

	Schwertner, Ray
	Bryan Texas Utitlites

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bauld, Mandy

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Deller, Art

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Dreyfus, Mark

	Harris, Pat

	Hui, Hailong

	Li, Guang

	Li, Katherine

	Ma, Xingwang

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Ren, Yongjun

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Yager, Cheryl


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on January 8, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

     - January 15, 2007 
     - January 22 – 25, 2007 
     - February 5 – 7, 2007 
Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will meet at the Holiday Inn Express (next to the Met Center) on day three of this meeting, January 10, 2007. 

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that Bob Green and Floyd Trefny will be presenting a discussion regarding Determination of Generation to be Dispatched in Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) on January 9, 2007.

Mr. Doggett noted that some agenda items were deferred from this TPTF meeting in order to make additional time for discussing the Market Management System (MMS) and Energy Management System (EMS) Requirements documents. The deferred items included the six draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) documents for Commercial Operations (COMS), as well as the Market Trials Approach and Qualification Approach documents for Integrated Readiness and Transition (IRT). 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett introduced Jerry Sullivan, Executive Director for the Nodal Market Redesign Project. Mr. Sullivan presented highlights from the Nodal Status Report which he presented to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting on January 4, 2007. 

Mr. Sullivan noted that a situation related to Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs) with Nexant is posing some challenges for the Nodal program. Mr. Sullivan stated that seeking resolution to the situation with Nexant is a top priority, and he agreed to keep TPTF updated as the situation unfolds. Mr. Doggett suggested that if supplemental NDAs are required with Nexant, then a representative from ERCOT’s legal department may be asked to inform members of TPTF regarding how they should prepare for reviewing the upcoming detailed design documents. 

Mr. Trefny expressed his desire to see preliminary versions of the Market Participant Interface (MPI) specifications as they are being developed. In addition, Mr. Trefny suggested that a preliminary milestone should be set for a draft delivery of the specifications prior to the March 31, 2007 deadline. Mr. Trefny noted that it will be important for Market Participants (MPs) to have adequate time to review the document before it is finalized in order to ensure that no key elements are overlooked. Bob Spangler concurred with Mr. Trefny’s perspective, noting that MPs should be actively involved in the development of the MPI specifications. Mr. Doggett noted that Daryl Shing was scheduled for the January 10th discussion of the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) approach to developing the MPI specifications.

Mr. Sullivan identified some key achievements, key milestones, and top risks for the Nodal project. A clarification was requested by Mr. Trefny regarding “insufficient engagement,” which had been identified as a top risk. Mr. Sullivan noted that improved levels of engagement are needed among Nodal Program Managers and ERCOT Business Owners in order to promote effective cooperation toward the overall goals and timelines established for the Nodal Project. 

Consider Approval of TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)
The TPTF considered approval of the minutes for the following meetings: 

- November 28 – 30, 2006

- December 4 – 5, 2006

- December 11, 2006 

Chris Brewster recommended removing the phrase “Steering Committee of TXU Cities” from his representation information in the attendance record. Stacy Bridges noted he would remove the phrase from all three sets of meeting minutes, as requested.

Stacey Woodard moved to approve the three sets of minutes as modified by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with one abstention from Nick Fehrenbach. 
Mr. Trefny expressed concern regarding outstanding NPRRs and noted that work should move forward in this area. Mr. Doggett recalled that Market Rules had presented their plan for conforming remaining sections of the Nodal Protocols at the TPTF meeting on November 28, 2006. 
 Mr. Doggett confirmed for Mr. Trefny that he would discuss this topic further with Market Rules, Kristi Hobbs, or Rich Gruber.

MMS Requirements Specification for Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) (See Key Documents) 
Sai Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS DAM and SASM Requirements. 
 Mr. Moorty worked through the Market comments in order to create a consolidated punch list of items that will allow the MMS Project team to move forward. Following are some highlights from the review. 
Regarding validation for self-arranged Ancillary Services (AS), Mr. Moorty noted acceptance of the recommendation to reject submissions for AS self schedules that are greater than their AS obligations. Mr. Moorty also agreed at the behest of Mr. Spangler to add an item to the IDA punch list for posting credit limits to the Market Information System (MIS). 
Mr. Moorty noted that he will modify Requirements Section 3.3.8, Validation of AS Offers, in order to clarify that the overlap in “overlapping AS offers” refers to the time period of the offers. 
Regarding validation for single trades, Don Blackburn recommended a three-step approach, whereby Party One will schedule a trade, Party Two will receive a notification of the trade, and then Party Two will submit a congruous schedule to serve as a confirmation of the trade for both parties. Regarding validation for multiple trades, MPs supported removing the Trade ID functionality in favor of netting. 

Mr. Moorty confirmed that all bids and offers will be rejected for each Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) that surpasses its credit limit.

Regarding Requirements Section 3.8.4, DAM Clearing Engine, Mr. Moorty took the action item to develop an appendix describing the properties of all Market submission items.

Ronnie Hoeinghaus noted that the QSE Activities described for the SASM Process “Time = X plus 30,” as described in the chart from Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2 (2), Supplemental AS Market, indicate that “QSEs may resubmit AS Offers. . .  during the Adjustment Period.” Mr. Hoeinghaus observed that this description is incongruous with Requirement “1.b.” from Section 3.10.2, SA2 Validation of Resubmitted AS Offers, in the DAM and SASM Requirements document, which states, “only offers that were submitted before the notice are eligible to participate in the SASM; once the notice is given, no further offers are eligible for that SASM.” Mr. Hoeinghaus noted that this incongruity between the Nodal Protocols and the DAM and SASM Requirements document makes it difficult to determine who is eligible to resubmit offers during the Adjustment Period. Mr. Moorty agreed to alleviate the ambiguity by producing an NPRR to remove the incongruous paragraph from Section 6.4.8.2(2) Table Column 2, Row 3. 

Mr. Moorty opened the current punch list for the DAM and SASM Requirements in order to review what has been accomplished to date. Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT should develop a recap for the clarification notes discussed during the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett also noted that the clarification notes “Explanation of Market Submission Items” and “Ancillary Service Offer Modeling” will need to be resubmitted for a TPTF review to take place during the January 15, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Moorty added the items to the punch list, noting that the clarification notes would be modified to capture decisions made during the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Mr. Reynolds inquired as to when the punch list for the DAM and SASM Requirements will be available to the Market. Mr. Moorty confirmed he would update TPTF regarding the release date during the January 15, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

MMS Requirements Specification for Outage Scheduler (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty provided a status report on the Market comments received for the Outage Scheduler. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF could expect to see a revised version of the Requirements for Outage Scheduler the week of January 15th, in addition to a notice for vote during the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:41 p.m. on Monday, January 8, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, January 9, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.
MMS Requirements Specification for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the RUC Requirements. Mr. Moorty worked through the Market comments in order to create a consolidated punch list of items that will allow the MMS Project team to move forward. Following are some highlights from the review.
Some MPs expressed concerns regarding how startup history will be treated by RUC, noting that the Nodal Protocols allow QSEs to specify the maximum number of startups for their Resources each week. A recommendation was made to treat the QSE-specified number as a constraint in RUC. Mr. Moorty took the action item to respect this constraint in the RUC Requirements, adding that other solutions will be presented to TPTF if the constraint proves to be an unworkable solution.
Regarding Requirements Section 3.2.7, Create Three-Part Offers for Non-Bid Resources, many differing opinions were expressed by TPTF regarding how to treat the issue of using 150% verifiable cost in the RUC clearing process for Resources that submitted Offers prior to DAM and were selected in the DAM but didn’t update the COP to reflect the DAM commitment before DRUC. The current solution in the RUC Requirements document follows Nodal Protocol 5.1(4) by creating Three-Part Supply Offers for these Resources, using Verifiable/Resource Category Generic Cost instead of using the cleared Three-Part Offers from DAM. Mr. Doggett noted that anyone who supports a different interpretation for these Offers in the RUC clearing process may address this issue with an adjustment to the Nodal Protocols by drafting some clarifying language and submitting an NPRR.
The discussion of the RUC Requirements was suspended for discussions of other documents (please see a continuation of the minutes for this discussion below).
Determination of Generation to be Dispatched in SCED (See Key Documents)
Mr. Trefny provided a presentation on the sum effects of typical non-conforming Loads in ERCOT. Mr. Trefny noted that the current method for determining the appropriate amount of energy to dispatch after each SCED execution is based on using the actual generation calculated just prior to each SCED execution. Mr. Trefny suggested that although he supports the existing protocol, an alternative method could be used to determine the appropriate amount of energy to dispatch. This method, referred to as the “look-ahead” method, incorporates a damping factor to address the erratic demands caused by non-conforming Loads.

Mr. Spangler noted that the damping factor may be best handled by Load Frequency Control (LFC) rather than SCED.
Mr. Moorty confirmed that this new approach, if implemented, would work best as part of the EMS subsystem. Mr. Trefny noted that the “look-ahead” method should possibly be incorporated in the current design in the event that it proved to be useful later on. 

Mr. Moorty agreed to share Mr. Trefny’s presentation with Brad Nelson (AREVA). Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Nelson’s response to the presentation will be discussed in a future TPTF meeting. 

EMS Update on Disposition of Comments for the EMS Requirements Documents (See Key Documents)
Jay Dondeti provided a progress report on ERCOT’s responses to comments received for the twelve EMS Requirements documents. Mr. Dondeti identified the number of comments received for each document, the degree of progress which had been made for each set of comments, and the order in which TPTF might expect to review the dispositions. Mr. Doggett noted that the actual review will occur during the TPTF meeting on January 15, 2007. 

Network Model Management System (NMMS) Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)
Raj Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the NMMS CSD. Following are some highlights from the review.

Mr. Trefny noted that the Nodal Protocols require that every Transmission Service Provider (TSP) or Distribution Service Provider (DSP) will have the ability to review models in the test system, and he inquired how that functionality will be provided to MPs if they cannot use the Siemens Operational Test System. Mr. Chudgar clarified that the AREVA model cannot be loaded and viewed externally. As a result, MPs will be able to view models, but they will not be able to directly load them into the AREVA system. Mr. Chudgar noted that the scope of the NMMS includes the ability to create models, change models, drop models, and so forth, but it does not include the ability to import models into the EMS system for power flow analyses.

Valentine Emesih inquired about the possibility of joining drawings and other project-related files to multiple Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs). Because NOMCRs often contain many individual components, Mr. Emesih noted that it may be helpful to have the capability of copying certain components to multiple places. Mr. Chudgar agreed, and he observed that such a capability would expedite the preliminary stages of the NOMCRs process. Mr. Chudgar noted that the NMMS team will look into providing this capability and then discuss any options they identify during the detailed design phase.
Mr. Chudgar noted that many of the issues raised by Market comments on the NMMS CSD will not actually be resolved until the detailed design phase. Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Chudgar be as clear as possible about the issues which will be resolved during the detailed design phase so that TPTF can still make the decisions necessary for moving forward. Mr. Chudgar agreed to confer with CenterPoint for the purpose of elucidating the rejections and clarifications contained in the dispositions. To this end, Mr. Chudgar chose to defer approval for the NMMS CSD, noting his intention is to hold clarifying discussions offline in preparation for a possible approval during the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting.  
COMS Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) CSD (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the CMM CSD. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the CMM CSD. Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer Segment. All Market Segments were represented.
COMS Registration Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Registration Requirements.

Mr. Chudgar noted that one correction will be made to the Requirements document to indicate that the Registration System must be able to maintain and enforce a unique descriptor for each qualified Load Resource represented by any QSE. The purpose of the correction is to indicate that this functionality is not specific to Non-Opt-In Entities (NOIEs).

Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve the COMS Registration Requirements document as amended by TPTF. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. All Market Segments were represented. 

COMS CSDs (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar provided an overview of the ten COMS CSDs. 
Mr. Chudgar noted that all Commercial System Solutions, with the exception of CMM, will be built by customizing existing software. While a Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) product for CMM will be purchased from ROME, the existing Siebel package will be customized for Registration and Disputes, and the existing Lodestar package will be customized for all of the others (i.e., Settlements and Billing, Statements and Invoices, Data Aggregation, and Financial Transfer). 

Mr. Chudgar briefly described the Requirements documents associated with each of the COMS CSDs. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the Disputes CSD is not being covered now owing to the structure of the current timeline, but it will appear again at the end of the first quarter 2007. 

Mr. Chudgar identified the next steps for the project, highlighting the punch list prepared by the COMS team (referred to as an “action items list”). Mr. Chudgar noted that the COMS team will commit to completing the action item list following TPTF approval of the CSDs. The purpose of the action item list is to facilitate the approval process for all CSDs so that the project may move forward. Mr. Chudgar noted that any Nodal Protocol changes which the COMS team determines to be necessary will be introduced as the team works through the action item list. 

MMS RUC Requirements – Continued (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty continued his review of the disposition of comments for the RUC Requirements. 
MPs expressed concern that the functionality associated with the use of Dynamic Ratings as described in Requirements Section 3.6.2, Use of Dynamic Ratings in Network Security Monitor (NSM), is not permissible based on the Nodal Protocols. A comment from TXU noted that any operator-selected configuration settings for the use of Dynamic Ratings should be logged and posted to MIS. Mr. Moorty took the action item to have IDA consider Dynamic Ratings issues in light of these comments. Mr. Moorty drafted some redline language to serve as a stopgap in the Requirements until IDA is able to review the Dynamic Ratings issue. Additionally to address the functionality concern, the redline language notes that operator-selected configuration settings for the use of Dynamic Ratings may be entered for the purposes of analysis and debugging only, and it recognizes that operator-selected configuration settings are not allowed in the Nodal Protocols and are not intended to be used for normal operations. 

MPs expressed differing opinions regarding the necessity for the Sensitivity Cutoff Threshold as described in Requirements Section 3.6.4, NSM Sensitivity Cutoff Threshold. Mr. Moorty noted his intention to change the RUC Requirements document to show that the Sensitivity Cutoff Threshold value will be started at zero. Later, if the determination is made that the Sensitivity Cutoff Threshold is indeed helpful for the system, then it will be assigned a value, and the Market will be informed of the change. Shams Siddiqi agreed to discuss some solutions for this issue offline with Mr. Moorty and the MMS team.

MMS Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT) Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS CCT Requirements. Mr. Moorty worked through the Market comments in order to create a consolidated punch list of items for the document. Following are some highlights from this review.

Mr. Moorty took the action item to inform ABB not to automate CCT processes for daily or monthly input to SCED until further discussions are held. Mr. Moorty noted that Mr. Spangler is preparing an NPRR to address this issue, and any relevant changes to the Requirements document will be withheld until the NPRR has been approved. 

Mr. Spangler requested that the specific criteria affecting entities as pivotal players be included in the Requirements document so that there is documented, defining language for the criteria. Mr. Moorty noted that the requested defining language will be added in an appendix to the CCT Requirements. 

Regarding tunable parameters for any of the systems, Mr. Spangler noted that an ERCOT-defined process should set the value of the parameter and identify the conditions under which it is set. 

Mr. Spangler inquired as to whether the decision had been made to update the Current Operating Plan (COP) between the end of DAM and the beginning of RUC. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF had decided that it would not be mandatory to update the COP between DAM awards and the beginning of RUC. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, January 9, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, January 10, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.
IDA Review of Draft MP Application Program Interface (API) List and Strategy Documents (See Key Documents)
Mr. Shing provided an update on the Machine-to-Machine Interface (MMI) Specifications and Nodal Sandbox Roadmap which are being developed by IDA. Mr. Shing reminded TPTF that the initial Nodal Sandbox Roadmap was delivered on December 28, 2006, along with three initial documents for the MMI Specifications, including: the Draft MMI Strategy; the Draft MMI List; and, the Draft MMI Specifications. Mr. Shing noted that the deadline for initial Market comments on these documents is February 1, 2007. Mr. Shing will update TPTF regarding initial Market comments during the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting. Mr. Shing assured that Market comments will be continually solicited and incorporated as subsequent drafts of these documents are developed.   

Mr. Shing discussed the next steps identified for the Nodal Sandbox, noting that interoperability testing for the Sandbox will start on January 31, 2007. A startup “Whoami” service for confirming digital signatures will be made available to MPs in order to facilitate testing. Monthly updates will be made to Sandbox capabilities as the testing proceeds, and each update will coincide with each new Sandbox release. The interoperability testing will end on September 1, 2007, at which time Mr. Shing expects the basic Sandbox strategy will have been determined. Mr. Shing noted that instructions for the Market will be released prior to the Sandbox, with options for Java and .Net to help MPs connect and interact.

Mr. Shing identified the next monthly steps for the MMI Specifications, noting that the completed set of MMI Specifications (including billing and settlements) is scheduled for delivery by March 31, 2007. 

Mr. Trefny inquired if the IDA team had considered any constraining North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) requirements when developing the current strategies for securing information exchanges with MPs. Mr. Shing confirmed that NERC requirements are currently being considered. Mr. Shing then described the current information exchange strategy, which involves securing online transmissions via encryption devices such as digital certificates and Secure Socket Layers (SSL). Mr. Shing noted that each online transmission which ERCOT secures will also be signed and stored with the encryption that accompanies the original message. Mr. Shing agreed to report back to TPTF regarding the exact NERC requirements in this area. 
Mr. Shing provided an overview of the Integration Analysis Process and discussed the methodology by which current work on the MMI Specifications will fold back into the overall architecture targeted by the System of Systems Architecture (SoSA). 
Mr. Spangler expressed concern that the link between the IDA punch list and the work actually being done is unclear, and he requested that more frequent feedback be provided regarding the progress being made on the punch list. Matt Mereness noted that Kenneth Ragsdale had indicated the punch list was being updated so that it may be released as a more functional tracking tool later in the month. 

MIS CSD (See Key Documents)
Ms. Harris reviewed the disposition of comments for the MIS CSD. 

Ms. Harris confirmed there will be no link to MIS from Texas Market Link (TML), noting that the MIS team is currently working on a migration plan to allow TML to be retired following the Nodal go-live date. Ms. Harris assured MPs that the migration plan will be openly communicated in order to avoid surprises, adding that everything will be tested and migrated before TML is retired. Ms. Harris further assured that MPs may expect all existing services to be preserved, either directly on MIS or in some other way. 
Leonard Stanfield requested more information regarding transactions which will not be shown on MIS. Ms. Harris agreed the MIS team could commit to producing a document identifying transactions which will not be shown on MIS.

Ms. Harris noted that all public, secure, and certified information will be accessible through MIS; however, access to MIS will require a digital certificate. Ms. Harris further noted that information classified as public will also be accessible through ERCOT.com. Ms. Harris confirmed that although public information will appear in both places, it will reside in only one database location, so no duplication of information will occur. Ms. Harris explained that the purpose for allowing accessibility to public information through ERCOT.com is to make sure that all information classified as public remains available to users who do not possess the digital certificate necessary to access MIS.

Mr. Trefny cautioned that the described strategy for posting public information might be interpreted as a violation of the Nodal Protocols. To illustrate his point, Mr. Trefny called attention to the final sentence of Nodal Protocol Section 12.4, ERCOT Internet Website, which states, “ERCOT may use its Internet web site to communicate information that is not posted to the MIS.” Mr. Trefny noted that this Protocol language may be interpreted to mean that any information appearing on the MIS cannot also appear on ERCOT.com. Other MPs interpreted this Protocol language differently and suggested that any information which does not belong on MIS may still find a home on ERCOT.com without excluding the option of linking some information to both locations as necessary. Ms. Harris identified this latter interpretation as the one recognized by the MIS team for their project purposes. Mr. Blackburn and Mr. Fehrenbach voiced their support. 

Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve the MIS CSD. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utilities Segment. The Independent Generator and Cooperative Market Segments were not represented.
NPRR037, Conforming Section 13 to Nodal Format (See Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett provided a background on NPRR037, noting that some concern had been expressed during the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF meeting regarding the boxed language in Section 13.1.2, Calculation of Losses for Settlement. At that meeting, TPTF suggested that the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) table NPRR037 until implementation of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 565 would allow for the removal of the boxed language. Mr. Doggett displayed the modified version of NPRR037, noting that PRR565 had been implemented late last year and the boxed language had been removed.

Mr. Spangler moved to endorse NPRR037 with the displayed changes as being consistent with the current Nodal Protocols. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Independent Generator and Cooperative Market Segments were not represented.
MMS Requirements For Overall MMS System and Other Processes (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the Overall MMS System Requirements. Mr. Moorty worked through the Market comments in order to create a consolidated punch list of items for the document. Following are highlights from the review.   

Mr. Spangler inquired if User Interface (UI) guidelines are available on the Nodal web site (nodal.ercot.com). Mr. Moorty agreed to verify this concern with IDA and to remind them of the requirement to post the guidelines for IDA Web and UI to the nodal web site.
MPs requested clarification for the acronyms “MI” and “MA” as used in the Requirements document. Mr. Moorty clarified that the acronym “MI” refers to the Market Infrastructure (MI) system, which is the underlying system that “talks” to all other users and machines. The acronym “MA” refers to the Market Application (MA) system, which receives data from the upstream MI system. Mr. Moorty confirmed that the two acronyms are defined in the Requirements document, and he agreed to include definitions for these acronyms in his disposition spreadsheets in order to facilitate understanding for members of TPTF.

The discussion for Overall MMS System and Other Processes was suspended for a review of the punch list for SCED and Real-Time Requirements (please see a continuation of the minutes for this discussion below).

MMS Review of Punch List for SCED and Real-Time Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty reviewed the consolidated punch list for the SCED and Real-Time Requirements, identifying the items which had been closed and the items which remain open and require more work. Mr. Spangler recommended that any open punch list items affecting the Business Requirements should be closed by TPTF when the associated CSDs are approved.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS SCED and Real-Time Requirements. Mr. Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Cooperative and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented. 

MMS Review of Punch List For Overall Requirements – Continued (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty continued reviewing the punch list items for the MMS Overall Requirements, identifying the items which had been closed and the items which remain open and require more work. 

Mr. Moorty noted in the punch list that all MMS Requirements will be updated to reflect that tunable parameters must be tightly controlled and only changed with the concurrence of MPs except in the event of an operational emergency. Mr. Moorty further noted that any changes to tunable parameters must be posted.
Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Requirements for Overall MMS System and Other Processes. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Cooperative and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented. 

MMS Review of Punch List for RUC Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty reviewed the punch list items for the MMS RUC Requirements, identifying the items which had been closed and the items which remain open and require more work. 

Mr. Moorty noted that the Requirements document will be updated to account for maximum weekly startups and maximum weekly energy resource constraints in Day-Ahead (DRUC) and Hourly-RUC (HRUC). Mr. Moorty also reiterated that all spreadsheets containing dispositions for MMS Requirements will be updated to provide definitions of MI and MA.
Mr. Moorty confirmed again that he will follow up with Mr. Shing in order to publish the guidelines for the ERCOT Web and UI to the nodal web site.

This discussion was temporarily suspended to accommodate a discussion of EMS Requirements (please see a continuation of the minutes for the RUC discussion below). 
EMS Data Models Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Data Models Requirements. 
Mr. Dondeti noted that the Registration data required for EMS, such as Resource information for LFC, is obtained through NMMS. Mr. Trefny suggested adding the item to the IDA punch list in order to assure that the registration system data is used directly by EMS without an added step of going through NMMS.  Mr. Dondeti added this topic to the punch list, agreeing to discuss it with the Integration team in order to obtain further clarification. Mr. Dondeti noted that he will add the item to the IDA punch list.

Mr. Trefny noted that the approach for using the Network Operations Model as described in the Requirements document may lead to tracking problems. As a result, Mr. Trefny recommended that models only be changed three to four times per month rather than daily. Mr. Dondeti noted in the comments spreadsheet that the appropriate modifications will be made to the Requirements document. 

Mr. Dondeti noted that more details are needed for defining the role referred to as “authorized Applications Data Administrator.” Although Mr. Dondeti was able to clarify that the individual who is assigned to this role will work for ERCOT operations, he agreed that the term requires further definition, to be provided in an updated version of the Requirements.

Mr. Spangler requested that the Requirements document be modified to distinguish “Test” items from “Real-Time” items. 

Mr. Trefny cautioned that any data used in both the EMS and the NMMS systems should be retrieved from a single data repository in order to avoid the potential for system errors. 

Mr. Doggett confirmed that Mr. Dondeti will return to TPTF in order to discuss the punch list items captured for this document.

MMS Review of Punch List for RUC Requirements – Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty continued reviewing the punch list items for the MMS RUC Requirements. 
Mr. Moorty closed the punch list item for mandatory DAM commitments, noting in the punch list that they are not viewed to be mandatory.

Some MPs requested the development of a document describing the relationships and scenarios between the DAM and RUC commitment as well as a correlated training procedure to help MPs to prepare for the Nodal Market. Mr. Moorty noted this item in the punch list.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS RUC Requirements with the understanding that the associated punch list items will be resolved. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Cooperative, Independent Generator, and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.
Develop Agenda for the January 15, 2007 TPTF Meeting
Mr. Doggett described the order of meeting topics for the January 15, 2007 TPTF meeting, starting with the Review of Dispositions for the MMS DAM and SASM Requirements and the MMS CCT Requirements documents. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:15 p.m. on Wednesday, January 10, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Mr. Doggett agreed to further discuss the topic of outstanding NPRRs with Market Rules, Kristi Hobbs, or Rich Gruber.
	T. Doggett

	Draft an NPRR to alleviate the ambiguity associated with the term “Time = X plus 30” in the Nodal Protocols, including the removal of the second paragraph under “QSE Activities” in Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2 (2), Supplemental Ancillary Services Market. 
	S. Moorty

	Share Mr. Trefny’s presentation on the "look-ahead" method with Mr. Nelson (AREVA). 
	S. Moorty

	Look into the possibility of providing the capability to link project files to multiple NOMCRs.
	R. Chudgar and NMMS Team

	Confer with CenterPoint for the purpose of elucidating the rejections and clarifications contained in the dispositions for the NMMS CSD.
	R. Chudgar and NMMS Team

	Correct the COMS Registration Requirements to indicate that the Registration System must be able to maintain and enforce a unique descriptor for each qualified Load Resource represented by any QSE (purpose is to indicate that this functionality is not specific to NOIEs).
	R. Chudgar and COMS Team

	Inform ABB not to automate CCT processes until further discussions are held regarding daily/monthly outputs into SCED. 
	S. Moorty and MMS Team

	Report back to TPTF on the applicable NERC requirements regarding secure transmissions MPs. 
	D. Shing and ADI Team

	Remind the IDA Team of the requirement to post the guidelines for IDA web and UI on the nodal web site (nodal.ercot.com). 
	S. Moorty

	Develop a document identifying transactions that will not be shown on MIS.
	P. Harris and MIS Team

	Update the IDA punch list and post it to the nodal web site as a project tracking tool.
	K. Ragsdale and Team

	Develop a document describing the properties of all Market submission items. 
	S. Moorty and MMS Team
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS (via teleconference)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumers
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed) (via teleconference)
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	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)
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	Mai, D.S.
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	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC (via teleconference)

	Schwertner, Ray
	Municipal
	Bryan Texas Utilities (via teleconference)

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Ding, Qifeng
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc. (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Garza, Beth (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Moorty, Sainath

	Peterson, Bill

	Ren, Yongjun

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tucker, Carrie


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on January 15, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirm Future Meetings

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

    - January 22 – 25, 2007 

    - February 5 – 7, 2007

    - February 22 – 23, 2007 

Mr. Doggett noted that discussions for the Market Management System (MMS) Requirements documents will resume on Monday, January 22, 2007, as needed in order to provide time for reviewing Energy Management System (EMS) documents during today’s meeting.
Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.

MMS Review of Punch List for Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) Requirements (See Key Documents) 

Sai Moorty reviewed the remaining punch list items for the DAM & SASM Requirements document. 
 Following are some highlights from the review.  

Punch List Item #1

Mr. Moorty noted that TPTF had agreed to discuss the rules for uplifting as they affect fixed quantity block offers and bids. Bob Spangler observed that the issue of make whole payments is still open in this area, and he agreed to work with Shams Siddiqi to address the issue during a future presentation to TPTF. 

Punch List Item #2

Mr. Spangler noted the purpose for the clarification note “Ancillary Service (AS) Offer Modeling” is to describe the rules which Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) are expected to follow when submitting offers and bids. Because these types of rules are important, Mr. Spangler suggested they should be posted in an obvious online location. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF had completed its review of the clarification note, and the only task remaining is to decide how its rules will be communicated to QSEs and Market Participants (MPs). Mr. Moorty confirmed that the item will be placed on the Integration Design Authority (IDA) punch list.

MPs expressed concern regarding the manner in which materials have been distributed to TPTF for review. Mr. Doggett identified the approach which has been used to date, namely that documents identified for formal review in the Transition Plan (i.e., Business Requirements documents, Conceptual System Design (CSD) documents, etc.) have been distributed through the TPTF Review mailbox, along with due dates for Market comments. Meanwhile, the approach for less formal documents (i.e., clarification notes, etc.) has been to distribute them independently of the TPTF Review mailbox. Floyd Trefny recommended consolidating the distribution process by using the TPTF Review mailbox to distribute any documents that require any level of TPTF review. In addition, he recommended posting all documents to the Working Documents page on the Nodal web site, either directly or by some other convention such as separate tabs or hyperlinks. Mr. Doggett asked if anyone felt opposed to implementing the new approach as recommended. Hearing no objections, Mr. Doggett confirmed that the new approach will be implemented.

Mr. Spangler recommended including punch lists on the Working Documents page of the Nodal web site. Mr. Doggett confirmed that an approach will be developed to accommodate Mr. Spangler’s request.

Punch List Item #3

Mr. Doggett noted that the issue of removing Trade IDs in favor of netting had been decided at the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Moorty closed this item on the punch list, noting that Trade IDs will be removed. 

Punch List Item #4

Mr. Moorty confirmed the MMS team’s acceptance of the approach to confirming trades as recommended during the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting, whereby each buyer and seller involved in a trade will submit the same trade and then let the ERCOT systems perform the matching logic. Mr. Moorty closed this punch list item, noting that ERCOT will prepare a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) to clarify the approach to confirming trades.

Punch List Item #5
Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team is reworking the clarification note “Explanation of Market Submission Items” and will resubmit it to TPTF for review. Mr. Moorty updated the punch list to reflect that TPTF had finished reviewing the document. 

Punch List Item #6

Mr. Moorty noted that although the MMS team had originally planned to reject overlapping three-part energy offers, the approach had been modified to allow for overwriting. As a result, any new three-part offers which are submitted will overwrite the portions of the previous three-part offers where overlap occurs. Mr. Moorty closed this item on the punch list.

Punch List Item #7

Mr. Moorty noted that clarification notes will be added as appendices to the DAM and SASM Requirements document. 

Punch List Item #8
Regarding the issue of modeling for energy self-schedules within the DAM clearing engine, Mr. Spangler recommended removing the item from the punch list. Hearing no objections, Mr. Moorty closed the punch list item, noting his willingness to discuss this topic further as needed. 

Punch List Item #9

Mr. Moorty noted that Mr. Siddiqi, Mr. Spangler, and Ronnie Hoeinghaus will assist the MMS team in developing a NPRR for Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2.1, Resubmitting Offers for AS in the Adjustment Period, and for Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2, Supplemental AS Market. The purpose of the NPRR is to clarify the eligibility issues affecting offer re-submittals in the SASM. Mr. Doggett noted that discussions for this issue will be resumed once the NPRR has been drafted and submitted for review. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS DAM and SASM Requirements document as modified by TPTF as being in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. Bret Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Independent Retail Electric Provider (REP) Market Segment was not represented.  

MMS Review of Punch List for Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT) Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty reviewed the punch list for the CCT Requirements document, noting two open items. Regarding the first open item, Mr. Moorty noted that Mr. Spangler will be drafting a NPRR to address the issues of monthly and daily testing as they are described in Nodal Protocol 3.19, Constraint Competitiveness Tests. Regarding the second open item, Mr. Moorty noted that clarifications will be made regarding the terms “pivotal players” and “Test Procedure 2” as described in the CCT Requirements document.

Mr. Trefny inquired if all draft NPRRs will be sent to TPTF for review. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF may expect to review all NPRRs targeted by Market Rules for synchronization with the Nodal Protocols. Beyond that, Mr. Doggett agreed to confirm a more conclusive answer with Kevin Gresham and the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS).

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS Requirements Specification for CCT as modified by TPTF as being in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Independent REP Market Segment was not represented.  

EMS Review of Disposition of Comments for Dynamic Ratings Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Dynamic Ratings Requirements document. Mr. Dondeti addressed all comments marked as “clarification provided” or “pending.” Mr. Doggett noted that all comments marked as “accepted” will not be reviewed unless otherwise indicated by MPs during the meeting. As a result, MPs were encouraged to review all accepted comments offline. Mr. Dondeti tracked all open items to the project punch list, confirming his intention to bring the Dynamic Ratings document back for a second review by TPTF once the initial punch list items have been incorporated. Mr. Doggett noted that this approach will be repeated for all of the EMS Requirements documents. Following are some highlights from the review.   

Mr. Dondeti noted that Requirements Section 3.1, Dynamic Ratings Input Requirements, will be updated to clarify that each Transmission Service Provider (TSP) will provide Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) data for its lines, with one rating per line, using any combination of Megavolt Ampere (MVA) ratings, ampere ratings, or weather zone temperature. 

Mr. Dondeti noted that Requirements Section 3.2, Dynamic Ratings Sub-Processes, will be changed to indicate that Real-Time (RT) ratings will be obtained from the Dynamic Ratings Processor every five minutes, instead of every ten seconds. 

Mr. Trefny objected  to Section 3.2.C(iii), which indicates that nominal ratings will be used whenever values for Dynamic Ratings cannot be validated against telemetry. Mr. Trefny noted that whenever Dynamic Ratings fail to validate, then the last good value should be used rather than a nominal rating. Mr. Trefny further noted that if ERCOT prefers to use nominal ratings, then a NPRR should be drafted to describe the reasons why, along with a procedure for informing the Market and posting related information to the Market Information System (MIS). As a result, Mr. Dondeti noted for the punch list that Section 3.2.C(iii) will need to be removed from the Requirements and that nominal values will not be considered in place of Dynamic Ratings.  
Mr. Dondeti noted for the IDA punch list that some timing issues will need to be resolved for Dynamic Ratings flowing into Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC) in order to minimize the processing of stale data.  
Mr. Dondeti agreed to define the role referred to as “Applications Administrator.” 

Beth Garza discussed how Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) will process Dynamic Ratings and why the EMS Dynamic Rating Processor will not be used for CRRs. Ms. Garza noted that the Dynamics Ratings processes are separate for each system, although they are based on the same calculation and the same static table. Mr. Doggett noted that an IDA punch list item will be needed to clarify this relationship. Mr. Dondeti confirmed that any parameters or formulas associated with the EMS and CRR processes for Dynamic Ratings will be based on data provided by or confirmed by TSPs.

EMS Review of Disposition of Comments for Forced Outage Detection (FOD) Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the FOD Requirements. Following are highlights from the review.
Mr. Dondeti noted the need to define the term “inhibit” as used in FOD Requirements Section 3.3, FOD Output Requirements. Mr. Dondeti also noted the need to describe the business processes associated with the definition and to relate that description to TPTF once it becomes available.

Mr. Dondeti confirmed that the EMS team will work with the vendor to ensure that the Alarming sub-system will provide Operators with the capability of categorizing alarms and handling them efficiently. 
EMS Review of Disposition of Comments for Network Security and Stability Analysis Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Network Security Requirements. Following are highlights from the review.

Mr. Dondeti noted that the Requirements will be updated to increase the number of Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) to 200 for performance testing purposes. Mr. Dondeti observed that after the Dynamic RAP (DRAP) is implemented, the number of RAPs will probably be reduced. Mr. Dondeti noted that the Requirements will need to be updated with a clarification regarding the DRAP functionality, indicating that DRAP will help Operators to decide whether or not to activate a constraint.

Mr. Dondeti noted that the EMS team is still determining the events that will trigger Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED). Mr. Dondeti noted for the punch list that all of the manual and automated processes that will trigger SCED will be referenced in one place to facilitate future discussions. Mr. Doggett requested that the TPTF punch list be updated to include reviews of the EMS CSD and any other documents that will describe events triggering SCED. 

Mr. Dondeti recorded an item to the IDA punch list for showing how Maximum Shadow Prices will be input to SCED. Mr. Dondeti confirmed that EMS is not currently calculating or receiving Maximum Shadow Prices. 

Mr. Spangler noted that the term “participation factor” as used in the Requirements document is not congruous with its use in the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler suggested using a term in the Requirements document which does not confuse the meaning of the term. Mr. Dondeti made a note to clarify the term “participation factor” as used in the Requirements document.

Review Future Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting, noting that the majority of the meeting will be devoted to reviewing the EMS Requirements documents.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, January 15, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Develop a NPRR for Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2.1, Resubmitting Offers for AS in the Adjustment Period, and for Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2, Supplemental AS Market.
	S. Moorty, S. Siddiqi, R. Spangler, R. Hoeinghaus

	Confirm with Mr. Gresham whether all NPRRS will be sent to TPTF for review. 
	T. Doggett

	Develop a list describing all events triggering SCED.
	J. Dondeti and EMS Team

	Draft a NPRR for Nodal Protocol 3.19, Constraint Competitiveness Tests, in order to address CCT processes affecting daily and monthly input into SCED. 
	R. Spangler


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

January 22 – 25, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:
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	Direct Energy
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	Hudson, Alan
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	Kolodziej, Eddie
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	SAIC
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	Name

	Adams, John

	Bauld, Mandy (via teleconference)
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	Chudgar, Raj
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Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on January 22, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

- February 5 – 7, 2007 

- February 22 – 23, 2007 

- March 5 – 7, 2007 

Mr. Doggett noted that additional TPTF meetings may be scheduled for February 12th or 13th to accommodate discussions for the Energy Management System (EMS) Requirements documents. 

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.

Floyd Trefny stated that he or Bob Spangler will be distributing a draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) proposing the removal of the Pseudo-Resource Requirement in the Real-Time (RT) Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) process. The draft NPRR will address the issue of Locational Marginal Price (LMP) during an Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP). Mr. Trefny encouraged comments on the draft NPRR once it is distributed. 

Consider Approval of TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 
 

The TPTF suspended approval of meeting minutes until Thursday, January 25, 2007 (this topic is continued below).

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 
Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program.

Mr. Sullivan discussed the risks currently affecting the Nodal Program, noting that the key risk of insufficient engagement is currently being addressed on a project-by-project basis.
  Mr. Sullivan confirmed that full impact assessments are being developed for outstanding NPRRS, and a new, mutually agreeable Professional Services Agreement (PSA) has been drafted to resolve communication issues between ERCOT and Nexant and to address the Non-Disclosure Agreement. 

Mr. Sullivan discussed plans for accommodating additional internal staff, who will soon be joining ERCOT to help expedite project deliverables and provide full coverage for the next three quarters of the Nodal Program timeline. Mr. Sullivan discussed the facility requirements projected for the additional staff, including seating and parking. Mr. Sullivan noted that current projections only address the production period of the Nodal Program, while future projections will address the steady state for maintaining Nodal systems following go-live. 

Market Management System (MMS) Equipment Status Change White Paper (See Key Documents) 

John Adams introduced the Equipment Status Change white paper and identified its purpose for adding a new outage type to the Outage Scheduler Requirements. The new outage type will recognize temporary, irregular outages that are scheduled for reasons other than maintenance or construction. Mr. Adams noted that the new outage type will offer an advantage over the conventional Remedial Action Plan (RAP) because it will allow Outage Scheduler to feed Real-Time (RT) outage data to other affected systems, such as Day-Ahead Market (DAM), Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC), and Network Model Management System (NMMS). Sai Moorty noted that an accompanying NPRR will be drafted if the white paper is approved. 

The discussion of the Equipment Status Change white paper was suspended until later in the meeting (see the discussion continued below). 

MMS Requirements Specification for Outage Scheduler (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Moorty summarized the modifications made to the Outage Scheduler Requirements document since the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Moorty noted that Opportunity Outages have been incorporated into Outage Scheduler and will no longer be handled by a business process. Mr. Moorty further noted that performance metrics for Outage Scheduler are currently being developed by the MMS and Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) teams. For now, the performance metrics are being tracked on the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punch List.   
Mr. Doggett observed that some of the language in the response spreadsheet did not seem to be synchronized with the Requirements document and the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett requested that the MMS team synchronize the documents before proceeding with the review of comments. Mr. Moorty agreed, and the review of comments was rescheduled for the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
MMS Equipment Status Change White Paper - Continued (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Adams continued the discussion for the Equipment Status Change white paper. Mr. Adams agreed to work with Dennis Caufield to modify the white paper to indicate that the new outage type should only be used when a RAP is inapplicable. The gentlemen also agreed to draft a NPRR to incorporate changes from the white paper. The draft NPRR will be discussed at the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Caufield agreed to draft a separate NPRR regarding Opportunity Outages.

Mr. Caufield inquired if Outage Evaluation will provide scheduling flexibility for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) who wish to request an earliest start date and a latest finish dates when submitting a Transmission Facility Outage Request, as required by ERCOT Protocol 8.3.8, Information for Inclusion in Transmission Facility Outage Requests. Mr. Adams noted that this functionality is not currently reflected in the Requirements document. Mr. Doggett recommended that the EMS team develop a value engineering item if they would like TPTF to consider removing the “earliest start date and the latest finish date” from the Protocols. 

Mr. Trefny requested that a text field be built into Outage Scheduler to allow users to enter their reasons for scheduling or canceling outages. Mr. Trefny suggested that such a field may prove to be a helpful tool in outage coordination. Mr. Moorty agreed to update Table 2, Outage State Description, in the Outage Scheduler Requirements document to reflect the reasons for each cancelled state. 

EMS Requirements Specification for State Estimator (See Key Documents) 

Jay Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the State Estimator Requirements document. All edits and punch list items prescribed by TPTF were recorded in the spreadsheet. 

Mr. Adams noted that the State Estimator will be affected by an IDA white paper pertaining to split generators. Mr. Adams recommended that TPTF discuss the white paper when it becomes available. Ronnie Hoeinghaus noted that Market Participants (MPs) should be given sufficient time to review the white paper, and he requested that the white paper be distributed at least five days prior to a scheduled discussion at TPTF. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Voltage Support Services (VSS) (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the VSS Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.

Mr. Dondeti noted that VSS may be run in a study mode in order to generate Power System Simulator for Engineers (PSSE) cases for operations planning. While such PSSE cases will not be posted to the Market Information System (MIS), Mr. Dondeti confirmed that a business process will be incorporated into the VSS Requirements to allow for delivery of PSSE cases upon request. 

Mr. Hoeinghaus expressed concern that modeling for RAPs is not reflected in the VSS Requirements, although such modeling is required by the Nodal Protocols.
  Mr. Dondeti noted that the VSS Requirements will be updated to include modeling for RAPs. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Outage Evaluation (OE) (See Key Documents) 
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the OE Requirements. All edits and punch list items prescribed by TPTF were recorded in the response-to-comments spreadsheet. 
Mr. Dondeti noted that the OE Requirements will be updated to:

· describe a business process for enabling TSPs to evaluate the costs associated with canceling or rescheduling outages.

· describe how Average Energy Offer (AEO) curves will be calculated.

· describe a business process for addressing voltage collapse issues.

The review of the OE Requirements was suspended until Tuesday, January 23rd (see the discussion continued below). 
Meeting Recess and Resumption 
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, January 22, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, January 23, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Mr. Doggett confirmed that he met with Kristi Hobbs to discuss the Market Rules timeline for conforming remaining sections of the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett reported that Ms. Hobbs has identified a decreasing trend related to the number of new Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs), and she is prepared to revisit the conforming timeline once the trend stabilizes.  
EMS Requirements Specification for Outage Evaluation (OE) – Continued (See Key Documents
Mr. Dondeti continued his review of the disposition of comments for the OE Requirements. 

Many MPs inquired how the OE application will derive AEO curves. Mr. Trefny observed that a methodology for deriving energy offer curves was already described in the RUC Requirements, and he suggested that the EMS team preserve this methodology wherever practicable. Mr. Dondeti confirmed that the EMS team will discuss its methodology with other projects—including IDA, MMS, and RUC—in order to ensure the methodology will be applied consistency across all systems. Once the necessary algorithms and data repositories are identified, the EMS team will update the OE Requirements as necessary. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the SCADA Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.
Mr. Trefny observed in the SCADA Requirements that ERCOT is expected to begin exporting up to 6,900 analog SCADA values after implementing the Zonal Market change—and 1,000 more following go-live. Mr. Trefny warned against such bloat, advising that only a lean SCADA database will be able to respond quickly to continuous queries from multiple systems. 

To help explain the projected increase for exported SCADA values, Mr. Doggett referenced SCR746, Dynamic Rating Data to TSP using Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) Link, approved by the Board of Directors (BOD) in February 2006. The projected increase in SCADA values is expected to occur upon implementation of SCR746. Mr. Dondeti noted that the SCADA Requirements were written to accommodate the projected increase. Although the ICCP functionality described by SCR746 was not originally expected to impact the Nodal Protocols, Mr. Doggett recommended that TPTF informally review SCR746 to determine if a NPRR might be needed. To facilitate the recommended review, Carrie Tucker distributed the corresponding Board Action Report.

Mr. Trefny inquired how the SCADA system will avoid stale data exchanges. Mr. Dondeti noted that AREVA is currently researching stale data issues, and he assured that the Telemetry Standards will be reviewed, along with the approach for reporting by exception. Afterward, the SCADA Requirements will be revised to reflect a more comprehensive approach to stale data detection.

Mr. Trefny expressed concern that the SCADA Requirements seemed to lack the clarifications afforded by the approved white papers. Mr. Dondeti explained that all EMS Requirements are being conformed to the May 2006 Nodal Protocols in order to keep them independent of the white papers until the corresponding NPRRs are approved. Many MPs opined that this approach might further encumber progress for the EMS project. To allay concerns, Mr. Doggett agreed to invite Mr. Sullivan and Al Hirsch to discuss the change control process as it pertains to the EMS project.     

EMS Requirements Specification for Wind Power Forecasting (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.

Walter Reid discussed his preferred methodology for Wind Power Forecasting, proposing total Wind Power Forecast for the ERCOT system (as opposed to forecasts based upon individual wind branches). While Mr. Reid’s proposed macro-level forecast deviates from the method described in the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements, it is expected to result in a more accurate RUC analysis. Mr. Reid confirmed the methodology accounts for regional weather differences and distribution factors for credit.  

Mr. Spangler advised taking a cautious approach to adopting the proposed methodology, noting that any solutions affecting RUC will be reflected in settlements. 

Mr. Reid agreed to describe his methodology in a draft NPRR, which Mr. Dondeti will share with the wind forecast vendor. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Generation Subsystem (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Generation Subsystem Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 

Mr. Doggett advised Mr. Dondeti to highlight and skip any comments pertaining to the white papers, noting that all such comments will be readdressed once Mr. Hirsch and Mr. Sullivan have the opportunity to clarify the change control issues affecting the EMS project. 

The discussion of the Generation Subsystem Requirements was suspended until Thursday, January 25th (see the discussion continued below). 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:52 p.m. on Tuesday, January 23, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, January 24, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) Report (See Key Documents)

Don McCormick presented a review of the MRA Metric Framework. 

Mr. McCormick discussed the current list of metrics, which has been expanded to include five additional metrics based upon a recently conducted Protocol Gap Analysis. Mr. McCormick noted that the current list is considered to be complete, although other metrics will be considered as needed. Mr. McCormick displayed the current Metric Map—which represents the baseline for MRA—and discussed its concept for organizing all metrics across nine tracking areas. 

Mr. McCormick noted that most metrics have already been assigned to Business Owners. Each metric will eventually be detailed by an accompanying definition document describing the purpose, timeline, and task list for the metric. 

Mr. Spangler recommended that the MRA discuss its Metric Framework with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) as soon as possible and then seek to provide TAC with regular updates. Mr. McCormick agreed to follow through with this recommendation. 

Mr. McCormick announced that the Metric Subgroup (MSG) has been formed. The primary responsibility of the MSG will be to provide oversight for the Metric Framework and to approve each Metric Definition Document. The MSG plans to meet on a weekly basis, beginning Wednesday January 30th, for the purpose of developing metrics-related materials. Mr. Doggett noted that the MSG will meet next week to discuss the Metric Map. During the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting, the MSG will review the Metric Map, along with the disposition of comments for the initial set of metrics from the December 19, 2006 teleconference. 

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Market Trials Approach (See Key Documents)
John Hall reviewed the disposition of comments for the Market Trials Approach document.

Mr. Hall noted that the validation method originally described in the Market Trials Approach document will no longer require Professional Engineer (PE) seals. Instead, a new method will allow Accountable Executives to attest to the validity of data as being in conformance with the State Estimator (SE) Standards and Telemetry Standards approved by TAC.

Mr. Trefny expressed concern that the SE Standards and Telemetry Standards approved by TAC pertain primarily to the Zonal system. As a result, the standards might not sufficiently translate to the Nodal implementation. Mr. Trefny also expressed concern that the scope of the validation method described in the Market Trials Approach document may be too broad to be practical. For instance, Mr. Trefny noted that ERCOT should only be interested in validating data when it enters the ERCOT system—not beforehand. To this end, Mr. Trefny recommended limiting the validation scope to include only the data exchanged between ERCOT and the control centers for TSPs and Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs). Mr. Trefny further recommended modifying Figure 2, ERCOT SCADA Schematic Data Flow Configuration, to illustrate data exchanges between points H through K only, along with a description for a specific validation procedure. Other MPs agreed, noting that the Market Trials Approach document should not be approved without the recommended modifications. 

Mr. Hall noted that the entry and exit criteria for each Early Delivery System (EDS) Phase are currently being developed and will be documented in the EDS Market Trials Detailed Test Plan.
IRT Qualification Approach for the Nodal Market (See Key Documents)
Ted Hailu announced that he is transitioning into a leadership role with Nodal Training, so Matt Mereness will be assuming responsibility for the Qualification Approach document.
Mr. Hailu reviewed the disposition of comments for the Qualification Approach document, noting that more work is needed in the area of Ancillary Service (AS) qualification and testing. The TPTF discussed an option for approving the document’s proof-of-concept with the exception of AS qualification and testing.

Stacey Woodard moved to approve the concept described in the Qualification Approach for the Nodal Market document, with the exception of the section on AS Qualification. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion failed to carry by roll-call vote, with 19.2% in favor and 5 abstentions from the Consumer (2) and Independent Generator (3) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.  
Mr. Doggett noted that the Qualification Approach document will be discussed again during the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Training Update (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Hailu presented an update for Nodal Training.

Mr. Hailu described the current training schedule and the status of courses that are still in development. Mr. Hailu also described the features of the pending Learning Management System (LMS) and confirmed that the LMS is still on schedule for its February launch. The LMS may be used by ERCOT staff, contractors, and MPs who wish to register for courses or take self-paced, web-based training. Mr. Hailu assured that anyone who initially fails a test may opt to retake it online. In the near future, Mr. Hailu expects to provide an assessment of the particular coursework required for each QSE.   

Commercial Systems (COMS) Financial Transfer Conceptual Systems Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Financial Transfer CSD. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the COMS team will respond to subsequent NPRRs by modifying all COMS CSDs as necessary. 

A vote for approval of the Financial Transfer CSD was combined with the Statements and Invoices CSD (see below).
COMS Statements and Invoices CSD
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Statements and Invoices CSD.
Mr. Hoeinghaus moved to approve the COMS CSD for Financial Transfer and the COMS CSD for Statements and Invoices. Mark McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

COMS Day-Ahead Settlements CSD, RUC CSD, and Real-Time Settlements CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Day-Ahead Settlements CSD, the RUC CSD, and the Real-Time Settlements CSD. 
Mr. McMurray moved to approve the COMS CSDs for Day-Ahead Settlements, RUC, and Real-Time Settlements. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented. 

COMS Data Aggregation CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Data Aggregation CSD. During the review, Mr. Chudgar recorded all TPTF-prescribed corrections in the disposition spreadsheet. 

Marguerite Wagner noted that some of the CSD terminology referring to settlement points seemed to be inconsistent with the Nodal Protocols. Ms. Wagner requested clarifications indicating why the terminology is different, and she requested that the CSD terminology be synchronized with the Nodal Protocols by production time. Mr. Chudgar explained how the asynchronous terminology had been intentionally defined in a different format to aid developers. However, Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the use of the Nodal terms will be implemented via discussions with the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) and then incorporated into the Detail System Design document for TPTF review. Mr. Chudgar also confirmed that no terminology gaps will exist among the CSDs for COMS and NMMS. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the COMS Data Aggregation CSD with corrections as detailed in the disposition spreadsheet. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 

COMS Average Incremental Energy Cost (AIEC) Settlement CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the AIEC Settlement CSD. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that the database requirements for Lodestar, the software used to configure and execute statements, are not included in the AIEC CSD because they are slated for the Detail Design System document. 
Ms. Wagner moved to approve the COMS AIEC CSD. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 
COMS Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Settlements CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the CRR Settlements CSD. Mr. Chudgar noted that no comments had been rejected, although many of them had been moved to the IDA Punch List owing to currently unresolved interfacing issues with MMS and NMMS. 

Mr. Bailey moved to approve the CRR Settlements CSD. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Consumer Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

COMS Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD. 

Jeremy Jackson discussed the Market comments that had been moved to the IDA Punch List, including a comment regarding the hours that will be eligible for RUC decommitment payments. Mr. Jackson noted that consideration of this comment had revealed a discrepancy between the previously approved Eligibility Requirements and Nodal Protocol 5.7.3, Payment When ERCOT Decommits a QSE-Committed Resource, paragraph (2). Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the COMS team will draft a NPRR to clarify the issue, although the Eligibility CSD is a viable document either way. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the COMS Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD. Mr. McMurray seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 90.9% in favor and three abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. 
COMS Registration CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Registration CSD.  
Mr. Chudgar noted that a large number of comments submitted for the Registration CSD were concerned with electronic capabilities for the system. Many of those comments must remain unanswered until more design details become available for downstream systems. For now, the COMS team is planning to safeguard their projected timeline by building some initial capabilities into the system.

Mr. Spangler noted that the registration system should include a web service, so it will need to be efficient, flexible, and easily interfaced. Other MPs agreed, and expressed interest in seeing details for an Application Programming Interface (API) that will allow for automated, updatable exchanges of registration data between the ERCOT registration system and QSEs. Mr. Chudgar noted for the punch list that the COMS team will need to develop some API solutions for TPTF to review. 

Many MPs expressed interest in automating asset registration for the Registration system. Mr. Chudgar explained that the design for the Registration system was conceived as an upgrade to the existing Siebel system, and it is not intended to address the full scope of activities associated with the entire registration process. As a result, the Registration CSD does not include an automated functionality for asset registration. To include this functionality, the Registration concept would require a new design, which would break it from its existing database and retail processes. Mr. Chudgar observed that while such a new design is possible, it would carry heavy impacts for existing budgets and timelines. 

Mr. Chudgar agreed to table the Registration CSD and to return at a future meeting to discuss the illustrated design, cost implication, and timeline that will be required to automate asset registration and other electronic exchanges. 

NMMS CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the NMMS CSD, reminding the group that all terminology which does not currently match the Nodal Protocols will be clarified in the Detail System Design document, along with items which have been placed on the IDA Punch List. 

Mr. Chudgar identified three main issues for discussion: the data for Planning Models, the Resource Description Framework (RDF) IDs, and the API functionality. 

The Data for Planning Models 
For projects that span more than 90 days, Mr. Chudgar noted that some project data may overlap, depending on when it is submitted, which may cause it to appear as duplicative data in the Planning Model. Mr. Chudgar noted that the NMMS team will develop a business process for eliminating duplicative data in order to keep the Planning Model consistent with the operations model. Mr. Chudgar noted that the processes for Planning Model Change Requests (PMCRs) and Special Action Modeling Requests (SAMRs) will be renamed in the Detail System Design in order to make sure that the term “Network Operations Model Change Request” (NOMCR) is used in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Chudgar agreed that the NMMS CSD will be modified to include a method for evaluating the viability of PMCR and SAMR processes.     
Regarding data for CRR models, Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the accuracy of data decreases significantly as the model moves beyond the ninety-day period. Although the NMMS team will continue to work on solutions, the model accuracy may not sufficiently improve until key equipment (such as equipment referencing the Outage Scheduler) is installed and added to the operations model. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the NMMS CSD will be modified to clarify accuracy issues affecting the CRR model.

The RDF IDs

Mr. Chudgar described RDF IDs as unique, randomly generated identifiers assigned to each piece of transmission equipment in the network model. Through discussions with TSPs and Distribution Service Providers (DSPs), the NMMS team has arrived at a consensus perspective which indicates that ERCOT should be responsible for converting all existing RDF IDs during the Nodal transition. ERCOT will then transmit those RDF IDs to TSPs/DSPs, who will be responsible for updating their own databases accordingly. Thereafter, TSPs/DSPs will be responsible for generating their own RDF IDs whenever they install new equipment, and ERCOT will be responsible for validating those new RDF IDs in the ERCOT systems. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the NMMS CSD will be modified to reflect this approach. 

The API Functionality

Mr. Chudgar described the API functionality that will become available following go-live, whereby TSPs/DSPs who submit information for NOMCRs will be able to update header information via a Graphical User Interface (GUI), or they may choose to execute a bulk update via XML. For the time being, Mr. Chudgar noted that all header information for NOMCRs must be updated manually. 

Mr. Chudgar also noted that a roadmap for incorporating Common Information Model (CIM) compliant messages into NMMS will be worked into the Detail System Design. 

Although the API functionality will not be available prior to go-live, Mr. Chudgar confirmed that it has been incorporated into the Siemens roadmap for NMMS. Owing to intellectual property prerogatives, the specifics of the Siemens roadmap will not be disclosed in the Detail System Design for NMMS. However, Mr. Chudgar verified that Siemens has agreed to share this information in the context of a NDA for interested parties. Mr. Chudgar invited all interested MPs to email him directly.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the NMMS CSD subject to the commitments made by ERCOT as recorded in the TPTF meeting minutes. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 4 abstentions from the Municipal (1) and Consumer (3) Market Segments. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.  

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:15 p.m. on Wednesday, January 24, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:35 a.m. on Thursday, January 25, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

EMS Requirements Specification for the Generation Subsystem (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams continued the review of the disposition of comments for the Generation Subsystem Requirements, noting the items affected by white papers, vendor design, and the IDA Punch List. Further work is planned for issues regarding blocking scenarios, Controllable Load Resources, AS monitoring, and messaging/alarming functions.   

EMS Requirements Specification For Load Forecasting (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the Load Forecasting Requirements. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the corresponding response-to-comments spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Doggett reminded the group that the EMS team will not be discussing all of their use cases at TPTF, although the team did commit to posting them on the Nodal web site.

Consider Approval of TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)

The TPTF considered approval of the minutes for the following meetings: 

- January 3, 2007

- January 8 – 10, 2007

- January 15, 2007

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the three sets of minutes as modified by TPTF. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with no abstentions. 
EMS Requirements Specification for EMS (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the overall EMS Requirements document. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the corresponding response-to-comments spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF.
EMS Change Control Discussion

Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Hirsch joined TPTF for a discussion of the change control process affecting outstanding NPRRs for the previously approved EMS/MMS white papers. 

Mr. Hirsch described the current approach for developing the EMS Requirements documents. Mr. Hirsch explained that the EMS project team is currently using the May 2006 Nodal Protocols as the baseline for analyzing and scheduling change control for the project. Mr. Spangler interjected that the previously approved white papers describe a methodology that should be part of the baseline. Mr. Trefny agreed, noting that the May 2006 Nodal Protocols no longer represent a practical baseline for the EMS Project and that if the project builds to the May 2006 version, the project is building something that will have to change. Mr. Blackburn concurred, noting that TPTF cannot approve documents which do not reflect the current Nodal Protocols. 

Mr. Hirsch agreed to evaluate the EMS/MMS white papers, to draft corresponding NPRRs as necessary, and to determine a new timeline for incorporating the necessary changes into the EMS Requirements documents. Afterward, Mr. Hirsch will discuss the new timeline with TPTF and update the EMS Requirements documents accordingly.

Mr. Hoeinghaus expressed concern about the unresolved issues populating the growing IDA Punch List, noting that many of the items affect multiple projects and need to be resolved. Mr. Hirsch made the commitment to review the status of items on the IDA Punch List and to report back to TPTF.

Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Hirsch will return to TPTF with a follow-up presentation on February 5, 2007 
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m. on Thursday, January 25, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Synchronize the Response-to-Comments spreadsheet for Outage Scheduler with the Requirements document and the Nodal Protocols.

· Update Table 2, Outage State Description, in the Outage Scheduler Requirements document to reflect the reasons for each cancelled state. 
	S. Moorty and Team 

	· Modify the Equipment Status Change white paper to indicate that the proposed new outage type should only be used when a RAP is inapplicable. 

· Draft a NPRR for adding Equipment Status Change as a new outage type.
	J. Adams and Team

	· Update the VSS Requirements to include modeling for RAPs. 

· Discuss Mr. Reid’s proposed Wind Power Forecasting Methodology with AREVA.
	J. Dondeti and Team

	· Determine the status of items on the IDA Punch List and report back to TPTF.

· Evaluate the EMS/MMS white papers, and draft corresponding NPRRs as necessary.

· Determine a new timeline for incorporating necessary changes into the EMS Requirements documents. 
· Post EMS use cases on the Nodal web site.
	A. Hirsch and Team

	· Rename PMCRs and SAMRs in the Detail System Design for NMMS in order to make sure that the NOMCR term is used in compliance with the Nodal Protocols. 

· Modify the NMMS CSD to include a method for evaluating the viability of PMCR and SAMR processes.     
· Modify the NMMS CSD to indicate that ERCOT will be responsible for initial RDF ID conversions, and TSPs/DSPs will be responsible for any RDF IDs associated with future equipment changes. 

· Develop a NMMS roadmap for incorporating CIM-compliant messages, and include that roadmap in the Detail System Design for NMMS. 

· Elaborate IDA Punch List items for NMMS in the Detail System Design.
	R, Chudgar and NMMS Team
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA 

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

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketers
	Coral Power

	Crozier, Richard
	Municipal
	City of Brownsville

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utilities
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays, 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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy 

	Donahue, Sean
	The Structure Group

	Fore, Vonzie
	Direct Energy

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Potts, Dave
	The Structure Group

	Reid, Walter
	The Wind Coalition

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation New Energy

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Trayers, Barry
	Sempra Energy Trading


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bauld, Mandy

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff

	Harris, Pat

	Heino, Shari

	Hirsch, Al

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kurdy, Derick

	Ma, Xingwang

	Madden, Terry

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mickey, Joel

	Moorty, Sainath

	Opheim, Calvin

	Peterson, Bill

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Rambo, Carla

	Ren, Yongjun

	Shing, Daryl

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Surendran, Resmi

	Swinney, Michelle

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Yager, Cheryl (via teleconference)

	Zotter, Laura


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on February 5, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

- February 12, 2007 

- February 22 – 23, 2007 

- March 5 – 7, 2007 
Review Agenda

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

Mr. Doggett announced an update for the meeting agenda, noting that Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 035, Nodal Protocol Clarifications Required For Net Metering Provisions, will be noticed for a vote on February 7, 2007. Carrie Tucker updated the agenda as announced and distributed the revised agenda to the TPTF email exploder. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program. 

Mr. Sullivan discussed the initial forecast for staffing and facilities in the steady-state following Nodal go-live. This forecast was based on a variety of documentation sources, including impact assessments and Zonal/Nodal Estimation at Completion (EAC) documents, to allow the forecast to be tracked against the original budget. Mr. Sullivan conceded that the staffing forecast is still in development, so it will require further discussion and approval from the Nodal Steering Committee. As the forecast solidifies, Mr. Sullivan expects a clear picture to precipitate for continued training, systems maintenance, and Market support in the Nodal world. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that his preliminary recommendations for “organization sizing” will be delivered to the Board of Directors (BOD) on February 16th, to be followed by a detailed analysis in June 2007. 

Kristy Ashley expressed concern that the Nodal go-live date is not consistently referenced by all projects, which may create an unnecessary risk factor for the Nodal program. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that ERCOT’s internal readiness date is December 1, 2008 (as vetted by the BOD), although the January 1, 2009 is the date in the Public Utility Commission order.

Bob Spangler expressed a desire to see information on the Nodal web site describing the status of all outstanding NPRRs currently associated with the change control process.

Energy Management System (EMS) Impact Status Update (See Key Documents)

Al Hirsch presented an update on the change control process for the EMS Requirements documents. 

Mr. Hirsch informed TPTF that the EMS team has begun generating an itemized list of all documents affecting the new project baseline—including NPRRs, white papers, pending requirements changes, Market comments, and the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punch List. Mr. Hirsch estimated that about 95% of the itemized list has been completed. In order to organize the itemized list, the EMS team has created four classes: 

1. Items with no impact

2. Items with minimal impact (i.e., requiring documentation changes only)

3. Items with impact (i.e., requiring surface-level, procedural changes)

4. Items with “Class 1” impact (i.e., requiring deep-level changes)

Mr. Hirsch estimated that about 87% of the itemized list has been classified already; the next step will be assessing impacts for all Class 1 items. Mr. Doggett advised Mr. Hirsch to also assess any impacts that may result from the current NPRRs for Commercial Operations (COMS) and Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR).

Mr. Hirsch confirmed that the EMS team expects to complete their impact assessments and Requirements updates by February 20th. Afterward, the EMS Requirements documents will be distributed for Market review and noticed for vote at TPTF near the end of February. Mr. Hirsch noted that this timeline should allow the EMS team to change their project baseline without affecting IDA progress toward the Machine-to-Machine Interface Specification, which is slated for delivery on March 31, 2007. 

Mr. Spangler requested that all white papers and all draft NPRRs (from ERCOT) be included among the changes that will be incorporated into the updated EMS Requirements documents. Mr. Spangler further requested that the EMS team produce a set of Requirements that not only conform to the Nodal Protocols but also represent the finished EMS system as it is expected to exist on December 1, 2008. Sai Moorty reminded the group that many items affecting the design of the EMS system have been placed on the IDA Punch List because they may not reach resolution until the detailed design phase. 

Update - Determination of Generation to be Dispatched (GTBD) in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty and Brad Nelson discussed the AREVA-recommended approach for offsetting frequency deviations when determining GTBD in SCED. 

Mr. Nelson discussed the following equation: 

GTBD =  ∑Genactual + Frequency Recovery MW - (∑NCLactual - ∑NCLfiltered), where Frequency Recovery MW represents the load damping component D∆f. 

Mr. Nelson noted that the above equation should provide a sufficient Megawatt (MW) boost for filtering any frequency deviations that may be caused by nonconforming Loads. After further discussion, TPTF expanded the equation (referred to as “Option 4”) to incorporate three additional coefficients (representing tuning parameters) with values between zero and one, as follows:

GTBD =  ∑Genactual + K1*Frequency Recovery MW - K2*(∑NCLactual -∑NCLfiltered) + K3*PSCED*LRR, where K1, K2, K3 >= 0.0 and K1, K2, K3<=1.0.

Mr. Nelson confirmed that AREVA will be able to implement the new “Option 4” equation with no additional cost. Jay Dondeti noted that the new “Option 4” equation will be reflected in the EMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) as well as the overall EMS NPRR, Generation Subsystem Changes to Incorporate the Approved White Papers.    

Mr. Moorty identified the following additional take-away items: 

· EMS will not include a short-term Load forecast

· Load Ramp Rate (LRR) calculations will be based on mid-term hourly Load forecasts
· Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) that are calculated during any given SCED execution will be effective until the next SCED execution. 

Remedial Switching Action White Paper (See Key Documents)

John Adams presented the Remedial Switching Action white paper, which had been developed to describe a new Outage type for the MMS Outage Scheduler. 
 Mr. Adams noted that the new Outage type will provide a Real-Time means for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to alert ERCOT and the Market of unplanned switching actions associated with irregular Outages. Mr. Adams emphasized that the new Outage type is constrained to a three-day window—any outages identified more than three days in advance must be entered as Planned Outages in the Outage Scheduler. 

Floyd Trefny recommended modifying the white paper to indicate that “ERCOT must enter Remedial Switching Actions in the Outage Scheduler” rather than “ERCOT must approve Remedial Switching Actions in the Outage Scheduler.” Mr. Trefny explained that a mere “approval” might provide a means for circumventing the three-day rule because it will transfer the responsibility for entering the data from ERCOT to the TSPs. Other Market Participants (MPs) agreed. Mr. Doggett summarized the consensus opinion by noting that any Outage that violates the three-day rule must be entered by an ERCOT Operator rather than a TSP. Mr. Adams agreed to table the white paper until the corresponding modifications are made. 

EMS Definition of Outage (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams discussed the definition of Outage, making edits as recommended by TPTF to yield the following definition:

The condition of a facility or that part of a facility that has been removed from service to perform maintenance, construction, or repair on the facility.

No one objected to this new wording. Mr. Doggett recommended including this modified definition in the Draft NPRR for Opportunity Outage. Mr. Moorty agreed.  

EMS Draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes to Incorporate Approved White Papers (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Adams discussed the overall EMS Draft NPRR, working with TPTF to draft clarifying language throughout Nodal Protocol 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations. Two supporting definitions were also drafted, as follows:

Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility- 

The MW of an Ancillary Service that each Resource is obligated to provide in Real-Time rounded to the nearest MW. 

Updated Desired Base Point- 

A calculated MW value representing the expected MW output of a Generation Resource ramping to a SCED Base Point.  

Mr. Doggett noted that the NPRR will be discussed again during a future TPTF meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption 

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:10 p.m. on Monday, February 5, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, February 6, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Mr. Doggett noted that Ted Hailu will not be providing a Training Update during the TPTF meeting as originally scheduled. 

Alternate Wind Power Forecasting Methodology (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams discussed the vendor-recommended options for deriving the 80% Probability of Exceedance (POE) Wind Power forecast value for the entire ERCOT system. 

Mr. Adams noted that the POE value for the entire ERCOT system will need to be disaggregated to obtain the individual Wind Generation Resource (WGR) values that will be used in RUC and Settlements. One challenge posed by the disaggregated WGR values results from distribution errors, which cause the sum of the individual WGR values to always be lower than the overall ERCOT System 80% POE forecast value. While the vendor is still investigating the issue, their current solution proposes to calculate a forecasted hourly power output value for each individual WGR. That output value, which will be a sum of all hourly output values, should be equal to the 80% POE forecast value for the total ERCOT System. 

Draft NPRR, Wind Power Forecasting (See Key Documents)

Walter Reid discussed his recommended changes for Nodal Protocol 4.2.2, Wind-Powered Generation Resource Production Potential (WGRPP). The changes aim at defining WGRPP in the context of a total ERCOT Wind Power forecast. Mr. Reid noted that the specific technique for deriving a total Wind Power forecast is a detailed issue that does not need to be addressed by the Protocols. Mr. Reid acknowledged a recommendation that ERCOT should post the individual WGR forecasts.    

The TPTF discussed modifications for the NPRR. Mr. Spangler noted that TPTF does not need to vote on the NPRR at this time because it will cycle back to TPTF following its review by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS). For the time being, Mr. Spangler requested that the Minutes reflect a TPTF consensus for proceeding with the current Nodal Protocol Design on a risk basis (meaning that approval of the NPRR will require a design change) in accordance with the NPRR process.  Mr. Adams agreed to notify TPTF of the status of the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements in relation to the NPRR. 

At Mr. Reid’s request, Ms. Tucker distributed the modified NPRR via the TPTF email exploder. 

CenterPoint (CNP) - Recommended Language for Opportunity Outages (See Key Documents)

Dennis Caufield discussed CNP-recommended language for a draft NPRR for Opportunity Outage.
  Mr. Caufield addressed timing issues associated with Outages and identified a need for a new Outage type in the Outage Scheduler. 

Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion for Opportunity Outages had not been officially noticed on the meeting agenda, so he recommended that Mr. Caufield should revise the CNP language based upon TPTF recommendations before returning to TPTF for another discussion during the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting. Mr. Trefny agreed to work with Mr. Caufield to modify the CNP language. 

Draft NPRR- Application Programming Interface (API) between CRR System and MP Management Systems (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza and Shawna Jirasek discussed the Draft NPRR for incorporating an API for the CRR system. 
 

Ms. Garza noted that the Draft NPRR proposes adding the following list of CRR API functions to Nodal Protocol 7.5.3, ERCOT Responsibilities:
· Submit PCRR Nominations

· Submit CRR Bids and Offers

· Submit Bilateral Transactions 

· Update Submission

· Delete/Cancel Submission

· Obtain CRR Market Results

· Obtain CRR Information

· Notification of CRR Events

· Obtain CRR Market Information

Mr. Spangler cautioned that adding the list of CRR API functions directly to the Nodal Protocols might create a cumbersome and unnecessary precedent. Ms. Jirasek agreed that the CRR team will consider foregoing the Nodal Protocol change; in the meantime, the Business Requirements and CSD will be updated to reflect the language in the NPRR. Ms. Garza confirmed that deferring approval of the NPRR will not affect the timeline for the CRR project. Ms. Garza also confirmed that no additional costs have been identified with adding the CRR API functionality.

CRR Optimization Run-Time (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza presented an update on alternatives for CRR Run-Time Resolution, noting that the initial analyses and solutions were presented late last year—including the initial Nexant analysis of the challenges posed by optimizing 72 periods simultaneously. 
 Ms. Garza noted that in order to meet Requirement SR-1, which specifies that optimization must be completed within 80 hours, the annual auction will need to be reduced from 72 periods to less than 20 periods. 

Ms. Garza noted the CRR Team had identified three Run-Time Approaches for reducing the number of periods for the annual auction (to be applied individually or in combination):

· Eliminate Time-Of-Use (TOU) blocks 

· Increase the duration of calendar periods (i.e., using seasonal models instead of monthly models)

· Decouple Optimizations (e.g. separating years one and two)

Ms. Garza discussed the next steps for the CRR team, which will focus on the decoupling alternative and the best way to sequence auctions. The CRR team will investigate the solutions further through discussions with the vendor before returning to TPTF near the end of March.

Market Information System (MIS) Update

Pat Harris discussed the visual design strategy and timeline associated with prototyping for the MIS. 

Ms. Harris displayed a screen shot of the developing MIS Topic View, which included renderings for five of the more than ninety portlets to be built for the MIS. Ms. Harris noted the first MIS prototype should be ready by end of February, the second by mid-March, and the third by early May—to be followed by a bona fide build in July 2007. Internal testing for MIS will continue through October 2007, after which time Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) will be conducted to prepare for system tests in February 1, 2008.

Ms. Harris confirmed that the MIS team is currently working with Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) and IDA to ensure that all necessary components are incorporated into the MIS design. The team is concurrently developing the user documentation that will be needed to support Market Participants (MPs) during the Nodal Sandbox.    

Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) (See Key Documents)
Don McCormick discussed the Metric Map and reviewed the disposition of comments for the Metrics Framework.

Many MPs requested that the Metric Map be modified to clarify the relationships among the various metric categories. Mr. McCormick agreed to modify the Metric Map to include arrows indicating sequential relationships where applicable, although the color codes defined in the map legend will ultimately signify completion for each metric. Jesse Harmon reminded the group that the evaluation criteria for metrics will be detailed in corresponding metric definition documents, and the assignments of metrics to Business Owners should help to foster accountability and coordination. 

Mr. McCormick noted that about 90 metrics have been developed to date, and all metrics will require approval from TPTF. To expedite the approval process, Mr. Trefny recommended scheduling a MRA update for every TPTF meeting leading up to final approvals, which are currently slated for March 2007. Steve Grendel confirmed that all metrics are being shared with the Program Office (PO) to ensure consistency across projects. 

IRT Qualification Approach (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness presented the Qualification Approach document, noting the modifications which had been made since the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. In this follow-up discussion, Mr. Mereness proposed a procedure that will allow Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) to request self-certification for current Resources  providing Ancillary Services in the Zonal market. The proposed self-certification would occur prior to Early Delivery System (EDS) 3 and EDS 4, and it would allow ERCOT to disqualify Resources that do not perform to ERCOT’s reasonable satisfaction during testing. Mr. Mereness offered to discuss the proposed approach with the QSE Project Manager Working Group and the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) stakeholders. Mr. Mereness noted that all QSEs unable to self-certify will be required to approach qualification according to Nodal Protocol 8.1.2.2.1, General Capacity Testing Requirements. 

Some MPs questioned the feasibility of the self-certification procedure. Mr. Mereness suggested that clarity for the procedure may crystallize with the development of the pending Qualification Guide, which is intended to provide a step-by-step perspective of the Market’s approach to the Nodal implementation. Mr. Mereness suggested suspending approval for the Qualification Approach document while the IRT team works further on the Qualification Guide. No one objected to this approach.

Reconsideration of NPRR037, Conforming Section 13 to Nodal Format

Mr. Doggett noted that on January 10, 2007, TPTF had reviewed and approved a version of NPRR037 that did not include comments previously submitted by the Texas Nodal Team (TNT). As a result, Mr. Doggett requested that TPTF reconsider NPRR037 in light of the incorporated TNT comments. TPTF opted to defer reconsideration of NPRR037 pending rewording for Section 13.3, Distribution and Losses. Mr. Doggett noted that a reconsideration of NPRR037 will be scheduled for a future TPTF meeting. 

EMS Draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes—Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams continued his discussion of the Draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes, noting that the generic term “deployment” had been used to replace the terms “energy deployment” and “capacity deployment” throughout the document.

Mr. Adams agreed to suspend approval for the Draft NPRR until the EMS team is able to groom it for references to the Ancillary Service Schedule and to synchronize it with the EMS Requirements. Mr. Doggett noted that the EMS team will plan to discuss the Draft NPRR again during the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

MMS Outage Scheduler (OS) Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty continued his review of the disposition of comments for the OS Requirements, noting the items which had been moved to the IDA punch list and making corrections as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Doggett noted that the MMS team had synchronized the OS Requirements with the response-to-comments spreadsheet as requested at the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting.

MPs expressed concern regarding the nature of administrative entries for the Outage Scheduler. Mr. Spangler noted that administrative entries must be overseen by approved procedures and then made visible to the Market whenever they occur. Mr. Spangler requested that ERCOT develop procedures that will identify and address all administrative privileges that are expected to affect Nodal systems. Mr. Trefny agreed, adding that administrative privileges should conform to the Nodal Protocols and be consistent across all systems. 

Mr. Moorty identified two open issues currently affecting the OS Requirements: the Remedial Switching Action white paper and the proposed NPRR for Opportunity Outage. Mr. Doggett noted that the review of the OS Requirements document will continue during the February 12, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption 

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, February 6, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, February 7, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

COMS Review of Six NPRRs to align with Requirements (See Key Documents) 

Raj Chudgar discussed the six Draft NPRRs that were developed to align the COMS Requirements with the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Chudgar noted that the Draft NPRRs were originally posted for review in November 2006. Since that time, Mr. Chudgar confirmed the Draft NPRRs remained unchanged, with the exception of the NPRR for Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM). 

Draft NPRR for Section 4, Day Ahead Operations 

Mr. Chudgar made modifications to the Draft NPRR for Section 4 as recommended by TPTF, noting that the changes for Section 4.4.10, Credit Requirement for DAM Bids and Offers, were included in the Draft NPRR for CMM.

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the clean up NPRR for COMS for Section 4, with the exception of 4.4.10, as amended by TPTF. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 4 abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

Draft NPRR for Section 5, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment 
Mr. Chudgar discussed the changes affecting Nodal Protocol 5.7.2, RUC Clawback Charge, noting that more changes may eventually be required for de-commitment. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the Draft NPRR will circulate to other affected project teams, and a full impact assessment will be made before the Draft NPRR is reviewed by PRS.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the COMS Draft NPRR for Section 5 as amended by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% and 2 abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 

Draft NPRR for Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations

Shams Siddiqi noted that he will assist Amanda Bauld in verifying that the Draft NPRR for Section 6 is accurate and thorough in its treatment of issues affecting Block Load Transfers and DC Ties.  

Marguerite Wagner moved to approve the COMS Draft NPRR for Section 6. Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and 3 abstentions from the Investor Owned Utilities (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. The Independent Generators Market Segment was not represented. 

Draft NPRR for CMM
Shari Heino and Cheryl Yager discussed the Counterparty Agreement (a.k.a., Standard Form Agreement from Attachment 22H in the Nodal Protocols) which will allow registered QSEs and CRR Account Holders to roll up their credit limits for CRR Auctions and DAM. Although all registrants in the Counterparty Agreement will share a single credit limit, they will still be able to select their own netting strategies, and they will be billed separately at the QSE/CRR Account Holder level.

Ms. Garza noted that more work is needed for the forfeiture and repossession aspects of CRRs. Mr. Doggett noted that a TPTF meeting dedicated to these issues will be held on February 20th, and a vote will be noticed during the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting.

COMS Draft NPRR for Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights 

Mr. Chudgar discussed the Draft NPRR for Section 7, striking all credit changes associated with the Draft NPRR for CMM. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the COMS Draft NPRR for Section 7 as modified by TPTF. Ms. Wagner seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.  

COMS Registration CSD Update (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar provided an update for the Registration CSD, noting that the COMS team will plan to discuss options for automated MP and asset registration during the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

IDA Update (See Key Documents)
Daryl Shing reviewed the disposition of comments for the MP API and Nodal Sandbox documents. Mr. Shing confirmed that all Extensible Markup Language (XML) interface specifications should be available for review before March 31, 2007, with the possible exception of CRR, which may be delayed due to a pending NPRR. Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team is planning to use Standard XML Universal Coordinated Time (UTC) for Machine-to-Machine (MTM) interactions, and they will provide some code samples for MPs to see before actually testing the functionality during the sandbox period. 

Regarding project integration, Ms. Wagner expressed concern that conclusive data flows remain to be identified for some systems (i.e., NMMS, MMS, EMS). For instance, some systems are being designed to process particular types of data without the project team knowing which system to query for the data. Mr. Grendel noted that the IDA team is trying to solve this problem in the Interface Specification. He assured that no actual building will begin until the IDA team has conclusively determined which systems will represent the source for each type of data. Kenneth Ragsdale noted that a group has been tasked with sorting through the items on the IDA Punch List. 
Ronnie Hoeinghaus expressed concern that some EMS punch list items were not recorded on the IDA Punch List in the manner he expected. Mr. Ragsdale agreed to work with Mr. Hoeinghaus and Bill Peterson to track those items onto the IDA Punch List.
NPRR035 - Net Metering

Mr. Ragsdale discussed clarifications for NPRR035 and reviewed the comments submitted by ERCOT staff for PRS review. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the ERCOT staff’s clarifications in their comments for NPRR035. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 88.9% in favor and 3 abstentions from the Municipal (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. The Cooperative and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented.
Draft NPRR - Removal of a Pseudo Resource (See Key Documents)
Mr. Spangler proposed a Draft NPRR for removing provisions for a pseudo resource from Nodal Protocols Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations. 

Mr. Hoeinghaus requested that Mr. Trefny present a tutorial on this issue during a future meeting before TPTF consider approving the Draft NPRR. Mr. Trefny agreed to accommodate the request, and Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion will resume at a future meeting.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:00 p.m. on Wednesday, February 7, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Share the updated “Option 4” Equation for GTBD in SCED with AREVA.
	S. Moorty 

	Incorporate the “Option 4” Equation for GTBD in SCED into the overall EMS NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes.
	EMS Team

	Incorporate any impacts from CRR and COMS NPRRs into the change control timeline for EMS.
	A. Hirsch and EMS Team


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

February 12, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketers
	BP Energy (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketers
	Constellation Energy

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed) (via teleconference)

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

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

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bridges, Stacy

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sainath

	Tucker, Carrie

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Call To Order

Carrie Tucker called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on February 12, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

Ms. Tucker asked those who have not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so, noting that copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Ms. Tucker confirmed the following meetings for TPTF at the ERCOT Met Center:

- February 20, 2007 (tentative) 

- February 22 – 23, 2007 

- February 28 – March 1, 2007 
 

- March 5 – 7, 2007 

Review of Agenda
Ms. Tucker reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.

Market Management System (MMS) Requirements Specification for Outage Scheduler  (See Key Documents) 

Sai Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS Outage Scheduler Requirements.
 All edits and punch list items were recorded in the spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review. 

Mr. Moorty reminded TPTF that the new Outage type for “Remedial Switching Action” has not yet been incorporated into the Outage Scheduler Requirements. The new Outage type will be clarified in a white paper to be discussed at the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. Upon approval of the “Remedial Switching Action” white paper, the new Outage type will be incorporated into the Outage Scheduler Requirements. 
Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team has removed FR1-7, Disable Continuous Outage, from the Outage Scheduler because it is not required by the Nodal Protocols. In its place, the MMS team has incorporated the new functional requirement FR1-7, Create Opportunity Outage to meet protocol requirements and allow Opportunity Outages to be implemented directly in the Outage Scheduler.  Dennis Caufield confirmed that he is currently working on a Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) to address changes CenterPoint recommends for Opportunity Outages. 

Mr. Moorty noted that any Outage Scheduler issues related to Simple Transmission Outages will be discussed with TPTF during the detailed design phase.  

Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team will look at the feasibility of including a text field in the Outage Scheduler that will allow Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to enter Resource Status when requesting  an Outage. Mr. Moorty noted that such a text field, if incorporated, should be described in FR1-1, Submit Outage Request. Floyd Trefny cautioned that the Resource Status in the COP and the Outage Scheduler may not match owing to the frequency with which the COP is updated. As a result, Mr. Trefny suggested developing a business process for correcting this lack of synchronicity whenever it occurs. Bob Spangler suggested that any administrative privileges associated with such a business process should be applicable to all ERCOT systems, not just Outage Scheduler, and should be described in either the Supplementary Requirements or in a separate ERCOT Operating Guide. 

Mr. Trefny observed that the posting requirements described in Outage Scheduler Requirement 3.3.1, FR3-1 Post Outage Information, may need to be updated to incorporate zonal Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 697, Posting Requirement Changes, which addresses Resource adequacy rules as adopted by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) last year. Although a companion NPRR remains to be drafted for PRR697, Mr. Trefny suggested that addressing the changes now may prevent the need for overhauling code later. Mr. Moorty noted for the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punch List that postings for Outage Scheduler must conform to the Projected Assessment of System Adequacy (PASA).

Mr. Moorty noted that previous versions of Outage Scheduler contained additional Outage types that are not required by the Nodal Protocols. The current Requirements have been updated to remove those additional Outage types, and the updates are reflected in Appendices A, B, and C. Mr. Moorty further noted that Outages for Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) are not addressed by the Outage Scheduler Requirements but have been moved to the IDA Punch List. 

Mr. Caufield reminded the group that the TSP Outage Coordinators and the ERCOT Outage Coordination Group will be discussing the topic of Simple Transmission Outages over the next few weeks. He suggested scheduling a discussion of Simple Transmission Outages during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Moorty noted that Simple Transmission Outages will affect Outage Evaluation as well as the Outage Scheduler, and he noted for the IDA Punch List that Simple Transmission Outages will require further discussion during the detailed design phase. 

The vote for the MMS Outage Scheduler Requirements was suspended to accommodate a discussion of the Draft NPRR for Trade Validation (see the vote recorded below). 

MMS Draft NPRR for Trade Validation (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty discussed the Draft NPRR for Trade Validation by Matching Identical Trade Submissions. The Draft NPRR proposes changes that will affect confirmation logic for Capacity Trades, Energy Trades, and Ancillary Service (AS) Trades. Mr. Moorty reminded the group that the proposed changes arose from discussions for the MMS Requirements Specification for Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM).  

Kristy Ashley suggested that more trade details should be communicated to Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) whenever ERCOT sends messages regarding unconfirmed trades. Don Blackburn noted that while details are helpful, they should not betray any sensitive information about the counterparties involved in a trade. Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team will verify that the Requirements for DAM and SASM reflect sufficient and appropriate levels of detail for messages related to unconfirmed trades. Mr. Moorty confirmed his willingness to discuss this topic further offline. 

Marguerite Wagner noted that confirmation logic should allow a QSE to submit an update for an existing trade so that the original trade remains extant until a matching update is made by the counterparty. This approach would prevent a previously confirmed trade from being cancelled when a counterparty fails to match an update. Other Market Participants (MPs) agreed with this approach. Mr. Trefny suggested that any modifications for the NPRR should be delayed until the group is able to work through all the validation rules. Mr. Moorty took the action item to develop more scenarios to help describe the procedure for submitting and editing Capacity Trades, Energy Trades, and AS Trades. Ms. Ashley suggested that the MMS team develop some wire frames as a means for facilitating future discussions of confirmation logic.
Resumed Discussion of MMS Requirements Specification for Outage Scheduler  (See Key Documents) Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS Outage Scheduler Requirements contingent upon incorporation of proposed changes as documented in the comments disposition spreadsheet as modified by TPTF on February 12, 2007 and approval of the Remedial Switching Action white paper. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (1) and Investor Owned Utilities (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.  

Mr. Moorty confirmed that once the Remedial Switching Action white paper is approved, the MMS team will need about a week to update the Outage Scheduler Requirements.     

MMS Draft NPRR for Clarification on Re-submittal of AS Offers for SASM (See Key Documents)
Mr. Moorty noted that the changes proposed by this Draft NPRR arose from discussions for the DAM and SASM Requirements during the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF Meeting. The changes affect language for resubmitting AS offers in the Adjustment Period, as described in the chart from Nodal Protocol 6.4.8.2, Supplemental Ancillary Services Market, paragraph (2).

Mr. Trefny moved to endorse the Draft NPRR for Availability of Ancillary Service Offers for the Supplementary Ancillary Service Market as modified by TPTF on February 12, 2007. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 87.5% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Generator, Consumer, and Cooperative Market Segments were not represented.  

MMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS Conceptual System Design, making minor edits in the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Moorty confirmed that each Internet Protocol (IP) exchange between ERCOT and QSEs will be secured with a Secure Sockets Layer (SSL). 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS CSD as modified by TPTF on February 12, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Generator, Consumer, and Cooperative Market Segments were not represented. 

Agenda Review and Meeting Adjournment
Ms. Tucker reviewed agenda topics for the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting and then adjourned the meeting at 3:30 p.m. on Monday, February 12, 2007.  

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Update the Outage Scheduler Requirements document. 
	S. Moorty and Team

	Develop more scenarios to help describe the procedure for submitting and editing Capacity Trades, Energy Trades, and AS Trades.  
	S. Moorty and Team


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

February 20, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS (via teleconference)

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

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

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

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	

	Davies, Morgan
	(via teleconference)

	Heidbreder, Ellent 
	(via teleconference)

	Lightbourn, John
	(via teleconference)

	Miller, Robert
	(via teleconference)

	Nikazm, Tamilla
	Representing Austin Energy

	Perry, Chris
	Representing Rome Corporation 

	Ramirez, Richard
	via teleconference

	Riordon, Ken
	Representing LCRA (via teleconference)

	Rohauer, Tanya
	(via teleconference)

	Saulliere, Mark
	(via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Representing LCRA (via teleconference)

	Volf, Keith
	(via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bauld, Amanda (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth (via teleconference)

	Hailu, Ted (via teleconference)

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth (via teleconference)

	Ren, Yongjun (via teleconference)

	Seely, Chad

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Spells, Vanessa

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Tucker, Carrie

	Yager, Cheryl

	Zapanta, Rizaldy


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. on February 20, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Doggett asked those who have not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so, noting that copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.

Review of Agenda
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda and the order of topics for the meeting.

Commercial Systems (COMS) Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) (See Key Documents) 

Cheryl Yager introduced the Draft NPRR for CMM. 

Ms. Yager described how credit evaluation in the Nodal world will hinge upon the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Auction. In order to facilitate evaluation of credit on a consolidated basis, the activities of Market Participants (MPs) are rolled up to a single legal Entity, or Counter-Party, which will be identified in a single Standard Form Market Participant Agreement (SFA). 
  The roll-up structure for the SFA will allow MPs to minimize their collateral while bidding under a single Available Credit Limit (ACL) in the DAM and CRR Auction. 

Raj Chudgar confirmed that the SFA is the only agreement that MPs will be required to sign, although MPs should expect to complete other paperwork and criteria before becoming qualified for participation in the Nodal Market. Mr. Chudgar noted that Matt Mereness will discuss more qualification details during his discussion of the Qualification Approach at the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

Chad Seely noted that the current SFA has a CRR holder designation included in it. Mr. Seely noted that there was a separate Standard Form CRR Account Holder Agreement incorrectly posted on the ERCOT website and in the Nodal Protocols. The Standard Form CRR Account Holder Agreement is an error, and the document will be removed from the website and the Nodal Protocols in the near future. Ms. Yager added that the COMS team will thoroughly search the Draft NPRR for CMM to assure that all occurrences of the term “CRR Account Holder” are properly referenced to the one Standard Form Market Participant Agreement. 

Ms. Yager explained how the credit limit for each Counter-Party will be divided between the DAM and the CRR Auction. First, each Counter-Party will instruct ERCOT how much of the ACL to allocate to the CRR Auction, and then ERCOT will allocate the remaining ACL to the DAM. Afterward, each Counter-Party will be responsible for determining how to further divide the DAM and CRR allocations among the QSEs and CRR Account Holders rolled up in their systems. Ms. Yager confirmed that Counter-Parties will be given the flexibility to re-allocate credit, but the option must be exercised three days in advance of the DAM or CRR Auction where the credit is to be used. 

Srini Sundhararajan briefly discussed credit validation for DAM and the logic for rejecting any bids or offers that exceed a Counter-Party’s ACL allocated to DAM. Marguerite Wagner expressed a desire to see more of the Extensible Markup Language (XML) details for accepting or rejecting XML-based bids, especially for multiple bids that are submitted in a single XML packet. Mr. Chudgar noted that the processing issues governing bid rejection will be addressed by the Market Management System (MMS) during its detailed design phase. 

Ms. Yager discussed credit exposure monitoring, noting the following:

· DAM and CRR Auctions must work within the available credit limit.
· All calculations for exposure must be done on Business Days.
· All credit limits must be provided to DAM and CRR on Business Days (weekday Business Hours).
Based on the three bullets above, some MPs expressed concern regarding the weekly Friday deadline for credit postings. Ms. Yager confirmed that ERCOT will try to set the deadline as late as possible on Friday in order to accommodate postings prior to the weekend. However, the deadline remains to be determined because it will ultimately depend upon the amount of work needed to process transactions each week. Mr. Chudgar noted that a conclusive deadline might not be determined until after financial activity commences in the live Nodal Market. 

Ms. Yager reminded the group that the topic of CRR forfeiture had arisen during previous discussions for CRRs, and TPTF had asked for further investigation of the topic. As a result, Ms. Yager and Beth Garza drafted some language for CRR forfeiture, which they included in the Draft NPRR for CMM as 16.11.6.1.5, Declaration of Forfeit of CRRs.  Ms. Yager noted that the language in this section had been kept flexible so that ERCOT may choose either to allow forfeiture or to enforce payment for CRRs that enter default. Also, this section addresses bids and offers separately so that ERCOT may choose either to allow bids or offers, or both, in the same CRR Auction. Mr. Seely confirmed that the method for notifying Market Participants of a default situation has not yet been determined, although it will most likely occur in the form of a letter from the ERCOT Legal Department. 

Mr. Doggett reminded the group that the Draft NPRR for CMM is noticed for a vote during the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Adjourn  

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:35 p.m. on Tuesday, February 20, 2007.
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Remove the separate Standard Form CRR Account Holder Agreement from the ERCOT website and the Nodal Protocols.
	C. Seely and Market Rules Team

	Search the Draft NPRR for CMM to assure that all occurrences of the term “CRR Account Holder” are properly referenced to the one Standard Form Market Participant Agreement. 
	COMS Team


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

February 22 – 23, 2007
Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

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

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Fore, Vonzie
	Independent REP
	Direct Energy

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

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

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays, 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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	Sungard Energy Systems

	Crawford, Chris
	Alliance Data

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation New Energy

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate and Associates

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	True, Roy
	Aces Power Marketing

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Firestone, Joel (via teleconference)

	Grendel, Steve

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Ragsdale, Kenneth (via teleconference)

	Seely, Chad

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yager, Cheryl (via teleconference)


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on February 22, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· February 28 – March 1, 2007 
 

· March 5 – 7, 2007

· March 22 – 23, 2007

Review Agenda

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

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Approval for the following Minutes was suspended until the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting:

· January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

· February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program. 

Mr. Sullivan outlined the new rating criteria for evaluating Nodal success along three dimensions: cost, schedule, and scope/quality.

Mr. Sullivan noted that the dimension of cost is being used to evaluate whether the Nodal Program is operating within budget. Currently, the dimension of cost is amber, and the Nodal Program is tracking within 1% of the total budget. The large portion of contingency is being contributed to major projects—Market Management System (MMS), Energy Management System (EMS), Commercial Operations (COMS), and Network Model Management System (NMMS). 

Mr. Sullivan noted that the dimension of schedule is being used to evaluate whether the Nodal Program is being delivered on time. The dimension of schedule is currently rated red and is being addressed with earnest. One reason for the red rating is the lagging EMS schedule, which must be restored in order to preserve the December 1, 2008 go-live date. To restore the EMS schedule, ERCOT is implementing a number of initiatives, including a “deep dive” with business owners and the Nodal Steering Committee, as well as collaborative meetings and other engagement initiatives. Recently, the EMS vendor met with the EMS team in order to make plans for delivering ahead of the revised EMS schedule. Additional EMS programmers are being sought from across several large Investor Owned Utility markets that use EMS software, and additional staff members are already boarding the EMS project to help expedite project deliverables. Mr. Sullivan noted that all previous staffing shortfalls and Requirements delays related to EMS should be remedied next quarter. 

Mr. Sullivan noted that the Market Participant (MP) External Interface Specification is still on track for its March 31st delivery date. Floyd Trefny cautioned against unnecessary haste in developing the document. Although a punctual delivery is preferred, Mr. Trefny observed that thoroughness and accuracy should trump timeliness as keys for long term success. Mr. Sullivan noted that more information regarding the MP External Interface Specification will be made available during the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting, along with some news about the Nodal Program’s critical path.

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Registration Approach (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness reviewed the Registration Approach document.

Mr. Mereness noted that the scope of the Registration Approach document is limited to the paperwork processes for receiving, recording, and maintaining registration data. The Registration Approach is not intended to address the qualification activities that are associated with credit worthiness, systems communication, or systems testing—these topics will be divulged in the MP Approach to Qualification and the MP Qualification Guide.

Mr. Mereness described the single Standard Form Market Participant Agreement (SFA)
 that must be signed by all legal Entities who will operate in the Nodal market. The SFA must be signed and submitted between August 1, 2007 and September 1, 2008. Despite this relatively large window for completing the SFA, Mr. Mereness encouraged MPs to complete their registration activities by November 2007 in order to facilitate their subsequent activities in Early Delivery Systems (EDS) 3 and 4.  

Mr. Mereness noted that the transition to the Nodal market will not necessarily require MPs to resubmit all of the applications and registration documents associated with the registration process. The submission requirements will vary according to roles. Don Blackburn requested that any forms signed by MPs during the registration process will be made accessible to them afterward (preferably in an automated online format). 

Mr. Mereness informed the group that he had identified discrepancies between: Nodal Protocols Section 16, Registration and Qualification of MPs; and Nodal Protocols Section 22 Attachment H, Standard Form Market Participant Agreement. Mr. Mereness observed that the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Agreement is still referenced in Section 16, although the Agreement is no longer applicable to Nodal, and it has been supplanted by the SFA in Section 22. 

Mr. Mereness confirmed that ERCOT plans to post a copy of the new SFA, along with all other necessary registration documentation, in a central location of the ERCOT website in order to facilitate registration activities. Not all supporting documents are available at this time. Mr. Mereness noted that applications are currently being developed for Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Account Holders, and supplemental data applications related to Resource registration are being developed for QSEs. Mr. Mereness requested Market feedback regarding these pending documents as part of the review cycle for the Registration Approach.

The Registration Approach document was distributed to TPTF for review, with a comments deadline of Tuesday, March 13, 2007. The IRT team plans to seek approval from TPTF during the March 22 - 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Don McCormick provided an update on activities for the MRA and the Metric Sub-Group (MSG). 

Mr. McCormick noted that the list of metrics has grown to include 110 metrics. Mr. McCormick noted that over 80% of these metrics have been reviewed in meetings with the Business Managers/Metric Owners, and the remaining metrics have been scheduled for further discussion. All metrics have been assigned, and over 20% have been approved by Business Directors. 

Mr. McCormick noted that Metric D2, ERCOT Staff Completes Training, will be split into four separate metrics—one for each EDS. Mr. Trefny asked if the four metrics are intended to represent training for MPs or for ERCOT staff. Steve Grendel confirmed that the metrics represent the training that will be required for ERCOT staff prior to each EDS, including concept-based coursework, vendor-supplied application training, and ERCOT-supplied procedural training. Mr. Trefny opined that a single metric should be developed to define and verify the coursework that MPs and ERCOT staff are expected to complete in parallel.

Mr. McCormick noted that further discussion is needed for metrics relating to price correction, contingency-plan testing, and the construction of facilities. 

Mr. McCormick introduced the Metric Verification Report, which aims at housing in one document all of the approvable metric definitions and verification approaches that are currently under development. Mr. Doggett recommended distributing the document for a review by TPTF in preparation for a more detailed discussion at the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. The Metric Verification Report was distributed with a comments due date of March 2, 2007.

Mr. Grendel reminded the group that the MRA is currently working with Business Owners, Business Managers, and the Nodal Project teams to ensure that any potential impacts associated with metrics may be identified and tracked. As issues are identified, they will be formally tracked and incorporated into the Nodal Program dashboard and the MRA dashboard. 

IRT EDS 1 Approach (See Key Documents)

John Webb presented the EDS 1 Approach document and discussed the objectives, scope, and timeline for each phase of EDS 1—Beta Testing, Release 1, and Release 2.

Beta Testing

Mr. Webb noted that Beta Testing is already under way and will continue through March. During Beta Testing, ERCOT is verifying Point-to-Point (PTP) communications with QSEs and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) in order to identify any systematic problems with telemetry. The results of the Beta Testing will help ERCOT to streamline the testing process in preparation for PTP activities in EDS 1 Release 2 (see below). Although Beta Testing is being conducted on existing equipment, the testing activities for Releases 1 and 2 will engage the EMS. Mr. Grendel confirmed that the IRT team will choreograph the testing schedule with each TSP and QSE in order to accommodate their individual availability. Mr. Trefny suggested that TPTF discuss the results of the Beta Testing once it has been completed. 

Mr. Blackburn requested more information regarding Secure Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) requirements. Mr. Grendel noted that no requirements have been identified for Secure ICCP at this time, but he confirmed that the IRT team will take action to investigate whether Secure ICCP is required by the Nodal Protocols for any phase of EDS. Mr. Doggett suggested tracking this action item for future reference.  

Release 1

Mr. Webb discussed Release 1 of EDS 1, which is scheduled for activity from April to June 2007. The basic objective during Release 1 is to work with ERCOT Operations Management and Operators to identify the desired approach for categorizing, organizing, and prioritizing alarms. Once the alarm approach is configured, it will be verified with selected TSPs/ QSEs and then implemented in EMS.

Release 2

Mr. Webb discussed Release 2 of EDS 1, which is scheduled for activity from June to September 2007. The basic objective during Release 2 is to verify ICCP and EMS failover and performance, to verify station topology throughout the ERCOT system, and to perform PTP testing on all TSPs and QSEs. During Release 2, graphic displays will be built and verified for all subsystems, and redundant communication will be verified between the Zonal and Nodal systems. 

Mr. Grendel noted that the IRT team will take action to identify the technical requirements necessary for enabling TSPs and QSEs to connect with ERCOT via ICCP, and to define those requirements in data sets specific to Release 1 and Release 2. 
Mr. Grendel requested that TPTF review the EDS 1 Approach document in order to verify that it fully addresses the activities described in the Nodal Transition Plan. The document was distributed to TPTF for review, with a comments due date of March 13th. The EDS 1 Approach will be discussed further during the March 5 -7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

COMS Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) (See Key Documents) 

Raj Chudgar presented the Draft NPRR for CMM, noting that it had been updated to include comments from the February 20, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Chudgar explained the concept of Counter-Party, noting that MP activities will roll up to the single legal Entity, or Counter-Party, identified in a SFA. All members in the Counter-Party will share a single Approved Credit Limit (ACL) and a single Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) number. The roll-up structure will allow MPs to minimize their collateral under a single ACL for bidding in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and CRR Auction. Although all members of a Counter-Party will share a single ACL and a single DUNS number, the ERCOT systems will still recognize each QSE or CRR Account Holder individually for invoicing purposes. 

Cheryl Yager explained how the single ACL for each Counter-Party will be divided between the DAM and the CRR Auction. First, each Counter-Party will instruct ERCOT how much of the ACL to allocate to the CRR Auction, and then ERCOT will allocate the remainder of the ACL to the DAM. Afterward, each Counter-Party will be responsible for subdividing the DAM and CRR allocations among the various QSEs and CRR Account Holders rolled up in their systems. 

Mr. Chudgar made minor edits to the draft NPRR for CMM as recommended by TPTF. 

Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the draft NPRR for CMM as modified by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Municipal Market Segment.  The Independent Power Marketers and Cooperative Market Segments were not represented. 
COMS Registration Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Chudgar described the background for the Registration CSD. During the January 22 -25, 2007 TPTF meeting, MPs requested the development of a method to automate registration for both MPs and their assets. In the interest of fulfilling this request, Mr. Chudgar agreed to table the Registration CSD until suitable options could be explored. 

Mr. Chudgar described how the COMS team had opted to address asset registration as a separate activity and to narrow the scope for the existing Registration CSD to cover MP registration only. Afterward, the COMS team explored two options for implementing asset registration. The first option, Option 1, would involve customizing Siebel to process registration information for both MPs and assets. Mr. Chudgar cautioned that this option would levy integration requirements and impose timeline issues against the COMS project. The second option, Option 2, would involve creating a portal screen to enable MPs to enter Resource-parameter information directly to the MMS. This would be part of the MMS project scope if endorsed.
Mr. Chudgar recommended proceeding with Option 2 according to the following approach:

· Change the name of the existing Registration CSD to “MP Registration CSD”

· Remove Functional Requirement (FR) 36 and FR38 from the newly named MP Registration CSD 

· Include FR36 and FR38 in a supplemental CSD for Asset Registration to be developed by the MMS team 

Based on this approach, Mr. Chudgar proposed a process for implementing the initial registration setup. First, MPs will sign SFAs and other applications as required for their respective activities in the Nodal market (i.e., QSE, CRR Account Holder, Load Serving Entity (LSE), etc). Next, ERCOT will enter this initial registration information into the Siebel system. Once the setup has been completed in Siebel, the registration data will flow downstream to other ERCOT systems (i.e., MMS, Settlements, etc.), allowing MPs to go live. Afterward, MPs will be able to access a MMS portal for entering and updating their asset registration information directly to MMS. Mr. Chudgar noted that deeper details for implementing this initial registration setup will be explored and discussed during the detailed design phase. 

Mr. Trefny noted that the MMS system must be able to recognize safe default values for Resource telemetry in order for the initial registration setup to work as described. Mr. Chudgar proposed that the static startup data will be entered in Siebel/MMS and the changing values will be handled in MMS. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that he will work with Sai Moorty and the MMS team to solve this issue. 

Some MPs inquired how ERCOT plans to handle date-effective data for Resources as they come online. Mr. Chudgar noted that solutions for date-effective data will be addressed by the MMS team. However, the effective date for an asset will be sourced from Siebel.
In preparation for a vote, Mr. Chudgar recapped the Option 2 recommendations from Slide 6 of the presentation, as follows:

· ERCOT recommends moving forward with Option 2

· ERCOT recommends changing the current Registration CSD to MP Registration CSD

· ERCOT recommends removing FR36 & FR38 from the current MP Registration CSD

· ERCOT recommends that TPTF consider the MP Registration CSD for approval (with change listed above)

· If Option 2 is endorsed, ERCOT will come back to TPTF to provide a Resource registration CSD (as a Supplemental CSD) including FR36 & FR38.

Mr. Chudgar noted that the implementation of Option 2 will require a Nodal Program change request.  

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the COMS MP Registration CSD with changes based upon all of the recommendations in the COMS Presentation, slide #6, presented at TPTF February 22, 2007. Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utilities Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that TPTF has not yet approved the COMS Draft NPRR for Nodal Protocols Section 9, Settlement and Billing. The COMS team has opted to withhold the Draft NPRR while the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) works on finalizing its own recommendations for Section 9. The COMS Draft NPRR will most likely return to TPTF next month.

CRR Review Process for Detail System Design (DSD) (See Key Documents) 

Shawna Jirasek discussed the review process for the five CRR DSDs that are ready for Market review. 

Ms. Jirasek noted that three of the five CRR DSDs are classified as “ERCOT Limited.” These documents include Market Operator Interface, Market User Interface, and Data Interface. MPs who wish to review one of these documents must sign a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) with ERCOT. Mr. Seely noted that the ERCOT NDA is available on the website. 
 

Ms. Jirasek noted that the Database DSD and the Calculation DSD are classified as “ERCOT Confidential.” MPs who wish to review either of these documents must sign a Nexant NDA in addition to the ERCOT NDA. Ms. Jirasek noted that the Nexant NDA is required owing to rights associated with Intellectual Property. 

To obtain a CRR DSD for review, MPs will need to sign the corresponding NDA(s) and then email a DSD request to Carrie Tucker (ctucker@ercot.com). The CRR team will distribute the requested DSD(s) in a Portable Document Format (PDF) following execution of the corresponding NDA(s). 

Mr. Spangler requested that ERCOT consider distributing future DSDs in formats that are more markup friendly than PDF. 

Ms. Jirasek requested that MPs submit comments related to compliance issues. To this end, Ms. Jirasek noted the following from the Nodal Transition Plan:

The TPTF will review these documents [DSDs] and comment on any possible compliance issues with applicable Protocols. ERCOT shall review the comments and make appropriate corrections to the document.

Ms. Jirasek requested that all comments be submitted to her and Beth Garza (sjirasek@ercot.com; bgarza@ercot.com) by Monday, March 5, 2007. 

Mr. Doggett noted that hard copies of the ERCOT and Nexant NDAs would be available for MPs to sign during the meeting on Friday, February 23rd. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:48 p.m. on Thursday, February 22, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:35 a.m. on Friday, February 23, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. Hard copies of ERCOT and Nexant NDAs were available.

MMS Remedial Switching Action white paper (See Key Documents) 

John Adams discussed the Remedial Switching Action white paper, noting its purpose for adding a new type of Forced Outage to the Outage Scheduler. The new Outage Type will replace the previously proposed Equipment Status Change. Mr. Adams noted from the white paper that if the Remedial Switching Action lasts longer than three days, then it must be entered as a Planned Outage; if it becomes a regular occurrence, then it must be addressed by a Remedial Action Plan (RAP).

Mr. Adams reminded the group that approval for the Remedial Switching Action white paper was a conditional part of the approval for the MMS Outage Scheduler Requirements. 

Mr. Trefny moved to accept the Remedial Switching Action white paper as submitted. 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.
Opportunity Outage White Paper (See Key Documents)

Dennis Caufield and Mr. Trefny presented the white paper for Opportunity Outage, noting that the language in the white paper had been modified based upon recommendations made during the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

The white paper was further modified by TPTF in order to facilitate the incorporation of the TAC-approved definition of Opportunity Outage and to indicate that a TSP may start an Opportunity Outage as soon as practicable after it is authorized to proceed by ERCOT. 

Mr. Caufield agreed to develop a Draft NPRR based upon the Opportunity Outage white paper. Because the Draft NPRR will require a minor change to the Outage Scheduler Requirements, Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Caufield bring it back to TPTF for a final review prior to its debut at the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS). Mr. Caufield agreed to discuss the Draft NPRR during the February 28 – March 1, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Manny Munoz moved to approve the concept as described in the Opportunity Outage white paper as modified at TPTF on February 23, 2007, provided a NPRR on Opportunity Outage will be submitted to TPTF. Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.
Discussion of issues regarding Direct Current (DC) Tie and Controllable Load Resource (CLR) Providing AS (See Key Documents)

Resmi Surendran discussed issues related to DC Ties and CLRs providing AS, noting that questions have been raised recently by Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 307, Load Providing Regulation Services, and NPRR008, PRR307 Inclusion in Nodal. 

Ms. Surendran noted that three primary issues have been identified for providing AS over DC Ties:

· Allowing DC Ties to provide Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) conflicts with the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) Standards. 

· The ERCOT Protocols and the Nodal Protocols do not contain clear requirements for NERC Electronic Tagging (ETAG) 
 and for the level of Transmission Service needed to ensure deliverability. 

· ERCOT is not in direct control of a DC Tie. 

Ms. Surendran noted that three options have been proposed for addressing the issues:

· Create a PRR/NPRR to add language indicating that the use of DC-Tie for AS will only be permitted following approval from NERC and the ERCOT Control Area.

· Create a PRR/NPRR to remove any references to DC-Tie providing AS.

· Begin working towards the NERC approval, Protocol changes, and contractual enhancements necessary for allowing the delivery of AS over DC-Ties. 

Following discussion of the issues related to DC Ties and CLRs, TPTF determined the MMS team should proceed as follows:

· The MMS Team will not submit a NPRR at this time but will proceed to build without provisions for DC Tie for Responsive Reserve in DAM and Real-Time (RT). No issues are currently identified for Black Start as it relates to DC Tie. 

· The MMS team will not address the issue of how RRS will be deployed from CLRs. That issue will be addressed by the EMS Generation Subsystem rather than MMS. The MMS Team will review the Nodal Protocols to verify whether a NPRR is necessary. 

· The MMS Team will plan to take the Scheduled Power Consumption Snapshot at the end of the Adjustment Period. Because this snapshot is only used for performance evaluation, it may ultimately be captured in EMS.

· The MMS Team will draft a NPRR (to accompany the white paper) for removing the CLR constraints “maximum deployment time” and “maximum weekly energy” from Nodal Protocol 3.7.1.2, Load Resource Parameters, paragraphs (f) and (g). 

· The MMS Team will incorporate any subsequent NPRRs for Generation Subsystem as necessary.

· The MMS Team will arrange a meeting with Scott Warole, Mr. Trefny, Mr. Spangler, and other TPTF members as necessary to answer the following questions: 

· Should a Load Resource (LR) be able to switch between LR and CLR from hour to hour?

· If so, how should this functionality be addressed for Registration, DAM offers, and RT AS deployments? 

· If so, how should the telemetered Resource Status reflect whether the LR is acting as a LR or a CLR in RT? 

· Should LRs be able to provide Non-Spinning Reserve? 

Joel Firestone agreed to work with interested MPs to discuss the possibility of drafting a NPRR to address the issues related to AS served at a DC Tie. 

Draft NPRR- Pricing during an Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Trefny presented a whiteboard discussion describing how Energy Offer Curves and pricing are affected by the pseudo-Resource during an EECP event. Mr. Spangler supported the discussion with infographics describing how EECP Proxy Offer Curves might be used to mitigate the pendulum pricing caused by the pseudo-Resource. 

Mr. Doggett noted that some Nodal projects need to know how to navigate the pseudo-Resource requirement in order to move forward. The Draft NPRR will be noticed for a discussion and a vote during the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:05 p.m. on Friday, February 23, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	The MRA Team took the action item to place a conference call to resolve issues affecting metric D12, Verify New Facilities Construction. 
	D. McCormick and MRA Team

	The IRT Team took the action items to: 

· Check the Nodal Protocols for requirements related to ICCP and Secure ICCP.

· Identify technical requirements to enable QSEs to connect with ERCOT via ICCP during EDS Releases 1 and 2, and develop corresponding data sets. 
	S. Grendel and IRT Team
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA 

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

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas (via teleconference)

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

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

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

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

	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 San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

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


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Gurrala, Sharmila
	CPS Energy

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Strahm, Doug
	New Energy Associates


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Peterson, Bill

	Tucker, Carrie


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on February 28, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following meetings for TPTF at the ERCOT Met Center:
- March 5 – 7, 2007 

- March 22 – 23, 2007 

- April 2 – 3, 2007 (TBD) 

Mr. Doggett noted that all TPTF Meetings will be held offsite during the month of April owing to the large training seminars that have been booked at the MetCenter. 

Mr. Doggett noted that the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes should be available early next week. Bob Spangler requested that all future TPTF Meeting Minutes be distributed within two days of each TPTF meeting.

Consider Approval of TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

The TPTF suspended approval of the following minutes until the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting: 

· January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

· February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes
Energy Management System (EMS) Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Generation Subsystem Changes to Incorporate Approved White Papers (See Key Documents) 

John Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS Draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes. Following are some highlights from the review. 

The TPTF modified Section 6.5.5.2, Operational Data Requirements, paragraph (2)(k), to indicate that the Ancillary Service (AS) Schedule for Regulation Service is equal to the AS Resource Responsibility. The purpose for this update was to reflect the language from the white paper for AS Schedules and Deployment Telemetry, which indicates that Regulation Up (Reg-Up) and Regulation Down (Reg-Down) will not change as deployments are received. The TPTF also deleted paragraph (2)(n) from Section 6.5.5.2 in order to indicate that Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) will not be required to send Real-Time (RT) Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) participation factors representing how the QSE will deploy AS Capacity on a percentage basis to its qualified Resources.

Bob Green observed in Section 6.5.7.6.2.2, Deployment of Responsive Reserve Service, Paragraph (2)(b), that ERCOT may choose to issue an automatic Dispatch Instruction to deploy RRS from a Generation Resource or a Controllable Load Resource (CLR). Depending on how ERCOT expects QSEs to respond to the Dispatch Instruction, Mr. Green suggested that a NPRR may be needed to modify Nodal Protocol 8.1.2.4.2, RRS Energy Deployment Criteria, Paragraph (1). The TPTF recommended deferring any modifications for Section 8 of the Nodal Protocols until a comprehensive NPRR is submitted to address all of the modifications needed for Section 8.

Carrie Tucker took the action item to re-draft the EMS Draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes as modified at TPTF. Ms. Tucker confirmed that the TPTF will be reflected as the author and the current Nodal Protocols will serve as the baseline.  

Floyd Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem changes as modified by TPTF. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for the Generation Subsystem (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the Generation Subsystem Requirements, recording all edits and punch list items in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review.

Mr. Adams noted that the Generation Subsystem Requirements had been modified to indicate in Functional Requirement (FR) 11, Automatic Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall Conditions, that Load Frequency Control (LFC) will automatically deploy and recall RRS through Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED). Shams Siddiqi noted that the description of deploying and recalling RRS “through SCED” is not completely accurate, so the phrase was removed. However, Mr. Adams noted in the disposition spreadsheet that the details of RRS deployment and recall will be described in the Overall EMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) document. 

Mr. Adams noted that the Requirements for Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin) had been removed from the EMS Requirements and moved to the Market Management System (MMS). Mr. Doggett noted that an item will be added to the TPTF Punch List as a reminder for TPTF to verify the incorporation of MMS Requirements associated with the deployment of Non-Spin. 

Mr. Adams noted that all Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Quality Codes will be listed in the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) Requirements (see discussion below).

Mr. Trefny recommended combining the list of capacity values in FR30, AS Market Reserves, with the list of capacity values in FR31, Available Physical Reserve Calculations. Mr. Adams agreed to combine the lists as recommended. 

Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

The discussion for the Generation Subsystem Requirements document was suspended until March 1, 2007 pending modifications to be made by the EMS Team (see discussion continued below). 

EMS Requirements Specification for SCADA (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the SCADA Requirements document, recording all edits and punch list items in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review.

Mr. Doggett noted that he will consult with Richard Howard and the ICCP group in order to find out if they are interested in producing a NPRR to reverse the decision that was previously approved in System Change Request (SCR) 746, Dynamic Rating Data to Transmission Service Provider (TSP) Using ICCP Link.

Mr. Adams introduced the list of ICCP Quality Codes that had been added to the SCADA Requirements in Section 6, ERCOT ICCP Quality Code Requirements. The new section defines the complete list of quality codes residing in the ERCOT RT Database. Mr. Adams noted that the list of quality codes is not consistent with the current Telemetry Standards as approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Mr. Doggett recommended that the EMS team seek to work with Mr. Howard’s group in order to propose appropriate changes for the Telemetry Standards and to submit those changes for review by TAC. Bill Blevins took the action to work with Mr. Howard’s group as recommended, noting that he will seek inclusion on future agendas at the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) and the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS). Mr. Blevins also agreed to talk with John Webb in order to make sure that he is aware of the ICCP Quality Code Requirements in Section 6 of the EMS SCADA Requirements. 

Mr. Seymour moved to approve the EMS SCADA Requirements as modified by TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Segment was not represented. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 3:58 p.m. on Wednesday, February 28, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday, March 1, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

EMS Requirements Specification for Data Models (See Key Documents)
Jay Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS Data Models Requirements document, recording all edits and punch list items in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Data Models Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for Generation Subsystem - Continued (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams continued his review of the disposition of comments for the Generation Subsystem Requirements document, noting that the lists of capacity values in FR30 and FR31 had been combined as recommended by TPTF.

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EMS Generation Subsystem Requirements v0.92 document as modified by TPTF. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for Network Security and Stability Analysis (NSSA) (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS NSSA Requirements Document, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

TPTF agreed to add the following new language for clarifying the functionality of the Dynamic Remedial Action Plan (DRAP), as described in Section 2.1.1, Business Process for Monitoring of Security Violations:

[The] DRAP function helps [the] Operator to make a decision on whether or not to activate a contingency constraint considering the possible corrective actions. This will help reduce the number of contingency constraints that are otherwise activated to address overloads with preventive actions.

Mr. Dondeti noted that the EMS team is currently working with MMS in order to put “Maximum Shadow Price” into the data dictionary. The item will remain on the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punch List until a design solution is developed for allowing both the EMS and the Network Model Management System (NMMS) to retrieve Maximum Shadow Price data from the MMS. 

Mr. Dondeti noted that FR15, Bus Mismatches, had been removed from the NSSA Requirements. 

Mr. Dondeti took the action for the EMS team to investigate whether a NPRR will be required to address issues regarding constraints for Transient Stability Analysis (TSA). Mr. Dondeti also included this action item for the IDA Punch List. Mr. Dondeti confirmed that the EMS team will report their conclusions to TPTF during a future meeting. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EMS NSSA Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Investor Owned Utilities and Independent Generator Market Segments. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for State Estimator Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS State Estimator Requirements, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

TPTF updated the Requirement FR13, Switch and Breaker Statuses, to indicate that whenever telemetry is lost, ERCOT will consult with telemetry-providing Entities before making any manual corrections. 

Leonard Stanfield expressed interest in seeing a business process describing how the State Estimator will be resynchronized with actual telemetry values whenever discrepancies occur. Mr. Dondeti noted that the EMS team is working on this issue and will provide some relevant use cases with the EMS CSD.

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EMS State Estimator Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Dynamic Ratings (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS Dynamic Ratings Requirements, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EMS Dynamic Ratings Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Project Update

Chad Seely and Shawna Jirasek updated TPTF regarding the release of Detail System Design (DSD) documents for the CRR Project. Mr. Seely noted that not everyone who signed a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) is represented on the 2007 ERCOT Membership List. As a result, more discussions with Nexant will be required before releasing secure documentation to some signees. Ms. Jirasek noted that the comments deadline will be extended to accommodate the situation. Mr. Doggett noted that another CRR update will be provided during the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting.    

EMS Requirements Specification for Outage Evaluation (OE) (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the OE Requirements document, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

Manny Munoz moved to approve the OE Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for Voltage Support Services (VSS) (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the VSS Requirements document, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

TPTF updated the VSS Requirement FR5 to indicate that Remedial Action Plan (RAP) models will be incorporated in addition to Special Protection Scheme (SPS) models as part of the Voltage Support for RT and study mode.

Mr. Dondeti noted in the disposition spreadsheet that the EMS team will update Figure 2-1, Voltage Support Services Process Map, to accurately reflect the flow position for the save-case block.

Mr. Seymour moved to approve the VSS Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF, provided that Figure 2-1 is revised to accurately reflect the flow location for the save-case block. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.

Draft NPRR for Opportunity Outage (See Key Documents)
Dennis Caufield discussed the Draft NPRR for Opportunity Outage, which he had drafted from the concept language approved by TPTF during the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Mr. Caufield indicated that the provisions for Resource Opportunity Outages had been separated from the provisions for Transmission Facility Opportunity Outages. The Draft NPRR indicates that when an Outage occurs on a Resource that already has an approved Transmission Facility Opportunity Outage, then the TSP may start the approved Outage as soon as practicable after ERCOT authorizes it to proceed. Randy Jones requested the meeting minutes to reflect that ERCOT will ensure that any Transmission Facility Opportunity Outage that becomes approved will not extend beyond the timeframe set for the previously approved Resource Outage.

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR for Opportunity Outage. Mr. Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented. 

EMS Requirements Specification for Forced Outage Detection (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Forced Outage Detection Requirements document, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

Mr. Trefny recommended updating the Requirement FR1, Forced Outage Input, to reflect that the data for Planned Transmission Outages will come from the Outage Scheduler, while the data for Planned Resource Status will come from the Current Operating Plan (COP) as indicated by MMS.  

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EMS Forced Outage Detection Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented. 

EMS Requirements Specification for overall EMS Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the overall EMS Requirements document, noting the changes that had been made to the corresponding disposition spreadsheet. The TPTF recommended no additional modifications for the Requirements document. 

Ronnie Hoeinghaus moved to approve the overall EMS Requirements v0.91. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for Load Forecasting (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS Load Forecasting Requirements document, recording all edits and punch list items in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Tucker updated the Requirements document to reflect an incremented version (v0.92).

Mr. Adams indicated that a note had been added to the Supplementary Requirement (SR) 5, Day Ahead Mid-Term Load Forecast (MTLF) Accuracy, calling for a business process to be developed for determining the cause of significant errors to forecast accuracy.   

Ms. Tucker noted that the companion NPRR for Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 697, Posting Requirement Changes, is in the process of being reassigned and has been included on the TPTF Punch List. Mr. Trefny requested that someone be assigned to discuss PRR697 during the upcoming March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting.  

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EMS Load Forecasting Requirements v0.92 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.

EMS Requirements Specification for Wind Power Forecasting (See Key Documents)
Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements document, noting the revised responses that had been included in the disposition spreadsheet. Mr. Doggett noted that none of the changes recommended by Walter Reid’s proposed NPRR for Wind Power Forecasting had been incorporated into the Requirements document.   

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EMS Wind Power Forecasting Requirements v0.91. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Municipal and Investor Owned Utilities Market Segments. The Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.
Ms. Tucker agreed to notify Mr. Reid that the Wind Power Forecasting Requirements document had been approved by TPTF. 

Mr. Dondeti confirmed that TPTF may expect to review one Overall EMS CSD and one Wind Power Forecasting CSD. 
Develop Agenda for the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting

Ms. Tucker discussed the meeting topics for the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting, including:
· CRR Project Update 

· NMMS Project – Draft NPRR for Hub Clarification 

· Commercial Systems (COMS) Project

· Draft NPRR for Wind Generation Resources and Capacity Short Calculation

· Draft NPRR for Settlement of Non-Modeled Generators

· MMS Project Update 

· Nodal Program Update

· IDA External Interfaces Update

· Market Information System (MIS) Update

· Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) Update – Detailed Review of Metrics

· Training Update 

· Reconsideration of NPRR037 – ERCOT Staff Comments

· Removal of the Pseudo Resource and Pricing during EECP

Meeting Adjournment

Ms. Tucker adjourned the meeting at 3:02 p.m. on Thursday, March 1, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Re-draft the EMS Draft NPRR for Generation Subsystem Changes as modified at TPTF, with TPTF reflected as the author and the current Nodal Protocols serving as the baseline.  
	C. Tucker

	Work with Mr. Howard’s group to:

· Develop appropriate, ICCP-related changes for the TAC-approved Telemetry Standards.

· Verify that Mr. Webb is aware of the ICCP Quality Code Requirements that were recently added to the EMS SCADA Requirements. 
	B. Blevins and EMS Team

	Investigate whether a NPRR will be required to address issues regarding TSA constraints, and make plans to report any conclusions during a future TPTF meeting.
	EMS Team
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA 

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

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketers
	Constellation Energy

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

	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 San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Municipal
	R.J. Covington (Alternate Representative for S. Mays, 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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	Sungard Energy Systems

	Crawford, Chris
	Alliance Data

	Crozier, Richard
	City of Brownsville

	DeMaio, David
	Black & Veatch

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Potts, Dave
	The Structure Group

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc.


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Bridges, Stacy

	Coon, Patrick

	Crews, Curtis

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Harmon, Jesse

	Harris, Pat

	Moorty, Sainath

	Opheim, Calvin

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tucker, Carrie


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, March 5, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings:

· March 22 – 23, 2007 (MetCenter) 

· April 2 – 3, 2007 (TBD) 

· April 23 – 25, 2007 (TBD) 

Review Agenda

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

Steve Grendel noted that the Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) team plans to review comments for the Early Delivery System (EDS) 1 Approach document during the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting

Mr. Doggett noted that time will be allocated on a future TPTF agenda for discussing the group’s next steps, including the roles it will assume during upcoming readiness and testing activities. Mr. Doggett also noted that some time will be allocated for reviewing the TPTF Document Activity Matrix prepared by the ERCOT Web Team.

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes

Approval for TPTF Meeting Minutes was suspended until March 7th (see this topic continued below). 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program.

Mr. Sullivan discussed the critical path for the Nodal Program, emphasizing the need to focus on vendor delivery and application integration in order to meet the December 1, 2008 go-live date. Mr. Sullivan expressed confidence in meeting the March 31, 2007 delivery deadline for the External Interface Specification that is being developed by the Integration and Design authority (IDA) Project. 

Network Model Management System (NMMS) - Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Hub Clarification (See Key Documents) 

Curtis Crews presented an initial review of the NMMS Draft NPRR for Hub Clarification. Mr. Crews explained the need for the NPRR, noting that Electrical Buses are not clearly linked to Hub Buses in the Nodal Protocols, although they are required as part of settlement calculations. In order to properly settle, ERCOT will need to be able to identify how Electrical Buses are linked to a Hub Bus and how Hub Buses are linked to a Hub. 

TPTF concluded that a rule will need to be developed for identifying which Electrical Buses should be included in calculations for Hub prices. Mr. Crews was asked to modify the Hub Bus charts associated with the North, South, West, and Houston 345Kilovolt (kV) Hubs as described in Nodal Protocol Section 3.5.2, Hub Definitions, in order to account for any Hub Buses that are listed twice. Based on the modified charts, Mr. Crews was asked to propose modifications for the Nodal Protocols to help clarify how Electrical Buses should be linked to each Hub Bus and how Hub Buses are linked to each Hub. 

Mr. Crews agreed to work with interested Market Participants (MPs) to create some examples describing the Electrical Buses in each Hub Bus, with the intention of presenting the examples to the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS). 

Commercial Systems (COMS) - Draft NPRR for Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) and Capacity Short Calculation (See Key Documents) 

Kenneth Ragsdale discussed the changes proposed in the Draft NPRR for WGRs and the Capacity Short Calculation. 

The TPTF modified Item (1) of Section 5.7.4.1.1, Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share, to indicate that capacity credit for WGRs will be based on the values for High Sustained Limit (HSL) as entered by Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) in the Current Operating Plan (COP) prior to the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) execution. The Draft NPRR was also modified to show that the COP and Trades Snapshot that is taken prior to the Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC) will be used for WGR settlements regardless of Real-Time (RT) capacity or actual generation. 

Leonard Stanfield moved to approve the Draft NPRR for WGRs and Capacity Short Calculation as modified by TPTF. Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.

Market Management System (MMS) Project Update (See Key Documents)

Sai Moorty discussed the status of documents for the MMS Project.

Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) v1.0 and the Outage Scheduler Requirements v1.0 were posted to the Nodal web site on March 2, 2007. The Outage Scheduler CSD is currently being prepared for review by TPTF and should be available by March 12th. Near the end of March, a design review will be held with the vendor to discuss options for an accelerated delivery of Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED). 

Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team has updated all MMS Requirements documents according to the new project baseline. The updated MMS Requirements documents do not currently include changes for the following NPRRs: 

· NPRR005, Section 7 ERCOT Staff and TPTF Clarifications

· NPRR008, PRR307 Inclusion in Nodal 

Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team is currently working with the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) team to analyze the impacts of NPRR005 and to evaluate the best way to implement the functionality described in Nodal Protocol 7.7.3, Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs). Regarding NPRR008, the MMS team is currently working with MPs to resolve Ancillary Service (AS) issues associated with Controllable Load Resources (CLRs).

Mr. Doggett recommended that the MMS team plan to incorporate any changes associated with Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 697, Posting Requirement Changes, and NPRR040, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment. Mr. Doggett noted that the updated MMS Requirements documents will be distributed to TPTF for review. 

COMS - Draft NPRR for Settlement of Non-Modeled Generators (See Key Documents) 

John Bieltz presented the Draft NPRR for Settlement of Non-Modeled Generators, noting that Non-Modeled Generators are less than 10 Megawatts (MW) in size and do not participate in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM), Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM), RUC, or SCED. 

Mr. Bieltz noted the addition of item (h) to Nodal Protocol 6.6.3.2, RT Energy Imbalance Payment or Charge at a Load Zone. This item was included to indicate that the total generation of a QSE’s Non-Modeled Generators will be included in settlement calculations for the corresponding Load Zone Settlement Point. Some MPs inquired why item (h) had been included in the Draft NPRR. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the purpose of item (h) is to ensure that QSEs receive payment for any MWs injected into the grid by their Non-Modeled Generators. 

TPTF recommended modifying item (h) by changing the word “total” to “aggregated” in order to indicate that the aggregated generation of a QSE’s Non-Modeled Generators will be included in settlements. 

Bob Spangler moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Settlement of Non-Modeled Generators as modified by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Consumer (2), Independent Generator (1), and Cooperative (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.  

Discussion of PRR697, Posting Requirement Changes

Chad Seely discussed PRR697, noting that it is intended to synchronize the ERCOT Protocols with requirements resulting from Substantive Rules adopted by the Public Utility Commission (PUC) last year.  

Mr. Seely noted that PRR697 and PRR709, Scarcity Pricing Mechanism, are the result of Protocol synchronization with PUC Substantive Rule 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region. PRR709 incorporates requirements for a Scarcity Pricing Mechanism (SPM) that will operate on an annual resource adequacy cycle; PRR697 incorporates requirements for generating and posting system-adequacy reports. Mr. Seely noted that both PRRs will require companion NPRRs. The TPTF consensus was to generate separate NPRRs rather than a single, comprehensive NPRR. 

Carrie Tucker noted that PRR709 is awaiting review by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS), and PRR697 has already passed through PRS and is awaiting review by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). 

Mr. Seely noted he will work with Matt Mereness to draft the companion NPRR for PRR697. Mr. Trefny offered assistance. Ms. Tucker agreed to discuss the companion NPRR for PRR709 during an upcoming TPTF Meeting. 

Mr. Doggett noted that both NPRRs will be discussed during the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:07 p.m. on Monday, March 5, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, March 6, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

NPRR040, Synchronization of EECP Event Realignment

John Dumas described the background for NPRR040. Following the EECP event of April 17, 2006, a post-event analysis revealed a need for ERCOT to improve its ability to estimate Responsive Reserves and to communicate emergency conditions. To this end, ERCOT worked with the Reliability Operations Subcommittee (ROS) to develop the 7% Reserve Discount Factor (RDF) for use in Responsive Reserve monitoring. Mr. Dumas called attention to the recommended definitions for RDF and Physical Responsive Capability (PRC), and he discussed the preliminary EECP procedures and three-step EECP process as proposed by the NPRR. 

The TPTF discussed some possible modifications for the NPRR, as follows:

· Strike all but the first sentence from the definition for PRC

· Break Step 2 of the EECP process into two separate steps

· Replace the term High Operating Limit (HOL) with a term that is already defined in the Nodal Protocols (i.e., HSL)  

Mr. Doggett recommended suspending discussion of this topic until later in the meeting, with the expectation of resuming to identify the major changes and to organize a group that will discuss the finer details (see this discussion continued below).

Mr. Dumas noted that he is developing a companion NPRR for PRR647, Gross and Net MW/Mega Volt-Amperes reactive (MVAr) Data Reporting. Mr. Doggett invited Mr. Dumas to present the Draft NPRR during an upcoming TPTF meeting.

Market Information System (MIS) Update (See Key Documents)

Pat Harris presented the first review of the Paper Prototype 1 for MIS. 

Ms. Harris displayed wire frames illustrating the pages and portlets that MPs will be able to access through the MIS Topic View. Ms. Harris noted that the MIS team has identified more than ninety portlets, which are being stored in a “portlet bible” that describes the contents and functions for each portlet. Ms. Harris noted that the portlet bible will become available to MPs once it has been developed further. Ms. Harris confirmed that the MIS team is working with the IDA team to define how data will be sent to MIS from the other systems. 

Kristy Ashley expressed interest in seeing more screenshots clarifying how MPs will enter bids and offers. 

Ms. Harris described the MIS navigation scheme, noting how the MIS team has replicated some of the familiar features from ercot.com in order to promote intuitive interaction for MPs. The MIS team plans to develop a few dashboards to discuss during the review of Prototype 2, with the intention of having all dashboards completed by Prototype 3. Ms. Harris noted that the MIS will come equipped with two configurable MyPages so that MPs may arrange their most frequented portlets in a way that compliments their particular online activities. 

The MIS Paper Prototype 1 was sent to TPTF Review with a comments deadline of Friday, March 9, 2007. 

IDA Project - Interface Update (See Key Documents)

Daryl Shing presented an update on the External Interfaces Specification (a.k.a., External Machine-to-Machine (MTM) Interface Specification).

Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team is planning to provide one more draft of the External Interfaces Specification prior to the final version that is scheduled for March 31, 2007. The team is currently working on sections associated with Outage Scheduler and CRR, and they plan to provide more examples of Extensible Markup Language (XML) and XML Schema Definition (XSD) with the next draft. 

Mr. Shing described the next steps for the Nodal Sandbox, noting that the .Net “Who am I” web service sample client has been released. The IDA team plans to release the Proof of Concept (POC) for Three-Part Supply Offers on March 23rd. The “Boomerang Service” is also scheduled for release at the end of March; it will allow MPs to test interoperability with ERCOT. The IDA Team expects to publish the release plan for the Web Services Sandbox on April 30th. This release will inform MPs when they can expect to trial the different items in the Nodal Sandbox.

Ronnie Hoeinghaus inquired when MPs might expect to see documentation related to the Simple Object Access Protocol (SOAP) that will support remote procedure calls during the Boomerang Service. Mr. Shing noted that this documentation is under development and will be published to the Nodal web site when it becomes available. 

Don Blackburn expressed interest in learning more about the distributed database architecture that ERCOT uses for storing sensitive information, as well as the methods for querying such a database. Mr. Blackburn suggested that some MPs may be interested in using similar setups for their own systems. 

Mr. Shing noted that a prototyping User Interface (UI) template is being developed to help establish consistency across the Nodal projects as teams develop their UIs.  

Some MPs inquired about details for Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) connectivity during the Nodal Sandbox. Mr. Doggett noted that he will follow up with Mr. Grendel and Richard Howard for more information.

Some MPs expressed interest in attending the Application Programming Interface (API) Subgroup meetings. Mr. Shing agreed to distribute relevant information to the TPTF exploder following the meeting. 

The External MTM Interfaces Specification v0.23 was distributed to TPTF for review, with a comments due date of March 14, 2007.

Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Jesse Harmon noted that the Metric Verification Report document will serve as the primary working document for all metrics as they are developed for approval. Mr. Harmon reviewed the disposition of comments for the Metric Verification Approach, making edits to the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review. 

TPTF recommended the following:

· Modify Metric D8, Develop Nodal Operating Guides, to indicate that the MRA will receive documentation confirming the creation of approved Nodal Operating Guides.

· Develop planning Metrics for the facilities that will support EDS 3 and EDS 4 

· Revise Metric EMS7, Run 168-Hour Stability Test, to indicate that the 168-hour test is a software stability study that is not related to North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) Standards.

· Replace Metric C2, Contingency Plan for Locational Marginal Price (LMP), with a new metric described as “Contingency Plan for DAM/LMP Failure.” (The new metric is intended to answer questions regarding how to process partial DAM solutions in the event of a failure).

Mr. Harmon noted that the following new metrics had been added to the Metric Verification Report:

· MP21, MP Response to Base Point 

· MMS17, Generate LMPs for 6 months

· MMS18, Verify SASM

· Metric D22, Staffing for Program Execution

Regarding Metric CO1, Settle Market for 7 Days, Mr. Grendel noted that the IRT team will look through the Nodal Transition Plan in order to verify when ERCOT will first produce settlement statements. 

Regarding Metric MMS11, Verify MP Offer Inputs, Mr. Grendel recommended holding further discussions, noting that the metric may need to be defined as an exit criterion for one of the EDS phases.

Mr. Harmon took the action item to discuss Metric D12, New Facilities Construction, with Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Harmon noted that he and Don McCormick will discuss metrics for addressing RUC-related integration issues.

The list of metrics in the Metric Verification Report was sorted by metric name. The document was renamed “Metric Verification Approach” and distributed to TPTF for review, with a comments deadline of March 15, 2007. The document will be discussed again at the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting.

NPRR040 - Continued 

Mr. Spangler discussed his recommended markup for NPRR040, including a restoration of items (1)(a) and (1)(b) to the existing changes described in Nodal Protocol 6.5.9.4.1, General Procedures Prior to EECP Operations. No one objected to the recommended markup.

Ms. Tucker sent a notice to the TPTF distribution list soliciting comments for NPRR040 and announcing the formation of a subgroup to discuss changes. Mr. Spangler agreed to facilitate the subgroup.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:50p.m. on Tuesday, March 6, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, March 7, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Mr. Doggett noted that TAC has requested TPTF to recommend updates for the TPTF Charter. The TPTF Charter will be discussed during the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Training Update (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu presented a training update. 

Mr. Hailu noted that staffing goals have been met for training development—Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) and learning specialists have been assigned for each course in the training curriculum. However, more staff is still needed to deliver training, so additional ERCOT and Contract trainers will be joining the training team in the near future.

Mr. Hailu noted that delivery will be delayed for the Web-Based Training (WBT) module for Nodal 101: The Basics. The new delivery date is targeted for March 23rd. When the WBT module is rolled out, the training team plans to re-emphasize the availability of the test-out option that was released last month. 

Mr. Hailu discussed the upcoming course schedule. Mr. Trefny suggested that enrollment opportunities for scheduled courses should be made more visible and available, and he inquired why MPs cannot enroll for many of the courses that have already been scheduled. Mr. Hailu noted that more enrollment opportunities will become available soon, beginning with courses that have been scheduled for April and May 2007. Corresponding dates and enrollment opportunities will be posted as soon as the training locations have been confirmed. Regarding training for ERCOT staff, Mr. Hailu confirmed that he is following up with ERCOT managers to make sure that all members of the staff are completing their required coursework.

Ms. Woodard inquired about the Training Letter for Accountable Executives (AEs) and suggested that the letter should be sent to Project Managers (PMs) as well as to AEs. Mr. Hailu agreed to check with Patrick Coon to verify that the letter is being sent to both parties.

Progress Update on Efforts to Identify AEs

Mr. Doggett and Mr. Coon discussed the progress that has been made to date for identifying AEs. Mr. Doggett confirmed that ERCOT has been making concentrated efforts to contact Level 1, 2, and 4 QSEs, and he noted how many QSEs have responded to date. The Level 3 QSEs have not yet been contacted directly owing to their sub-QSE association with Level 4 QSEs. MPs recommended that ERCOT make efforts to contact Level 3 QSEs directly. Mr. Doggett acknowledged the recommendation, and he invited MPs to offer additional feedback regarding how to contact and identify the remaining AEs.

NPRR037, Conforming Section 13 to Nodal Format (See Key Documents) 

Calvin Opheim discussed changes for NPRR037, Conforming Section 13 to Nodal Format, including the changes previously recommended by the Unaccounted for Energy Task Force (UFETF). Mr. Opheim noted that the NPRR had been shared with the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) and the Settlements and Data Aggregation Working Group. 

TPTF expressed no objections to the language in the NPRR. Mr. Opheim agreed to work offline with Manny Munoz to complete some minor edits before distributing the NPRR to the TPTF distribution list. 

Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the following sets of TPTF Meeting Minutes, making edits as recommended by TPTF: 

· January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

· February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended by TPTF. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment. 

Ms. Woodard moved to approve the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended by TPTF. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with no abstentions.

Draft NPRR - Removal of the Pseudo Resource (See Key Documents)

Mr. Spangler discussed the Draft NPRR for Removal of the Pseudo Resource, noting the recommended deletion of all provisions for the linear, ERCOT-created Energy Offer Curve described in Item (6) of 6.5.7.3, Security Constrained Economic Dispatch. The TPTF modified the “Reason for Revision” field by removing references to Resource price-curve caps and the companion NPRR. Mr. Reynolds and Mr. Fehrenbach discussed some options for replacing the Pseudo-Resource. 

Ms. Ashley moved to approve the Draft NPRR, Removal of the Pseudo Resource Requirement in the RT SCED Process. Clayton Greer seconded the motion. 
Mr. Trefny presented his whiteboard presentation describing the pendulum pricing that is caused by the Pseudo-Resource during an EECP event. 
The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 71.4% in favor and 28.6% in opposition. The opposing votes were from the Consumer (4) and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) (6) Market Segments. There were two abstentions from the Municipal Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

Draft NPRR - Pricing During an EECP Event (See Key Documents)

Dan Jones described the Draft NPRR, which includes two options for modifying Proxy Energy Offer Curves during an EECP event. The first option, Option 1, specifies gradual price flooring to eliminate diversity among Energy Offer Curves during each stage of the EECP process. The second option, Option 2, specifies a fixed adder to gradually shift all Energy Offer Curves during each stage of the EECP process.      

Regarding Option 1, Mr. Moorty cautioned that removing price floors following an EECP event may cause unpredictable unit movements. Mr. Trefny recommended removing Option 1 from the Draft NPRR. 

Mr. Jones noted that NPRR018, Separate Load Acting as a Resource (LaaR) and Generator Market Clearing Prices for Capacity (MCPCs) for Responsive Reserve Service (RRS), had been rejected by PRS, so the functionality for creating separate bid stacks for Load Resources (LRs) and Generators is on hold for now. Mr. Doggett agreed to speak with Al Hirsch about the possibility of reviving the issue.

Review Agenda for the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting

Ms. Tucker reviewed the draft agenda for the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting: 

· Draft NPRR - Companion to PRR647, Gross and Net MW/Mvar Data Reporting

· Draft NPRR - Companion to PRR697, Posting Requirement Changes

· Draft NPRR - Companion to PRR709, Scarcity Pricing Mechanism

· Draft NPRR - Venus Switching Hub 

· Draft NPRR - Hub Clarification (update)

· NPRR040, Synchronization of EECP Event Realignment

· MRA - Review of Metrics and Project Plan for completion

· Review proposed changes for Telemetry Standards

· Discuss coordination of timing for Remote Terminal Unit (RTU) to ICCP changes

Mr. Doggett reviewed the TPTF document activity matrix.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:03 p.m. on Wednesday, March 7, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Discuss Metric D12, New Facilities Construction, with Mr. Sullivan. 
	MRA Team

	Review the Nodal Transition Plan to verify when ERCOT will first produce settlement statements. 
	IRT Team

	Verify that the Training Letter for AEs is being sent to PMs as well as AEs.
	T. Hailu and P. Coon

	· Assemble information for MPs who are interested in learning more about ERCOT’s distributed database architecture.

· Send information to the TPTF distribution list regarding upcoming Interface Subgroup meetings.
	D. Shing

	· Talk with Mr. Grendel and Mr. Howard about the details of ICCP connectivity during the Nodal Sandbox. 

· Talk with Mr. Hirsch about separate bid stacks for LRs and Generators
	T. Doggett
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

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

	Emesih, Valentine
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal 
	Austin Energy

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

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

	McLamb, Daryl
	Independent Power Marketers
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	DeMaio, David
	Black & Veatch

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc.

	Young, Li
	Potomac Economics

	Zhang, Bryan
	Potomac Economics


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Bieltz, John

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Crews, Curtis

	Doggett, Trip

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Harmon, Jesse

	Harris, Pat

	Kendall, Frank

	McCormick, Don

	Mereness, Matt

	Poyya, Vijayan

	Privette, Scott

	Shing, Daryl

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tucker, Carrie

	Webb, John


Call To Order

Carrie Tucker called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, March 22, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

Ms. Tucker read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed. She asked those who have not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available.

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Ms. Tucker confirmed the following TPTF meetings:

· April 2 – 3, 2007, at Comfort Suites 
 

· April 23 – 25, 2007, at a location to be determined 
· May 7 – 8, 2007, at the ERCOT MetCenter
Review Agenda

Ms. Tucker reviewed the agenda for the day.

Mr. Spangler requested the minutes to indicate that the following Market Participants (MPs) returned their Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Detail System Design (DSD) documents to ERCOT:

· Marguerite Wagner (Reliant)

· Sid Guermouche (Austin Energy)

· Floyd Trefny (Reliant)

· Bob Spangler (TXU)

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the following sets of TPTF meeting minutes, making modifications as recommended by TPTF:

· February 12, 2007

· February 20, 2007

· February 22 – 23, 2007 

· February 28 – March 1, 2007 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the February 12, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes as modified by TPTF. Chris Brewster seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the TPTF Meeting Minutes for February 20, 2007; for February 22 – 23, 2007, as modified by TPTF; and for February 28 – March 1, 2007. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program.

Mr. Sullivan noted that all three Nodal Program dimensions—Cost, Schedule, and Scope/Quality—are amber. The dimension of Cost is under control and is currently being tracked within 1% of the estimated budget, with significant portions of contingency earmarked for the Energy Management System (EMS) and the Market Management System (MMS). The program will focus on the dimension of Schedule for the next few months, with a gradual shift to the dimension of Scope/Quality as projects begin to deliver their final products. Mr. Sullivan noted that the dimension of Cost will continue to be tracked and carefully weighed against the timeline in the event that additional expenditures become necessary to prevent schedule slippage.

Mr. Sullivan announced that the first version of the Nodal Scorecard has been launched. The Nodal Scorecard is a communication tool that the ERCOT Program Office (PO) has developed to comprehensively track progress for the Nodal Program in three areas: Nodal Delivery (i.e., Metrics and the three dimensions of Cost, Schedule, and Scope/Quality), ERCOT Readiness, and MP Readiness. The Nodal Scorecard is intended to help gauge which aspects of the Nodal Program require the most attention at any given point in time. Mr. Sullivan displayed a screenshot depicting how the “live” version of the Nodal Scorecard will look online. 

Mr. Sullivan confirmed that he has developed a plan for addressing Nodal staffing concerns according to departments and job types. The next step will involve addressing the accounting aspects of the plan. The Nodal Steering Committee will discuss Mr. Sullivan’s plan during its next meeting. 

Mr. Sullivan discussed the timeline for the Nodal Program, noting that the schedules for Early Delivery System (EDS) 3 and EDS 4 have been accelerated to allow MPs to start testing sooner. Mr. Trefny pointed out that the EDS 3 and 4 timeline shown in the presentation indicated a delay of three months, and he suggested that the presentation may be in error.  Mr. Spangler inquired about the efforts that ERCOT is making to communicate its testing and scheduling expectations to MPs. Mr. Doggett noted that Patrick Coon is making significant progress in identifying Accountable Executives (AEs), and Kate Horne is currently developing a brochure, Understanding: Texas Nodal Market Readiness, to help inform MPs about their responsibilities during Registration, Qualification, and each stage of EDS. Mr. Doggett confirmed that the brochure information will be shared with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in the near future. He invited MPs to consider ways of helping ERCOT to distribute the brochure information offline.   

Mr. Spangler expressed interest in knowing the progress that ERCOT has made toward resolving the issues on the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punch List. Mr. Sullivan took note of the topic for future discussion.

Market Readiness Advisor (MRA) Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Don McCormick presented a metrics update.

Mr. McCormick identified two phases for approaching metrics. In the first phase, metrics are identified, defined, and assigned verification criteria. In the second phase, metrics are evaluated and verified. Mr. McCormick noted that many metrics have been identified already, and they are ready for approval. He asked TPTF to convey its preferred approach to approving the metrics. Mr. Doggett noted that while the Nodal Transition Plan indicates that TPTF is charged with certifying readiness, it does not specifically indicate the role that TPTF should play in establishing readiness criteria for metrics. Mr. Doggett recommended that Mr. McCormick suspend meetings for the Metric Subgroup (MSG) until TPTF can discuss its preferred approach for approving metrics. 

For the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting, Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will plan to discuss metrics at the level of detail in the Metric Verification Approach document, starting with MP Metrics for EDS 1. The Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) team will make plans for discussing how each metric relates to the EDS test plans and timelines. Once the MP Metrics have been discussed, TPTF address the ERCOT Internal Metrics. 

IRT Project - EDS 1 Approach (See Key Documents)

John Webb discussed recent Beta Testing and reviewed the disposition of comments for the IRT EDS 1 Approach document. 

Mr. Webb summarized the results from recent Beta Testing, identifying the companies that have been tested to date, the number of points that have been tested, and the percentage of system-related testing errors. Mr. Webb noted that the process for determining errors during testing will improve with the introduction of the Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Quality Codes that are currently being developed by the EMS team. The ICCP Quality Codes will become part of an ICCP Communications Handbook, which will receive its initial review at TPTF in April. This Handbook is intended to cover all of the ICCP data values that are required. 

Mr. Webb reviewed the response to comments for the EDS 1 Approach document, making edits directly in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Webb acknowledged that the IRT team will: 

· Notify the ERCOT Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) of the schedule for Point-to-Point (PTP) testing in order to minimize the potential for inaccurate performance results and for Schedule Control Errors (SCEs)

· Modify the EDS 1 Release 2 Diagram to reflect how Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) may expect to transmit ICCP and Remote Terminal Unit (RTU) data to ERCOT

· Perform PTP verification for all Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) telemetry existing in the ERCOT Zonal Production EMS at the time of EDS Release 2  

· Add a section addressing MP readiness criteria for EDS1 Release 2

· Schedule and confirm a start date for EDS 1 Release 2 with each MP

Mr. Webb noted that a modified EDS 1 Release 2 diagram had been included in the updated EDS 1 Approach v1.4 document, which was previously distributed on Monday, March 19th. Mr. Webb confirmed that all Market comments will be incorporated, along with the revisions recommended by TPTF. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EDS 1 Approach document v1.4 subject to the revisions agreed upon by TPTF during the review on March 22, 2007.  Ronnie Hoeinghaus seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Consumer (4) and Investor Owned Utilities (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.

IRT Project - EDS 2 Approach (See Key Documents)
Mr. Webb presented an initial review of the EDS 2 Approach document.

Mr. Webb discussed the objectives for EDS 2 Release 3, which will focus on:

· restructuring the Load model for improved Bus Load Forecasting

· verifying performance for telemetry and the State Estimator (SE)

· verifying the integrity of Network Security functions

Mr. Webb highlighted that new performance tools will be made available during EDS 2 Release 3 to help with telemetry and SE performance measurements. The measurement data will then be collected in the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) and sent to the Market Information System (MIS), where MPs will be able to access the measurement data via the MP interface. 

Mr. Webb discussed the objectives for EDS 2 Release 4, which will focus on:

· verifying integration between the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and the EMS

· verifying the Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) process

Mr. Webb pointed out that the EDS 2 Approach is an ERCOT-driven endeavor that will not feature shared testing activities. During EDS 2, ERCOT will only contact MPs when necessary for resolving system discrepancies.

The EDS 2 Approach document will be distributed on Monday, March 26th, with a comments deadline of April 9th. A vote for this document will be noticed on the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF agenda. 

Understanding: Texas Nodal Market Readiness (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett distributed hard copies of the brochure Understanding: Texas Nodal Market Readiness. The brochure is being developed by Ms. Horne to help MPs recognize and understand their responsibilities for Qualification, Registration, and each EDS. Mr. Doggett discussed a high-level EDS Market Trials Schedule, noting that a similar schedule will be included in the brochure.  Mr. Trefny noted that the schedule for EDS 3 and 4 is correct as depicted in the brochure, while the schedule previously presented by Mr. Sullivan is incorrect and requires updating.
ICCP Quality Codes (See Key Documents)

Bill Blevins and Frank Kendall provided a presentation on Telemetry Standards and ICCP Quality Codes.

Mr. Blevins noted that during the review of the EMS Requirements Specification for SCADA, the TPTF had requested that ICCP Quality Code mapping will be included in the SCADA Requirements and the Telemetry Standards previously approved by TAC. To this end, a set of ICCP Quality Codes is being developed through discussions with the IRT, MMS, EMS, and NMMS project teams. Mr. Blevins confirmed that the EMS SCADA Requirements will be modified to incorporate the new ICCP Quality Codes as they are approved. The ICCP Quality Codes will be defined in an ICCP Communications Handbook that will receive its initial review at TPTF in April. Mr. Blevins agreed to change the title of the Handbook as necessary to distinguish it from the IDA External Interfaces Specification (which specifically addresses Extensible Markup Language (XML)).

Mr. Blevins took the action item to confirm with Daryl Shing that the ICCP information documented in the ICCP Communications Handbook will not be duplicated in other publications. Mr. Blevins also agreed to investigate the ICCP Quality Code issues that are related to manually telemetered data. 

IRT Project - Qualification Approach Update (See Key Documents)  

Matt Mereness provided an update to TPTF on the status of the Qualification Approach.

Mr. Mereness noted that the Draft Attestation of Qualification of Ancillary Services (a.k.a., self-certification) was recently discussed at the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS),
 where the concept was approved on the condition that the attestation will only reflect unit capabilities and current zonal participation. 

Mr. Mereness noted that the initial review for the MP Qualification Guide has been rescheduled for the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

IRT Project - Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR), Clarification of Standard Form MP Agreement (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mereness discussed the Draft NPRR for Clarification of Standard Form MP Agreement (SFA). The Draft NPRR aims at aligning Nodal Protocol Section 16, Registration and Qualification of MPs, with Section 22 Attachment H: Standard Form MP Agreement. If approved, the Draft NPRR will: 

· update Registration provisions in Section 16 to reflect the single Standard Form MP Agreement 

· create separate MP checkboxes to distinguish Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) from Distribution Service Providers (DSPs) 

· add lines on the signature page where MPs will identify themselves by name and by Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) number 

The Draft NPRR will be discussed again during the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

IRT Project - Registration Approach (See Key Documents)
Mr. Mereness reviewed the disposition of comments for the Registration Approach document. 

Mr. Mereness noted some open Registration issues, including:

· effective dates for the new SFA and MP Registration documentation 

· method for electronically entering and updating Resource data through MMS

Mr. Mereness noted that he will discuss the open Registration issues with Sai Moorty and Raj Chudgar in order to prepare an update for the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:04 p.m. on Thursday, March 22, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Friday, March 23, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Pat Harris presented an update for the MIS Project.

Ms. Harris discussed the next steps on the 2007 MIS timeline, noting that Prototype 3 will be available for presentation at TPTF by May 1st. Prototype 3 should include depictions of all the screens that will be developed in Build 1, which is scheduled to begin in May and to continue through mid-July. Following Build 1, the MIS team will conduct internal testing in preparation for the Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) that is scheduled to run from August 1 to October 1, 2007.   

Ms. Harris noted that some issues are still open regarding where certain data will reside and how that data will be sent to the MIS. The MIS team is currently working with the EDW, the IDA, and the other project teams in order to solve the issues. The MIS content inventory is estimated to be 80% complete. 

Ms. Harris displayed a site map depicting how the many screens of the MIS are organized in relation to the navigation scheme. Mr. Trefny noted that the search tool was not included on the site map. Ms. Harris noted she will account for the search tool in her next presentation to TPTF. Ms. Harris also noted that a linking page is currently being developed to help MPs cross reference the Nodal Protocols and to confirm that all MIS requirements have been incorporated and properly mapped. Once the linking issues have been solved, the page will be included on the site map. Mr. Spangler inquired about the applications that MPs may expect to access through the MIS application portlet. Ms. Harris confirmed that a list of the applications is available, and she will share it during her next presentation.

EDW Project – Requirements Specification for Data Collection and Market Monitoring (See Key Documents)

Scott Privette introduced the EDW Project, noting its relationship to Enterprise Information Services (EIS) and its function in providing data replication, archiving, and reporting for all of the Nodal projects.

Mr. Privette provided an initial review of the EDW Requirements Specification for Data Collection and Market Monitoring for Nodal Protocol Section 17. Mr. Privette noted that the EDW Project will own the Requirements that are generated from Section 17 and will work with the IDA to ensure that all Nodal projects comply with those requirements. The EDW Project will also build transition and operational support plans to help EIS to transition to the Nodal Market. The plans will ready by go-live to help support both Zonal and Nodal systems as they run in parallel for the initial 24-month monitoring period.

The EDW Requirements Specification for Data Collection and Market Monitoring is currently out for review, with a comments due date of March 29, 2007. The disposition of comments will be reviewed during the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

Mr. Privette also previewed the pending EDW Requirements for Performance Monitoring and Compliance, which will be released to TPTF for review in the near future.

EDW Project - Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)

Mr. Privette provided an initial review of the EDW CSD, describing how the CSD works together with the existing EDW system and the planned Nodal implementation. The CSD is based upon existing systems and delivery methods, and the EDW team plans to continuously integrate additions and upgrades of Zonal systems into EDW transition plan. 

Mr. Privette noted that the EDW is capable of archiving all data, and the EDW team is currently determining the appropriate level of granularity to support when archiving data. Mr. Privette confirmed that all archived data will be compared on a daily basis with the data in each source system to ensure that all data stays synchronized within the ERCOT systems. 

The EDW CSD is currently out for review, with a comments due date of March 29, 2007. The disposition of comments will be reviewed during the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting.

Performance Compliance Approach (See Key Documents)

John Adams described the Performance Compliance approach that ERCOT is developing to help all projects meet their reporting obligations as defined in the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Adams noted that a comprehensive spreadsheet is being built to map each Nodal Protocol Requirement to its corresponding Nodal Project. For each Requirement that is mapped, the spreadsheet will assign a Business Owner and identify the compliance reporting methods. After it has been completed, the spreadsheet will be incorporated into the EDW Requirements for Performance Monitoring and Compliance.  

Use Case Review Process (See Key Documents)

Mr. Shing described the Component Use Cases that TPTF will be asked to review during the second half of April. Mr. Shing noted that the Nodal project teams are currently creating Component Use cases to help describe how the components of the Nodal system will interact with one another when responding to the requests identified in the System Use Cases. The IDA team hopes to receive TPTF feedback that will help to improve the existing System of Systems Architecture (SoSA) model.

Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team will launch the review during the second half of April by posting a review package to Working Documents on the Nodal web site. The review package will contain the Component Use Cases from each project, along with a SoSA Map illustrating how the Component Use Cases fit into the SoSA. 

Mr. Shing announced that a final meeting of the Application Programming Interface (API) Subgroup will be held to discuss the final draft of the IDA External Interfaces Specification. The meeting details were distributed to the TPTF exploder following the meeting. 

Training Update (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu presented a training update. 

Mr. Hailu announced the release of the training program’s first Web-Based Training (WBT) module. The WBT module will allow MPs to take the course Nodal 101: The Basics in a self-paced, online environment. Mr. Hailu displayed screen shots of the WBT dashboard and described some of its features, including a search feature that will allow MPs to reference all course content without having to retake the course.  

Mr. Hailu introduced the training course Transition to Nodal Markets and Startup Testing, noting its objectives to communicate important information during each stage of the Nodal transition. The course covers a variety of transition topics, including staffing plans, testing plans, and overall readiness criteria. Mr. Hailu recommended incorporating the course into an overall communication approach that will use seminars, web-based training, and web-casts to continually inform MPs about transition activities. Mr. Hailu will develop the curriculum document and bring it back to TPTF for further discussion and approval.

Mr. Hailu confirmed that the beta course for Load Serving Entity 201 is still scheduled for release on April 19th.   

Mr. Hailu discussed his recommended changes for to Section 5.3, Market Training Track, of the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan. The changes aim at aligning the Nodal Transition Plan with the MP Training Readiness document.  

Accountable Executive (AE) Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett noted that during the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting, MPs had asked ERCOT to directly contact Load Serving Entities (LSEs) that are not QSEs in an effort to identify their AEs. Mr. Doggett noted that Dale Goodman has responded to the request by distributing email messages requesting AE designations from those LSEs. 

Commercial Systems (COMS) Draft NPRR - Correction of Voltage Support QSE Total Bill Determinants (See Key Documents)

John Bieltz discussed the Draft NPRR for Correction of Voltage Support QSE Total Bill Determinants. Mr. Bieltz noted that the purpose of the Draft NPRR is to create additional transparency for QSE Settlement Statements by displaying separate totals for two charge types: Lost Opportunity and Voltage Support Service. These charge types are currently combined into a single QSE Total. 

Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the Draft NPRR, Correction of Voltage Support QSE Total Bill Determinants. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (1), Independent Power Marketers (1), and Investor Owned Utility (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 

Projected Assessment of System Adequacy (PASA) Protocol Language (See Key Documents)

Mr. Trefny and Mr. Mereness discussed the Draft NPRR companion to Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 697, Posting Requirement Changes. Mr. Trefny noted that the Draft NPRR aims at synchronizing the Nodal Protocols with the Public Utility Commission (P.U.C.) Substantive Rule 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability of Texas Power Region. 

Mr. Trefny noted that Item (d) of P.U.C. Substantive Rule 25.505 requires ERCOT to publish two PASAs: 

· a Mid-Term PASA projecting weekly adequacy data for the next three years

· a Short-Term PASA projecting hourly adequacy for the next seven days 

Mr. Mereness presented charts delineating the differences between the current Nodal Protocols and the two PASAs that are required by the P.U.C. Substantive Rule. Mr. Mereness discussed how the differing requirements are synchronized by the Draft NPRR. 

The TPTF consensus was to distribute the Draft NPRR to TPTF for review before making any decisions on the document. Mr. Doggett noted that the Draft NPRR will be noticed for a vote during the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

Draft NPRR for Hub Bus Clarification (See Key Documents)

Curtis Crews discussed modifications made to the Draft NPRR for Hub Bus Clarification since its last discussion at the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Crews noted that the definition of Hub Bus had been updated to reflect the distinction between energized and de-energized Electrical Buses. 

Some MPs expressed concern regarding the Hub Buses that are listed more than once in the Hub Definitions for the North, South, West, and Houston 345 Kilovolt (kV) Hubs, noting that multiple entries will affect how settlement prices are calculated, as well as how software code is developed. Mr. Crews agreed to update the Hub Bus listings for the Draft NPRR and to distribute it for review by TPTF and the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS). The TPTF consensus was to defer reviewing NPRR053, Creation of a New Trading Hub at Venus Switching Station, until it can be synchronized with the updated Hub Bus listings.

Service Level Agreement (SLA) Presentation (See Key Documents)

Aaron Smallwood discussed the SLAs that are used by ERCOT’s Information Technology (IT) Services for clarifying service delivery expectations beyond what is defined in Business Requirements and the ERCOT/Nodal Protocols. Mr. Smallwood noted that SLAs are not legally binding documents, but ERCOT uses them to help define service aspects such as availability, maintenance, and technical support. Mr. Smallwood noted that the first SLA has been drafted to support pending EDS activities, and it will be distributed to TPTF for a two-week review cycle prior to its discussion at the April 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

Review of Agenda  

Mr. Doggett reviewed possible agenda items for the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting, including: 

· Nodal Program Update

· MIS Update

· MRA review of Metrics

· CRR Project

· Discussion of Optimization Run Time 

· Update on the DSD Process

· IDA Project

· Update on Integration Activities and IDA Punch List

· Update on progress for the External Interfaces Specification 

· Presentation on Asset Registration issues 

· ICCP Communications Handbook

· IRT Project

· MP Qualification Guide

· Draft NPRR for SFA

· Registration Approach

· Initial Review of EDS 3

· Draft NPRR for Hub Clarification

· Draft NPRR for Scarcity Pricing

· Draft NPRR for Gross Net MW/Mvar Data Reporting

· Discussion of TPTF-recommended changes for the TPTF Charter and the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan

· Draft NPRR for PASA Protocol Language

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:00 p.m. on Friday, March 23, 2007.  

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Discuss the progress that has been made in resolving issues on the IDA Punch List.
	J. Sullivan and IDA Team

	· Confirm with Mr. Shing that the ICCP information documented in the ICCP Communications Handbook will not be duplicated in other publications.

· Investigate ICCP Quality Code issues related to manually telemetered data.
	B. Blevins

	· Notify the PDCWG of the PTP testing schedule (in order to minimize the potential for inaccurate performance results and SCEs).

· Modify the EDS 1 Release 2 Diagram to reflect how QSEs may expect to transmit ICCP and RTU data to ERCOT

· Perform PTP verification for all SCADA telemetry existing in the ERCOT Zonal Production EMS at the time of EDS Release 2  

· Add a section to the EDS 1 Approach document to address MP readiness criteria for EDS1 Release 2

· Schedule and confirm a start date for EDS 1 Release 2 with each MP
	J. Webb and IRT Team
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketers
	Coral Power

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (Alternate Representative for G. Singleton, as needed)

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine

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

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator 
	SUEZ Energy

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Abad, Gerry
	(via teleconference)

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Beck, D.W.
	Topaz Power Group

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Crawford, Chris
	Alliance Data

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	

	Herbert, Jason
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc.

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon

	Potts, Dave
	The Structure Group

	Schubert, Eric
	(via teleconference)

	Scott, Gordon
	EPIC Merchant Energy (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Simpson, Lori
	(via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Ward, Jerry
	EXTYR


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Barry, Stacy

	Bridges, Stacy

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John (via teleconference)

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Grendel, Steve

	Hall, John

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kasparian, Ken

	Kurdy, Derick

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sai

	Privette, Scott

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Seely, Chad

	Shing, Daryl

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Takalkar, Nikhil

	Tucker, Carrie

	Westbrook, Susan

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yager, Cheryl

	Zotter, Laura (via teleconference)


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, April 2, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings:

· April 23 – 25, 2007, at a location to be determined 

· May 7 – 8, 2007, at the ERCOT MetCenter

· May 21 – 23, 2007, at the ERCOT MetCenter

Review Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the day.

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the following sets of TPTF meeting minutes: 

· March 5 – 7, 2007

· March 22 – 23, 2007 

Cesar Seymour moved to approve the March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes and the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. Floyd Trefny recommended revising the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes to indicate that:

· the timeline for Early Delivery System (EDS) 3 and 4 that was displayed during Jerry Sullivan’s presentation on March 22nd indicated a three-month delay and may have been in error

· the timeline for EDS 3 and 4 that was discussed during Mr. Doggett’s presentation of the brochure Understanding: Texas Nodal Market Readiness was correct

Mr. Trefny moved to revise the approved March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes as recommended. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project (See Key Documents)

Scott Privette reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDW Data Collection and Market Monitoring Requirements Specification for Protocol Section 17. All edits and punch list items were recorded in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review.

Mr. Privette noted that the official repository for ERCOT’s historical data is the Enterprise Information Services (EIS) Replication and Reporting System, which is comprised of:

· Replicated Source System (RSS)

· Operational Data Store (ODS)

· Conformed Data Warehouse (CDW)

· Market Information Repository (MIR)

Mr. Privette discussed the source inputs, outputs, and data retention timeframes for each of these database systems, noting that each of them is described in the EDW Conceptual System Design (CSD) document.      

Mr. Privette reminded the group that John Adams is working on a spreadsheet that maps each compliance requirement from the Nodal Protocols to a corresponding Nodal project. For each requirement it maps, the spreadsheet will also identify a Business Owner and compliance reporting methods. The spreadsheet will include all compliance requirements from the Nodal Protocols. Once the spreadsheet has been completed, it will be incorporated into the EDW Requirements. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF should discuss the role of ERCOT’s Compliance Team when the time arrives to discuss the spreadsheet.

Mr. Privette discussed the list of study-mode tool sets that are listed in Functional Requirement (FR) 4, Information System Data Access and Tool Sets, noting that the EDW team will expand the list to include study-mode tool sets for all of the ERCOT systems. Marguerite Wagner expressed interest in knowing how the study-mode tool sets for ERCOT systems might be used to access data from the 24-month monitoring period once the period is over. Mr. Privette noted that more information about this functionality will become available as projects develop their study modes. Mr. Privette also noted that the EDW team will expand the EDW Requirements to include a reference list for specific alerts and reporting mechanisms.

Ms. Richard noted that some Market Participants (MPs) may want to access data specific to the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) whenever the terms of confidentiality expire. Mr. Privette took an action item for the EDW team to address this issue. Mr. Doggett noted that he will try to broach this issue during his next presentation to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). 

Update on Registration Process (See Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar discussed the systems and processes that will be involved in Resource registration. Mr. Chudgar provided a step-by-step overview of how the initial data for Resource registration will be submitted by the market and then entered into both Siebel and the Network Model Management System (NMMS) before being pushed to the Market Management System (MMS). Mr. Chudgar also identified the Resource data that MPs will be able to update via the Market Information System (MIS) interface. Mr. Trefny suggested that the overview described by Mr. Chudgar may not fully address the provisions described in Nodal Protocols Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System. Mr. Chudgar noted that the registration process is still being determined for Load Resources (LRs) and Combined-Cycle Configurations. Sai Moorty noted that the MMS team is still investigating the best methods for validating registration data. Mr. Chudgar invited MPs to send any feedback to Matt Mereness (mmereness@ercot.com).

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Project – EDS 3 Detailed Plan (See Key Documents)

John Hall presented an initial review of the EDS 3 Detailed Plan and described the objectives, entrance criteria, timelines, and system configurations for each release. Mr. Hall noted that during Release 5, the Location Marginal Prices (LMPs) that are produced by Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) will need to be verified for reasonability, and he invited Market feedback regarding what “reasonability” means for LMPs. Mr. Hall noted that throughout EDS 3, the IRT team will communicate a weekly cycle of tasks that MPs will need to achieve as testing proceeds. Mr. Doggett reminded the group that information regarding the prerequisite training for each phase of EDS will be included in Kate Horne’s brochure, Understanding: Texas Nodal Market Readiness. 

Mr. Hall noted that a few outstanding Transition Plan Requirements still need to be incorporated into the EDS 3 Detailed Plan, and he requested volunteers from TPTF to help define the best approaches for incorporating those Requirements. Once the best approaches have been defined, the IRT team plans to submit them to TPTF for approval before incorporating them into the EDS 3 Detailed Plan. The IRT team plans to have all approaches defined and documented by April 13th. 

IRT Project – MP Registration Approach for the Nodal Market (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mereness presented the Registration Approach document, noting that no further comments or revisions had been made to the document since its last discussion at the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 

The TPTF recommended changing the checkbox for “Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) holder” to “Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Account Holder” in Section 2.1, All MPs to execute Standard Form Market Participant Agreement (SFA). The Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Clarification of SFA was synchronized to reflect this change. Carrie Tucker updated the Registration Approach document to reflect an incremented version (v0.52). Shams Siddiqi suggested that the term “Entity” in Section 2.2, Counter-Party, should be changed to “Market Participant,” but he agreed to leave the term unmodified for now. 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Registration Approach document v0.52 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Consumer (2), Independent Generator (1), and Investor Owned Utility (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.    

IRT Project – Draft NPRR for Clarification of SFA (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mereness presented the Draft NPRR for Clarification of SFA, as carried over from the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Mereness indicated the corrections which had been made for registration.   

Bob Spangler moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Clarification of SFA and registration corrections as modified by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 85.7% in favor and 14.3% in opposition. The opposing votes were from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (REP) Market Segment. There were two abstentions from the Independent Generator (1) and Investor Owned Utility (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.  

Mr. Siddiqi suggested that ERCOT should verify that the SFA has been synchronized with Nodal Protocol 16.1, Qualification, Registration, and Execution of Agreements, and that the terms “Entity” and “Market Participant” are used consistently. 

IRT Project – Qualification Guide Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mereness provided an update for the IRT Qualification Guide, noting that the guide will emphasize qualification for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and CRR Account Holders. The guide will define the qualification steps necessary for both new and existing MPs within ERCOT. The IRT team is planning to release the guide near the end of April. 

Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Project – External Interfaces Specification (See Key Documents)

Daryl Shing discussed the IDA External Interfaces Specification, including the feedback that had been provided by the Application Programming Interface (API) Subgroup regarding timestamps, submission validations, and web services. Mr. Shing took the action item for the IDA team to present to TPTF the different methods by which data and information is being delivered to the Market. The IDA team will also work with the MIS team to cross-check the data that is being delivered via the External Machine to Machine Interface Specification with the other data that is available on the MIS. 

Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team had updated the External Interfaces Specification to include both incremental and decremental Energy Offer Curves. The current version of the document (v0.91) is in review, with a comments deadline of April 13th. The IDA team plans to seek approval for the document during the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team is also working to organize all interface specifications into a single interface overview that will include: 

· The IDA External Interface Specification

· MIS published content

· Market information reports 

· Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP)

· Other interfaces 

IDA Project – Punch List Update (See Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale presented an update for the IDA Punch List, describing its background, purpose, and format. Mr. Ragsdale noted that each project team is responsible for resolving the items assigned to its working tab in the IDA Punch List. Any items that require coordination and integration across projects are assigned to the tab entitled “Cross Project Issues.” Mr. Ragsdale confirmed that no items will be deleted from the IDA Punch List, although some items may be moved to other project punch lists. Whenever an item is moved to another project punch list, a corresponding note will be provided in the IDA Punch List. 

Change Control Update (See Key Documents)

Nikhil Takalkar discussed proposed modifications for the change control process. 

Mr. Takalkar noted that the current baseline for change control incorporates issues that were raised on or before March 1, 2007. The change control process will be vetted through the Program Management Office (PMO) in a two-step process that will involve impact categorization and impact assessment. Mr. Takalkar described the impact categories as follows:

· Category 1 Impact- affects core functionality

· Category 2 Impact- affects business processes, procedures, and displays

· Category 3 Impact- minimal impact (does not affect core systems or business processes)

· Category 4 Impact- no impact

Regarding the backlog of NPRRs, Mr. Takalkar noted that all approved NPRRs with Category 3 and Category 4 impacts will be accepted within the existing budget and will not require impact assessments. 

Nodal Scorecard Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Sullivan provided an update on the Nodal Scorecard and described how each measure of success on the Scorecard is being derived from actual operational data. Mr. Sullivan noted that access to the Scorecard is only being granted to Nodal leadership and project teams at the present time; however, a broader distribution for the Scorecard may be considered in the future.  

Mr. Trefny inquired about the ICCP Handbook and suggested scheduling a supplemental TPTF meeting to discuss the ICCP data sets that will be needed during EDS testing. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:07 p.m. on Monday, April 2, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, April 3, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Change Control Update – Continued

Mr. Takalkar continued his update on the change control process and discussed the SharePoint spreadsheet that is being used by the Nodal project teams to categorize and track all backlogged items affecting change control. Mr. Takalkar noted that the spreadsheet should be completed by the end of April 2007. 

Review Process for Detail System Design (DSD) Documents (See Key Documents)

Susan Westbrook described the four document classifications—Public, Limited, Confidential, and Restricted—and discussed the current process for reviewing the CRR DSD documents, which are classified as Confidential. Ms. Westbrook noted that ERCOT will only disclose confidential materials to:

· ERCOT employees 

· ERCOT consultants who have signed ERCOT’s Ethics Agreement

· MPs (i.e., Entities who are not individuals) who have executed an ERCOT Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) 

Ms. Westbrook noted that once an MP has executed an ERCOT NDA, its employees will not be required to sign separate NDAs under the following condition: 

[as displayed in the presentation slide]:  
· The MP’s NDA requires that individuals who have access to confidential materials sign a certification agreeing to be bound by such agreement; and 

· The employee has signed such certification; and

· ERCOT has received a copy of such signed certification

Ms. Westbrook noted that consultants will be subject to the same signature requirements as employees; however, MPs will need to confirm in writing that consultants have been engaged for the purpose of reviewing DSD documents.

Chad Seely noted that individuals who have already signed NDAs with ERCOT may be able to use them as signed certifications. After discussing options, the TPTF consensus recommended that ERCOT’s legal department issue appropriate instructions to the Accountable Executives (AEs) or Officers of MPs whose employees or consultants will be reviewing DSD documents.

Nick Fehrenbach noted that he does not work for an MP and is not represented by an AE or Officer recognized by ERCOT. He expressed concern that the review processes described for DSD documents does not address his situation. Mr. Doggett suggested suspending discussion of this topic in order to allow Shawna Jirasek to describe the CRR DSDs which are available for review (see conclusion below). 

CRR Project – Discussion of Available DSD Documents (See Key Documents)

Ms. Jirasek identified which CRR DSD documents are available for review. The documents collectively represent a single CRR DSD that has been divided into separate documents for review purposes:

· Market Operator Interface (MOI), Volume 1

· Market User Interface (MUI), Volume 1

· Data Interface, Volume 1

· Calculation, Volume 1

Ms. Jirasek noted that the Database DSD document that was formerly classified as Confidential has been reclassified as Restricted, so it will not be available for MPs to review.

Ms. Jirasek noted that MPs should contact Ms. Tucker (ctucker@ercot.com) to request CRR DSD documents. Once ERCOT’s legal department has executed the appropriate NDA and certification forms, the CRR team will forward the requested DSD documents in Portable Document Format (PDF). Ms. Jirasek reminded the group that any comments submitted for the documents should relate to possible compliance issues with applicable Protocols, as indicated in the Nodal Transition Plan. All comments should be sent via Compact Disc (CD) or email to Ms. Jirasek (sjirasek@ercot.com) or Beth Garza (bgarza@ercot.com) by April 10, 2007. Ms. Jirasek confirmed that reasonable extensions of the comments deadline may be accommodated for those MPs whose progress is delayed by agreement issues. 

Mr. Seely noted that he will begin contacting AEs and Officers to convey information about review requirements, starting with those companies whose employees have already signed NDAs with ERCOT. For those individuals who are not represented by an AE or Officer recognized by ERCOT, Mr. Seely will make arrangements to contact them and to discuss signature options. Mr. Seely invited all individuals who would like to participate in the review process to contact him at cseely@ercot.com. 

CRR Project - Optimization Runtime Options (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza discussed solutions for restructuring the CRR Annual Auction to address Optimization Runtime issues. The solution recommended by the CRR team will:

· Decouple Time-of-Use (TOU) Blocks (i.e., allow separate auctions for Weekend, Weekday, and Off-Peak TOU Blocks)

· Decouple the yearly auctions (i.e., allow separate auctions for Year One and Year Two)

· Maintain monthly granularity

· Support the creation of seasonal products

· Eliminate the possibility of bidding for a 24-month strip

· Eliminate a 24-hour product

Ms. Garza noted that the solution recommended by the CRR team will require six independent optimizations rather than the single optimization described in the current Nodal Protocols. The CRR team plans to share their solution with the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) prior to drafting a corresponding NPRR. 

NPRR047, Credit Monitoring – ERCOT Staff Clarifications

The TPTF reviewed NPRR047 to determine if the revised language for Nodal Protocol 4.4.10, Credit Requirement for Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Bids and Offers, Paragraph (3), adequately reflects how the MMS will reject bids and offers. Mr. Moorty supported the discussion with a description of the MMS validation process. The language in Paragraph (3) was clarified to indicate that rejection of any QSE’s individual bids and offers will be based on the calculation for credit exposure as described in Section 4.4.10(6).  

Some MPs recommended changing the wording “may declare” to “shall declare” in Nodal Protocol 16.11.6.1.5, Declaration of Forfeit of CRRs, Paragraph (1). Cheryl Yager explained that using the word “may” will provide ERCOT with some flexibility when settling CRR Auction Invoices that are not paid on time. The TPTF agreed to retain the wording. Ms. Yager noted that she will discuss this topic further during the upcoming Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) meeting. The TPTF opted to change the word “affect” to “effect” in Paragraph (1). 

Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve the “clarifications and editorial changes” made to NPRR047 in Section 4.4.10(3) and Section 16.11.6.1.5(1) at TPTF. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

Draft NPRR for Posting Requirements Change (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mereness discussed recent revisions for the Draft NPRR for Posting Requirements Change. 

During the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting, Mr. Mereness had presented two tables describing the proposed Nodal Protocol changes associated with the Short-Term and Medium-Term Projected Assessment of System Adequacy (PASA). Mr. Mereness noted that these two tables had been incorporated into the Draft NPRR, along with two primary revisions, as follows:

· the analysis period for the Short-Term PASA had been changed from 14 days to 7 days

· the overlapping portion of the analysis periods for the Short-Term and Medium-Term PASAs had been removed by starting the analysis period for the Medium-Term PASA at week two instead of week one

The TPTF recommended modifying Section 3.2.1, Calculation of Aggregate Resource Capacity, Paragraph (1), to indicate that the “Forecast Zones” in ERCOT have the same boundaries as the 2003 ERCOT Congestion Management Zones. Other minor clean-up revisions were made as recommended by TPTF.

Manny Munoz moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Posting Requirements Change as modified by TPTF. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Independent Generator (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.  
Mr. Trefny suggested alerting PRS to the design impacts implied by the Draft NPRR for Posting Requirements Change.

NPRR040, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment (See Key Documents)

The TPTF suspended the discussion of the proposed revisions for NPRR040 until the revisions can be drafted into a document baselined to the current Nodal Protocols. Ms. Tucker agreed to draft the document. Mr. Doggett noted that Ms. Tucker’s draft document will be shared with Mr. Spangler’s EECP subgroup and with Stephen Knapp. The draft document will be discussed again during the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Draft NPRR for Scarcity Pricing Mechanism (See Key Documents)

Ms. Tucker described the Draft NPRR for Scarcity Pricing Mechanism (SPM), noting its purpose to synchronize the Nodal Protocols with subsection (g) of the Public Utility Commission (PUC) Substantive Rule 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the ERCOT Power Region. Ms. Tucker indicated the revisions pertaining to System-Wide Offer Caps and the SPM. The TPTF recommended the following revisions:

· Define “System-Wide Offer Cap” in Nodal Protocol 2.1, Definitions, and create the acronym “SWCAP” 

· Indicate in Section 4.4.11.1, Scarcity Pricing Mechanism, item (1)(e), that values for Peaker Net Margin (PNM) and SWCAP should be posted to the MIS Public Area 

Some other minor clean-up revisions were also recommended. Ms. Tucker agreed to clean up the Draft NPRR as recommended by TPTF and to search the Nodal Protocols for consistent capitalization of the term “System-Wide Offer Cap.” The Draft NPRR will be discussed again during the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

NPRR042, Corrections to Section 5, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC)
The TPTF reviewed NPRR042 to determine if the modified language for Nodal Protocol 5.7.2, RUC Clawback Charge, Paragraph (3), represents a clarification of Protocol language that changes the intent or technical specifications of the Protocols. The TPTF consensus was to deselect Checkbox (2) and to select Checkbox (5) instead, with the Reason for Revision (from TPTF Charter Scope) cited as “Clarifications of Protocol language and to simplify the settlement process.” 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the modification to NPRR042 within the “Reason for Revision” Box. Ronnie Hoeinghaus seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and eight abstentions from the Consumer (2) and Independent REP (6) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 

Review Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed possible agenda items for the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting, including: 

· Nodal Program Update

· ICCP Communication Handbook

· Draft NPRR for Gross Net Megawatt (MW)/Mega Volt-Amperes reactive (MVAr) Data Reporting

· NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting 

· NPRR053, Creation of a New Trading Hub at Venus Switching Station

· CRR Project Update 

· Review Proposed Changes for TPTF Charter 

· Review Proposed Changes for the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan 

Mr. Doggett noted that the IRT team will try to distribute the ICCP Handbook for a review by TPTF prior to the April 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:01 p.m. on Tuesday, April 3, 2007.  

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Investigate options for allowing MPs to access IMM-specific data whenever the corresponding terms of confidentiality expire. 
	S. Privette and EDW Team

	Discuss with TAC the topic of allowing MPs to access IMM-specific data whenever the corresponding terms of confidentiality expire.
	T. Doggett

	Identify all web services that MPs will need to use when interacting with ERCOT interfaces.
	D. Shing and IDA Team
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

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

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketers
	Coral Power

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light 

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine

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

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy 

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy

	Beck, Mike
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	Sungard Energy Systems

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Celik, Mehmet
	Nexant (via teleconference)

	Crawford, Chris
	Alliance Data

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy (via teleconference)

	Meade, Daniel
	Meso (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Moran, Mike
	Reliant (via teleconference)

	Moss, S.
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Prichard, Lloyd
	Rainbow Energy (via teleconference)

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation

	Scherer, Douglas M.
	(via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Simpson, Lori
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power 


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Assadian, Mehdi

	Barry, Stacy

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Dumas, John (via teleconference)

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Healy, Jeff

	Hirsch, Al (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna (via teleconference)

	Kendall, Frank

	Kurdy, Derick

	Legatt, Michael

	Li, Guang (via teleconference)

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sai

	Parish, Kim (via teleconference)

	Peterson, Bill

	Privette, Scott

	Ragsdale, Kenneth (via teleconference)

	Rickerson, Woody

	Runyan, Daniel

	Sharma, Giraraj (via teleconference)

	Shing, Daryl

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Webb, John

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, April 23, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the MetCenter:

· May 7 – 8, 2007

· May 21 – 23, 2007 

· June 11 – 12, 2007 

· June 25 – 27, 2007 

Review Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the day.

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed the comments for the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. The TPTF changed the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) action item to indicate that Market Participants (MPs) will not be expected to cross-check Market Information System (MIS) data with the data that is being delivered in the External Machine-to-Machine Interface Specification. 

Brett Kruse moved to approve the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes as modified by TPTF. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program. He discussed the dimensions of Cost, Schedule, and Scope/Quality, noting that all three dimensions are currently rated amber. The amber ratings are expected to improve over the next few months as change control continues and confidence in the delivery schedule increases. Mr. Sullivan detailed the high-level recommendations from the December 2006 IBM audit, noting that all recommendations have been addressed and the Program Management Office (PMO) is already working on the next report. Mr. Sullivan identified the status of short-term milestones and discussed the Impact Categorization Matrix. Regarding testing for the Early Delivery System (EDS), Mr. Sullivan noted that ERCOT is encouraging earlier MP involvement in order to maximize Market feedback and to improve the quality of each software drop.

Mr. Sullivan noted that the Nodal Steering Board had tabled the change request for the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Application Programming Interface (API) in order to avoid the risk of affecting critical path for the CRR project. MPs opined on the need for the API capability, and Mr. Sullivan agreed to update TPTF again after discussing the issue further offline. 

Mr. Doggett gave an update on ERCOT staff training, noting that 25% of ERCOT employees who were targeted to take the Nodal 101 course have done so since the release of the Web-Based Training (WBT) module. A completion rate of 100% is expected by the end of May.

Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Project- Update (See Key Documents) 

Daryl Shing discussed a handout, Market Participant Data Access, outlining the communication methods that MPs will use to communicate with ERCOT. Mr. Shing also discussed a comparison of the data that will be available through the External Interface Specification versus the data that will be available through the MIS. 

Mr. Shing noted that two additional documents are being developed to describe data and delivery methods. The first document, the MIS Web Service Interface Specification (a.k.a., the “Red List”), will provide a list of the additional interfaces required to support MIS Portlets. The second document, the Nodal Data Services Master List (a.k.a., the “Blue List”), will provide a list of each data item required by the Nodal Protocols, along with the delivery method for each item. Mr. Shing noted that when these two documents become available, MPs should review them to make sure that any services they need which are listed in the two documents are also listed as web services in the External Interfaces Specification or identified as extracts available through the MIS. The two documents should become available in the next few weeks. 

Floyd Trefny requested using a word other than “alert” to refer to messaging because “alert” is already defined differently in the Nodal Protocols. He also requested the development of a planning document to help MPs stay abreast of scheduled revisions for the External Interface Specification. Mr. Shing agreed that such a document will be developed. Mr. Trefny expressed interest in being able to access more electronic versions of the schemas that are defined in the External Interfaces Specification. Mr. Shing noted that more electronic versions are being developed and will be posted to the website as they become available.

Mr. Shing discussed the draft Web Service Delivery Timeline (from Page 4 of the handout). Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team will revise the timeline to depict the delivery plan for web services in the context of the Sandbox and each phase of EDS.  

Mehdi Assadian discussed updates for Texas Prevailing Time in the External Interfaces Specification. The TPTF consensus was to suspend a discussion of the updates until after the API Subgroup is able to comment on them. Mr. Shing noted that an API Subgroup meeting was scheduled for May 2nd, and he agreed to send an email announcement following the meeting. Mr. Shing also noted that an ERCOT API Subgroup Online Forum is now available, and he invited interested MPs to email him at dshing@ercot.com. Mr. Shing noted that MPs should also email him if they are having any issues with the Who Am I, Boomerang, or Three Part Offer services. 

ERCOT Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Communications Handbook (See Key Documents)

Bill Blevins and Frank Kendall presented a review of the ERCOT ICCP Communications Handbook.

Mr. Blevins noted that many groups have participated in the development of the ICCP Communications Handbook, including AREVA, the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG), and all of the related ERCOT project teams. Mr. Blevins identified his objective for releasing a final version of the handbook in May in order to support MPs for the June 1st launch of EDS 1, Release 2. 

The TPTF discussed using ICCP Conformance Block 4 (hereafter, ICCP Block 4) as a method for submitting text reasons to ERCOT whenever units operate beyond the High Sustained Limit (HSL), Low Sustained Limit (LSL), or ramp rate. Mr. Kendall noted that ICCP Block 4 will allow time-stamping and unlimited text, but it will also require some coordination and development from MPs. Mr. Blevins noted that MPs should consult their vendors about implementing ICCP Block 4 and include any concerns in the comments for the ICCP Communications Handbook.

Draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR)- External Transmission Networks (See Key Documents) 
John Adams presented a draft NPRR for External Transmission Networks. After discussing the definition for External Transmission Network and the best means for collecting topology-related data, the TPTF consensus was to hold further discussions offline. Revisions for the draft NPRR will be reviewed during the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Draft NPRR- Modeling of Generic Transmission Constraints (See Key Documents)
Mr. Adams presented a draft NPRR for Modeling of Generic Transmission Constraints. Following TPTF discussion, Mr. Adams agreed to search the Nodal Protocols for consistent use of the term “Generic Transmission Limit” and to revise the draft NPRR to address timing issues. Revisions for the draft NPRR will be discussed during the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Draft NPRR- Gross and Net MW/MVAr Data Reporting (See Key Documents)

John Dumas discussed the Draft NPRR companion to PRR647, Gross and Net MW/MVAr Data Reporting. Mr. Dumas agreed to meet offline with interested parties for the purpose of discussing the best language for adding the reporting requirement to the Nodal Protocols. 

Draft NPRR- Proposed Revisions to NPRR040, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment (See Key Documents)

The TPTF reviewed comments from the Operating Guides Revision Task Force (OGRTF) for the TPTF-proposed revisions to NPRR040, Synchronization of EECP Event Realignment. The TPTF consensus was to seek a joint TPTF-OGRTF discussion of NPRR040 in order to identify mutually agreeable terminology that is consistent with the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett agreed to speak with Stuart Nelson about the possibility of scheduling a joint discussion. 

Draft NPRR- Companion to Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 709, Scarcity Pricing Mechanism (See Key Documents)

Carrie Tucker discussed the changes that had been made to the Draft NPRR for Scarcity Pricing Mechanism since the previous TPTF discussion on April 3rd, as follows:

· The definition for Fuel Index Price (FIP) had been modified in Nodal Protocols Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, to reference the calculations for System-Wide Offer Cap (SWCAP) and Peaking Operating Cost (POC)

· FIP had been used to replace “daily Houston Ship Channel gas price index” for calculating SWCAP and POC

The TPTF reworded the modified definition for FIP. For Operating Days with no published price, the TPTF briefly discussed the possibility of using the effective price from the preceding Operating Day instead of the following Operating day. 

Bob Spangler moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Scarcity Pricing Mechanism as modified by TPTF on April 23, 2007. Leonard Stanfield seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.  

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, April 23, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, April 24, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Draft NPRR- Hub Clarification (See Key Documents)

Curtis Crews discussed the draft NPRR for Hub Clarification. 

The TPTF discussed options for notifying MPs when an electrical bus is removed from the Network Operations Model (NOM) or the CRR Network Model. The TPTF concluded that the Outage Scheduler is not the best avenue for delivering such a notification and deleted the phrase “through the Outage Scheduler,” which had been previously added to the draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol 3.5.1, Process for Defining Hubs, Paragraph (4). 

Mr. Crews displayed examples of 345kV Hubs and discussed scenarios wherein all Electrical Buses within a Hub Bus are de-energized and the Locational Marginal Price (LMP) is equal to zero. Jay Dondeti noted that an item will be added to the IDA Punch List to identify a method for publishing undefined prices whenever a Hub Bus is de-energized and not included in Settlement calculations. The TPTF modified the calculations for the Day-Ahead Settlement Point Price and the Real-Time Settlement Point Price for each 345kV Hub. Mr. Crews noted that he will share TPTF’s changes to the draft NPRR with the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Hub Clarification as modified by TPTF on April 24, 2007. Jeff Brown seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 

Proposed Revisions to NPRR053, Switching Station at Venus Hub (See Key Documents)  

The TPTF discussed flaws within NPRR053 related to LMP distortions that may be caused by extended out-of-service periods for Venus Hub. 

Manny Munoz moved to table TPTF discussion of NPRR053 until after the Draft NPRR for Hub Clarification that was approved by TPTF on April 24, 2007 is approved by the ERCOT Board of Directors, noting that the flaws present in NPRR053 are significant and NPRR053 cannot be implemented as-is. Mr. Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.   

Outage Scheduler Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)

Sai Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the Outage Scheduler CSD, noting that the CSD had been updated to incorporate the changes for Opportunity Outage. The TPTF removed references to Electrical Bus from the Outage Scheduler CSD and made modifications in Section 2.7, Create Opportunity Outage. Mr. Trefny and Mr. Crews agreed to work offline to discuss possible refinements for the definition of Electrical Bus. 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the MMS OS CSD as modified by TPTF on April 24, 2007. Mr. Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (1) and Consumer Market Segments (2). The Retail Electric Provider (REP) Market Segment was not represented.

Mr. Moorty confirmed that the Outage Scheduler Requirements document had been updated to incorporate the changes for Opportunity Outage. Dennis Caufield agreed to verify that the language for Opportunity Outage is consistent between the Requirements and the CSD. Mr. Moorty noted that he will distribute the updated Outage Scheduler Requirements for a review by TPTF.

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project- Data Collection and Market Monitoring Requirements Specification For Protocol Section 17, Market Monitoring and Data Collection (See Key Documents) 

Scott Privette recapped the role of the EDW Project in the transition to the Nodal market and discussed the purpose of the EDW Requirements for Nodal Protocols Section 17, Market Monitoring and Data Collection. Mr. Privette also briefly discussed the EDW CSD. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Privette will return to TPTF during the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting in order to discuss an approach for incorporating value engineering aspects for the EDW design. 

Mr. Stanfield moved to approve the EDW Data Collection and Market Monitoring Requirements Specification for Protocol Section 17, Market Monitoring and Data Collection, v0.99. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Consumer (2) and Independent Power Marketer (1) Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 

Energy Management System (EMS) Project- Wind Power Forecasting CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Blevins presented an overview of comments for the Wind Power Forecasting (WPF) CSD and discussed Figure 2, Wind Power Physical Deployment View, which depicts the flow for forecasting data throughout the ERCOT systems. MPs recommended restructuring the processes for entering forecasting data into Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) and for recycling Wind Generation Resource (WGR) data back to WGRs. Mr. Blevins agreed to reconsider the processes based upon input from the Settlements team.

MPs expressed interest for an integration update related to internal and external interfacing. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Sullivan will be asked to discuss the topic of integration during a future Nodal Program Update. 
Marguerite Wagner identified a need to include messaging in the WPF CSD, along with the specific meteorological data that MPs will be expected to provide to ERCOT. 

Discussion of NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting 

Mark Bruce proposed modifying NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting, in order to base ERCOT’s hourly wind forecast on a 50% Probability of Exceedance (POE) instead of an 80% POE. The TPTF consensus was to hold further discussions offline in order to determine whether the proposed change will indeed yield a more accurate forecast. 

CRR Project- Draft NPRR for Reconfiguring the Annual CRR Auction (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza presented the Draft NPRR for Reconfiguring the Annual CRR Auction, noting that WMS had endorsed the recommendation to restructure the Annual CRR Auction during the April 17th WMS meeting.

TPTF modified the draft NPRR in order to: 

· restore the language referring to a “simultaneous” CRR auction

· indicate that each monthly CRR auction will occur during the month preceding the month wherein the auctioned CRRs will become effective 

· indicate that consecutive monthly strips will be auctioned within the same calendar year

Ms. Garza noted that no credit constraints currently limit bidding in the CRR auction, although constraints do limit the amounts that can be rewarded. Ms. Garza noted that she can discuss more information regarding this aspect of the CRR Auction during a future TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Bailey moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Reconfiguring the Annual CRR Auction as modified by TPTF on April 24, 2007. Ronnie Hoeinghaus seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 90.0% and 10% in opposition. The opposing votes were from the Consumer Market Segment. There were seven abstentions from the Independent Generator (1) and Independent REP (6) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:55 p.m. on Tuesday, April 24, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, April 25, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Pat Harris presented an MIS Update. She discussed the MIS timeline and identified issues that MPs should keep in mind as the MIS Project prepares for its first build and internal testing. Ms. Harris introduced the “Demo Notes” document that has been developed for MIS Portal Prototype 3, noting its purpose in providing MPs with step-by-step notes on how to review the prototype and how to accomplish the limited functionality that is available on the prototype (i.e., MyPage customization and manipulation of portlets). The MIS is expected to be posted to the Sandbox area around the middle of May, and a Market notice will be distributed when it is posted. Ms. Harris invited MPs who have trouble walking through the Demo Notes to contact her directly (pharris@ercot.com).

Training Update (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu presented a training update. He discussed the delivery timeline for courses that are currently in development, noting that the training team plans to align its course deliveries with the Nodal program schedule. The scheduled delivery times for some courses have already been accelerated in order to support Nodal program activities, while others have been moved farther out in order to make better use of limited training resources and to offer courses with prerequisites in the correct order. Mr. Hailu confirmed that the course delivery timeline will be posted to the online training page so that MPs can begin planning their training activities. Mr. Hailu presented an update on the training courses currently being delivered (i.e., ERCOT Nodal 101 and Economics of Locational Marginal Pricing).

Mr. Hailu noted that the training team has sent survey forms to all Accountable Executives (AEs) asking them to notify ERCOT of the number of attendees they intend to send to ERCOT training courses. Because the response rate has been low, Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT will need to actively follow-up with each AE contact. He suggested posting metrics for this endeavor online so that MPs may stay abreast of the issue. Mr. Doggett confirmed that Project Managers are being copied on all letters sent to AEs. 

EMS Project- EMS CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS CSD. All punch list items were recorded in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF, including the following highlights: 

· The method for handling MP alarms will be added to the EMS punch list. Mr. Dondeti noted that the alarm format (i.e., Extensible Markup Language (XML) vs. ICCP Block 4) will be discussed with MPs and vendors offline 

· The EMS team will create a diagram to illustrate how Load Frequency Control (LFC) triggers generation events

· The EMS team will prepare a use-case describing the  administrative process for manually triggering Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)

· A table will be added to the EMS CSD to describe the “customizations” for Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) that will be carried from Zonal and are not specified in the Nodal Protocols

· The calculation for Generation To Be Dispatched (GTBD) will be updated to indicate that the coefficients are analyst-tunable parameters

Mr. Spangler expressed interest in knowing which white papers and NPRRs have been incorporated into the EMS CSD. Mr. Doggett noted that he will invite Nikhil Takalkar to discuss with TPTF the status of change-control items affecting the EMS project. 

The discussion of the EMS CSD was suspended until later in the meeting (discussion continued below).

Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Project- Update for EDS 1 Activities (See Key Documents) 

John Webb updated TPTF on the results of recent Beta testing for EDS 1, Release 1, and discussed the upcoming Point-to-Point (PTP) testing schedule for EDS 1, Release 2. The PTP testing schedule is being tracked on the EDS 1 Dashboard, which MPs have been asked to look over. The dashboard details the number of days, hours, and testing points that are planned for the testing of each MP. Mr. Webb identified ways that MPs can prepare for testing, and he noted that the EDS team will be contacting each Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) and Transmission Service Provider (TSP) to confirm testing schedules. Before performing tests, the EDS team plans to assist MPs by communicating the testing requirements and providing the relevant Operator training. 

Mr. Webb noted that no comments were received for the EDS 2 Approach document during the review period that ended on April 9th. Mr. Webb noted that he will add some clarifying details to the document and then circulate it to TPTF for another round of review. 

IRT Project- Update for EDS 3 Detailed Plan (See Key Documents) 

John Hall presented an update for the EDS 3 Detailed Plan and discussed a preview for EDS 4. The IRT team plans to review comments for the EDS 3 Detailed Plan during the May 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

IRT Project- Update for MP Qualification Guide (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness provided an update on the MP Qualification Guide, noting its purpose for providing a roadmap of qualification activities in a single document. The final version of the document will identify the qualification activities for each MP role and the key supporting documents for each qualification activity. Mr. Mereness indicated where he had expanded the guide to include steps for registration. 

Mr. Spangler suggested changing the title of the guide to “Registration and Qualification Guide” to indicate that it includes registration information. Mr. Spangler also suggested matching the information in the guide to the corresponding QSE Levels in order to help orientate MPs to the information that affects them the most. Finally, Mr. Spangler suggested including references in the guide to other documents and online resources that communicate key dates for market readiness. Mr. Spangler expressed his view that ERCOT needs to make clearer distinctions among qualification, registration, and assets.  

Mr. Mereness noted that he will distribute the guide to TPTF for review, with a comments deadline of Thursday, May 10, 2007. Mr. Mereness plans to discuss market feedback for the guide during the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting.

EMS Project- EMS CSD Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Dondeti continued the review of comments for the EMS CSD, noting punch list items in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 

During the review of the comments for Section 3.16.4, Processing, a question arose regarding whether EMS will need to work with Settlements to revise the calculations for Item 15, Resource Error. Mr. Doggett recommended asking Raj Chudgar if Settlements will need data from EMS to perform the related calculations in Nodal Protocol 6.6.5, Generation Resource Base-Point Deviation Charge. Mr. Doggett noted that Settlements may need to review the EMS CSD. 

During the review of the comments for Section 3.17.5, Outputs, a question arose regarding whether the Settlements system should be checked for the Emergency Base Point active flag that will be sent from LFC to SCADA. It was noted in the disposition spreadsheet that this item will be checked in the Settlements system and in affected documents. Mr. Trefny noted that this spreadsheet entry should serve as a cue for TPTF to verify with Settlements that the updated Commercial Systems (COMS) CSDs (i.e., v1.1) are synchronized with the EMS CSD.  Additionally, the general point was made that with the multiple modifications to the EMS system documents, a final run through should be coordinated with the Settlements team to ensure that all data and flags necessary for settlements are being provided by the EMS and MMS systems.

Other changes were made in the disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Dondeti noted that the EMS team will update the EMS CSD to reflect the changes. Mr. Spangler requested that ERCOT post the updated EMS CSD well in advance of a vote in order to provide MPs with sufficient time to review the document. 

Nodal Transition Readiness Update

Kate Horne discussed the brochure Understanding: Texas Nodal Market Readiness, which is designed to support MPs during each phase of EDS. Ms. Horne also discussed an overview of the Nodal Transition Readiness Center, 
 which has been recently added to the nodal website. Mr. Doggett noted that Ms. Horne will return to TPTF in the near future to discuss other changes to the nodal website. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:06pm on Wednesday, April 25, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Discuss the CRR API issue further offline and provide an update to TPTF.
	J. Sullivan

	Revise the Web Services Delivery Timeline on the Market Participant Data Access handout to show the delivery plan for web services in the context of the Sandbox and each phase of EDS.  Send out the “colored” lists of interfaces.
	D. Shing and IDA team

	· Speak with Mr. Nelson about the possibility of scheduling a joint TPTF-OGRTF discussion of NPRR040, Synchronization of EECP Event Realignment.

· Invite Nikhil Takalkar to discuss with TPTF the status of change-control items that are affecting the EMS project.
	T. Doggett

	Develop a planning document to help MPs stay abreast of scheduled revisions for the External Interface Specification. 
	D. Shing, S. Moorty, and  Teams

	· Discuss MP alarm format offline with MPs and vendors 

· Create a diagram to illustrate how LFC triggers generation events

· Prepare a use-case describing the  administrative process for manually triggering SCED

· Add a table to the EMS CSD to describe the “customizations” for SCADA that will be carried from Zonal and are not specified in the Nodal Protocols

· Update the GTBD calculation to indicate that the coefficients are analyst-tunable parameters

·  Check the Settlements system for the Emergency Base Point active flag, and set up a process to ensure that final EMS and MMS design docs provide the data and flags that settlements is expecting

· Ask Mr. Chudgar to review the EMS CSD, if necessary
	J. Dondeti and EMS Team

	Verify with Settlements that the updated COMS CSDs (v1.1) are synchronized with the EMS CSD.
	TPTF
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NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

May 7 – 8, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon Generation

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

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

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketers
	Coral Power

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light 

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

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

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

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

	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 San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy

	Beck, D.W.
	Topaz 

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	SunGard Energy

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy 

	Crawford, Chris
	Alliance Data

	DeMaio, David
	Black and Veatch

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	GP&L (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	J. Aron & Company

	Guermouche, Sid
	Austin Energy

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon

	Meade, Dan
	Meso (via teleconference)

	Moss, S.
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Tao (via teleconference)

	Conces, Elaine (via teleconference)

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Grantham, Bill

	Grendel, Steve

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Healy, Jeff

	Hirsch, Al 

	Hobbs, Kristi (via teleconference)

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Kendall, Frank

	Li, Guang (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Martinez, Allen (via teleconference)

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Miller, Rolf

	Moorty, Sai

	Obadina, Diran

	Pare, Tim

	Peterson, Bill

	Privette, Scott

	Ragsdale, Kenneth 

	Sarasa, Raj

	Sharma, Giraraj (via teleconference)

	Shing, Daryl

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tao, Cheng (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie

	Webb, John (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yu, Xingbin (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, May 7, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the MetCenter:

· May 21 – 23, 2007 

· June 11 – 12, 2007 

· June 25 – 27, 2007 

· July 9 – 10, 2007 

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed the comments for the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. The TPTF modified the minutes to emphasize that:

· the Energy Management System (EMS) team will set up a process to ensure that the final EMS and Market Management System (MMS) design documents provide all of the data and flags required by Settlements

· the EMS and Settlements teams should try to coordinate a final run-through of the EMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) to verify that all of the data and flags required by Settlements are provided by the EMS and MMS systems

· the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) will send out the “colored” lists of interfaces (i.e., the Market Information System (MIS) Web Service Interface Specification and the Nodal Data Services Master List) 

Dan Bailey moved to approve the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes as modified by TPTF. Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions.

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project (See Key Documents) 

Scott Privette provided an update on the status of EDW documentation. 

Mr. Privette noted that TPTF had previously inquired about who will be responsible within ERCOT for identifying the quantity and granularity of data to be replicated for the EDW Project. To answer this question, Mr. Privette displayed a table of the Business Owners who will be responsible for defining the data content and configuration of extracts, reports, and data services. Floyd Trefny expressed interest in seeing the Business Owners’ recommendations when those become available.

Mr. Privette described the documentation that TPTF will be asked to review for the EDW Project. The documentation will be divided into three categories: project level, sub-project level, and functional area. At the project level, Mr. Privette noted that TPTF will be asked to review not only the EDW Requirements and the EDW CSD, but also a Use Case Specification and a Data Dictionary. TPTF will also be asked to review one stream of documents for each of the 56 sub-projects and 13 Functional Areas. Mr. Privette noted that a web space will be setup for posting the EDW documentation, and a process will be developed for notifying Market Participants (MPs) when documents are posted for review. Mr. Privette noted that all information from the sub-project level Data Models will be pushed into the project-level Data Dictionary, so MPs will be able to access all of the data model information in one place. The Data Dictionary will be regularly updated and noticed for periodic reviews. 

Marguerite Wagner expressed interest in seeing a list of pre-defined data extracts. Mr. Privette noted that he can provide a list of the data extracts identified to date. 

Mr. Trefny opined that TPTF should consider value engineering opportunities when reviewing the EDW documentation. He requested that TPTF be given guidance regarding the reasons why specific data is being saved at specific intervals and why it is being retained for specific periods of time. Mr. Privette agreed to see about providing TPTF with a document to clarify the principles for data replication and retention. Mr. Doggett suggested that TPTF revive this discussion during a future meeting when the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) can be available for comment. 

Mr. Privette described the process that was used to collect the compliance requirements for the EDW Performance and Compliance Requirements document. He noted that the Compliance Requirements and the EDW CSD will be submitted to TPTF for two separate rounds of review over the next month, and they will be noticed for a possible vote during the June 11 – 12, 2007 TPTF meeting.

IDA Project Update (See Key Documents)

Daryl Shing provided an update on the External Interfaces Specification and noted highlights from the May 2, 2007 Application Programming Interface (API) Subgroup meeting, including:

· the API Subgroup agreed upon using “Option 1b” for representing time

· the IDA agreed to work with MMS to weigh options for handling the rejection of submissions 

· the IDA agreed to work with MMS to identify transactions that go beyond the existing identifiers for Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE), Date, Instrument, and Resource 

· the API Subgroup recommended seeking approval for the first two sets of web services associated with the earliest phases of Early Delivery Systems (EDS) 

Mr. Shing noted that IDA will work with the vendor to resolve issues regarding MMS processing of bids, offers, and web services. The External Interfaces Specification will be brought back to TPTF for consideration and incremental approval as the document is updated. Approval for the first two sets of web services will be sought during the May 21, 2007 TPTF meeting. The TPTF consensus was for IDA to provide the next updated version of the document in a redlined format showing all changes since version 0.94. Mr. Trefny agreed to help Mr. Shing produce the next working version of the document if the requested redline is no longer available. Mr. Shing noted that the IDA team will try to set up another API Subgroup meeting to discuss the document prior to the next TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Shing provided an update on integration activities. He described the process that is being used to ensure that project designs are integrated as the Nodal program enters the build phase. Mr. Shing agreed to provide some sample artifacts to TPTF to help illustrate how integration is proceeding and how CSDs are being updated and synchronized among projects in response to change control. Ms. Wagner expressed interest in seeing a flow chart describing how data will move in and out of each project module. Mr. Shing noted that the timeframe for seeing this type of description is tied to deliverables for the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP), but he will try to bring some clarifying items to TPTF in the near future. 

Mr. Shing recapped his March 23rd presentation for reviewing component use cases, noting that a System of Systems Architecture (SoSA) map is being developed to show how the component-level use cases link to the system-level and enterprise-level use cases. As the use cases are reviewed, the SoSA map will be refined as needed. Mr. Doggett stated that a notice will be sent from TPTF Review so that MPs can link to the Commercial Systems (COMS) use cases that have been posted for review. Another notice will be sent when the SoSA map becomes available. 

MIS Update

Pat Harris and Bill Grantham demonstrated how to configure MyPages and how to modify portlets on the MIS. Ms. Harris noted that MPs can expect to begin using MyPages as part of the Sandbox around May 15, 2007. Although MPs will use digital certificates to access MIS once it goes live, during the Sandbox release MPs will access MIS through a sign-in screen. All necessary login IDs and passwords will be provided.

Ms. Harris noted that each MIS page will provide links for Advanced Search and Protocol View. Mr. Trefny expressed his concern that the link for Protocol View had been placed in the page footer, and he recommended giving it more presence by relocating it to the vicinity of the main navigation bar at the top of the page. Mr. Trefny noted that this is one of the design requirements for navigation specifically required in Nodal Protocols Section 12, Market Information System, and it should not be treated lightly.  Ms. Harris noted that she will relay Mr. Trefny’s concern to the design team and to the MIS Subgroup. Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT will keep track of this issue. Ms. Harris noted that MPs who have comments on the interface design should contact her at pharris@ercot.com. Any ideas she receives will be shared during the weekly MIS Subgroup meetings. Ms. Harris confirmed that the MIS team will redistribute the Portal Prototype 3 Demo Notes 
 and send out instructions for logging into the Sandbox demo. 
Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan began his update with a discussion of the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) API issue, noting that it is no longer considered to affect critical path for the CRR Project but is only a budget issue. Mr. Sullivan intends to prepare a presentation for the Board of Directors (BOD) in support of funding the incorporation of the CRR API prior to go-live. 

Mr. Sullivan noted that the three dimensions of Cost, Schedule, and Scope-Quality are still rated amber. While costs are currently tracking at 10% under budget, Mr. Sullivan noted that some shoring up will be required between program overages and underages before the Cost dimension can be rated green. Mr. Sullivan also noted that he requires more confidence in the EDS 4 schedule before rating the Schedule dimension green. Overall, the Cost and Schedule dimensions are under control, so the cardinal focus for the Nodal program over the next month will be the dimension of Scope-Quality and the change control process. 

Mr. Sullivan described the new approach to readiness metrics. The metrics have been simplified and assigned to program timelines, and they now constitute a smaller set of 78 metrics that cover the Nodal Protocols and the Nodal Transition Plan. The metrics are ready to be reviewed by TPTF. Mr. Sullivan noted that once TPTF has reviewed and approved the metrics, the next phase for the metrics will involve reporting, verification, and communication—during which time the metrics will undergo revision as needed. Accountability for maintaining the readiness metrics has been reassigned to the Program Management Office (PMO). 

Mr. Doggett gave an update on the April 26, 2007 Market Readiness Seminar. The event provided MPs with information on the Nodal Program, the four Transition Plan tracks, the EDS schedule and plan, the opportunities for readiness training, and the approach to ERCOT-MP communications. Another full-day seminar is scheduled for May 24, 2007, to provide MPs with a detailed review of EDS 3. Mr. Doggett noted that announcements for the readiness seminars are currently being sent to Accountable Executives (AEs) and Project Managers (PMs), but an email list will be set up to allow TPTF members and other interested MPs to receive the announcements. 

Mr. Sullivan requested input from TPTF regarding the role that the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) should play in Market Readiness. The TPTF consensus was that: 

· TAC should provide oversight for MP Readiness

· TAC, with ERCOT readiness inputs, should “manage” the Wall of Shame

· TPTF and the EDS leadership should be a forum for MPs to provide feedback on testing schedules and testing capability

· TPTF and the EDS leadership should work with ERCOT to adjust MP testing schedules as needed

Mr. Sullivan discussed program milestones. Regarding the EDS Project, Mr. Sullivan noted that Daryl Cote will assume responsibility for managing all phases of EDS, and Jeyant Tamby will begin to oversee quality assurance. Mr. Doggett noted that Daryl Cote and Glen Wingerd will be invited to TPTF to discuss our testing philosophy, including our objectives in Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT), Site Acceptance Testing (SAT), and Early Delivery System (EDS) testing. Regarding the EDW Project, Mr. Sullivan noted that a push is being made for delivering EDW documentation. Regarding the MIS Project, Mr. Sullivan noted that Adam Martinez will begin replacing Ms. Harris as project manager for MIS. Bob Spangler expressed his concern that milestone dates may need to be clarified for Market Participants to ensure they understand that the accelerated start-dates for testing are being offered in addition to the original start-dates rather than in lieu of them. Mr. Spangler also expressed his interest in seeing any EDS test documentation underlying the EDS approach documents that are being reviewed by TPTF. 

Mr. Sullivan discussed the change control process and the Impact Categorization Matrix that is being used to “triage” backlogged white papers and Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs). Over the next month, the Nodal program will transition from a baseline of May 2006 (a.k.a., “Baseline 0”) to a baseline of March 31, 2007 (a.k.a., “Baseline 1”). Future baselines are envisioned, and Mr. Sullivan noted that impact assessments will continue to be provided as new items are introduced to ensure the program continues moving forward to each successive baseline. Mr. Sullivan noted that he will provide more details regarding the timeline for establishing Baseline 1.  

Review of IDA White Papers (See Key Documents)
Diran Obadina introduced two IDA white papers, Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling in the Nodal Design and Joint Owned Unit (JOU)
 Modeling. Mr. Obadina described the general approach recommended by the IDA for modeling CCUs and Split Generation Resources (SGRs). Mr. Obadina confirmed that the white papers had been distributed for review.

MMS Clarification Issues (See Key Documents)

Sai Moorty introduced a set of clarification notes for MMS and requested input from TPTF to help resolve design issues as MMS enters the detailed design phase. Mr. Moorty noted that the clarification notes will be distributed for comments, and a TPTF consensus will be sought during a future meeting. The clarification notes covered six topics, as follows:
1. The definition for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Timestamp

Mr. Moorty noted that the SCED Timestamp is currently set to wall-clock time when SCED runs. Mr. Moorty requested a clarification regarding whether the timestamp should occur at the start of a SCED run or at the close of a SCED run. The MMS recommendation is to set the SCED Timestamp at the completion of the SCED run when Base Points become effective. TPTF generally concurred with the MMS recommendation.
2. NPRR005, Section 7 ERCOT Staff and TPTF Clarifications 

Mr. Moorty noted that NPRR05 requires ERCOT to calculate the reallocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs) by 6:00 a.m. prior to Day-Ahead Market (DAM). Mr. Moorty recommended changing the NPRR language from “by 0600 prior to the DAM” to “prior to execution of the DAM” so that the Simultaneous Feasibility Test (SFT) may be performed anytime between 6am and 10am prior to calculating the MCFRI reallocation.  

3. Modeling of Interruptible Loads

Mr. Moorty requested clarification regarding offline status for Loads and asked TPTF if the scheduling of Reserve from Load should be constrained by the parameters Minimum/Maximum Interruption Time and Minimum Restoration Time. Discussion with TPTF suggested that these parameters are not optimization constraints for dispatch but are for information for ERCOT and the IMM. 
4. Modeling of Weekly Energy Constraints for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC)

Mr. Moorty noted that ABB requested adding a maximum daily energy constraint in Resource Parameter that QSEs can update for use by RUC. The constraint would be used in place of the weekly energy constraints. 
5. Dynamically Scheduled Resource (DSR) Output Schedule Validation in Real-Time

Mr. Moorty noted that ERCOT will need a way to determine which part of a QSE trade is for a DSR and which part is for a non-DSR. The MMS recommendation is to add a checkbox to the Energy Trade Market Participant Interface (MPI) so that QSEs will be able to tell ERCOT whether an Energy Trade is for a DSR or a non-DSR. Mr. Moorty also requested feedback regarding how to validate DSR Output Schedules. 
6. Draft NPRR for Changes to SCED Up Ramp Rate (SURAMP)
Mr. Moorty discussed the Draft NPRR for Changes to SURAMP and noted that the Draft NPRR is related to the Generation Resource Responsive Reserve Deployment and Recall white paper. The Draft NPRR proposes changes to the SURAMP calculation in Nodal Protocol 6.5.7.2, Resource Limit Calculator. Mr. Moorty requested TPTF feedback on whether or not a NPRR is required.

Mr. Doggett noted that the MMS clarification items will be distributed for review and that comments will be due by May 16, 2007. The clarification items to be distributed include:

· MMS Request for TPTF Clarification (this item outlines the six topics discussed above)
· Reallocation of MCFRIs in DAM

· DSR Output Schedule Validation in Real-Time

· Draft NPRR for Changes to SURAMP

Service Level Agreement (SLA)- Nodal Sandbox Environment For Market Interface Testing (See Key Documents)

Aaron Smallwood reviewed the disposition of comments for the SLA for the Nodal Sandbox Environment, noting that it does not cover the full scope of service that will be available for EDS testing. The timeline for delivering the SLA associated with EDS testing is still being confirmed with ERCOT PMs. Mr. Smallwood agreed to have the initial SLA for EDS testing completed by June 15, 2007. 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the SLA for the Sandbox Environment provided the SLA for EDS testing is available for TPTF to review by June 15, 2007. Brett Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.       

Draft NPRR- Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT) (See Key Documents) 

Shams Siddiqi discussed the background for the draft NPRR for CCT and identified the changes that had been recommended by the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG).  Mr. Siddiqi noted that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) had requested that TPTF endorse the draft NPRR for CCT before it is submitted to the NPRR process. 

Mr. Spangler moved to endorse the Draft NPRR for CCT. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:02 p.m. on Monday, May 7, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, May 8, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

COMS Use Cases and Updated Requirements Docs (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett presented an update on documentation for the COMS Project. Mr. Doggett noted that the COMS team had updated 16 of the COMS Requirements documents to reflect the March 2007 baseline, and the updated documents had been posted for review. The COMS team plans to update the remaining Requirements documents and to submit them to TPTF for review by the end of May. Mr. Doggett also noted that the component use cases for COMS were available for review and that a review request would be distributed following the meeting. Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that Gary Macomber is developing a SoSA map to link the component use cases to the system-level and enterprise-level use cases. A linking announcement will be distributed to TPTF when the SoSA map has been posted to the nodal website.   

Review of Nodal Transition Plan (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett reviewed comments for the Nodal Transition Plan and discussed other changes as recommended by TPTF. 

Re: Section 2, Transition Planning Principles

Mr. Doggett requested feedback regarding the role the BOD should play in certifying that Market Readiness Criteria have been met, as required in Section 2, Transition Planning Principles, Paragraph (c). The TPTF consensus was to leave the paragraph unchanged.

Re: Section 3, Transition Plan Management

Mr. Doggett requested feedback regarding the nature of the Transition Plan artifact described in Section 3, Transition Plan Management, Paragraph (3). The TPTF consensus was to leave the paragraph unchanged on this point, with the understanding that the library of documents currently being developed satisfies the requirement. Mr. Doggett also requested feedback regarding the role TAC should play in approving milestones. The TPTF consensus was to leave the question to TAC and to leave the paragraph unchanged on this point. 

Re: Section 3, Transition Plan Management

In Item (4)(a), the TPTF deleted the sentence, “Each market participant will acknowledge its willingness to participate in the TPTF prior to the first TPTF meeting.” The TPTF also modified Item (4)(c) to indicate that MPs are not required to sign a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) to attend TPTF meetings, but an appropriate NDA may be required and noticed for meetings where confidential material will be reviewed. 
Re: Section 5.1, Systems Specification, Procurement and Development Track – ERCOT, Paragraph (3)

Mr. Doggett requested feedback regarding the approach TPTF will take to approving the accuracy of the network model. The TPTF consensus was that approval for the network model will need to be based upon the delivery of acceptable EDS test results. 

Re: Section 5.3, Market Training Track

The TPTF reviewed the changes recommended by Ted Hailu in his effort to synchronize the Transition Plan with the Market Participant Training Readiness document. The TPTF modified Paragraph (3) to reference Table 1, ERCOT Texas Nodal Training Program, and to indicate that more detail regarding applicable training attendees will be described in the Market Participant Training Readiness document as approved by TPTF. Regarding Paragraph (4), the TPTF consensus was to allow Mr. Hailu the flexibility to ask AEs to report the number of additional trainees they expect for nodal training courses above the number that is required to meet market readiness criteria. The TPTF agreed that the total projected attendance (i.e., required trainees plus additional trainees) should be counted for budgeting, planning, and scheduling purposes, while the projected attendance for required trainees should be the only number counted toward market readiness criteria. 

Mr. Trefny inquired about instruction for Load Resources. The TPTF consensus was to give Mr. Hailu the flexibility to either incorporate instruction for Load Resources into an existing course or to create a separate course. Mr. Doggett noted that he will follow up with Mr. Hailu regarding this topic. 

Re: 5.4.9, 168-Hour Test and Trial Real-Time Settlement, Paragraph (2) 

Regarding the 168-Hour Test, the TPTF consensus was to modify Section 5.4.9, Paragraph (2) to clarify that:

· the details for the 168-Hour Test will be described in the detailed test plan document

· the test settlement statements for each Operating Day will simulate actual Settlement Statements for Real-Time operations

Re: Section 5.4.10, Transmission Element and Resource Outages

Dennis Caufield emphasized the need for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to know the details of ERCOT’s plan for limiting Transmission Element Outages. Jeff Healy agreed to discuss the topic internally and then to provide an update to TPTF regarding ERCOT’s proposed philosophy and timeframe for limiting Transmission Element Outages (see TPTF changes for this section in the discussion continued below). Mr. Caufield also agreed to draft some recommended changes to Section 5.4.10.
Re: 6.1 Market Readiness Criteria, Item (m) 

Mr. Doggett acknowledged the requirement for ERCOT and MPs to develop protection mechanisms for the new nodal market, and he agreed to invite Dan Jones to share a proposal with TPTF if one is available. 

The discussion of the Nodal Transition Plan was suspended until later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below).

Draft Protocol Revision Request (PRR)- Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Provisions (See Key Documents)

Diana Zake discussed a Draft PRR developed by Market Rules to introduce a mechanism for retiring Zonal Protocols along a timeline as Nodal Protocols begin to take effect. Ms. Zake also discussed an accompanying Zonal to Nodal Disposition Table which communicates when Zonal Protocols will be retired and when Nodal Protocols will take effect. Ms. Zake noted that she will distribute both the Draft PRR and the Disposition Table for a round of review by TPTF, with a comments due date of May 21, 2007. Mr. Trefny suggested trying to minimize the number of sections specified in the Nodal Disposition Table to only those of the first two decimal points, which should make the table easier to manage and provide better communication to MPs. Ms. Zake agreed to notify TPTF prior to submitting the PRR to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS). 

Review of TPTF Charter (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett requested feedback regarding the role TPTF should play in synchronizing the Nodal Protocols with approved PRRs. Mr. Doggett noted that neither the Nodal Transition Plan nor the TPTF Charter explicitly describe the role for TPTF in this area. The TPTF consensus was to modify the Scope section of the TPTF Charter to permit Nodal Protocol revisions that are necessary for synchronizing the Nodal Protocols with PRRs that have been approved and that apply to the nodal market design. 

Mr. Doggett reviewed comments for the TPTF Charter, noting Mr. Spangler’s proposed additions for “Master Test Plans and Test Results.” Al Hirsch agreed to review Mr. Spangler’s proposed additions and to make comments from the perspective of EDS testing. Mr. Doggett agreed to invite additional Subject Matter Experts from ERCOT’s integration and testing teams to discuss more of the details for testing during the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Spangler expressed his willingness to delay voting on changes to the TPTF Charter until after the detailed discussions are held. 
Review of Nodal Transition Plan (Continued)

Mr. Doggett continued the review of the Nodal Transition Plan. The TPTF modified Section 5.4.10, Paragraph (1), to indicate that ERCOT will develop its plan for limiting Transmission Element Outages by August 1, 2007, and submit it to TAC for approval.

Mr. Spangler moved to present the TAC with TPTF’s proposed changes to all sections of the Transition Plan, with the exception of Section 5.4.10. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 92.9% in favor and 7.1% in opposition. The opposing vote was from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. No abstentions were made. All Market Segments were represented. 

Market Readiness Advisor Update (See Key Documents)

Tim Pare provided an initial review of the Readiness Metric Inventory, which constitutes the definitive set of 78 metrics developed by the Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) team. The metrics have been assigned definitions and measurement criteria, and they have been aligned to the timeline for EDS testing. Mr. Pare noted that the metrics will be reviewed with TPTF, and progressive status reports will be provided. Mr. Pare identified the next steps for the metrics and noted the IRT plan to initiate self reporting and public reporting, along with a roll-up reporting method (the roll-up reporting method will be discussed during a future TPTF meeting). In addition, a “Hall of Fame” and a “Wall of Shame” will be maintained to encourage MP accountability for metric criteria. Mr. Pare noted that the Readiness Metric Inventory will be distributed for review, with a comments due date of May 18, 2007. Steve Grendel requested that MPs submit comments regarding criteria for the Single Entry Model milestone, as well as the specific date. 

MMS Update on Pre-FAT Testing for Accelerated Delivery of SCED (See Key Documents)

Mr. Hirsch presented an update on the status of the vendor-based pre-FAT testing that is being conducted to confirm the quality of MMS software products. Mr. Hirsch noted that the functional testing had been conducted from April 23 to May 4, 2007, and that the end-to-end testing will be conducted from May 7 to May 21, 2007. Mr. Hirsch provided a flow chart describing the process observed by ABB for ensuring consistency and thoroughness during testing.

Review Disposition of Comments for EMS CSD (See Key Documents) 

Jay Dondeti reviewed comments for the EMS CSD and discussed the EMS response to the action items identified during the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Dondeti noted that the EMS team had: 

· updated Section 3.47, Alarm Sub-System, to indicate that the MIS infrastructure will be used to communicate and post alarm messages to MPs (the details will be provided in the detailed design)

· incorporated a diagram of the SCED triggering process into Section 2.2.3, SCED Triggering from EMS

· added a list of zonal customizations to be re-used in the nodal system in Section 2.3, Delivery Mechanism and Schedule

· revised the calculation for High Ancillary Service Limit (HASL) in Section 3.10.4, Processing, Item (1), to always use High Sustained Limit (HSL) and changed “Schedule” to “Responsibility” for Regulation Up Service (Reg-Up) and Regulation Down Service (Reg-Down)

· clarified that the coefficients in the GTBD calculation described in Section 3.10.4, Generation to be Dispatched (GTBD), Item (7), are analyst-tunable parameters 

Mr. Dondeti recorded additional action items for the EMS team in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF, including:

· The need to update Settlements regarding the use of the Emergency Base Point Flag as a system-wide flag 

· The need to elaborate a process during detailed design to describe how Outage Evaluation will use seasonal Average Energy Offer Curves to determine Megawatt (MW) output 

· The need to review the details of reserve calculations prior to detailed design (possibly in a white paper)

Mr. Dondeti recorded other edits as recommended by TPTF. The TPTF requested a commitment from the EMS team to observe a specific timeline, preferably no longer than 30 days, for incorporating TPTF-approved NPRRs and white papers into the EMS CSD. Mr. Dondeti recorded the request in the disposition spreadsheet and noted that the EMS CSD had already been updated to reflect relevant change-control items through February 2007. 

Mr. Trefny moved to waive notice for taking a vote on the EMS CSD. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Retail Electric Provider (REP) Market Segment was not represented.

Mr. Spangler moved to provisionally approve, for a period to extend no longer than 30 days from May 8, 2007, the EMS CSD, version 0.11, after which it will return to TPTF for final approval. Final approval by TPTF is contingent upon and will follow ERCOT's incorporation of the TPTF-reviewed whitepapers and TPTF-approved NPRRs that address design matters applicable to the EMS and EMS-MMS interfaces that are dated prior to May 8, 2007. Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 90.9% in favor and 9.1% in opposition. The opposing votes were from the Consumer Market Segment. Five abstentions were made by the Investor Owned Utility (1), Independent Generator (2), and Consumer (2) Market Segments. The Independent REP Market Segment was not represented. 

update on the Draft NPRR for External transmission Networks (See Key Documents)

John Adams provided an update on the Draft NPRR for External Transmission Networks (a.k.a., Private Use Networks). Mr. Adams agreed to schedule a conference call so that all interested MPs may discuss modeling options and reach consensus on the issues. Mr. Doggett noted that an announcement will be sent to the TPTF email exploder, along with any updated versions of the draft NPRR. Mr. Trefny voiced his preference for keeping the discussion for the Draft NPRR for External Transmission Networks separate from the discussion for the Draft NPRR for Modeling of Generic Transmission Constraints. 

Update on the IRT ICCP Communication Handbook (See Key Documents)
Bill Blevins gave an update on the ICCP Communication Handbook. Mr. Blevins noted that a May 9th conference call had been scheduled to discuss issues involving the handbook. Mr. Blevins identified his goal for updating the handbook and posting a redlined version by May 14, 2007. Mr. Trefny suggested scheduling another conference call for May 17, 2007 so that any final concerns for the handbook may be discussed after the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) meeting. Mr. Blevins agreed to talk with John Webb about setting up the conference call. 

Update on the EMS Wind Power Forecasting CSD (See Key Documents)

Mr. Blevins noted that a final conference call had been scheduled to discuss remaining issues for the Wind Power Forecasting CSD with interested MPs. Mr. Doggett noted that any comments resulting from the offline discussion will be published prior to the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting to facilitate a possible vote for the document. 

EDS Update (See Key Documents)

John Hall presented an update on ERCOT’s response to comments for the EDS 3 Detailed Plan, and he previewed the development of EDS 4. Ms. Wagner suggested that Mr. Hall work with IDA to provide more information to MPs regarding Sandbox timelines for the testing of web services prior to EDS testing. Mr. Hall encouraged MPs to contact him with testing questions (jhall@ercot.com) and noted that he will not request a vote for the EDS 3 Detailed Plan during the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Update on Draft NPRR for Electrical Bus Clarification (See Key Documents)

Mr. Caufield noted that some resolution is still needed for the issue of how to model an Electrical Bus in the Outage Scheduler. He agreed to work with Curtis Crews and others to resolve the issue, with the intention of circulating any updates for the Draft NPRR for Electrical Bus Clarification through the TPTF email exploder prior to the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:05 p.m. on Tuesday, May 8, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Make available to MPs a list of pre-defined data extracts that the EDW team has identified to date

· Set up a web space for posting EDW documentation for review, and develop a process for notifying MPs when review documents and updates are posted for review
	S. Privette and Team

	· Set up another API Subgroup to discuss the External Interfaces Specification prior to the May 21 – 23, 2007.

· Provide some sample artifacts to TPTF to help illustrate how integration is proceeding and how CSDs are being updated and synchronized among projects in response to change control

· Provide some clarifying items to TPTF regarding how data flows in and out of each project module.
· Post the SoSA Map 
	D. Shing and IDA Team

	· Send a linking notice to the COMS use cases that are posted on the nodal website

· Send a linking notice to the SoSA Map when it is posted to the nodal website
	TPTF Review

	· Share concerns about the location of the Protocol View link with the design team and the MIS Subgroup 

· Redistribute the MIS Portal Prototype 3 Demo Notes 

· Send out instructions for logging into the Sandbox demo 
	P. Harris and MIS Team 

	Provide more details to TPTF regarding the change-control timeline for establishing Baseline 1.  
	J. Sullivan

	Complete the initial SLA for EDS testing and submit it to TPTF for review by June 15, 2007. 
	A. Smallwood and Team

	· Follow up with Mr. Hailu regarding the approach to training for Load Resources

· Invite IMM to TPTF to discuss guiding principles for data replication/retention 

· Invite IMM to discuss any available proposals for protection mechanisms for the new nodal market 

· Invite Glenn Wingerd and/or Daryl Cote to TPTF to discuss FAT and SAT testing 

· Invite Mr. Healy back to TPTF to discuss ERCOT's proposed plan (including philosophy and timeframe) for limiting Transmission Element Outages 
	T. Doggett

	· Forward updated materials for External Transmission Networks to the TPTF exploder

· Announce a conference call to allow all MPs to participate in resolving the issues associated with External Transmission Networks
	J. Adams

	Update TPTF regarding ERCOT’s proposed philosophy and timeframe for limiting Transmission Element Outages.
	J. Healy

	Notify TPTF prior to submitting the Draft PRR, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Provisions, to PRS for consideration. 
	D. Zake

	Review the changes for “Master Test Plans and Test Results” as recommended by Mr. Spangler in the TPTF Charter, and comment upon associated testing aspects.
	A. Hirsch

	· Update Settlements regarding the use of the Emergency Base Point Flag as a system-wide flag 

· Elaborate a process during detailed design to describe how Outage Evaluation will use seasonal Average Energy Offer Curves to determine Megawatt (MW) output 

· Review the details of reserve calculations prior to detailed design (possibly in a white paper)

· Incorporate TPTF-approved NPRRs and white papers into the EMS CSD within 30 days from May 8, 2007
	J. Dondeti and EMS Team

	· Set up a conference call to discuss issues associated with the Draft NPRR for External Transmission Networks, and forward any relevant updated materials to the TPTF email exploder
	J. Adams

	· Post a redlined version of the ICCP Communication Handbook on May 24, 2007.

· See about setting up a conference call for May 17, 2007, to discuss final concerns for the ICCP Communication Handbook

· Hold a final conference call for the Wind Power Forecasting CSD and publish any resulting comments prior to the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting
	B. Blevins 
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	Eagle Energy
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	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Ebrahimian, Reza
	Austin Energy

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	GP&L (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Jones, Dan 
	Potomac Economics

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Lewis, William 
	Cirro Energy  (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt Energy (via teleconference)

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon

	Meade, Dan
	Meso (via teleconference)

	Mishra, Shailesh
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Moss, S.
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition

	Rodriguez, Robert
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Simpson, Lori
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	Sweeny, Pat
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Varnell, John
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	Adams, John

	Bielz, John (via teleconference)

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Tao (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj

	Crews, Curtis 

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John (via teleconference)

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Grendel, Steve

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Healy, Jeff

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Kasparian, Ken

	Kendall, Frank

	Li, Guang (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Martinez, Adam 

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt
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	Obadina, Diran

	Pare, Tim

	Peterson, Bill

	Poyya, Vijay (via teleconference)

	Privette, Scott (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth 

	Sanders, Don

	Sharma, Giraraj (via teleconference)

	Shing, Daryl

	Sullivan, Jerry
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Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, May 21, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the MetCenter:

· June 11 – 12, 2007 

· June 25 – 27, 2007 

· July 9 – 10, 2007 

· July 23 – 25, 2007

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the meeting. He noted that TPTF will hold a joint meeting with the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) on June 12, 2007 to discuss change control and the backlog of Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs). 

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the May 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. TPTF accepted all comments as submitted. Bret Kruse moved to approve the May 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes as amended. Manny Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions. 
Integration and Product Testing (INT) Testing Overview (See Key Documents) 

Glen Wingerd presented an overview of testing. Mr. Doggett noted that Daryl Cote will discuss the testing philosophy for Early Delivery Systems (EDS) during a future TPTF meeting. Bob Spangler requested that Mr. Wingerd be invited back to TPTF to support Mr. Cote’s discussion.

Mr. Wingerd discussed the five phases of testing, including Unit Testing, Pre-Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT), FAT, Integration Testing (iTest), and EDS. Mr. Wingerd noted that different parties will be responsible for executing tests during each phase of testing. For instance, all projects will be responsible for executing their own Pre-FAT tests, while only a few projects will be responsible for executing their own FAT tests. Later, the INT team will execute all iTests (including “end-to-end” tests), and the Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) team will be responsible for executing all EDS tests. Mr. Spangler emphasized the need to ensure quality during all phases of testing, and he encouraged the INT team to communicate any necessary quality-assurance measures and testing artifacts to nodal project teams that will be executing their own FAT tests. Mr. Wingerd confirmed that project teams will be given test guidelines and templates to help them produce consistent testing artifacts. Mr. Spangler requested that project teams will also be asked to submit their testing artifacts to TPTF for review so that TPTF may verify Nodal Protocol coverage. Mr. Doggett took the action item to ask project teams about the availability of their testing artifacts for TPTF. 

Mr. Wingerd described how INT is using RequisitePro and Quality Center to trace testing defects to Business Requirements and to the Nodal Protocols. Floyd Trefny opined that the defect-tracing methodology will not reveal gaps that may exist between Business Requirements and the Nodal Protocols, and he inquired how full coverage of the Nodal Protocols will be confirmed during testing. Mr. Doggett recalled that the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) is developing a traceability matrix to identify any gaps. He agreed to invite Jeyant Tamby to discuss the traceability matrix with TPTF in the near future. Mr. Doggett suggested that the combination of the traceability matrix and the testing methodology should ensure that all Nodal Protocols will be fully covered by testing. 

Mr. Wingerd discussed the “defect tracking status lifecycle” that is being used to assign and track testing defects. He confirmed that a methodology is being developed to report testing defects to the market. Mr. Spangler expressed his expectation that defects will not only be tracked during all five phases of testing but also assessed for impacts whenever they are deferred to future releases. Mr. Wingerd noted that testing defects will be categorized according to five levels of severity, and any defects assigned to Level 1, 2, or 3 will not be allowed to progress to the next software release. Mr. Wingerd also noted that TPTF will be provided with the severity-level listing from the testing guidelines. 

As a precursor to Mr. Cote’s future discussion on EDS testing, Mr. Doggett inquired how Market Participants (MPs) may expect EDS testing to differ from iTesting. Mr. Wingerd noted that by the time of each formal EDS testing milestone, MPs should expect for each system to have already been tested in every area except for MP interaction. Mr. Spangler asked if administrative processes will be tested along with the systems. Mr. Wingerd confirmed that human factors have been incorporated as part of usability testing for long-term end-users within ERCOT. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)
Jerry Sullivan began his update with a discussion of recommendations recently received from the International Business Machines (IBM) March review. Mr. Sullivan noted that although ERCOT will act upon all of the IBM recommendations, it will do so with a different priority focus and will emphasize human resources over tools. ERCOT is currently emphasizing the need to retain full-time nodal employees, to simplify the process for approving and extending contracting services, and to bolster management for communications and testing integrations during each stage of EDS. Mr. Sullivan reminded TPTF that IBM was commissioned for a total of eight reviews, and ERCOT has addressed all recommendations to date. Mr. Sullivan advised suspending the full organizational study for ERCOT until after June 2009 to allow time for nodal operations to stabilize following go-live. 

Mr. Sullivan noted that the Nodal Program is still rated amber across all dimensions. The dimension of Cost is still tracking at 10% under budget, with contingencies slated for integration builds. The dimension of Scope/Quality is being addressed via metrics and change control, with all metrics currently in review and all Baseline 1 items targeted for approval and incorporation by June 6, 2007. Once Baseline 1 items have been incorporated, the program will begin moving to Baseline 2. Mr. Sullivan noted that 28 items have already been identified for Baseline 2, including the IDA white papers for Combined-Cycle Units (CCUs) and Jointly-Owned Units (JOU). The Program Management Office (PMO) is planning to have the full scope for Baseline 2 defined by June 22, 2007.   

Mr. Sullivan confirmed that the Board of Directors (BOD) rejected the change request for adding an Application Programming Interface (API) for the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Project. The BOD unanimously deferred the change request until after go-live owing to increases in cost and project scope. Mr. Sullivan noted his intention to propose a process to both the Nodal Steering Committee and the BOD for funding the CRR API. Mr. Trefny opined that the change request for the CRR API could have been drafted more clearly, and he requested that MPs be solicited for feedback before presenting future change requests to the Steering Committee and the BOD. Mr. Kruse suggested distributing the change description for the CRR API to the TPTF email exploder for review. Mr. Sullivan agreed to pursue the CRR API issue further and to try to establish a process for approving change items that require expenditures above the nodal budget. Mr. Spangler recommended creating a spreadsheet to track such change items. Mr. Doggett suggested reviving the topic with PRS during the joint meeting in June. Walter Reid inquired about the process being used to manage change-control items deferred until after go-live. Mr. Sullivan noted that the topic will be discussed offline, and a proposal will be brought back to TPTF.
Mr. Sullivan discussed efforts for clearing backlogged NPRRs and for synchronizing nodal projects to a common baseline. Mr. Sullivan noted that Project Managers (PMs) are currently working with vendors to incorporate change items and to move from Baseline 0 (May 2006) to Baseline 1 (March 31). PMs have been asked to report their projected costs for synchronizing to Baseline 1, and Mr. Sullivan expects to have an impact report available to share with TPTF during the joint TPTF-PRS meeting on June 12, 2007. Mr. Spangler requested that ERCOT post all Baseline 1 items to the PRS meeting page well in advance of the meeting so that MPs will have sufficient time for review. Raj Chudgar requested feedback regarding the best process for approving updates to project deliverables at each new Baseline. Mr. Doggett noted that he will schedule a discussion for this topic on a future TPTF agenda.  

Discussion of Nodal Transition Plan Section 5.4.10, Transmission Element and Resource Outages (See Key Documents)
Jeff Healy discussed ERCOT’s plan for limiting Transmission Element Outages during the initial operation period of Real-Time (RT) systems. Mr. Healy noted that a draft plan should be available for discussion during the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Munoz and Dennis Caufield discussed CenterPoint’s proposed changes for Nodal Transition Plan Section 5.4.10, Transmission Elements and Resource Outages. Mr. Healy confirmed that CenterPoint’s proposed changes will not affect the plan being developed by ERCOT. The TPTF consensus was to defer discussion of CenterPoint’s proposed changes until other Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) and Delivery Service Providers (DSPs) have had the opportunity to review them. Mr. Healy agreed that the proposed changes will be discussed with Ellis Rankin from Oncor. At the behest of Mr. Caufield, Mr. Healy also agreed to see if ERCOT can provide a draft of the plan for limiting Transmission Element Outages by June 7 rather than June 11, 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that CenterPoint’s proposed changes for Section 5.4.10 will be noticed for a vote during the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Market Management System (MMS) Clarification Notes (See Key Documents)
Xingwang Ma reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS Clarification Notes.  

Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Timestamp

Mr. Ma reminded TPTF that the MMS team had previously proposed taking a timestamp at the end of each SCED execution rather than at the beginning. The TPTF consensus was to use this approach. Dan Jones made the point that pricing should not become effective when SCED completes but when Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) have actually received their new Base Point instructions. Mr. Doggett recommended that the MMS design documentation should account for any lag that might occur between the time SCED completes and the time QSEs receive their new Base Points. 

Reallocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs) in Day-Ahead Market (DAM)

Mr. Ma noted that NPRR005, Section 7 ERCOT Staff and TPTF Clarifications, had previously added a provision to Nodal Protocol Section 7.7.3, Allocation of MCFRIs, for reallocating MCFRIs “by 0600 prior to the DAM”. Mr. Ma noted that an NPRR will be required to allow MMS to calculate the MCFRI reallocation after 6:00 a.m. The proposed NPRR will change the phrase “by 0600 prior to the DAM” to “prior to execution of the DAM.” No one objected to this approach. Mr. Ma agreed to draft the NPRR with the MMS team.

Modeling of Interruptible Loads

Mr. Ma requested clarification regarding whether Loads should be allowed to have offline status and whether they should be constrained by the parameters for minimum/maximum interruption time and minimum restoration time. The TPTF consensus was that Loads should not be allowed to have offline status and they should not be constrained by these parameters.  

Modeling of Energy Constraints in Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC)

Mr. Ma discussed the proposed option for modeling a daily Energy constraint in RUC. The TPTF consensus was that ERCOT should not model maximum daily Energy constraints in Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC) and Hourly RUC (HRUC). 

Dynamically Scheduled Resource (DSR) Output Schedule Validation in RT 
Resmi Surendran described a new type of trade proposed by the MMS team wherein a QSE will be allowed to submit an Energy Trade as both the buyer and the seller so that DAM sales and purchases may be included in the DSR Output Schedule validation. The TPTF discussed whether the MMS team should draft an NPRR describing the new Energy Trade. Shams Siddiqi suggested that an NPRR may be unnecessary because QSEs will already be responsible for calculating the trade and flagging it to ERCOT for use in the DSR Output Schedule. Mr. Trefny agreed, and he suggested that the flag is a design detail that does not need to be reflected in the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Ma agreed to discuss the issue further with the MMS team in order to identify options for addressing the issue without an NPRR.

Draft NPRR for Changes to SCED Up Ramp Rate (SURAMP)

Mr. Ma discussed the Draft NPRR for Changes to SURAMP. Ms. Surendran noted that Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) will be deployed in SCED, so the Resource Limit Calculator (RLC) will not need to subtract RRS from the SURAMP values it sends to SCED. The MMS team will bring the draft NPRR back to TPTF for further discussion. 

IDA External Interfaces Specification (See Key Documents)
Daryl Shing discussed highlights from the May 20, 2007 API Subgroup meeting, and he identified the web services that were marked for approval with triple asterisks in the External Interfaces Specification (v0.95). Marguerite Wagner inquired about the status of the Market Information System (MIS) Web Service Interface Specification (the “Red List”) and the Nodal Data Services Master List (the “Blue List”). Mr. Shing noted that the “Blue List” is still being developed, but the “Red List” will no longer be delivered as a separate document because it has already been incorporated into the External Interfaces Specification. Mr. Shing agreed that the External Interfaces Specification should not be viewed as a complete list of web services at this point in time. Don Blackburn noted that certain payload issues remained unresolved in sections of the document marked for approval. Mr. Shing agreed that certain payload issues will need to be addressed throughout the Sandbox, and he expressed interest in developing a process that will allow web services to be deployed while the document is continually refined. Mr. Trefny suggested delivering updates for the External Interfaces Specification on a monthly basis. Mr. Shing confirmed for Ms. Wagner that an interface will be included to allow MPs to enter data for the Long-Term Wind Power Forecast (LTWPF). 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the web services highlighted with the triple asterisks (“***”) in v0.95 of the External Interfaces Specification as a baseline for the document, with the provision that updates will be provided no less than monthly from May 21, 2007 through October 1, 2007, and as needed thereafter. The sections not marked with the triple asterisks (“***”) are not yet approved by TPTF. Mr. Blackburn seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. 

Mr. Trefny recommended advertising the API Subgroup Online Forum. Mr. Doggett noted that a message will be distributed to the TPTF and Nodal Market Readiness email lists. Mr. Trefny also recommended sending a notice to MPs announcing that the External Interfaces Specification was partially approved. 

Draft NPRR for Synchronization of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 647, Gross and Net MW/Mvar Data Reporting (See Key Documents)

Mr. Spangler discussed his recommended changes for the Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR647, Gross and Net MW/Mvar Data Reporting. Mr. Spangler noted that provisions for Net Metering do not need to be included in the Draft NPRR because they are already satisfied by NPRR035, Nodal Protocol Clarifications Required for Net Metering Provisions. The TPTF agreed with inserting an editorial note explaining this perspective. The TPTF modified Nodal Protocol Section 6.5.5.2, Operational Data Requirements, Paragraph (2), to remove ERCOT-Polled Settlement (EPS) metering from Item (b) and to break Gross and Net Reactive Power into two separate Items (i.e., Item (c) and Item (d), respectively). John Dumas noted his agreement with the modifications. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR647, Gross and Net MW/Mvar Data Reporting, as modified by TPTF on May 21, 2007. Mr. Munoz seconded the motion. Mr. Kruse requested delaying a vote until Tuesday morning. Mr. Spangler and Mr. Munoz agreed to withdraw the motion (see this discussion continued below). 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, May 21, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, May 22, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Discussion Continued for the Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR647 (See Key Documents)
The TPTF resumed discussion for the Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR647. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR for Synchronization with PRR647, Gross and Net MW/Mvar Data Reporting, as modified by TPTF on May 21, 2007. Mr. Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 

Discussion of NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting (See Key Documents)

Mr. Reid provided a background on NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting, noting that the 80% Probability of Exceedance (POE) required by the Nodal Protocols will be based on a Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF). Mr. Reid noted that if NPRR045 is approved by the BOD, the actual wind power available within ERCOT should be expected to exceed the Wind Power Forecast (WPF) used in RUC as often as 80% of the time. Mr. Spangler summarized the situation as a trade-off between system reliability and capacity dollars. Mr. Munoz moved to reject NPRR045. Dan Bailey requested more time to consider the costs and the trade-offs associated with NPRR045. Mr. Munoz withdrew his motion. The TPTF consensus was to table the topic for future discussion. Mr. Munoz noted for future discussion that MPs may benefit from seeing examples of how regional error analysis compares to system-wide error analysis. Mr. Trefny suggested that Mr. Reid try to build more flexibility into the NPRR so that ERCOT will have more forecasting options than just the TEWPF. 

Energy Management System (EMS) Discussion of the WPF Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)
Bill Blevins discussed the WPF CSD, noting that minutes and response spreadsheets from the May 14 – 15, 2007 conference calls had been distributed and posted prior to the TPTF meeting, as requested by MPs during the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Blevins reviewed the disposition of comments for the WPF CSD. Mr. Blevins noted that the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) team confirmed their intention to archive the WPF information that ERCOT sends to QSEs so that the information may be compared against Current Operating Plan (COP) entries if needed. Mr. Blevins confirmed that a 99.8% delivery requirement had been added to the WPF CSD as a performance metric for the hourly forecast in addition to the daily forecast. Mr. Healy inquired how ERCOT and AWS Truewind (AWST) will handle any high-wind events that cause wind turbines to shut down. Mr. Blevins noted that AWST will use the performance characteristics of individual wind units, as provided in ERCOT registration information, to help study and predict performance trends during high-wind events. Regarding interfaces for the WPF system, Mr. Blevins noted that the IDA team will add a LTWPF interface to the API list. Mr. Blevins noted that the EMS team has already added some internal interface displays to the WPF CSD to allow Operators to track the forecasting data that ERCOT exchanges with AWST and QSEs. The internal displays should help Operators to identify missing forecasts and timing issues. Mr. Blevins noted that the WPF CSD document had also been updated to replace “physical model” with “physics-based model” and to include derates for the list of input data that will be required from the Outage Scheduler in Section 3.1.3, Inputs and Sources.

Mr. Blevins noted that AWST had recommended adopting a requirement whereby Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) will adjust their meteorological towers to read wind direction at hub height. The purpose of the requirement is to reduce the potential for errors in the forecasting data that QSEs send to ERCOT. Mr. Blevins described ERCOT’s proposed approach to incorporating the requirement, noting that WGRs will not be asked to make adjustments to their existing towers unless significant errors from tower readings begin to compromise the quality of wind forecasts. However, new WGRs coming online will be asked to comply with the hub-height requirement. In addition, all QSEs representing WGRs will be expected to submit the dimensional data for all meteorological towers, existing or new, as part of their Resource registration. Mark Bruce disagreed that ERCOT should ask new WGRs to comply with the hub-height requirement, and he opined that current statistical data does not demonstrate a strong need for the requirement. Mr. Bruce suggested identifying a uniform, system-wide height instead, to be used for calculating offsets for individual WGRs. Dan Meade noted that offsets will not sufficiently compensate for errors caused by varying tower heights and wind shears. Mr. Spangler suggested that the topic of a hub-height requirement deserves discussion, but it should not be reflected in the WPF CSD. The TPTF consensus was to remove the hub-height requirement from the WPF CSD. Mr. Blevins confirmed that the WPF CSD will be updated to remove the hub-height requirement. He noted that ERCOT will still need to record the height of each meteorological tower as part of Resource registration. 

Mr. Blevins noted that AWST will provide more information about its data sources and refresh rates during detailed design. AWST will also include more information during detailed design regarding the physical and statistical models they use for forecasting. Mr. Blevins noted that the WPF CSD will be updated to require metering information so that error analyses may be performed. 

The TPTF consensus was to defer voting for the WPF CSD until the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting, with the understanding that no issues remain outstanding for the WPF CSD other than the hub-height issue.

IRT Discussion of the EDS 2 Approach (See Key Documents)
John Webb discussed the EDS 2 Approach document and described the testing planned for Releases 3 and 4. Mr. Webb noted that he will create a spreadsheet to track MP scheduling during EDS 2 testing. The spreadsheet will be similar to the one used during EDS 1 Point-to-Point verification, and it will serve to document when all TSPs and QSEs have successfully met their exit criteria for Releases 3 and 4. The TPTF consensus was to treat the EDS 2 Approach as a completed, high-level document and to expect Mr. Webb to explicate the details for EDS 2 in a separate test plan document. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EDS 2 Approach v0.92. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented. 

IRT Discussion of the EDS 3 Plan (See Key Documents)
John Hall discussed the EDS 3 Plan, noting its purpose for providing a high-level view of EDS testing. Mr. Hall noted that the finer details for EDS testing will be discussed with MPs during MP Planning Workshops and WebEx meetings, and the results of those discussions will be refined into testing artifacts for each phase of EDS. The artifacts will take the form of testing handbooks for SCED, Load Frequency Control (LFC), CRR, DAM, Settlements and Billing, 168- Hour Test, and Go-Live. Mr. Hall displayed a Gantt chart depicting how each of the proposed testing handbooks will fit into the overall EDS timeline. Mr. Trefny requested renaming the EDS 3 Plan as “EDS 3 Approach” for consistency with the other high-level EDS documents. Mr. Spangler suggested aligning the EDS testing artifacts with the types of artifacts enumerated by Mr. Wingerd during his testing overview.      

Mr. Hall reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDS 3 Plan. The TPTF modified the disposition spreadsheet to designate which testing handbooks will contain the various EDS testing details (i.e., integrations, functions, processes, etc). Mr. Hall noted that he will post the modified spreadsheet and the updated, re-titled “EDS 3 Approach” prior to the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Hall noted that he will update the table in Section 1.4, EDS 3 Market Participant Involvement, to define MP types more clearly and to identify the timeframe for MP input using the SCED User Interface (UI). 

IRT Discussion of MP Registration and Qualification Guide (See Key Documents)
Matt Mereness discussed the disposition of comments for the MP Registration and Qualification Guide. Mr. Mereness noted that MPs had requested confirmation from ERCOT that QSEs and CRR Account Holders will be identified in separate registrations that roll up to a single Counter-Party. Mr. Mereness noted QSEs and CRR Account Holders will register separately and that ERCOT will be removing the requirement for a Counter-Party designation because the Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) number alone will satisfy the ID requirement for registered QSE and CRR Account Holders. Mr. Mereness also noted that MPs had requested clarification regarding the steps for “incremental” Resource registration. Mr. Mereness clarified that for early-EDS-3 QSE participants ERCOT will solicit a limited list of Resource parameters from the QSE and enter parameter data for each Resource into MMS.  For the certified Resource registration ERCOT will circulate each Resource’s existing zonal registration information to assist in completion of the nodal registration.  

MPs expressed concern that excessive traffic and slow response times may result from all MPs accessing Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) solely through Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) links. Mr. Blackburn noted that MPs should be allowed to subscribe to a specific set of points via ICCP, with the expectation of using MIS to obtain other data as needed. 

Mr. Mereness described the approach for aligning registration deadlines within the context of the EDS timeline. Mr. Spangler emphasized the importance of differentiating between the deadlines for initial “stub” data, which will be used for testing, and the deadlines for final, “certified” registration data, which will be used for actual settlements in the nodal market. 

Mr. Mereness discussed the draft status of the various registration forms, along with their projected comment periods, effective dates, and submission deadlines. Mr. Mereness asked TPTF if registration activities should be frozen for those MPs who miss their submission deadlines. Mr. Spangler opined that 100% of all QSEs and TSPs should participate in EDS 3 and 4 testing, and he recommended that registration activities should be organized to facilitate full participation. Mr. Mereness noted his intention to release the updated MP Registration and Qualification Guide and the drafts for all registration forms by May 30, 2007. Mr. Munoz observed that the submission deadline for the MP Standard Form Agreement (SFA) had not been identified during Mr. Mereness’ presentation. Mr. Munoz requested that Accountable Executives (AEs) will be notified when the MP SFA becomes available, preferably at least 30 days prior to the submission deadline. Mr. Mereness noted that the BOD is expected to approve the SFA by October 2007 and the submission deadline, while still unconfirmed, is targeted for the November – December 2007 timeframe. Mr. Mereness noted that registration materials will be discussed further during the Nodal Registration Kick-Off Meeting on June 6, 2007.
 A discussion of market feedback is planned for the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Mr. Spangler expressed interest in seeing a Requirements document covering the database and the processes that ERCOT plans to use for storing Resource registration data. 

Draft NPRR for Modeling of Generic Transmission Constraints (See Key Documents)
John Adams discussed the Draft NPRR for Modeling of Generic Transmission Constraints and made minor edits to the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Modeling of Generic Transmission Constraints as modified by TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Consumer (2), Municipal (1), and Cooperative (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. 

ICCP Communication Handbook (See Key Documents)
Mr. Blevins reviewed the disposition of comments for the ICCP Communication Handbook. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the ICCP Communication Handbook v0.21. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Retail Electric Provider (REP) Market Segment was not represented.
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, May 22, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, May 23, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the joint TPTF-PRS meeting will be held on June 12, 2007 to discuss change-control items for Baseline 1. Mr. Trefny suggested scheduling an additional TPTF meeting to discuss items for Baseline 2 prior to June 22, 2007, which is the date targeted by the PMO for defining the scope of Baseline 2. Mr. Doggett agreed to try to schedule an additional meeting date.
 

Draft NPRR for Electrical Bus Clarification (See Key Documents)
Curtis Crews discussed the Draft NPRR for Electrical Bus Clarification, noting that it had been simplified to provide flexibility in designating Electrical Buses for the Network Operations Model (NOM). Mr. Caufield confirmed that the Outage Scheduler CSD had been modified to remove references to Electrical Bus, and he and Valentine Emesih expressed concern regarding how Electrical Buses will be handled in the Outage Scheduler. The TPTF consensus was to schedule a discussion with the MMS team to discuss how Electrical Busses will be addressed in the Outage Scheduler CSD. Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Crews and Mr. Chudgar attend the discussion to share their input regarding synchronization between the NOM and the Outage Scheduler. The TPTF modified the “Reason for Revision” field in the Draft NPRR for Electrical Bus Clarification to indicate that it “significantly reduces the number of defined Electrical Buses in the NOM (by approximately 6,000).” Mr. Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR for Electrical Bus Clarification as modified at TPTF May 23, 2007. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Consumer (2) and Municipal (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments represented. 

Commercial Systems (COMS) Discussion of Updated Requirements and CSDs (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the first set of 16 COMS Requirements (v1.1) that were updated to reflect Baseline 1. Mr. Chudgar noted that no comments had been submitted for eight of the updated Requirements, which included:  
· Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Ancillary Services (AS) Settlements Requirements v1.1 

· DAM Make-Whole Settlements Requirements v1.1 

· Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements v1.1 

· Financial Transfer Requirements v1.1 

· AS Real-Time (RT) Settlements Requirements v1.1 

· Black Start Services RT Settlements Requirements v1.1 

· RT Emergency Operations Settlements Requirements v1.1 

· Voltage Support RT Settlements Requirements v1.1
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the set of eight updated COMS Requirements (in the bulleted list above). Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (1), Consumer (2), and Municipal (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Chudgar noted that all comments had been accepted for the Average Incremental Energy Cost (AIEC) Settlements Requirements v1.1 and the RUC Settlements Requirements v1.1. Ronnie Hoeinghaus moved to approve the AIEC Settlements Requirements v1.1 and the RUC Settlements Requirements v1.1. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (1) Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Chudgar noted that all comments had been rejected for the Settlement Invoices Requirements v1.1 and the Settlement Statements Requirements v1.1. The rejected comments had recommended that eXtensible Markup Language (XML) access to the MIS Certified Area will occur through an API. Mr. Chudgar noted that the COMS team had rejected the comments because the Nodal Protocols do not require XML access through an API. Mr. Chudgar also noted that adding such a requirement would require an NPRR and would represent a sizable scope change for the COMS project. Mr. Hoeinghaus opined that Mr. Shing had already agreed to add an API for Statements and Invoices to the External Interfaces Specification. Mr. Chudgar clarified that the API itself does not represent a sizable scope change, although building for “XML access” does. Mr. Chudgar agreed to verify with IDA that an API is being planned to allow MPs to download information for their statements and invoices. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Settlement Invoices Requirements v1.1 and the Settlement Statements Requirements v1.1. Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 94.4% in favor, 5.6% opposed, and five abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (1), Consumer (2), Cooperative (1), and Municipal (1) Market Segments. The opposing vote was from the Municipal Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. Mr. Kruse asked how TPTF will keep track of the issue of XML access through an API for possible consideration following go-live. Mr. Doggett noted that the issue can be added to the TPTF Punch List, but he suggested that anyone who wishes to make the issue more explicit should draft an NPRR.  

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the Reliability Must Run (RMR) RT Services Requirements v1.1. Mr. Chudgar noted that the updates for this document included NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640,
 because it was considered to be part of Baseline 1. While some MPs recommended not including NPRR024 until it is approved by the BOD, the COMS team chose to include it for consistency with Baseline 1. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the updated RMR RT Services Requirements v1.1. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. Chris Brewster inquired how the COMS team will respond if NPRR024 is not approved by the BOD. Mr. Chudgar noted that an approval by the BOD for NPRR024 is considered to be necessary for go-live, but the COMS team is still prepared to remove the changes for NPRR024 if it is not approved. MPs discussed the pros and cons of incorporating NPRR024 into the updated Requirements before it is approved by the BOD. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 75% in favor and 25% opposed. There were five abstentions from the Independent Power Marketers (1), and Municipal (3), Cooperative (1) Market Segments. The opposing votes were from the Consumer (2), and Investor Owned Utility (1) Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the MP Registration Requirements v1.1, noting that updates for Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) and verifiable cost are not reflected in the Requirements at this time because they are not scoped in Baseline 1. The COMS team is currently determining the preferred methods for modeling and registering CCUs, and they are also discussing issues for verifiable cost with the Wholesale Marketing Subcommittee (WMS). Ms. Wagner moved to endorse the MP Registration Requirements v1.1 provided that TPTF will receive an update on CCU and verifiable cost. Mr. Spangler recommended amending the motion to remove the provision for an update on CCU and verifiable cost. He opined that the document should be approved based solely on the scope defined for Baseline 1. Ms. Wagner withdrew the motion. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MP Registration Requirements v1.1. Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (1), Independent Power Marketer (1), and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.     

Mr. Chudgar did not request a vote for the RT Energy Settlements Requirements v1.1 because the document had been changed immediately prior to the meeting. As a result, Mr. Chudgar noted that he will redistribute the document through the TPTF Review mailbox for a brief comment period. The DAM Energy Settlements Requirements 
 v1.1 document was deferred. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that the second set of updated COMS Requirements v1.1 and the initial set of updated COMS CSDs v1.1 were in review. Mr. Chudgar noted his intention to distribute the remaining updated COMS Requirements and CSDs for review during June 2007. Mr. Chudgar briefly discussed the COMS use cases posted for review, 
 and he invited MPs to direct any questions to him at rchudgar@ercot.com.
EDW Update on Requirements for Performance Monitoring and Compliance (See Key Documents)
Scott Privette provided an update on the EDW Requirements Specification for Performance Monitoring and Compliance. Mr. Privette noted that the Requirements Specification will be distributed through TPTF Review with a comments deadline of May 30, 2007. The EDW team will try to release the EDW CSD for another round of review prior to the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

PMO Baseline Update (See Key Documents)
Tim Pare discussed the scope of change control-control items currently identified by the PMO for Baseline 1. Mr. Pare noted that NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640, is currently scoped for Baseline 1 but it may be moved to Baseline 2. During the joint TPTF-PRS meeting on June 12, 2007, the PMO will seek to reach agreement with both TPTF and PRS regarding which change items are essential for go-live. To facilitate voting during the meeting, all change-control items will be organized into groups of items sharing a single impact analysis. Mr. Doggett noted that some of the items in Baseline 1 have already been approved by PRS, so not all items will require a vote from PRS during the joint meeting. Mr. Trefny noted that a few of the approved white papers may still require accompanying NPRRs, and he inquired how pending NPRRs for these items will be staggered into the Baseline scheme. Mr. Pare noted that he will need to consider a definitive answer for this question. Mr. Trefny also noted that TPTF should be prepared to vote for value engineering opportunities during the joint meeting. Mr. Doggett agreed that the agenda should notice a possible vote for potential value engineering decisions on NPRRs and other change items scoped for Baseline 1. Mr. Doggett recommended that prior to the joint meeting, the list of change-control items for Baseline 1 should be refreshed in Appendix B of Mr. Pare’s presentation, including NPRR024 if necessary. 

Metric Inventory Report (See Key Documents)
Mr. Pare discussed the readiness metrics and identified the goal for making them easy to understand, easy to calculate, and easy to communicate. Mr. Pare noted that the metrics are intended to encourage early market participation, and they will be linked to the Nodal Transition Plan wherever possible. Mr. Pare discussed the overall view of the Readiness Metrics Model and the potential for deploying an online dashboard to track each metric. Because metric criteria will differ by MP role, a roll-up reporting method will be used to evaluate when each category of MP has completed each applicable metric. 

Mr. Pare discussed the new MP Self-Reporting Questionnaire, which is targeted for its first release on June 1, 2007. The questionnaire will be deployed to AEs (or Authorized Representatives, as applicable) via email using SurveyMonkey.
 Mr. Pare noted that the questionnaire will provide MPs with a metrics-based tool for communicating their level of readiness to ERCOT. Mr. Trefny opined that some AEs may not be habituated to communicating with ERCOT via email, and he inquired if a more visible broadcast method might be considered for the questionnaire. Kate Horne confirmed that the first questionnaire to be released on June 1, 2007 will be heralded by a market notice, which will link to the questionnaire. The market notice will be distributed to AEs, Authorized Representatives, and Nodal PMs, as well as to the email lists for TPTF and Nodal Market Readiness. The questionnaire will also be highlighted in the next edition of Texas Nodal News. Ms. Horne confirmed that a document explaining the questionnaire will be attached to the market notice. Mr. Doggett confirmed that the TPTF email list will be copied for the first few distributions of the questionnaire, but he encouraged MPs who are interested in receiving such communications to subscribe to the Nodal Market Readiness email list.
 Mr. Trefny requested that recipients of the questionnaires will be flagged to the importance of the communication each time a questionnaire is distributed. Mr. Spangler requested that each distribution will also be numbered (i.e., in the subject-line or body of the email message). Mr. Pare described the details of the questionnaire, noting that MPs will respond to questions in three readiness areas: Initiation Status, Mobilization Status, and Delivery Status. The responses will be graded as red, green, or amber, and they will be combined into two scorecards: one representing an aggregated readiness status by MP role and the other representing an aggregated readiness status by ERCOT department. The questionnaires will be released in cycles; the results for each cycle will be brought to TPTF for discussion. 

MIS Update (See Key Documents)
Pat Harris introduced Adam Martinez, who will be assuming leadership of the MIS team. Mr. Martinez noted that the MIS team has already completed Prototype 3 and is currently completing the first build for EDS 3. Mr. Martinez noted that the MIS Sandbox Release document and the Demo Notes for Prototype 3 have both been posted to the nodal website to help MPs access and use the MIS Sandbox. For MPs who still need to obtain their ERCOT-issued User ID, Password, or digital certificate for the MIS Sandbox, Mr. Martinez invited email requests to be sent directly to him at amartinez@ercot.com.

Update on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center

Ms. Horne discussed the web page for the Nodal Transition Readiness Center, which launched in early May. The web page will provide MPs with the documents and information they need to pursue readiness activities. Ms. Horne noted that a calendar view was recently added to the landing page, and the various web services have been organized by EDS phase. As requested by MPs, new icons were recently added to the web page to help MPs distinguish readiness activities according to MP roles. Ms. Horne noted that the meeting information for nodal groups such as the MIS Subgroup, the API Subgroup, and the Training Subgroup will not be available on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center. Instead, the meeting information for these groups may be accessed via the Nodal Groups link on the ERCOT website.
 Ms. Horne agreed to post a link pointing to information about the API Subgroup Online Forum. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Shing will be asked to distribute another notice to the TPTF email list instructing interested MPs how to join. Mr. Doggett inquired if MPs would like for an online archive to be maintained on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center for market notices that are distributed to the Nodal Market Readiness email list. The TPTF consensus was that such an archive is not necessary. 

IRT Update on the Readiness Metric Inventory (See Key Documents)
Steve Grendel presented an update on comments for the Readiness Metric Inventory v0.14. Mr. Grendel noted that MPs had recommended grouping metrics by EDS phase and listing the actual milestone dates for each metric activity. Mr. Grendel noted that a thorough disposition of comments is being developed for the Readiness Metric Inventory, and he invited MPs to contact him with further feedback at sgrendel@ercot.com. The disposition of comments for the Readiness Metric Inventory will be reviewed during the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that an additional TPTF meeting day will be scheduled for June 21, 2007 to discuss the change-control items for Baseline 2. 

IDA Discussion of the CCU White Paper (See Key Documents)
Diran Obadina reviewed the disposition of comments for the CCU white paper. Mr. Trefny opined that the modeling methodology proposed by the white paper uses too many optimizations for CCU modeling, which may cause delivery risks for the Nodal Program. Mr. Obadina noted that he will hold further discussions with ABB and AREVA to discuss performance issues, and he will also update the white paper to include a mitigation plan for limiting the number of allowable configurations when optimization problems arise. Regarding the table “CCU Modeling in Applications,” Mr. Trefny noted that the information in the Outage Scheduler will not always be synchronous with the information in the Current Operating Plan (COP), and he emphasized the need for Network Security Analysis (NSA) to use information from COP for Outage Evaluation within a seven-day period. Mr. Obadina confirmed that NSA will use the information in COP, and he agreed to update the table accordingly. Mr. Doggett recommended that Mr. Obadina revise the white paper to include a brief, high-level perspective (i.e., an executive summary) and a list of modeling options for TPTF to consider. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett noted that a possible vote will be noticed on the June 11, 2007 TPTF agenda for the Nodal Transition Plan Section 5.4.10, Transmission Element and Resource Outages. Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:08 p.m. on Wednesday, May 23, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Ask projects about providing TPTF with more information regarding their testing artifacts (i.e., testing plans, execution plans) for FAT and iTest. 

· Invite Mr. Tamby to discuss the traceability matrix with TPTF and to identify any gaps that may exist between Business Requirements and the Nodal Protocols. 

· Schedule an Agenda Item to discuss the process for reviewing and approving project documents as they are updated to each Baseline.

· Send a notice to the TPTF email list and the Nodal Market Readiness email lists announcing that the External Interfaces Specification has been partially approved.

· Notice a possible vote on the June 11, 2007 TPTF agenda for the Nodal Transition Plan Section 5.4.10, Transmission Element and Resource Outages.

· Schedule a discussion with the MMS team to discuss how Electrical Bus issues should be addressed in the Outage Scheduler CSD. 
	T. Doggett

	· Communicate any necessary quality-assurance measures and testing artifacts to project teams that will be executing their own FAT testing.

· Provide TPTF with a list of severity-level defects. 
	G. Wingerd

	· Send the description for the CRR API Scope Change Request to the TPTF exploder so that MPs may provide feedback. 

· Prepare an impact analysis document describing the costs involved in moving from Baseline 0 to Baseline 1.  

· Discuss options offline for managing change-control items that are deferred until after go-live, and bring a proposal back to TPTF.

· Consider options for an approval process to address change items that add cost to the existing nodal budget. 
	J. Sullivan and Team 

	· Draft an NPRR to change the phrase “by 0600 prior to the DAM” to “prior to execution of the DAM” for Nodal Protocol Section 7.7.3, Allocation of MCFRIs.

· Discuss options for flagging the newly proposed DSR Energy Trade without drafting an NPRR. 

· Bring the Draft NPRR for Changes to SURAMP back to TPTF for further discussion. 
	X. Ma and MMS Team

	· Hold further discussions offline with ABB and AREVA to discuss performance issues associated with modeling multiple configurations for CCUs. 

· Update the table “CCU Modeling in Applications” to indicate that NSA will use information from COP for Outage Evaluation within a seven-day period.

· Update the IDA CCU white paper to include an executive summary, a list of modeling options for TPTF to consider, and a mitigation plan for limiting the number of allowable configurations when optimization problems arise. 
	D. Obadina and IDA Team

	Verify that IDA will include an API allowing MPs to download statements and invoices data. 
	R. Chudgar

	Develop a detailed test-plan document for the EDS 2 Approach document.  
	J. Webb 

	Post a link on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center pointing to information about the IDA API Subgroup Online Forum.
	K. Horne

	Distribute a notice instructing MPs how to participate in the ERCOT API Subgroup Online Forum.
	D. Shing

	Update the EDS 3 Plan with a revised table in Section 1.4, EDS 3 Market Participant Involvement, to define MP types more clearly and to identify the timeframe for MP input using the SCED User Interface (UI).
	J. Hall and Team

	Remove the hub-height requirement from the WPF CSD.
	B. Blevins 

	Refresh the list of change-control items included in Appendix B of the PMO presentation, Overview of Nodal Change Control. 
	T. Pare and Team
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	Topaz Power

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU
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	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Leech, Bob
	Citigroup (via teleconference)

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt Energy (via teleconference)

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc. 

	Register, Kean
	Bryan Texas Utilities (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Simpson, Lori
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Barnes, Bill

	Bauld, Amanda (via teleconference)

	Bieltz, John (via teleconference)

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chai, Soon Kin (via teleconference)

	Chappel, Steve (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj

	Crews, Curtis 

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay (via teleconference)

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mandavilli, Jagan

	Mereness, Matt

	Moseley, John (via teleconference)

	Obadina, Diran

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Privette, Scott

	Ragsdale, Kenneth 

	Rickerson, Woody

	Sarasa, Raj

	Seely, Chad

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Surendran, Resmi (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yager, Cheryl

	Yan, Kang Ning (via teleconference)

	Yu, Xing Bin (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana 


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, June 11, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed. He asked those who have not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available. Mr. Doggett noted that any agenda items not covered during the meeting will carry to the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Additional Agenda Items

Floyd Trefny asked if TPTF was going to discuss a proposed graphical display of LMPs. Mr. Doggett suggested we discuss it now since it was a short discussion. Mr. Trefny noted that an ERCOT internal change request will be submitted to add a feature for graphically displaying Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) for ERCOT Operators and for Market Participants on the Market Information System (MIS). Several other members of TPTF added their support by noting that other markets provide a similar functionality. No one objected to adding this feature to the MIS. Mr. Doggett noted that the MIS team will be asked to provide an update on this topic during a future TPTF meeting.   

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the MetCenter:

· June 21, 2007

· June 25 – 27, 2007 

· July 9 – 10, 2007 

· July 23 – 25, 2007

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. The TPTF accepted all comments as submitted. No additional modifications were made. Bob Spangler moved to approve the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes as amended. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
Nodal Detail System Design Document Update

Chad Seely provided an update regarding the process for reviewing Detail System Design (DSD) documents for all projects, including the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Project. Market Participants (MPs) expressed concern that the lack of flexibility afforded by ERCOT’s required Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) will prevent many MPs from reviewing the DSD documents technically creating a barrier to TPTF in carrying out its responsibility as assigned by TAC. Mr. Seely commented that ERCOT is in the unique position of being in the middle of the Nodal project with vendors on the program side and MPs on the stakeholder side. Mr. Seely noted that the current NDA process is the best solution available at this time to protect the interests of all parties. Mr. Seely further commented that ERCOT legal has changed its stance and will accept the original NDAs signed by individual employees of MPs since those employees signed the NDA with apparent authority for the MP, but consultants of MPs will still have to follow the current NDA process. Jerry Sullivan agreed to discuss this issue internally and to update TPTF if other solutions are identified.    

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Sullivan noted that the status of the Nodal Program remains amber owing to the change control process. He discussed the current approach for identifying change items essential to go-live and the need to synchronously move all projects to Baseline 1 and beyond. Mr. Sullivan cautioned that schedule impacts may occur during Early Delivery Systems (EDS) 3 owing to vendor issues. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will need to reconsider its vote for the Energy Management System (EMS) Conceptual System Design (CSD) 
 after the document has been updated to reflect a new baseline. Subsequent votes may be required as the document is updated to reflect each successive baseline. Mr. Doggett agreed to schedule Al Hirsch for the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting to discuss his plan for synchronizing the EMS Project with the Market Management System (MMS) Project. Mr. Spangler suggested that any sections of the EMS CSD affecting EDS 3 should be updated first. Mr. Trefny requested that ERCOT continuously communicate with the market regarding the importance of being ready for EDS 3 testing by October 1, 2007.   

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 058, Clarification of Standard Form Market Participant Agreement 

Matt Mereness discussed ERCOT clarifications for NPRR058, Clarification of Standard Form Market Participant Agreement. Mr. Mereness noted that the primary clarification recommended for the Standard Form Market Participant affects termination dates for the Initial Term and Renewal Term, whereby the execution of an updated Standard Form Agreement becomes effective immediately, and is not subject to the expiration of the term as described in Section 3, Term and Termination. Mr. Trefny moved to recognize that the ERCOT comments dated May 8, 2007 for NPRR058, Clarification of Standard Form Market Participant Agreement, have no impact on the Texas Nodal Market implementation. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.  
Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR698, Remove Default Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Provisions (See Key Documents)

Cheryl Yager discussed the draft NPRR for removing the Default QSE provision from the Nodal Protocols. Ms. Yager noted that the Default QSE provision is being removed in favor of a more cost effective way to address the needs of stranded Resource Entities or Load Serving Entities (LSEs) in situations where a QSE has defaulted. Ms. Yager described the revisions to Virtual QSE and Emergency QSE designations to meet that need. Mr. Spangler noted that the scheduling concept is not appropriate in the Nodal Protocols. As a result, the TPTF modified the draft NPRR to remove several references to scheduling capabilities. The TPTF also changed “public MIS” to “MIS Public Area” in Section 16.2.6.1, Designation as an Emergency Qualified Scheduling Entity or Virtual Qualified Scheduling Entity, Paragraph (8). All other changes were accepted as submitted. Mr. Spangler moved to endorse the Draft NPRR for Synchronization of PRR698, Remove Default QSE Provisions. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.  

Nodal Transition Outage Management Guideline Plan (See Key Documents)

Woody Rickerson discussed the Nodal Transition Outage Management Guideline Plan for limiting Transmission Element outages during the initial operation of Real-Time systems as required by Nodal Transition Plan Section 5.4.10, Transmission Element and Resource Outages. Mr. Rickerson discussed the 44-Day Plan Period for limiting Transmission Element Outages and discussed the criteria that ERCOT will use to disallow Outages during the Plan Period. Mr. Trefny noted that ERCOT may need to adjust the start and end dates for the Plan Period if Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) is not operating properly when the Plan Period arrives. The TPTF modified the document to indicate that ERCOT may adjust the Plan Period as required to maintain security and ERCOT will “provide timely updates to Market Participants during the Plan Period.” Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Rickerson will discuss the document with the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) on June 14, 2007. Mr. Rickerson agreed to also discuss the document with the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS). Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Nodal Transition Outage Management Guideline Plan as modified by TPTF on June 11, 2007. Dennis Caufield seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 94.4% in favor, 5.6% in opposition, and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The opposing vote was from the Municipal Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 

Nodal Transition Plan (See Key Documents)

Mr. Caufield discussed CenterPoint’s recommended changes to the Nodal Transition Plan for Section 5.4.10, Transmission Elements and Resource Outages. Mr. Caufield recommended removing references to Resources from Section 5.4.10 to align it with the Nodal Transition Outage Management Guideline Plan. The TPTF removed references to Resources as recommended and made minor edits for capitalization throughout the section. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the changes to Section 5.4.10 of the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan as modified at TPTF on June 11, 2007. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. Mr. Doggett will seek TAC approval of the changes to the Nodal Transition Plan.  Mr. Doggett also reminded participants that he will invite the EMS team to discuss Outage Scheduler concerns during a future TPTF meeting. 

EMS Wind Power Forecasting (WPF) CSD (See Key Documents)
Bill Blevins recapped revisions for the WPF CSD recommended by TPTF during the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Blevins noted that the hub-height requirement for meteorological towers had been removed from the CSD. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EMS WPF CSD v0.07 as modified by TPTF on June 11, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (1) and Investor Owned Utility (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 
EDS 3 Approach (See Key Documents)

John Hall discussed the EDS 3 Approach,
 noting that he had changed the title and reduced the details as recommended by TPTF during the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. The TPTF modified the document to indicate which sections will be detailed in the Market Participant Handbooks (i.e., SCED, Load Frequency Control (LFC), CRR, etc.). The TPTF also modified Section 1.4, EDS 3 Market Participant Involvement, to indicate that “data inputs and outputs will be defined in the Market Participant Handbooks.” The TPTF made other minor modifications. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the EDS 3 Approach v0.91 as modified by TPTF on June 11, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. All Market Segments represented.
Draft NPRR for Modeling of Private Use Networks (See Key Documents)

John Adams discussed recent revisions for the Draft NPRR for Modeling of Private Use Networks.
 The TPTF made modifications to clarify the criteria that ERCOT will use for modeling generation supplied from Private Use Networks. Mr. Caufield moved to approve the Draft NPRR for Modeling of Private Use Networks as modified by TPTF on June 11, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Cooperative (1) and Independent Power Marketer (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.
Service Level Agreement (SLA) for Nodal EDS 1 and 2 Environments (See Key Documents)

Raj Sarasa reviewed the disposition of comments for the SLA for the EDS 1 and EDS 2 Environments. Mr. Trefny opined that ERCOT should release its SLAs to correspond with calendar dates rather than testing phases because EDS testing phases will overlap. He suggested that ERCOT should seek first to identify an effective date range for the current SLA document and then to identify an approach for releasing future SLAs by calendar period. Mr. Trefny also expressed concern that provisions for Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) change requests had not been included in the SLA document. Mr. Sarasa noted that the Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) service request process is covered by a separate document,
 as referred to in Section 2, Service Scope Definition. Mr. Sarasa and Aaron Smallwood agreed to work offline with Mr. Trefny to resolve issues for the SLA document. They will return to TPTF with a revised document and disposition spreadsheet. 

NPRR049, Generation Subsystem Changes to Incorporate Approved White Papers

John Bieltz and Raj Chudgar discussed modifications to NPRR049, Generation Subsystem Changes to Incorporate Approved White Papers. The Settlements team recommended removing references to the Updated Desired Base Point from Section 6.5.7.6.1, LFC Process Description, Paragraph (4), because the Updated Desired Base Point does not affect Settlements calculations. The TPTF recommended clarifying this section of NPRR049 by removing the following two sentences: 

“The Updated Desired Base Point includes only the effect of ramping to the Resource Base Point Settlements shall be based on the SCED output Base Point.” 

The TPTF recommended retaining the sentence stating that QSEs will receive an Updated Desired Base Point updated every four seconds by LFC. The TPTF agreed that the Updated Desired Base Point does not affect Settlements calculations. Mr. Bieltz noted he will submit comments to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) based on the TPTF discussion. 
Updated Documents for Commercial Systems (COMS) (See Key Documents)  

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the disposition of comments for the COMS Requirements and CSD documents updated to reflect Baseline 1. He confirmed that the Requirements Specification for Real-Time (RT) Reliability Must Run (RMR) had been revised since the previous TPTF meeting to remove changes for NPRR024, Synchronization of PRRs 627 and 640, because the NPRR was pulled from Baseline 1.
 Mr. Chudgar noted that the Requirements Specifications for RT Energy and Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Energy
 had been deferred during the previous TPTF meeting to allow MPs more time to review the documents. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Requirements Specifications for DAM Energy v1.1, RT RMR v1.11, and RT Energy v1.11 as submitted. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (1) and Independent Power Market (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the comments for the Data Aggregation Requirements v1.9, noting that all comments had been accepted. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Data Aggregation Requirements v1.9 as submitted. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that no changes had been made to the following CSDs: 

· Day Ahead Settlements CSD v1.1 

· Average Incremental Energy Cost (AIEC) Settlement CSD v1.1 

· Eligibility Process For Settlements CSD v1.10 

· Invoices CSD v1.1 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the Day Ahead Settlements CSD v1.1, the AIEC Settlement CSD v1.1, the Eligibility Process for Settlements CSD v1.10, and the Invoices CSD v1.1 as submitted. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.  

Mr. Chudgar reviewed comments for the updated Statements CSD. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the updated Statements CSD v1.9. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.   

Mr. Chudgar reviewed comments for the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) CSD v1.9. For Section 3.11, RUC De-commitment Payment, Marguerite Wagner requested that the COMS team strike the statement, “The amount paid is the amount required to restart the Resource after a RUC De-commitment.” Keely Hilton noted that the statement had been included in the CSD as a clarification for developers. Following discussion, the COMS team agreed to strike the statement from the CSD as requested. Mr. Guermouche suggested that the formula for calculating the de-commitment payment may be incorrect because it recognizes a false relationship with the start-up payment. He agreed to draft an NPRR to change the equation. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will discuss the draft NPRR during the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting. Ms. Wagner recommended updating the disposition spreadsheet for the RUC CSD to indicate that the requirements for seasonal heat rate are located in Nodal Protocol 5.6.1.2(2), Verifiable Minimum-Energy Costs, and that the process will be clarified by WMS. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the RUC CSD v1.9, with the agreement that the clarifying comment will be removed from the document. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented. 
Mr. Chudgar reviewed the comments for the Financial Transfer CSD v1.9. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the Financial Transfer CSD v1.9 as submitted. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (1) and Independent Power Marketers (1) Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.  

Mr. Chudgar reviewed the comments for the MP Registration CSD v1.2. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MP Registration CSD v1.2 as submitted. Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.  

The TPTF consensus was to defer voting for the CRR Balancing Accounts Requirements v1.9 until the COMS team identifies all settlement formulas associated with the document. Mr. Chudgar recommended deferring the other four updated CRR Requirements and the CRR Settlements CSD as well, noting that the COMS team will bring them back with the formulas to request a single vote for the entire CRR package, including:  

· CRR Auction Revenue Disbursement Settlements Requirements 

· CRR Balancing Requirements 

· CRR DAM Settlements Requirements 

· CRR RT Requirements 

· CRR Settlements CSD

Mr. Chudgar intends to seek a vote for this package during the June 25, 2007 TPTF meeting.

MP data elements (See Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale discussed a spreadsheet developed by the COMS team to map MP data elements within ERCOT systems. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the spreadsheet identifies the system of record for each data element, as well as the various systems that will use each data element. Mr. Ragsdale noted that twenty-four of the data elements had been highlighted in the spreadsheet to flag them as startup data from registration that ERCOT will manually enter into the Network Model Management System (NMMS). Mr. Spangler expressed interest in learning the process that will be used to manually enter the startup data for registration. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the spreadsheet will be distributed to TPTF for review with a comments deadline of June 20, 2007. He requested that participants focus their comments on the “Data Elements” worksheet and provide feedback regarding any data elements that may be missing. 

Network Model Update

Mr. Chudgar discussed the Network Model Management System (NMMS). He emphasized that the design baseline for the NMMS Common Information Model (CIM)/eXtensible Markup Language (XML) schema will need to be identified by August 2007 in order for NMMS to be ready for its March 2008 go-live. As a result, any changes for the CIM/ XML schema definition submitted after August 2007 will proceed via the change request process and may not make the March 2008 release. Mr. Chudgar urged participants to submit their change recommendations by the end of August 2007. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:10 p.m. on Monday, June 11, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, June 12, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will discuss change-control items for Baseline 2 during the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting, and he encouraged participants to provide feedback regarding Baseline 2 as soon as possible. Mr. Doggett confirmed that Mr. Hirsch will be invited to provide an update regarding EMS-MMS change control during the meeting. 

Mr. Sullivan noted his intention to approach the Board of Directors (BOD) with an expense plan that may allow vendors to begin incorporating change-items for upcoming program baselines. 

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Requirements Discussion (See Key Documents)

Scott Privette reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDW Requirements Specification for Performance Monitoring & Compliance. Mr. Privette noted that Mr. Adams had agreed to work with TPTF to define the metrics data for reports and extracts. Mr. Privette confirmed that once the data is identified, the EDW team will build the necessary logic for replicating the data from each source system. Mr. Spangler emphasized the need to identify the metrics data as soon as possible to avoid cost and schedule impacts to the program. Mr. Spangler expressed interest in seeing an EDW artifact similar to the COMS spreadsheet for mapping Market Participant Data Elements. He noted that such an artifact would help to ensure that nodal project teams will communicate all requisite data to EDW. Ms. Wagner suggested that the EDW team should request statements from Project Managers confirming that they understand their obligations regarding the data they will need to provide to EDW. Mr. Caufield asked Mr. Privette to describe the process for deriving Functional Requirements for Performance Monitoring and Compliance directly in the EDW Performance Monitoring and Compliance Requirements document. Mr. Caufield also expressed interest in seeing effective dates for metrics compliance. 

Mr. Caufield noted that the requirements for Nodal Protocols Section 8.2, ERCOT Performance Monitoring and Compliance, had been included in Appendix A, rather than the body, of the EDW Performance Monitoring and Compliance Requirements. He asked why they had not been assigned to Functional Requirements in the body of the document. Mr. Privette explained that EDW will not cover any Functional Requirements for Section 8.2 in the EDW document because coverage is already provided by the EMS and MMS Requirements. Mr. Spangler requested that Mr. Privette provide TPTF with a single document or a mapping tool that verifies full coverage for Section 8. Mr. Privette agreed to discuss a coverage matrix during the June 25 -27, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Joint TPTF-PRS Meeting (See PRS Meeting Minutes) 

For the remainder of the meeting day on June 12, 2007, the TPTF and PRS convened a joint meeting to discuss change-control items for Baseline 1. The discussions and votes from the joint meeting are recorded in the PRS meeting minutes. 

Meeting Adjournment

Following the TPTF-PRS meeting, Mr. Doggett adjourned TPTF at 2:32 p.m. on Tuesday, June 12, 2007. 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Discuss NDA issues internally and update TPTF if other solutions become available for reviewing CRR DSD documents. 
	Mr. Sullivan

	Schedule Mr. Hirsch to provide an EMS-MMS update during the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
	T. Doggett, C. Tucker

	Discuss the Nodal Transition Outage Management Guideline Plan with WMS.
	W. Rickerson

	Work offline to identify an effective date range for the SLA for EDS 1 and EDS 2 Environments. Identify an approach for releasing future SLAs by calendar period. 
	A. Smallwood, R. Sarasa, F. Trefny 


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

June 21, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS (via teleconference)

	Blackburn, Don
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU

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

	Emesih, Valentine
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas 

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	GP&L (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	Municipal
	City of Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Johnson, Eddie 
	Cooperative 
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

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

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Cooperative
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Beck, D.W.
	Topaz Power Group (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	City of Brownsville

	Ding, Kevin
	CenterPoint Energy  (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt Energy (via teleconference)

	Reece, Eddy 
	Rayburn Electric  (via teleconference)

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez Energy  (via teleconference)

	Shah, Milap
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Simpson, Lori
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike
	STEC (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Arradian, Mehdi

	Barnes, Bill

	Bauld, Amanda (via teleconference)

	Bieltz, John (via teleconference)

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Gallo, Andy

	Hanna, Michael (via teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna (via teleconference)

	Lau, Kawah (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang 

	McCafferty, Cary (via teleconference)

	Meyerott, Scott (via teleconference)

	Obadina, Diran

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth 

	Ren, Yongjun

	Seely, Chad

	Shaw, Pamela (via teleconference)

	Shirmohammadi, Dariush

	Surendran, Resmi (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, June 21, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· June 25 – 27, 2007 

· July 9 – 10, 2007 

· July 23 – 25, 2007 

Review of Meeting Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the meeting agenda. He identified the primary goals for the meeting as reviewing Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) and establishing TPTF concurrence that the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) white papers on the agenda are essential for go-live. Mr. Doggett noted that Al Hirsch would not be available during the meeting to discuss his plan for synchronizing the Energy Management System (EMS) and Market Management System (MMS) Projects to Baseline 2. The discussion was rescheduled for the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting.
Consider Approval of June 11 – 12, 2007 Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the June 11 – 12, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. Chad Seely clarified some points from his June 11th update by confirming that Market Participants’ employees who originally signed individual Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs) for reviewing Detail System Design (DSD) documents may still opt to use their individual NDAs toward accessing DSD documents because they signed with apparent authority on behalf of their MPs. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Seely distribute an announcement to this effect. The TPTF accepted all changes to the draft minutes as submitted and made minor edits for punctuation. Nick Fehrenbach moved to approve the June 11 – 12, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes as amended by TPTF. Floyd Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions. 

MMS Project- Review of NPRRs (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF comments for the MMS and Commercial Systems (COMS) NPRRs discussed during the meeting would be submitted to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS).

NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance

John Adams discussed NPRR074. Don Blackburn requested that TPTF be given more time to review the NPRR before approving it. Other participants agreed, noting that the new language in the NPRR represents significant change. Mr. Doggett agreed to defer the discussion of NPRR074 until the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that the NPRR would be distributed through TPTF Review with a comments deadline of 12 p.m. on Monday, June 25, 2007. 

NPRR071, Trade Validation by Matching Identical Trade Submissions

Mr. Doggett noted that NPRR071 addresses the concept of trade validation as agreed upon by TPTF during the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. Bill Blevins discussed the current validation logic, noting that each trade must be confirmed by both the buyer and the seller in order to be validated by ERCOT. Mr. Blevins noted that whenever a new trade is submitted, it will supplant any previously-submitted trade for the same time period. Mr. Blackburn noted that ERCOT will need to develop a methodology for accepting overlapping trades whenever the buyer/seller designation is different. Mr. Trefny moved to approve NPRR071, Trade Validation by Matching Identical Trade Submissions. Mr. Blackburn seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (2) and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments represented. 

NPRR070, Changes to Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Clearing Start Time Allocation of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs) in DAM

Xingwang Ma discussed NPRR070. The TPTF consensus was to reject the changes recommended for Section 4.5.1, DAM Clearing Process, Paragraph (1), and to retain the original language stating that ERCOT shall start the DAM clearing process at 1000 in the Day-Ahead. TPTF clarified the “process” starts at 1000 and the process can include validation.  Because Section 4 was not changed, the TPTF deleted references to Section 4 from the NPRR. To allow ERCOT more time to evaluate MCFRI impacts, the TPTF changed Section 7.7.3(3), Allocation of MCFRIs, Paragraph (3), to indicate that the allocation will occur “no later than one hour prior to the DAM” rather than “by 0600 prior to the DAM.” The TPTF noted that the NPRR avoids an additional offline study tool and the Overall Market Benefit of the NPRR is to synchronize “the network model used for MCFRI allocation with that used in the DAM.” Marguerite Wagner moved to approve NPRR070 as modified by TPTF. Mr. Blackburn seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment was not represented.  

NPRR069, Changes to Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Up Ramp Rate (SURAMP)

Mr. Ma discussed the changes for the SURAMP calculation. The TPTF modified the variable description for RAMPRATE to clarify when it should be set equal to the Normal Ramp Rate and when it should be set equal to the Emergency Ramp Rate. The Revision Description was modified accordingly. Mr. Trefny moved to approve NPRR069 as modified by TPTF on June 21, 2007. Kenan Ogelman seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment. The Independent Generator and IREP Market Segments were not represented. 
COMS Project- Review of NPRRs (See Key Documents)

NPRR068, Settlement Clarifications to Startup Eligibility, Decommitment Payments, and Corrections to Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) formulas 

Kenneth Ragsdale discussed clarifications for Startup Eligibility, noting that: ERCOT will consider Resource Status rather than breaker status when determining Startup Eligibility; and, ERCOT will settle decommitment payments within the originating Operating Day instead of settling them across multiple Operating Days. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the formulas for RUC had been adjusted accordingly. Mr. Ragsdale also confirmed that ERCOT Settlements will receive timestamps for online Resource Status. Mr. Trefny moved to approve NPRR068 as submitted. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and six abstentions from the Municipal (1), IOU (1), and Consumer (4) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.
NPRR075, Section 9, Settlements Clean-up 

Mr. Ragsdale discussed Nodal Protocol clean-ups associated with the COMS Business Requirements, Use Cases, and Conceptual System Designs (CSDs). Keely Hilton confirmed for MPs that NPRR075 does not remove any language from the Nodal Protocols. Participants inquired why the payment deadline for invoice recipients had been changed from 5p.m. (1700) to 3 p.m. (1500). Andy Gallo explained that the deadline had been changed to give ERCOT a two-hour window for pursuing default issues within the originating business day. The TPTF did not object to the deadline change, but the TPTF consensus was to submit it in a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) first and then to consider it in an NPRR once the PRR is approved. As a result, the TPTF changed all instances of “1500” back to “1700” in the NPRR. Mr. Fehrenbach recommended clarifying to PRS that TPTF did not object to the deadline change but only to the lack of a PRR. Carrie Tucker noted that the clarification would be included in the comments sent to PRS. Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve TPTF comments for NPRR075, Section 9, Settlements Clean-Up. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (2) and IOU (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. 
NPRR073, Update of Sections 6.6 and 6.7 Due to Requirements, Use Cases, and CSDs 

Mr. Ragsdale reviewed changes for the settlement calculations and variable descriptions in NPRR073. No one objected to the changes. The TPTF made no further changes. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve NPRR073, Update of Sections 6.6 and 6.7 Due To Requirements, Use Cases, and CSDs, as submitted. Mr. Ogelman seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the IOU (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.

NPRR072, Day-Ahead Reliability Must-Run (RMR) Settlement Clarifications 

Mr. Ragsdale discussed NPRR072, noting that the purpose for the changes was to make the calculations for RMR Settlements more transparent and easier to perform. Mr. Ragsdale noted that no changes were made to the amounts paid or the amounts received for RMR. No one objected to the changes. The TPTF made no further changes. Mr. Trefny moved to approve NPRR072 as submitted. Mr. Ogelman seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the IOU (1) and Consumer (2) Market segments. All Market Segments were represented. 

Discussion of Baseline 1 IDA White Papers and Change Items (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett noted that during the joint TPTF-PRS meeting on June 12, 2007, MPs had requested more details regarding the IDA white papers and Change Items (CIs) included in Baselines 1 and 2. Diran Obadina discussed these items in the context of their necessity for go-live.  

White Paper: IDA002, Time Standards Daylight Saving Time (DST)

Mr. Obadina discussed the IDA002 white paper, which describes how nodal systems will handle DST and time standardization. The costs associated with the white paper primarily affect MMS and result from inconsistencies with the time format used in the ABB base product. 

White Paper: IDA004, Power Flow Consistency Requirements

Mr. Obadina discussed the IDA004 white paper, which aims at ensuring consistent settings and parameters across power flow applications. Mr. Obadina confirmed that the white paper is not intended to change any of the Nodal Protocols. The costs associated with the white paper primarily affect EMS/MMS and result from a lack of provisions in the vendor’s base product for shift factors based on distributed load. 

White Paper: IDA007, Load Rollover 

Mr. Obadina discussed the IDA007 white paper, which aims at standardizing the way Load Rollover is implemented across all nodal systems. The costs associated with the white paper primarily affect MMS and result from a lack of provisions for Load Rollover in the ABB base product. Mr. Trefny recommended clarifying the white paper to indicate that the 10 Megawatt restriction associated with the modeling of Load Rollover applies to the sum of all Load values involved in a rollover event. Mr. Obadina modified the white paper as recommended.

White Paper: IDA009, Special Protection Scheme (SPS) and Remedial Action Plan (RAP) Modeling—including CI10, Business Process for SPS/RAP 

Mr. Obadina discussed the IDA009 white paper, which describes how nodal systems will address SPS and RAP. The costs associated with the white paper primarily affect MMS and result from a lack of SPS/RAP provisions in the ABB base product.  

White Paper: IDA013, Seasonal/Temperature/Hydrogen Pressure based Reactive Capacity Curves and MW Capability Curve
Mr. Obadina discussed the IDA013 white paper, which describes the modeling of reactive capability curves. The costs associated with the white paper primarily affect MMS owing to the absence of provisions for reactive capability curves in the ABB base product. Mr. Trefny noted that the white paper’s treatment of High Sustained Limit (HSL) and Unit Reactive Limit (URL) was inconsistent with the Nodal Protocols. Following some discussion, the TPTF consensus was to remove HSL and URL from the white paper. Mr. Obadina took an action item to clarify the white paper regarding its treatment of HSL and URL. Mr. Obadina also noted that the HSL/URL issues need to be addressed somewhere, and he agreed to document the issue for a future TPTF discussion. An item was added to the TPTF Punch List to discuss HSL and URL further during a future TPTF meeting.  

Change Item: CI57, Move Resource Parameters from Registration to MMS 

Mr. Obadina discussed CI57, noting that MMS will provide a market-facing interface to allow MPs to update Resource Parameters near Real Time (RT). The MMS will push any updated data it receives to downstream nodal systems. The costs for CI57 will primarily affect MMS, but they will also affect the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP), which is responsible for interfacing MMS to other nodal systems. 
Change Item: CI67, Non-Spinning Deployment

Mr. Blackburn noted that MPs need ERCOT to identify how it will instruct Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) to deploy Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin). He also noted that MPs need ERCOT to identify the format that will be used to dispatch instructions (i.e., eXtensible Markup Language (XML) or Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP)), as well as the document that describes the process. Mr. Obadina took an action item to discuss the issue with Mr. Hirsch. 
Mr. Trefny moved to approve the white papers and change items in Baseline 1—WPIDA002, WPIDA004, WPIDA007 (as modified by TPTF to clarify the Load Rollover amounts), WPIDA009, WPIDA013 (except to remove references to HSL and to remove paragraphs for future consideration), CI57, and CI67—as necessary for go-live. An ERCOT action item will apply to CI67 for providing TPTF with deployment mechanisms. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and six abstentions from the Independent Generators (1), Consumers (4), and IOU (1) Market Segments. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

Baseline 2 White Papers and Change Items (See Key Documents)

Change Item: CI81, Market Participant Identity Management

The TPTF discussed CI81 and determined that it will be essential for go-live. 

White Paper: IDA003, Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling

Mr. Obadina described the IDA003 white paper, noting that the implementation costs primarily affect COMS, EMS, MMS, EIP, and the Network Modeling Management System (NMMS). Mr. Obadina noted that the maximum number of allowable configurations for any given CCU plant will be limited to the number of CCUs in the plant. 

White Paper: IDA015, NMMS Data Interfaces to Other Systems 

Mr. Obadina discussed the IDA015 white paper, noting that the cost drivers are still being identified. The nodal teams are still determining the best methods for exchanging and processing the large amounts of data that will be required to maintain and update the Common Information Model (CIM) in each affected nodal system (i.e., NMMS, EMS, MMS, Outage Scheduler, and Congestion Revenue Right (CRR)/Planning). Curtis Crews reminded TPTF that the CIM/XML schema definition will be frozen at the end of August 2007. 

White Paper: IDA021, Load Models 
Mr. Obadina described the purpose of the IDA021 white paper for addressing the Load modeling issues identified by Nexant during the State Estimator improvement project. Mr. Obadina identified how Load relationships, Load adaptation logic, and Load schedules were being redefined to address the issues. Mr. Obadina noted that the cost impacts were still being confirmed by affected Project teams. 

White Paper: IDA041, Split Generation Resource (SGR) Modeling 

Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Obadina would be re-scheduled to discuss the IDA041 white paper during the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting.

White Paper: IDA045, Locational Marginal Price (LMP) Accuracy Standards

Mr. Obadina noted that the IDA045 white paper describes various rules for LMP checking. The cost drivers remain to be identified. Mr. Trefny noted that the Nodal Protocols do not require the development of separate accuracy standards for LMPs. He also noted that LMP accuracy should result from implementing the State Estimator Standards that were approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The TPTF consensus was to exclude the IDA045 white paper from the list of Baseline 2 items under consideration.  

Mr. Trefny moved to approve white papers and change items in Baseline 2 (IDA003, IDA015, IDA021, IDA041, and CI81) as essential for go-live. The content for WPIDA003, WPIDA015, and WPIDA041 will be reviewed by TPTF at a future date. Bret Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented.

MMS White Paper- Dynamically Scheduled Resources (DSRs) Output Schedule Validation (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Ma discussed the methodology for validating DSR schedules each time SCED runs. The TPTF consensus was to defer approving the white paper and to hold an offline discussion regarding how the refund option for Pre-Assigned CRRs (PCRRs) will work in the context of the methodology described in the white paper. Ms. Wagner agreed to send an invitation to the TPTF exploder announcing the offline discussion. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 4:57 p.m. on Thursday, June 21, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Distribute a revised notice to the TPTF exploder detailing use of individual NDAs of MPs with current NDA process for DSD documents.
	C. Seely

	Distribute NPRR074 through TPTF Review for a brief period of comment to end at 12 p.m. on Monday, June 25, 2007. 
	J. Adams, TPTF Review

	Discuss and identify the processes and format (i.e., XML versus ICCP) that ERCOT will use to deploy Non-Spin. 
	D. Obadina, A. Hirsch

	Document the issues of HSL and URL for further discussion at TPTF. 
	D. Obadina
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	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint (via teleconference)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	City of Dallas (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Hou, Jonathan
	ABB

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	Hunter, Amy
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	Kelly, Devon
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
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	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Lozano, Rafael
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	Marx, Eddie
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	Mersiowsky, Steve
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	Quin, Scott
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	Rayburn Electric (via teleconference)
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	Trietsch, Brad
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	Adams, John

	Bieltz, John 

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cote, Daryl

	Crews, Curtis

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Dumas, John (via teleconference)
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	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted
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	Horne, Kate

	Kasparian, Ken

	Kerr, Stephen

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)
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Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, June 25, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the MetCenter:

· July 9 – 10, 2007 

· July 23 – 25, 2007

· August 13 – 14, 2007 

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes 
Mr. Doggett noted that approval for the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes would be deferred to the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the status of the nodal program. Mr. Sullivan described how the program dimensions of Schedule and Scope/Quality were once jeopardized by staffing and Baseline issues. He noted that the staffing issues have been resolved, and the baseline issues are approaching resolution as projects become synchronized to Baseline 2. As a result, Mr. Sullivan noted that the dimensions of Schedule and Scope/Quality are now considered to be back on course. However, Mr. Sullivan is not ready to rate either dimension green owing to two primary issues. First the Board of Directors (BOD) still needs to approve the remaining Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) for Baselines 1 and 2, including the essential change items that add cost to the $263 million budget. Mr. Sullivan expressed confidence that once the BOD approves these items, the status of the Scope/Quality dimension may be declared green. Second, vendors still need to incorporate change items into their software builds. Mr. Sullivan identified this vendor issue as his strongest deterrent to declaring a green status for the dimension of Schedule, but he expects to see progress in this area over the next few weeks. Some Market Participants (MPs) suggested that the dimension of Scope/Quality may also be negatively affected by the outstanding issue of Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs), which is impeding the review process for Detail System Design (DSD) documents. 

Participants requested an update regarding the Application Programming Interface (API) for the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Project. Mr. Sullivan noted that the CRR API is not included in either Baseline 1 or 2, and he reminded TPTF that the BOD had rejected the item as a change in scope. Mr. Sullivan requested that MPs who would like to help him pursue the issue should plan to make a case for the CRR API during the BOD meeting on July 17, 2007. 

Bob Spangler expressed concern that staffing may not be sufficient to execute the necessary testing sequences for Early Delivery Systems (EDS), especially EDS 3. Mr. Doggett noted that Daryl Cote could address EDS staffing later in the meeting. D.S. Mai requested that Mr. Sullivan rank the program dimensions according to baseline; Mr. Sullivan noted the rankings as follows: 

	
	Scope/Quality
	Cost
	Schedule

	Baseline 1
	Green
	Green
	Amber

	Baseline 2
	Amber
	Amber
	Red

	Overall Program
	Amber
	Amber
	Amber


Mr. Sullivan closed his presentation with a preview of the web-based Readiness Scorecard. He noted that market responses to the readiness questionnaires had been minimal, and he reminded MPs that full participation is important for the success of self-reporting, which is still scheduled to begin in July.

Review Process for Updating Project Docs to each new Baseline

Mr. Doggett solicited TPTF feedback regarding the best method for reviewing project documents as they are updated to incorporate Baselines 1 and 2. Mr. Spangler suggested that the approach to reviewing documents individually may not be the most efficient way to cover the review workload, and he voiced his support for holding a single TPTF discussion with all of the project teams at once. Floyd Trefny recommended reducing the attendance for such a meeting to only those project teams whose updates for Baseline 2 involve cost impacts, specifically Energy Management System (EMS), Market Management System (MMS), and Commercial Systems (COMS). Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT will try to stagger the release of updated documents destined for review so that TPTF will have sufficient time to consider all of the updated documents prior to a group meeting with the appropriate project teams. The TPTF requested that project teams observe the following guidelines when synchronizing their documents to Baseline 2:

1. Begin with blackline versions of the documents most recently approved by TPTF 

2. Use the “Track Changes” feature to create redlines that address only the synchronizing changes

3. Minimize the ink by focusing on delivery rather than on editorial changes. 

Mr. Spangler emphasized that TPTF is interested in reviewing substantive changes; all editorial and clean-up activities should be reserved for a polishing phase afterward. 

MMS Project Update (See Key Documents)

Resmi Surendran discussed the MMS white paper Verification of Resource Status, Energy Offer Curves (EOCs), Output Schedules, and Incremental/Decremental Offers for Dynamically Scheduled Resources (DSRs). She noted that ERCOT will no longer reject submissions for Offer Curves and Output Schedules that conflict with COP or the telemetered Resource status. Instead, ERCOT will send warning messages to the appropriate Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs). The TPTF made minor clarifications to the white paper. Ms. Surendran noted that the changes recommended in the white paper will require a Change Request. No one objected to the recommended changes. Ms. Surendran noted that the MMS team will incorporate the changes into the MMS Business Requirements and Conceptual System Design (CSD) documents as part of their process for synchronizing the MMS documentation to Baseline 2. 

MMS Project- Update on Outage Scheduler CSD (See Key Documents)

Curtis Crews discussed several graphic examples describing how electrical busses may be configured for inclusion in the Network Model. He invited MPs to email him any questions they may have at ccrews@ercot.com. Robert Matlock and Woody Rickerson discussed the current design of the Outage Scheduler, noting that it requires MPs to identify the breakers and switches involved in any Outages they enter into the Outage Scheduler. CenterPoint Energy’s Valentine Emesih, Dennis Caufield, and Manny Munoz expressed concern over the  "Electrical Buses" term, which they view as an ERCOT market concept that does not need to be added as another layer of data to be tracked by Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) via the Outage Scheduler and that can add significant cost to TSP operations through additional manpower and other EMS and Outage scheduling software. Furthermore, CenterPoint Energy views the application of the Electrical Bus concept as primarily for settlement purposes and that, therefore, ERCOT should be solely responsible for their determination and maintenance. Mr. Spangler opined that MPs entering Outages should be given the option to either enter the breakers and switches involved in an Outage or to simply name the Electrical Buses involved. After a lengthy discussion, the TPTF arrived at the consensus that ERCOT should be able to determine the "Electrical Bus" energized status based on breaker/switches statuses. Mr. Doggett agreed to meet offline with Woody Rickerson and Mr. Spangler to discuss how the Nodal Protocols might be clarified to address the TPTF and Market Participant concerns. Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion of the Outage Scheduler and Electrical Buses will resume during a future TPTF meeting. 

COMS- Discussion of Ancillary Service (AS) Payments (See Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale discussed the option of making AS payments to Resources instructed to provide AS after having been brought online by Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) or Hourly RUC (HRUC). Mr. Ragsdale noted that if AS payments should be made, then an NPRR will be required. The TPTF consensus was that AS payments should not be made. Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT Operations will be invited to discuss this topic with TPTF. He also invited MPs who believe ERCOT should make AS payments for this scenario to submit an NPRR.   

Discussion of Bus Naming Convention

Manny Munoz inquired about the progress that has been made in renaming substation Buses. Mr. Doggett noted that Raj Chudgar will be asked to provide a status report on the bus naming convention. 

Discussion of Overall Traceability Plan (See Key Documents)

Mr. Ragsdale discussed the current plan for mapping Nodal Protocols to the Business Requirements for each nodal project. The plan uses RequisitePro and QualityCenter as mapping tools to allow the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) team to identify outstanding Nodal Protocols and to re-assign them to the appropriate project teams for coverage. 

IDA Project- Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling White Paper (See Key Documents)

Bill Blevins reviewed the disposition of comments for the IDA white paper on CCU modeling. Mr. Blevins discussed IDA recommendations for limiting the number of CCU configurations to the number of physical units in the ERCOT system. Mr. Blevins noted that the ERCOT system contains around 230 CCUs, so the white paper had been updated to indicate that the number of possible CCU configurations would be set to less than 250 for the entire ERCOT system. The TPTF modified the white paper to indicate that the number of configurations will be set to “no less than 250.” Mr. Trefny moved to approve the IDA003 white paper, Combined-Cycle Unit Modeling in the Nodal Design, v0.92, as modified by TPTF on June 25, 2007. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 80% in favor, 20% in opposition, and six abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment. The opposing votes were from the Independent Generator Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

IDA Project- Split-Generation Resource (SGR) Modeling (See Key Documents)

Mr. Blevins reviewed the disposition of comments for the IDA white paper on SGR Modeling. Mr. Trefny opined that the white paper still has some problems regarding how the State Estimator works with physical units. Dan Bailey moved to approve the IDA041 white paper, Split Generation Resource Modeling, v0.92, as submitted. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Generator Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented.   

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:04 p.m. on Monday, June 25, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, June 26, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

Training Update (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu discussed the progress of training development. Mr. Hailu announced that the Web-Based Training (WBT) module for Transition to Nodal Markets and Start-Up Testing was recently launched to the market, and the classroom training for Load Serving Entity (LSE) 201 is scheduled to being on July 27, 2007 at the MetCenter in Austin. Participants may register for either of these courses through the Learning Management System (LMS) online. Regarding upcoming releases, Mr. Hailu noted that Non-Opt-In Entity (NOIE) QSE Operations is still on track for a classroom release in August and a WBT release in September. The upcoming releases for the Basic Training Program are also on track, with the classroom release scheduled for September. Mr. Hailu noted that the Basic Training Program will be delivered in the same format as the annual System Operator Training Seminar, which allows System Operators to complete their training during one week of six consecutive weeks to accommodate their shift schedules. The TPTF discussed the need to reduce the number of weeks used for the fall session and to defer them until the spring. Mr. Trefny emphasized the need for ERCOT to advertise the Basic Training Program to ensure an adequate market response. He recommended that Mr. Hailu pursue advertising opportunities by delivering a training presentation to committees such as the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS), the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS), and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Mr. Hailu agreed to promote visibility for training courses by advertising them to the various stakeholder committees. Mr. Trefny opined that the springtime schedule for the Basic Training Program may conflict with the regularly scheduled System Operator Training Seminar. Mr. Hailu noted that he is still determining the best way to navigate the springtime schedule. Mr. Hailu confirmed that he may make plans to expand enrollment opportunities by offering the Basic Training Program offsite during the fall of 2007. The offsite option will depend upon ERCOT’s staffing levels, as well as market response to the springtime session. Some participants suggested breaking up the Basic Training Program into smaller units that will allow System Operators to absorb key concepts for EDS testing prior to enrolling for the more intensive springtime session. 

Mr. Hailu discussed the attendance and testing statistics for MPs and ERCOT staff who have completed the coursework for Nodal 101:The Basics and Economics of Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP). Mr. Hailu plans to provide monthly reports on attendance and testing to both TPTF and to Accountable Executives (AEs). The reports for TPTF will provide an overview based on aggregated statistics while the reports for AEs will provide a more granular view customized by shop. 

Mr. Spangler suggested updating the Nodal Training Readiness webpage 
 with more specific descriptions regarding what ERCOT expects from AEs for each course in the training curriculum. Mr. Spangler suggested that any expectations that are posted on the webpage could be reflected in the self-reporting questionnaire so that AEs will have a way to verify to ERCOT that they have met the training expectations described on the Nodal Training Readiness webpage. Mr. Hailu noted that he will review the content of the Nodal Training Readiness webpage to ensure it reflects sufficient details regarding ERCOT’s expectations. 

Mr. Hailu closed his presentation with a discussion of coursework that needs to be developed for User Interface (UI) training related to MMS, CRR, and Outage Scheduler. Mr. Hailu noted that he will analyze the training options and then update TPTF regarding his recommended course descriptions, along with any necessary changes for the approved training curriculum document.   

Market Readiness Update (See Key Documents)

Tim Pare discussed metric scoring and demonstrated a mock-up of the web-based Metric Scorecard. Mr. Pare noted that the mock-up was based on results from the first batch of survey questionnaires, although the market response had been low. Once the scorecard is live, MPs will be able to download and print their individual scorecards and to compare their performance against other MPs. Mr. Pare noted that ERCOT is still considering the details regarding granularity and accessibility for online metrics data. Mr. Spangler suggested that both the survey questionnaire and the scorecard should use a consistent format for categorizing metrics data so that MPs may easily identify their reported data whenever they access their scorecards online. Mr. Pare displayed a prototype of the Hall of Fame/Wall of Shame, noting that it will post the readiness status for each company by metric category and by MP type. Naomi Richard expressed interest in being able to access readiness history for individual MP scorecards. Jim Reynolds expressed concern that LSEs may not be receiving communication regarding the survey questionnaire. Mr. Doggett noted that an additional notice will be distributed to LSEs. Kate Horne discussed the Nodal Transition Readiness Center. She reminded MPs that they may use the Transition Readiness Center to download documents related to EDS testing activities. She noted that a guide explaining the survey questionnaire is also available for download.
 Ms. Horne reminded TPTF that a Nodal Groups webpage has been built onto ercot.com to communicate meeting activities for the Market Information System (MIS) Subgroup, for the API Subgroup, and for the EDS and Registration Projects.
 Ms. Richard requested that ERCOT post the user guides for each project to the Transition Readiness Center. Mr. Trefny suggested advertising the Transition Readiness Center in the stakeholder committees to help ensure that all MPs become familiar with using it as a readiness resource.  

Readiness Metric Inventory (See Key Documents)   

Steve Grendel reviewed the disposition of comments for the Readiness Metric Inventory. Participants recommended clarifying the percentages used for metric criteria throughout the document to make it easier to evaluate metrics for completion. Mr. Spangler recommended referencing the appropriate EDS documentation for metrics associated with EDS testing. Mr. Grendel confirmed that the Readiness Metrics Inventory will be updated with links to the EDS handbooks as the handbooks are developed. Regarding MP5, Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Point-to-Point (PTP) Telemetry Test, Mr. Grendel took an action item to work on submitting a nodalized version of the Telemetry Standard to TAC. The TPTF recommended striking MP7, MP use of MIS, with the expectation that the criteria will be met during the 168-Hour Test. Mr. Grendel agreed to strike metric MP7 from the document. 

The review of the Readiness Metric Inventory was suspended for a discussion of NPRR074 (see the Readiness Metric Inventory continued below).

NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance (See Key Documents) 

John Adams reviewed the comments for NPRR074. Don Blackburn inquired if Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) and Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin) will be deployed via ICCP, and he asked where this information is documented. Mr. Mai noted that Table 19 of the ICCP Handbook 
 indicates that ICCP will be used for RRS data sent to QSEs from ERCOT. Mr. Adams took an action item to verify that the ICCP format will be used for RRS and that the eXtensible Markup Language (XML) format will be used for Non-Spin and for RRS for Load Resources. The TPTF modified the length for the allowable timeframes wherein Generation Resources will update their AS and Non-Spin Schedules during qualification testing. The TPTF also recommended removing Section 8.1.2.3.2, Responsive Reserve Service Capacity Monitoring Criteria, and Section 8.1.2.4.1, Regulation Service Energy Deployment Criteria. Mr. Trefny moved to forward TPTF comments for NPRR074 to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS). Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 85.7% in favor, 14.3% in opposition, and two abstentions from the Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) (1) and Independent Generator (1) Market Segments. The opposing votes were from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented. 
Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) Project- Readiness Metric Inventory (Continued)   

Mr. Grendel continued the review of comments for the Readiness Metric Inventory. Participants recommended striking the table from the metric MP12, MP Completes EDS-3 Related Training. Mr. Grendel noted that he would strike the table from MP12 and reference the TAC-approved training criteria instead. After reviewing the remaining comments, Mr. Grendel noted that the IRT team would update the Readiness Metric Inventory based on the discussion from the meeting and then circulate the document for a new period of comment. The TPTF requested that the IRT team include a note in its review announcement to identify the projected timeframe for approving all of the metrics. 

IRT Project- Registration and Qualification Update (See Key Documents)

Registration Forms

Matt Mereness reviewed comments for the IRT Registration forms. Regarding the Transmission Service Provider (TSP) Application, Mr. Mereness noted that no comments had been received. Regarding the CRR Application, Mr. Mereness highlighted a comment suggesting that a field for cell-phone information be included for the financial contact. Mr. Mereness agreed to share this comment with Art Deller, although participants agreed that the document would be acceptable either way. Regarding the Attestation for Qualification of Ancillary Services, the TPTF made edits to strike superfluous language. The TPTF confirmed that all issues for the document had been addressed. Mr. Mereness agreed to distribute the modified Attestation document following his presentation. Mr. Doggett noted that the Registration forms would be included in the Meeting Output file. 

Registration and Qualification Guide

Mr. Mereness reviewed comments for the Registration and Qualification Guide. Mr. Mereness noted that the early EDS 3 Resource Parameter data had been removed from Step R4, Resource Asset Registration, to avoid confusing it with the go-live data required for the formal Registration process. Mr. Mereness noted that he would check the document to remove any details that are already covered by the EDS documentation. Participants discussed various scenarios for QSEs who enter the qualification process late in EDS testing. 

Draft Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF)

Mr. Mereness provided an initial review of the RARF. He noted that it would be released for review by the end of the week. Mr. Spangler requested that the IRT team identify the stub data that MPs should have ready by EDS 3, and he expressed interest in knowing the timeframe for submitting the more comprehensive data to ERCOT. 

EDS Testing Philosophy (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Cote discussed the EDS testing philosophy, including the approach to controlled testing, parallel operations, and the 168-Hour Test. Mr. Spangler noted that while TPTF will not expect to scrutinize every test result, it will need to review sufficient summary-level test results to confidently ascertain whether the integrated nodal systems satisfactorily implement the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler also expressed concern that staffing levels may be insufficient for EDS testing. Mr. Cote noted that staffing levels have been relatively low during the testing definition phase, but they will be increased to handle testing execution. The discussion for the EDS Testing Philosophy was suspended until Wednesday morning (see this discussion continued below). 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:10 p.m. on Tuesday, June 26, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, June 27, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day.

EDS Testing Philosophy (Continued)

Mr. Cote continued his discussion of the EDS Testing Philosophy. Mr. Blackburn noted that MPs have not yet had the chance to test their ability to receive messages from ERCOT through an API. Ken Kasparian noted that the basic package for testing bid acceptance and errors is planned for Sandbox release in July, and it will include specifications regarding how MPs should plan to build their listeners for testing the Acceptance and Error notifications as part of phase 1. He also noted that the testing for other notifications is scheduled for the September-October timeframe. 

EDS Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) MP Handbook (See Key Documents)
Mr. Kasparian reviewed comments for the EDS SCED MP Handbook. Mr. Spangler recommended moving the XML samples to an appendix with a disclaimer indicating that the samples are subject to change and are not governed by the approval of the document. Mr. Blackburn recommended using a versioning scheme to identify each of the web-service releases instead of replacing the web services as they are updated. The use of a versioning scheme would help MPs to identify different baseline targets as they build, test, and upgrade their systems. Mr. Blackburn also recommended including validation rules for start- and end-states as an active part of the handbook. Mr. Cote noted that end-state validation rules ought to be documented by the MMS team. Mr. Doggett noted that the topic of validation rules will be opened as an item on the TPTF Punch List. Mr. Spangler requested that the EDS team flag each SCED Phase as it is approved in the SCED Handbook. Mr. Kasparian noted that he will put a table in the front of the SCED Handbook to track the approval history for each Phase. Mr. Spangler moved to approve Sections 1, 2, and 3 of the SCED MP Handbook, v0.91, with changes approved by TPTF on June 26, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer and IREP Market Segments were not represented.  

EMS Project- Update on the EMS CSD

Mr. Doggett noted that the EMS CSD had been pulled from the nodal website owing to vendor issues related to Intellectual Property (IP). Mr. Doggett noted that the next version of the EMS CSD will be posted and distributed soon, and he confirmed that the distribution notice will indicate which sections of the document were updated to remove IP components. Mr. Doggett confirmed that TPTF will have the opportunity to discuss the IP issues with Mr. Sullivan during the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting.

EMS/MMS Projects- Synchronization to Baseline 2 (See Key Documents)
Jeff Robinson discussed the plan for synchronizing the EMS/MMS Projects to Baseline 2. He noted that the project teams are currently working with AREVA and ABB to incorporate changes and to update documentation. The teams are planning to release the updated documentation to TPTF for review in mid-August, with the expectation of reviewing comments during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. The project teams plan to seek approval for the updated Requirements in September and to seek approval for the updated CSDs by October. Mr. Robinson confirmed that the approvals targeted for October will represent end-state documents for EMS/MMS through Baseline 2. He noted that the Baseline functionality for the changes will take longer, so he discussed the new schedule for pre-Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) and FAT. The EMS/MMS teams plan to have FAT completed by end of January 2008. Mr. Robinson noted that the targeted dates are tentative. No one objected to the dates.    

UI Discussion (See Key Documents)
Gary Macomber discussed the methods, guidelines, and standards that ERCOT is using to create UIs. He described a two-part plan for ensuring consistent user experience and visual design across all nodal projects. The first part of the plan aims at creating artifacts and performing software evaluation. The second part aims at integrating project UIs. Kristy Ashley inquired when MPs may expect to see MMS wireframes. She noted that market feedback represents an important element in the development of user-oriented interfaces. Mr. Doggett noted that he will share Ms. Ashley’s concern with Mr. Sullivan and request an update for an upcoming TPTF meeting. Regarding next steps, Mr. Macomber noted that he will schedule some workshops to allow MPs to provide feedback on the conceptual re-designs of UIs. Mr. Macomber agreed that he will be able to dial-in during the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting to provide an update.   
COMS Requirements and CSD (See Key Documents)
Justin Rasberry discussed the updated CRR documents that were deferred from the June 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Rasberry reminded TPTF that the documents had been deferred to await approval as a single package pending a COMS review of the settlement formulas associated with the CRR Balancing Requirements document. Mr. Rasberry noted that no changes were needed for the settlement formulas, and all of the updated documents had been carried from the June 11th meeting with no modifications, including: 

· CRR Auction Revenue Disbursement Settlements Requirements 

· CRR Balancing Requirements 

· CRR DAM Settlements Requirements 

· CRR RT Requirements 

· CRR Settlements CSD

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the four updated COMS CRR Requirements documents and COMS CRR CSD (see the bulleted list above). Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Consumer, Independent Power Marketer, and IREP Market Segments were not represented. 

MIS Update (See Key Documents)
Adam Martinez provided an MIS Update. He noted that the MIS Sandbox had received limited market feedback, so the existing version of the MIS Sandbox will be extended into July. As a result, participants should expect the existing version of the MIS Sandbox to be available for at least two additional weeks. Mr. Martinez noted that the next releases for MIS will target EDS 3 and EDS 4. The code and documentation for Build 1 has been provided by the vendor and will serve as the baseline build. Afterward, Build 1.5 will address EDS 3, and Build 2 will address EDS 4. Mr. Martinez noted that the MIS team will incorporate the necessary changes for Nodal Program Baselines 1 and 2 into their release cycles. Regarding the MIS Paper Prototype, Mr. Martinez noted that the MIS Subgroup is working with MPs to incorporate market feedback. The MIS team plans to release a final version of the Paper Prototype for review during the August-September timeframe. Mr. Martinez reminded TPTF that the Nodal Protocol requirements for MIS reports and extracts had been listed in the MIS content inventory. He confirmed that the MIS team is currently reviewing the content inventory with the other nodal project teams and synchronizing it with the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Nodal Data Inventory Master List (i.e., the “green” list). 

IDA Update- External Interfaces Specification and Web Services (See Key Documents)
Mr. Kerr discussed the recent updates for the External Interfaces Specification, v1.01. He noted that the major changes included the addition of notifications and the Pending state. Regarding notifications, Mr. Kerr discussed a flowchart describing how notifications will be posted to the MIS Portal and sent to MP listeners for acknowledgement. Regarding the Pending state, Mr. Kerr noted that an initial submission validation will occur prior to the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) validation. Mr. Kerr described the data flow for the Pending state and noted that the rules regarding DAM validation will be published by the MMS team. Submission validation will be addressed in the next major revision of the External Interfaces Specification sometime in early August. Mr. Blackburn requested that ERCOT communicate updates for XML payloads as soon as they are identified rather than waiting for each release of the document to be approved. Mr. Kerr noted that he will distribute updates as quickly as possible whenever they represent changes to known fields. 

Mr. Kerr confirmed that ERCOT will expose a subscription service allowing MPs to pull daily settlement reports from the Market Information Repository (MIR) through an automated interface. Mr. Kerr noted that MPs will not be able to make ad-hoc queries, and they will be responsible for customizing their own settlement reports as needed. 

Ananth Palani inquired how ERCOT will be sending out instructions for the deployment of Non-Spin and RRS. He suggested addressing these items in Section 5, Notifications, of the External Interfaces Specification. Mr. Kerr noted that this functionality should already be documented in MMS. He took an action item to identify how the instructions will be sent and where the information is documented.    

Mr. Kerr discussed the implementation timeline for delivering web services into the Sandbox. He noted that the original testing cycle had been estimated at four weeks, but it actually requires six weeks. As a result, the Sandbox timeline has changed, and the code originally slated for delivery in July has been rescheduled for August 2007. Mr. Kerr noted that loop-back web services will be available in the Sandbox by July 10, 2007, at the latest, and connectivity to MMS validation logic will be available near the end of August. Mr. Doggett noted that MPs were still interested in being provided with a single web location where they may view the timelines for delivering web services into the Sandbox as well as each EDS. 

Discussion of NPRR040, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment (EECP) Event Realignment (See Key Documents)
Mr. Doggett discussed NPRR040, noting that it was originally introduced by the Operating Guides Revision Task Force (OGRTF) to synchronize the Nodal Protocols with Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 682, EECP Event Realignment. Mr. Doggett noted that during a previous review of NPRR040, the TPTF had identified language and baseline issues, which Mr. Spangler subsequently discussed with OGRTF during its June 19, 2007 meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that the OGRTF agreed to withdraw NPRR040 in favor of a replacement NPRR on the condition that TPTF could establish agreement with OGRTF comments. The TPTF recommended clarifying the language for shedding firm Load in 100 Megawatt (MW) blocks as described for EECP Step 3. Marguerite Wagner recommended requesting the OGRTF to also clarify the language in the Operating Guides. The TPTF recommendation was for ERCOT to clarify the language in the Operating Guides and to also submit a PRR to clarify the language. Mr. Doggett took an action item to communicate the TPTF recommendations to Steve Knapp. The TPTF clarified language in EECP Step 2 to indicate that ERCOT may deploy all Load Resources at any given time “during EECP.” Mr. Spangler recommended notifying OGRTF of the language change and forwarding the language to PRS. Carrie Tucker removed references to NPRR040 from the Reason for Revision section, and Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will sponsor the amended document as the draft replacement for NPRR040. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR for Synchronization of EECP Event Realignment to replace NPRR040 and to be submitted to PRS. Ms. Wagner seconded the motion. MPs expressed further concern regarding the language for shedding firm Load in 100MW blocks. Mr. Doggett reiterated that the language should be corrected in the Zonal Protocols with a PRR before being addressed in an NPRR. He agreed to highlight the concern to TAC. Mr. Spangler reminded TPTF that all MPs will have the opportunity to express their concerns with PRS during the comment period. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (2) and IOU (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator, IREP, and Consumer Market Segments were not represented.

Discussion of TPTF Charter (See Key Documents)
The TPTF discussed proposed additions to the TPTF Charter. The TPTF clarified the language in the proposed section for Test Plans/Test Results to indicate that ERCOT “shall obtain TPTF approval” for the results of EDS testing. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Cote would be invited back to TPTF to describe what MPs should expect to receive regarding the results for EDS testing. The TPTF accepted all other proposed additions as submitted. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve forwarding the TPTF-recommended changes for the TPTF Charter to TAC. Mr. Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The IREP Market Segment was not represented. 

EDW Update- EDW Performance Monitoring and Compliance Requirements and EDW CSD (See Key Documents)

Scott Privette provided an update on the status of the EDW Performance Monitoring and Compliance Requirements and the EDW CSD. Mr. Privette discussed compliance metrics, noting that the EDW team will construct its effective timeline for compliance metrics in accordance with the Zonal-to-Nodal Disposition Table, which has been developed by Market Rules as a mechanism for retiring the Zonal Protocols. Mr. Doggett noted that Diana Zake will be invited back to TPTF for another discussion of the Zonal-to-Nodal Disposition Table. Mr. Privette reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDW Performance Monitoring and Compliance Requirements document. Participants expressed interest in seeing more details regarding the report data that other nodal systems will be sending to the EDW. Mr. Spangler requested that TPTF not vote on the Requirements document until more discussion is held regarding the details for performance metrics. Other participants agreed. Mr. Doggett suggested the possibility of scheduling a three-way discussion with EDW, MMS, and MIS to clarify the reporting responsibilities and timeframes that each project team recognizes with respect to EDW deliverables. Mr. Spangler suggested that the EDW team should consider taking a modular approach to developing and approving the Requirements document so that the TPTF may vote upon each section as it is completed. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett noted that the TPTF will review the TPTF Punch List and a view a demonstration of the customized CRR system during the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett adjourned TPTF at 3:07 p.m. on Wednesday, June 27, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Advertise the Basic Training Course in the stakeholder committees. 

· Analyze the training options for UIs associated with MMS, CRR, and Outage Scheduler. Provide an update to TPTF regarding recommended course descriptions and updates to the TAC-approved training curriculum document.
	T. Hailu

	· From the discussion for NPRR040: Communicate with Steve Knapp regarding TPTF recommendations to modify the Operating Guides and submit a PRR clarifying the language for shedding firm Load in 100 MW blocks. Also, highlight the TPTF recommendations to TAC.

· Communicate with Mr. Sullivan regarding Ms. Ashley’s interest in reviewing MMS wireframes. 
· Invite Ms. Zake back to TPTF for another discussion of the Zonal-to-Nodal Disposition Table.

· Schedule a three-way TPTF discussion with EDW, MMS, and MIS to clarify the reporting responsibilities that each project team recognizes for its respective data.
· Invite ERCOT Operations to TPTF to discuss the topic of AS payments for Resources brought online through DRUC or HRUC.
· Invite Mr. Cote back to TPTF to describe what MPs should expect to receive in the way of results for EDS testing.
· Meet offline with Mr. Rickerson and Mr. Spangler to discuss how the Nodal Protocols might be clarified to address optional entries for breakers/switches versus Electrical Buses in the Outage Scheduler.
· Invite Mr. Chudgar to provide a TPTF update on the Bus-naming convention.
	T. Doggett

	Schedule some workshops to allow MPs to provide feedback on the conceptual re-designs of UIs.
	G. Macomber

	Identify how the instructions for deploying Non-Spin will be communicated (XML vs. ICCP) and where this information is documented.
	S. Kerr

	Identify a timeframe for approving all of the metrics in the Readiness Metric Inventory.
	IRT team

	Verify the format (XML vs. ICCP) that will be used for deploying RRS and Non-Spin. 
	J. Adams
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Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Blackburn, Don
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TXU

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas 

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative 
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Palani, Ananth
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Reece, Eddy
	Cooperative
	Rayburn Electric

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative 
	LCRA

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ Energy

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Thomas, Frankie
	Investor Owned Utilities
	AEP Corporation 

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Alsac, Ongun
	Nexant

	Beck, Bill 
	Topaz Power (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA 

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	SunGard Energy (via teleconference)

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	City of Brownsville

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Fisher, Sarah
	Nueces Electric (via teleconference)

	Hackett, David
	US KEMA (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Johnson, Eddie
	Brazos Electric (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos Electric (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Le, Klai
	PCI

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc. 

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

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon 

	Reece, Eddy
	Rayburn Electric (via teleconference)

	Ross, Trina
	AEP Corporation 

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Silva, Carlos
	Nexant

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy 

	Yingrivatanapong, Chitra
	Nexant


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Barry, Stacy

	Bieltz, John (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kurdy, Derick

	Macomber, Gary

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Pulcini, Jonathan

	Ragsdale, Kenneth (via teleconference)

	Robinson, Jeff

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sundhararajan, Srini

	Tucker, Carrie

	Valentine, Jack (via teleconference)

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wingerd, Glen

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, July 9, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the two-day meeting. He noted that TPTF would consider draft meeting minutes on Tuesday, July 10, 2007. No one objected. Mr. Doggett also noted that he and Gary Macomber would deliver the Nodal Program Update on behalf of Jerry Sullivan, who could not be present until later in the meeting. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the MetCenter:

· July 23 – 25, 2007

· August 13 – 14, 2007 

· August 27 – 29, 2007

Update on votes from Previous Meetings (See Key Documents) 
 
Carrie Tucker discussed five corrected votes from the June 21, 2007 and June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meetings. The corrected votes were from the Cooperative Market Segment. Ms. Tucker noted that the corrections had been posted as key documents for the meeting and did not change the tallies for the votes.
  

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Update on the Nodal Program

Mr. Doggett noted that the nodal program is still rated amber for all three dimensions. He confirmed that the dimension of Scope/Quality will be rated green once the Board of Directors (BOD) approves all remaining Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) for Baselines 1 and 2. Mr. Doggett noted that the dimension of Schedule will remain amber until vendors for the nodal projects are able to demonstrate their ability to punctually incorporate new functionality through Baseline 2. The primary Schedule risks are associated with changes for the Energy Management System (EMS) and the Market Management System (MMS). Regarding the dimension of Cost, Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Sullivan is currently identifying under-runs within the nodal program where costs may be absorbed for NPRRs requiring new expenditures without impacting the $263 million budget. 

Update on the EMS Conceptual System Design (CSD)

Mr. Doggett discussed the Intellectual Property (IP) issues associated with the EMS CSD document. Following TPTF’s provisional approval of the EMS CSD,
 the vendor AREVA had asked ERCOT to pull the EMS CSD from its public posting on the nodal website due to IP concerns. ERCOT pulled the document, and the EMS team updated the EMS CSD to remove all sections that contained IP content.
 Mr. Doggett confirmed that ERCOT will provide the full version of the EMS CSD to Market Participants (MPs) or Corporate Members of ERCOT upon request. No special Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) is required, and requests may be sent via email to Stacy Bridges at sbridges@ercot.com. Floyd Trefny noted that the provisional TPTF approval for the EMS CSD expired in early June 2007. Bob Spangler noted that certain essential design components were entirely removed from the EMS CSD, and he requested that ERCOT try to work with participants and AREVA to identify components that might be retained at a higher level of detail without encroaching upon the vendor’s IP. Mr. Doggett agreed to schedule a meeting to allow participants to discuss their IP concerns with the EMS team. The EMS team will verify its ability to accommodate IP concerns as part of its updates to Baseline 2. Mr. Trefny opined that the MMS/EMS Project Schedule should be revised to incorporate Baseline 2 sooner. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Sullivan will be asked to address the MMS/EMS Project Schedule (see “Discussion of Project Issues” below). 

Update on User Interface (UI) Development
Gary Macomber discussed UI development and summarized the UI development schedule. Mr. Macomber noted that the MMS UI for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) does not currently satisfy the UI standards recognized by ERCOT. He agreed to arrange a UI Workshop to allow participants to discuss their concerns. Mr. Macomber also agreed to communicate with the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) team regarding how UI functionality should be delivered in the context of the EDS testing schedule. 

TPTF Punch List (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett led TPTF through an audit of the TPTF Punch List. The TPTF closed items that had been satisfied by the project teams and considered new items to be included on the punch list. The discussion for the TPTF Punch List was suspended until later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below). 

Discussion of Project Issues

Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Application Programming Interface (API) Issue

Mr. Sullivan discussed the next steps for the CRR API issue. He requested that TPTF participate in making a case for the CRR API during an upcoming BOD meeting. He noted that any resolution presented to the BOD should assuage scope-change concerns by explaining the benefits of incorporating the API prior to go-live. Mr. Doggett noted that further discussion for the CRR API will be scheduled for the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that the CRR team will be invited to discuss the issue and to help draft a resolution to be submitted to the BOD.  Mr. Trefny requested a summary of API capability of CRR type auctions from MISO and PJM contrasted to that which ERCOT will be providing.  Mr. Sullivan agreed to provide such for comparison.
MMS/EMS Project Schedule

Mr. Sullivan addressed concerns for the MMS/EMS Project Schedule, noting that he will speak with Al Hirsch, Jeff Robinson, and other Project Managers (PMs) about revising the schedule to accommodate earlier approval dates for the documentation that is being updated through Baseline 2. 

UI Follow-Up 

Mr. Sullivan agreed with Mr. Macomber that the MMS/EMS UIs do not currently satisfy the interface standards recognized by ERCOT. Dan Bailey emphasized his concern that participants should be able to interface with ERCOT without having to purchase third-party software. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that the issue is receiving attention.

Commercial Systems (COMS) Project-  Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) Requirements Specification and CMM CSD (See Key Documents)

Sylvia Shiroyama reviewed the disposition of comments for the updated CMM Requirements Specification and the updated CMM CSD. Ms. Shiroyama recorded the punch items for each document in their corresponding response spreadsheets as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review.

Marguerite Wagner noted that participants will need more information regarding the manual processes described in the CMM documents. As an example, she referred to the CMM Requirements, where in Section 2.4.14, Use Case: Calculate Initial Estimated Liability, the document states that the Credit Analyst may manually adjust the Real-Time Average Energy Price (RTAEP) up or down as needed. Ms. Wagner requested that ERCOT provide transparency for this particular manual CMM process, as well as for all others, by publishing the details in the CMM Operating Procedures. Other participants agreed. Ms. Shiroyama noted that she could work with Ms. Wagner to discuss such concerns further offline. 

Mr. Sundhararajan addressed a Reliant comment that recommended including a calculation for the 7-Day Average Real-Time Price (RTP) among the functions for Credit Exposure Monitoring listed in the CMM CSD, Section 1.2, System Functional Capabilities. Mr. Sundhararajan noted that the 7-Day Average Real-Time Price (RTP) is a sub-calculation that will most likely be executed in the integration layer or in another system, so the details for the calculation lie outside the scope of the CMM CSD. Mr. Doggett noted that Kenneth Ragsdale will be asked to track the calculation as an Item on the IDA Punch List. Ms. Wagner recommended updating the CMM CSD to indicate that the 7-Day Average RTP is a rolling 7-day average. Ms. Shiroyama agreed to make the update as recommended.   

Mr. Spangler expressed concerns regarding the language in Section 2.13.6, Processing, of the CMM CSD, where the document states that the “appropriate” Hub price will be used whenever the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) executes but a specific Settlement Point Price (SPP), such as a load zone SPP or a Resource SPP, is unavailable. He requested that ERCOT be more specific about how it will make the correspondence between the “appropriate” Hub and the unavailable SPP. He also requested that TPTF include this issue as an item on the TPTF Punch List. 

Ms. Wagner asked how the hourly Day-Ahead and average Real-Time SPPs are calculated.. Mr. Sundhararajan confirmed that the averages will be elaborated on in the detailed design document. 

Ms. Wagner recommended updating the CMM CSD to indicate that the definition of CRR includes Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) and McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs). Ms. Shiroyama agreed to make the update as recommended. 

In preparation for a vote, Ms. Shiroyama reviewed the punch items that she had recorded in the response spreadsheets for the CMM documents. Participants requested that the punch items be provided to TPTF following the meeting. Mr. Bridges agreed to incorporate the punch items into a supplemental tab on the TPTF Punch List. The TPTF consensus was that the punch items should be incorporated into the CMM documents and elaborated in the CMM Operating Procedures as appropriate. Ms. Wagner moved to approve the updated CMM Requirements Specification v1.2 and updated CMM CSD v1.2. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented.   

PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections

Diana Zake discussed PRR727, noting that the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) had requested that TPTF provide comments and conduct a vote before PRS resumes its discussion of the PRR. The request from PRS includes identifying and resolving any potential conflicts that may arise between the Zonal Protocols and the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler suggested processing settlements during the transition should be straight forward according to whichever set of Protocols is effective for the settlement period given that ERCOT must notice ahead of time those periods subject to either Zonal or Nodal settlement. Mr. Trefny described some scenarios during testing of the nodal systems that may require certain sections of the Zonal Protocols and the Nodal Protocols to be effective simultaneously. The TPTF consensus was to organize a smaller meeting to discuss the details with Ms. Zake prior to resuming the larger TPTF discussion during the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

TPTF Punch List (Continued) 

Open Punch List Items 

The TPTF discussed items that should remain open on the TPTF Punch List. The discussion resulted in several action items for ERCOT staff, as follows:

· Item 3 (re: Market Submission Items)-

The TPTF noted that the MMS team is expected to release an updated document detailing market submission items in mid-July.

· Item 26 (re: Dynamically Scheduled Resource (DSR) Energy Trades)-

Mr. Bridges agreed to ask Mr. Hirsch to clarify for TPTF the details of the new DSR Energy Trade that allows Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) to designate themselves as both buyer and seller. The TPTF noted that the clarification should include a description of how submissions will be confirmed for this type of trade.

· Item 13 (re: Sending Dynamic Rating data via Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP))-

Mr. Doggett noted that Richard Howard had agreed that the requirement for sending Dynamic Rating data to Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) via ICCP should be captured in the ICCP Handbook, but participants noted that the requirement is not in the handbook. Mr. Doggett agreed to talk with Bill Blevins about capturing the requirement in the ICCP Handbook.

· Item 15 (re: Controllable Load Resources (CLRs) providing Ancillary Services (AS))-
Ms. Tucker agreed to check with Joel Firestone to see if this issue has been addressed.

· Item 19 (re: NPRR for Transient Stability Analysis (TSA) constraints) 

Mr. Bridges agreed to ask Mr. Hirsch about the status of the NPRR for TSA constraints. Mr. Doggett noted that he will discuss the topic with John Adams.

· Item 21(re: Funding and Accounting during Market Trials)- 

Mr. Doggett noted that Cheryl Yager will be invited to the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting to discuss credit issues associated with the transition to nodal. The TPTF noted in the punch list that Daryl Cote will be asked to provide follow-up for this issue after the test procedures have been finalized for Load Frequency Control (LFC). 

New Punch List Items

The TPTF considered new items to be tracked on the TPTF Punch List. Don Blackburn suggested opening an updated item to track the issue of trade confirmation. As a result, the TPTF closed the previous version of the punch item and opened a new one, Item 25, based upon Mr. Blackburn’s recommendation that ERCOT should not overwrite previous submissions for a trade if the net buyer/seller designation changes for a new submission. Including Item 25, the TPTF added a total of eight new items to the TPTF Punch List, as follows: 

· Item 25-

“ERCOT investigate the possibility of adjusting the format of the trade submissions to improve updates without necessary cancellations when net buyer becomes net seller.”

· Item 26- 

“Need to confirm that buyer and seller can be the same entity with a switch indicating whether it’s a net buy or sell. Need to understand how confirms work for this also.”

· Item 27- 

“ERCOT to return to TPTF with proposal for validating DSR output schedules including PCRR with refund validation.”

· Item 28- 

“Scott Privette to confirm determinants included in settlements extracts.”

· Item 29 (re: Validation rules for EDS)- 

“Need update from EDS Team on plan for publishing validation rules for various phases of EDS 3.” Mr. Bridges agreed to ask Mr. Blevins for an update on documenting the rules for start- and end-state validations.

· Item 30- 

“Issue of substation names in retail market business; should they be consistent with the ERCOT network model and if so, what is the plan to get that done including the timeline.” 

· Item 31- 

“ERCOT Legal to confirm NDA process in email to TPTF exploder.”

· Item 32- 

“Ask ERCOT for a decision on the possibility of converting zonal RTUs to a zonal ICCP and using that in nodal.”

The TPTF requested that ERCOT distribute the modified TPTF Punch List after the meeting and include all punch items for the CMM Requirements and CMM CSD documents. 

Development of the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF Agenda

Mr. Doggett identified the following Agenda items for the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting: 

· Update on the Electrical Bus issues in the Outage Scheduler

· Discussion of credit issues associated with the transition to the nodal market

· Update on the EDW Requirements and EDW CSD 

· Development of a resolution to address the CRR API issue

· Update on the Market Readiness Metric Inventory

The TPTF requested the following additional updates:

· Update on NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting and Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) issues for wind units
· Update on Internal Interfaces

Manny Munoz inquired about a July 2nd notice from ERCOT Client Relations announcing that the largest generating unit in ERCOT is now 1354 Megawatts (MW). As a result, ERCOT will be increasing the normal Non-Spinning Reserve (Non-Spin) procurement from 1250MW to 1354MW, in accordance with the ERCOT Methodologies for Determining Ancillary Service Requirements.
 Mr. Doggett noted that he will invite a Subject Matter Expert (SME) to discuss this topic with TPTF. 
Naomi Richard requested an ERCOT response to MPs who wish to convert their Remote Terminal Units (RTUs) to ICCP early. Ms. Tucker recorded the request as Item 32 on the TPTF Punch List.  

Mr. Blackburn noted that the ERCOT Settlements team will be working through their Settlement Mini-Market examples with the Settlement and Data Aggregation Working Group (SDAWG) during its July 26 – 27, 2007 meeting. Mr. Blackburn noted that some participants will not be able to attend the SDAWG meeting. Mr. Doggett agreed to ask Mr. Ragsdale if the Settlements team will be able to offer the demonstration again. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:16 p.m. on Monday, July 9, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, July 10, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)

Mr. Bridges presented the draft minutes from the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that no comments had been received. Mr. Bridges identified one change that was made to the description for the Baseline 1 vote to incorporate corrections for the Cooperative Market Segment. Cesar Seymour moved to approve the draft minutes from the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting as submitted. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. No abstentions were made. 

The TPTF requested more time to review CenterPoint comments for the draft minutes from the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting. The discussion of these draft minutes was suspended until later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below).

Testing Updates (See Key Documents)

Pre-Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) and FAT Testing for MMS and EMS

Mr. Robinson provided an update on the Pre-FAT and FAT testing for MMS and EMS. Participants expressed interest in viewing the test scripts that are being used for testing. Mr. Robinson agreed to check on the possibility of releasing test scripts to TPTF, but he noted that he may not be permitted to do this. Participants noted that if TPTF cannot view the scripts, Mr. Robinson should try to provide TPTF with an indication of how the tests are structured and how they are being conducted. Mr. Blackburn asked if the testing teams will be exposing any unresolved testing issues to the market before participants begin their own testing. He noted that market testing will be much more efficient if participants are made aware of testing issues ahead of time. Mr. Robinson agreed to work with Ken Kasparian and other members of the EDS team to expose any issues encountered by the testing teams. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Cote will be invited to TPTF to discuss the mechanism that will be used to report testing errors for EDS. 

Participants expressed concern that the MMS/EMS teams appear to be operating according to more than one project schedule. Mr. Trefny noted that TPTF had been shown a “current” project schedule as well as an “updated” project schedule to incorporate Baseline 2. He asked Mr. Robinson to render proof that the MMS/EMS Projects are on schedule. Mr. Robinson agreed to discuss this issue with Mr. Hirsch and the Program Management Office (PMO), and Mr. Doggett agreed to schedule the issue for discussion during a future TPTF meeting. 

FAT Testing by ERCOT

Glen Wingerd discussed the testing for the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Project. He displayed as set of information graphics (i.e., bar charts, pie charts, etc.) describing the current statistics for INT testing in various areas such as testing progress and error resolution. Mr. Wingerd noted that the information graphics were intended to provide insight into the INT testing process, and he invited participants to provide feedback regarding the usefulness of the information graphics. Mr. Wingerd noted that participants may direct any feedback to him by email at gwingerd@ercot.com. 

Mr. Wingerd discussed traceability for test scripts from the perspective of the INT team. He noted that INT is responsible for confirming full traceability for everything that is delivered for testing, but other nodal teams are tracing the Nodal Protocols to the Requirements documents. The overall result should be full traceability of the Nodal Protocols through testing. Mr. Spangler requested that ERCOT will demonstrate to TPTF that all items identified for testing in the Nodal Protocols have indeed been tested and that full traceability has been met. He also requested an item for the TPTF Punch List to indicate that ERCOT will describe how the projects are using Quality Center to create consistency during testing.   

Mr. Wingerd noted that he may not be able to share his test scripts with TPTF owing to vendor content, but he confirmed that INT will provide TPTF with any testing details that are considered appropriate by the PMO. Mr. Wingerd agreed to share the definition of success that INT uses to identify successful testing scenarios, along with the definitions of the five Severity Levels associated with testing errors. 

Status of Pre-FAT Testing for the Network Model Management System (NMMS) 

Raj Chudgar discussed the high-level NMMS timeline. Mr. Munoz noted that the timeline addressed the Operational Model but not the Planning Model. Mr. Chudgar agreed to revise the timeline to include the Planning Model. Mr. Chudgar provided an overview of Pre-FAT testing for NMMS and discussed the test results, including the defects that must be solved before FAT testing begins. Mr. Spangler encouraged NMMS, along with all of the other project teams, to use Quality Center so that it can display its test results in a manner that is consistent with INT. Mr. Chudgar noted that the NMMS team plans to begin using Quality Center. Mr. Chudgar agreed to check on his permissions for sharing test reports and test scripts with TPTF. 

Status of EDS 1 Testing

Jonathan Pulcini discussed the status of EDS 1 testing. He noted that the EDS team has completed Point-to-Point (PtP) testing for 23,000 points to date, with an error rate of 5%. The error rate currently represents a combination of ERCOT and MP issues, but the EDS 1 team plans to begin breaking out these issues in the “PtP Results” tab of their Weekly Testing Reports.
 Mr. Pulcini noted that all testing errors are being assigned to either the NMMS team or to the ICCP team for tracking and resolution. Mr. Pulcini confirmed that each MP is being provided with a list of issues to be addressed after testing. Mr. Pulcini noted that the September 2007 timeframe has been reserved for follow-up testing so that all MP error issues may be closed. Mr. Trefny requested that the EDS 1 team clarify their process for error resolution during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Spangler noted that all error issues from testing should be reflected in the Readiness Metrics roll-up and monitored by the PMO. Mr. Pulcini agreed, and he noted that the deliverables for EDS 1 will include an error list and a set of metrics for the Readiness roll-up. He noted that he will try to discuss these deliverables during the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Mr. Bailey asked how Combined-Cycle Units (CCUs) will be tested. Mr. Pulcini noted that the different CCU configurations will be tested according to the owner’s needs. The EDS 1 team will do follow-up testing as needed to acknowledge additional CCU configurations or new QSEs coming online. Mr. Pulcini noted that ERCOT will always examine the need for additional testing anytime a QSE makes changes that affect modeling. 

Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes- Continued

Mr. Bridges reviewed CenterPoint comments for the draft meeting minutes from the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting. The TPTF made edits to clarify the discussion of the Electrical Bus concept in the Outage Scheduler. Mr. Munoz moved to approve the draft minutes from the June 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting as amended by TPTF. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote, with one abstention noted from the Municipal Market Segment. 

Discussion of Draft NPRR for AS payments (See Key Documents)

Leonard Stanfield discussed the draft NPRR he prepared for AS payments to Resources brought online through Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC) or Hourly RUC (HRUC). Mr. Ragsdale provided a Settlements perspective for the draft NPRR. The TPTF consensus was to discuss the draft NPRR again during the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Stanfield and Mr. Ragsdale try to clarify their issues offline prior to the meeting. 

CRR Project- Optimization Runtime (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza provided an update on CRR Optimization Runtime and identified the changes provided by NPRR059, Reconfiguring the Annual CRR Auction. Ms. Garza confirmed that the CRR team is currently updating project documentation to incorporate Baselines 1 and 2, including changes specific to CRR resulting from NPRR059 and NPRR047, Credit Monitoring - ERCOT Staff Clarifications. 

CRR System Demonstration

Staff members from Nexant provided TPTF with a Market User Interface (MUI) demonstration of the CRR system. During the demonstration, Mr. Spangler recommended that TPTF proceed with discussing issues for transitioning Transmission Congestion Rights (TCRs) to CRRs and then draft its proposed process to be forwarded to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Ms. Garza confirmed that the CRR Project team will be drafting a Transition Plan.  
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 3:46 p.m. on Tuesday, July 10, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Organize a meeting between MPs and the EMS team to discuss the various IP and content issues for the EMS CSD. 

· Ask Mr. Blevins about capturing the requirement for sending Dynamic Rating data to TSPs via ICCP in the ICCP Handbook.

· Ask Mr. Ragsdale if the Settlements team will offer additional demonstrations of the Settlement Mini-Market example. 

· Invite an SME to update TPTF on topic of increasing the Non-Spin procurement to 1354MW.

· Talk with Mr. Adams about the status of the NPRR to address TSA constraints. 

· Schedule the EMS team for an upcoming TPTF meeting to discuss:

· NPRR for TSA constraints 
· Submission confirmation for the new DSR Energy Trade 

· Follow up with Mr. Cote to identify the mechanism for reporting testing errors to TPTF during EDS testing.

	T. Doggett 

	Talk with Mr. Hirsch and other PMs about accelerating the schedule for approving the updated project documentation for Baseline 2.
	J. Sullivan

	· Discuss the schedule for implementing UI functionality with the EDS team. 
· Set-up a UI workshop to discuss design issues
	G. Macomber

	Add an item to the IDA Punch List to document the calculation for the 7-Day Average RTP.
	K. Ragsdale

	Update the CMM CSD Requirements and CMM CSD to incorporate all punch list items recommended by TPTF.
	S. Shiroyama and COMS Team

	· Ask Mr. Hirsch to clarify for TPTF the details of the new DSR Energy Trade, including submission confirmation.

· Ask Mr. Hirsch about the status of the NPRR for TSA constraints.

· Ask Mr. Blevins about the status of documenting validation rules. 
· Add CMM punch items to the TPTF Punch List.
	S. Bridges

	· Check permissions for sharing test scripts with TPTF.
· Work with EDS to provide TPTF with information regarding the issues that ERCOT’s testing teams have encountered during testing. 
	J. Robinson

	· Provide TPTF with the INT definition of testing success. 
· Provide TPTF with the INT definitions for Severity-Level Defects. 

· Check permissions for sharing test scripts and test reports with TPTF. 

· Update TPTF regarding the how QualityCenter is being used to establish testing consistency across nodal projects.
	G. Wingerd and INT team

	· Revise the NMMS high-level timeline to address the timeframe for implementing Planning Model functionality.
· Check permissions for sharing test scripts and test reports with TPTF. 
	R. Chudgar and NMMS team

	· Update TPTF regarding the EDS 1 testing deliverables, the process for resolving testing errors, and the plan for separating ERCOT/MP testing errors. 
	J. Pulcini and EDS team

	Ask Mr. Firestone if the issue of CLRs providing AS over Direct Current (DC) Ties is still considered to be an open issue. 
	C. Tucker
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	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon

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

	Gresham, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

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

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Palani, Ananth
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light 

	Reece, Eddy
	Cooperative
	Rayburn Electric (via teleconference)

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

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Thomas, Frankie
	Investor Owned Utilities
	AEP Corporation 

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

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


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Atwood, Alan
	Exelon (via teleconference)

	Beck, D.W.
	Topaz (via teleconference)

	Beck, Mike
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy (via teleconference)

	Brockhan, John
	CenterPoint (via teleconference)

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral Power (via teleconference)

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	SunGard 

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint

	Crawford, Dan
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Davis, Vanessa
	AEP Corporation

	Green, Bob
	GP&L (via teleconference)

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group

	Hui, Wei
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA 

	Jacob, Howard
	EPIC Merchant Energy

	Johnson, Eddie
	Brazos (via teleconference)

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference) (via teleconference)

	Le, Khai
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Coral Power

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

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Meade, Daniel
	MESO (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Ross, Trina
	AEP Corporation (via teleconference)

	Scott, Gordon
	EPIC Merchant Energy

	Shailesh, Mirah
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Simpson, Lori
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	Fist Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Wallace, Micah
	SunGard (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Antanacio, Manuel (via teleconference)

	Ashbaugh, Jackie (via teleconference)

	Barry, Stacy

	Bieltz, John (via teleconference)

	Bier, Lorraine

	Blevins, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Carmen, Travis (via teleconference)

	Carty, David (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj (via teleconference)

	Cote, Daryl

	Doggett, Trip

	Forfia, David (via teleconference)

	Garza, Beth

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Gonzalez-Perez, Carlos (via teleconference)

	Hackett, David

	Hailu, Ted

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kerr, Stephen

	Kurdy, Derick

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Nixon, Murray

	Patterson, Mark

	Privette, Scott

	Reed, Bobby (via teleconference)

	Ren, Yongjun (via teleconference)

	Rickerson, Woody

	Sharma, Raj (via teleconference)

	Shiroyama, Sylvia (via teleconference)

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris

	Yager, Cheryl

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, July 23, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the three-day meeting. He noted that some items slated for upcoming agendas may be assigned to subgroups to allow for more detailed discussions. 
Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· August 13 – 14, 2007 

· August 27 – 29, 2007

· September 10 – 11, 2007 

Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will not meet on October 24, 2007 as originally scheduled because the Common Interface Model (CIM) User Group will be using the Met Center facilities to discuss the CIM exchange standard. 

Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. TXU and Reliant provided comments on the minutes. Bob Spangler moved to approve the draft minutes for the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting as revised by TXU and Reliant comments. Floyd Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote, with no abstentions. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan noted that the ERCOT Board of Directors (BOD) had unanimously accepted all Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) for Baseline 2 during the July 17, 2007 BOD meeting. All accompanying Impact Analyses were also accepted, along with all new “not-to-exceed” amounts for incorporating new spending levels. Mr. Sullivan noted that the “not-to-exceed” amounts will be subject to change based upon any additional clarifications recommended by TPTF regarding the following NPRRs: 

· NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting

· NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance

· NPRR076, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment 

Mr. Sullivan noted that the program dimension of Scope is now rated green because the NPRR backlog has been approved. Regarding the program dimensions of Quality, Schedule, and Cost, Mr. Sullivan noted that the program will remain amber in these areas until project teams complete their internal quality reviews and negotiate change items with the vendors. Mr. Sullivan discussed staffing changes for the nodal program, noting that Daryl Cote will oversee Early Delivery Systems (EDS), Karen Lamoree will oversee the ERCOT Integration Readiness and Transition (IRT), and Murray Nixon will oversee Market Management System (MMS). Al Hirsch will continue to oversee the Emergency Management System (EMS). Mr. Sullivan discussed the EDS Timeline, noting that the milestone for starting early EDS 3 had been moved from August 24 to September 28, 2007. He attributed the change to delays resulting from the migration and configuration of MMS Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED). Mr. Sullivan confirmed that the new starting date for early EDS 3 was still in line with the original starting date for EDS 3 and did not affect the go-live date. Mr. Trefny opined that the new schedule as displayed was not acceptable and lacked sufficient warrant for the new dates. He requested some options for collapsing the schedule to keep the testing schedule on track. Daryl Cote identified some options, such as conducting EDS testing parallel with iTest, adjusting the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP) development schedule, and collapsing testing activities in the October-November 2007 timeframe. Mr. Cote agreed to report a revised schedule to TPTF later in the meeting (see “EDS 3 Release 5 Update” below). 

Mr. Spangler suggested simplifying the terminology related to EDS testing (i.e., Phase 1, Release 5, etc.) to make it easier for participants to recognize schedule changes whenever they occur. Marguerite Wagner suggested providing a glossary of testing terms on the Transition Readiness Center. Mr. Doggett noted that the EDS Timeline
 had already been updated to include a descriptive legend.   

Mr. Sullivan reminded TPTF that the responsibility for metrics development had changed hands, and he introduced Chris Wilkinson, metrics analyst, and David Hackett, metrics manager, as the individuals who will be overseeing the Readiness Metrics Inventory and the Readiness Scorecard. Mr. Wilkinson described the upcoming iterations of the Readiness Scorecard. He noted that Iteration 1 is being developed to lay the foundation for scorecard functionality with respect to database, roll-up display, and security. The beta version of Iteration 1 will display results from the Market Participant (MP) survey and should be available to TPTF by August 10, 2007 (a full-release version is slated for August 17, 2007). Afterward, Iteration 2 will be developed to display the status of ERCOT Internal Metrics. 

Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Application Programming Interface (API) Update (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett discussed the background of the CRR API issue. Beth Garza provided a comparison of ERCOT to other Independent System Operator (ISOs), noting that API capabilities are not currently provided by the other ISOs that use Nexant software (i.e., New York, Midwest, and California ISOs), although these ISOs are considering plans for adding the API capabilities in the future. Shawna Jirasek confirmed that incorporating the API prior to go-live would not affect the critical path, although the costs for incorporating the API will significantly increase after June 2008. 

Discussion of a New Draft for the CRR Change Request

Ms. Jirasek worked through the original CRR API Change Request previously rejected by the BOD. She made edits throughout the document as recommended by TPTF to emphasize the benefits of incorporating the CRR API prior to go-live. The edits recommended by TPTF included the following acknowledgements:

· The API functionality was not originally included in the CRR system scope but is important for encouraging participation in the nodal CRR market.

· The CRR API can be developed as a stand-alone module:

· to prevent it from affecting critical path; and, 

· to allow it to be incorporated at any time, either before or after go-live.

· The CRR API does not affect the Nodal Protocols.

· The API capability is currently being considered by other ISOs.

· By incorporating CRR API functionality now, ERCOT may avoid retro-fitting its system later at a higher cost.

· The CRR API will allow ERCOT to capture 10-12 thousand bids per auction in eXtensible Markup Language (XML) or Comma Separated Value (CSV) format via the API, which would minimize the potential for human error in dealing with large quantities of bid data.

Ms. Jirasek made other edits as recommended by TPTF and agreed to circulate the modified Change Request within the nodal-project teams for Impact Assessments. She agreed to return to TPTF to discuss the Impact Assessments and to seek a vote of approval (see this discussion continued below).

Discussion of Plans for Updating CRR Documentation (See Key Documents) 

Ms. Jirasek discussed the plan for updating CRR documentation. The updates will occur in three rounds over the next three months. During the first round, the CRR team will incorporate the Baseline 1 and Baseline 2 changes associated with NPRR047, Credit Monitoring – ERCOT Staff Clarifications, and NPRR059, Reconfiguring the Annual CRR Auction. During the second round, the CRR team will renumber the CRR Requirements for traceability purposes. Finally, during the third round, the CRR team will complete the CRR cleanup NPRR for Nodal Protocols Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights. Ms. Jirasek noted that the CRR cleanup NPRR is expected to be associated with Baseline 3. The first round of updates will be reviewed during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Draft CRR Cleanup NPRR (See Key Documents)   

Ms. Garza reviewed the draft CRR Cleanup NPRR for Nodal Protocols Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights. She noted that this cleanup effort is focused on business processes rather than system changes. Ms. Garza requested that TPTF consider the following eight questions/items when providing feedback for the draft NPRR [from Slide 2 of the accompanying presentation
]:

· Who is getting McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs)—Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) or Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs)?

· How to ensure the 40% capacity factor limit is met by Capacity Option Pre-Assigned CRRs in first six monthly auctions?

· If Non-Opt-In Entities (NOIEs) are represented by another entity serving as their QSE, will they be able to offer their PCRRs into the Day-Ahead Market (DAM)?

· Definition of Net Unit Capacity for PCRR eligibility

· Are Operating Guides the best place to document the methodology for determining what Outages to include in CRR Network Model? 

· Availability of Point-To-Point (PTP) Obligations—“asked if this language clearly conveys that PTP Obligations will be available only for the first month for an Annual auction”

· Should Load Zone weightings always be based on On-peak? 

· Why is there a need for a database of first owners of CRRs? 

Regarding the fifth bullet above, Mr. Spangler suggested that ERCOT should assign a department to groom the Operating Guides for any items that might be more appropriately documented in a separate procedure document. He emphasized the need to make the Operating Guides accessible to participants and the need to expedite TAC approval. Ms. Garza noted that the draft NPRR would be distributed to TPTF, along with the accompanying presentation, for a period of review to end August 6, 2007. 

Training Update (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu discussed three options for delivering the Basic Training Program. He noted that the training team had weighed the options against market feedback and timeline constraints. The TPTF consensus was to move forward with the ERCOT-recommended delivery option, which includes the following points: 

· Deliver a course once each month beginning in October 2007, with training locations available in Austin, Houston, Dallas, and the Northeast;

· Coordinate the delivery of the Basic Training Course with the Annual Operator Seminar for delivery in Spring 2008;

· Develop separate self-paced, Web-Based Training (WBT) modules to deliver training for EDS 3-related topics, with training content that focuses on SCED, Load Frequency Control (LFC), Real-Time Operations, and market data to be posted by ERCOT on the Market Information System (MIS); and

· Provide question and answer sessions for questions that may arise out of the WBT modules on EDS 3 topics during the EDS 3 market conference calls.

Mr. Spangler noted that beginning the course in October 2007 will put it on top of EDS 3 Release 5. He suggested beginning the course in September, if possible, to allow participants to take advantage of the course prior to EDS 3 Release 5. Mr. Hailu noted that the WBT modules for SCED, LFC, and other EDS 3 topics are intended to support any needs for concept-level training to be delivered in conjunction with EDS 3. He also stated that he would take Mr. Spangler’s suggestion under advisement and release the course as soon as possible. Mr. Hailu reminded participants that the WBT course delivery is only intended to be an EDS 3 option, and anyone who is seeking the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) certification must attend the five-day Basic Training class. 

Mr. Hailu also updated TPTF regarding other training news, noting that: the WBT release for LSE 201 is nearing completion; the CRR course should be available in October 2007; and 177 students have taken some part of the “Transition to Nodal Markets and Startup Testing” WBT course, out of which 102 have completed the course. Mr. Doggett called attention to the training curriculum document
 approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and noted that the section Target Audience and Timing states that training must be completed prior to the beginning of testing of the Early Delivery System (EDS) phase 3 and that there are references to using live data in a test operation to simulate operations under Texas Nodal Market. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will discuss this statement during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting to determine if the statement still represents a realistic parameter for nodal training. 

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Privette discussed a new EDW document, Data Archival and Reporting, which is being developed by the EDW team to accommodate TPTF requests for details regarding archival and reporting data. Mr. Privette noted that a separate team comprised of members from ERCOT Commercial Operations and System Operations was formed to address the Requirements for Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance. Mr. Privette noted that this team plans to report its processes and timelines to TPTF. Mr. Doggett noted that the report definitions for Section 8 will be documented in the Operating Guides and approved by TAC. Mr. Trefny emphasized the importance of ensuring that all Section 8 details documented in the Operating Guides are traceable to Section 8.   

Mr. Privette described the level of detail that will be included in the Data Archival and Reporting document. With respect to archival data, Mr. Trefny requested that the EDW team identify not only the data that will be captured, but also the frequency with which it will be captured. Mr. Privette noted that the EDW will address capture frequency in the document. Mr. Privette described the Nodal EDW Business Agreement Matrix that nodal projects use to identify their archival and reporting responsibilities to EDW. Mr. Privette noted that this agreement matrix is being used as a primary source for developing the Data Archival and Reporting document. Mr. Privette agreed to make this matrix available for TPTF to view. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Privette will provide the initial review of the Data Archival and Reporting Requirements during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Electrical bus update (See Key Documents)

Woody Rickerson discussed options for addressing entries for Electrical Buses in the Outage Scheduler. He noted that ERCOT was not recommending an NPRR and that ERCOT was interpreting the Nodal Protocols in Section 3.1.5.1, ERCOT Evaluation of Planned Outage and Maintenance Outage of Transmission Facilities, to require that every element involved in an Outage, including Electrical Buses, should be entered separately into the Outage Scheduler. Dennis Caufield opined that ERCOT has not yet conclusively described or documented how Transmission Operators (TOs) should enter Outage information into the Outage Scheduler, and he requested that ERCOT provide examples. Mr. Trefny recommended that ERCOT document the procedures and also incorporate them into the training course for Outage Scheduler. 

The TPTF discussed whether or not Electrical Buses should be entered separately in the Outage Scheduler. Following discussion, the TPTF agreed that:

· ERCOT should document the procedures for entering Outage information in the Outage Scheduler and 

· CenterPoint should draft an NPRR to indicate in Nodal Protocols Section 3.1.5.1 that Electrical Buses will not be entered into the Outage Scheduler.

The TPTF discussed that Transmission Operators (TOs) must enter the breaker and switch statuses associated with an Electrical Bus that will cause the Electrical Bus to be consequentially outaged. A downstream topology processor will evaluate the breakers and switches associated with an Electrical Bus to determine the status of the Electrical Bus. Electrical Buses will not appear in Outaged Equipment tables of the Outage Scheduler.
Mr. Rickerson confirmed that the procedures for entering Outage information into the Outage Scheduler will be documented, although not necessarily in the Operating Guides. Mr. Caufield agreed to draft the NPRR on behalf of CenterPoint. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Rickerson will discuss this topic again during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting. He suggested that Mr. Rickerson also plan to update TPTF with clarifications regarding how conflicts will be avoided with Forced Outage Detection. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:40 p.m. on Monday, July 23, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:29 a.m. on Tuesday, July 24, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Discussion of Issues for Verifiable Costs (See Key Documents)

Ino Gonzalez described how ERCOT Settlements will calculate the Minimum Energy Price (MEPR) to be used for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) settlements. Mr. Gonzalez noted that the methodology for this will be the same as the methodology used by ERCOT Operations to calculate the Minimum Energy Offer Cap. The TPTF discussed how the LSL value will be used when calculating RUC settlements. Mr. Gonzalez noted that if the LSL submitted with verifiable costs is different than the one used in Real-Time Operations there may be a potential for opportunism. Mr. Trefny suggested that ERCOT could offer a workshop to discuss this topic in more detail, perhaps in conjunction with Generation 301. Bret Kruse recommended that ERCOT Settlements should try to benchmark its methodology against other markets. Don Blackburn suggested inviting the MMS team to update TPTF regarding the algorithm for verifiable cost and to comment upon whether pre-SCED will use the generic cost or the most recently validated verifiable cost whenever it creates proxy curves. Mr. Gonzalez invited participants to contact him (igonzalez@ercot.com) with any feedback regarding LSL value for RUC settlements. He noted that Settlements will proceed with the understanding that ERCOT Operations will calculate the Minimum Energy Offer Cap in the same way that ERCOT Settlements will calculate the MEPR. Dan Bailey made the comment that WMS should be assigned the task to review and approve the process established by ERCOT for their review of verifiable costs submitted by Resources.  

Review of Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness reviewed the disposition of comments for the RARF document. He highlighted the Resource Parameters that had been included in the document based upon Nodal Protocols Section 3.7.1, Resource Parameter Criteria. Participants requested a few follow-up clarifications for various Resource Parameters, including Normal/Emergency Ramp Rate Curve, Maximum Weekly Energy, and Seasonal Net Megawatt (MW).  Regarding Normal/Emergency Ramp Rate Curve, participants requested clarification regarding how MMS will enable QSE updates for these values with respect to the ten MW-per-minute segments identified in the Nodal Protocol definitions. Mr. Mereness noted the Ramp Rate curves in the RARF reflected the current ABB design of five ramp rate segments in the upward direction, and five segments in the downward direction. Mr. Doggett noted that the MMS team could be invited to comment on this topic at TPTF. Regarding Maximum Weekly Energy, participants requested a clarification confirming that ERCOT will use this value for information only and not as a constraint. Regarding Seasonal Net MW, participants requested clarification regarding how the parameter will be used by ERCOT. Mr. Spangler suggested updating the RARF to include a specific definition for this value. 

Mr. Mereness proposed the timeline for completing the RARF, noting that Resources Entities (REs) should submit their RARF data for SCED testing by September 1, 2007 so that ERCOT can populate its systems in time for the mandatory SCED testing slated to begin October 1, 2007. Afterward, REs will continue to submit RARF data as indicated by ERCOT for subsequent stages of EDS testing. Mr. Spangler expressed his preference that ERCOT publish the entire RARF at once rather than modularly and then call out any parameters in the RARF that Resources will need to submit up-front for SCED testing. Mr. Mereness agreed to release the entire RARF and to filter or highlight only the data needed from Resource Entities for SCED testing. Mr. Spangler also asked that ERCOT pre-populate the RARF forms with existing data prior to sending to the Resource Entities. Mr. Mereness noted that he would work to accommodate Mr. Spangler’s suggestion but may be constrained by time in meeting this request. 

Market Readiness Metric Inventory (See Key Documents) 

Chris Wilkinson reviewed comments for the Readiness Metric Inventory, noting punch items in the corresponding spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Following are some highlights from the review.

MP Metrics

Regarding MP1, MP Engagement, Mr. Wilkinson recorded a punch item to clarify that the planned completion dates identified by Metric MP1 relate specifically to Market Participants. Regarding MP17, MP Qualification Activities, Mr. Wilkinson clarified the readiness targets leading up to the EDS 4 168-Hour Test, noting that the metric calls for 50% readiness at 90 days, 80% at 30 Days, and 95% at 14 days.

The TPTF discussed the EDS-related MP participation metrics: 

· MP14, MP EDS-2 Trials Participation

· MP15, MP EDS-3 Trials Participation

· MP16, MP EDS-4 Trials Participation

The TPTF consensus was to refine the readiness criteria for these metrics by measuring them according to two percentages: the first accounting for overall MP participation and the second accounting for the generation share represented by each participating MP. The refinement was intended to provide a more accurate view of market readiness by allowing for an evaluation of the amount of Load served by the MPs that do not participate in market trials. 

Commercial Operations (CO) Metrics 

The TPTF recommended adjusting the readiness criteria for the CO Metrics to indicate that the sample sets of invoices to be used for testing will include 25% of the Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) who are expected to participate in the Real-Time Market (RTM), the Day-Ahead Market (DAM), and the CRR Auction. Mr. Wilkinson recorded the recommendation as punch items for the following metrics: 

· CO6, Verify RTM Settlement Invoices

· CO7, Verify DAM Invoices

· CO8, Verify CRR Auction Invoices

ERCOT Internal (E) Metrics 

The TPTF discussed some options for scoring Metric E6, Develop Nodal Operating Guides, in the event that the Nodal Operating Guides are not approved by TAC within 360 days of go-live. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he will update the criteria for this metric to reflect a red-amber-green scoring timeline. The metric will be rated red if the readiness criteria are not met by the end of the first quarter 2008. Ms. Wagner and Mr. Spangler requested that the readiness criteria for this metric also be updated to include approvals for business processes. Mr. Wilkinson recorded their request in the disposition spreadsheet. Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 007, Telemetry and Communication, will be distributed to TPTF for a period of comment following the Operations Working Group (OWG) vote on July 30, 2007. He noted that a discussion of the Nodal Operating Guides will be scheduled during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Trefny suggested circulating the Nodal Operating Guides through the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) prior to TAC approval.

Market Operations (MO) Metrics

Regarding MO1, Operate DAM for 7 Days, Mr. Wilkinson accepted the TXU comment noting that DAM participation is voluntary, and it will not be necessary to consider Load when measuring readiness criteria for this metric. Regarding MO4, Verify Base Point Generation, Mr. Wilkinson noted that he will update this metric to indicate that the Sum of Base Points is equivalent to the Generation to be dispatched from EMS. Regarding MO3, Verify Supplemental Ancillary Services Market (SASM), the TPTF struck the previous readiness criteria in favor of new criteria stating that readiness for SASM will be met when multiple SASMs are called and the SASM Auction is successfully executed during the 168-Hour Test. 

This discussion of the Readiness Metric Inventory was suspended until later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below). 

Discussion of Credit Transition to Nodal (See Key Documents)

Cheryl Yager discussed how ERCOT will handle credit during the transition to the nodal market. She noted that QSEs will need to post additional collateral to support their DAM and RT activities until the Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) system has finished populating with data from the new nodal systems. Participants expressed interest in learning more about the specific time frame necessary for the new nodal data to reach a steady-state wherein additional collateral will not be required. Ms. Yager noted that she could provide an update to TPTF when more information becomes available.

Discussion of a New Draft for the CRR Change Request (Continued)
Ms. Jirasek continued the discussion for the updated CRR API Change Request. She discussed the Impact Assessments that had been provided by the nodal project teams and noted that the CRR API testing schedule was in line with testing for the other projects. Participants expressed concern that the specific dollar amounts for adding the CRR API had not been identified in the Change Request and expressed a desire to see these up front. Ms. Jirasek noted that the CRR team would update the Change Request to include the specific dollar amounts prior to forwarding it to the BOD and that the ranges shared were the same as those used by the Impact Assessment team to communicate with TAC. No motion was made to forward the Change Request to the BOD. Mr. Doggett noted that he would report to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) that TPTF drafted an updated Change Request for the CRR API but did not approve it.
Market Readiness Metric Inventory (Continued) 

Mr. Wilkinson continued his review of the Readiness Metric Inventory. Participants suggested establishing a reliability benchmark for metric MO2, Operate 7-Day Market with RUC. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he will discuss this as a follow-up item with Mr. Cote. Ms. Wagner recommended updating metric CO10, Verify Credit Calculations, to indicate that the readiness team will verify that the CMM system has been thoroughly tested prior to go-live. Mr. Wilkinson updated the metric as recommended.

Mr. Wilkinson noted that he would update the Readiness Metric Inventory based upon TPTF feedback and post it to the nodal website following the meeting. He noted that he would forward the updated document to TAC for consideration, with the understanding that the Readiness Metric Inventory is a living document that will continue to evolve and to circulate through TPTF and TAC. Mr. Wilkinson also noted that the evaluation criteria for the metrics would continue to be refined as needed for the Readiness Scorecard. Mr. Spangler moved that TPTF recommend sharing the metric inventory as a work in progress and ask TAC what involvement they want to have in approving them, and to agree that ERCOT should move forward with E1, E6, E8, E9, MP1, MP11, MP14, N1. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions. All Segments were present for the vote. 

Discussion of Additional Comments for Nodal Operating Guides

The TPTF briefly discussed the need for TPTF to comment upon the Nodal Operating Guides to ensure that sufficient review is conducted prior to TAC approval. Mr. Doggett noted that a request for comments will be distributed from TPTF Review following the final OWG vote for NOGRR007 on July 30, 2007. He noted that comments will be received at TPTF Review through August 13 to facilitate discussion during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

White Paper- Dynamically Scheduled Resource (DSR) Output Schedule Validation in Real-Time (See Key Documents)

Shams Siddiqi and Resmi Surendran discussed options for validating DSR Output Schedules. The TPTF consensus was to let DSR QSEs submit before the end of the Adjustment Period an Energy Trade where the QSE is both the buyer and the seller to indicate the net Energy Trades, DAM awards and Energy from all DSR QSE’s non-DSR Generation Resources used to meet the DSR QSE’s Load as well as any Energy Trade or DAM award that is satisfied by energy from the DSR Resources. Also the QSE will have to specify whether this Energy Trade is a net purchase or sale

Validation of submitted DSR Output Schedules will consider the following: 

· Sum of the DSR QSE’s Output Schedules for all DSR Generation Resource; plus

· Sum of the DSR QSE’s Energy Trades where the DSRQSE is both the buyer and the seller in the same Energy Trade (MMS will set the value as negative if the flag is set to sale); minus 

· QSE’s DSR load; minus 

· Sum of deployment of Load Resources that are part of the QSE’s DSR Load; minus 

· Sum of Non-Spin deployment from the DSR Resources of the QSE.

Ms. Surendran noted that the MMS team will incorporate this clarification into the Requirements documents when they make the updates for Baselines 1 and 2. Mr. Siddiqi noted that a cleanup NPRR will still be required for Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance.

Mr. Siddiqi discussed issues associated with the refund option for Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs). The TPTF discussed whether ERCOT should pay QSEs to the sum of their Output Schedules whenever the Load they actually serve is lower. The TPTF reached at the consensus that Output Schedule validation and refund option for PCRRs are two independent issues.
Update on External And Internal Interfaces (See Key Documents)

Stephen Kerr discussed the updates included in v1.02 of the External Interface Specification. He noted that the updated document had already been released from TPTF Review for a period of review, with comments due by August 3, 2007. Mr. Kerr identified the list of new loopback services being developed for the August 30th release. He noted that the new services are flagged in the updated document, and he requested that the TPTF focus its comments on these services. The comments will be reviewed during the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Kerr also discussed the web services that are currently available and noted that defects from Sandbox testing are being posted to the Nodal Transition Readiness Center.

Mr. Kerr discussed notifications and listeners. He shared a use case describing how notification messages will be sent to MP systems and identified the next steps for MPs that are preparing to test notifications and listeners. Mr. Kerr also described the testing results from the most recent loopback release, noting that all testing defects were resolved. He shared a sample test case illustrating how the test scripts were built.    

Mr. Kerr discussed the interface design process used for integrating nodal systems. He noted that each nodal project team is responsible for grooming their own Requirements, CSDs, and Use Cases to identify the data they will require from other nodal systems. Once they have identified their data dependencies, they communicate this information to the integration team, which then assumes responsibility for building integration artifacts. The artifacts help to define code containers for the data and to identify events that will trigger movement of the data between nodal systems. The integration team also analyzes any potential gaps where data may need to be transformed to make it usable across receiving systems. Any exceptions in the process (i.e., conflicting data dependencies, incorrect information, etc.) are handled through the Integration and Design Authority (IDA). Mr. Kerr displayed a flow chart illustrating the process as it proceeds from the planning phase through the testing phase. Mr. Kerr noted that the EIP maintains a database of architectural patterns and application patterns to ensure that nodal systems will exchange data consistently and expeditiously. Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Kerr share examples with TPTF to describe how data will be sent from MMS to EMS and from EMS to MMS. Mr. Kerr agreed to distribute examples of the requested data flows. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:02 p.m. on Tuesday, July 24, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, July 25, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

EDS 3 Release 5 Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote presented an update on the EDS 3 Timeline. He noted that Mr. Sullivan’s presentation earlier in the meeting had incorrectly identified the starting date for iTest, and he displayed a corrected slide to demonstrate the timeline as it should have been displayed. However, based upon TPTF feedback, Mr. Cote noted that neither timeline was valid. As a result, Mr. Cote proposed a newly revised timeline allowing ERCOT internal testing to be conducted in parallel with EDS testing. Mr. Cote noted that the newly revised timeline will help to preserve the August 24, 2007 milestone for starting , thethe SCED  testing required for EDS 3 Release 5.  

To begin his description of the newly revised timeline, Mr. Cote noted that Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) has been completed for the MMS components, including the MP interface and the SCED engine. In addition, the MMS system components have been deployed to the requisite hardware for delivery into the EDS environment. The MMS components can be deployed into the EDS environment once ERCOT receives and tests the requisite vendor patch for digital certificates. 

Mr. Cote reminded TPTF that the critical path item for integrating MMS to External Web Services (EWS) (i.e., the EIP 3 back-end integration) had been started late owing to the configuration/migration issues for SCED described by Mr. Sullivan earlier in the meeting. However, the functionality enabling MPs to submit items via EWS has already been tested by the Integration and Product Testing (INT) team and has been deployed to the Sandbox. With the initial EWS functionality in place, the EIP expects to complete the integration between MMS and EWS by August 10, 2007 so that the EDS schedule can be set back on track. After August 10, parallel testing efforts will be conducted to allow the EIP team to perform its debugging process concurrently with INT and EDS testing. Mr. Cote confirmed that the MP Graphic User Interface (GUI) will be available in the EDS environment by August 24, 2007. He reminded TPTF that the testing teams are already posting Sandbox defects on the Readiness Center, and they will continue posting defects as EDS testing proceeds. Mr. Cote also noted his intention to distribute a market notice for the revised EDS timeline. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Cote include a link to the updated EDS Timeline in his market notice. Mr. Cote also noted that the testing teams were working with MPs to develop test cases for Phase 2, and the MMS team intends to review FAT test cases with TPTF during an upcoming meeting. 

Offer Creation and Submission Methodology for SCED Testing (See Key Documents)
Bill Blevins discussed the methodology for creating and submitting offer curves SCED testing. Kevin Gresham moved to approve the EDS3 Release 5 – SCED Testing Establishing Generating Resource Offer Curves v0.90. Leonard Stanfield seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote, with no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.
Update on NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting (See Key Documents)

Mr. Blevins discussed a forecasting study conducted by AWS True Wind to clarify the differences between ERCOT’s current wind-forecasting methodology and the methodology proposed by NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting. Mr. Blevins shared some study figures to indicate how Ancillary Service (AS) requirements for Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) will be affected by NPRR045 if it is approved. Mr. Blevins confirmed that NPRR045 will not impact cost or schedule. Mr. Blevins noted that ERCOT Operations had suggested evaluating the 80% Probability of Exceedance (POE) over time so that it may be revised periodically as needed. The TPTF discussed the possibility of establishing an administrative procedure for this recommendation; the consensus was that ERCOT Operations should develop a process for periodic review. Walter Reid moved to approve NPRR045, Wind Power Forecasting, as it had been submitted to PRS. Mr. Stanfield seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) (1), Cooperative (1), Independent Generator (1), and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented. Mr. Spangler emphasized his expectation that NPRR045 will be included in Baseline 3 and will be given high-priority so that the vendor may incorporate changes as soon as possible without affecting either cost or schedule. Mr. Blevins agreed to verify with ERCOT Change Control that the Impact Analysis for NPRR045 is available for PRS.

Service Level Agreement (SLA) for Nodal EDS Environments (See Key Documents)

Aaron Smallwood discussed revisions for the SLA for Nodal EDS Environments. He described the new structure for the document, noting how it had been revised to ensure that all applications throughout EDS testing will receive consistent support levels that will be increased as EDS approaches go-live. Mr. Smallwood noted that ERCOT will coordinate with MPs to extend support hours as necessary during peak test times. The SLA will be active until December 1, 2007, at which time it will be reviewed and updated as needed. Ms. Wagner moved to approve the SLA for Nodal EDS Environments v0.92. Ananth Palani seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote, with no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented.

Presentation on RUC AS Manual Procurement

Mark Patterson discussed the steps for RUC manual procurement, noting that: 

· DAM will solve AS and Energy on its first execution whenever possible, and the DAM optimization will prioritize to solve AS before Energy whenever units offer both. 

· Whenever DAM does not procure enough AS during its first execution, ERCOT will declare an AS insufficiency and issue an alert to request additional AS Offers.

· Thirty minutes after sending the alert, ERCOT will execute DAM a second time. If the additional AS Offers are still insufficient, then ERCOT shall run the DAM a third time, reducing the AS Plan by the insufficiency amount for clearing purposes.

· DAM will pass the AS insufficiency information to Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC), including AS type, hour, and MW amount. ERCOT will then procure the insufficient AS manually in the DRUC process. The Market Operator Interface (MOI) will provide a summary display of information, including AS Qualification information, to help Operators to manually procure AS.

· Following the manual RUC AS procurement, ERCOT Operations will issue a dispatch instruction to affected QSEs; the instruction will indicate that the Resource is committed in RUC to provide AS for the assigned AS capacity (i.e., AS type, interval, MW).

· Finally, each QSE representing a Resource that is committed for AS in RUC will follow-up the RUC dispatch instruction by changing the Resource status in the COP and updating the AS schedule as needed.

· Manual procurements for AS will be treated as normal RUC awards and will be settled using the RUC Make-Whole Payment.  

Mr. Blackburn noted that the telemetry sent by QSEs representing Resources manually-committed in RUC to provide AS will need to reflect the updated COP information. Mr. Spangler noted that the Business Requirements and the Nodal Protocols do not offer any guidance on how Operators should make their selections for manual RUC procurements. Mr. Patterson noted that a business process should be developed to describe this activity. 

Discussion of Draft NPRR for AS payments (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Stanfield discussed his draft NPRR for providing AS payments to Resources that are brought online by Day-Ahead RUC or Hourly RUC. Mr. Spangler opined that incorporating the NPRR prior to go-live would entail implementing last-minute design changes to accommodate a low-probability event. He recommended that TPTF post-pone discussion for the NPRR until after go-live. Mr. Stanfield opined that the changes proposed by the NPRR will need to be incorporated prior to go-live so that they may support Resources during the initial operating period of the new nodal market. The TPTF consensus was to let Mr. Stanfield submit the draft NPRR to PRS and to resume discussion of the topic if it re-circulates to TPTF.

Update on Sub-Group Meeting to Discuss PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections (See Key Documents)

Diana Zake updated TPTF on the July 18, 2007 sub-group discussion, noting that the sub-group had discussed modifications for the Zonal-to-Nodal disposition table and had confirmed expectations that settlements during the transition should be executed according to whichever Zonal or Nodal Protocols are effective on the day of settlement. She noted that the sub-group has an open action item to discuss situations wherein Zonal and Nodal Protocols may be effective simultaneously. She noted that the issues for PRR727 will continue to be discussed at the sub-group level during August. The topic will return to PRS in September 2007. 

Develop Agenda for August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF Meeting

Mr. Bridges reviewed the agenda for the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting, noting the following items:

· CRR Project- Review of CRR Requirements & CSD updated through Baseline 2

· EDS 1 Update- Discussion of error resolution and testing deliverables

· Sub-group Update- PRR727 and Zonal-to-Nodal Transition Mechanism

· IDA Project- Review disposition of comments for External Interfaces Specification v1.02

· Project Updates: 

· MMS-COMS Interface Update

· Registration/RARF

· COMS Update 

· Settlements Mini-Market Examples Update

· Training Curriculum Document

· Draft NPRR from CenterPoint for Electrical Bus 

· EDW Project Update

· TPTF comments for Nodal Operating Guides

· NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance
· NPRR076, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment
Mr. Spangler requested that Mr. Mereness be added to the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF agenda to provide an update on the RARF.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Bridges adjourned the TPTF meeting at 12:10 p.m. on Wednesday, July 25, 2007. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Distribute examples of EMS-MMS/MMS-EMS data flows to TPTF. 
	S. Kerr
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketers
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Blackburn, Don
	Investor Owned Utilities 
	TXU

	Davis, Vanessa
	Investor Owned Utilities
	AEP Corporation

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas 

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Generator
	Coral Power

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Vo, Trieu
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)


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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Abad, Gerry
	Capgemini Energy (via teleconference)

	Atwood, Alan
	Exelon (via teleconference)

	Beck, D.W. (Bill)
	Topaz (via teleconference)

	Beck, Mike
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy (via teleconference)

	Bukowski, Walter
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Burkhalter, Ryan
	SunGard Energy (via teleconference)

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy

	Crawford, Dan
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Fu, Weihu
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	GP&L

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	GP&L (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hughes, Gilbert
	AEP

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos Electric (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Li, Young
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (

	Simpson, Lori
	Constellation Energy (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc . (via teleconference)

	Trietsch, Brad
	Fist Choice Power

	True, Roy
	Aces Power Marketing

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wallace, Micah
	SunGard Energy (via teleconference)

	Warren, John
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Denton Municipal  (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Woosley, William
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Zang, Hailing
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Antanacio, Manuel (via teleconference)

	Ashbaugh, Jackie 

	Atanacio, Manuel (via teleconference)

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy

	Boren, Ann (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Carpenter, Steve (via teleconference)

	Cheng, Rachel (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj

	Coon, Patrick (via teleconference)

	Cote, Daryl

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff

	Hailu, Ted

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kerr, Stephen

	Lopez, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Mansour, Elizabeth (via teleconference)

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt (via teleconference)

	Moody, Theresa

	Pare, Tim

	Peterson, Bill

	Privette, Scott

	Pulcini, John (via teleconference)

	Ransom, Kathy (via teleconference)

	Reed, Bobby (via teleconference)

	Sharma, Raj (via teleconference)

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, August 13, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will review examples of Test Plans during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting and discuss the role that TPTF should play in reviewing testing artifacts. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· August 27 – 29, 2007 

· September 10 – 11, 2007 

· September 24 – 26, 2007 
Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes

The TPTF suspended discussion of meeting minutes until later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below).

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)
Jerry Sullivan provided an update on the status of the nodal program. He noted that the overall status for the nodal program is still amber. Regarding the dimension of Schedule, vendors are still confirming their ability to incorporate changes through Baseline 2 within the original schedule. Regarding the dimension of Quality, the program is positioning a testing “czar” to provide a cohesive testing focus across nodal projects. The program is also emphasizing product usability by engaging end-users to review User Interfaces (UI). Regarding the dimension of Cost, the program status will remain amber while the under-runs and over-runs that have been identified to date reach equilibrium. 

Mr. Sullivan identified a few key milestones recently completed by the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) team, noting that Point-to-Point (PtP) checkout and Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) validation had begun on time, and the Market Management System (MMS) team had completed its Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED). Mr. Sullivan also noted that the Sandbox deployments for Priority 1 External Web Services were back on track despite initial delays. Mr. Sullivan discussed upcoming key milestones and identified the changes that had been made to the near-term program schedule. He noted that the trials preparation date for early EDS 3 SCED validation had been moved to August 24, 2007 owing to migration and configuration issues, as previously discussed at TPTF, and the initial set of six Priority 2 web services for EDS 3 will be deployed in the Sandbox by August 31 with the remainder to be incrementally delivered through September 31, 2007. Mr. Sullivan discussed the progress being made in integration and testing, noting that the test cycle times had been reduced significantly and web services are being delivered much faster. Floyd Trefny opined that the presentation slide appeared to illustrate that code will drop from iFAT into iTEST before it drops into EDS. Mr. Sullivan noted that the iTEST will not necessarily be 100% complete before the code is delivered to EDS, although it is still part of the process, and he assured that Market Participants (MPs) will be included in the debugging phase. 

Metric Map Progress/Hall of Fame-Wall of Shame 
Mr. Sullivan discussed the progress of the Metric Map in the context of the EDS timeline. He noted that the Red-Amber-Green (RAG) scoring may need some adjustment at evaluation time, depending upon the metric being measured. Mr. Sullivan also discussed the Hall-of-Fame/Wall-of-Shame and identified the Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources who secured their EDS 3 testing slots on time and those who had not. He also identified the QSEs and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) that had completed PtP testing. He noted that some MPs had expressed concern regarding the Wall of Shame terminology and its function in calling attention to MPs for non-performance. He noted that the Wall of Shame convention had proven to be successful as a motivational tool in other markets, but the terminology may be changed, if necessary. 

Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Sullivan survey nodal Project Managers (PMs) to determine how many more Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) are expected to be submitted by the program.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting Update

Mr. Doggett noted that during the TAC meeting on August 2, 2007, the TAC had reviewed the TPTF-proposed changes for the TPTF Charter and had requested that TPTF discuss the types of testing artifacts it would like to reference when assessing approval for test plans. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF will hold this discussion during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that Glen Wingerd had offered to provide testing artifacts to facilitate the discussion. Any TPTF Charter revisions resulting from the discussion will be forwarded to TAC. 

Update on Board Decision Relating to Nodal Protocol Synchronization (See Key Documents) 

Nieves Lopez discussed language approved by the Board of Directors (BOD) during its July 17, 2007 meeting for the following NPRRs:

· NPRR049, Generation subsystem Changes to Incorporate Approved Whitepapers, as revised to synchronize with NPRR069, Changes to SURAMP

· NPRR061, Scarcity Pricing Mechanism, as revised to synchronize with NPRR051, Removal of the Pseudo Resource Requirement in the Real-Time SCED Process

The TPTF offered no comments on the language that was approved by the BOD. 

NPRR077, Incorporating the ERCOT Internal Audit Department and Other Clarifications (See Key Documents)

Ms. Lopez discussed NPRR077, noting that it had been submitted simultaneously with the companion PRR735. Bob Spangler suggested that ERCOT may need to consider incorporating elements from Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance, into NPRR077. He noted that some clarity may be needed regarding who will be responsible for supplying audit results to TAC. Manny Munoz expressed concern regarding any changes that NPRR077 might make to the terms of confidentiality in Section 1.4.6, Confidentiality of Information. Andy Gallo assured that NPRR077 will not affect the terms of confidentiality because any confidentiality agreement recognized by ERCOT will always be measured against the terms in Section 1.3, Confidentiality. Mr. Gallo noted that some of the proposed revisions in NPRR077 are to give ERCOT the ability to contract with audit vendors whose confidentiality standards may actually be more stringent than those recognized by ERCOT. Mr. Spangler asked if ERCOT legal had reviewed Section 8.2, ERCOT Performance Monitoring and Compliance, to determine if any items from this section should be incorporated into NPRR077. Mr. Gallo noted that Section 8.2 had not been considered, and he agreed to consider it for the NPRR. Kevin Gresham agreed it could be helpful to look over Section 8.2. He noted that NPRR077 appears to affect procedures rather than nodal systems, but if the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) needs an endorsement from TPTF, it will remand NPRR077 to TPTF for additional discussion. 
Update on Nodal Settlements Mini-Market Workshop (See Key Documents)

Bill Barnes provided an update on the Settlements Mini-Market Workshop hosted by LCRA on July 26 – 27, 2007. The workshop provided participants with realistic examples of the nodal settlement formulas. Mr. Barnes noted that the examples had been developed from the mock-ups of mini-market data posted on the nodal website.
 Mr. Barnes noted that Settlements will not be offering another workshop. The next steps for the mini-market examples involve their adaptation by the training team for use in the Market Settlements 301 course.

Project Updates (See Key Documents)

Commercial Systems (COMS) Update 

Raj Chudgar provided an update for the COMS Project. Mr. Chudgar noted that the COMS team is synchronizing its documentation to Baseline 2 and is aiming at TPTF review in September 2007. Mr. Chudgar discussed the project timeline for Lodestar development. He noted that Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT) for Lodestar is slated for the Fourth Quarter of 2007, and Site Acceptance Testing (SAT) is slated for the First Quarter of 2008. He reminded TPTF that settlements will go live with the first Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Auction in October 2008. The first draft of the detailed design has been completed and is ready for review. 

Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) Update

Mr. Chudgar noted that the base product for CMM should be completed by the end of August 2007. Afterwards, the product will enter an iTest environment and the first stage of customization. The detailed design for CMM should be ready for review in September 2007. Mr. Spangler noted that the CMM milestones were not clearly represented on the EDS Sequence Timeline. Mr. Chudgar noted that the CMM milestones were currently folded into the Settlements and Billing (S&B) milestones, but they should be elaborated in the next version of the EDS Sequence Timeline.

Commercial System Integration (CSI)

Mr. Chudgar described the challenge of integrating data from systems that are designed by multiple vendors. He discussed the need for COMS to identify how information will be dropped into the Settlements and Billing (S&B) system and into the CMM system. To this end, a CSI team was formed to identify a solution for building an integration layer to transform data received from upstream systems into a format that is usable by S&B and CMM. The CSI team selected a TIBCO-Oracle solution from a number of prototypes as the recommended path for ensuring that COMS will receive its data in usable formats from Network Model Management System (NMMS), Energy Management System (EMS), MMS, and CRR. Mr. Chudgar noted that the CSI detailed design is currently in progress and is scheduled to be completed in September 2007. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that a combination of nodal teams, including COMS, MMS, and Enterprise Integration Project (EIP), have been working with the vendor to map requirements from COMS. About 70% of the data items have been mapped thus far. Mr. Chudgar noted that if the vendor’s current design proves to be unaccommodating for any of the data transformations required by the CSI solution, then the COMS team may need to return to TPTF to discuss the need for corresponding NPRRs. Marguerite Wagner inquired about additional costs related to vendor updates. Mr. Chudgar noted that the cost and schedule issues for the COMS-related items are largely MMS issues at this point, and MMS is currently negotiating cost issues with the vendor. 

NMMS Update

Mr. Chudgar noted that NMMS documents are being updated through Baseline 2. The detailed design is also being developed and should be ready in September 2007. Mr. Chudgar noted that ERCOT is working with Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to name Electrical Buses, and the list of Electrical Buses should be completed by the end of September. Mr. Chudgar discussed other items in the remaining NMMS workload for 2007, including training, testing, and market trials. 

Common Information Model (CIM) Update
Mr. Chudgar noted that ERCOT Legal has been working on a generic Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) that will allow participants to review the current CIM file. Interested participants should contact their ERCOT Wholesale Client Services representative for more information. Mr. Chudgar also noted that participants who would like to review the CIM Data Dictionary may do so without an NDA. The CIM Data Dictionary is still under development and is updated on a monthly basis while the CIM is being built. CIM development should be completed by the First Quarter 2008. Mr. Chudgar noted that participants with no previous CIM experience may contact ERCOT for assistance with CIM importers or other vendor issues related to CIM. Mr. Chudgar invited participants to submit any CIM-related questions to him via email at rchudgar@ercot.com. Mr. Chudgar reminded TPTF that the CIM user conference will be held at ERCOT in October 2007.

Readiness Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Chris Wilkinson provided a demo of the Readiness Scorecard beta release. He noted that all information related to ERCOT readiness will be made public, although not all information related to Market Participant (MP) readiness will be made public, so Accountable Executives (AEs) will be provided with IDs for accessing their non-public information online. Mr. Wilkinson noted that the Readiness Scorecard will be shared with TPTF as new iterations are developed. Mr. Wilkinson also discussed recent progress for the Metric Map and the new RAG rules for evaluating metrics. Mr. Wilkinson discussed the following metrics for Iteration 2, noting that they would be distributed for review following the meeting:

· E1, ERCOT Staff Completes Training

· Mr. Wilkinson noted that ERCOT will create a plan identifying the training modules required for ERCOT staff. The progress for Metric E1 will be tracked against the plan and measured in steps according to each EDS. 

· E6, Develop Nodal Operating Guides

· Mr. Wilkinson identified the timeline for measuring progress for Metric E6. Mr. Trefny suggested including a traceability table as part of the measurement criteria. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he could expose traceability for Requirements that are included in the Nodal Operating Guides. Mr. Trefny also asked Mr. Wilkinson to remove the background information that had been included in the metric and to simplify the metric description by removing the reasons for delivering the Nodal Operating Guides. 

· E8, ERCOT Staffed for Texas Nodal Operations

· Mr. Trefny suggested that the measurement criteria for Metric E8 should require ERCOT staff members at the director level to fill out a readiness survey similar to the MP questionnaire. Tim Pare agreed that it would be fair to require the survey, and he noted that ERCOT will proceed to make this inquiry for all metrics associated with organization, staffing, training, and operating procedures. Mr. Wilkinson noted that Metric E8 will be measured in steps according to each EDS, and the traceability will be exposed.  

· E9, Develop TN Procedures

· As with Metric E8, Mr. Wilkinson noted that Metric E9 will be measured in steps according to each EDS, and the traceability matrix will be exposed. 

· MP2, QSE with Resources Connectivity to EDS Environment

· Mr. Wilkinson noted that Metric MP2 tracks whether QSEs with Resources are able to connect to the Market Information System (MIS) and the EDS 3 environment. He noted that Daryl Cote and the EDS team have exposed a testing sign-up sheet on the nodal website and will be tracking registration and execution by QSEs with Resources.

· MP3, QSE with Resources Upload of SCED Offers to EDS

· Mr. Wilkinson noted that tracking had begun for Metric MP3, and the metric should be ready for inclusion in the Scorecard by the end of September 2007. 

· MP5, ICCP PtP Telemetry Test

· Mr. Spangler noted that the metric criteria required MPs to add all required points to meet Nodal Protocols for readiness to be achieved. He recommended that Mr. Wilkinson remove the word “all” from the criteria. Mr. Wilkinson agreed to update the metric criteria as recommended. 

· MP11, MP Registration Activities

· Mr. Wilkinson noted that ERCOT will begin measuring Metric MP11 for QSEs with Resources in September, starting with the submission of the Ancillary Services (AS) Attestation and the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF). Mr. Spangler noted that the RARF will need to be measured more than once because additional data cells will be exposed to the market as testing progresses. He also noted that the AS Attestation is a voluntary form, so the RAG rules may not be applicable. Participants suggested not including a red status when evaluating criteria for the AS Attestation. Mr. Wilkinson agreed to clarify Metric MP11 by splitting it into two sub-metrics: one to measure the RARF and one to measure the AS Attestation. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he will clarify release-specific measurement for the RARF in the next version of the metric. 

· MP14, MP EDS 2 Trials Participation

· Mr. Wilkinson clarified that the Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) process referred to by Metric MP14 refers to the EDS 2 version of the NOMCR process. Valentine Emesih suggested removing the red status indicator from the RAG rules for Metric MP14 because participation in the NOMCR process during EDS 2 is voluntary. Mr. Pare suggested retaining some aspect of the red status indicator for MPs who choose to participate. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he would update the RAG rules for the next version of Metric MP14 to indicate a break-out for MPs who choose to participate versus those who do not. 
· N1, ERCOT Telemetry Alarm Processing

· N2, ERCOT Telemetry/ICCP System Failover

· Mr. Wilkinson noted that he will add a parenthetical item to Metric N2 to indicate that failover testing will be tracked for both ERCOT and MPs. 

Discussion of Current Program Schedule

Mr. Doggett passed out hard copies of the EDS Sequence Timeline. He noted that Mr. Trefny had requested an update regarding any changes that had occurred to the program schedule since the last Market Readiness Seminar. Mr. Pare noted that the primary concern regarding software drops occurs in MMS, and Murray Nixon is currently evaluating the reasonability of the new vendor release schedule. Mr. Trefny expressed his interest in comparing the current program schedule against the one from September 2006 to identify points where the program schedule may be slipping. He noted that such a comparison should indicate whether the nodal program is properly positioned to support the mandatory EDS testing that begins on October 1, 2007. He noted that he would like to see evidence that EMS and MMS will be prepared to support the pending test schedule. Mr. Pare noted that he would return to TPTF during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting to provide a more comprehensive report, including updates on the MMS-EMS interface and the Network Operations Model (NOM). 

Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Data Archival And Reporting Requirements Update (See Key Documents)

Scott Privette discussed the structure of the EDW Data Archival and Reporting Requirements document. He also discussed the content of the document, noting the replication and reporting requirements that had been identified to date for NMMS, MMS, EMS, PI, CRR, Siebel, Lodestar, and CMM. He invited TPTF to provide feedback on both the structure and the contents of the document. Mr. Doggett qualified that the preliminary reporting requirements identified in Mr. Privette’s presentation only referred to the reports that EDW will be responsible for creating. He emphasized the importance of distinguishing between the reports that EDW will generate and the reports that EDW will merely archive as provided by source systems. Mr. Privette discussed two tracking documents that serve as sources for the EDW Data Archival and Reporting Requirements: the Nodal EDW Business Agreement Matrix and the Nodal Data Services Master List. These tracking documents are available from the EDW project on nodal website at http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/edw/index.html#req. 
Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes - Continued (See Key Documents)
The TPTF considered comments for the draft minutes from the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. The Electrical Bus Update was revised to reflect that TPTF discussed that Transmission Operators must enter the breaker and switch statuses that cause Electrical Buses to be consequentially outaged; that a downstream “topology processor” 
 will evaluate breakers and switches to determine Electrical Bus status; and, that Electrical Buses will not appear in the Outaged Equipment tables of the Outage Scheduler. Dennis Caufield agreed to revise the draft NPRR for Electrical Bus to incorporate the Electrical Bus discussion as revised in the meeting minutes. Regarding the Discussion of Issues for Verifiable Costs, the TPTF revised the draft meeting minutes to reflect the expectation that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) should review the algorithm for verifiable cost. Mr. Doggett noted that he could confirm with WMS whether they are planning to review the algorithm. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting as modified by TPTF. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with no opposing votes and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment. 
Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:30 p.m. on Monday, August 13, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, August 14, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Training Update (See Key Documents) 

Ted Hailu discussed how the Training Course Curriculum document had been updated to include course prerequisites and to synchronize nodal training with EDS testing. Mr. Munoz noted that no dates had been included for the training courses. He recommended including links to the EDS testing schedules in the course descriptions to clarify when each training course will be offered. Mr. Hailu agreed to update the document with links as recommended. Naomi Richard inquired about the projected timeframe for delivering the course for Non-Opt-In Entity (NOIE) QSE Operations. Mr. Hailu noted that the course for NOIE QSE Operations will be delivered in tandem with the Generation 101 course. He stated that he would update the projected delivery date for both courses following the meeting. Ms. Richard also inquired about attendance reports for nodal courses. Mr. Hailu noted that he would work with Mr. Pare and others to begin distributing training reports to AEs. Participants expressed concern that while course development may be on track, course delivery may be lagging. Mr. Hailu noted that he would return to TPTF during a future meeting to provide his regular update regarding the status of training development and delivery. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the proposed changes to the Training Curriculum Document v2.0 as discussed by TPTF on August 14, 2007 with the modifications proposed by TPTF. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.

Review of Draft Monitoring Programs for TSPs, QSEs, and ERCOT (See Key Documents)

John Adams provided an initial review of the draft Monitoring Programs for TSPs, QSEs, and ERCOT. Mr. Adams introduced Theresa Moody, who is serving as the Project Manager. Mr. Adams noted that the Monitoring Programs are being developed as required by Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance. The Monitoring Programs will be incorporated into the Nodal Operating Guides and must be approved by TAC. Mr. Adams explained that while the project was interested in receiving TPTF feedback for the document, it did not plan to seek an endorsement from TPTF. Instead, the next steps planned for the document include the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS), WMS, and TAC. Mr. Adams noted that the document had already been distributed to TPTF for review with a comments deadline of August 17, 2007. Mr. Trefny noted that the Monitoring Programs are constrained by the Nodal Protocols, and he recommended that TPTF be consulted while the document is being drafted. He gave examples of components in the document that did not reflect the Nodal Protocols, and he requested that references to the Nodal Protocols be included in the document to ensure traceability and to facilitate review. Mr. Munoz recommended building such references into the document before taking it to either ROS or WMS. Mr. Spangler suggested discussing the document at the subgroup level where TPTF and ERCOT may work through the issues together and quantify urgency for approving the document. Mr. Adams agreed to schedule a subgroup meeting and to send an announcement to TPTF. Mr. Doggett recommended inviting Mr. Privette to participate in the subgroup. The TPTF consensus was that Mr. Adams should wait until the subgroup meeting has been held before taking the document to either ROS or WMS. Mr. Doggett noted that an update on the subgroup activities will be scheduled on a future TPTF agenda. 

Draft NPRR to modify language for Electrical Bus in Section 3.1.5.1 (See Key Documents)

Mr. Munoz discussed the revised version of CenterPoint’s draft NPRR for Electrical Bus and described how it been updated to reflect the Electrical Bus Update revised by TPTF in the approved July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes. Mr. Munoz moved to approve the draft NPRR for revised Electrical Bus language in Nodal Protocols Section 3.1.5.1 to be forwarded to PRS. Gilbert Hughes seconded the motion. Mr. Spangler opined that the current Nodal Protocols were sufficient and the draft NPRR represented an unnecessary addendum to Outage Scheduler functionality. He recommended that if TPTF opted to approve the draft NPRR, it should first remove the phrase "except electrical buses" and retain the original sentence stating that a “Transmission Service provider (TSP) shall request a Planned Outage or Maintenance Outage for any Transmission Element in the Network Operations Model that requires the Transmission Element to be removed from its normal service.” Mr. Spangler offered a friendly amendment to the motion on the floor to vote on the revised draft NPRR with the phrase removed. Mr. Munoz accepted the amendment. No one objected to the amendment. Woody Rickerson inquired about the “downstream topology processor” referred to in the draft NPRR. He noted that the design for Outage Scheduler does not include a topology processor that will generate a text list of outages. Mr. Munoz clarified that the reference to a downstream topology processor was not intended to indicate that a text list would be provided; rather, it was to indicate that ERCOT will provide the model information necessary for end-users to determine the status of Electrical Buses. Mr. Rickerson confirmed that the design for Outage Scheduler will cover this concern by providing all model and public Outage information necessary to create a complete picture of Outages for future hours. He reiterated that the Outage Scheduler will not provide a text list of outages. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Municipal and Independent Generator Market Segments. The Consumer Market segment was not represented.
Discussion of Updates for EMS Requirements (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams reviewed the disposition of comments for the EMS Requirements documents updated through Baseline 2. He made additional modifications to the documents as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Adams noted that the documents will need to be updated again to comply with ERCOT’s revised internal naming convention. The TPTF consensus was to discuss the updates associated with the naming convention separately at a future TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Trefny moved to approve the following updated EMS documents as revised by TPTF on August 14, 2007: 

· Generation Subsystem Requirements Specification v1.2;

· Energy Management System Requirements Specification v1.2;

· State Estimator Requirements Specification v1.2;

· Wind Power Forecasting Requirements Specification v1.2;

and to approve the following updated EMS documents as submitted to TPTF by the EMS Project: 

· Network Security and Stability Analysis Requirements Specification v1.1; 

· Load Forecasting Requirements Specification v1.1. 

Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Cooperative, Municipal, and IOU Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

Update on Activities for the Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup (See Key Documents)

Mr. Spangler provided an update on recent activities for the Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup. He noted that the group had been working to identify when protocols should become effective and to address transition issues associated with test sequencing, readiness criteria, and performance monitoring. Mr. Spangler noted that some legal issues may need to be addressed as well. He requested that other members of TPTF try to familiarize themselves with the Protocol Transition Plan that was compiled by the subgroup prior to the next TPTF meeting so that a consensus may be reached and the document may be forwarded to TAC. Mr. Trefny noted that he had shared the document with Mr. Pare. Mr. Doggett noted that the Protocol Transition Plan would be discussed again during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

NPRR076, Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment 
Resmi Surendran discussed clarifications with TPTF regarding Nodal Protocol 6.5.9.4.2, EECP Steps, Item (2)(a)(ii)(4). She noted that the protocol requires ERCOT to post a list of Load Resources (for each QSE selected to interrupt) to the MIS Certified Area following Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) and before DRUC this analysis could only be based on COP which could change. Since this requires additional software implementation and gives only a list that could change, she enquired if it was enough to post the list of Load Resources selected to interrupt after RRS is deployed from the Load Resources. Mr. Trefny clarified that the purpose of the MIS posting is to provide a day-ahead notice to QSEs regarding which Load Resources will be deployed first on the following day so that Load Resources can be prepared. He noted that an algorithm for this process had already been discussed by the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) for consideration at WMS. 

EDS 1 Update (See Key Documents)

John Pulcini provided an update via teleconference regarding PtP testing for EDS 1. Mr. Pulcini noted that all PtP testing should be completed by the end of September, with the exception of testing for one MP that will be carried over to early October. As previously requested by TPTF, Mr. Pulcini described the process for error resolution. He noted that the error rate is currently at 4%. All errors are being prioritized and assigned to modeling and telemetry teams for resolution, and each issue is being re-tested to ensure proper resolution before being migrated to production. Participants requested that Mr. Pulcini finish his teleconference presentation early owing to technical difficulties with the teleconference audio. Mr. Spangler requested that Mr. Pulcini plan to visit TPTF in person for a face-to-face discussion regarding the status of EDS 1 testing and the type of test artifacts that TPTF may expect to consider when evaluating whether EDS 1 test results satisfy applicable Nodal Protocol Requirements. Mr. Spangler noted that it would be helpful for TPTF to determine an approach for reviewing future test results based upon the next EDS 1 discussion. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Pulcini will be invited back to TPTF to discuss EDS 1 testing again during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of Updated CRR Documentation and Approval Timeline (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza recapped the approval schedule for updated CRR documentation, as previously presented to TPTF during the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting, and expressed her interest in accelerating the approval schedule by moving each item up one meeting. No one objected to accelerating the approval schedule. Ms. Garza noted that the updated CRR Requirements and Conceptual System Design (CSD) would be distributed for review following the meeting, with a comments deadline of August 20, 2007. Afterward, the CRR team would accelerate the schedule by planning to discuss the following items during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting:

· Updated CRR Requirements 

· Updated CRR CSD

· Requirements Restructuring
Ms. Garza noted that the accelerated schedule would require the TPTF to simultaneously review two versions of the CRR Requirements—one for NPRR updates 
 and one for restructuring. No one objected. 
Review of CRR Comments for Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 005, Planning (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza discussed the CRR-proposed changes for NOGRR005 in Subsection 6 of Section 5.5, System Modeling Information. She noted that the CRR-proposed changes clarified the criteria used to identify which Outages should be included in the CRR Network Model. Ms. Garza noted that the primary intent was to include Outages submitted after 90 days. The TPTF modified Subsection 6 of Section 5.5 to clarify the types of Outages that must be included in the CRR Network Model and to indicate that all “Outages included in the CRR Network Model shall be posted on the MIS Secure Area consistent with the model posting requirements and with accompanying cause and duration information, as indicated in the Outage Scheduler in Protocol Section 7.5.1, Nature and Timing.” Sid Guermouche moved to endorse the ERCOT staff comments for NOGRR005, Planning, with the changes proposed by TPTF. Mr. Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with none opposed and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

EIP Update on External Interface Specification (See Key Documents) 

Stephen Kerr reviewed the disposition of comments for the External Interface Specification. He identified the changes that had been incorporated into the most recent version of the document (v1.03) and listed the new web services that were tagged for approval, as follows:
New Market Transaction Services

· Self Arranged Ancillary Services

· Ancillary Services Offer

· Ancillary Services Trade

· DAM Energy Bid

· DAM Energy Only Offer

· Congestion Revenue Rights Offer

· PTP Obligation Bid

· Self Schedule

New Market Information Services

· Proxy Curves

· Startup and Shutdown Instructions

· Total Regulation

· Load Ratio Share

· Unit Availability

· Forecasted Load

· Real-Time System Load

· Market LMPs and SPPs

· Mitigated Curves

New Notifications

· Outage Notifications

· Notices and Alerts

· CRR Awards

New Outage Scheduling Services

· Outage Creation

Mr. Kerr noted that all of these web services would be deployed as loopback services to the Sandbox by August 31, 2007. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the External Interfaces Specification v1.03 (for the new web services highlighted with the triple asterisks (“***”) as indicated in the bulleted list above). Russell Lovelace seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and seven abstentions from the IOU (1) and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) (6) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.  
Mr. Kerr noted that the EIP team was still developing the method for getting the Market Information Services out of the back-end systems, so the plan for connecting MMS with the web services for Mitigated Curves and Proxy Curves had not yet been determined. Mr. Kerr noted that an NPRR may be necessary to implement these two web services. Alan Hudson noted that the response-to-comments spreadsheet had not been posted as a key document for the meeting. Mr. Kerr agreed to distribute the spreadsheet following the meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that the spreadsheet would be posted in the meeting output file. 
EDS 3 Update (See Key Documents)
Mr. Cote clarified two dates from the EDS timeline, noting that August 24, 2007, marked the start of individual testing windows for QSEs with Resources and August 31, 2007 marked the date by which all web services will be available in the Sandbox. He also noted that ERCOT had not received a 100% response rate for the August 1st Market Notice requesting Offer Curves for EDS 3 SCED testing. He noted that the submission deadline for the Offer Curves was August 10, 2007, and not all QSEs with Resources had made the deadline. Mr. Cote confirmed that all QSEs who missed the deadline had been contacted. 

Mr. Cote asked TPTF members what they would like to receive from EDS to facilitate future testing discussions. Mr. Trefny noted that he would like to see more information about the status of integration for EMS and MMS. Mr. Spangler suggested that TPF needs to define what it expects to receive from the EDS teams before, during, and after testing. He reiterated his desire to use the next EDS 1 discussion as an opportunity to define these expectations for the EDS team. 
Future Agendas 

Mr. Doggett noted that the following items would be carried to the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting:

· NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance 
· MMS Update
· Review of MMS FAT Scripts
· EDS 3 Phase 1 Test Plan Overview

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that a User Interface (UI) workshop had been scheduled for Wednesday, August 15, 2007.
Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 3:00 p.m. on Tuesday, August 14, 2007. 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Confirm whether WMS intends to review the algorithm for Verifiable Cost.
	T. Doggett

	Survey nodal PMs to determine how many more NPRRs may be submitted by the program.
	J. Sullivan

	Review Nodal Protocols Section 8.2 for any items that should be included in NPRR077.
	A. Gallo

	Schedule a subgroup meeting to discuss the draft Monitoring Programs for TSPs, QSEs, and ERCOT.
	J. Adams

	Determine if an NPRR will be needed to implement the web services for Mitigated Curves and Proxy Curves.
	S. Kerr
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	Beck, Mike
	TNMP (via teleconference)
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	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)
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	Orr, John
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	BP

	Seymour, Cesar
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	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power (via teleconference)

	Yu, James
	(via teleconference)
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	Adams, John

	Anderson, Troy (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Carmen, Travis (via teleconference)

	Cheng, Rachel

	Cheng, Tao (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj

	Coon, Patrick

	Cote, Daryl

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)
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	Fisher, John (via teleconference)

	Frosch, Colleen  (via teleconference)
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	Webb, John
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Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, August 27, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the meeting. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following TPTF meetings at the ERCOT MetCenter:

· September 10 – 11, 2007

· September 24 – 26, 2007 

· October 8 – 9, 2007 

Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents) 

Stacy Bridges noted that no comments had been received for the draft meeting minutes from the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting. Bob Spangler moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting as submitted. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote with no abstentions. All Market Segments were present for the vote. 
Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan provided an update on the status of the nodal program. He noted that the program dimensions of Scope, Cost, and Schedule remained amber. Because the primary concerns for the dimension of Schedule were associated with the Market Management System (MMS), Mr. Sullivan noted that ERCOT would work with the MMS vendor to ensure their ability to deliver on time. Mr. Spangler inquired if TPTF would be informed about any critical design issues which ERCOT is negotiating with the MMS vendor. Mr. Sullivan indicated that Sai Moorty could describe the issues in more detail offline. Mr. Spangler clarified his concern that delaying solutions for design issues may make them unsolvable later owing to escalating costs for change requests. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that the situation would be addressed and monitored by ERCOT. Regarding the MMS User Interface (UI), Mr. Sullivan noted that development would occur in-house to ensure that the final UI product meets the program’s quality standards. He stated that the MMS UI development team was working to incorporate feedback from the nodal projects and from Market Participants (MPs). Regarding staffing, Mr. Sullivan noted that the remaining gaps for the MMS and the Energy Management System (EMS) were being closed, so confidence should increase for product deliveries associated with Early Delivery Systems (EDS) 3. Mr. Sullivan discussed the updated program timeline. He also discussed system integration in the context of the nodal organization chart and he elaborated upon the testing “czar” position proposed by the program to ensure synchronicity and quality control during integration. Mr. Sullivan noted that the discussion of the testing czar position would be continued by Jeyant Tamby later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below). Mr. Doggett asked Mr. Sullivan to comment on the issue of ERCOT readiness, noting that participants had previously asked ERCOT to circulate a readiness questionnaire within the nodal project teams. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that Tim Pare had assembled a questionnaire that would be shared with TPTF. Kevin Gresham inquired about the challenges facing the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project regarding reports and extracts. Mr. Sullivan noted that the program was turning more attention to the EDW Project to ensure its ability to deliver information. He noted that previous hardware issues related to the Oracle database were being resolved by David Forfia’s team. Mr. Gresham inquired if any issues were expected for EDW reporting as it crossed over from the zonal design to the nodal design. He expressed interest in knowing how the issues, if any, would be handled. Mr. Doggett noted that he would see if a Subject Matter Expert (SME) could visit TPTF to comment on this topic. 

Discussion of Readiness Metrics (See Key Documents)

Chris Wilkinson reviewed the disposition of comment for the Readiness Metrics Inventory. Mr. Wilkinson noted that 11 of the 76 Readiness Metrics were being tracked:

· MP1, MP Engagement 

· MP2, QSE with Resources Connectivity to EDS Environment 

· MP3, QSE with Resources Upload of SCED Offers to EDS 

· MP5, Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Point-to-Point Telemetry Test 

· MP11, MP Registration Activities 

· MP14, MP EDS-2 Trials Participation 

· E1, ERCOT Staff Completes Training 

· E6, Develop Nodal Operating Guides 

· E8, ERCOT Staffed for Texas Nodal Operations 

· E9, Develop TN Procedures 

· N1, ERCOT Telemetry Alarm Processing

Mr. Wilkinson provided a brief update on the progress for each of these 11 metrics and noted that they would be presented to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in September, pending TPTF approval. Participants discussed the list of 11 metrics and noted that it did not appear to match the list of metrics approved during the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Wilkinson noted that MP2, MP3, and MP5 had been added to the list of metrics to be tracked, and the other metrics had been updated, with the exception of MP1. The TPTF consensus was that metrics should not be modified once they have been approved unless they are approved in stages via a recognizable change-control process. Mr. Wilkinson agreed to update his presentation to clarify the modifications made to the metrics since their previous approval by TPTF. He also agreed to indicate that MP1 had not changed and that MP2, MP3, and MP5 were new metrics pending TPTF approval. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he would split the Readiness Metric Inventory document into two separate documents: one to contain active metrics approved by TPTF and one to contain the metrics pending future approval by TPTF. Mr. Doggett recommended identifying the approval dates for active metrics directly in the metrics documents. Mr. Wilkinson agreed to return to TPTF to discuss the updated presentation and new metrics documents on Wednesday, August 29, 2007 (see this discussion continued below).  

Discussion of Verifiable Costs Submission Requests (See Key Documents) 

Ino Gonzalez discussed clarifications for how verifiable costs will be used in settlement calculations. Mr. Gonzalez asked TPTF if all Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) resources should be obligated to submit verifiable costs. The TPTF consensus was that the failure of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) to submit verifiable costs within 30 days of a RUC commitment should be considered a protocol violation, assuming that verifiable costs were not previously filed with ERCOT. Regarding updates to verifiable costs, Mr. Gonzalez noted that after five years or 50 RUCs, a QSE will receive notification from ERCOT to update verifiable costs, at which point the QSE will have 30 days to submit its updates. Mr. Gonzalez noted that ERCOT will always pay the generic cost value until verifiable costs are approved. Participants noted that if ERCOT approves verifiable costs late, any difference between the generic costs and the verifiable costs should represent disputable dollars. Don Blackburn noted that any caps that are imposed should occur at the time that settlements are calculated and not at the time that offers are submitted. He asked for confirmation that the check for this will be performed in Settlements rather than in the MMS. Mr. Gonzalez noted that he would confirm this process with Settlements and MMS.    

Program Schedule Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Pare discussed the current program schedule and recent changes, with a focus on software drops for MMS. He noted that ERCOT was working with the vendor to negotiate release dates for upcoming software drops for MMS. He noted that the Functional Acceptance Test (FAT) start date for the MMS 2 drop, which delivers full functionality for Day-Ahead Market (DAM), RUC, and Supplementary Ancillary Services Market (SASM), had been moved to December 1, 2007. Mr. Pare also noted that the FAT start dates for subsequent MMS drops (i.e., MMS 2a and MMS 3) would be delayed, although he assured that ERCOT was working with the vendor to minimize the impacts of MMS delays on the EDS 4 schedule. Mr. Pare noted that he would return to TPTF to share a slide illustrating the work that is being done to minimize the impact of the MMS schedule on EDS 4. Participants inquired if any of the MMS delays were expected to affect the October 1, 2007 start date for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) testing. Raj Chudgar assured that all functionality originally planned for the October 1 milestone would be ready. He reminded participants that the full connectivity to the back-end MMS would not be ready until the software drops are delivered for MMS 2. Mr. Pare discussed the FAT start dates and end dates associated with each of the components for the nine EDS Releases. He identified the components that were still on schedule, as well as the ones that were being re-scheduled, as follows:

· Release 3: 

· EDW 1- State Estimator and Telemetry reporting 

· Release 4: 

· EMS-Network Model Management System (NMMS) to EMS/MMS interface 

· Release 5: 

· EDW 2- SCED Reporting

· Enterprise Integration Project (EIP) 3- Interfaces for SCED 

· Release 6: 

· EDW 3- Load Frequency Control (LFC) Reports

· Release 7: 

· EDW 4- Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Reports

· Release 8: 

· EIP 6- All Settlements Interfaces

· EDW 5- Shadow Settlements

· Release 9: 

· MMS 2- DAM, Hourly-RUC (HRUC), Daily-RUC (DRUC), SFT, PCD, SCED+, MI, Common Information Model (CIM) importer 

· MMS 2a- CIM Importer (w/ext) , SASM

· MMS 3- Balance of MMS components: Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT), NSLR, Weekly-RUC (WRUC), DC Tie, Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI)
· Outage Scheduler (forecasted 45-day delay)

· EMS 4- Mid-Term Load Forecast (MTLF), Long-Term Load Forecast (LTLF), Renewable Production Potential (RPP)
· EDW 6- DAM Reporting

Mr. Trefny inquired if the Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) base product and the format for Settlement Statements would actually be ready by August 31, 2007, as indicated in the presentation. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that wireframes for Settlement Statements would be provided to TPTF in September following a review by the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS). Regarding the CMM base product, Mr. Chudgar noted that the final patch was in process and would be completed by the end of the week. Mr. Trefny requested clarification regarding the EIP 3 MMS-to-EMS interface component, which was displayed in the presentation as an EIP 4 component for Release 6. Mr. Trefny suggested this might be a typographical error. Mr. Pare noted that he would update the presentation to correct typographical, to include the EDS phase dates, and to provide a clearer understanding of the start and end dates for component testing. Mr. Trefny requested that the presentation be updated on a continual basis and brought to TPTF for discussion at meeting, if possible, or at one meeting per month, at the minimum. 

Discussion of Nodal Transition Issues (See Key Documents)

Dan Jones discussed the draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Revisions to Wholesale Electric Market Monitor (WEMM) Requirements in Section 8.2, ERCOT Performance Monitoring and Compliance. He indicated where he struck the specific WEMM reporting requirements from Section 8.2, noting that he had replaced the requirements with activities more appropriate to the WEMM’s role as an independent entity responsible for monitoring market operations. He noted that ERCOT should be responsible for providing the specific reports while the WEMM should only be responsible for providing monitoring to assess market operations for compliance and effectiveness. Mr. Jones noted that the next step for the draft NPRR will be to align it with the draft document for Monitoring Programs for QSEs, Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), and ERCOT. After discussing the draft NPRR, Mr. Jones discussed the Nodal Startup Transition Rules, noting their purpose for providing behavioral rules to help protect against unexpected operational issues during the initial operation of the nodal market. He proposed a 45-day duration period, which he agreed was flexible, and he described the basic components of the rules relevant to DAM, RUC, CRR, and Real-Time (RT). Mr. Jones noted that the Nodal Startup Transition Rules would be distributed for review and that he would review any market comments for the document during the September 24, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of Updated ERCOT naming convention (See Key Documents)

The TPTF agreed to defer discussion of the updated ERCOT naming convention to the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance (See Key Documents)

John Adams reviewed comments for NPRR074, including the comments that had been submitted by Calpine, Occidental, and ERCOT staff. Participants opined that the document was difficult to review owing to the extensive editing that had occurred to it. Mr. Spangler suggested starting over with a clean NPRR. Mr. Gresham noted that the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) had not expressed a preference regarding how NPRR074 should be returned to PRS, and he confirmed that the extensive editing in the document had caused considerable confusion when it was considered by PRS. Mr. Trefny recommended withdrawing NPRR074 and creating a replacement draft to contain only comments form ERCOT Staff and the June 25 – 27 TPTF meeting. Mr. Trefny recommended that TPTF could review the replacement draft first, and then it could review the additional comments from Calpine and Occidental afterward. No one objected to this approach. Mr. Adams agreed to draft a replacement for NPRR074 as recommended. 
Update on Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup activities (See Key Documents) 

Diana Zake discussed the recent activity for the Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup and reviewed the disposition of comments for the Protocol Transition Plan. She noted that the Protocol Transition Plan would be distributed for a final round of review, along with Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections, to allow sufficient comments to be submitted prior to the September 20, 2007 PRS meeting. Mr. Bridges agreed to distribute the documents from TPTF Review following the meeting. Ms. Zake noted her intention to seek a vote for PRR727 and to seek an endorsement for the Protocol Transition Plan during the September 10, 2007 TPTF meeting. She asked TPTF to consider the issue of identifying a suitable posting location for the Protocol Transition Plan once it is finalized so that MPs will be able to easily access the status of transitioning the Protocols. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:31 p.m. on Monday, August 27, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, August 28, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

discussion of CRR documentation updates (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza reviewed the disposition of comments for the updated CRR Requirements and summarized the changes that had been made to the document. Dan Bailey moved to approve the updated CRR Requirements Specification v1.92 as presented to TPTF on August 28, 2007. Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Independent Generator (1), Consumer (2) and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. Ms. Garza reviewed the disposition of comments for the CRR Conceptual System Design (CSD) and summarized the changes that had been made to the document. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the CRR CSD v1.07. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Generator and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. Ms. Garza discussed additional changes for the CRR Requirements document, noting how the documents had been restructured to ensure traceability and transparency during testing. She confirmed that the restructuring effort had addressed formatting only and that nothing new had been incorporated into the CRR Requirements during the restructuring effort. Shawna Jirasek provided a side-by-side comparison of the version 1.92 that was approved by TPTF and the version 2.5 that was modified by the restructuring effort. She noted that the restructured version 2.5 would be distributed from TPTF Review following the meeting for a period of comment to end September 4, 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that the CRR team would review comments for the restructured CRR Requirements during the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

EDS CRR Testing MP Handbook (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza provided an initial review of the CRR Handbook for EDS testing. Russell Lovelace expressed concern that he had not seen any plans for running a mock 24-month auction prior to the first actual CRR Auction. Ms. Garza confirmed that a mock auction would be conducted, although probably not until after go-live. Naomi Richard inquired about how credit for the CRR Auction might be affected by the transition to nodal. Ms. Garza noted that the CMM system probably would not be ready to accommodate the first CRR Auction, so MPs might need to post supplemental collateral to participate. Ms. Garza noted that the handbook would be distributed from TPTF Review following the meeting. 
MMS Discussion of Offering CRRs in DAM (See Key Documents)

Mark Patterson discussed how CRR offers will be offered by Non-Opt-In Entities (NOIEs) in DAM. Participants opined that the presentation slides were unclear regarding how the $2,000/MWh default value would be assigned to offers per Nodal Protocol Section 4.4.5, CRR Offers, Paragraph (3). Ms. Garza clarified the process, noting that the MW value and the price constitute two separate aspects of a CRR offer. She noted that if a MW value is offered, but a Minimum Reservation Price is not specified, then the $2,000/MWh default will be applied to the MW value. On the other hand, if a MW value is not offered, then CRR capacity will be cleared in DAM Day-Ahead Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs). Any CRR Offer containing a MW value will be settled in Real-Time. Participants requested that this clarification be included in the minutes and updated in the presentation slides for re-distribution to TPTF. Shams Siddiqi inquired how ERCOT will handle the validation of actual Load against the peak Load forecast for the 110% restriction on CRRs to be settled in Real-Time per Nodal Protocol 4.4.5.1, CRR Offer Criteria, Paragraph (4). Yongjun Ren noted that ERCOT is expecting NOIEs to submit the value for peak Load forecast for the Operating Day as part of their CRR Offers. No one objected to this approach. Marguerite Wagner and Mr. Guermouche noted that if there is a deviation between the actual Load and the peak Load forecast submitted by the NOIE, then a re-settlement may be in order. Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT was not planning to conduct a re-settlement. Mr. Patterson closed his presentation by working through some examples of how ERCOT will settle CRRs submitted by NOIEs. He agreed to revise his presentation based on the TPTF discussion and to re-distribute it to the TPTF email list. 

Discussion of MMS FAT Testing for Accelerated SCED (See Key Documents)

Mr. Patterson discussed the process for MMS FAT testing for Accelerated SCED. He noted that the test cases were available and participants could review them with the appropriate Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA). Mr. Spangler noted that MPs were unable to access the test cases with the current NDA, and he opined that Mr. Patterson’s presentation provided no warrant that the contents of all the test cases should require an NDA. Mr. Patterson noted that he had not been informed of the reasons for requiring an NDA for the test cases in question. Mr. Spangler stated that Mr. Patterson’s response was unacceptable and that ERCOT should make it possible for participants to review the test cases on some level. He suggested sanitizing a test case for TPTF to review, if necessary, so that participants could acquire a modicum of understanding for how the test scripts will function relevant to testing. Ms. Richard noted that she would like to see the SCED validation and application process before the October 1, 2007 EDS milestone. Mr. Patterson invited participants to email him at mpatterson@ercot.com if they were interested in reviewing the test cases. Daryl Cote invited any participants who review the test cases to email questions to him at eds3@ercot.com. Mr. Patterson noted that participants could submit their own test cases. Ms. Wagner expressed concern that TPTF had been receiving FAT updates but had not reviewed any Detailed System Designs (DSDs). Mr. Patterson noted that a DSD for accelerated SCED should be available, and he would see about making it available to MPs who had signed the NDA. He noted that the DSDs for the other MMS applications were not available at the present time. 

EDS 1 Update on Test Results (See Key Documents)

Jonathan Pulcini provided an update on EDS 1 testing. He noted that all Point-to-Point (PtP) testing would be completed by the end of September, with the exception of one MP that would be carried to October 2007. He discussed issue resolution and provided a breakdown of the modeling and telemetry issues that had been assigned to ERCOT and MPs for resolution. Regarding metrics, Mr. Pulcini discussed the entry and exit criteria identified for EDS 1 Release 2, as well as the status for each criterion to date. Mr. Pulcini discussed the process for checking telemetry, including the new process for checking telemetry beyond EDS 1 (from the presentation slides):

· The PtP process established and used for telemetry checking in EDS 1 will be used for all new construction or changes being submitted by MPs in the future.

· Each new substation or Generation Resource will not only include a modeling check but also a PtP telemetry check to ensure accuracy and reliability.

· Telemetry checks will be scheduled as part of a checklist to energize a new substation or Resource.

· Any issues encountered will be logged in a current-issues database and resolved by following the existing processes.

Mr. Pulcini confirmed that telemetry checking was being performed for Private Use Networks. Mr. Trefny noted that the error rate for telemetry would probably reach a constant state that ERCOT will need to continually address. He inquired if ERCOT had made any projections regarding the staffing necessary to maintain the process for checking telemetry after go-live. No conclusive answer was provided for Mr. Trefny’s inquiry, and he requested that a note be included in the minutes to reflect that ERCOT had no exit criteria regarding the staff and procedures necessary to maintain the process for checking telemetry after go-live. Ms. Richard noted a market notice had been distributed to MPs regarding the failover testing issues that should be completed by September 30, 2007. She inquired if the EDS team had the staffing necessary to resolve failover testing issues while completing EDS 1 testing. Mr. Pulcini confirmed that the EDS team had the staffing necessary to complete both activities simultaneously. Ms. Richard also inquired about the data that MPs will be expected to submit to ERCOT during EDS 3 Release 5 Phase 3. Mr. Cote noted tentatively that all Real-Time data points should be active and operational at this time, and he agreed to communicate a more definitive response to TPTF once more details are available. The TPTF discussed the types of testing documentation that the EDS team will provide at the close of each testing phase. Mr. Spangler recommended that the EDS provide TPTF with artifacts to support readiness measurement, including test plans, test results, and business processes for continual steady-state testing following go live. John Webb asked TPTF to provide a clearer picture regarding the types of artifacts expected from the EDS team. He suggested that the EDS team could provide metrics, entry criteria, and exit criteria similar to the information that had been provided in Mr. Pulcini’s presentation. The TPTF consensus was that a presentation including such information would be a satisfactory artifact for TPTF to evaluate at the close of each EDS testing phase. Mr. Spangler noted that the content of such a presentation artifact would need to provide sufficient warrant to support any readiness claim that TPTF might forward to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF should provide additional feedback regarding any other information that should be included in Mr. Pulcini’s presentation to represent the type of testing artifact expected from EDS. No additional feedback was provided.  

EDS 2 Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Webb provided an update on EDS 2 testing. He discussed the activities for EDS 2 testing, the nodal process models developed by the EDS 2 team, the entry and exit criteria for EDS 2 Release 3, and the activities for the Network Operations Model (NOM) in EDS 2 Release 4. Bill Blevins noted that the EDS team was currently reviewing the Telemetry and State Estimator Standards and was planning the following revisions (from the slides):

· align standards to conform with North American Electric Reliability (NERC) standards format

· reference Nodal Protocols and Operating Guides

· evaluate standards measurements, metrics and compliance

He noted that the final review of the documentation would be forwarded to TAC for consideration in September, to be followed by discussions among the appropriate subgroups prior to approval in October 2007. 

EDS 3 Updates (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote provided an update on EDS 3 SCED Release 5. He displayed a testing timeline and discussed key milestones through January 2008. Regarding the October 1, 2007 milestone date, Mr. Cote noted that QSEs with Resources who had not begun SCED testing early would be given the first week of October to upload their data to the MMS system. He noted that by October 4, the input data validation phase should be completed (i.e., for Three-Part Offers, Current Operating Plans, Output Schedules, etc.). Mr. Cote noted that The EDS team will then use a “down” week in October to perform clean-up work, including upgrades, patches, and the synchronization of names for bus and Resource data between the EMS and MMS systems. Following the clean-up, QSEs with Resources will reconfirm their ability to submit by uploading relevant data into EMS and MMS during the second week of October. Mr. Cote noted that the November 1, 2007 milestone marks the EMS-MMS integration that will allow the first execution of SCED with the market. By mid-January 2008, reasonableness will be declared for LMPs, and ERCOT will begin to publish LMPs. Mr. Cote also discussed the status of the key activities necessary for the program to meet testing objectives for SCED. He noted that the primary challenge involved producing the following list of SCED reports (from the slide presentation):

· Status of breakers and switches

· Transmission flows and voltages

· Transformer flows, voltages and tap position
· Voltage schedule

· 15-minute average of Loads on Electrical Buses (5)

· LMPs on Resource Nodes, Hubs, Load Zones (1)

· Settlement Price Points (SPPs) on each Hub and Load Zone(2)

· Shadow Prices (4)

· Binding Transmission Constraints (3)

Mr. Cote noted that the program had launched a cross-project effort to ensure delivery of these SCED reports by November 1, 2007. Mr. Trefny suggested that it would be helpful to prioritize the SCED reports in the event the EDS team will need to push some out before the others. He suggested that the following SCED reports should be prioritized first: 

· Priority 1- LMPs on Resource Nodes, Hubs, Load Zones (1)

· Priority 2- SPPs on each Hub and Load Zone(2)

· Priority 3- Binding Transmission Constraints (3)

· Priority 4- Shadow Prices (4)

No one objected to the suggested prioritization. Mr. Cote noted that any participants who have a different perspective on how to prioritize the reports should contact him via the EDS 3 mailbox at eds3@ercot.com. Mr. Spangler inquired if the current MMS functionality would support LFC testing. Mr. Cote noted that the only functionality missing involved interfacing the EMS to the MMS. Mr. Cote displayed a bar graph of the weekly support for testing through the end of September 2007, noting that the work load will increase as testing progresses because more MPs were scheduled to test near the end of the test period. He invited any MPs who could test earlier to contact him for a new testing slot. Mr. Cote noted that the increased work load near the end of the test period would be manageable if MPs prepared properly for their scheduled tests. He confirmed that the EDS team would send instructions to MPs prior to testing and that all necessary preparation material was already available from the Transition Readiness Center
 (i.e., sample eXtensible Markup Language (XML) files, scripts, etc.). He noted that any MPs needing additional support should contact the EDS team via email at eds3@ercot.com. Mr. Cote displayed a cut from the weekly status report for the EDS testing schedule. He noted that status calls were being held on Mondays and Fridays, although the EDS team might need to adjust the schedule owing to a poor attendance rate for the Monday calls. Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT was posting known testing defects to the Transition Readiness Center.
 Mr. Cote closed his presentation with a discussion of potential EDS 3 testing deliverables, including test results, defect lists, and the EDS 3 SCED MP Handbook. Mr. Trefny noted that once SCED starts, it will continue running ad infinitum, so a process will be required for maintaining the code and troubleshooting. He suggested developing a metric for measuring ERCOT readiness in this area. Mr. Cote noted that he could talk to John Adams to verify whether this was already being addressed in performance monitoring. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:05 p.m. on Tuesday, August 28, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, August 29, 2007. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Resource Registration and Qualification Discussion (See Key Documents)

Patrick Coon discussed the relationship of Ancillary Service (AS) Attestations to LFC testing during EDS 3. He discussed a flow diagram illustrating how Resources with attestations will be qualified for the nodal market. Participants expressed concern that the flow diagram seemed to indicate that Resources with attestations will be required to participate in EDS 3 LFC testing prior to go-live. Mr. Coon clarified that Resources with attestations will qualify for the nodal market without having to participate in EDS 3 LFC testing, although ERCOT will still observe their performance if they happen to be online during testing. Mr. Spangler requested that the flow diagram be revised to indicate that any Resources observed during EDS 3 LFC testing will include those Resources that are scheduled in the Zonal Resource Plan. Mr. Doggett inquired if Resources with attestations will still be qualified if ERCOT observes them not following their Base Points during testing. Mr. Coon confirmed that they will still qualify, but ERCOT will require them to participate in a 45-day cure period following go-live. In this situation, Resources with attestations will also be allowed the option of scheduling a test prior to go-live rather than having to wait for the 45-day cure period. Mr. Trefny suggested expanding the 45-day cure period to 100 days. He also requested that the flow diagram be revised to clarify that any tests prior to go-live are optional for Resources with attestations. 

Integration and Product Testing (INT) Update (See Key Documents)

Glen Wingerd provided an INT testing update. He discussed the severity level defects, noting that he will follow up with Mr. Chudgar to verify that the severity level defects are being used for NMMS testing. Mr. Spangler inquired if a summary document could be developed for testing errors, noting that it would be helpful for TPTF to have access to such data. Mr. Doggett noted that he would work with Mr. Wingerd and Kate Horne to develop such a document. Mr. Wingerd introduced the CRR Test Plan as a candidate for the type of testing artifact that TPTF would like to review when evaluating testing. Mr. Wingerd reviewed the various sections of the document, including testing motivators, testing deliverables, exit criteria, defect detection, defect deferment, and testing types (i.e., smoke testing, usability testing, security testing, stress testing, end-to-end testing, etc.). Mr. Wingerd noted that the test plan had been written by the test team. Mr. Wingerd also reviewed EIP 3 (iTest) Back-End Test Plan with TPTF, noting that it followed the same template as the CRR Test Plan but was not as robust. The TPTF consensus was that the test plan artifacts reviewed by Mr. Wingerd represented the types of artifacts that TPTF should review when evaluating testing. Mr. Wingerd noted his willingness to share such artifacts with TPTF for review purposes, but he also noted his concern that involving TPTF in an approval process for such artifacts might hinder the forward progress of testing. Mr. Spangler inquired if similar test plans will be created for the other applications. Mr. Wingerd confirmed that the test strategy indicates that every team will create a test plan for every testing cycle. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Pare had confirmed that the Program Management Office (PMO) expected all projects to use Quality Center to track defects, with the exception of MMS and EMS for the present time. If the vendors for MMS and EMS use different tools, then the PMO will expect the MMS and EMS teams to import their information into Quality Center. Mr. Wingerd closed his presentation with an overall testing update for INT identifying how many scripts had been executed, how many testing defects had been addressed and closed, and how many testing defects remained current. 

Discussion of Proposed Changes for the TPTF Charter (See Key Documents)

The TPTF reviewed the proposed changes to the TPTF Charter and discussed TPTF’s role for reviewing and approving artifacts related to integrated systems testing, test artifacts, and test results. Mr. Spangler suggested that perhaps TPTF should not play a role in approving integrated systems test plans because of the potential scheduling problems that might result. However, for EDS test plans and test results, he suggested that approval from TPTF would be an important means to ensure compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. The TPTF modified the TPTF Charter to indicate that the “Integrated Systems Test Plans shall be posted for TPTF review and comment” and that the EDS Master Test Plans and test results would be subject to TPTF approval. Mr. Cote recommended that TPTF regard the EDS approach documents as the EDS Master Test Plans and the EDS handbooks as the test cases. For test results, Mr. Cote recommended that the EDS team provide a comprehensive presentation for TPTF review and approval at the close of each testing phase. The TPTF consensus was that Mr. Cote’s suggestions would meet TPTF expectations as indicated in the changes to the TPTF Charter. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the revisions to the TPTF Charter as modified by TPTF on August 29, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Commercial Systems (COMS) Update (See Key Documents)
Mr. Chudgar provided an update for the COMS Project. He discussed the progress of Lodestar development, noting that the first draft of the detailed design was available for participants who had signed the appropriate NDA. He noted that the review of wireframe formats for Settlement Statements and Invoices would begin at COPS in September 2007. Afterward, the COMS team would be scheduled to discuss the final layouts with TPTF during the October-November timeframe. Mr. Chudgar also provided an update on the progress of customization for CMM, noting that the detailed design is scheduled to be completed in September, along with pre-FAT for the critical path customization. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that all testing will be tracked in Quality Center. Mr. Chudgar also provided an update on Commercial Systems Integration (CSI). Mr. Reynolds expressed interest in the COMS team returning to TPTF to discuss data validation for the bill determinants that will be received from MMS. 

Discussion of Draft NPRRs (See Key Documents)
Mr. Ragsdale discussed the draft NPRR for Settlement Clarifications to RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula, including e described He clarifications for DC Tie imports and exports when calculating the capacity for QSEs at each RUC process. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the draft NPRR also included changes for DC Tie exports with the Oklaunion exemption and updates for the definition of Low Sustained Limit (LSL) as used throughout Section 5 Settlement calculations. Participants discussed Snapshot timing issues and whether non-firm transmission should have the two-hour window as described in the proposed changes for Section 5.7.4.1.1, Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share, Paragraph (4). Mr. Ragsdale agreed to address the timing issues by re-distributing the draft NPRR with an accompanying timeline for review prior to the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Ragsdale discussed the draft NPRR for Simplifying OBLRACT and OPTRACT. He noted that the draft NPRR had been prepared to simplify calculations and streamline interfacing efforts with MMS. Mr. Trefny suggested that the Settlements team should combine NPRRs whenever possible to optimize the change process. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the Settlements team may eventually choose to group the draft NPRRs as suggested, although it had initially prepared separate draft NPRRs to expedite discussions with TPTF.      
NMMS Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar discussed the naming rules for SPPs and Electrical Buses. He shared a draft spreadsheet of Electrical Bus nodes as a preview of preparation activities to support LMP testing. 

Agenda items for future CIM workshops

Mr. Chudgar discussed possible agenda items for future CIM workshops. He invited participants to email him at rchudgar@ercot.com if they were interested in participating in CIM workshops or if they had specific questions regarding CIM-related topics. He noted that September 12, 2007 would be targeted as a possible date for holding a CIM workshop, but ERCOT may opt to work with participants individually if interest levels did not warrant a separate workshop. 

Traceability Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Tamby provided an overview of the process the nodal program uses to ensure quality production for each project. He noted that all projects report on the Requirements functionality they will deliver for each EDS release. He described the program’s traceability strategy, which uses Requisite Pro to map Nodal Protocol requirements to use cases and test cases, followed by the use of Quality Center to ensure quality testing of protocol requirements for all projects through test scripts and test results. Mr. Tamby noted that traceability is being developed via artifact plans for each project. He shared a list of the artifacts that were available for the projects to date. Mr. Doggett inquired if Mr. Tamby could return to TPTF to share the artifact list again once it is developed further. Mr. Tamby agreed, noting that he will work with the project teams to prepare a more comprehensive list to share with TPTF. Mr. Tamby shared a Traceability Report from Requisite Pro (as of August 17, 2007) depicting the percentage of Nodal Protocols that have been traced and the percentage that are fully covered. Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the CRR team had been restructuring their Requirements Specification to facilitate the traceability effort for CRR Requirements. Mr. Tamby discussed the responsibilities envisioned for the testing czar position. He also recapped the defect tracking lifecycle, noting that it was a work in progress and that the various roles and responsibilities were still being identified and assigned. Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Tamby update the presentation as follows:

· update the test flow diagrams on Slides 3 and 4 to clarify that iTest does not have to be completed before code proceeds to EDS for testing

· update Slide 6 to clarify that exit criteria for testing may be deferred when necessary to ensure continual forward progress for each successive testing phase 

Mr. Tamby agreed to update the presentation as requested and to redistribute it to TPTF.

Discussion of additional ERCOT comments for Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 007, Telemetry and Communication (See Key Documents) 

John Fisher discussed the additional comments proposed by ERCOT staff for NOGRR 007, Telemetry and Communication. Mr. Trefny opined that the Operating Guides should only contain the components needed by Operators who use the guides and that any additional, granular details should be relocated to supplemental reference documentation as appropriate. He also recommended striking scan rates from NOGRR007 to avoid limiting data traffic in ways that may conflict with the scan rates already prescribed by the Nodal Protocols. The TPTF modified Section 7.1, ERCOT Wide Area Network (WAN), Paragraph (2), to delete the specific scan-rate reference for T1 connections and to simply indicate that the Multi-Protocol Label Switching (MPLS) network is provisioned with “connectivity” to each WAN participant. Mr. Trefny also recommended striking the last sentence in Section 7.2, ERCOT ICCP Interface, which states that the “Protocols and Operating Guides have authoritative precedence over any discrepancy in the ERCOT Nodal ICCP Communication handbook.” No one objected to the recommended changes. Mr. Bridges agreed to submit the recommended changes to Market Rules as additional TPTF comments for NOGRR007. Mr. Trefny moved to approve submitting the additional TPTF comments for NOGRR007 to Market Rules. Kristy Ashley seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Discussion of Readiness Metrics- Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Wilkinson continued his discussion of the Readiness Metrics. He noted that he had separated the Readiness Metrics Inventory document into two documents: the Active Metric Inventory, containing approved metrics; and the Future Metric Inventory, containing unapproved metrics. Mr. Wilkinson noted that once metrics were approved by TPTF, they would be moved from the Future Metric Inventory to the Active Metric Inventory, and then ERCOT would begin tracking them. Mr. Wilkinson confirmed that while the approved metrics in the Active Metric Inventory would be continuously reported upon, they would not be modified without first receiving TPTF approval. Mr. Trefny moved to recommend that ERCOT should move forward with the metrics MP2, MP3, MP5 and the modified metrics E1, E6, E8, E9, MP11, MP14, N1 as recorded in the Active Metric Inventory v0.91. Chris Brewster seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Training Update (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu provided an update on the status of development and delivery for nodal training courses. He noted that the Web-Based Training (WBT) module for the course Load Serving Entities (LSEs) 201 would be available in mid-September 2007. He confirmed that the training team had already begun development of all courses requiring delivery prior to market open, as identified in the Training Course Curriculum document, with the exception of two courses: Transmission 101 and ERCOT 101 for Wind Generation. Mr. Hailu recapped the timeline for the Basic Training Program, noting that the beta delivery for the course was scheduled in September 2007, and the first delivery of the five-day course was scheduled during October in Austin. He noted that the Basic Training Program would be delivered once a month. Mr. Hailu provided a progress report on total training delivery to-date, noting that over two thousand attendees had passed the course ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Mr. Hailu closed his presentation with a review of the nodal courses currently available on the training schedule. 

Discussion of NPRR078, Simplifying the Dispute Process

The TPTF agreed to defer discussion of NPRR078 until after the September 10, 2007 COPS meeting.  

Develop Future Agendas 

The TPTF discussed agenda items for the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. Participants requested that ERCOT legal distribute a draft version of the new broad-form Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) prior to the meeting. Participants also requested that the EDS team be invited to provide monthly updates to TPTF, preferably during the three-day meetings at the end of each month. Participants agreed to defer the EDW Update and the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) Update to a future meeting. The following agenda items were identified for discussion during the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting:    

· Discussion of broad-form NDA for detailed design documents 

· MMS Update regarding documentation and schedule



· CRR Update

· Review of disposition of comments for the Restructured CRR Requirements 

· Nodal Timeline Update 

· Metrics Update 

· EMS Update 

· Review of the updates to incorporate naming convention 

· Review of the updated EMS CSD


· Discussion of clean-up draft NPRR to replace NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance

· Discussion of additional comments to the clean-up draft NPRR to replace NPRR074 

· Market Information System (MIS) Update 

· Discussion of MIS schedule of tasks necessary to support EDS 3



· COMS Update

· CSI Update

· Discussion of Draft NPRRs for Settlements:

· Draft NPRR- Simplifying OBLRACT and OPTRACT 

· Draft NPRR- Settlement Clarifications to RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula

· Nodal Program Update


· Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup Update

· Discussion of PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections

· Review of disposition of comments for the Protocol Transition Plan and for PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections 

· Discussion of NPRR078, Simplifying the Dispute Process 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 3:00 p.m. on Wednesday, August 29, 2007. 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Share the ERCOT readiness survey with TPTF during a future TPTF meeting

· Discuss cross-over issues, if any, between zonal and nodal for EDW reporting

 
	J. Sullivan

	· Share a slide with TPTF illustrating the work being done to minimize the impact of MMS on EDS 4 testing  

· Update the presentation for the Nodal Timeline Update to correct typographical errors, to include the EDS phase dates, and to provide a clearer understanding of the start and end dates for EDS component testing

	T. Pare

	Distribute the restructured CRR Requirements and the CRR Handbook to TPTF for a period of review 


	CRR Team and TPTF Review

	· Update the MMS presentation on CRR Offers in DAM to reflect TPTF discussion and re-distribute it

· Verify if an MMS DSD for accelerated SCED is available to MPs with a current NDA
· 
	M. Patterson

	Verify if a the performance monitoring group is already considering measurement criteria for the continued maintenance and troubleshooting of SCED 

	D. Cote, J. Adams

	Prepare the draft NPRR replacement for NPRR074 
	J. Adams



	Consider options for developing a summary document for testing errors


	T. Doggett and Team

	Distribute a reviewable draft version of the new broad-form NDA
	C. Seely and TPTF Review
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ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Abernathy, Rick
	Independent Power Marketers
	Eagle Energy (via teleconference)

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utilities
	TNMP (via teleconference)

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

	Davis, Vanessa
	Investor Owned Utilities
	AEP Corporation

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utilities
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketers
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Boriin, Ellen
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Fu, Weihu
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Goff, Eric
	Constellation

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hughes, Gilbert
	AEP

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Saini, Ishwar
	UBS (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy

	Stappers, Hugo 
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike
	STEC (via teleconference)

	True, Roy
	Aces Power (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Yu, James
	(via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Barnes, Bill

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl (via teleconference)

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Deller, Art

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John

	Firestone, Joel (via teleconference)

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kerr, Stephen (via teleconference)

	Lopez, Nieves

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Martinez, Adam

	Mereness, Matt (via teleconference)

	Nixon, Murray

	Pare, Tim

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Seely, Chad

	Sharma, Giriraj (via teleconference)

	Shaw, Pam (via teleconference)

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, September 10, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda

Mr. Doggett reviewed the Agenda for the meeting. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· September 24 – 26, 2007 

· October 8 – 9, 2007 

· October 22 – 23, 2007 

Consideration of Draft TPTF Meeting Minutes

Mr. Doggett noted that discussion of the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting minutes would be deferred to the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 

Jerry Sullivan presented an update on the nodal program. He noted that the program dimension of Scope was rated green and that all projects were synchronized and aligned with the Nodal Protocols. He confirmed that the first fifteen Nodal Operating Guide Revision Requests (NOGRRs) hold no impacts for the program, and the remaining fifteen NOGRRs would be reviewed for possible impacts to cost and schedule. Floyd Trefny opined that any NOGRRs with cost impacts should be brought to TPTF for clarification regarding the reasons for the costs. Bob Spangler noted that the costs associated with NOGRRs should not stem from the NOGRRs themselves but rather from associated items such as white papers and Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs). Mr. Sullivan assured that any cost-related issues associated with the NOGRRs will proceed through the established governance process. Kevin Gresham inquired if all upcoming NPRRs had been submitted by ERCOT. Mr. Sullivan noted that he would need to verify the answer to this question. Mr. Gresham also inquired if all upcoming NPRRs would be essential for go live. Mr. Sullivan noted that any NPRRs considered essential for go-live would be flagged as such upon entering the governance process. He confirmed that essential NPRRs would be scheduled for discussion at TPTF before proceeding to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS). Mr. Sullivan noted that the program dimension of Quality was rated amber and that the quality issues associated with the Market Management System (MMS) design were being negotiated with the vendor. Mr. Sullivan noted that the dimension of Schedule was also rated amber owing to MMS-related issues affecting milestones for Early Delivery System (EDS) 4. Regarding the dimension of Cost, Mr. Sullivan noted that it was still rated amber owing to about $5 million in additional costs stemming from integration, release management, MMS, Baselines 1 and 2, and internal allocation. Mr. Sullivan confirmed that he intends to identify any possible savings within the program to help contain costs below the original $263 million program budget. He noted that the amber rating for the program dimension of Cost applies to overages that remain within 10% of the original $263 million budget. Mr. Spangler inquired about the internal allocation that is contributing to the $5 million overage. Mr. Sullivan noted that the internal allocation is associated with three areas that include facilities charges, support charges for nodal staff, and backfill charges for replacing staff members who have left their zonal positions to support the nodal program. Mr. Sullivan noted that the internal allocation issue could be discussed in more detail during a future update. Mr. Gresham inquired about the status of nodal staffing. Mr. Sullivan noted that significant staffing progress had been made for the MMS and Energy Management System (EMS) Projects, although a few more people may be needed. Mr. Sullivan also noted that the retention rate was acceptable and that no staff members had left the nodal program since June 2007. He confirmed that additional staff members would eventually be needed for the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Project and for Operations, although the additions are not considered to be urgent at this time. Mr. Trefny expressed interest in receiving an update on ERCOT’s state of readiness for steady-state staffing following go-live.
 Mr. Sullivan noted that he could address this topic in a future update, and he noted that TPTF could expect more visibility when measurements become active for the ERCOT staffing metrics. Mr. Trefny inquired about the status of the internal ERCOT readiness survey. Mr. Sullivan agreed that he would report on the results of the internal ERCOT readiness survey during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. He confirmed that the internal ERCOT readiness survey will follow a format similar to the readiness survey originally distributed to Market Participants (MPs). Mr. Sullivan discussed the actions that ERCOT plans to take to ensure delivery of the EDS milestones. He noted that confidence had been low for the delivery of the EDS 3 reports for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED), and he described a cross-project effort that had been launched  among the Market Information System (MIS), Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW), and Market Engagement and Readiness (MER) Projects to help ensure delivery of the reports. Mr. Doggett noted that more detail for this cross-project effort would be provided by Adam Martinez during the MIS Update (see this discussion below). Mr. Sullivan discussed the EDS Sequence Timeline and the challenges for achieving EDS milestones. Mr. Trefny requested that an update on the Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) process be provided by the EDS team during the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting. Daryl Cote confirmed that he could provide the update as requested. Mr. Trefny also requested an update on milestones for the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP). Mr. Trefny inquired if TPTF may expect to receive an affirmation from the nodal project teams indicating their agreement with the effective dates listed in the Nodal Project Schedule worksheet of the Protocol Transition Plan matrix.
 Mr. Sullivan noted that he was not familiar with the document and requested that Mr. Trefny forward it to him. Mr. Sullivan closed his presentation by describing his focus for the September 18, 2007 meeting of the Board of Directors (BOD), noting his intention to discuss market readiness and metric performance in the context of the EDS Sequence Timeline. 

Discussion of NPRR081, Automatic Voltage Regulator (AVR) Status (See Key Documents) 

John Dumas discussed NPRR081. He noted that the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) requires ERCOT to know the status of AVRs at all times. While NERC does not require AVR status to be provided via telemetry, ERCOT considers communication of AVR status via telemetry to be important for auditing and tracking purposes. In addition, the communication of AVR status via telemetry expedites the population of AVR-related data in relevant systems for processing. The TPTF discussed two comments for NPRR081. First, Mr. Spangler recommended changing Section 3.15.3, Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Responsibilities Related to Voltage Support, Paragraph (4), to show that QSEs will send ERCOT the telemetry info for AVR status within 30 minutes of a change of operational mode. Mr. Dumas updated NPRR081 to reflect the change as recommended. Second, Mr. Trefny recommended that QSEs should not be required to notify ERCOT of a change in operational mode through any means additional to the required telemetry. He recommended removing the sentence “When the QSE changes the mode, the QSE shall promptly inform ERCOT” from Paragraph (4). Mr. Dumas removed the sentence as recommended. The TPTF also discussed whether regulators should be monitored by QSEs as indicated by the sentence in Paragraph (4) stating that “each QSE shall monitor the status of their regulators and stabilizers.” The TPTF consensus was to leave the sentence unchanged. Mr. Spangler moved to approve submitting the two comments for NPRR081 as discussed by TPTF on September 10, 2007 to Market Rules for forwarding to PRS. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the Cooperative (1), Municipal (1), and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. Mr. Dumas noted that if NPRR081 passes, he will make sure that any necessary updates are made to downstream documentation, including the Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Handbook. 

Discussion of Restructured CRR Requirements (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza recapped the disposition of comments for the Restructured CRR Requirements Specification, noting that no new comments had been received for the document during the review ending September 4, 2007. Sid Guermouche moved to approve the restructured CRR Requirements Specification v2.5 as submitted to TPTF. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the IOU (1), Independent Generator (1), Consumer (2), and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (1) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.   
Discussion of CRR Clarifications (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza discussed two clarifications for the CRR Project. 

Clarification that McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs) will be allocated to Wind Generation Resources (WGRs)

Ms. Garza invited TPTF clarification regarding how ERCOT should associate MCFRIs for tracking purposes and asked TPTF whether MCFRIs should be associated directly with WGRs in McCamey or with the QSEs that represent them. She noted that the CRR team recommends associating MCFRIs directly with the WGRs in McCamey. No one objected to this approach. Ms. Garza asked TPTF if the CRR team should draft this clarification into a stand-alone NPRR or if they should include it in the upcoming CRR NPRR for Business Process Clarification. The TPTF recommended including the change in the CRR NPRR for Business Process Clarification. Ms. Garza noted that if anyone has additional comments, they may submit them when the NPRR goes to TPTF for review in October. No one objected to this approach.  

Clarification of when Settlement Points associated with new Resources become effective

Ms. Garza requested clarification regarding effective dates for settlement points to help the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and Settlements & Billing (S&B) teams to continue building their integrations. She noted that the clarification would also affect the range of settlement points included in the CRR model for future monthly and annual CRR Auctions. Ms. Garza noted that if settlement points are considered to be effective only after they produce generation, then the NMMS-S&B integration will only need to track one set of settlement points for actual generation. However, if settlement points are considered to be effective as soon as new Generation Resources complete the interconnection process, regardless of whether or not they have begun to produce generation, then the NMMS-S&B integration will need to track two sets of settlement points: one set for actual generation and one set for future generation. In the latter case, the set of settlement points tracked for future generation would be included in the CRR model for monthly and annual CRR Auctions. Ms. Garza noted that tracking two separate sets of settlement points for actual and future generation would complicate the integration build. The TPTF consensus was that settlement points should be considered effective as soon as new Generation Resources have completed the interconnection process, regardless of whether or not they have actually produced generation. Ms. Garza noted that the project teams would approach their integration build based upon the TPTF clarification.   

Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents) 

Tim Pare provided an update on the nodal timeline and discussed projected delivery dates for EDS milestones through November 2007. Mr. Pare noted that six Priority 2 web services had been deployed to the Sandbox on August 31, 2007, and the remaining Priority 2 web services would be delivered incrementally through September 26, 2007. The TPTF requested updates for:

· The Nodal Sandbox Schedule web page, posted at http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/schedule/index.html
· The Sandbox Web Services document (to include the Priority 2 Web Services), posted at http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/websvc/index.html
· The External Web Services Sandbox Release Schedule document, posted at http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/eds/index.html#oth
Mr. Doggett noted that Stephen Kerr could be invited to provide an EIP update on web services during the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Spangler requested that a discussion of Quality Center also be scheduled. 

Discussion of ERCOT naming convention (See Key Documents)

Kate Horne described the ERCOT naming convention that is currently being used to ensure naming consistency among document titles, filenames, and asset names. She noted that the purpose of the convention is to enable participants to identify documents more easily when searching for information on the nodal website. For any instances where the names of archived documents differ from the names of their more current postings, the TPTF requested that a cross-referencing document be developed to help them identify the differences. Mr. Doggett noted that a cross-referencing document can be developed. 

Review of EMS Updates to Reflect ERCOT Naming Convention (See Key Documents) 

John Adams discussed the changes that had been made to the EMS Requirements Specifications to reflect the ERCOT naming convention. Participants discussed whether the naming convention should require projects to use the full project name or the project acronym on document cover pages. The TPTF consensus was to use the project acronym. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the name changes as amended by TPTF and documented in the EMS presentation. Brad Trietsch seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote with no objections and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Discussion of EMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams discussed Baseline 2 updates for the EMS CSD. He noted that no market comments had been received during the review period ending September 4, 2007. Mr. Adams updated the cover page of the EMS CSD to reflect the ERCOT naming convention as approved by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EMS CSD v0.13. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote, with two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.  

Discussion of Draft NPRR to Replace NPRR074, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests in Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams presented the draft NPRR to replace NPRR074, noting that the request for withdrawal of NPRR074 had been posted to the meeting page. Mr. Adams noted that the draft NPRR to replace NPRR074 contained the TPTF comments from the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting. The TPTF recommended changing the title of the draft NPRR to “Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests.” Mr. Trefny moved to approve the draft NPRR to replace NPRR074. Mr. Spangler noted that it may be difficult for a Generation Resource that is producing generation at 150% of its Base Point to return to within 95% - 105% of its Base Point within ten minutes of a Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) recall instruction. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Adams confirm with Resmi Surendran whether the recall of RRS will occur according to the Normal Ramp Rate or according to the Emergency Ramp Rate. The TPTF considered the additional ERCOT Staff comments submitted by Mark Patterson. The comments changed “Load Resource” to “Load Resource response” in Nodal Protocol Section 8.1.2.4.3, Non-Spinning Reserve Energy Deployed under Dispatch Instruction Criteria, Item (3)(b), and in Section 8.1.2.4.2, Responsive Reserve Service Energy Deployment Criteria, Item (1)(b). Mr. Adams confirmed that these were the only additional changes that had been made to the draft NPRR other than the TPTF comments from the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting. No one objected to the additional comments. Mr. Trefny amended the motion to include Mr. Patterson’s comments. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU Market Segment. The Municipal and Consumer Market Segments were not represented for the vote. Brett Kruse confirmed that Calpine did not object to the vote, and he noted that he would communicate to Randy Jones that Calpine’s concerns had been addressed. Mr. Doggett noted that Scott Wardle would forward any subsequent Occidental comments to TPTF for discussion during the meeting on September 11, 2007. 

Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup Update (See Key Documents)

Diana Zake presented provided an update on activities for the Zonal-to-Nodal Subgroup. She discussed the Protocol Transition Plan matrix that had been developed by the subgroup to provide a mechanism for retiring the Zonal Protocols and implementing the Nodal Protocols. Ms. Zake noted that she was working with the web team to identify the best place to display the Protocol Transition Plan matrix. She noted that the matrix will most likely be posted on the landing pages for both the Zonal Protocols and the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny suggested that the matrix should also be linked to the Transition Readiness Center. Ms. Zake reviewed the comments for PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections. No one objected to the comments as displayed. The TPTF made minor edits to PRR727 and indicated in the Revision Description that “ERCOT will post projected protocol implementation and retirement dates updated to correspond to the most recent nodal project schedule.” Ms. Zake noted that while the Protocol Transition Plan matrix would require more work, the comments for PRR727 were ready to be forwarded to PRS. The TPTF discussed endorsing PRR727 with the expectation that the Protocol Transition Plan will need to be developed further and finalized by the time PRR727 is approved. Mr. Spangler moved to endorse PRR727 as modified by TPTF on September 10, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and seven abstentions from the Independent Generator (1) and Independent Retail Electric Provider (REP) (6) Market Segments. The Municipal and Consumer Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:47 p.m. on Monday, September 10, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:32 a.m. on Tuesday, September 11, 2007.

Discussion of New Broad-Form Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) (See Key Documents) 

Chad Seely discussed the new broad-form NDA for confidential nodal documents. He noted that while the existing NDA available on the nodal website covers detailed design documents, the new broad-form NDA will cover not only detailed design documents but also additional confidential documents such as test plans, test scripts, test cases, etc. Mr. Seely confirmed that once it is finalized, the new broad-form NDA will replace the existing NDA. The signature process for the new broad-form NDA will follow the established process, whereby Market Participants (MPs—referring to entities, not individuals) will sign the NDA, and any individuals who are employed by those MPs to review confidential documents will sign an individual certification to signify their agreement with the conditions of the new broad-form NDA. Mr. Seely noted that the new broad-form NDA would be distributed through TPTF Review following the meeting, with a request that the document be reviewed by MP legal counsel by Tuesday, September 18, 2007. Mr. Seely noted his plan to distribute the finalized version of the broad-form NDA to Accountable Executives (AEs) by Friday, September 21, 2007. He asked participants to be aware that ERCOT legal may not be able to accept all comments that are submitted for the document. Participants expressed concern that they may have missed previous review opportunities for confidential documents distributed under the previous NDA. Mr. Seely confirmed that only the CRR Detailed System Designs had been made available to date (as indicated on the CRR Project page at http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/crr/index.html#des). Mr. Doggett confirmed that the confidential MMS design documents for SCED and Day-Ahead Market (DAM)/Supplemental Ancillary Services Market (SASM) had not been released. Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT will notify the market whenever confidential design documents become available for review.  

MIS Update (See Key Documents) 

Adam Martinez provided an update for the MIS Project. He described the gaps identified by ERCOT in the coordination of reporting requirements among EDW, MMS, and MIS. He also described the challenges that must be met to synchronize the delivery of the MIS Portal application with all of its corresponding reporting and posting requirements, including notifications. Mr. Martinez noted that current program confidence in delivery of SCED reports was low. He noted that while the data for the required SCED reports had been available for some time, the data had not yet been formatted into reports or aligned with the EDS testing cycle owing to previous deficits in staffing and time. He identified the following SCED reports:

· Status of breakers and switches

· Transmission flows and voltages

· Transformer flows, voltages and tap position
· Voltage schedule

· 15 min average of Loads on Electrical Buses 

· LMPs on Resource Nodes, Hubs, and Load Zones 

· Settlement Point Prices (SPPs) on each Hub and Load Zone 

· Shadow Prices

· Binding Transmission Constraints 

Mr. Martinez noted that a cross-project effort had been launched to prepare these reports for delivery by November 1, 2007. The cross-project effort will look at various options to source Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) and related data. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Martinez should try to return to TPTF with a picture of the report life-cycle so that the TPTF will have the opportunity to discuss the roles that ERCOT Business, EDW, MIS, and TPTF should play in developing reports.

Mr. Martinez noted that for Release 5 of EDS 3, MPs will need to login to the MMS system via an EDS digital certificate to upload Three-Part Offers, Current Operating Plans, and Output Schedules. To facilitate this process, nodal systems will need to be able to launch MMS and to validate MP credentials so that MPs can enjoy the planned single-sign-on capability. Mr. Martinez noted that the initial look and feel of the MMS User Interface (UI) will have to rely upon the original vendor base-product while ERCOT continues to develop the custom UI in-house. He confirmed that the situation will be temporary, and the improved MMS UI will become available for testing near the end of December 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that the new look and feel for the improved MMS UI could be illustrated during an upcoming workshop. Mr. Martinez noted that the MMS team is working with the vendor to address all data outputs and to implement the data outputs for SCED through the MMS UI. 

Mr. Martinez discussed the LMP Contour Map that is being developed for the MIS Portal. He noted that differences between MMS design and MP expectations could lead to a delay in the implementation of the LMP Contour Map. Mr. Doggett noted that MMS was capable of providing LMP data at every five-minute SCED execution but could only post the data at fifteen-minute intervals. He noted that while the fifteen-minute posting may be sufficient for testing, the ultimate goal would be to post an updated LMP Contour Map every five minutes. Mr. Martinez noted that LMP Contour Map would be delivered by the end of the year, but owing to challenges related to system performance, the first iterations of the LMP Contour Map may be limited to the fifteen-minute posting interval. 

Mr. Martinez discussed delays in progress for reporting. He noted that the original plan for delivery of reports and extracts had relied upon responsibilities being distributed across multiple nodal projects. In the case of the EMS and MMS projects, the responsibility for generating reports had been interpreted to mean that the EMS and MMS systems would produce the requisite reporting data while downstream nodal systems would be responsible for importing the data and generating the corresponding reports to be exported to the MIS system. This situation had created a gap where generating reports was concerned, because the EDW Project was not addressing Real-Time data reports, which it expected to be handled by the source systems (owing to the short time-intervals involved), and because the MIS Project was expecting only to provide a window to each source system’s Real-Time data reports via the interface. As a result, there was no seminal project ownership for some of the reports required by the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Martinez noted that the requirements for reports and extracts had also been inconsistent across nodal projects, which complicated the situation further and created more gaps. Mr. Martinez described ERCOT’s plan for addressing the gaps, noting that the MIS Project will now serve as a single coordination point to ensure that all reports are delivered through the MIS Portal and synchronized with EDS. Mr. Spangler inquired if any new contractors will be needed to ensure that the MIS Project is capable of executing its new coordination role. Mr. Martinez noted that he knew of no plans to award new contracts at this point in time. Regarding the Real-Time reporting database, Marguerite Wagner inquired how ERCOT will avoid duplicating report information. Mr. Martinez noted that the design for this has not been finalized. Mr. Doggett noted that a description could be provided during a future TPTF meeting regarding how reporting databases will interact with source systems. Mr. Doggett also noted that Mr. Sullivan would be asked to comment upon any crossover that is expected for EDW reporting between the zonal and nodal implementations.  

Discussion of NPRR078, Simplifying the Dispute Process (See Key Documents) 

Eric Goff discussed the comments that had been received to date for NPRR078, Simplifying the Dispute Process, including comments from the September 10, 2007 meeting of the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS). Mr. Goff described changes in NPRR078 that aim at simplify the dispute process for Market Participants, noting that the NPRR includes revisions to the submission schedule for disputes. Mr. Goff also noted that the NPRR strikes the public “dirty-laundry” report in favor of individual private reports. While a single public report would be generated to tally the aggregate dollar amounts and dispute counts in activity for all MPs, separate reports would be generated to list dispute activity for individual MPs to view privately. Manny Munoz recommended asking the Credit Working Group to review NPRR078. Mr. Goff agreed to ask Cheryl Yager and the Credit Working Group to review NPRR078 prior to the next PRS meeting. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF could discuss NPRR078 further if it passes and if the impact assessment reveals any unexpected challenges for incorporating the functionality described in the NPRR. Mr. Doggett asked Stacy Bridges to email a reminder to the change control team to consider alternative implementation ideas for the revised submission schedule when assessing impacts for the NPRR. Cesar Seymour moved to endorse the COPS-approved comments from September 10, 2007 for NPRR078, Simplifying the Dispute Process, and to endorse that the functionality is needed for go-live. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the IOU (2) and Independent Generator Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Readiness Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Chris Wilkinson provided an update for Readiness metrics. He noted that the Readiness Scorecard was in production and that metric MP1, MP Engagement, was ready to go-live. He noted that MP1 was rated amber because not all participants had responded to all of the questions from the initial readiness survey distributed to MPs. Mr. Wilkinson noted that another distribution of the questionnaire would occur in October 2007. He confirmed that Load Serving Entities (LSEs) would be included in the October distribution. Mr. Wilkinson provided a status report for the active metrics, noting that they should be live on the scorecard by the end of September 2007. He confirmed that ERCOT would send login information for the Readiness Scorecard to AEs. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he would identify an indicator to signify completed metrics on the Readiness Scorecard. The TPTF considered the following metrics for Iteration 3 of the Readiness Scorecard: 

· E3, Validate Telemetry/State Estimator (SE) EDW/Data Accuracy

· The TPTF discussed how to define data “accuracy” in the measurement criteria. Mr. Wilkinson suggested moving forward with the metric with the understanding that the details regarding data accuracy would be defined later. Mr. Goff suggested defining accuracy criteria in a separate metric. The TPTF consensus was to leave accuracy in the metric with the understanding that its status may remain amber or red longer as a result. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he will discuss some of the details regarding data accuracy with John Webb and the EDS team. The TPTF made some modifications to the criteria section of the metric.

· EMO9, Validate Zonal and Nodal Common Constraints

· The TPTF discussed the nature of the constraints that will be measured by EMO9, noting that a comparison of zonal and nodal constraints may be necessary for testing but may not be necessary for measuring readiness. The TPTF also discussed the need for including criteria to address commercial constraints versus operational constraints and criteria to address Constraint Competitiveness Test. Mr. Wilkinson noted that he would continue to define criteria for the metric and that he would distribute any revisions prior to the next TPTF meeting. 

· MO4 , Verify Base Point Generation

· Mr. Wilkinson noted that he would discuss this metric further with Joel Mickey and Mr. Cote regarding the topic of reasonable LMPs. Mr. Doggett noted that the topic of reasonable LMPs should be scheduled as an agenda item for the October 8, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

· MO5, Generate LMPs for 6 months

· The TPTF suggested modifying the criteria for metric MO5 to distinguish between SCED intervals versus Settlement Intervals. The TPTF also suggested consulting the Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) associated with the metric to verify the accuracy of the measurement criteria. 

· MP6, QSE and Transmission Service Provider (TSP) Telemetry/ICCP System Availability

· Participants inquired if the percentages in metric MP6 agree with the Telemetry Standards approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Mr. Wilkinson agreed to confirm that the percentages agree with the TAC-approved Telemetry Standards.  

· MP12, Market Participant Completes EDS 3 Related Training

· N2, ERCOT Telemetry/ ICCP System Failover

· Mr. Munoz recommended indicating in the metric criteria for N2 that the failover test would be an actual failover test rather than a simulated failover test. Mr. Wilkinson revised the metric criteria to indicate that the simulated failover test would occur on site, but he noted that he would need to follow up with the appropriate SMEs before revising this aspect of the criteria further. 

· N3, Validate SE Performance and Accuracy

· The TPTF discussed whether or not the percentage bands identified in the criteria for metric N3 represent a sufficient measurement for readiness. 
The TPTF consensus was to move forward with metrics MP12 and E3 and to revisit the remaining metrics for Iteration 3 once the criteria has been further developed through discussions with ERCOT SMEs. Mr. Guermouche moved to endorse ERCOT moving forward with the metrics MP12 and E3 as modified by TPTF on September 11, 2007 in the Active Metric Inventory v1.2. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.  

Commercial Systems Integration (CSI) Update (See Key Documents)

Raj Chudgar presented an overview of the CSI Framework, which is comprised of an IBM AIX UNIX system, a TIBCO transportation layer, and an Oracle database. He noted that the CSI Framework is being built for high-volume data processing that is expected to handle over 12 million database rows of information per day. Mr. Chudgar noted that the CSI Framework will be configured to handle a variety of tasks, including event signals, business rules, and process sequences. The CSI Framework will be built to be fault-tolerant, scalable, and load-balanced, with the flexibility for adaptation as business rules change over time. Mr. Chudgar shared an example of how bill determinants will be processed by the CSI Framework. He confirmed that the Commercial Systems (COMS) team will try to describe the business processes to TPTF in more depth when the CSI Framework has been developed further, although the team may not be ready to report on such details until the end of 2007 owing to the large amount of work that lies ahead. 

Discussion of Draft NPRRs for Settlements (See Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale discussed two draft NPRRs for Settlements.

Draft NPRR for Settlement Clarifications to Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula 

Mr. Ragsdale discussed clarifications for Nodal Protocol 5.7.4.1.1, Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share, Paragraph (3), noting that the current formulas for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) do not address DC Tie schedules or the Oklaunion Exemption. Mr. Ragsdale indicated that the variable definition for the High Ancillary Service Limit at Adjustment Period (HASLADJ) had been moved from the definition table and placed in Paragraph (3) to highlight that a Resource will receive credit if it experiences a Forced Outage within two hours before the start of the Settlement Interval. As requested by TPTF, Mr. Ragsdale discussed a matrix of Forced Outage scenarios for RUC to address timing issues that had been raised during the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. Participants requested more time to review the spreadsheet and to consider issues associated with Forced Outage detection. Mr. Doggett noted that the draft NPRR and the matrix of Forced Outage scenarios would be distributed again through the TPTF Review mailbox for an additional period of review. 

Draft NPRR for Simplifying OBLRACT and OPTRACT 

Mr. Ragsdale noted that the draft NPRR for Simplifying OBLRACT and OPTRACT had been carried without changes from the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. He described how the calculations for OBLRACT and OPTRACT had been simplified to streamline interfacing efforts between Settlements and MMS by requiring less data from the MMS system. Mr. Trefny inquired if additional draft NPRRs may be expected from the Settlements team in the near future. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that five more draft NPRRs are expected. The TPTF consensus was that the Settlements team should bundle the draft NPRRs together and seek a single vote for all of them during a future TPTF meeting. 

Update on MMS documentation and schedule (See Key Documents)

Mark Patterson discussed plans for releasing MMS documentation for the MMS Project. Mr. Patterson noted that the MMS team was working with the vendor to update Requirements documentation through Baseline 2, to update use cases, and to develop test cases and test scripts. He confirmed that MMS would be using Requisite Pro and Quality Center to track test documentation. He also confirmed that the vendor was reviewing ERCOT’s new broad-form NDA, and the MMS team was working to identify any vendor documentation that participants would be able to review without the NDA. Mr. Patterson noted that by the end of September 2007, the MMS team would be in a better position to describe the status of MMS documentation and to identify when detailed design documentation would be available for review. Mr. Patterson confirmed his intention to discuss the status of MMS documentation again during the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Spangler expressed interest in obtaining approval for the MMS Business Requirements and Conceptual System Designs as soon as possible so that traceability to the Nodal Protocols could be established for the corresponding test scripts. Mr. Trefny expressed interest in receiving a commitment from the MMS team regarding a date for delivering MMS documentation to TPTF for approval. He noted that his primary concern for the documentation stemmed from the need to deliver basic SCED interfaces for EDS testing in October 2007. He requested that the MMS team provide the updated documentation for SCED functionality as soon as possible. Murray Nixon confirmed that she would meet with the MMS team to expedite the delivery of SCED-related documentation and to develop a plan regarding when MMS documentation could be delivered to TPTF for review and approval. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett noted that the meeting had surpassed its scheduled adjournment and that no time remained for further discussions. He noted that additional comments for the draft NPRR to replace NPRR074 had been submitted by Occidental and would be forwarded to PRS for consideration. He noted that TPTF would schedule a future discussion for the comments if requested to do so by PRS. Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 3:12 p.m. on Tuesday, September 11, 2007. 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	For future Nodal Program Updates:

· Describe the internal allocation issue in more detail.

· Provide an update on ERCOT readiness for steady-state staffing following go-live.

· Discuss the results from the internal ERCOT readiness survey during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

· Potential cross-over issues between zonal and nodal related to EDW reporting. 


	J. Sullivan

	Develop a document to cross-reference archived documents with any current documents updated to reflect the ERCOT naming convention. 


	T. Doggett and Team 

	Schedule agenda items to discuss:

· How reporting databases will interact with source systems

· Delivery status of EDS milestones for EIP

· A Quality Center Update 

· The report life-cycle and the roles EDW, MIS, and TPTF should play in developing reports. 

· MMS update on documentation and schedule


	T. Doggett and Team 

	Verify whether RRS will be recalled according to the Normal Ramp Rate or the Emergency Ramp Rate. 


	J. Adams

	Follow-up items for the new broad-form NDA:

· Distribute draft of new broad-form NDA for review.

· Finalize broad-form NDA based upon market feedback.


	C. Seely

	Redistribute for additional TPTF review:

· Draft NPRR for Settlement Clarifications to Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula 

· Forced Outage Scenarios for RUC


	K. Ragsdale and TPTF Review

	Release updated SCED-related MMS Requirements for review.
	M. Nixon and MMS Team
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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Abernathy, Rick
	Independent Power Marketer
	Eagle Energy (via teleconference)

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

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

	Caufield, Dennis
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint

	Davis, Vanessa
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	J. Aron & Company (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

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

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Seymour, Cesar
	Independent Generator
	SUEZ

	Sierakowski, David
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio  (via teleconference)

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Wardle, Scott
	Consumer
	Occidental Chemical Corporation


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Boriin, Ellen
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Dickinson, Ken
	BP (via teleconference)

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Fu, Weihu
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Goff, Eric
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hughes, Gilbert
	AEP

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Jylkka, Chris
	Edison (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Logan, Doug
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Robinson, Kelly
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Simmons, Michelle
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy 

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo 
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Wallace, Micah
	Sungard (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Yin, Paul
	Capgemini Energy (via teleconference)

	Yu, James
	(via teleconference)

	Zhao, Jessica
	Direct Energy (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Coon, Patrick (via teleconference)

	Cote, Daryl

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John

	Fustar, Stipes (via teleconference)

	Gamoke, Craig

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Hackett, David (via teleconference)

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Jones, Dan

	Kasparian, Ken

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Martinez, Adam

	McIntyre, Kenneth

	Mereness, Matt

	Mickey, Joel (via teleconference)

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Nixon, Murray

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill

	Privette, Scott

	Seely, Chad

	Shaw, Pamela (via teleconference)

	Showalter, Dana (via teleconference)

	Sullivan, Jerry 

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tozer, Matt (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wilkinson, Chris

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, September 24, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda 

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the meeting. Jim Reynolds inquired about the TPTF calendar for 2008. Mr. Doggett noted that the TPTF meeting dates were already scheduled and would be posted once approved. Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that he intended to adjourn the meeting by 1:00 p.m. on Wednesday, September 26, 2007, to allow participants to attend the retirement event for Parviz Adib at the Public Utility Commission. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· October 8 – 9, 2007 

· October 22 – 23, 2007 

· November 5 – 6, 2007 

Deferral of Meeting Minutes 
The TPTF agreed to defer the review of meeting minutes until Tuesday, September 25, to provide more time for participants to review them.

Update on Quality Center Reporting

Mr. Doggett invited feedback from participants regarding the informational displays that should be used to report data from Quality Center. Participants suggested:

· Using a bar-graph format 

· Reporting upon both open and deferred testing issues

· Providing details along with the related statistical data whenever possible

· Displaying separate bar-graphs to track testing trends 

· Providing side-by-side comparisons of data as it changes over time

· Identifying the Severity Level defects associated deferred issues

· Tracking testing data for Application Programming Interfaces (APIs)

Mr. Doggett suggested that the pending, passed, and failed status of test scripts for each nodal system could also be provided as part of Quality Center reporting. Mr. Spangler also suggested provided details related to any failed test scripts, if possible. Mr. Doggett noted that a prototype dashboard would be developed to report Quality Center data. He noted that a discussion for the prototype would be added to the agenda for the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting and that the prototype would be posted to the Transition Readiness Center 
 in advance of the meeting, if possible. No one objected to posting the Quality Center reporting dashboard to the Transition Readiness Center. 

Enterprise Data Warehouse Update (See Key Documents) 

Scott Privette provided an update for the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project. He identified the replication, archival, and reporting requirements identified for each system to date. He made the distinction between dimensional data, which changes infrequently or slowly over time, and transactional data, which changes frequently and rapidly (i.e., real-time and near real-time data). He noted that EDW will be responsible for replicating all dimensional and transactional data for Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR), Siebel, Lodestar, and Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM). Mr. Privette noted that the EDW replication requirements are still being determined for:

· Market Management System (MMS) - transactional data

· Energy Management System (EMS) - transactional data

· PI database – transactional and dimensional data

The EDW update was suspended to accommodate a presentation from John Adams (see “EDW Update Continued” below).
Monitoring Programs for Qualified Scheduling Entities, Transmission Service Providers, and ERCOT (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams described recent activities for the monitoring programs subgroup and discussed the draft document for Monitoring Programs for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs), Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), and ERCOT. Mr. Adams confirmed that the document would be sent to the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) for discussion prior to seeking approval from the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in November 2007. He noted that CenterPoint and Reliant comments had been incorporated into the document. He agreed to distribute the comments to TPTF and to discuss them on Wednesday, September 26, 2007 (see “Discussion of Monitoring Programs Continued” below).  

Discussion of Proposed revisions for Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance

Mr. Adams noted that the monitoring programs subgroup had also recommended developing a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) to revise Nodal Protocols Section 8. The purpose of the NPRR would be to align the Nodal Protocols with any market changes that have occurred since the Nodal Protocols were last approved. Mr. Adams noted that the subgroup’s initial proposed language for the draft NPRR had been distributed for review with a comments deadline of September 28, 2007. He noted that any feedback received during the review would be incorporated into the draft NPRR and would be distributed by October 3, 2007. He confirmed that a work session to discuss the draft NPRR would be scheduled for the week of October 8, 2007. 
Discussion of Occidental Comments (See Key Documents)

Scott Wardle discussed Occidental Chemical Corporation comments for NPRR082, Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests. He noted that the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) had remanded NPRR082 to TPTF for discussion on two points: first, to address the comments from Occidental Chemical Corporation; second, to determine if NPRR082 should stand alone as a discrete NPRR or be combined into an NPRR addressing all revisions for Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance. Regarding the first point, Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF could conduct a detailed review of Occidental comments later in the meeting. Regarding the second point, Mr. Adams confirmed that NPRR082 would be sufficient to address short-term synchronization of the Nodal Protocols with white papers being used by vendors to build to Baseline 2. The TPTF consensus was to keep NPRR082 separate from future revisions for Nodal Protocols Section 8. The detailed review of Occidental comments was conducted later in the meeting (see “Discussion of Occidental Comments Continued” below).
EDW Update Continued

Mr. Privette continued his EDW update. He reminded TPTF that two primary source documents were being used to track and organize all items for EDW Data Archival and Reporting Requirements:

· The Nodal EDW Business Agreement Matrix 
 

· The Nodal Data Services Master List 

Mr. Privette noted that these two documents would be updated frequently until the EDW Requirements receive approval from TPTF. Mr. Doggett noted that the Nodal Data Services Master List was becoming the primary source for identifying data products for the market, and he encouraged participants to become familiar with the document and to review it regularly. Mr. Privette invited participants to contact him with any questions or concerns at sprivette@ercot.com. 

Initial Review of Load Frequency Control Handbook (See Key Documents) 

Kenneth McIntyre presented an initial review of the Load Frequency Control (LFC) Handbook and reviewed the disposition of comments received to date. Floyd Trefny stressed the need to identify when the LFC Handbook and the LFC Test Plan would be formally adopted so that Market Participants (MPs) could start building test code. John Dumas noted that once all of the market comments had been addressed and the formal version of the handbook had been approved by TPTF, the handbook would be taken to the Board of Directors (BOD) for approval with the understanding that any subsequent adjustments to the testing approach would be reported and updated in the handbook, but the handbook would not need to be re-approved each time. To facilitate this approach, the settlement formulas had been kept separate from the handbooks and would be addressed in NPRRs as needed. Mr. Dumas noted that an NPRR for settlement formulas for Phase 3 testing had already been identified. Participants requested that ERCOT conduct a workshop to provide MPs with an overview of how LFC will fit into other types of Early Delivery Systems (EDS) testing. Mr. Dumas agreed to schedule a workshop. The TPTF consensus was to vote for the LFC Handbook during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Dumas noted that he would try to schedule the workshop prior to October 22 to help participants sufficiently prepare for the vote. Mr. Spangler recommended inviting someone from Settlements to participate in the workshop. Mr. Trefny recommended updating the LFC Handbook to include a timeline identifying everything that MPs will need to know through February 15, 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that the status of the LFC Handbook would be included in the update to TAC in November. 

Nodal Startup Transition Rules (See Key Documents)

Dan Jones discussed the comments that had been received for the Nodal Startup Transition Rules, noting that most of the comments received were concerned with the proposed 45-day period for effectuating the rules. Mr. Jones requested that someone volunteer to formally submit an NPRR for adding the Nodal Startup Transition Rules to the Nodal Protocols as a temporary requirement. Mr. Reynolds volunteered to submit an NPRR. Kristy Ashley suggested using a readiness metric for the Nodal Startup Transition Rules rather than setting a specific duration for the effective period so that readiness may be declared as needed without having to wait for the effective period to expire. Mr. Reynolds advocated using a static period, and he suggested extending the 45-day effective period to 60 days. Mr. Reynolds moved to endorse the Nodal Startup Transition Rules as proposed to TPTF on September 24, 2007, with the exception that the effective period be extended from 45 days to 60 days. Sid Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion failed by roll-call vote, with 60% in favor and seven abstentions from the Cooperative (2), Municipal (1), Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (3), and Independent Generator (1) Market Segments. The opposing votes were from the Independent Generator and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Mr. Reynolds moved to endorse the Nodal Startup Transition Rules with the 45-day effective period as proposed to TPTF on September 24, 2007. Chris Brewster seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and nine abstentions from the Cooperative (1), IOU (3), Independent Generator (2), and IPM (3) Market. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.
Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Chris Wilkinson reviewed the remaining Readiness Metrics for Iteration 3, including:

· MP6, QSE and TSP Telemetry/Inter-Control Center Protocol (ICCP) Availability

· EMO9, Validate Zonal and Nodal Common Constraints

· MO4 , Verify Base Point Generation

· MO5, Generate Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) for 6 months

· N2, ERCOT Telemetry/ ICCP System Failover

· N3, Validate State Estimator Performance and Accuracy

· E0, ERCOT Engagement
Mr. Wilkinson noted that metrics MP6 and N3 had been updated to reflect criteria consistent with the TAC-approved Telemetry and State Estimator Standards. He noted that he would box the discussion for metric MO4 until it could be further developed with ERCOT Subject Matter Experts (SMEs). Mr. Wilkinson made edits to the metrics as recommended by TPTF. Russell Lovelace moved to approve ERCOT move forward with MP6, EMO9, N2, and N3 as modified by TPTF September 24, 2007 in the Active Metric Inventory v1.3. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer and Cooperative Market Segments were not represented for the vote. Mr. Wilkinson agreed to work on the criteria for metrics MO5 and EO in order to continue the metrics discussion later in the meeting (see “Metrics Update Continued” below). 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:07 p.m. on Monday, September 24, 2007. The meeting resumed at 8:32 a.m. on Tuesday, September 25, 2007.
Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)
Stacy Bridges discussed the draft meeting minutes from the August 27 – 29 and September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meetings. He noted that no comments had been received at TPTF Review. Mr. Bridges revised the minutes as recommended by Reliant and TXU. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting. Cesar Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Mr. Seymour moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting. Brad Trietsch seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote with no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.
Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan presented update on the status of the nodal program. He noted that the program dimension of Scope was rated green and that the program was aligned with the Nodal Protocols. He noted that the dimensions of Quality, Schedule, and Cost were still rated amber and that ERCOT was working with the vendors to resolve the issues associated with MMS design. Mr. Sullivan discussed tactical deliverables for the program and the actions being taken by EROCT to ensure product delivery. Regarding State Estimator tuning activities for EDS 2, Daryl Cote noted that State Estimator was solving, but a large amount of telemetry data from Resources was being missed owing to the fact that 50% of the ICCP feeds from QSEs were not currently active. He noted that the EDS team was working to contact individual QSEs as necessary to resolve the issue. Participants requested that the EDS team share the list of QSEs with inactive ICCP feeds, if possible. Mr. Cote noted that he could try to share the list during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Lovelace inquired when the next update would be made to the EDS Sequence Timeline. Mr. Cote noted that some adjustments may need to be made to show the new exit times for EDS 1 and EDS 2 testing. Mr. Doggett noted that an updated timeline would be posted before the end of the TPTF meeting. Mr. Sullivan discussed ERCOT resolutions for zonal-to-nodal cross-over issues associated with EDW. He described how the organizational chart had been revamped to combine the Market Information System (MIS), EDW, and Real-Time Reporting in a cross-project effort to expedite report deliveries and to mitigate zonal EDW issues in the nodal solution. He noted that regular updates would be provided to TPTF regarding progress for the EDW Project. Mr. Sullivan discussed the internal ERCOT survey and the current staffing projections for steady-state processes. He noted that ERCOT would actively ensure proper organization size over the upcoming fifteen months before go-live, adding that the initial projections for adding fifty steady-state staff members could potentially increase as steady-state processes become effective and the corresponding staffing requirements become more clear. Mr. Trefny opined that staffing plans for steady-state processes would need to be solidified well in advance of go-live to ensure proper training and a smooth transition. Mr. Sullivan noted that he would discuss an organizational road-map for post go-live staffing during a future meeting. Mr. Spangler requested that Mr. Sullivan also plan to discuss ERCOT’s recruiting plan for post go-live staff. Mr. Sullivan noted that Glen Wingerd had left ERCOT after six years of service, leaving a leadership position to be filled in the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Project. He discussed ERCOT’s plans for filling the leadership vacancy, noting that a suitable candidate would be summarily installed and would be assigned exclusively to supporting the nodal program. Naomi Richard requested that Mr. Sullivan comment upon the program’s approach to staff retention during a future nodal program update to TPTF. 

EDS Updates (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote provided updates for the EDS Project. Regarding the status of EDS 1 testing, Mr. Cote noted that about 95% of MPs had completed Point-to-Point (PtP) check-outs, and all were scheduled to be completed by October 15, 2007, with the exception of one that would be moved to November. Mr. Trefny opined that execution for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) in November would not work properly with an entire set of points missing. Mr. Cote noted that he would communicate with the QSE and investigate ERCOT’s options for a work-around solution. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Sullivan might consider highlighting the issue during the October 5, 2007 TAC meeting. Mr. Cote noted that following the completion of local ICCP failover testing, the EDS team would be ready to declare completion for EDS 1 testing. Mr. Cote noted that the EDS team would update the TPTF-approved version of the EDS 1 Approach document with relevant testing notes and an appendix of testing issues, resolutions, and closures. The modified approach document would then serve as evidence to TPTF regarding how testing had been conducted for EDS 1 and whether the exit criteria had been sufficiently satisfied. Mr. Cote noted that TPTF approval would be requested for the final form of the EDS 1 Approach document. No one objected to this approach. Regarding EDS 2 Release 4 entry criteria, Mr. Cote noted that onsite Functional Acceptance Testing (FAT) was planned to begin in mid-October 2007. He noted that the hardware for EDS 2 Release 4 had been purchased, but it was not expected to be setup and ready for use at ERCOT until November 1, 2007. He confirmed that the EDS team was still planning to start the testing for the Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) process on November 1, although the hardware available at that time may not represent the full-production setup. Mr. Trefny requested that David Forfia be asked to discuss the nodal hardware plan during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Cote noted that he would visit with Mr. Forfia about preparing a hardware discussion to present to TPTF. Regarding EDS 3 Release 5, Mr. Cote reminded TPTF that the first half of October 2007 would be used as downtime to allow the EDS team to synchronize data and upgrade hardware. He noted that the INT, MMS, and EMS teams had joined together to discuss interfacing issues and to ensure that data is properly aligned among MMS, EMS, ICCP feeds, and Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) submissions. He noted that the second half of October would be used to validate submission items for MPs in preparation for the MMS-EMS integration that is targeted for November 1, 2007. Mr. Trefny inquired when TPTF could expect to see the new Service Level Agreement (SLA) that will become effective when the current one expires. He noted that TPTF should have the chance to review and approve the new SLA before the current one expires. Mr. Doggett noted that Aaron Smallwood and Raj Sarasa would be invited to discuss the new SLA during a TPTF meeting in October. Regarding reports for SCED, Mr. Cote identified the expected delivery dates as follows: 

· SCED reports expected to be delivered by November 1, 2007: 

· LMPs on Resource Nodes, Hubs, Load Zones

· Settlement Point Prices (SPPs) on each hub and load zone

· Shadow Prices 

· Binding transmission constraints

· SCED reports expected to be delivered by November 15, 2007:

· 15 min avg. of Loads on Electrical Buses

· Status of breakers and switches

· Transmission flows and voltages

· Transformer flows, voltages and tap position

· Voltage schedule

Mr. Cote noted that the formats for the reports would be updated based upon market feedback. Mr. Cote closed his presentation with a discussion of EDS deliverables, noting that the next revisions for the SCED Handbook were scheduled to be posted for TPTF to review on October 12, 2007. He noted that any questions regarding the current activities required of MPs for EDS testing should be communicated to the EDS team via email at eds3@ercot.com.
Review of EDS 3 SCED MP Handbook (See Key Documents)
Ken Kasparian discussed the revisions for the EDS 3 SCED Handbook and reviewed the disposition of comments from the most recent document review. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EDS 3 SCED MP Handbook v1.04 with updates as submitted by the EDS Project. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment. The Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) and Consumer Market Segments were not represented for the vote.
RARF Update (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness presented a RARF update. He noted that the previous iteration of the RARF had generated some questions regarding the submission of parameters for Combined-Cycle Units and Ramp Rates, so Client Services had begun working with QSEs to correct and finalize previous RARF submissions from the September 4, 2007 deadline. To clarify the process for completing the RARF, Mr. Mereness noted that the next iteration of the RARF would be released with examples on how to complete those data fields which had generated the most questions for MPs. Mr. Mereness noted the next iteration of the RARF would aim at collecting the data necessary to support EDS 4 testing. He also noted that the next RARF release would include Load Resources and was targeted for October 5, with a submission deadline of November 9, 2007. Mr. Mereness confirmed that the upcoming RARF release would filter out planning data. Another release should be expected in mid-November, with all remaining RARF data due by December 31, 2007. Mr. Mereness noted that a two-month curing period would follow the year-end submission of remaining RARF data to allow Accountable Executives (AEs) to sign the final RARF and communicate any additional feedback to ERCOT. 

Discussion of Necessity of LMP Contour Map During EDS and Post Go-Live

Mr. Doggett shared wireframes of the LMP Contour Map being developed by ERCOT to provide MPs with a Geographic Information System (GIS) display of Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) on the MIS at 5-minute intervals. Mr. Doggett noted that the LMP Contour Map was scheduled for a review by the Executive Committee. He noted that it would be important for MPs to communicate a message regarding whether or not the LMP Contour Map was considered necessary for the market. Mr. Reynolds inquired why the LMP Contour Map would need to be reviewed by the Executive Committee. Mr. Doggett replied that the map was considered to be additional scope for the nodal program. Ms. Ashley opined that the Executive Committee should be made aware that MPs did not consider the LMP Contour Map to represent additional scope because the capability had been requested by MPs since the inception of the nodal program. Ms. Ashley moved to approve that a GIS display of relevant market data is critical for market transparency and for usability to all Market Participants and ERCOT. It is the opinion of TPTF that the graphic displays represent functionality that is already contained in the Nodal Protocols and do not represent an addition to program scope. Mr. Lovelace seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.   
Discussion of Occidental Comments Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Wardle continued his review of the Occidental Comments for NPRR082, making edits in the document as agreed upon by TPTF. Mr. Wardle stated that he would address any remaining concerns for Nodal Protocols Section 8 in the draft NPRR being developed by Mr. Adams’ monitoring programs subgroup. Mr. Spangler moved to approve submitting comments to PRS for NPRR082, Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance, Revisions to Monitoring and Qualification Tests, as agreed upon by TPTF and Occidental on September 25, 2007. Mr. Wardle seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and seven abstentions from the IOU (3), Consumer (2), and IPM (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.
Commercial Systems Update (See Key Documents)

Update on Business Requirements

Raj Chudgar provided an update for the Commercial Systems (COMS) Project, noting that 23 COMS Requirements documents had been update through Baseline 2 and would be distributed by TPTF Review following the meeting. 

Discussion of Settlement Statements Summary Prototype

Bill Barnes discussed wireframes for the prototype of Settlement Statements and discussed feedback received from the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS). Mr. Barnes noted that the prototype had been updated to reflect the architecture of the settlements system and to improve upon the shortcomings identified in the format for zonal settlement statements. He noted that the format for nodal statements will include separate values for individual market activity charges and payment types, which should help clarify the less informative, aggregated totals currently provided by the zonal format. Mr. Barnes noted that only dollar amounts will be shown on Settlement Statements, as required by the Nodal Protocols, so MPs who wish to see additional information for Megawatt (MW) amounts will need to download the corresponding extracts from MIS. Mr. Barnes shared a settlement detail for Day-Ahead Market (DAM), noting that the dollar amounts were broken out by time interval. He noted that MPs who wish to see the dollar amounts broken out by SPPs will need to download the corresponding extracts from MIS. He noted that TPTF could expect a similar process to be followed for the upcoming Invoices prototype, whereby all comments and review will be vetted through COPS, to be followed by an update at TPTF. Participants discussed whether or not TPTF should vote on the prototypes for Statements and Invoices. While the TPTF Charter and Nodal Transition Plan do not require a vote for Statements or Invoices specifically, the TPTF consensus was to review the prototypes as extension of the Requirements documents and to notice votes for the prototypes based upon their being compliant with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Doggett noted that the Settlement Statements Paper Prototype would be noticed for a possible vote during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that the Statements Prototype would be distributed by TPTF Review for a period of comment, with the understanding that the document should be reviewed in the context of the corresponding Requirements and that any resulting comments would need to cycle back through COPS. 

Discussion of comments for Draft NPRR for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula Calculation

Kenneth Ragsdale discussed LCRA comments for the Draft NPRR for RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula Calculation. The TPTF discussed the settlement calculations in the context of Forced Outage Detection and RUC timing issues. Mr. Doggett noted that the draft NPRR would be considered separately from the other upcoming NPRRS for COMS. He encouraged participants to become more familiar with the draft NPRR in preparation for a vote during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Electrical Buses and Settlement Point Prices 

Mr. Chudgar discussed the spreadsheet being built to map Electrical Buses and SPPs, noting that the mapping was not complete but was currently in rapid development to facilitate communication between the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and MMS. Mr. Chudgar noted that the naming conventions were based upon zonal conventions owing to the need for synchronicity and to the difficulty involved in changing names in the zonal system. Mr. Doggett recommended posting the spreadsheet for TPTF review and comment and confirmed that the spreadsheet would be discussed again during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Enterprise Integration Project Update (See Key Documents)

Stephen Kerr discussed recent revisions for the External Interfaces Specification, noting that revisions constituted minor changes that did not include new web services. He noted that the document was currently in review and would be noticed for a vote during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Kerr provided an overview of design artifacts for the EIP Project, noting that the following detailed designs were available for MPs to review without activating a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA):

· Web Services & Back-end connectivity for first 4 batches

· NMMS – CRR

· MMS & CRR to Settlements

· MID-MIR -> All

· Common Services

CRR Project Update (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza reviewed the EDS CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook, noting that no comments had been received from the review ending September 17, 2007. Rachel Cheng made modifications to the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the EDS CRR testing MP Handbook 0.04 with the modifications made by TPTF on September 25, 2007. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Ms. Garza discussed a high-level view of the Transmission Congestion Right (TCR) to CRR Transition Plan, noting that it would be distributed for comments following the meeting.  

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:12 p.m. on Tuesday, September 25, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, September 26, 2007.
Metrics Update Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Wilkinson continued his review of the remaining metrics for Iteration 3. The TPTF recommended edits for metric MO4, Verify Base Point Generation, with the expectation that it would be vetted with Joel Mickey and other SMEs before returning to TPTF for approval. TPTF made revisions to the criteria descriptions and changed the title of the metric to “SCED Execution Quality.” Mr. Wilkinson noted that metric MO4 would remain in the Active Metric Inventory as a redlined item to indicate that it is still being developed and has not been approved. Regarding metric EO, ERCOT Engagement, Mr. Trefny noted that the internal readiness survey being circulated within ERCOT should be the same as the survey questions distributed to MPs in the original market readiness questionnaire. Mr. Wilkinson noted that the questions could be shared with TPTF. Mr. Doggett noted that when Tim Pare drafted the survey guideline for ERCOT, he started with the questions from the original MP readiness questionnaire and adjusted the questions as needed to suit the internal survey for ERCOT. Mr. Doggett noted that sharing both questionnaires with TPTF might help to clarify the parallels between the two surveys. Mr. Wilkinson updated the criteria for the metric to indicate that the questions for the internal ERCOT survey would “target specific areas of concern such as budgets, staffing, training, procedure development, and technology.” Regarding metric MO5, Generate LMPs for 6 months, TPTF recommended updating the metric description to indicate that the six month period for generating LMPs will begin on January 15, 2008 and to indicate that the metric will measure SCED execution in two separate timeframes: one from November 2007 to January 2008, and the other from January 2008 onward. Mr. Trefny moved to approve ERCOT moving forward with metrics MO5 and E0 as modified by TPTF on September 26, 2007 in the Active Readiness Metric Inventory v1.3. Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Municipal (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.   

Mr. Wilkinson reviewed the Readiness Metrics schedule. Mr. Doggett noted that the metrics schedule had been built to accommodate the original approval plan, which aimed at approving metrics in groups of ten through the First Quarter 2008. Mr. Doggett noted that TPTF could schedule auxiliary meetings to approve metrics more quickly, if desired. Mr. Wilkinson recommended that TPTF suspend discussions for metrics until the end of October 2007 to allow time for the metrics to be circulated more thoroughly among ERCOT SMEs. Mr. Trefny recommended that the revised metrics resulting from SME discussions be distributed well in advance of the next TPTF meeting to allow participants time to redline the metrics and to prepare for a vote. 

Discussion of Monitoring Programs Continued (See Key Documents)

Mr. Adams reviewed CenterPoint and Reliant comments for the draft Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT, making edits in the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Adams noted that the next steps for the document included reviews at WMS and the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) prior to submitting to TAC in November 2007. Mr. Trefny inquired if TPTF could review any comments resulting from ROS or WMS discussions to ensure that the language remains compliant with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Adams confirmed that any ROS or WMS comments would return to TPTF prior to proceeding to TAC. 

Review of Requirements for SCED and Real-Time MMS Processes (See Key Documents)

Resmi Surendran reviewed the disposition of comments for the SCED and Real-Time MMS Processes Requirements document, recording modifications in the document and disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Regarding the Requirements Section 3.3.27, LMP when Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP), participants discussed the meaning of “intermittent solutions of SCED” 
 and discussed whether ERCOT should use LMPs from successful SCED runs during EECP. Mr. Spangler noted that an EECP event does not necessarily imply that SCED has failed, and he recommended that whenever SCED fully solves during EECP, the LMPs should be published and used. Whenever SCED fails to solve during EECP, the LMPS from the previous SCED solution should be used. Participants generally concurred with Mr. Spangler’s interpretation of the Nodal Protocols on this point. Mr. Trefny recommended using Mr. Spangler’s interpretation for the SCED Requirements and requested scheduling a future agenda item to discuss Nodal Protocol Section 6.5.9.4.2, Restoration of Market Operations. Ms. Surendran recorded the interpretation in the disposition spreadsheet. Mr. Spangler moved to approve SCED and Real-Time MMS Processes Requirements (B2) v1.02 following modifications discussed by TPTF on September 26, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the IOU (2) and IPM (1) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Review of Requirements for Overall MMS System and Other Processes (See Key Documents)

Ms. Surendran reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS System and Overall Requirements, recording modifications in the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the MMS Overall MMS System and Other Processes Requirements (B2) v1.02 following the modifications discussed at TPTF on September 26, 2007. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Discussion of MMS Documentation and Schedule (See Key Documents)

Mark Patterson discussed the release schedule for MMS deliverables, including documentation, software releases, and FAT start dates. He noted that the MMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) should be available for a vote by TPTF during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that all detailed designs for MMS should be available by March 2008. Murray Nixon noted that the MMS Project had developed a detailed matrix of whitepapers and other supporting documentation so that they can reference which documents will be addressed by each software drop. Ms. Nixon confirmed that the matrix could be posted for TPTF participants to access. Mr. Doggett noted that a pick-up notice would be distributed from TPTF Review once the matrix was posted. Ms. Richard inquired if MMS would distribute approach documents for EDS testing. Mr. Cote confirmed that handbooks would be developed to support testing for RUC, Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT), DAM and Supplemental Ancillary Services Market (SASM), and so forth. 

Discussion of the New Broad-Form NDA (See Key Documents)
Chad Seely discussed the new broad-form Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA). Participants opined that the notary requirement for the Individual Certification in Exhibit A would encumber the signature process and requested that it be removed from the NDA. Mr. Seely recommended preserving the notary requirement, noting that it represented common legal practice. Mr. Trefny requested that a notice be sent to Bob Kahn to communicate participants’ concerns regarding the notary requirement. Mr. Doggett confirmed that a notice would be sent. He also requested that Mr. Bridges assemble a list of confidential nodal documentation that participants may review upon execution of a new NDA. Mr. Doggett confirmed that announcements would be distributed from TPTF Review whenever confidential documents become available for review.   

MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Adam Martinez provided an update for the Market Information System (MIS) Project. He discussed the posting process for the SCED reports that are targeted for delivery in the November timeframe. He also discussed the LMP Contour Map, noting that it had not been included in the original 14 portal dashboards identified by the MIS subgroup, which was why the MIS Project had considered the LMP Contour Map to be a change in scope. Mr. Martinez identified the original 14 portal dashboards as follows:

· Load Forecast 

· Weather 

· LMPs (defined as a line graph of LMPs, not the graphical display in the Contour Map) 

· Imports / Exports 

· Shadow Prices 

· LMPs Ticker (defined as a scroll bar with LMPs, not the graphical display in the Contour Map) 

· ERCOT ACE

· ERCOT Time 

· Deployed Ancillaries 

· Frequency 

· Responsive Reserve Capacity 

· Non-spinning Reserve 

· Un-deployed Regulation Up and Regulation Down 

Ms. Wagner noted that some of the portal dashboards should have corresponding web services, and she inquired if the mapping these could be provided. Mr. Martinez agreed that many of the items from the MIS Content Inventory would be provided as external web services. He noted that the MIS Project still needed to complete the mapping between internal interfaces and external web services and to publish that information for the market to review. Mr. Doggett recommended that Mr. Martinez should try to establish some consistency between his list of MIS web services and the “Red List” approach described in Daryl Shing’s brochure “Understanding Market Participant Data Access,” 
 as published by the Integration and Design Authority (IDA). 

Discussion of Future Agenda Items (See Key Documents):

Mr. Doggett noted that a draft agenda for the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting would be distributed for comments, including the following agenda items:

· Nodal Program Update

· Discussion of the internal ERCOT readiness survey

· CRR Project

· Review CRR Business Process Clarification NPRR 

· EMS Update

· MMS Project:

· Review disposition of comments for:

· MMS Requirements for DAM/SASM 

· MMS Requirements for CCT 

· MMS Requirements for RUC Requirements

· EDS Project

· Review disposition of comments for LFC Handbook

· Discuss concept of reasonableness for LMPs

· COMS Update

· Review COPS comments for Draft NPRR for Failure to Update Verifiable Cost Data Results in Use of Resource Category Generic Costs 

· Review COMS Requirements updated through Baseline 2

· EIP Update

· Review disposition of comments for new External Web Services

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the TPTF meeting at 1:12 p.m. on Wednesday, September 26, 2007. 

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Send a note to Bob Kahn to communicate participants’ concerns regarding the notary requirement for the Individual Certification in Exhibit A of the new broad-form NDA. 
	T. Doggett

	Assemble a list to track confidential nodal documentation as it becomes available for participants to review with new NDA.  
	S. Bridges

	Schedule an LFC workshop. 
	J. Dumas

	Invite Mr. Forfia to discuss the nodal hardware plan during a future TPTF meeting. 
	T. Doggett and S. Bridges

	Post the MMS documentation matrix for TPTF to review
	M. Nixon and Team
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	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland 

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

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

	Stanfield, Leonard
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	CPS Energy (via teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
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	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
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	First Choice Power

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra

	Fu, Weihui
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Li, Young
	Potomac (via teleconference)

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs Inc. (via teleconference)

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Schubert, Eric
	BP Energy

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle
	(via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Teo, Bee
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Troell, Mike
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power 

	Zang, Hailing
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)

	Zdenek, Pam
	BP Energy


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Barnes, Bill

	Blood, Katherine

	Brennan, Christian (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Capezzuti, Nancy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dondeti, Jay

	Floyd, Jeff

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Grantham, Bill

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hatfield, Rachael (via teleconference)

	Hirsch, Al

	Hui, Hailong

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Lopez, Nieves

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Macomber, Gary

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	McCafferty, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Methaprayoon, Kittipong (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sainath

	Patra, Pradeep

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Yongjun

	Shaw, Pamela

	Sullivan, Jerry 

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon

	Wilkinson, Chris

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, October 8, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda 

Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the two-day meeting. 

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· October 22 – 23, 2007 

· November 5 – 6, 2007 

· November 26 – 28, 2007 

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

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

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

· Market Readiness Seminar on Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Mr. Doggett noted that the TPTF Readiness Metrics Review had been scheduled, as requested by participants, to provide a dedicated review opportunity for upcoming readiness metrics. He noted that nineteen metrics were noticed for possible vote during the meeting. 

Consider Approval of September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF Meeting Minutes

Mr. Doggett noted that the draft minutes for the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting had not been distributed prior to the meeting. Approval for the meeting minutes was deferred to the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Quality Center Update 

Mr. Doggett discussed the first iteration of the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Quality Center Dashboard,
 which included initial status reports for test scripts and test defects. Mr. Doggett noted that the dashboard was still in development and that it would eventually include details associated with failed scripts and deferred defects. Bob Spangler suggested establishing a standing agenda item for the Quality Center Dashboard so that TPTF may continually ask questions and provide feedback regarding the data reported in the dashboard. Mr. Spangler also suggested that when the agenda is published to the TPTF meeting page, the standing agenda item for the Quality Center Dashboard should reflect any metrics or readiness activities that TPTF is pursuing in its effort to make determinations regarding readiness for ERCOT and the market. Floyd Trefny requested that ERCOT distribute a notice to the TPTF email list to remind participants how they may become registered users for the Readiness Scorecard. Mr. Doggett confirmed that a notice could be distributed similar to the previous notice that had been distributed to Accountable Executives (AEs). Mr. Doggett reminded participants that they may stay abreast of all notices distributed to AEs by subscribing to the Nodal Market Readiness email list.
 

Commercial Systems Updates (See Key Documents) 

Review of Updated Commercial Systems (COMS) Requirements 

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

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

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

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

· CRR Balancing Account Requirements (B2) v3.0

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

· Data Aggregation Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Dispute Management Requirements (B2) v3.0

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

· Financial Transfer Requirements (B2) v3.0

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

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

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

· Registration Requirements (B2) v3.0

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

· Settlement Invoice Requirements (B2) v3.0

· Settlement Statement Requirements (B2) v3.0
Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

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

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

· DAM Energy Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.03

· DAM AS Settlements Requirements (B2) v2.02

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

· Verifiable Costs Requirements (B2) v2.02

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

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

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

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

Discussion of Vendor Definition of DAM Commitment (See Key Documents)

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

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

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

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

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

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

· the spreadsheet would be worked through the relevant ERCOT subgroups to confirm consensus for the naming convention  

· TSPs would be asked to observe the naming convention by submitting the names recommended by ERCOT

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

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Jerry Sullivan provided an update on the status of the nodal program. He noted that the program dimension of Scope was rated green and that the program was aligned with the Nodal Protocols. Regarding the dimension of Quality, Mr. Sullivan noted that the program was rated amber, but owing to the recent resignations of Jeyant Tamby and Glen Wingerd, the future quality of the program was a matter of serious concern. He confirmed that five other individuals had also resigned from the nodal program in the previous two months. Mr. Sullivan stated that the dimension of Quality would be rated red if the vacant leadership positions were not summarily filled by suitable candidates. Regarding the dimension of Schedule, Mr. Sullivan noted that it was rated amber owing to significant schedule risks posed by delayed deliveries for EDS 4. Regarding the dimension of Cost, Mr. Sullivan noted that expenditures for the program were exceeding the original budget by a forecasted range of $10 to $17 million. Mr. Sullivan highlighted his commitment to continually identifying savings and efficiencies for the program without jeopardizing quality. 

Mr. Sullivan discussed staffing concerns for the program, noting that the program was suffering from a 32% attrition rate. As a result, he noted that solving staff retention issues had become a cardinal program focus. Nancy Capezzuti supported Mr. Sullivan’s presentation from a Human Resources perspective, noting that certain salary scales had been adjusted to help assuage the attrition rate, but the primary driver for staff bleed from ERCOT seemed to be opportunities for career advancement associated with management and supervisory roles. Ms. Capezzuti assured TPTF that ERCOT was pursuing solutions related to salary issues, bonus programs, and other incentives. Mr. Sullivan agreed to report on ERCOT’s progress in solving staff-retention issues during his nodal program update at the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting.              

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

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

EDS Update (See Key Documents)

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

Regarding EDS 2 Release 3 for State Estimator tuning, Mr. Cote noted that he had previously reported to TPTF that the State Estimator was receiving poor data feeds owing to the significant number of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) failing to send their required Real-Time ICCP data to ERCOT. Mr. Cote reported that the EDS team had been working with QSEs to resolve the issues, and a resulting jump in performance had occurred to significantly improve the quality of the data feeds. As a result, Mr. Cote confirmed that the EDS team was in a good position to complete the exit criteria for State Estimator tuning. 

Regarding entry criteria for EDS2 Release 4, Mr. Cote noted that hardware issues were not fully resolved, but the EDS team was expecting sufficient infrastructure to be on-hand to begin Network Model testing on November 1, 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Forfia had agreed to discuss the ERCOT hardware plan during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Cote discussed the delivery schedule for SCED reports, noting that Locational Marginal Price (LMP) outputs from SCED would be available to generate the November reporting deliverables, but ERCOT had concerns about publishing the reports for public consumption until after the reasonability of LMPs could be established. Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT would distribute a sample report during the week of October 15. Participants opined that ERCOT should release the LMPs to the market as test LMPs with the caveat that production-grade LMPs will not be available until January 2008. Mr. Doggett noted that Joel Mickey was preparing to discuss the topic of reasonability for LMPs during a future TPTF meeting.  

Mr. Cote discussed EDS deliverables, noting that:

· the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Testing MP Handbook was approved

· the LFC workshop for the LFC Testing MP Handbook had been scheduled for October 10, 2007

· the approval for the LFC Testing MP Handbook was scheduled for consideration during the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting

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

Meeting Recess and Resumption

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

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

· January 7 – 8, 2008 

· January 21 – 23, 2008

· February 4 – 6, 2008

· February 21 – 22, 2008

Mr. Doggett reminded TPTF that the upcoming Market Readiness Seminar was scheduled for Tuesday, October 30, 2007. 

EMS Update (See Key Documents)

Al Hirsch and Jay Dondeti discussed the delivery plan for EMS systems and documentation. Mr. Dondeti described how the full EMS was being built in five phases to correspond with EDS testing. He also identified changes that had been made to the schedule for the upcoming phases EMS 3, EMS 4, and EMS 5. Regarding EMS 3 (i.e., Real-Time Sequence, LFC, Resource Limit Calculator (RLC), and SCED Interface), Mr. Dondeti noted that the delivery date had been moved from November 5 to November 16, 2007. Mr. Trefny opined that the proposed schedule changes were unacceptable and that the EMS team should develop strategies to realign the EMS deliveries with the original milestones. He requested that Mr. Hirsch revise the schedule to move LFC back to its original release date, along with all other components possible. He also requested that Mr. Hirsch revise the schedule and bring it back to TPTF for consideration during the next TPTF meeting. Mr. Hirsch stated that although the EMS team would continue to work consistently with the EDS team to identify any additional improvements for the schedule, the delivery dates displayed in the presentation represented the best scheduling effort to date and were not likely to change. Mr. Trefny reiterated that this schedule change can not be tolerated and must be changed to keep EDS risk under control and a work-around plan must be found to get these items back on track. Mr. Trefny opined that the delivery schedule displayed in the presentation indicated that EMS would not be ready to accommodate EDS activities for the Network Model in November 2007. Mr. Dondeti assured TPTF that the zonal EMS data required to build the Network Model would be available to NMMS in November. 

Mr. Doggett inquired when any detailed designs for EMS would become available for participants to review. Mr. Dondeti noted that the detailed design documents for initial EMS releases would become available beginning in November 2007, including Real-Time Sequence, State Estimator, and Network Security Analysis.

Mr. Spangler suggested establishing a standing agenda item to review project schedules during every TPTF meeting. He requested that the Program Management Office be available to support such discussions with the intention of providing TPTF with a more integrated perspective on how the various project schedules are actually fitting together and affecting one another. Mr. Doggett noted that he would address this concern with Mr. Sullivan and Tim Pare. Mr. Trefny suggested that milestones should not be changed without TPTF approval. Manny Munoz requested that if a milestone is changed, a timely explanation should be provided to TPTF regarding the reasons driving the change. 

Review of Comments for Updated MMS Requirements (See Key Documents)

MMS RUC Requirements 
Mark Patterson presented the MMS RUC Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He noted that no comments had been received during the review ending October 2, 2007. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS RUC Requirements (B2) v1.01 updated through Baseline 2 as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

MMS Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT) Requirements 

Mr. Patterson reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS CCT Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He made revisions to the Requirements document and to the corresponding spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. The TPTF deleted language regarding the TAC processes for reviewing and approving competitive and non-competitive constraints from the following sections: 

· Section 2.4, Daily CCT

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

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

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

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

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

In Section 3.8.10, CE10 – Control of DAM Clearing Process, TPTF discussed the appropriate time for the DAM execution to be manually initiated after 10:00 a.m. TPTF provided the clarification that the DAM execution will only be initiated after Bids/Offers are validated and external subsystems are completed. Jim Reynolds requested that ERCOT develop a business process for DAM execution, including provisions for equipment failure, invalid submission items, aborted executions, etc. Mr. Moorty noted that developing this process may require some time, and he suggested tracking this item on the TPTF Punch List.    

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS DAM and SASM Requirements (B2) v1.03 as modified by TPTF on October 9, 2007. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion for Mike Rowley. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.  

Review of Comments for the Transmission Congestion Rights to CRR Transition Plan (See Key Documents)

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

· determine whether the TCR refund methodology should be documented in the Zonal Protocols

· determine whether to hold a TCR auction in 2009 if the nodal program does not make its internal December 1, 2008 go-live date. 

Ms. Garza noted that the CRR Team planned to take the TCR to CRR Transition Plan to TAC in November 2007 so that the refund methodology may be included as a component of the upcoming TCR auction notice. Mr. Bailey moved to approve the proposed, WMS-approved TCR annual auction methodology as described in Part 1 of the TCR to CRR Transition Plan v0.07. Rick Gillean seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 

Review of Comments for the MP Identity Management Requirements (See Key Documents)

Jeff Floyd reviewed the disposition of comments for the Infrastructure Project (INF) MP Identity Management (IM) Requirements. He made revisions to the Requirements document and to the corresponding spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. Participants discussed the need for ERCOT to establish business processes to control MP User Security Administrators (USAs), alternates, and replacements. TPTF updated the Requirements document in Section 2.3, Assumptions and Dependencies, to indicate that there “may be one and only one primary MP USA for an MP Entity and optionally a back-up USA,” and that “there may be only 1 active USA at a time.” Rachael Hatfield noted via teleconference that only one primary MP USA and one back-up would be registered in the Siebel system and that corresponding paper records would be maintained. Ms. Hatfield also noted that ERCOT is required for security purposes to deactivate any user roles immediately upon notification from MP USAs. TPTF clarified in the disposition spreadsheet that the MP IM system will allow for the revocation of user roles and digital certificates. At TPTF’s request, Jeff Floyd and Rachael Hatfield clarified that the MP IM system will allow administrators to run active user reports and to renew digital certificates online prior to the 168-Hour Test. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the INF MP IM Requirements v0.93 as modified by TPTF on October 9, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 

Discussion of Future Agenda Items
Mr. Doggett noted that the draft October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF agenda would be distributed following the meeting. 

Meeting Adjournment

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

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

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

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

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

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

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

· Add the following items to the TPTF Punch List:

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

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

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

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine 

	Mai, D.S. 
	Independent Generator
	NRG

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power

	Zdenek, Pamela
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Boriin, Ellen
	AEP

	Emesih, Valentine
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Erbrick, Michael
	(via teleconference)

	Fu, Weihui
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	City of Garland  (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Li, Young
	Potomac (via teleconference)

	Marsh, Tony
	QSE Services, Inc.

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs Inc. 

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA 

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle
	(via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths (via teleconference)

	Torrent, Gary
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Worley, Eli
	Tenaska (via teleconference)

	Yin, Paul
	Capgemini (via teleconference)

	Zang, Hailing
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:
	Name

	Ashbaugh, Jackie (via teleconference)

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy

	Blood, Katherine

	Bridges, Stacy

	Capezzuti, Nancy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Crew, Curtis

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Deller, Art (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Dumas, John

	Floyd, Jeff

	Forfia, David

	Gamoke, Craig

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hui, Hailong

	Jirasek, Shawna (via teleconference)

	Kahn, Bob

	Kasparian, Ken (via teleconference)

	Ma, Xingwang (via teleconference)

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	McIntyre, Kenneth

	Mereness, Matt

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sainath (via teleconference)

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ren, Yongjun (via teleconference)

	Sarasa, Raj

	Sharma, Giriraj (via teleconference)

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry 

	Surendran, Resmi

	Tucker, Carrie

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, October 22, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda (See Key Documents) 

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

Confirm Future Meetings

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

· November 5 – 6, 2007  

· November 26 – 28, 2007 

· December 3 – 4, 2007 

· December 17 – 19, 2007 

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

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

· Market Readiness Seminar on Tuesday, October 30, 2007

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

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

Mr. Doggett provided an update on the Quality Center Dashboard.
 He reminded participants of the dashboard features that were discussed during the October 8 – 9, 2007 TPTF meeting, and he identified the recent updates that had been made to incorporate the trending components requested by TPTF. Mr. Doggett noted that Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Project had been invited to discuss trending further during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting. He encouraged participants to familiarize themselves with the dashboard and the new trending components in preparation for the meeting. 

Nodal Program Update - Part One 

Bob Kahn discussed the steps being taken by ERCOT to address staff retention issues for the nodal program. Participants recommended that ERCOT should consider offering bonus programs, market competitive salaries, latitude in scheduling vacations, and other incentives. Mr. Kruse noted that other Independent Systems Operators (ISOs) offered higher salaries than ERCOT when recruiting the staff necessary to develop and maintain market systems. Bob Spangler noted that ERCOT may have some latency issues affecting its recruiting process, and he encouraged ERCOT to ensure its ability to respond to potential job candidates as quickly as possible. In response to participants’ concerns, Mr. Kahn noted that ERCOT had already opted to raise the cap on vacation time carryovers. He also noted that he, Jerry Sullivan, and Nancy Capezzuti were all constantly reviewing resumes in an effort to identify qualified candidates for the nodal program. In addition, Ms. Capezzuti confirmed that steady-state staffing projections were being kept in view to ensure that sufficient, properly trained staff members would be available to support nodal systems following go-live. Naomi Richard recommended that ERCOT should also plan to acquire any staff necessary to address contingency issues that may develop as the nodal program approaches go-live. Mr. Kahn confirmed that ERCOT planned to acquire additional staffing as needed to address contingencies. Ms. Richard inquired if ERCOT was familiar with the staff retention plans implemented by other ISOs. Ms. Capezzuti and Mr. Sullivan confirmed their familiarity, and they confirmed their intention to leverage that familiarity when addressing staffing issues for ERCOT. 

The second part of the Nodal Program Update was delivered by Mr. Sullivan on Tuesday, October 23, 2007 (see the discussion of “Nodal Program Update – Part Two” below).

Early Delivery Systems Update (See Key Documents)

Daryl Cote discussed the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) 3 Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Market Participant (MP) Handbook. He reviewed the disposition of comments from the recent review for Section 5: SCED R5.3, Integrated SCED Execution (Real-Time Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP)). Mr. Cote made modifications to the handbook and the corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 

Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT was considering  not publishing the initial Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) generated by SCED until those values could be evaluated for reasonableness. Based upon market feedback, Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT would be publishing the initial LMPs from SCED as soon as the Market Management System (MMS) and Energy Management System (EMS) were integrated and SCED has been executed successfully in the EDS environment. Mr. Cote noted that MPs should be aware that the initial LMPs generated by SCED would be test-grade values only. Participants concurred that the initial LMPs should be published immediately, even though the quality will be test-grade. 

Regarding market comments pertaining to Section 6, SCED R5.4, Six Month LMP Posting, Mr. Cote noted that the EDS team would review the disposition of comments with TPTF in November 2007, along with any updates needed to address SCED training courses. No one objected to this approach. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the EDS 3 SCED MP Handbook v2.03 as modified by TPTF on October 22, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Mr. Cote provided an update on EDS testing. Regarding EDS 1 testing, Mr. Cote noted that Point-to-Point (PtP) checkouts were still being completed. Mr. Trefny asked Mr. Cote to verify that the methodology being used to conduct PtP testing was consistent for all MPs and aligned with the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Cote took an action item to verify that the EDS 1 team was conducting each PtP test consistently and in accordance with applicable Nodal Protocol Requirements. Regarding outstanding ICCP issues, Mr. Cote noted that the number of MPs testing below the 3% watermark had lagged from 82% to 79% since the previous TPTF meeting. Regarding quality code retesting, Mr. Cote noted that 32% of MPs had completed regression testing. Mr. Trefny inquired when quality code retesting would be completed. He noted his expectation that quality code retesting would not cause any delays for EDS 2 testing. Mr. Cote indicated that the closing date for quality code testing had not been identified. 

Regarding EDS 2 Release 4, Mr. Cote noted that the start date had been moved from November 1 to November 12, 2007 to allow for the resolution of software defects, the loading of Network Model data, and the installation of hardware components for the EDS environment. 

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

Training Update (See Key Documents)

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

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

· Network Model Management

· Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR)

· Market Settlement 301

· Generation 101

Sid Guermouche noted that some courses were filling up more quickly than others, and he suggested offering the high-demand courses more frequently to ensure sufficient seats, especially for the Basic Training Program. Mr. Hailu noted the training team was committed to offering each training course according to the frequency proposed by the Training Course Curriculum document but was also interested in trying to increase the frequency for certain high-demand courses when possible. 
Mr. Hailu noted that two offerings of the CRR training course would be available in December 2007, along with a WBT. Mr. Hailu expressed confidence that the CRR course deliveries should provide sufficient seats to cover the required training needs for MPs. He confirmed that the CRR course dates would be added to the online calendar once they were available.  

Mr. Hailu noted that the Basic Training Program was launched on October 22, 2007. He noted that the five-day course would be offered once a month in Austin, Dallas, or Houston. He also reminded MPs that ERCOT was still looking for a host in the northeast to help accommodate the Operations Training Seminar next spring. He invited any interested MPs to contact him at thailu@ercot.com. 

Mr. Hailu provided a progress report for training to date, noting the following statistics: 

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

· 685 attendees had completed Economics of LMP 

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

· 154 out of 274 attendees had passed Load Serving Entity (LSE) 201 

Mr. Hailu noted that the training statistics for each MP would be distributed to Accountable Executives (AEs) to facilitate self-reporting for readiness metrics. 

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

Discussion of nodal Hardware Plan (See Key Documents) 

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

Mr. Forfia noted that the nodal hardware plan was designed be flexible enough to absorb any changes resulting from market trials and integration testing. He elaborated upon the aspect of flexibility by describing the two primary mitigation strategies, including a “scale up” option, which would provide the capability to scale up to the maximum capacity within a system, and a “scale out” option, which would provide the capability to split processing load across multiple systems. Between the two mitigation strategies, enough extra capacity should be available whenever needed to meet increased usage demands, to offset component failures, and to accommodate server maintenance without impacting nodal systems. 
Mr. Forfia identified the cardinal challenge for the nodal hardware timeline to be the issue of late deliveries for technical architecture designs from the Nodal Project Managers. He noted that a period of two weeks typically expires from the time a technical architecture document is submitted to the time the corresponding hardware is installed. To mitigate late deliveries, Mr. Forfia noted that auxiliary unassembled equipment was being pre-ordered and built to standard configurations on-site to ensure quick assignments of hardware to projects as soon as system requirements become known. He confirmed that an influx of technical architecture designs could cause potential bottleneck issues for the hardware schedule, but he also noted that the hardware schedule should be about 80% on pace once the infrastructure for EDS 3 was installed. Afterward, any changes would be managed by scaling up or scaling out. Mr. Forfia noted that the hardware workload should decrease markedly by the end of the year owing to the fact that the same definitions for EDS3 could be applied to EDS 4 and to iTEST. 

Mr. Trefny opined that the delivery delays for technical architecture designs and the migration delays for server consolidations constituted scheduling problems that should not be allowed to worsen. He suggested that TPTF could build a metric to help track the issues. Mr. Forfia agreed to work offline with nodal Project Managers to prepare some discussion material for this purpose. Mr. Doggett noted that he could discuss the topic offline with Chris Wilkinson. 

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

Mr. Spangler opined that the hardware issues affecting the nodal program should have been divulged to TPTF sooner. 
EDS 3 Load Frequency Control Testing MP Handbook (See Key Documents)

Kenneth McIntyre discussed revisions for the EDS 3 Load Frequency Control (LFC) Testing MP Handbook. He noted that based upon feedback received from TPTF and the recent LFC Workshop, the testing structure had been clarified for the following EDS releases:

· R6.1, Area Control Error (ACE) Calculation and Pre-Condition Validation

· R6.2, LFC Individual QSE


· R6.3, LFC (Total System)


Mr. McIntyre worked through the clarifications and made additional modifications in the handbook as recommended by TPTF. John Dumas reminded TPTF that the settlement component had been removed from the handbook and was being addressed by the draft Protocol Revision Request (PRR) for EDS LFC Test Settlement. Mr. Dumas noted that the handbook would require revisions as testing proceeded, and he recommended approving the handbook once only, to be followed by announcements whenever changes are required thereafter. He noted that any changes required for settlements would continue to be accomplished through PRRs and the established governance process. No one objected to this approach. Mr. McIntyre noted that following TPTF approval, the handbook would be taken to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Board of Directors (BOD) for their approval. Mr. Trefny noted that seeking TAC and BOD approval for the handbook might eventually cause timing issues for testing when changes are needed, so he recommended asking TAC and the BOD to concur with the LFC testing concept because details of the testing may have to change during the testing process. Mr. Spangler agreed and recommended that TPTF should vote to approve the LFC handbook on a conceptual level and should report to TAC that the settlement components would be handled separately through PRRs and the established governance process. Mr. McIntyre reminded the group that Section 1.1, Market Participant LFC Handbook, stated that the handbook would be approved by the BOD. Based upon its discussion, the TPTF recommended striking the language invoking BOD approval. The TPTF consensus was to notify the ERCOT legal department of this change with the explanation that TPTF did not consider the EDS 3 LFC Testing MP Handbook to be complete and that future revisions were fully expected. 

Bill Barnes reviewed the EDS LFC Test Settlement PRR. The TPTF updated the PRR to clarify that the subject settlement intervals were associated only with SCED 3 LFC Phase 3 testing. The TPTF requested that the PRR be distributed for a period of comment to facilitate additional discussion and review during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the conceptual test structure for LFC EDS Releases 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, as described during the TPTF October 10, 2007 Workshop and as documented in the EDS 3 LFC Handbook version 0.91 as modified by TPTF on October 22, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Nodal Startup Transition Rules (See Key Documents) 
Jim Reynolds and Mr. Spangler presented two draft Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) for implementing the behavioral rules as described by Dan Jones in the Nodal Startup Transition Rules. The TPTF consensus was to discuss the NPRRs in more detail during a dedicated subgroup meeting on Wednesday, November 7, 2007. Mr. Bridges agreed to set up the subgroup meeting and to distribute an announcement following the TPTF meeting. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

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

Review of MMS Conceptual System Design (See Key Documents)

Resmi Surendran reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS Conceptual System Design (CSD) v1.01, making modifications in the document as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS CSD v1.03 as modified by TPTF on October 23, 2007. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Review of MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items (See Key Documents) 

Matt Mereness reviewed the disposition of comments for the MMS document, Explanation of Market Submission Items. He made revisions to the document and corresponding disposition spreadsheet as recommended by TPTF. 

Mr. Mereness noted that a “reason code” had been included among the elements constituting a Three-Part Offer to allow QSEs to specify either “fuel curtailment” or “Forced Outage” as a reason for submitting an updated Energy Offer Curve (EOC) for a period in which the corresponding Resource was already committed in Day-Ahead Market (DAM) or Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC). Mr. Mereness took an action item to verify that the “reason code” field would be included in the User Interface (UI) that MPs use to submit Three-Part Supply Offers. Mr. Trefny noted that the market should be notified anytime an updated EOC results in an adjustment (subsequent to the meeting, it was confirmed the reason field was already included in the existing API and User Interface for Three-Part Offers).

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

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

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

Regarding the submission of DAM Energy-Only Offer Curves, participants expressed concern that the constraint of five Offer IDs per Settlement Point per QSE per Operating Day was insufficient to run the market. Mr. Mereness noted that the vendor had recommended using a limited number to prevent system failure from excessive offers. Mr. Moorty took the action item to work with the vendor to increase the constraint value and ensure the limitation is a configurable parameter.

The TPTF consensus was to table discussion of the Explanation of Market Submission Items document until the MMS team clarified more details with the vendor. Mr. Spangler requested that the remaining comments from Luminant would be discussed afterward. 

Review of New Service Level Agreement for Nodal EDS Environments (See Key Documents)

Aaron Smallwood reviewed the new Service Level Agreement (SLA) for Nodal EDS Environments, noting that no comments had been received during the review ending October 16, 2007. He noted that the outage windows had been modified and the effective term had been extended to January 14, 2008. He also noted that the previous SLA was scheduled to expire on November 30, 2007, but the new SLA had been drafted to become effective on November 1, 2007. The TPTF consensus was to activate the new SLA on November 1 as indicated in the document. No additional comments or clarifications were made by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the updated SLA for Nodal EDS Environments v1.01 to supersede the existing SLA and to become effective as indicated on November 1, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Nodal Program Update – Part Two (See Key Documents)
Mr. Sullivan delivered the second part of the Nodal Program Update. He began the discussion with a detailed description of ERCOT’s approach to solving staff retention issues. He noted that retention solutions had been identified based upon a detailed categorization of nodal staff members according to a number of job-related factors, including each employee’s criticality to the program and overall flight risk. Some of the retention solutions identified included vacation roll-overs, bonuses, increased salaries and grade levels, promotion opportunities, alternative reporting relationships, and assurances of job security beyond go-live. Mr. Sullivan noted that none of the retention solutions had been finalized but were subject to additional internal review and discussion. 

Mr. Sullivan discussed recent changes to the nodal organizational chart. He noted that Ken Kasparian would assume Glen Wingerd’s leadership responsibilities for the Integration and Product Testing (INT) Project. He also noted that the MIS Project would begin reporting directly to him rather than to Mr. Doggett. He identified Janet Ply as the new Project Manager for the EDW Project, and he identified Raj Chudgar as the new lead for the EDS Sequence Timeline. Mr. Sullivan noted that Mr. Chudgar’s new role would involve providing project schedule change control and schedule transparency. Mr. Chudgar noted that he and his team would be accountable for enforcing the EDS Sequence Timeline, for updating it on a regular basis, and for providing explanations whenever it changes. Mr. Chudgar noted that the EDS Sequence Timeline would be scheduled for discussion with TPTF during the Nodal Program Update at each TPTF meeting. He introduced a revised version of the EDS Sequence Timeline and encouraged participants to familiarize themselves with the changes to facilitate discussion during the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting.     

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

Review of Infrastructure MP Identity Management CSD (See Key Documents)

Jeff Floyd reviewed the disposition of comments for the Infrastructure (INF) MP Identity Management CSD, making minor updates in the document as recommended to TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the INF MP Identity Management CSD v0.03 as modified by TPTF on October 23, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Review of INF MP Identity Management Requirements (See Key Documents)
Mr. Floyd reviewed the disposition of comments for the revised MP Identity Management Requirements, making minor updates in the document as recommended by TPTF. Ms. Richard inquired about the testing schedule for the MP Identity Management system. Mr. Floyd noted that the INF team had not published a testing schedule but they could do so. He noted that MPs who are interested in participating in MP Identity Management testing should contact him at jfloyd@ercot.com. He noted that testing should start sometime in November. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the INF MP Identity Management Requirements v1.3 as modified by TPTF on October 23, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Cooperative and IOU Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Discussion of Updated CRR Requirements (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza described recent updates for the CRR Requirements for SR10, Availability and Redundancy, and for FR1, Acquiring CRRs. She noted that TPTF would be asked to approve the updated CRR Requirements during a future TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of Draft NPRR for CRR Business Process (See Key Documents
Ms. Garza discussed the four primary issues remaining for the draft NPRR for CRR Business Process. 

Issue 1: Who is getting McCamey Flowgate Rights (McFRIs)—Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) or QSEs? 

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

Issue 2: How should ERCOT ensure that the 40% capacity factor limit is met by Capacity Option Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) in the first six monthly auctions?

Ms. Garza described the two options that were previously discussed with TPTF regarding how ERCOT may proceed with implementing the 40% capacity factor limitation during the first six months of the CRR market: 

· Option 1- Configure the system to automatically enforce a 40% capacity factor limit in each monthly market.

· Option 2- Track nominations manually and work with NOIEs on a case-by-case basis to limit their nominations so that they do not exceed the 40% capacity factor for the period prior to the first annual nomination process

Ms. Garza noted that ERCOT recommended Option 2, whereby ERCOT would track monthly submissions and work with NOIEs individually whenever violations occur. She noted that for Option 2 to succeed, NOIEs would have to agree to work with ERCOT to resolve any issues. No one objected to moving forward with Option 2. Mr. Spangler requested that the CRR team find a way to document that Option 2 is being adopted as a transition approach that will not necessarily represent the final steady-state process for implementing the 40% capacity factor limitation. 

Issue 3: If NOIEs are represented by another entity serving as their QSE, will they be able to offer their PCRRs into the DAM? 
Ms. Garza noted that previous market feedback had affirmed the perspective that NOIEs represented by another entity serving as their QSE should be able to offer their PCRRs into the DAM.

Issue 4: How should ERCOT validate net unit capacity for PCRR eligibility?

Ms. Garza discussed the two options for validating net unit capacity for PCRR eligibility: 

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

· Option 2- ERCOT would update PCRR eligibility with every performance test, assuming net unit capacity means Net Dependable Capability.

Ms. Garza noted that NOIEs were currently in the process of submitting their allocation eligibility to ERCOT by December 1, 2007. She requested clarification from TPTF regarding which of the above options should be used to validate net unit capacity for NOIEs. The TPTF consensus was for ERCOT to validate the values submitted by NOIEs according to Option 1. 

Discussion of DAM Issues (See Key Documents)

Mr. Siddiqi discussed issues related to DAM commitment and reviewed a proposed NPRR for correcting the submission and use of Fuel-Index Price (FIP) and Fuel-Oil Price (FOP) percentages in Offers. The TPTF consensus was to distribute the NPRR for a period of comment to facilitate a more detailed discussion during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Moorty agreed to own comments for the NPRR. Mr. Bridges agreed to distribute the NPRR for comments following the meeting.  

Meeting Adjournment

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

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

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

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

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

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

	· Work with MMS vendor to increase the number of DAM Energy-Only Offer IDs allowed per Settlement Point per QSE per Operating Day. 
· Verify that the “reason code” field will be included in the User Interface (UI) that MPs will use to submit Three-Part Supply Offers. 
	M. Moorty, M. Mereness and MMS Team 
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· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy), Shannon Bowling (Cirro Group), Robert Thomas (Green Mountain Energy), and John Werner (Integrys Energy Services) to Jim Reynolds

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Adib, Parviz
	APX

	Atwood, Alan
	Exelon (via teleconference)

	Beck, Mike
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Bogen, David
	TXU  (via teleconference)

	Brown, Jeff 
	Coral Power

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy 

	Crozier, Richard
	City of Brownsville (via teleconference)

	Dickinson, Ken
	BP Energy (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Gundrum, Jake
	AEP (via teleconference)

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Hudson, Alan
	The Structure Group 

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX 

	Kroskey, Tony
	Brazos (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Munoz, Matt
	CenterPoint (via teleconference)

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ

	Shukla, Ajay 
	SUEZ (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power (via teleconference)

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Tamby, Jeyant
	SunGard Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Torrent, Gary
	Lehman Brothers

	Trayers, Barry
	Sempra Energy

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank 

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Ainsworth, Brandon

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy (via teleconference)

	Blackard, Bob (via teleconference)

	Brennan, Christian (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Crews, Curtis

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Hall, Eileen

	Hall, John (via teleconference)

	Hilton, Keely (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Kasparian, Ken 

	Kerr, Stephen

	Legatt, Michael

	Macomber, Gary

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Martinez, Adam

	McGettigan, Kristen

	Mereness, Matt

	Mickey, Joel

	Moorty, Sai (via teleconference)

	Pare, Tim

	Patterson, Mark

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ply, Janet

	Polythress, Marianne

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Raina, Gokal (via teleconference)

	Ransom, Cathy

	Shiroyama, Sylvia (via teleconference)

	Siebold, Martha

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sumanam, Kalyan

	Tozer, Matt (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Valentine, Chelsea

	Wilkinson, Chris (via teleconference)

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, November 5, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda (See Key Documents) 
 
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the two-day meeting. He noted that the review of comments for the Training Course Curriculum document would be deferred to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting.  

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

Confirm Future Meetings

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

· November 26 – 28, 2007 

· December 3 – 4, 2007 

· December 17 – 19, 2007 

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

Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents)

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

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

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

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

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

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

· Re: Milestone – EDS1 R1 - Configure and Verify ERCOT Alarm Processing

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Chudgar identified next steps for the EDS Timeline, noting that missing components would be gradually incorporated into the timeline as they become available, including Real-Time reporting components and EDS 4 timelines. Bob Spangler inquired if any of the Market Management System (MMS) drops for EDS 4 could be moved back to the January 2008 timeframe with MMS2. Mr. Chudgar noted that a list of functions could be provided indicating what MPs should be able to test for each MMS drop. Mr. Spangler requested that for future versions of the milestones spreadsheet, the Delivery Assurance team assign an explanation to each confidence factor. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the team could include explanations as requested. Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Chudgar add bars to the timeline to indicate go-live activities for MPs. Mr. Chudgar agreed. Mr. Chudgar noted that the next version of the timeline would include the iTest timeline.

Nodal Program Question and Answer Session

Jerry Sullivan discussed activities for nodal staff at the Taylor facility as related to the EDS Sequence Timeline. Participants commended the accountability that had been demonstrated by the Delivery Assurance team in updating the EDS Sequence Timeline, but they also expressed concern that the milestone dates may not be supported at the project level. Participants urged ERCOT to provide evidence that the nodal Project Managers (PMs) and project teams were in agreement with the milestone dates reflected on the timeline. Mr. Trefny suggested that the most important milestone dates to confirm with the projects included those for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED), LFC, and Day-Ahead Market (DAM). Mr. Sullivan agreed to follow up with Al Hirsch and the EMS team to confirm their agreement with the milestone dates.

Discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request 085, Revision of Digital Certificate Procedures (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 085 would be deferred to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of NPRR087, Market Monitor Terminology Change

Curtis Crews discussed NPRR087 and described its purpose for replacing the term Wholesale Electric Market Monitor (WEMM) with the term Independent Market Monitor (IMM) throughout the Nodal Protocols. The TPTF expressed no opposition to the changes described in NPRR087. 

Discussion of NPRR088, Revision to 16.11.5, Monitoring of a Counter-Party’s Creditworthiness and Credit Exposure by ERCOT (See Key Documents)

Kevin Gresham discussed NPRR088. He described the purpose of the NPRR for aligning the Nodal Protocols with industry-standard bilateral credit practices. The NPRR would change the Nodal Protocols to require that the financial statements provided to ERCOT for the purpose of demonstrating creditworthiness would be provided by only one entity (i.e., either a contracting entity or a guarantor, not both). Mr. Gresham noted that a recent straw poll from the Credit Working Group (CWG) indicated overall support for NPRR088. The TPTF expressed no opposition for the changes described in NPRR088. 

Discussion of reasonability for Locational Marginal Prices (See Key Documents)

Mark Patterson discussed the steps that ERCOT was taking to verify the reasonabililty of Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs), including: verifying the integrity of data entering SCED; verifying the accuracy of data exchanges among the EMS, MMS, and Market Information System (MIS) systems; and verifying the validity of Base Points and the reasonability of LMPs as calculated by SCED for certain predefined scenarios and conditions. Sid Guermouche noted that the objective function being used for the SCED optimization seemed to be quadratic rather than linear as specified in the SCED and Real-Time MMS Processes Requirements document. Mr. Patterson took the action item for the MMS team to identify and correct any discrepancies between the optimization described in the Requirements and the optimization being programmed by the vendor. Mr. Spangler requested that the MMS team also verify that the Requirements document was correct in its description of Tie Breaking Rules for SCED Dispatch. He requested that if different rules were being used than the ones described in the Requirements, the MMS team should update the Requirements document as necessary and bring it back to TPTF for discussion. A dial-in participant inquired if ERCOT had any plans for analyzing the sensitivity of the LMP results to “noise” in the State Estimator solution. Mr. Doggett noted that an answer to this question would be requested from the program. Joel Mickey noted that the near-term goal for LMP reasonability was to identify a simple standard to allow MPs to start using LMPs for testing. He confirmed that improvements would continue to be made to the LMP reasonability checks as EDS testing continued toward go-live. 

MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Adam Martinez presented an update for the MIS Project. He noted the MIS Portal was available in the EDS 3 environment for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources. He also noted that a spreadsheet of “EDS-MIS Available Functions” had been posted to the Nodal Transition Readiness Center landing page to help MPs keep track of MIS functionality in the EDS environment. He noted that the spreadsheet identified the availability for each MIS Portlet, as well as the posting category (i.e., Certified, Public, or Secure). Mr. Martinez provided a live demonstration of the available MIS functionality and demonstrated how MPs could use their digital certificates to log onto the MIS system and to access Real-Time reports for SCED and State Estimator from the Real-Time Market landing page. Mr. Martinez invited any participants who needed help accessing the reports to contact Client Services directly or to submit an inquiry to the EDS 3 mailbox at eds3@ercot.com. Mr. Martinez confirmed that the MIS functionality was not available in the Sandbox but only in the EDS environment. He noted that the MIS and EDS teams were evaluating the feasibility of offering the MIS functionality in both EDS and the Sandbox. 

Enterprise Data Warehouse Update (See Key Documents)

Janet Ply provided an update on the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Project. She noted that the project team was currently in the process of confirming project scope, prioritizing work, and developing a detailed project plan and schedule for delivery in early December 2007. She noted that the Nodal Data Services Master List was being used to help the EDW Project identify its scope. Mr. Martinez noted that the information in the Nodal Data Services Master List was being bundled into reports, and he confirmed that sample reports would be developed to help MPs conceptualize each type of report that the system will produce. Jackie Ashbaugh reminded participants that while the content of the Nodal Data Services Master List was inclusive of the reports required by the Nodal Protocols, not all of the reports were EDW responsibilities. She noted that individual project responsibilities for delivering information were indicated in the spreadsheet. 

Marguerite Wagner inquired about the EDW Data Dictionary and requested that it be discussed with TPTF during the next EDW Update.

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

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

Meeting Recess and Resumption

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

Review Agenda (See Key Documents)

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

Discussion of Review Process for Verifiable Cost Manual 

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

Draft NPRR, Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back-to-Back Ties) and Block Load Transfer Under Emergency Conditions (See Key Documents)
Mr. Gonzalez discussed the draft NPRR, Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back-to-Back Ties) and Block Load Transfer (BLT) Under Emergency Conditions. 

Mr. Gonzalez noted that the zonal settlement price for emergency DC Tie imports and BLTs included a floor price of Fuel Index Price (FIP) times a heat rate of 18MMBtu/MWh (FIP*18). He also noted that because ERCOT would continue to import emergency power over DC Ties in the nodal market (as indicated in PRR543, Schedules and Emergency Assistance Over CFE-ERCOT Ties), the purpose of the draft NPRR was to carry the floor price of FIP*18 into the Nodal Protocols. It was noted that carrying the floor price into nodal would help ERCOT to avoid the potential risk of not being able to import emergency power when needed. Participants inquired if ERCOT Operations might be able to provide more information regarding ERCOT’s history of importing emergency energy over DC Ties. Bret Kruse opined that while Operators should not be deprived of the option to import emergency power, such imports should never be utilized without first allowing the market to exercise its economic prerogative to provide emergency power.  

Participants discussed whether carrying the zonal floor price into nodal would be beneficial for the nodal market. The general consensus was that the zonal floor price was not compatible with the nodal design and that other pricing alternatives should be considered during a future discussion. Mr. Trefny moved to reject the draft NPRR for Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back to Back Ties) and BLT Under Emergency Conditions as incompatible with the nodal market design. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Cooperative, Municipal, and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Draft PRR, EDS LFC Test Settlement (See Key Documents)

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

Discussion of PRR727 Issues as Remanded by TAC

Mr. Doggett noted that TAC remanded PRR727 to TPTF to consider:

· how the term “grave” should be defined as used in Section 21.12.4, Reinstatement of Zonal Protocol 

· how long the notice period should be for reverting to a zonal market, if necessary 

· how limited a reversion to a zonal market should be in terms of time or scope  

Mr. Doggett recommended reconvening the PRR727 subgroup prior to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. The consensus was to set up a subgroup meeting and to discuss any resolutions with the full TPTF on Monday, November 26, with the option of continuing the discussion on Tuesday, November 27, if needed. 

Discuss White Paper, Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants (See Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale reviewed comments from Exelon, Constellation, and Calpine for the Commercial Systems (COMS) white paper Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants. He noted that the main purpose of the white paper was to surface any changes that might be necessary to address combined-cycle issues in the Nodal Protocols or related Business Requirements. He reminded participants that TPTF had previously approved the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) white paper IDA003, Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling, in which the maximum number of allowable configurations for any Combined-Cycle Plant was limited to the number of CCUs in the plant. He noted that at the time of approving the white paper, the TPTF consensus had been to proceed with the configuration limitation so that MPs could begin testing, with the understanding that the limitation might be increased or decreased later depending on how well nodal systems could handle CCU configurations. Matt Mereness noted that the configuration limitation was reflected in both the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) and the Current Operating Plan (COP) that MPs submit to ERCOT. 

Participants discussed the operational and market limitations for submission of configurations for combined-cycle Resources. Mr. Spangler noted that he had understood that the CCU limitation would not apply in the Real-Time Market but would only apply to optimization issues in the DAM. Mr. Kruse and Randy Jones opined that some flexibility should be added to the configuration limitation to accommodate co-generation units. Following the discussion, Mr. Ragsdale agreed to work offline with Exelon and Constellation to resolve any concerns submitted in their comments to ERCOT. Mr. Doggett requested that following the offline discussions, Mr. Ragsdale should update the white paper accordingly and re-distribute it to TPTF prior to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. Regarding comments from Calpine, Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Kruse consider clarifying Calpine’s concerns in a note to the TPTF email list, along with any proposed changes that TPTF should consider making to the white paper. Mr. Doggett noted that any proposed changes could be discussed during a future TPTF meeting.
Review of Updated Congestion Revenue Right Requirements (See Key Documents)
Beth Garza reviewed the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Requirements v3.1. She noted that the document had been revised to incorporate updates for FR1, Acquiring CRRs, and SR10, Availability and Redundancy. Regarding SR10, participants requested clarification regarding the specific timeframes that would be used for performing maintenance on the CRR system. Bob Blackard noted that ERCOT Operations would communicate the specific timeframes and other necessary information to the market whenever maintenance occurs. Participants also expressed concern that the annual allotment of 960 maintenance hours identified in SR10 might have an undesirable impact on nodal systems downstream from the CRR system. To address this concern, the TPTF modified SR10.1 to indicate that “scheduled maintenance shall not have an adverse impact on CRR System’s ability to provide data to downstream systems.” Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the CRR Requirements v3.2 as modified by TPTF on November 6, 2007. Rick Gillean seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU and IPM Market Segments. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote.

Review of CRR Explanation of Market Submission/Retrieval Items (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza described a high-level view of the draft CRR Explanation of Market Submission/Retrieval Items. She noted that the document would be distributed for comments following the meeting, with a comments due date of November 16, 2007, and would return for a review and possible vote during the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mereness reviewed MMS follow-up items for the Explanation of Market Submission Items document. He noted that the limit on offer IDs permitted at a hub per QSE per Settlement Price Point (SPP) per Operating Day had been changed from five to 200. Sainath Moorty noted that if any performance issues occur, the limit may need to be reduced. Mr. Spangler suggested specifying in the document that the new limit of 200 represented an initial limit that would apply to EDS testing. Don Blackburn noted that the increased limit may still be insufficient. He described the scenario wherein market submission items are rejected owing to data errors, and MPs are given no indication as to which Offer may have caused the rejection. In this scenario, MPs must make hourly submissions in order to isolate the Offer that caused the rejection—a process which would increases the number of submissions. Jeff Gilbertson noted that some clarifications may need to be provided in this area. 

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

Mr. Mereness noted that the Incremental/Decremental Energy Offer Curve section of the document had been updated to incorporate separate sections describing the current implementation and the end-state implementation. Participants discussed further clarifications for the end-state implementation. Shams Siddiqi noted he would send some proposed words to Mr. Mereness to indicate how the end-state implementation could be clarified further to incorporate Low-Sustained Limit (LSL) and High-Sustained Limit (HSL) as components on the conglomerated Incremental/Decremental Offer Curve. Mr. Mereness noted that the MMS team would return to TPTF with an updated Requirements document, an updated CSD, and a cost estimate for a Change Request to incorporate the approach for Incremental/Decremental Offer Curves. He also noted that he would return to TPTF with a definition of “monotonically” as it applied to Offer Curves. 

Regarding open action items from the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting, Mr. Moorty noted that the MMS team would still need to draft an NPRR to address the issue of clarifying the rules for Resources committed by Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) using generic or verifiable costs when a Three-Part Supply Offer is not submitted in DAM. 

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

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

· Testing results per project

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

· New, Open, Test, Fixed, Reopen

· Active defect per project trend

· Active defects by severity trend

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

Mr. Spangler noted his expectation that data displays would be refreshed on an ongoing weekly basis and that the data would be discussed with TPTF in a historical, trending context on a monthly basis. Mr. Doggett noted that he could work with Mr. Ainsworth to explore the possibility of creating two separate displays to address Mr. Spangler’s expectation. 

Participants also expressed interest in seeing: statistics for open, non-deferred defects reported by severity level; trending data reported at the program level as well as at the project level; and trending data reported at the vendor-level, if possible. 

Ms. McGettigan discussed traceability and the testing coverage defined by Quality Center. She noted that failed test scripts in Quality Center would be passed back up the testing line to result in corresponding failed test cases, which would in turn result in corresponding failed use cases. Ms. McGettigan noted that by using this approach and by housing all defects in Quality Center, all testing defects could be triaged across the nodal program to reveal how each nodal project would be affected by any given defect. 

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

Review of External Interfaces Specification (See Key Documents)

Stephen Kerr reviewed the disposition of comments received for the External Interfaces Specification v1.04 during the review ending October 5, 2007. He identified the updates that were made in v1.06, noting that the services for Proxy Curves and Mitigated Curves would be removed from the Specification and from the Sandbox. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve Enterprise Integration Project (EIP) External Interfaces Specification v1.06. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote.   

Regarding Section 4.3.8, Active Contingencies in SCED, Mr. Kerr requested clarification from TPTF regarding what MPs expected to see reported with respect to active contingencies. The TPTF clarified that web services should provide reports for “constraints that are considered” and for “constraints that are binding.” Mr. Doggett noted that Mr. Kerr should bring back something in his own words to indicate what was being implemented by EIP. Mr. Blackburn noted that DAM and Real-Time would also need to be included, along with the Shadow Price. 

User Interface Subgroup Update (See Key Documents)

Gary Macomber and Kate Horne provided an update on recent activities for the User Interface (UI) Subgroup. Mr. Macomber identified the status of UIs per nodal project team with respect to prototypes, development, and production. He also identified MPs who had contributed to the UI Subgroup to date. Ms. Horne displayed wireframes for the MIS Real-Time Market landing page and various MMS screens, describing how MPs could use the various screens to submit and edit Bids, Offers, and Trades. Ms. Horne noted that all of the paper prototypes that had been discussed by the UI Subgroup to date were available for pick-up from the UI Subgroup meeting pages on the ERCOT website. Ms. Richard inquired if a Sandbox period for the MMS UI would be provided before launching the UI into the EDS environment. Mr. Macomber noted that a Sandbox period had not been planned, but he noted that some test scripts could be developed and coordinated with the EDS team and interested MPs. Kristy Ashley suggested that a performance test should also be coordinated to evaluate how the MMS UI will perform under heavy use. Mr. Doggett noted that he could talk to Mr. Cote about incorporating a UI performance test into EDS testing. Mr. Doggett also reminded participants that training for the MMS UI was being developed as reflected in the revised Nodal Training Course Curriculum document that Ted Hailu would review again during the November 26-28 TPTF meeting.

Meeting Adjournment

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

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Re: EDS Sequence Timeline:

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

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

· Discuss with the vendor the possibility of accelerating FAT testing for the Responsive Reserve component of LFC. 

· Provide a list of functions indicating what MPs should be able to test for each MMS drop on the EDS Sequence Timeline.

· Add bars to the EDS Sequence Timeline to indicate MP go-live activities.


	R. Chudgar and Delivery Assurance Team

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


	D. Cote

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


	J. Sullivan

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

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


	M. Patterson and MMS Team

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


	J. Ply and EDW Team

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


	K. Ragsdale

	Re: MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items:

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

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

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

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


	M. Mereness and MMS Team

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

	T. Doggett
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TPTF Readiness Metrics Review

Meeting Attendance: 
Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Bonnin, John
	Municipal
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Palani, Ananth
	Municipal
	Garland Power & Light (via teleconference)

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP 

	Sierakowski, David
	Municipal
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Varnell, John
	Independent Power Marketer
	Tenaska

	Zdenek, Pamela
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy (via teleconference)


Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Reynolds, Jim
	Power & Gas Consulting (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS San Antonio (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Anderson, Troy (via teleconference)

	Betanhabatla, Vijay  (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Carmen, Travis (via teleconference)

	Coon, Patrick  (via teleconference)

	Davison, Brian (via teleconference)

	Dillon, Craig 

	Dumas, John (via teleconference)

	Gibson, Ron (via teleconference) 

	Lovelace, Russell

	McIntyre, Kenneth  (via teleconference)

	Soon-Kin, Ricson Chai (via teleconference)

	Thompson, Chad (via teleconference)

	Webb, John (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris


Call to Order

Chris Wilkinson began the TPTF subgroup meeting at 8:30 a.m. on Friday, November 9, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Wilkinson read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed. He asked those who have not yet reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines to do so. Copies of the Antitrust Guidelines were available. 

Review of Meeting Agenda 

Mr. Wilkinson reviewed the agenda for the meeting. 

Review of Energy Management Operations (EMO) Metrics

Mr. Wilkinson reviewed the following EMO Metrics, making revisions in the Future Metric Inventory v1.03 as recommended by TPTF: 

· EMO1, Network Security Analysis & Transmission Constraint Management 

· EMO2, Verify Voltage Support Functionality

· EMO5, Verify ACE Performance

· EMO6, QSE Response to Dispatch

· EMO7, Verify Load Forecast Accuracy

· EMO10, Network Operations Model and SE Performance 

· EMO11, Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness

Regarding metric EMO10, Network Operations Model and SE Performance, Floyd Trefny noted that a new metric may be needed to track the approval of the Network Operations Model (NOM) as required in the Nodal Transition Plan. Mr. Wilkinson noted that a new metric would be developed to track TPTF approval of the NOM for go-live. 

Regarding metric EMO2, Verify Voltage Support Functionality, Mr. Wilkinson noted that the 2% criterion had been struck. John Dumas noted that although ERCOT monitors system voltage, it has no way to measure a percentage compliance criterion from a metrics perspective. Mr. Trefny suggested incorporating a monitoring component for this issue in the revisions for Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance. Mr. Wilkinson added a criterion to the metric to indicate that ERCOT will monitor voltage and confirm compliance to Nodal Protocols during Early Delivery System (EDS) testing. 

Regarding criteria for metric EMO7, Verify Load Forecast Accuracy, participants discussed appropriate language for short-term, mid-term, and long-term forecasts. Mr. Wilkinson revised the criteria to indicate that:

· The 7-Day Forecast is within accuracy limit of actual Load

· The 365-Day Load Forecast is within Load Forecast accuracy limit of actual Load

Mr. Wilkinson also noted that he would verify these criteria against Nodal Protocol language following the meeting.

Regarding metric EMO5, Verify Area Control Area (ACE) Performance, Kenneth McIntyre recommended adding a criterion to indicate that a comparison will be possible between raw and processed ACE. No one objected to this recommendation. Mr. Wilkinson updated the metric to reflect the additional criterion. 

Mr. Wilkinson made other edits as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to endorse ERCOT moving forward with the following Energy Management Operations metrics as modified by TPTF on November 9, 2007 in the Future Readiness Metric Inventory v1.03:

· EMO1, Network Security Analysis & Transmission Constraint Management

· EMO2, Verify Voltage Support Functionality 

· EMO5, Verify ACE Performance 

· EMO6, QSE Response to Dispatch 

· EMO7, Verify Load Forecast Accuracy 

· EMO10, Network Operations Model and SE Performance 

· EMO11, Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness

Pamela Zdenek seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment. The Consumer, Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP), and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote.    

Review Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) and Market Operations (MO) Metrics 

Mr. Wilkinson reviewed the following CRR Metrics, making revisions in the Future Metric Inventory v1.03 as recommended by TPTF: 

· CRR1, Develop CRR Test Plan 

· CRR2, Develop Transmission Congestion Right (TCR) to CRR Transition Plan 

· CRR3, Trial Operation of Monthly CRR Auction 

· CRR4, Implement TCR to CRR Transition Plan   

· CRR5, Trial Operation of Annual CRR Auction during Trials  
Regarding metric CRR1, Develop CRR Test Plan, the consensus of the group was to delete it because it had already been satisfied. Regarding CRR5, Trial Operation of Annual CRR Auction during Trials, the subgroup discussed the need to conduct a full annual CRR auction test. The consensus was to revise the metric criteria to incorporate such a test. Beth Garza noted that the CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook would need to be updated to synchronize with the revised metric criteria. She asked Stacy Bridges to include a discussion for the revised CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook on the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF agenda. 

Mr. Wilkinson made other edits to the CRR metrics as recommended by the subgroup. He also reviewed metric MO4, Verify SCED Execution Quality. Russell Lovelace moved to endorse deleting metric CRR1, Develop CRR Test Plan, and to endorse ERCOT moving forward with MO4, Verify SCED Execution Quality, and the following metrics as modified by TPTF on November 9, 2007 in the Future Readiness Metric Inventory v1.03:

· CRR2, Develop TCR to CRR Transition Plan 

· CRR3, Trial Operation of Monthly CRR Auction

· CRR4, Implement TCR to CRR Transition Plan

· CRR5, Trial Operation of Annual CRR Auction during Trials 

· MO4, Verify SCED Execution Quality

Brad Belk seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments. The Consumer, IREP, and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 

Review of ERCOT (E) Internal Metrics and Market Participant (MP) Metrics

Chris Wilkinson reviewed the following metrics, making revisions in the Future Metric Inventory v1.03 as recommended by TPTF: 

· E5, Nodal SAS 70 Preparedness   

· E12, Market Information System (MIS) Compliance Test    

· MP8, Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE), Adjustment Period (AP) & Real-Time Market (RTM) MIS and Web Service Transactions     

· MP9, QSE Ability to Submit Web Service Transactions

· MP10, Mapping of Resources to Resource Nodes and Resources to Revenue Quality EPS Meters is Complete

· MP13, MP Completes EDS-4 Related Training  

· MP15, MP EDS-3 Trials Participation  

· MP17, MP Qualification Activities. 

· MP18, Mapping of Resources and Loads in Private Area Networks is Complete  

· MP19, Load Serving Entitles Engagement and Readiness  

· MP20, Standard Form Agreements Executed – Old E13  

Regarding metric MP8, QSE, AP & RTM MIS and Web Service Transactions, Mr. Wilkinson noted that during the comment period, a recommendation had been made to collapse metrics MP8 and MP9 into just one metric. As a result, the metric MP9, QSE, Day-Ahead Market (DAM) MIS and Web Service Transactions, had been collapsed into and MP8. The consensus of the subgroup was to reinstate metric MP9 to facilitate tracking MIS submissions separately from Web Service transactions. As a result, metric MP9 was reinstated to track Web Service submissions only, and metric MP8 was revised to track MIS submissions only. The Red-Amber-Green (RAG) rules for each metric were revised accordingly.  

Regarding metric MP10, Mapping of Resources to Resource Nodes and Resources to Revenue Quality EPS Meters is Complete, participants discussed the need to install a business process to handle ongoing telemetry maintenance. Mr. Wilkinson placed a note in the Future Metrics Inventory document indicating that a metric would be added to address critical process metrics (i.e., Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) maintenance). Participants also discussed possible options for clarifying the RAG status of MPs whose status on the Readiness Scorecard may be reliant upon action from ERCOT. The consensus was to: use “white” to identify any MPs that are waiting for testing to begin; use “green” to identify any MPs that have already begun testing; use the established RAG criteria to measure the status of MPs that have passed the targeted completion date; and use a side-by-side RAG display of ERCOT/MP status whenever a comparison is needed to clarify that a pending action from ERCOT is affecting MP status. John Varnell suggested that ERCOT should allow Accountable Executives (AEs) to explain their status to ERCOT with a text reason that could be posted on the Readiness Scorecard. Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Varnell’s suggestion be taken under advisement and discussed again during the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Regarding metric MP13, MP Completes EDS-4 Related Training, Mr. Wilkinson described the RAG rules for the metric, noting that the metric would be rated green if training was completed, amber if training was not completed by the start of round-the-clock operations, and red if training was not completed by 30 days prior to Market Open. Mr. Wilkinson confirmed that the RAG rules for metric MP13 corresponded with the training schedule. Craig Dillon took the action item to verify with Ted Hailu that the Training team intends to increase its training course offerings as necessary to support MP readiness for metrics corresponding to market trials. 

Regarding metric MP17, MP Qualification Activities, Mr. Wilkinson described the three-tier readiness criteria, which requires 90% MP qualification at 90 days, 95% MP qualification at 30 days, and 100% MP qualification at 14 days prior to the 168-Hour Test. Patrick Coon noted from the dial-in that a recommendation had previously been made to measure the qualification percentages by size of MP (i.e., generation share) rather than by head-count. Mr. Trefny noted that for purposes of metric MP17, a head-count should be acceptable. No one objected to this approach. Mr. Wilkinson noted that the generation-share aspect of qualification should shake out during testing. He revised the metric criteria to reflect that the qualification percentages would be based upon head-count. 

Regarding MP20, Standard Form Agreements (SFAs) Executed – Old E13, participants discussed whether the metric is still necessary because Client Services is already tracking SFAs as part of the registration process. Mr. Trefny suggested that if metric MP20 is deleted, the SFA component should be incorporated into the Market Participation Qualification Checklist that is identified in metric MP17. 

The consensus was that metrics MP18, MP19, and MP20 would require more work. 

Mr. Trefny moved to delete metric E13, Standard Form Agreements Executed, and to endorse ERCOT moving forward with metric MP13, MP Completes EDS-4 Related Training, and the following metrics as modified by TPTF on November 9, 2007 in the Future Readiness Metric Inventory v1.03:

· E5 - Nodal SAS 70 Preparedness   

· E12 - MIS Compliance Test    

· MP8 - QSE Ability to Submit Transactions Via MIS

· MP9 - QSE Ability to Submit Web Service Transactions

· MP10 - Mapping of Resources to Resource Nodes and Resources to EPS Meters is Complete 

· MP15 - MP EDS-3 Participation  

Russell Lovelace seconded the motion. The motion was withdrawn owing to the absence of a voting quorum. 
With the lack of a quorum, Mr. Trefny requested that Mr. Wilkinson create a new document with the metrics above showing the deletion of E13 and the final form of the above and send to TPTF. TPTF would vote on these items at the next TPTF meeting as a separate agenda item. 

Discussion of Future Agenda Items

Mr. Wilkinson noted that the following metrics would be carried for discussion to the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting:

· E5, Nodal SAS 70 Preparedness   

· E12, MIS Compliance Test    

· MP8, QSE Ability to Submit Transactions Via MIS

· MP9, QSE Ability to Submit Web Service Transactions

· MP10, Mapping of Resources to Resource Nodes and Resources to EPS Meters is Complete 

· MP13, MP Completes EDS-4 Related Training  

· MP15, MP EDS-3 Participation  

· MP17, MP Qualification Activities. 

Mr. Wilkinson also noted that new revisions for metric MP11, MP Registration Activities, would be discussed during the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting. Jim Reynolds requested adding a discussion item to the agenda to consider specific readiness metrics for Load Serving Entities.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Wilkinson adjourned the subgroup meeting at 2:30 p.m. on Friday, November 9, 2007.
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Develop a metric to address TPTF approval of the NOM for go-live.

· Verify the criteria for 7-Day Forecast and 365-Day Forecast against current Nodal Protocol language for Metric EMO7, Verify Load Forecast Accuracy. 

· Consider possibility of allowing Accountable Executives to explain their status to ERCOT in a text reason that may be posted on the Readiness Scorecard. Discuss this option during the upcoming November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting.
	C. Wilkinson

	Add a discussion item to the November 26 – 28 TPTF agenda to review the CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook as revised to synchronize with updated CRR metrics. 
	S. Bridges

	· Verify with Mr. Hailu that the Training team intends to increase its training course offerings as necessary to support MP readiness for metrics corresponding to market trials.
	C. Dillon


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

November 26 – 28, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Boyd, Tom
	Independent Power Marketer
	Tenaska

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

	Caufield, Dennis
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Detelich, David
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas (via teleconference)

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine 

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trenary, Michelle
	Independent Power Marketer
	Tenaska

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power

	Zdenek, Pamela
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Archambault, Amy
	Tara Energy

	Bailey, Dan 
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Burkhalter, Ryan 
	CitiGroups (via teleconference)

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy 

	Crozier, Richard 
	GVEC (via teleconference)

	Eddy Reece 
	RCEC (via teleconference)

	Erbrick, Michael 
	EMELP (via teleconference)

	Galvin, Jim 
	TXU 

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie 
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Hudson, Alan 
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hunter, Amy 
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX 

	Lange, Clif 
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Logan, Doug 
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Lookadoo, Heddie 
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie 
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	McDonald, Mike
	Edison Mission (via teleconference)

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Exelon

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Pieniazek, Adrian 
	NRG (via teleconference) 

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Rexrode, Caryn 
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ

	Shellenbarger, Don 
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power 

	Sierakowski, David 
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle 
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard 
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo 
	Soft Smiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Starr, Lee 
	Bryan Texas Utilities (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike 
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Worley, Eli 
	Tenaska (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Ainsworth, Brandon

	Ashbaugh, Jackie (via teleconference)

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy 

	Brennan, Christian

	Bridges, Stacy

	Cheng, Rachel

	Chudgar, Raj

	Coon, Patrick

	Cote, Daryl

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Economides, Brett

	Frosch, Colleen

	Garza, Beth

	Gilbertson, Jeff 

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Gonzalez-Perez, Carlos

	Hall, Eileen

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Jones, Rick (via teleconference)

	Kasparian, Ken 

	Legatt, Michael

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	McGettigan, Kristen (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sai 

	Nixon, Murray

	Ply, Janet

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Ren, Yongjun (via teleconference)

	Shah, Syed  (via teleconference)

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sumanam, Kalyan (via teleconference)

	Surendran, Resmi (via teleconference)

	Tozer, Matt (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie 

	Wang, Sharon (via teleconference)

	Webb, John (via teleconference)

	Wells, Roarke (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris 

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Yan, Kangning (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana 


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, November 26, 2007.
Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda (See Key Documents) 
 
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the meeting. 

Confirm Future Meetings at the ERCOT MetCenter:

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

· December 3 – 4, 2007 

· December 17 – 19, 2007 

· January 7 – 8, 2008
· January 21 – 23, 2008 
Consider Approval of meeting minutes (See Key Documents)

Stacy Bridges reviewed three sets of meeting minutes, making revisions in the documents as recommended by TPTF.  

Floyd Trefny moved to approve the draft minutes from the October 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting as modified by Reliant comments. Naomi Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with none opposed and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.  

Ms. Richard moved to approve the draft minutes from the November 5 – 6, 2007 TPTF meeting as modified by TPTF. Brett Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with none opposed and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Regarding the meeting minutes from the November 9, 2007 TPTF Readiness Metric Review, Mr. Bridges noted that Mr. Trefny had suggested that a new metric may be needed to track the approval for the Network Operations Model (NOM). Raj Chudgar noted that he could discuss the possibility of the suggested metric with Chris Wilkinson. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the draft minutes from the November 9, 2007 TPTF Readiness Metrics Review. Russell Lovelace seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote, with none opposed and two abstentions from the Cooperative and Consumer Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar discussed recent updates for the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) Timeline and the corresponding EDS Milestones Description spreadsheet. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that two new sections had been added to the bottom of the timeline to include the dates for Market Participant (MP) Activities and for Go-Live Activities. He indicated that ongoing updates for these sections would be incorporated into the timeline as needed to accommodate market requests. He invited participants to share their feedback with the Delivery Assurance Group at deliveryAssurance@ercot.com. 

Mr. Chudgar noted that the milestone dates for EDS 4 remained undetermined. Daryl Cote stated that the dates would be determined by the nodal project teams once TPTF approved the scope for testing in the EDS 4 Approach document. The discussion of milestone dates for EDS 4 was continued later in the meeting (see “Initial Review of the EDS 4 Approach Document” below).

Participants discussed the forecasted start and end dates for Load Frequency Control (LFC) testing, noting that the span of time between April 1 and May 25, 2008 may not be sufficient for testing. Mr. Chudgar noted that a shake-out period would precede the testing to ensure that participating Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) would be prepared by April 1, 2008. Mr. Chudgar and Mr. Cote agreed to return to TPTF with more clarity regarding LFC testing, including:

· the formal start and end dates for LFC testing

· the metrics, if any, that will be used to track the progress of participants during the shake-out period from January to March 2008

· the approach that will be used to help QSEs prepare for LFC testing during the shake-out period

Mr. Trefny recommended that ERCOT require all participating QSEs to be ready to begin LFC testing by the same start date, regardless of their individual testing schedules, to ensure that no testing time would be lost due to a lack of preparedness. 

Bob Spangler noted that synchronization issues may arise between the EDS handbooks and the EDS Timeline. He suggested that in such situations, the EDS Milestones Description spreadsheet should be recognized as the controlling source of time and date information for testing. Mr. Chudgar concurred. 

EDS 4 Release 9 testing start date 

Ms. Richard inquired about the start date for testing related to Market Management System (MMS) 2. Mr. Chudgar noted that the release had just completed its pre-Functional Acceptance Test (FAT) and was being installed in the FAT and iDev environments. He confirmed that if no additional testing or re-factoring was required, the testing for MMS 2 components should begin on January 11, 2008. If additional testing or re-factoring was required, the start date might be delayed until February 15, 2008. Ms. Richard opined that MPs needed a firm date to help them make plans.

Alarm Functionality for EDS 1 testing 
Mr. Chudgar noted that EDS 1 Release 1 should be completed in May 2008. He indicated where the milestone for “Configure and Verify ERCOT Alarm Processing” had been added to the EDS Timeline as previously requested by TPTF. He confirmed that Mr. Cote would provide a list of the alarms for configuration and processing during his EDS update later in the meeting, including a list of the ones that had already been tested and the ones that were still pending. Mr. Chudgar also noted that ERCOT was still completing Point-to-Point (PtP) check-outs with remaining MPs and that the projected end date for PtP testing had been moved to November 30, 2007.

Mr. Trefny inquired why the line for iTEST had been removed from the timeline. Mr. Chudgar explained that it had been removed from the timeline because the iTEST environment had not been created and there were no milestones. He noted that David Forfia had since confirmed that the hardware needed for iTEST had been set up, so the line for iTEST would be reinstated on the EDS Timeline in the December publication. Mr. Chudgar confirmed that the scope of the iTEST had not changed and that ERCOT was still planning to perform integration testing for all components necessary for go-live.

Participants requested additional follow-ups for the EDS Timeline, including:

· aligning the dates in the EDS testing handbooks with the EDS Timeline

· indicating on the EDS Timeline when the Web interface would be ready for Day-Ahead Market (DAM)-only offers

· updating the timeline to reflect that all milestones would be completed prior to the 168-Hour Test

· adding a column for nodal system names in the EDS Milestones Description spreadsheet to facilitate sorting the spreadsheet by FAT

· adding a line to the EDS Timeline to indicate the timeframe for the LFC shake-out leading up to the April 1, 2008 start date for LFC testing

Mr. Chudgar noted that the December publication of the EDS Timeline would include updates to reflect schedules for the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) and Real-Time Reports Projects. Mr. Chudgar invited MPs to share additional feedback with the Delivery Assurance Group at deliveryAssurance@ercot.com.

Protocol Revision Request 727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections (See Key Documents) 

Diana Zake provided an update on subgroup discussions for Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 727. She noted that the subgroup held a conference call on November 14, 2007 to discuss the issues for PRR727 as remanded by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on November 1, 2007, including: 
· the definition of the term “grave” as used in Section 21.12.4, Reinstatement of Zonal Protocol Provisions

· the length of notice necessary in the event nodal market implementation is delayed

· the limitations of time or scope that should affect a reversion to zonal market systems 

Ms. Zake discussed the subgroup comments for PRR727, noting that the subgroup had recommended:

· deleting the term “grave” from PRR727 

· indicating that failures in generation control subsystems (i.e., LFC or Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)) would substantiate a decision to revert to zonal systems 

· indicating that MPs shall maintain their zonal systems for a period of 30 days following the Texas nodal market implementation date

· indicating that ERCOT shall inform the market of the status of implementation schedules for essential nodal market design activities, including the Single Entry Model, the 168-Hour Test, the first Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) monthly auction, and the Real-Time Market/DAM implementation

Regarding the term “grave,” the TPTF concurred that the term should be deleted and that any failure in LFC or SCED would warrant sufficient cause to revert to zonal systems, although failures in Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) or DAM would not. Regarding market notices for changes to nodal implementation schedules, the TPTF recommended that whenever such market notices are distributed, any revised dates related to the EDS Timeline should also be announced. 

The TPTF requested scheduling a discussion of the Zonal-to-Nodal Protocol Transition Plan matrix to discuss any synchronization issues that may exist between the matrix and the EDS Timeline. 

Mr. Trefny moved to forward TPTF comments for PRR727 to TAC as modified at TPTF on November 26, 2007. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.  

EDS Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote presented an update on the status of EDS testing. 

EDS 1 Testing

Mr. Cote discussed the status of EDS 1 testing. Regarding PtP checkouts, Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT was working with two remaining MPs to complete PtP checkout by November 30, 2007. He agreed to confirm completion of PtP checkout for these MPs during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. Regarding outstanding Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol (ICCP) issues, Mr. Cote noted that ICCP errors had been reduced to 1%, so they were below the 3% watermark. Regarding local failover testing for ICCP, Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT was still working with six remaining MPs to complete local failover testing by February 2008. He noted that these six MPs would be rated red for the corresponding readiness metric as appropriate. 

Mr. Cote stated his intention to return to TPTF during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting to seek approval for the EDS 1 Approach document as updated to reflect the current EDS 1 schedule and the results of EDS 1 testing.

Alarm Processing

Mr. Cote discussed the expected implementation schedule for each category of alarm per EDS release. He noted that ERCOT was seeking two QSEs and two Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to volunteer to help test alarm limits and to verify ERCOT processes. He noted that interested MPs should send an email to eds1@ercot.com.

EDS 2 Release 3 Exit Criteria

Regarding the EDS 2 exit criteria “ERCOT State Estimator is tuned and meets performance criteria,” Mr. Trefny noted that perhaps a metric would be needed to track the calculated load data sent to ERCOT by Market Participants with unobservable buses. Mr. Cote noted that the goal for ERCOT was to be able to receive calculated data from 100% of all unobservable buses by December 2007. Mr. Trefny requested an update on this topic during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Cote could add an informative slide to Mr. Sullivan’s next Nodal Program Update. 

EDS 3 Release 5 Exit Criteria for SCED 

Mr. Cote noted that all QSEs with Resources had proven their ability to submit Three-Part Offers and Current Operating Plans (COPs) for their entire portfolios, but some performance issues for SCED still needed to be resolved. Mr. Cote identified the SCED reports that were available from the Market Information System (MIS) in the EDS environment. He confirmed that the reports required a digital certificate and that a solution was being developed to post the reports to nodal.ercot.com in the December timeframe. 

EDS 3 Release 6.1 LFC Testing Entry Criteria

Mr. Cote noted that EDS team was conducting fact-finding calls to coordinate proper scheduling with the market for LFC testing. He invited any MPs who needed help to contact eds3@ercot.com.

EDS 3 Release 7 CRR 

Mr. Cote noted that MPs who were planning to participate in Release 7 testing should email their intention to eds3@ercot.com by December 1, 2007. 

Discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request 085, Revision of Digital Certificate Procedures (See Key Documents)

Christian Brennan reviewed Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 085 and discussed its purpose for clarifying the responsibilities and processes associated with digital certificates. He noted that the NPRR was part of the preparation necessary for implementing the Market Participant Identity Management (MPIM) System during the first quarter of 2008. Mr. Brennan noted that PRR741—the zonal companion for NPRR085—had been approved by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS). The TPTF did not identify any differences between zonal and nodal systems that would require further revisions in NPRR085. David Detelich moved to recommend approval of NPRR085 to PRS. Trina Ross seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the IPM Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segments was not represented for the vote. 

Review of Nodal Training Course Curriculum (See Key Documents)

Ted Hailu reviewed the Nodal Training Course Curriculum document as updated to reflect User Interface (UI) training for the CRR, MMS, and Outage Scheduler applications. Mr. Hailu noted that the training team had originally planned to deliver UI training via the Web only, but in an effort to accommodate market requests, the Training Course Curriculum document had been updated to preserve the option for instructor-led training as well. Mr. Hailu confirmed that no testing or certification was planned for UI training. 

Participants discussed whether to retain the 5-Day Basic Training Program as a prerequisite for Market Settlements 301. The consensus was to retain it as a prerequisite. Participants also discussed whether to retain ERCOT Nodal 101 as a prerequisite for the 5-Day Basic Training Course or to identify it as a “highly recommended” preparatory course. The consensus was to retain it as a prerequisite. Participants discussed the importance of requiring prerequisite coursework in the training curriculum. Ms. Richard noted that the instruction tempo for higher-level courses was often compromised due to the failure of some attendees to complete their prerequisite courses. Others concurred. Mr. Hailu noted that while ERCOT does not prevent anyone from registering for courses, only those attendees who take advantage of prerequisite courses will be in a position to fully benefit from higher-level courses. 

Participants opined that more training courses may need to be delivered to keep pace with the training demand. 

Mr. Reynolds recommended revising the course duration for Market Settlements 301 from 16 hours to 24 hours. Mr. Hailu made the revision as recommended. 

Tom Boyd moved to approve the Training Course Curriculum v3.02 incorporating modifications made at TPTF on November 26, 2007. Mr. Kruse seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and seven abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.  

Commercial Systems Update - Details on the Settlements of Combined Cycle Plants white paper (See Key Documents)

Kenneth Ragsdale provided an update on the Commercial Systems (COMS) white paper Details on the Settlements of Combined Cycle Plants. He noted that comments from Calpine and Exelon had raised issues for co-generation and dual-grid facilities. He noted that the issues would be discussed with Calpine and Exelon offline with the intention of returning to TPTF to discuss the white paper during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Review of Draft NPRR, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing For A Total Of 45 Days (See Key Documents)
Mr. Reynolds noted that the subgroup for the Nodal Startup Transition Rules had conducted a conference call on November 14, 2007 to discuss possible NPRR language for implementing the Nodal Startup Transition Rules. He noted that the subgroup had agreed upon using a temporary System-Wide Offer Cap (SWCAP) during the initial period following the nodal market implementation date. Mr. Spangler discussed the draft NPRR produced by the subgroup. The draft NPRR described a methodology for implementing a temporary SWCAP and identifying all active constraints as non-competitive for the initial period following the nodal market implementation date. Mr. Spangler worked through examples to demonstrate the functionality of SCED during the transition period assuming that all active constraints would be treated as non-competitive. 

The TPTF discussed the issue of setting the temporary SWCAP to the higher of:

· a specific dollar value (to be determined); or,  

· a specific heat-rate value (to be determined) 

Owing to time constraints, this discussion was suspended until Tuesday morning, November 27, 2007 (see the discussion continued below).

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:17 p.m. on Monday, November 26, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 27, 2007.

Review of Draft NPRR, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing For A Total Of 45 Days (Continued) 

The TPTF resumed discussion of the dollar and heat-rate values that might be used to set the temporary SWCAP during the initial period following the nodal market implementation date. The TPTF consensus was to separate the implementation methodology from the dollar/heat-rate values and to proceed with submitting the implementation methodology to PRS as a stand-alone draft NPRR sponsored by TPTF. The understanding was that the specific dollar and heat-rate values would be identified separately by either TPTF or another appropriate subgroup. 

Mr. Reynolds moved to approve the draft NPRR Scarcity Pricing And Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing For A Total Of 45 Days, as modified by TPTF on November 27, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

Mr. Doggett noted that the dollar and heat-rate values would be discussed again on Wednesday morning, November 28, 2007 (see this discussion continued below).

Quality Center Update (See Key Documents)

Eileen Hall presented an update on the Quality Center Dashboard. She noted that test results, defect data, and trending reports would be made available weekly; that trending data would be reported at both the program and project levels; that trending data would eventually be reported at the vendor level; and that vendor-level reports would require some modifications to defects. Mr. Doggett confirmed that an announcement would be distributed to the TPTF email list whenever the vendor-level reports are first published to the Quality Center Dashboard on the Transition Readiness Center. 

Ms. Hall identified the reports that were currently available from Quality Center: 

· Test Results per Project

· Active Defects by Severity per Project per Testing Phase (i.e., FAT and iTEST)

· Active Defect by Project Trend

· Active Defects by Severity Trend

· Percentage of Defects by Severity

Mr. Spangler requested refreshing Quality Center information on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center more frequently than the week prior to each TPTF meeting. He suggested refreshing on a weekly basis. Ms. Richard recommended refreshing near the end of each week to synchronize with the reports published by the EDS team so that MPs could go online to pick-up Quality Center reports and EDS reports at the same time. Mr. Doggett noted that the Quality Center team would work with Kate Horne to try to meet the goal of refreshing their reports on the Readiness Center on a weekly basis.  

Mr. Doggett noted that the next Quality Center update would be scheduled during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that Quality Center updates would be scheduled at TPTF on an ad hoc basis thereafter. 

Readiness Metrics Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Wilkinson presented an update for Nodal Readiness Metrics. He discussed the outcome of the November 9th TPTF Readiness Metrics Review, noting that metric CRR1, Develop CRR Test Plan, had been deleted from the inventory and that the following metrics had been approved:

· CRR2 - Develop TCR to CRR Transition Plan 

· CRR3 - Trial Operation of Monthly CRR Auction

· CRR4 - Implement TCR to CRR Transition Plan

· CRR5 - Trial Operation of Annual CRR Auction during Trials 

· EMO1 - Network Security Analysis & Transmission Constraint Management

· EMO2 - Verify Voltage Support Functionality 

· EMO5 - Verify ACE Performance 

· EMO6 - QSE Response to Dispatch 

· EMO7 - Verify Load Forecast Accuracy 

· EMO10 - Network Operations Model and SE Performance 

· EMO11 - Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness

· MO4 - Verify SCED Execution Quality
Mr. Wilkinson noted that an additional group of metrics had been considered during the November 9th TPTF Readiness Metrics Review but had not been approved due to the absence of a voting quorum. The metrics included:

· E5 - Nodal SAS 70 Preparedness   

· E12 - MIS Compliance Test    

· E13, Standard Form Agreements Executed

· MP8 - QSE Ability to Submit Transactions Via MIS

· MP9 - QSE Ability to Submit Web Service Transactions

· MP10 - Mapping of Resources to Resource Nodes and Resources to EPS Meters is Complete 

· MP13- MP Completes EDS-4 Related Training

· MP15 - MP EDS-3 Participation  

Mr. Wilkinson noted that this group of metrics had been carried for TPTF consideration in a dedicated document entitled “PMO Metric Inventory for TPTF Approval at TPTF 112607.” Mr. Wilkinson reviewed the document and made updates as recommended by TPTF. Regarding the metric MP13 - MP Completes EDS4-Related Training, Kristy Ashley opined that MPs were encountering difficulties scheduling themselves for training courses owing to the lack of course availability and owing to discrepancies between the times when MPs were being asked to train and the times when they were actually available to train. As a result, the TPTF revised the criteria for metric MP13 to provide some flexibility by indicating that readiness for MP training would be measured against the customized plan approved by the corresponding Accountable Executive (AE). The TPTF also revised the Red-Amber-Green (RAG) rules for metric MP13 to indicate:

· Green = Complete according to MP plan

· Amber = Not complete by 168-Hour Test Start

· Red = Not complete 30 days prior to market open

The TPTF recommended deleting metric E13 – Standard Form Agreements Executed. 

Mr. Trefny moved to delete E13 - Standard Form Agreements Executed, and to endorse ERCOT moving forward with the following metrics as modified by TPTF on November 27, 2007 in the PMO Metric Inventory for TPTF Approval at TPTF 112607 v0.2:

· E5 - Nodal SAS 70 Preparedness   

· E12 - MIS Compliance Test    

· MP8 - QSE Ability to Submit Transactions Via MIS

· MP9 - QSE Ability to Submit Web Service Transactions

· MP10 - Mapping of Resources to Resource Nodes and Resources to EPS Meters is Complete 

· MP13- MP Completes EDS-4 Related Training

· MP15 - MP EDS-3 Participation  

Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Municipal, Consumer, and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote.

Mr. Wilkinson discussed metric MP17 - MP Qualification Activities. He noted that the metric description for MP17 had been drafted to indicate that the completion of qualification requirements would be measured against the MP Qualification Checklist. Mr. Trefny noted that participants had been unwilling to approve metric MP17 during the November 9th TPTF Readiness Metrics Review without first reviewing the MP Qualification Checklist referenced by the metric. Patrick Coon discussed the MP Qualification Checklist referenced by the metric. He noted that the checklist was an internal spreadsheet used by Wholesale Client Services as a tool to track the actions necessary to qualify QSEs, TSPs, and CRR Account Holders before go-live. Mr. Lovelace opined that some of the items on the MP Qualification Checklist did not seem aligned with readiness metrics in all areas. Mr. Trefny opined that it may not be possible to finalize and bless the MP Qualification Checklist before metric MP17 would need to become active. Mr. Coon clarified that the MP Qualification Checklist was intended to be an internal tracking tool only and was not intended to be finalized or approved as a public-facing readiness tool. The TPTF consensus was that the MP Qualification Checklist should not be viewed as a reporting data source for metric MP17, but rather Wholesale Client Services itself should be viewed as the entity responsible for documenting and reporting qualification requirements for the market. The TPTF revised the metric to remove the MP Qualification Checklist as a data source for the metric. 

Mr. Spangler moved to endorse ERCOT moving forward with the metric MP17, MP Qualification Activities as modified by TPTF on November 27, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Municipal, Consumer, and Independent Generator Market Segments were not represented for the vote.

Mr. Doggett requested that Mr. Wilkinson return to TPTF during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting to discuss how the MP Self-Reporting Questionnaire was being distributed and to discuss options for building metrics specific to QSEs without Resources and Load Serving Entities (LSEs). Mr. Coon agreed to confirm which parties were receiving the MP Self-Reporting Questionnaire and to announce that information to the TPTF email list.

The TPTF deferred discussion of revisions to metric MP11 – MP Registration Activities to the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Trefny opined that the approval and activation of remaining metrics should be completed as soon as possible and should not be carried into January 2008. He requested devoting a full day of the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting to reviewing and approving the remaining Readiness Metrics.

Discussion of DC Tie Issues

Carlos Gonzalez-Perez and Colleen Frosch discussed issues regarding imports of emergency power over DC Ties. Mr. Perez discussed recent statistics associated with ERCOT imports over Operational DC Ties between ERCOT and the Comision Federal de Electricidad (CFE). Following the discussion, Ino Gonzalez noted that the zonal market currently settled emergency imports from CFE according to a minimum price. To preserve the option of importing emergency power from CFE in the nodal market, Mr. Gonzalez recommended carrying the minimum zonal price into the Nodal Protocols as described in the draft NPRR Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties (Back to Back Ties) and Block Load Transfer Under Emergency Conditions. Mr. Gonzalez took the action item to follow up with ERCOT legal regarding the current DC Tie contract with CFE, and he agreed to distribute any follow-up information to TPTF via the email list. 

The TPTF consensus was to form a subgroup to discuss the draft NPRR. Mr. Doggett noted that the meeting details would be announced to the TPTF email list. 

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Sullivan presented an update on the status of the nodal program. He reported that overall program status remained amber; that ERCOT executives had been assigned to nodal projects to facilitate communication and to secure staff participation; that a fresh iteration of the Readiness Scorecard would go live on November 27, 2007 to reflect recent self-reporting for ERCOT leadership; and that expenditures for the nodal program were currently $22.3 million above the original budget. Mr. Sullivan identified the MMS Project as the primary source of overruns for the nodal budget. 

Market Participants discussed staffing issues related to retention and workload. Regarding staff retention, Mr. Sullivan stated that the situation seemed to have improved, and he attributed the improvement to recent initiatives implemented by ERCOT officers. Regarding staff workload, Mr. Sullivan confirmed his expectation that sufficient staff would be installed in time to absorb the increased workload associated with increased activity for EDS 4 testing. 

MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Brett Economides reviewed market comments from the recent review of the MIS Web Portal Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He noted that all market comments had been accepted. The TPTF offered no further comments for the document. Mr. Economides noted that the updated document would be finalized and distributed following the meeting and that a vote would be noticed for the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Economides discussed functionality for Build 1.7 of MIS in the EDS environment. He illustrated how MPs could use the current build to access and download available Real-Time reports. He noted that the next build—Build 1.8—would be deployed to the EDS environment in early December 2007. He noted that Build 1.8 would include graphic updates and MPIM Launch, although the interactivity for MPIM would not be available until early 2008. 

EDW Update (See Key Documents)

Janet Ply provided an update for the EDW Project. Ms. Ply discussed the process for gathering EDW requirements, the effort to identify project scope, and the dependencies affecting project schedule. Ms. Ply noted that Data Dictionary items were included in the User Guides. Jackie Ashbaugh took an action item to provide TPTF with more information regarding the Data Dictionary.   

CRR Update (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza provided an update on the CRR Project. 

Clarifications on the design of CRR Reports

Ms. Garza discussed the current designs for three CRR reports:

· CRR ownership of record (all owned CRRs)

· “base loading” CRRs (owned CRRs that are entered into an auction)

· auction results (divided into two reports: one for auction results and one for allocation results)

Ms. Garza referenced the Nodal Protocol language for each report and invited TPTF feedback on whether the designs represented correct interpretations of the Nodal Protocols. Participants recommended that ERCOT establish consistent formats, file-naming conventions, and posting procedures to allow Market Participants to easily locate, download, and query the reports without having to customize code for each report. Participants also recommended using identical data fields for the CRR reports to simplify queries, if possible. For instance, the suggestion was made to add columns for “clearing price” and “class” to the report for allocation results to align it with the report for auction results. Ms. Garza stated that she could make no guarantees but that she would look into the possibilities of incorporating the recommendations into the design of the reports.

RE: EDS CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook
Ms. Garza discussed the status of the EDS CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook. She noted that the current version of the handbook (as previously approved by TPTF) specified a multi-month auction trial, but during the November 9th Readiness Metrics Review, TPTF had expressed the desire to have a full annual (24 month) CRR auction as part of EDS testing. As a result, the CRR team had updated the handbook to include the testing of a full annual CRR auction. Ms. Garza noted that the CRR team was still working to finalize the details, so the updated version of the handbook would not be submitted for TPTF approval until January 2008.

Draft NPRR for CRR Business Process 

Ms. Garza discussed the draft NPRR for CRR Business Process. She noted that the CRR team would like to remove the existing Nodal Protocol description of the Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) release mechanism and to replace it with a description of the alternate design proposed by the CRR team. She noted that the vendor had already begun building to the alternate design and could implement it more efficiently and less expensively than the design described in the Nodal Protocols. 

Owing to time constraints, this discussion was suspended until Wednesday morning (see below). 

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:24pm on Tuesday, November 27, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, November 28, 2007.

Draft NPRR for CRR Business Process – Continued (See Key Documents)

The TPTF continued its discussion of the draft NPRR for CRR Business Process. The TPTF recommended breaking the draft NPRR into three separate draft NPRRs:

· one clarifying the recipients of McCamey Flowgate Right (MCFRI) allocations

· one clarifying the credit limit determination for CRR Account Holders

· one clarifying the proposed replacement language for the PCRR release mechanism described in the Nodal Protocols 

The TPTF drafted language for the draft NPRR to clarify recipients of McFRI allocations. Ms. Garza agreed to finish drafting the language for the remaining two NPRRs as recommended. Mr. Doggett noted that the three draft NPRRs would be distributed to TPTF for a period of comment and that they would be scheduled for further discussion during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett invited Market Participants who had alternative proposals for the PCRR release mechanism to distribute their proposals to the TPTF email list. 

MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items (See Key Documents)

Jeff Gilbertson reviewed recent updates for the MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items and discussed the disposition of comments.

Regarding the section on DAM Energy Offer Curve (EOC) submissions, Mr. Gilbertson discussed a tabular example of the data that would be included in a DAM EOC submission for multiple time blocks. The TPTF discussed the example and the need for MPs to be able to:

· submit standing offers with effective start and end dates 

· submit multiple DAM EOCs with the expectation that only the overlapping information would be overwritten by new submissions 

Regarding the issue of standing offers, Mr. Siddiqi noted that the Nodal Protocols do not currently include effective dates for EOC submissions. The MMS team took the action item to explore options for validating overlapping submissions and for implementing effective start and end dates for EOC submissions. Sai Moorty agreed to identify when the functionality for standing offers would be included in a future MMS deliverable.

Regarding the limitation of 200 Offer IDs, Mr. Trefny opined that the limitation would probably be too restrictive for some QSEs. He recommended that some flexibility should be provided to accommodate increases to the limitation depending on the needs of the market. Mr. Spangler recommended stressing the system against the 200 Offer ID limit during EDS testing and then discussing the topic again afterward. Mr. Gilbertson confirmed that the 200 Offer ID limit was intended to be an initial testing limit for EDS.

Regarding Incremental/Decremental Offer Curves for Dynamically Scheduled Resources (DSRs), Mr. Gilbertson confirmed that the methodology recommended by Garland Power and Light would be made available in a future release, as indicated in the document, although it would not be available for testing in January 2008. Mr. Doggett noted that it may be helpful for Mr. Gilbertson to seek Mr. Cote’s perspective regarding the best way to communicate with the market whenever the functionality for Incremental/Decremental Offer Curves becomes available in the EDS environment. 

Mr. Trefny noted that MPs may need to build to the document with the understanding that it is still in development, so he requested that the EDS team post an updated, clean version of the document for MPs to use. Mr. Gilbertson agreed to accept the current changes in the document and to post a clean version. 

MMS SCED and Overall System Requirements (See key Documents)

Mr. Moorty discussed the updates for the MMS SCED and Overall System Requirements. He noted that the appendix had been updated as requested by TPTF to reflect that quadratic programming rather than linear programming was being implemented as the best approach for SCED. He noted that the update had been overlooked when the changes for Baselines 1 and 2 were initially incorporated. Mr. Moorty confirmed that the use of quadratic programming for SCED would not cause duality gap issues and would not impact metric MO4, Verify SCED Execution Quality. 

Mr. Moorty discussed Tie-Breaking Rules for SCED, as previously requested by TPTF. 

Mr. Spangler moved to approve the MMS SCED and Real-Time MMS Processes Requirements (B2) v2.1. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Cooperative (1) and Consumer (4) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 
Initial Review of the EDS 4 Approach Document (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote introduced an initial review of the EDS 4 Approach document. 

Mr. Cote noted that the EDS 4 Approach document was being released as a high-level document, with the understanding that the details would be expounded in subsequent EDS workshops and EDS handbooks. He noted that the handbooks for EDS 4 would include: 
· Credit Monitoring, Settlements & Billing, and Disputes

· DAM, RUC, and SASM

· Outage Scheduler

Mr. Ragsdale provided an overview of the delivery sequences that were planned for EDS 4 Releases 8. Mr. Mereness provided an overview for EDS 4 Release 9. 

Mr. Cote reminded TPTF that the target testing dates had not been included in the EDS 4 Approach document and were expected to be centrally maintained by the Delivery Assurance Group. He noted that once the EDS 4 scope was confirmed by TPTF, the delivery dates for EDS 4 would be identified and included on the EDS timeline. Participants opined that the EDS 4 Approach document could not be approved without identifying the delivery dates first. The TPTF consensus was to defer approval for the EDS 4 Approach document until the delivery dates for EDS 4 could be identified. Mr. Doggett noted that MMS, EDS, and the Delivery Assurance Group would be invited back to TPTF to discuss the delivery dates for EDS 4 during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Review of Draft NPRR, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing For A Total Of 45 Days (Continued) 

The TPTF resumed discussion of the dollar and heat-rate values that might be used to set the temporary SWCAP during the initial period following the nodal market implementation date. The TPTF consensus was that further discussion would be required and that all interested participants should distribute their proposals to the TPTF email list by December 10, 2007. Mr. Doggett noted that any proposals received by the list would be reviewed during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett further noted that if an agreement could not be reached by TPTF, the issue would be forwarded to TAC for consideration.

Update on the COMS Verifiable Cost Manual (See Key Documents)  

Mr. Gonzalez presented an update on the COMS Verifiable Cost Manual. He discussed the background and scope of the manual, noting that the manual did not include:

· processes and rules for appealing to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) whenever ERCOT rejects verifiable cost submissions

· details on the interface and templates to be used for communicating verifiable cost information to ERCOT

Mr. Gonzalez noted that the details on the verifiable-cost interface would be provided in a Requirements document that was targeted for release in late December 2007.

Mr. Gonzalez discussed the cardinal issues for the Verifiable Cost Manual as identified in recent discussions by the Settlement and Data Aggregation Working Group (SDAWG). He noted that all of the issues identified by SDAWG had been addressed in the Verifiable Cost Manual. 

Mr. Kruse noted that ERCOT should endeavor to provide MPs with enough flexibility to accurately identify the myriad components constituting their unique verifiable costs. Mr. Gonzalez confirmed that such flexibility had been built into the guidelines and appendices of the Verifiable Cost Manual. 

Mr. Gonzalez reviewed the disposition of TPTF comments for the Verifiable Cost Manual. Ms. Ashley noted that additional comments would be submitted by Exelon, and she requested that the comments would be incorporated into the disposition spreadsheet following the meeting. Mr. Gonzalez agreed to update the disposition spreadsheet as requested. 

The TPTF consensus was to set up a subgroup to discuss any Nodal Protocol issues associated with the Verifiable Cost Manual. Jim Galvin agreed to lead the subgroup and Pamela Zdenek agreed to record minutes for the subgroup. Mr. Doggett noted that the subgroup would probably require several meetings to address all of the issues. He confirmed that the first meeting would be scheduled for December 5, 2007. Mr. Galvin agreed to distribute a tentative agenda for the first meeting to the TPTF email list following the meeting, along with a proposed calendar of subsequent meeting dates. Mr. Doggett confirmed that any changes to Nodal Protocol language resulting from the subgroup would be brought to TPTF for discussion. Mr. Gonzalez noted that he would inform the Wholesale Marketing Subcommittee (WMS) that the Verifiable Cost Manual would be submitted for consideration once TPTF had determined any necessary Nodal Protocol changes. 

Discussion of Future Agenda Items

Mr. Doggett noted that the draft agenda for the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting would be distributed following the meeting. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 2:43 p.m. on Wednesday, November 28, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Updates for the EDS Timeline:

· Align the dates in the EDS testing handbooks with the EDS Timeline.
· Indicate on the EDS Timeline when the Web interface will be ready for DAM-only offers.
· Update the EDS Timeline to reflect that all milestones will be completed prior to the 168-Hour Test.
· Add a column for nodal system names in the EDS Milestones Description spreadsheet to facilitate sorting the spreadsheet by FAT.
· Add a line to the EDS Timeline to indicate the timeframe for the LFC shake-out leading up to the April 1, 2008 start date for LFC testing.

	R. Chudgar and Delivery Assurance Group

	Provide TPTF with more clarity regarding:

· the formal start and end dates for LFC testing

· the metrics, if any, that will be used to track the progress of participants during the LFC shake-out period from January to March 2008

· the approach that will be used to help QSEs prepare for LFC testing during the shake-out period


	R. Chudgar and D. Cote

	Confirm the status of MP completions for PtP checkout during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. 


	D. Cote

	Confirm which parties are receiving the MP Self-Reporting Questionnaire and announce that information to the TPTF email list.


	P. Coon

	Follow up with the ERCOT legal department regarding the current DC Tie contract with CFE, and distribute any follow-up information to TPTF via the email list. 


	I. Gonzalez

	Provide more information to TPTF regarding the EDW Data Dictionary.   


	J. Ashbaugh

	Break out the following draft NPRRs from the draft NPRR for CRR Business Process and distribute for review:

· a draft NPRR clarifying the recipients of MCFRI allocations

· a draft NPRR clarifying the credit limit determination for CRR Account Holders

· a draft NPRR clarifying the proposed replacement language for the PCRR release mechanism described in the Nodal Protocols 


	B. Garza

	· Explore options for validating overlapping DAM EOC submissions and for implementing effective start and end dates for DAM EOC submissions.
· Identify when the functionality for standing offers will be included in a future. MMS deliverable.

	S. Moorty and MMS Team

	Post a clean version of the updated MMS Explanation of Market Submission Items. 


	J. Gilbertson and MMS Team


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

December 3 – 4, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas 

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Johnson, Eddie
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Reece, Eddy
	Cooperative
	RCEC (via teleconference)

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power

	Zdenek, Pamela
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy 
	Exelon (via teleconference)

	Atwood, Alan 
	Exelon (via teleconference)

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral Power

	Burkhalter, Ryan 
	CitiGroups (via teleconference)

	Caufield, Dennis 
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy 

	Crawford, Dan 
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	(via teleconference)

	Dickinson, Ken 
	BP (via teleconference)

	Green, Bob 
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	J. Aron & Assoc.

	Gresham, Kevin 
	Reliant Energy, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Hudson, Alan (via teleconference)
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Hunter, Amy 
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie 
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX 

	Lange, Clif 
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie 
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	McDonald, Mike 
	Edison Mission (via teleconference)

	Mersiowsky, Steve
	Exelon

	Quin, Scott
	Power Costs, Inc.

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams 
	Crescent Power (via teleconference)

	Sierakowski, David 
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle 
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Stanfield, Leonard 
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo 
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Torrent, Gary
	Lehman Brothers

	Von Minden, Brad
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Woodard, Stacey 
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Yin, Paul 
	Capgemini (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Adams, John (via teleconference)

	Barnes, Bill

	Bieltz, John

	Blevins, Bill (via teleconference)

	Bridges, Stacy

	Carmen, Travis (via teleconference)

	Chai, Ricson (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj (via teleconference)

	Cote, Daryl

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Economides, Brett

	Floyd, Jeff

	Hirsch, Al

	Hobbs, Kristi

	Kendall, Frank

	Macomber, Gary

	Mereness, Matt (via teleconference)

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sai

	Nixon, Murray

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Seely, Chad

	Shah, Syed (via teleconference)

	Sumanam, Kalyan

	Tucker, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Webb, John (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, December 3, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Confirm Future Meetings:

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

· December 17 – 19, 2007 

· January 7 – 8, 2008
· January 21 – 23, 2008 
Review of Meeting Agenda (See Key Documents) 
 
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the meeting. 
Mr. Doggett noted that the meeting minutes were not yet available for the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting owing to time constraints resulting from back-to-back meetings.



Discuss Project Artifact Schedule

Mr. Doggett discussed the Project Artifact Schedule. He noted that the main purpose of the Project Artifact Schedule was to keep Market Participants informed regarding approvals and targeted release dates for nodal project deliverables. Mr. Doggett demonstrated how to navigate to the document online at http://nodal.ercot.com/about/po/sch/index.html.

Market Information System Web Portal Requirements (B2) (See Key Documents) 

Brett Economides presented the Market Information System (MIS) Web Portal Requirements updated through Baseline 2. He noted that the disposition of comments had been reviewed during the previous TPTF meeting and that no additional comments had been received. Floyd Trefny moved to approve the MIS Web Portal Requirements (B2) v1.02. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Nodal Protocol Revision Request 089, Changing Posting Requirements of Certain Documents from Market Information System Secure to Public Area

Kristi Hobbs reviewed Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 089, Changing Posting Requirements of Certain Documents from MIS Secure to Public Area. Ms. Hobbs described the purpose of the NPRR, noting that it would enhance transparency and accessibility for ERCOT documentation while foregoing the costs necessary to implement the MIS Secure Area postings required by the original Nodal Protocols. Ms. Hobbs also noted that the NPRR would incorporate some guides and procedures that were not originally included in the list of Other Binding Documents identified in Nodal Protocol 1.1, Summary of the ERCOT Protocols Document, (2)(a).

Participants discussed whether the MIS Public Area should be considered public in nature if access would be limited by the need for a digital certificate. To address this issue, Mr. Economides noted that ERCOT was coordinating a project to create a registered user area on ERCOT.com to enable users to access Public content without the need for a digital certificate. The registered user area would mirror the content posted to the MIS Public Area. 

Participants discussed the possibility that certain Other Binding Documents might eventually require posting arrangements more secure than those afforded by either ERCOT.com or the MIS Public Area. Participants noted that if such a possibility were to materialize, the list of Other Binding Documents might become fragmented across multiple online locations, making it difficult for MPs to assess the full scope of the Other Binding Documents that affect them. Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT would provide notifications to the market whenever postings occur, as required by the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Trefny noted that despite such notifications, Market Participants still desired to have a single location to house all Other Binding Documents. 

Participants inquired about the process that ERCOT would use to determine posting requirements for any additional Other Binding Documents that might be developed prior to nodal go-live. The TPTF concurred that ERCOT should bring additional Other Binding Documents to TPTF for discussion if classifications other than Public would be required. 

The TPTF consensus was that more discussion would be required for NPRR089. Mr. Economides agreed to coordinate with Adam Martinez to develop a more detailed presentation of how ERCOT.com and the MIS would be used to post the different classifications of ERCOT documentation. Mr. Doggett noted that the presentation would be scheduled for discussion during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Trefny requested that the presentation would include clarifications of how ERCOT’s posting choices were consistent with Nodal Protocols Section 12, Market Information System. 

Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents)
Kalyan Sumanam and Daryl Cote discussed recent updates for the Early Delivery System (EDS) Timeline and the corresponding Milestones Description spreadsheet, including the initial delivery dates proposed for EDS 4 Releases 8 and 9.  

RE: EDS 1 Point-to-Point (PtP) Checkout

As requested by TPTF during the previous meeting, Mr. Cote discussed the status of PtP testing for EDS 1. He noted that two remaining Market Participants still needed to complete PtP testing. He attributed the delay to the recent changes that ERCOT was making in the production model. He noted that the two remaining Market Participants were expected to complete PtP testing by December 12, 2007.

RE: Load Frequency Control (LFC) Readiness

Mr. Cote noted that ERCOT had identified April 11, 2008 as the final date for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources to have the requisite Energy Management System (EMS) functionality in place to support LFC testing for EDS 3 Release 6.2. Mr. Cote noted that beginning the last week of February 2008, ERCOT would conduct smoke testing with any Market Participants that were ready for LFC testing prior to April 11, 2008. He stated his intention to discuss more details regarding the LFC testing schedule during the December 17-19 TPTF meeting. 

RE: Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) for Combined Cycle Units (CCUs)

Naomi Richard noted that LCRA had not been receiving any LMPs for CCUs. Other participants concurred. Mr. Cote agreed to research the issue.

RE: Delivery Dates for the Market Management System (MMS) 

Mr. Sumanam noted that the MMS 5 and MMS 6 deliveries had been taken off the EDS Timeline. Murray Nixon explained that the MMS team had been working with the vendor to revise the MMS release schedule to ensure that all deliveries could complete FAT prior to the 168-Hour Test. She noted that the MMS 3 functionality was now targeted for delivery by February 15, 2008, and the MMS software for EDS 4 was targeted for delivery to ERCOT by April 22, 2008. She noted that the MMS team would be working with the vendor to ensure that all MMS functionality could be delivered by either February 15 or April 22, 2008, with the understanding that work-arounds may be required, that ERCOT may need to pick up some of the workload, and that some functionality would have to be deferred until after nodal go-live. Ms. Nixon agreed to discuss more details regarding this topic during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

RE: EDS 4 Release 9.2, Outage Scheduler
Mr. Cote discussed testing for Outage Scheduler in EDS 4 Release 9.2. He noted that ERCOT was planning to start submission and connectivity for Outage Scheduler on March 18, 2008 and to complete the testing by Aug 15, 2008. Mr. Trefny opined that the August 15 date should be moved up to provide ERCOT with the necessary time to solve any issues that may arise for Outage Scheduler prior to the 168-Hour Test. Mr. Cote discussed the reasonability of the August 15 date based upon other testing and integration activities, but he agreed to investigate the possibility of moving the date up on the EDS Timeline. 

Mr. Doggett noted that the EDS team would return to TPTF to discuss additional details for the EDS 4 delivery dates during the December 17-19, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Mr. Reynolds requested that Mr. Cote re-distribute the previous market notice reminding QSEs that December 15, 2007 was the deadline for registering to participate in EDS 4 activities.

System of Systems Architecture Update (See Key Documents)
Gary Macomber presented an Update on the System of Systems Architecture (SoSA) model, noting that it was being reconciled with the component level use cases and that it would be republished in early January 2008. 

Integration and Design Authority Data Dictionary Update (See Key Documents)
Mr. Macomber provided an update on the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Data Dictionary (a.k.a., Domain Model), noting that it was being updated to include EDS entities through EDS 3 Release 6 and that it would be republished in early January 2008. Mr. Macomber noted that the nodal program was trying to enforce the IDA Data Dictionary as the single source describing all data entities for nodal systems. Mr. Doggett invited participants to review the IDA Data Dictionary and provide feedback on whether a work session may be needed to discuss any of the data definitions. 

User Interface Subgroup Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Macomber provided an update on recent activities for the User Interface (UI) Subgroup. 

Mr. Macomber noted that the UI Subgroup was currently reviewing UIs for the MMS, Outage Scheduler, and MIS to make sure that the wireframes were in line with user expectations prior to programming the functionality. He also noted that the UI Subgroup was expecting to review the wireframes for Settlement Statements and Invoices. Bill Barnes confirmed that the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) had finished reviewing the wireframes for Settlement Statements and Invoices and would be circulating them to the UI Subgroup.    

Mr. Macomber noted that the UI Subgroup was completing the first iteration of UI screens by converting them to final format and building web-service interfaces for them. He stated that once the first iteration was integrated to MMS, some of the initial functionality would be provided to Market Participants. Mr. Macomber noted that once Market Participants began to familiarize themselves with the UI screens and to provide feedback, additional iterations would be developed to reflect user experience. Mr. Macomber invited Market Participants to provide any feedback via email to him at gmacomber@ercot.com or to Brian Cook at bcook@ercot.com.

Mr. Macomber confirmed that the next UI Subgroup meeting was scheduled for December 5, 2007 and that discussion items would include the User Role matrix and the current implementations for MMS. 

Mr. Macomber introduced Gerry Murphy, who recently assumed the role of Project Manager for UIs.

Update on the IDA Punchlist (See Key Documents)

Mr. Macomber provided an update on the IDA Punchlist.

Mr. Macomber noted that a new, updated version of the IDA Punchlist was posted to the nodal website. He described some of the recent changes to the IDA Punchlist and confirmed that a detailed review would be provided during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. He noted that updated versions of the IDA Punchlist would be posted at least monthly and discussed at TPTF with the goal of closing as many items as possible by February 2008. 
Market Participant Identity Management Update (See Key Documents)
Jeff Floyd provided an update on the Market Participant Identity Management (MPIM) system. Mr. Floyd noted that the MPIM project had been completed within budget and according to schedule. He described the features of the MPIM infrastructure, including integration with the MIS Web Portal and a user hierarchy to support MPIM administration.

Discussion of MPIM Phase 1

Mr. Floyd discussed MPIM Phase 1. He noted that MPIM Phase 1 would be deployed to the nodal Sandbox environment in mid-December 2007 and that training information would be distributed at that time. Mr. Floyd confirmed that only the current Market Participant User Security Administrators (USAs) with valid digital certificates would have access to the MPIM tool in the nodal Sandbox. Regarding notifications for errors, Mr. Floyd noted that ERCOT would not be sending notification emails to MPIM Administrators during the December 2007 release, although the notifications would eventually be included in the full-production version of the MPIM system. In the meantime, a log of notifications may be viewed by interested Market Participants upon request in a Hyper Text Markup Language (HTML) file. Mr. Floyd noted that the nodal User Roles that had been identified to-date were not yet available for assignment, so the zonal User Roles would be used for initial testing. He invited Market Participants to submit feedback to eds3@ercot.com, noting that any feedback received prior to December 31, 2007 would be considered for MPIM Phase 1.5.

Discussion of MPIM Phase 1.5

Mr. Floyd discussed MPIM Phase 1.5. He noted that MPIM Phase 1.5 was slated to deploy to the EDS environment in early March 2008 and that it would include enhancements based upon market feedback as well as integration testing with MMS, CRR, Outage Scheduler, and the Network Model Management System (NMMS). 

Discussion of User Roles 

Mr. Macomber discussed the nodal User Roles and User Rights that had been identified to date for the MPIM system. Mr. Macomber described the process that had been used to identify the nodal User Roles, noting that the existing zonal structure had been used as a starting point, and changes were made to the structure based upon MP feedback. The result was a set of nine User Roles for the nodal market and a new “read only” access category. Mr. Macomber displayed the nine User Roles in a matrix and discussed the corresponding read/write access that would be assigned to each User Role per nodal system. The TPTF recommended updating the matrix to indicate that Marketers/Traders should have access to CRR and to indicate that Marketers/Traders and Operators should have access to Outage Scheduler.  

Mr. Macomber agreed to add a Disputes column to the matrix and to update the matrix based upon TPTF recommendations. He noted that the updated matrix would be distributed for a period of review and would be discussed by the UI Subgroup during the next UI Subgroup meeting. 

ERCOT Nodal Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol Handbook (See Key Documents)
Frank Kendall reviewed the disposition of comments for ERCOT Nodal Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) Communication Handbook. Mr. Kendall noted that all changes for the handbook since the previous TPTF approval were included in the v1.04 that had been posted as a key document for the meeting. Mr. Trefny suggested that the handbook might need to be updated to include generator switch status. Mr. Kendall noted that the generator switch status was not a telemetered point, but if deemed necessary it could be added to the QSE table later according to the appropriate naming convention. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the updated ERCOT Nodal ICCP Communication Handbook v1.04 as presented. Kevin McEvoy seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 75% in favor and 14 abstentions from the IOU (3), Consumer (2), Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) (7), and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (2) Market Segments. The opposing votes were from the Municipal (2) Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Participants requested that a discussion of ICCP issues affecting Split Generation Resources (SGRs) would be included on the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF agenda. 

Review disposition of comments for Draft NPRR for Correction to Fuel-Index Price/Fuel-Oil Price in Energy Offers (See Key Documents)
Sai Moorty reviewed the disposition of comments for the Draft NPRR for Corrections to Fuel-Index Price (FIP)/Fuel-Oil Price (FOP) in Energy Offers. Mr. Moorty made revisions to the document as recommended by TPTF. 

Bob Spangler moved to approve the draft NPRR for Corrections to FIP-FOP in Energy Offers as modified by TPTF on December 3, 2007. Ms. Richard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and four abstentions from the IOU (1), Independent Generator (1), and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Discuss NPRR084, Creating Amendment to Standard Form Market Participant Agreement (See Key Documents) 

Chad Seely discussed NPRR084, noting that it would add an amendment to the Nodal Protocols to allow Market Participants to change their registration information on a section-by-section basis, without having to resubmit a new Standard Form Market Participant Agreement each time their registration information changes. Mr. Seely noted that the amendment would allow Market Participants to either delete or add information. 

Nick Fehrenbach noted that one of the reasons for adopting a single Standard Form Market Participant Agreement had been to eliminate tracking problems for ERCOT. He inquired if a case of multiple amendments might undermine the purpose of using a single Standard Form Market Participant Agreement in the first place. Mr. Seely confirmed that amendments were not foreseen to pose any tracking problems for ERCOT. He noted that the nodal project teams had reviewed NPRR084 and that no impacts were expected to result from the NPRR. 

Mr. Fehrenbach moved to approve NPRR084, Creating Amendment to Standard Form Market Participant Agreement as submitted to TPTF. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 4:49 p.m. on Monday, December 3, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, December 4, 2007.

Review of Readiness Metrics (See Key Documents)  

Chris Wilkinson reviewed Readiness Metrics. 

MP11, Market Participant Registration Activities

Mr. Wilkinson reviewed metric MP11, MP Registration Activities, making edits to the metric as recommended by TPTF. The TPTF consensus was to move forward with metric MP11.   

MP19, Load Serving Entity Engagement (LSE) and Readiness
The TPTF discussed metric MP 19, LSE Engagement and Readiness. The consensus was to defer discussion of metric MP19 to a future meeting.

Discussion of LSE-specific metrics 

Mr. Wilkinson discussed the LSE-specific questions from the current Market Participant Self-Reporting Questionnaire. He noted that Accountable Executives (AEs) and Project Managers (PMs) were being defined in the cover letters distributed with the questionnaire and that instructions were being included on how to complete the questionnaire. Mr. Wilkinson noted that the period for the current survey would end on Friday, December 7, 2007. He noted that the next iteration of the online Readiness Scorecard would incorporate the responses from the current survey and would be updated by the end of the year. Mr. Wilkinson noted that the response rates hade been low for some Transmission/Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) and QSEs. Patrick Coon confirmed that ERCOT had been making market calls to ensure that Market Participants did not overlook the market notice for the questionnaire during the holidays. Participants opined that important communications sent via the market-notice format were often overlooked owing to the generic appearance and high-volume of ERCOT’s market notices. Participants requested that ERCOT find some way to flag any market notices containing material requiring specific responses from Market Participants, especially when deadlines were involved. 

The TPTF discussed how LSEs should be measured for readiness and whether the overall status of Market Participant Readiness as reported at the top of the online Readiness Scorecard should reflect LSEs or whether it should continue to reflect only QSEs and TDSPs. The TPTF recommended that LSEs as a group, but not individual entities, should be reflected for readiness in the areas of Engagement and Training.

Metrics documents and the approval process

Mr. Wilkinson discussed how the various metrics documents would be used to review and approve the remaining metrics. Regarding the Active Readiness Metric Inventory, Mr. Wilkinson noted that any metrics previously approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) would be blacklined in the document, while any metrics previously approved by TPTF but awaiting TAC approval would be redlined. No one objected to this approach. Regarding the Working Readiness Metric Inventory, Mr. Wilkinson noted that this document would house any metrics under review until TPTF endorsed forwarding them to TAC. No one objected to this approach. 

Mr. Wilkinson noted that the remainder of the Readiness Metrics would be scheduled for discussion and approval during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Russell Lovelace moved to endorse ERCOT moving forward with metric MP11, Market Participant Registration, as modified by TPTF on December 4, 2007. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the IOU (1) and IPM (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Initial Review of draft NPRR , Protocols 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications (See Key Documents) 

John Bieltz discussed the draft NPRR for Protocols 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications. He noted that the draft NPRR was intended to the clarify bill determinants for certain settlement formulas, to clarify the timing of data captures for the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and Real-Time Markets, and to synchronize the Nodal Protocols to the Business Requirements. 

Mr. Spangler suggested revising the draft NPRR to indicate that data snapshots would occur before the execution of Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC) rather than at the fixed time of 1430 owing to the possibility that the Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) may not always execute at 1430. No one objected to this approach. Kenneth Ragsdale noted that the Commercial Systems (COMS) team would need to verify the timing of the snapshot with the MMS team before making the revision. 

The TPTF concurred that the proposed changes for bill determinants were acceptable as described in the draft NPRR. 

Mr. Trefny inquired if the COMS Project was expecting to submit any additional draft NPRRs to synchronize the Nodal Protocols with Business Requirements. Mr. Doggett noted that he would verify with Raj Chudgar whether the COMS team was planning to submit any additional draft NPRRs of this type. Mr. Spangler noted that it would also be helpful to MPs if the data entities in the IDA Data Dictionary could be identified early and used to drive projects rather than just being inventoried after the fact. Mr. Doggett noted that he would try to follow up with Brian Cook regarding this topic.

Initial Review of Draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Revisions to the Reliability Must Run Startup Energy Payment (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Bieltz provided an initial review of the Draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Revisions to the Reliability Must Run (RMR) Startup Energy Payment. He identified some corrections that would need to be made to the draft NPRR prior to the end of the review period. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the COMS team would re-distribute the draft NPRR once the corrections were made and verify whether any revisions would be necessary to align the COMS Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements document with the draft NPRR. Mr. Bieltz noted that he would review the disposition of comments for the draft NPRR during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. 
Discussion of COMS White Paper - Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Ragsdale discussed the COMS white paper Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants. He noted that the white paper would need to be updated based upon recent offline discussions with Market Participants who had identified settlement issues resulting from the configuration limitation for combined-cycle plants. He reminded TPTF that the configuration limitation in question had been previously approved by TPTF in the white paper IDA003, Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) Modeling in the Nodal Design v1.0. Mr. Doggett noted that if any Market Participants wished to revise the configuration limitation, they should cue a TPTF discussion by drafting a proposal and distributing it to the TPTF email list. Mr. Doggett also suggested that any interested Market Participants might consider preparing a redlined version of the IDA003 white paper indicating how the configuration limitation should be changed. 

Mr. Doggett noted that this discussion would continue during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting.

Update on Section 8 Subgroup Activities (See Key Documents)
Mr. Spangler discussed recent activities for the Section 8 Subgroup. He presented the draft NPRR that was produced by the subgroup to modify Nodal Protocols Section 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance. The TPTF requested that Market Rules construct a formal, redlined version of the subgroup’s draft NPRR to be discussed during the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting. The TPTF also requested that Diana Zake be invited back to TPTF to discuss the Zonal-to-Nodal Protocol Transition Plan.    

Discussion of Future Agenda Items

Mr. Doggett noted that a list of draft agenda items for the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting was posted to the meeting page and would be distributed for formal comments following the meeting. 

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:00 p.m. on Tuesday, December 4, 2007.

Action Items:
	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Investigate the possibility of moving the LFC Milestone date up on the EDS Timeline.

· Re-distribute the market notice reminding QSEs to register for EDS 4 testing by December 15, 2007.
	D. Cote

	Verify with Mr. Chudgar whether the COMS team will submit additional draft NPRRs to synchronize Nodal Protocols with COMS Business Requirements.
	T. Doggett

	· Correct and redistribute the Draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment.

· Verify whether any revisions will be necessary to align the COMS Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements document with the draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment. 
	J. Bieltz, K. Ragsdale, and COMS Team


MINUTES OF THE ERCOT

NODAL TRANSITION PLAN TASK FORCE (TPTF) MEETING

ERCOT Austin Office

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

December 17 – 19, 2007

Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	City of Garland

	Beck, Mike
	Investor Owned Utility
	TNMP (via teleconference)

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Boyd, Tom
	Independent Power Marketer
	Tenaska

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

	Davis, Vanessa
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Fehrenbach, Nick
	Consumer
	City of Dallas

	Gillean, Rick
	Municipal
	GEUS

	Green, Bob
	Municipal
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Guermouche, Sid
	Municipal
	Austin Energy

	Helton, Bob
	Independent Generator 
	American National Power 

	Jackson, James
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative
	Brazos Electric Power

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utility
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Ogelman, Kenan
	Municipal
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG (via teleconference)

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Trietsch, Brad
	Investor Owned Utility
	First Choice Power (via teleconference)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.

	Whittle, Brandon
	Independent Power Marketer
	Deutsche Bank

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal 
	Austin Energy

	Zdenek, Pamela
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy


Assigned Proxies:

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

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral Power (via teleconference)

	Caufield, Dennis
	CenterPoint Energy (via teleconference)

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy 

	Crawford, Chris
	Alliance Data

	Crozier, Richard
	(via teleconference)

	Erbrick, Michael
	EMELP (via teleconference)

	Galvin, James
	TXU

	Greer, Clayton
	(via teleconference)

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Horton, Gary
	Commerce Energy

	Hunter, Amy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Integrity (via teleconference)

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX 

	Krajecki, Jim
	APX (via teleconference)

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine (via teleconference)

	Lange, Clif
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Mai, D.S.
	NRG (via teleconference)

	Marsh, Tony
	QSE Services, Inc. 

	Marx, Eddie 
	Gestalt (via teleconference)

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC

	Payton, Tom
	Occidental 

	Rainey, John
	Pioneer

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Sierakowski, David
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Simmons, Michelle
	PNM Resources (via teleconference)

	Spangler, Bob
	TXU (via teleconference)

	Spilman, Mat
	Strategic Energy (via teleconference)

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy 

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Stappers, Hugo
	SoftSmiths, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities (via teleconference)

	Traffan, J.
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Troell, Mike
	STEC (via teleconference)

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation (via teleconference)

	Yu, James
	CitiGroups (via teleconference)

	Zhao, Jessica
	Direct Energy (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:
	Name

	Adams, John

	Ashbaugh, Jackie

	Barnes, Bill

	Barry, Stacy 

	Bieltz, John

	Brennan, Christian

	Bridges, Stacy

	Childers, Burk (via teleconference)

	Chudgar, Raj

	Coln, Anders (via teleconference)

	Cook, Brian (via teleconference)

	Coon, Patrick

	Cote, Daryl

	Crews, Curtis (via teleconference)

	Daouk, Jamil (via teleconference)

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Doggett, Trip

	Economides, Brett

	Garza, Beth

	Hall, Eileen

	Hirsch, Al (via teleconference)

	Hobbs, Kristi

	Horne, Kate

	Hui, Hailong (via teleconference)

	Kasparian, Ken 

	Keney, Tom (via teleconference)

	Macomber, Gary

	Madden, Terry (via teleconference)

	Martinez, Adam

	Matlock, Robert (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Moody, Theresa (via teleconference)

	Moorty, Sai 

	Nixon, Murray

	Obadina, Diran (via teleconference)

	Park, Ken

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Raina, Gokal (via teleconference)

	Robinson, Jeff (via teleconference)

	Shah, Syed (via teleconference)

	Shaw, Pamela (via teleconference)

	Shiroyama, Sylvia 

	Showalter, Dana

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Sumanam, Kalyan (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie (via teleconference)

	Webb, John (via teleconference)

	Wilkinson, Chris 

	Xiao, Hong (via teleconference)

	Zake, Diana (via teleconference)


Call to Order

Trip Doggett called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on Monday, December 17, 2007.

Antitrust Admonition

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

Review of Meeting Agenda (See Key Documents) 
 
Mr. Doggett reviewed the agenda for the meeting. He noted that the backlog of meeting minutes had not been completed in time for the meeting. Stacy Bridges made the commitment to deliver the meeting minutes for the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting by the end of week and the remaining two sets by December 27, 2007. 

Market Participants requested that the Protocol Transition Plan matrix would be posted as a hyperlink on the meeting page and distributed for review. The TPTF consensus was to discuss the matrix during the January 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting. Raj Chudgar agreed to support the discussion by identifying synchronization issues between the matrix and the Early Delivery Systems (EDS) Timeline. 

Mr. Doggett noted that the Quality Center Dashboard had been refreshed on the Transition Readiness Center, and he asked Mr. Bridges to post a hyperlink on the meeting agenda. 

Confirm Future Meetings

Mr. Doggett confirmed the following future TPTF meetings at the ERCOT MetCenter:

· January 7 – 8, 2008 

· January 21 – 23, 2008 

· February 4 – 6, 2008 

· February 21 – 22, 2008 

Nodal Program Update 
Jerry Sullivan provided an update on the status of the nodal program, including:

· complications related to schedule and cost for the Market Management System (MMS) Project

· overall amber status of the nodal program

· overall testing and delivery status of nodal projects

· nodal program budget  

Regarding complications for the MMS Project, Mr. Sullivan noted that the vendor had proposed five additional software releases to incorporate the functionality for Baselines 1 and 2. Because ERCOT had determined this schedule to be too long and too risky for the nodal program, the MMS team was working with the vendor to create a new target schedule that would reduce the overall delivery schedule by more than four months. Murray Nixon confirmed that the new target schedule would allow the final MMS release to begin Functional Acceptance Test (FAT) by April 22, 2008. Ms. Nixon described how the MMS team was being reorganized to ensure that the new target schedule would be achievable. 

Floyd Trefny commended ERCOT for moving the delivery date up to April 22, 2008, but he emphasized that this new date was still late, and he requested that ERCOT provide evidence demonstrating that the new schedule would remain firm. Bob Spangler opined that the costs previously identified for Baselines 1 and 2 seemed to be growing fuzzy, and he requested that ERCOT provide evidence demonstrating that costs would be controlled. Ms. Nixon noted that she would provide a more detailed discussion of MMS issues later in the meeting (see “MMS Update” below). She confirmed that she had a list of Baseline 1 and 2 items that might help to illuminate the discussion. She agreed to work with Mr. Doggett and Mr. Bridges to distribute the list to TPTF. She noted that some of the items on the list would need to be deferred until after go-live to ensure the new target schedule for MMS would remain firm. 

Naomi Richard requested more information regarding risks to the January 15, 2008 delivery date for the Market Information System (MIS). Mr. Sullivan noted that he would try to find out more information prior to the MIS presentation later in the meeting.

Nodal Timeline Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Chudgar provided an update on recent changes to the EDS Sequence Timeline and the corresponding Milestones Description document. 

During the update, Mr. Chudgar noted that:

· new FAT dates had been added to the timeline for Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW), Real-Time Reports (RTR), and Market Participant Identity Management (MPIM)

· the customized MMS User Interface (UI) would probably not be ready in time for EDS testing in January 2008, but the basic functionality would still be made available via the base product until the customizations become available

· more details would be provided during the January 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting regarding reasonableness for Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) and the 6-month LMP posting

During the update, the following action items were noted:

· Mr. Chudgar noted that he would confirm the training dates for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) for EDS 2 Release 4

· Mr. Sullivan noted that he would notify the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the companies that had not completed Point-to-Point (PtP) testing

Mr. Doggett suggested that Mr. Chudgar should investigate the “colored” lists of services described in the brochure “Understanding: Market Participant Data Access,” as described by Daryl Shing during the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

MMS Update (See Key Documents)

Ms. Nixon presented an update on ERCOT’s recent efforts to accelerate the MMS delivery schedule by reducing the MMS vendor scope. 

Ms. Nixon discussed the approach that ERCOT was taking to ensure that the final MMS release would enter FAT by April 22, 2008 and would be integrated in EDS 4 prior to the beginning of the 168-Hour Test. She noted that part of ERCOT’s approach would involve renegotiating the allocation of workload between ERCOT and the vendor so that some of the MMS components could be moved into earlier MMS releases. She noted that part ERCOT’s approach would also involve deferring functionality for some of the MMS components until after go-live. Ms. Nixon confirmed that the functionality several tasks, including multiple models, could not be incorporated into the final MMS release, so those items would need to be deferred until after go-live.    

The TPTF identified no issues in deferring the following items until after go-live:

· multiple models

· the two Settlements and Billing (S&B) information-only calculations (DAOPTPRINFO & RTOPTPRINFO)

The TPTF discussed the automated interface that will allow Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources to update their Resource Parameters (e.g. Ramp Rates) in MMS. Sai Moorty noted that the purpose of the automated interface was to give Market Participants an automated web service for updating Resource Parameters any time they needed to do so. He noted that the MMS proposal was to defer the automated interface until after go-live and to provide a workaround solution during the interim. He noted that the workaround solution would most likely be a manual process such as fax or email. He confirmed that a Service Level Agreement (SLA) would need to be developed to support the workaround solution. Some Market Participants opined that the fax solution would not represent an acceptable solution. The TPTF concurred that the timing of the workaround solution and the accompanying SLA would both be integral to making the workaround solution into a viable option. Ms. Nixon identified take-away items from the conversation, noting that a fax would not represent a suitable workaround solution, that email may be acceptable, and that the MMS team would need to provide TPTF with a more detailed perspective regarding the SLA component and the definitive methodology for the workaround solution. 

The TPTF discussed the possibility of deferring the functionality for Incremental/Decremental Energy Offer Curves (EOCs) for Dynamically Scheduled Resources (DSRs). The TPTF consensus was that the MMS team would need to clarify:

· the extent to which a deferral of the Incremental/Decremental EOC for DSRs would impact the market as a whole

· how soon after go-live the functionality could be implemented if deferred

Mr. Trefny suggested drafting a NPRR to insert language into the Nodal Protocols to identify any deferred items that ERCOT would implement following go-live. Mr. Trefny noted that this approach would help ERCOT to keep track of its commitment to implement the deferred items while allowing TPTF the convenience of voting for all deferred items in a single document. No one objected to this approach. 

Sid Guermouche inquired about the costs and the timeframes associated with each of the proposed deferral items. Ms. Nixon noted that the costs and timeframes had not been identified yet, but the MMS team could identify this information and report it to TPTF at a future time. 

Ms. Nixon summarized the MMS action items based on the discussion: 

· identify what the MMS deferrals will mean to Market Participants

· provide Market Participants with any S&B information related to MMS deferral items in time for them to assess any impacts for their organizations

· identify the methodology and timelines for any workaround solutions

· clarify the extent to which a deferral of the Incremental/Decremental EOC for DSRs would impact the market as a whole 

· clarify how soon after go-live ERCOT could implement the functionality for Incremental/Decremental EOC for DSRs if deferred

· investigate possibility of creating a single Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) to address MMS deferral items

· identify the costs and timeframes associated with MMS deferral items

Ms. Nixon noted the MMS team would work with Mr. Sullivan to see what the implementation schedule for deferred items might be following go-live. She confirmed that she could distribute the ERCOT Operations Groups list to the TPTF email list. 

Mr. Trefny opined that the last MMS release would be delivered into FAT by April 22, 2008, but it was not scheduled to complete FAT until June 30, 2008. He inquired why the FAT would take such a long time. Ms. Nixon noted that the FAT would include additional functionality, so the MMS team was planning to test longer to make sure the release would be fully tested going into the 168-Hour Test. Mr. Trefny expressed concern that the lengthy FAT might cause some Market Participants to have to retest, so he recommended considering additional deferrals items if necessary to help accelerate the date. To this end, Mr. Trefny requested a full list of possible deferral items for TPTF to consider. Ms. Nixon noted that such a list was not available and that it would require a serious discussion with the vendor to be developed. 

Discussion of Day-Ahead Market Participation Issues for Self-Committed Units (See Key Documents)

Mr. Moorty discussed Day-Ahead Market (DAM) participation issues for self-committed units. The TPTF consensus was to form a subgroup to discuss the issues in detail. Mr. Guermouche volunteered to lead the subgroup. Mr. Doggett noted that he would work with Mr. Guermouche to identify a date and to arrange meeting accommodations. Mr. Moorty noted that any changes coming out of the subgroup would most likely require changes to the corresponding Requirements documentation. 
Verifiable Cost Update (See Key Documents) 

Jim Galvin provided an update on recent activities for the Verifiable Costs Subgroup.

Mr. Galvin noted that the subgroup had:

· identified its goals and deliverables

· made a commitment to either produce a draft NPRR or to change the Verifiable Costs Manual as appropriate

· drafted list of Verifiable Costs principles to guide the subgroup

· identified a list of issues corresponding to each Verifiable Costs principle

· begun discussing the list of issues 

Mr. Galvin noted that during the next meeting on December 20, 2007, the subgroup planned to discuss issues for Minimum Energy and Startup Cost with the goal of identifying a final subgroup position on these issues. Mr. Galvin noted that the subgroup had established consensus that these issues were essential for nodal go-live. 

Mr. Galvin identified the future meeting dates for the subgroup, including:

· December 20, 2007

· January 9, 2008 

· January 14, 2008 
· January 24, 2008
Credit Monitoring and Management Update (See Key Documents)

Sylvia Shiroyama presented an update on the status of the Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) Project.

Ms. Shiroyama discussed CMM architecture, the functionality for the base product, the functionality for the integration layer, the CMM release phases, the FAT statistics, the current CMM status, and the organization of the CMM team. Ms. Shiroyama described how CMM would fit into EDS 4 and how Market Participants could expect to interact with CMM during testing. 

Participants inquired how negative bids would be used in the calculation of credit and in the market clearing process. Srini Sundhararajan informed that the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) was collaborating with the Credit Working Group (CWG) to resolve this issue. 

Ms. Shiroyama identified the status of CMM artifacts, noting that:

· the Requirements and Conceptual System Design (CSD) had been approved through Baseline 1 

· no updates had been required for Baseline 2 because there were no impacts

· the Detail System Designs were available for base-product implementation and for calculations 

· no other documents were currently scheduled

Marguerite Wagner suggested scheduling a detailed discussion regarding the plan for transitioning credit to the nodal market. Mr. Doggett noted that Cheryl Yager had previously discussed a high-level overview of the credit transition plan with TPTF, and he suggested that the CMM team could come back to TPTF whenever they were ready to describe a deeper level of detail. 

Ms. Shiroyama confirmed that although the CMM Project was making slower progress than initially expected, it was still on-target to satisfy dependencies for EDS 4 testing.

Meeting Recess and resumption 

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, December 17, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, December 18, 2007. 

Integration and Design Authority Punchlist Update (See Key Documents)

Gary Macomber provided an update on the status of the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) Punchlist. Mr. Macomber noted that the items on the IDA Punchlist were gradually being closed as the IDA and the Project teams worked together to determine which items had been addressed in a sufficient and appropriate manner. 

Mr. Macomber discussed open items for the MIS Project and the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP), noting the specific open items that would require market feedback to be closed. He asked Market Participants to submit feedback regarding these specific open items and to identify the need for any NPRRs. Mr. Doggett confirmed that the IDA Punchlist would be distributed for a review following the meeting and then scheduled for a detailed discussion by TPTF. 

Mr. Spangler suggested scheduling a companion discussion for items on the TPTF Punchlist. Mr. Doggett confirmed that the discussion would be scheduled during a future TPTF meeting. Mr. Macomber offered to see if any items from the TPTF Punch List could be readily incorporated into the IDA Punch List. 

Mr. Spangler noted that TPTF would need to make its first readiness declaration early in 2008. He suggested that when it is time for TPTF to discuss the readiness declaration, the IDA Punchlist and the TPTF Punchlist would probably need to be posted as reference materials, either in whole or in part. Mr. Doggett suggested that any reference materials used by TPTF to warrant a declaration of readiness should be populated in a single electronic folder that could be easily circulated to TAC. 

System of Systems Architecture Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Macomber provided an update on changes to the System of Systems Architecture (SoSA) model. He reminded the group that the SoSA model was being updated based on the completed use cases and that it was scheduled to be republished in January 2008.

UI Subgroup Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Macomber provided an update on recent activities for the UI Subgroup. 

Mr. Macomber reminded the group that Gerry Murphy had assumed the role of UI Project Manager. 

Mr. Macomber discussed wireframes for internal and external interfaces. He also discussed the status for all project UIs and noted that MPIM was already available in the Sandbox. Mr. Trefny opined that many Market Participants were probably not aware that MPIM was available in the Sandbox. Mr. Macomber noted that ERCOT had distributed a market notice and had held a kick-off meeting. Mr. Trefny noted that ERCOT had been distributing a high volume of generic-looking market notices, which was making it difficult for Market Participants to determine which notices require a market response. As a result, Mr. Trefny suggested that the MPIM team may not be receiving the feedback it needs to improve its product in a way that will truly benefit the market. Mr. Doggett noted that he would work with the program to develop a list of priority items requiring a market response and then communicate the list to TPTF. 

Mr. Macomber displayed a high-level view of the landing page for the ERCOT Control Screen for the Transmission Security Desk. He noted that the Control Screen would include a UI developed by ERCOT to provide customized navigation for Controllers, but the detailed screens behind the UI would be developed by the vendor. 

Kristi Ashley inquired about the status of the LMP Contour Map. Mr. Macomber confirmed that ERCOT was still planning to deliver the LMP Contour Map as part of the external MIS interface. He noted that the LMP Contour Map was targeted to integrate with MIS in early January 2008. He noted that the LMP Contour Map would skip the Sandbox and go straight to the EDS environment owing to its function as a display medium rather than an interactive medium. Mr. Macomber reminded TPTF that the data for the LMP Contour Map would only be “semi-live” initially until it can be synchronized to reflect the five-minute execution cycle for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED). 

Adam Martinez confirmed that a proof of concept was still being prepared for the full spread of 14 dashboards identified by the MIS Project. He noted that the MIS team was still carrying an action item to discuss the MIS dashboards with TPTF during the first quarter of 2008.

Mr. Macomber discussed the wireframes that had been recently reviewed by the UI Subgroup. Mr. Macomber noted that training was still being coordinated for the UIs. Mr. Spangler noted that it would be helpful if some of the training could be properly timed to correspond with EDS 3. 

Mr. Trefny noted that some of the terms in the UI wireframes did not correspond to the established terms defined in the Nodal Protocols. He recommended that Mr. Macomber synchronize all UI terms accordingly. 

Quality Center Update

Eileen Hall and the Quality Assurance Team discussed the recent updates for test reports available from the Quality Center online. 

MIS Update (See Key Documents)

Kate Horne provided an update regarding how ERCOT websites and applications would handle MIS Public, MIS Secure, and MIS Certified Information. Ms. Horne also provided a demonstration of how Market Participants should expect to use the MIS Web Portal and the ERCOT.com website to access information classified as Public or Secure. 

Ms. Horne noted that the ERCOT.com website and the MIS Public Area would access the same Public content from the same database, so duplicate postings would not be an issue. She noted that Market Participants without digital certificates would be able to view Public postings on the ERCOT.com website, while Market Participants with digital certificates would be able to view Public postings directly in the MIS without having to abandon their MIS sessions. 

Ms. Horne noted that a final list of Other Binding Documents was still being determined. 

Ms. Horne discussed the “View by Protocols” tool that will allow Market Participants to easily reference the Nodal Protocol language associated with any required report postings. She confirmed that the “View by Protocols” tool would be available on both the MIS and the ERCOT.com website, but only Public content could be viewed through the tool on the ERCOT.com website.

As requested during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting, Ms. Horne discussed the recommended revisions to Nodal Protocols Section 12, Market Information System. Mr. Trefny recommended that ERCOT should have a vetting process to track any web postings that affect the market, along with a comprehensive index of such postings. He suggested that the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) might be a suitable forum for discussing this topic. He noted that his intention was to identify a long-term posting solution that would not provide advantages or disadvantages to any market entity. 

Mr. Martinez cautioned that any implementation change to the way things are posted to ERCOT websites could affect the timeline for the MIS Project. 

NPRR089, Changing Posting Requirements of Certain Documents From MIS Secure to Public Area

Kristi Hobbs continued the discussion of NPRR089 as deferred from the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. The TPTF recommended striking two occurrences of the conditional phrase "unless otherwise specifically required by these Protocols" from paragraphs (2) and (2)(b)(i) of Section 1.1, Summary of the ERCOT Protocols Document. Mr. Trefny moved to endorse forwarding TPTF comments for NPRR089 to the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS). Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and five abstentions from the Municipal (1), Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (3), and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (1) Market Segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Discussion of Proposals for Setting the System-Wide Cap at Market Open (See Key Documents)

The TPTF considered market proposals for identifying the dollar amounts and heat rate values that should be used to set the System-Wide Cap (SWCAP) during the 45-Day period following the nodal market implementation date according to the methodology described in NPRR091, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing for a Total of 45 Days. Adrian Pieniazek discussed the comments for NPRR091 as submitted by NRG. Mr. Reynolds discussed a proposal from Power Gas & Consulting recommending the higher of $150 or 16*Fuel-Index Price (FIP). Mr. Reynolds moved to endorse submitting TPTF comments to PRS to recommend using the higher of $150 or 16*FIP for setting SWCAP for the initial 45-Day period following the Texas Nodal implementation date as described by the methodology in NPRR091. Nick Fehrenbach seconded the motion. The motion failed by roll-call vote, with 50% in favor and eight abstentions from the Cooperative (2), Municipal (1), IOU (3), and IPM (2) Market Segments. The opposing votes were from the IOU (1), Independent Generator (3), and IPM (3) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote.  

EDS 4 Approach Document (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDS 4 Approach document. 

Participants discussed the EDS 4 dates identified in the document. Mr. Mereness noted that the document had been aligned to the dates on the current EDS Timeline. Daryl Cote noted that the dates had been provided by the Delivery Assurance Group based upon the feedback they had received from the nodal projects. Market Participants discussed whether the dates in the handbook were realistic.  

Eric Goff requested moving up the date for availability of extracts and identifying the format for extracts so that Market Participants could start building. Kenneth Ragsdale noted that ERCOT could look at the possibility of identifying the format sooner to accommodate the request. Mr. Goff suggested that ERCOT should endeavor to make the testing as close to real-world testing as possible. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the detailed handbooks describing the testing had not been written yet, but he confirmed that Market Participants would be included in the review process once the handbooks became available. He confirmed that any market feedback received by ERCOT would be duly considered when determining how the testing should be conducted. 

Mr. Trefny noted that a performance test for DAM execution would need to be conducted on the full Network Model, so feedback would be required from the Network Model Management System (NMMS) Project regarding the timing for this. Mr. Mereness noted that he would address the timing of performance testing in subsequent phases in the handbook to allow for such feedback. 

Mr. Mereness indicated that a disclaimer statement had been placed in the EDS 4 Approach document to indicate that any changes to the EDS Timeline and any information published in subsequent handbooks would overrule the EDS 4 Approach document. The TPTF discussed whether the document should be approved with the dates as presented. Some Market Participants expressed concern that the approval would memorialize the dates contained in the document, while others noted that the EDS Timeline would always rule. The TPTF consensus was to consider approving the document despite the dates contained in it. The TPTF recommended updating the Revision History table to include a disclaimer indicating that any delivery dates would be owned by the Delivery Assurance Group. Mr. Mereness made the update as recommended and incremented the document to v0.04. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the EDS 4 Approach v0.04 as modified by TPTF on December 18, 2007. Dan Bailey seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Cooperative (1) and Consumer (2) Market Segments. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 

EDS 4 Release 9 DAM/Reliability Unit Commitment/Supplemental Ancillary Service Market Participant Handbook (See Key Documents)

Matt Mereness reviewed the disposition of comments for the EDS 4 Release 9 DAM/Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC)/Supplemental Ancillary Services Market (SASM) Market Participant Handbook. He took the action item to verify how the MMS would respond to Ancillary Service (AS) Trades that exceed the Ancillary Service Obligations for a QSE. Mr. Trefny moved to approve the EDS4 Release 9 DAM/RUC/SASM MP Handbook v0.2 as submitted. Bob Green seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. All Market Segments were represented for the vote. 
Update on WebEx Conference (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote provided an update on the December 12, 2007 WebEx meeting hosted by ERCOT to discuss Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) issues related to Split Generation Resources (SGRs). Mr. Cote noted that a majority of QSEs with registered SGRs had participated in the meeting. 

EDS Update (See Key Documents)

Mr. Cote provided a status report on the exit criteria for EDS testing. 

Mr. Cote noted that John Hall and John Webb were leaving ERCOT and that any direct communication previously sent to them should henceforth be sent to eds2@ercot.com.

Ms. Richard expressed concern that EDS field staff were not sufficiently informed about Readiness Metrics for QSEs, so they were not able to accurately communicate metrics-based testing dates. Ms. Richard suggested that the EDS team should make the commitment to communicate better internally with the end goal of improving communication with Market Participants in the field. 

Mr. Cote discussed SCED issues related to the State Estimator that may prevent ERCOT from declaring reasonableness for LMPs on January 15, 2008, including (from the slides):

· waiting on new, production-grade hardware for the Energy Management System (EMS)

· Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) mapping causing problems for SCED

· SCED unable to process constraint names and shift factors

· Market Participants sending incorrect values of Combined-Cycle configurations, causing SCED failure

· Market Participants sending High-Sustained Limit (HSL) values less than Low-Sustained Limit (LSL), resulting in SCED failure

· Market Participants sending Resource status of “off” when the actual telemetered megawatt (MW) output is greater than zero 

· Market Participants sending invalid Resource status

· DC-Tie telemetry missing and DC-Tie calculation not working  

Mr. Cote noted that joint efforts between Market Participants and ERCOT should resolve most of these issues and enable a declaration of readiness. The TPTF discussed possible solutions for the HSL< LSL issue (i.e., setting HSL = or >= to LSL). Mr. Cote noted that the EDS team would take an action item to address the issue by identifying the appropriate solution as published in existing documentation or recommended by Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) with the goal of establishing consistency in the data that Market Participants send to ERCOT. 

Mr. Cote discussed the exit criteria for the upcoming EDS 3 Release 6 for Load Frequency Control (LFC) testing, noting that any correspondence previously sent to Brian Davison should henceforth be sent to eds3@ercot.com. Mr. Cote displayed the current testing schedule for LFC.

Mr. Cote discussed EDS 3 Release 7 for Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) testing. He identified the participants that were expected to participate in CRR testing and noted that a kick-off meeting would be scheduled for January 18, 2008 from 1:00 to 3:00 p.m. (http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/01/20080118-EDS3.html). Mr. Cote noted that an updated version of the EDS CRR Testing Market Participant Handbook would be scheduled for discussion at TPTF during the January 21 – 23, 2008 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Cote noted that Market Participants intending to participate in EDS 4 Release 9.1 needed to register as soon as possible via email to eds4@ercot.com. He noted that a significant number of QSEs had missed the deadline to submit intent emails. He noted that a Release 9.1 kick-off WebEx meeting had been scheduled on December 20, 2007, from 9:00 to 11:00 am (http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/12/20071220-EDS4.html). 

Resource Asset Registration Form Update (See Key Documents)

Dana Showalter provided an update on the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF), including:

· Status of November 9, 2007 RARF Submittal

· Reminder of December 31, 2007 RARF Submittal

· Upcoming tasks for January and February 2008

Status of November 9, 2007 RARF Submittal

Ms. Showalter discussed statistics for recent RARF submittals, including:

· 91.5% received (194 out of 212)

· 80% received on time (170 out of 212)

· 87% received completed 

· 9% not received

Ms. Showalter noted that 87% of the RARF submissions were green, meaning that the majority of the fields that were required to complete the recent phase of the RARF had been completed on the forms. For the remaining RARFS, she noted that 12% were rated amber, and 1% were rated red. 

Ms. Ashley opined that ERCOT’s support staff was not very knowledgeable about the RARF, so they were not able to help answer RARF questions for Market Participants. She suggested that ERCOT should not be measuring readiness for RARFs if it is unable to help MPs complete their RARFs in an efficient manner.

Randy Jones noted that a lot of the information requested in the RARF had already been submitted by many Market Participants in the past. He noted that the duplication of this historical data was encumbering the registration process. He suggested that ERCOT should provide Market Participants with copies of their RARFs to keep on file as historical records to help expedite any registration process that may be required at some point in the future. Mr. Mereness noted that the registration data from the RARFs was being populated in a database that was transparent to other nodal projects, so the registration data was in a retrievable, usable medium that should ameliorate any tedium involved in future registration efforts, should they be necessary. 

Reminder of December 31, 2007 RARF Submittal

Ms. Showalter reminded Market Participants that the final RARF (not the Certified version) submittal that contained all fields, including planning fields, was due on December 31, 2007. She noted that a Q&A session would be provided via WebEx on December 13, 2007, including supplemental information to help Market Participants finish filling out their RARFs.

Upcoming tasks for January 2008

Ms. Showalter noted that a RARF Addendum was scheduled to be released on January 4, 2008 and would be due to ERCOT on January 31, 2008. She noted that the addendum would contain additional planning fields, clarifications for Combined-Cycle Configurations and Transitions, clarifications for Private Use Networks, and items that were omitted from the EDS 4 RARF. Ms. Showalter confirmed that the clarifications for Combined-Cycle Unit (CCU) configurations and Transitions were intended to incorporate the outcome of discussions regarding the increase in the number of allowable configurations for CCUs. Mr. Jones inquired how Market Participants would be able to determine if the dispatch would be reasonable for SGRs. Mr. Doggett noted that the discussion for this topic would be included as part of the discussion of the Calpine proposal (including Exelon comments) regarding the registration restriction on combined-cycle configurations. He confirmed that this discussion would be scheduled on the January 7 – 8, 2008 TPTF agenda. 

Ms. Showalter worked through the RARF Addendum spreadsheet. She stated that the spreadsheet would be populated over the holidays with the goal of publishing it in early January. She noted that the RARF Addendum would not be specific to EDS but would represent extensions to planning data for the complete RARF. Patrick Coon noted that conference calls and market announcements would herald the roll-out of the RARF Addendum. 

Upcoming tasks for February 2008
Ms. Showalter noted that the Certified RARF would be distributed to Market Participants in February 2008 and would be due to ERCOT in March 2008.

Mr. Coon discussed the reasons for maintaining the zonal Generation Asset Registration Form (GARF) along with the nodal RARF, noting (from the slides):

· for existing resources, a certified, combined form will necessitate reconciliation of parameters with zonal systems  

· the effort to update all zonal systems with 212 new submittals will require significant effort and resources not readily available.

· time will be needed to continue to verify data to minimize complications going into nodal

· for new resources, ERCOT Wholesale Client Services will assist with the completion of both forms

Mr. Coon noted that nodal data would carry different meanings than zonal data, which was another important reason to maintain both forms.

Discussion of Draft NPRR - Protocols 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications (See Key Documents)

Bill Barnes discussed the draft NPRR for Protocol 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications, noting that no changes had been made to the draft NPRR since the previous discussion at TPTF during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Barnes discussed the timing issues related to Capacity Trades and AS Trades. Market Participants suggested that the COMS team should illustrate the timing issues to TAC by providing TAC with an example of a situation wherein the DAM closed at 1500. Mr. Spangler moved to endorse the draft NPRR, Protocols 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications, to be submitted to PRS for consideration. Mr. Guermouche seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and twelve abstentions from the Municipal (1), Investor Owned Utility (1), Consumer (2), Independent Retail Electric Provider (7), and Independent Power Marketer (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Discussion of Draft NPRR - Nodal Protocol Revisions to the Reliability Must-Run Startup Energy Payment (See Key Documents)

John Bieltz discussed the draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Revisions to the Reliability Must-Run (RMR) Startup Energy Payment, noting that the document had been updated as requested by TPTF during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. Mr. Bieltz noted that no other changes had been made to the document and that no comments had been received during the review period. Mr. Guermouche moved to approve the draft NPRR for Nodal Protocol Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment. No second was made to the motion. Mr. Guermouche withdrew the motion. The TPTF consensus was to table discussion for the document until Wednesday, December 19, 2007 (see this discussion continued below).  

White Paper - Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants (See Key Documents)

Mr. Ragsdale discussed the COMS white paper Details on the Settlement of Combined Cycle Plants, noting that he had removed the references to the IDA white paper IDA003, CCU Modeling in the Nodal Design v1.0, to allow the settlement component for CCU to be addressed separately. Mr. Ragsdale noted that the Verifiable Costs subgroup was still discussing some issues that might override the white paper. Russell Lovelace moved to approve the COMS white paper Details on the Settlements of Combined Cycle Plants v0.94 as submitted. Mr. Trefny recommended revising the document to clarify the configuration of the plant that will be telemetered to ERCOT as described in Section 15, Dual Grid Combined Cycle Plants. Mr. Ragsdale revised the document as requested and incremented the document to v0.95. Mr. Lovelace amended his motion to approve the COMS white paper Details on the Settlements of Combined Cycle Plants v0.95 as modified by TPTF on December 18, 2007. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 83.3% in favor and three abstentions from the IOU (1) and IPM (2) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 
CRR Project - Discussion of Draft NPRRs (See Key Documents)

Beth Garza discussed the following draft NPRRs for the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Project:

· Draft NPRR, Correct Reference to Credit Limit 

· Draft NPRR, Clarify Recipients of McCamey Flowgate Rights (MCFRIs) 

· Draft NPRR, Removing Pre-assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) Release Mechanism

The TPTF tabled discussion of the draft NPRRs until December 19, 2007. The TPTF requested that the draft NPRRs be resubmitted in the appropriate NPRR submittal forms with the reasons for revision identified to facilitate a vote (see this discussion continued below).  

Meeting Recess and Resumption

Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:20 p.m. on Tuesday, December 18, 2007. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 9:45 a.m. on Wednesday, December 19, 2007. 

CRR Project - Discussion of Draft NPRRs (Continued) (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza continued the discussion of draft NPRRs for the CRR Project.

Draft NPRR, Correct Reference to Credit Limit 

Ms. Garza discussed the draft NPRR, Correct Reference to Credit Limit, noting that the draft NPRR had been resubmitted in the appropriate form as requested by TPTF. Ms. Garza described the reasons for revision and the overall market benefits as reflected in the draft NPRR. Ms. Garza made revisions to the language for Counter-Party and CRR Account-Holder as recommended by TPTF. Mr. Trefny moved to endorse forwarding the CRR draft NPRR, Correct Reference to Credit Limit, to PRS as modified by TPTF on December 19, 2007. Pamela Zdenek seconded the motion. The motion carried with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Consumer (2) and IPM (1) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Draft NPRR, Clarify Recipients of MCFRIs 

Ms. Garza discussed the draft NPRR, Clarify Recipients of MCFRIs, noting that the draft NPRR had been resubmitted in the appropriate form as requested by TPTF. Ms. Garza described the reasons for revision and overall market benefits as reflected in the draft NPRR. Ms. Garza noted that MCFRIs would have no value until deposited, so ERCOT would need to know which accounts to associate with the Wind Generation Resources (WGRs) receiving allocations in McCamey. The TPTF revised the draft NPRR to indicate that WGRs shall designate CRR Account Holders to receive allocated MCFRIs. Mr.  Fehrenbach moved to endorse forwarding the CRR draft NPRR Clarify Recipients of MCFRIs to PRS as modified by TPTF on December 19, 2007. Kenan Ogelman seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and six abstentions from the IOU (2), Consumer (2), and IPM (2) Market Segments. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

The discussion of the Draft NPRR for Removing PCRR Release Mechanism was delayed to accommodate a discussion of the Draft NPRR Registered Configuration of Private Use Networks (see “CRR Project - Discussion of Draft NPRRs” continued below). 

Discuss Draft NPRR, Registered Configuration of Private Use Networks (See Key Documents)
Tom Boyd discussed the draft NPRR, Registered Configuration of Private Use Networks, noting that its purpose was to allow any Private Use Network interconnected to the ERCOT grid at a single Settlement Point to register as a single-configuration Combined-Cycle Resource. Mr. Boyd noted that the current RARF required each generating unit in a Private Use Network to submit an individual registration. He discussed some possible settlement issues that might result from this requirement. 

John Adams noted that ERCOT was not necessarily opposed to the concept described in the draft NPRR from a reliability perspective, but he noted that ERCOT would still require individual registrations for all physical units in a Private Use Network. Mr. Trefny expressed concern that the proposed method would not meet the requirements of PUC rule 25.501 (d) requiring that ERCOT competitively procure energy and ancillary services using resource-specific bid curves.  Mr. Adams suggested forming a subgroup to discuss the draft NPRR in more detail, including the commercial components and any potential impacts to project schedules and budgets. Several Market Participants expressed interest in attending the subgroup, including Scott Wardle, Manny Munoz, and Don Jones. Mr. Doggett noted that an update on the subgroup could be scheduled during the January 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF agenda depending on how much progress could be made during the interim.

CRR Project - Discussion of Draft NPRRs (Continued) (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza discussed the draft NPRR Removing PCRR Release Mechanism. 

Ms. Garza described the PCRR release mechanism as previously presented to TPTF during the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting. She noted that the draft NPRR had been resubmitted in the appropriate form as requested by TPTF. Ms. Garza described the reasons for revision and overall market benefits as reflected in the draft NPRR

Market Participants discussed the need to avoid any additional changes, costs, or delays that might result from approving the draft NPRR without concurrence from the COMS Project. The TPTF suspended discussion of the draft NPRR until later in the afternoon to allow time for Ms. Garza and Mr. Ragsdale to discuss settlement issues offline.

Mr. Bailey recommended that if TPTF could not reach a consensus on the settlement component prior to the end of the meeting, the conceptual component for the PCRR Release Mechanism should be approved on its own to avoid duplicating a discussion of it during a future meeting. No one objected to approving the concept separately from the settlement component. 

This discussion was suspended until later in the meeting (see “CRR Project - Discussion of Draft NPRRs” continued below).

Review of Readiness Metrics (See Key Documents)

Chris Wilkinson reviewed remaining Nodal Readiness Metrics, making modifications to the Working Metric Inventory document as recommended by TPTF for the following metrics: 

· Market Participant Metrics

· MP19, Load Serving Entities Engagement and Readiness

· MP16, Market Participant EDS 4 Trials Participation

· MP18, Mapping of Resources and Loads in Private Area Networks is Complete

· Commercial Operations Metrics


· CO1, Settle Market for 7 Days and provide appropriate extracts

· CO2, Verify Dispute Process of 168-Hour Test

· CO3, Verify DAM Settlement Statements

· CO4, Zonal/Nodal Coordinated Settlement Operations

· CO5, Verify Real-Time Market (RTM) Settlement Statements 

The metrics discussion was suspended to accommodate a return to the CRR discussion of the draft NPRR PCRR Release Mechanism (see “Review of Readiness Metrics” continued below).

CRR Project - Discussion of Draft NPRRs (Continued) (See Key Documents)

Ms. Garza and Mr. Ragsdale continued the discussion of the draft NPRR Removing PCRR Release Mechanism. The TPTF consensus was to defer discussion of the draft NPRR until a more detailed treatment of the settlement components could be coordinated. Mr. Bailey suggested approving the concept for the PCRR Release Mechanism as described in the draft NPRR with the caveat that the settlement component would be addressed during the next TPTF meeting on January 7 – 8, 2007. Mr. Ragsdale confirmed that he would try to be available to support the discussion during the next meeting. Mr. Trefny requested that the draft NPRR would not be forwarded to PRS until the settlement component was agreed upon and approved by TPTF. No one objected to this approach. Mr. Bailey moved to endorse the ERCOT-proposed concept of the PCRR Release Mechanism as described in the CRR draft NPRR PCRR Release Mechanism as modified by TPTF on December 19, 2007, with the understanding that the draft NPRR would be reconciled with the settlement component and approved by TPTF as a package before being forwarded to PRS. Mr. Ogelman seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Review of Readiness Metrics (Continued) (See Key Documents)

Mr. Wilkinson continued the review of the Readiness Metrics, making revisions in the Working Metric Inventory as recommended by TPTF for the following metrics:

· Commercial Operations Metrics

· CO6, Verify RTM Settlement Invoices 

· CO7, Verify DAM Invoices 

· CO8, Verify CRR Auction Invoices

· CO9, Verify Financial Transfer and Processing 

· CO10, Verify Credit Calculations 

· Energy Management Operations Metrics

· EMO12, Network Operations Model and State Estimator Performance 

· EMO13, ERCOT Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness 

· Market Operations Metrics

· MO7, ERCOT Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness

. 

Mr. Trefny moved to endorse ERCOT moving forward with the following metrics as modified by TPTF on December 19, 2007:

· MP19, Load Serving Entities Engagement and Readiness

· MP16, Market Participant EDS 4 Trials Participation

· MP18, Mapping of Resources and Loads in Private Area Networks is Complete

· CO1, Settle Market for 7 Days and Provide Appropriate Extracts

· CO2, Verify Dispute Process of 168 Hour Test

· CO3, Verify DAM Settlement Statements 

· CO4, Zonal/Nodal Coordinated Settlement Operations

· CO5, Verify RTM Settlement Statements 

· CO6, Verify RTM Settlement Invoices 

· CO7, Verify DAM Invoices 

· CO8, Verify CRR Auction Invoices

· CO9, Verify Financial Transfer and Processing 

· CO10, Verify Credit Calculations 

· EMO12, Network Operations Model and State Estimator Performance 

· EMO13, ERCOT Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness 

· MO7, ERCOT Operating Personnel and Facilities Readiness 

Ms. Zdenek seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Mr. Doggett noted that the remaining metrics would be noticed for review and discussion during the January 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting. 

Discussion of Draft NPRR - Nodal Protocol Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment (Continued) (See Key Documents)

Mr. Bieltz continued the discussion of the draft NPRR and modified the document as recommended by TPTF to reference the RMR allocation flag for eligibility as determined in the Nodal Protocols for start-up payments and commitments in either RUC or DAM. Mr. Spangler moved to endorse forwarding the draft NPRR Nodal Protocol Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment to PRS as modified by TPTF December 19, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

Draft NPRR for Changes to Nodal Protocols Section 8 (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Spangler discussed the draft NPRR for Changes to Nodal Protocols Section 8. The TPTF discussed the reasons for revision and the overall market benefits for the draft NPRR. The TPTF made revisions to the document and changed the title to “Changes to Section 8 to Incorporate Role of Texas Regional Entity (TRE), the Independent Market Monitor (IMM), and the Concept of Market Compliance.” Mr. Spangler moved to endorse the draft NPRR Changes to Section 8 to Incorporate Role of TRE, the IMM, and the Concept of Market Compliance to be forwarded to PRS as modified by TPTF on December 19, 2007. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Independent Generator, Consumer, and IREP Market Segments were not represented for the vote.  

Discuss Future Agenda Items

Mr. Doggett noted that the draft agenda items for the January 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting would be distributed following the meeting. 

Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Bridges adjourned the meeting at 3:20 p.m. on Wednesday, December 19, 2007.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	· Work with Mr. Guermouche to identify a date and to arrange meeting accommodations for a subgroup to discuss DAM participation issues for self-committed units.
· Work with the nodal program to develop a list of priority items from recent market notices that require response from Market Participants; communicate the list to TPTF.
	T. Doggett

	· Post hyperlinks for the Quality Center Dashboard and the Protocol Transition Plan matrix to the December 17 – 19, 2007 TPTF meeting page.
· Distribute the IDA Punchlist for review.
	S. Bridges

	MMS Action Items:

· Work with Mr. Doggett and Mr. Bridges to distribute a list of Baseline 1 and 2 items for MMS to the TPTF email list. 

· Identify what the MMS deferrals will mean to Market Participants.
· Provide Market Participants with any S&B information related to MMS deferral items in time for them to assess any impacts for their organizations.
· Identify the methodology and timelines for any workaround solutions for MMS deferral items.
· Clarify the extent to which a deferral of the Incremental/Decremental EOC for DSRs would impact the market as a whole.
· Clarify how soon after go-live ERCOT could implement the functionality for Incremental/Decremental EOC for DSRs if deferred.
· Investigate the possibility of creating a single Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) to address MMS deferral items.
· Identify the costs and timeframes associated with MMS deferral items.
· Work with Mr. Sullivan to see what the implementation schedule for deferred MMS items might be following go-live.

· Distribute the ERCOT Operations Groups list to the TPTF email list.


	M. Nixon and MMS Team

	EDS 4 Action Items:

· Investigate the possibility of identifying the format for extracts sooner to 
· Verify how the MMS will respond to AS Trades that exceed the Output Schedule obligation. 

	K. Ragsdale and M. Mereness

	Identify appropriate solution for issue of Market Participants sending HSL values less than LSL values.  
	D. Cote and EDS Team 


� Meeting Attendance covers the full day for this 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 meeting location for January 10th remains to be determined.


� The initial set of proposed metrics criteria was discussed during the teleconference on December 19, 2006.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the January 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070103-TPTF_Review.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070103-TPTF_Review.html�


� 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 January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070108-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070108-TPTF.html�


� The meeting minutes from November 28, 2006 state that Mr. Doggett agreed to consult Pat Harris and the Market Information System (MIS) team regarding any challenges to the MIS project posed by NPRRs being withheld until March 2008. At that time, Ms. Harris confirmed that no negative impacts were expected.  


� This review was carried over from the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF meeting.


� 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 RUC settlements.


� Meeting Attendance includes participants who 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 January 15, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070115-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070115-TPTF.html�


� This punch list was carried over from the December 4 – 5, 2006 TPTF meeting.


� 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 meeting location for March 5 – 7, 2007 remains to be determined.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070122-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070122-TPTF.html�


� During the January 8 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting, Mr. Sullivan identified “insufficient engagement” as a top risk, noting the need for improved levels of engagement among Project Managers and ERCOT Business Owners.


� See Nodal Protocol 3.10.7.3, Definition of Special Protection Systems and Remedial Action Plans.





� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting. However, some 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 February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070205-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070205-TPTF.html�


� This white paper supplanted the Equipment Status Change white paper, which was formerly discussed at the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting. 


� The development of the Draft NPRR for Opportunity Outage was proposed at the January 22 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting during the discussion for the Equipment Status Change white paper. 


� The additional API scope was first introduced at the December 4, 2006 TPTF Meeting (see Agenda Item 6, Consider Addition of Scope of API for CRR System, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/12/20061204-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/12/20061204-TPTF.html�).


� See Agenda Item 12, Review of CRR Auction Engine Performance (by Nexant), from the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF Meeting, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061128-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061128-TPTF.html�.





� Meeting Attendance covers the entire day of the TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. 


� Meeting location to be determined.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the February 12, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070212-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070212-TPTF.html�


� This review was continued from the February 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting.


� Meeting Attendance covers the entire day of the TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. 


� The Agenda and Key Documents for the February 20, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070220-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070220-TPTF.html�.


� See Nodal Protocols, Section 22 Attachment H: Standard Form Market Participant Agreement at: 


� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/protocols/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/protocols/index.html�


� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting. However, some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.  


� Meeting location to be determined.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the February 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070222-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070222-TPTF.html�.


� See Nodal Protocols, Section 22 Attachment H: Standard Form Market Participant Agreement at: 


� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/protocols/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/protocols/index.html�


� See the Key Documents “ERCOT Non-Disclosure Agreements” and “NDA Instructions” at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/nda/" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/nda/�.


� The MMS Outage Scheduler Requirements were approved during the February 12, 2007 TPTF Meeting. 


� ETAG refers to the process of electronically requesting, approving, and recording energy transactions via the Internet. For more information, visit the NERC website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.nerc.com" ��http://www.nerc.com�) and select “E-Tag” from the ‘NERC Fast Links’ drop-menu.





� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting. However, some 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 February 28 – March 1, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070228-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070228-TPTF.html�


� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting. However, some 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 March 5 – 7, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/03/20070305-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/03/20070305-TPTF.html�


� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting. However, some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.  


� For meeting information, see the TPTF Meeting page for April 2 – 3, 2007: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070402-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070402-TPTF.html�.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the March 22 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/03/20070322-TPTF_.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/03/20070322-TPTF_.html�.


� See the key documents for the March 15, 2007 ROS meeting at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/03/20070315-ROS.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/03/20070315-ROS.html�


� Meeting Attendance covers both days of the TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. 


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the April 2 – 3, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070402-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070402-TPTF.html�


� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. 


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070423-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070423-TPTF.html�


� Visit the Nodal Transition Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html�.


� Meeting Attendance covers both days of the TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. 


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070507-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070507-TPTF.html�





� See the Key Document “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0423/21e_MISPortalPrototype3_DemoSteps_%282%29.doc" �21e- MIS Portal Prototype 3- Demo Notes�” on the April 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting page (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070423-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070423-TPTF.html�).


� Also known as Split-Generation Resource (SGR). 


� Meeting Attendance covers all days of the TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. 


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070521-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070521-TPTF.html�.


� Visit the meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070606-RQ.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070606-RQ.html�.


� Later in the meeting, Mr. Doggett announced June 21, 2007 as the additional TPTF meeting date.


� The full names for these PRRs are: 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


� The full title for this document is, “DAM Energy Settlements, Settlement for Point-To-Point (PTP) Obligations Bought in DAM, and Day-Ahead Congestion Rent v1.1.”


� The COMS use cases are available for pick-up from IDA at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/ida/index.html#oth" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/ida/index.html#oth�.


� Visit the official SurveyMonkey website at � HYPERLINK "http://www.surveymonkey.com" ��http://www.surveymonkey.com�.


� Subscribe to the Nodal Market Readiness email list at � HYPERLINK "http://lists.ercot.com" ��http://lists.ercot.com�.


� Visit the Nodal Groups web page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/committees/nodal/index.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/committees/nodal/index.html�.


� The Meeting Attendance covers both days of the TPTF meeting up to 9:30 a.m. on June 12, 2007. For attendance information from the joint TPTF-PRS meeting, see the June 12, 2007 PRS meeting minutes. Some participants recorded in the Meeting Attendance may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting.  


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the June 11 – 12, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070611-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070611-TPTF.html�.


� See the approved minutes for the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070507-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070507-TPTF.html�.





� This document was formerly known as “EDS 3 Detailed Plan.”


� This document was formerly known as “External Transmission Networks.” 


� See “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/kd/iccpsrp/ICCP_Service_Request_Process_v1.0.doc" \o "ICCP Service Request Process " �ICCP Service Request Process v1.0�” on the Nodal Transition Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/index.html�.


� The Requirements Specification for RT RMR was previously approved during the May 21 – 23, 2007 TPTF meeting. See the meeting minutes at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070521-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070521-TPTF.html�.


� The full title of this Requirement Specification is “DAM Energy Settlements, Settlement for Point-To-Point (PTP) Obligations Bought in DAM, and Day-Ahead Congestion Rent.”





� The Minutes, Agenda, and Key Documents for the June 12, 2007 TPTF-PRS meeting may be found at: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070612-PRS_TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070612-PRS_TPTF.html�.


� The Meeting Attendance covers the entire TPTF meeting, although some participants may not have attended the entire meeting.  


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the June 21, 2007 TPTF Meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070621-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070621-TPTF.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the June 25 – 27, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070625-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/06/20070625-TPTF.html�.


� Visit the Nodal Training Readiness webpage at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/training/readiness/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/training/readiness/index.html�.


� See the “Guide for Self-Reporting Questionnaire” at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html�.


� Visit the Nodal Groups webpage at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/committees/nodal/index.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/committees/nodal/index.html�.


� See Table 19, ICCP Object Names for Generation Control and Regulation Data Sent to QSEs, in the ERCOT Nodal ICCP Communication Handbook v1.0, located at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/index.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the July 9 – 10, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070709-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070709-TPTF.html�.


� See the key documents “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0709/05a_Corrected_Votes_TPTF_062107.zip" �05a- Corrected Votes from the June 21, 2007 TPTF meeting�” and “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0709/05b_Corrected_Votes_TPTF_062507.zip" �05b- Corrected Votes from the June 25 - 27, 2007 TPTF meeting�,” posted to the 070907 TPTF meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070709-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070709-TPTF.html�.


� This document was approved during the May 7 – 8, 2007 TPTF meeting (see the “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0507/Approved_TPTF_Meeting_Minutes_050707.doc" �Approved TPTF Meeting Minutes 050707�” posted at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070507-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/05/20070507-TPTF.html�).


� See the updated, public-access version of this document, “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0709/06b_TN.EMS.61C01.EnergyManagementSystem.CSD_Redline_Ver._0.1.zip" �06b- EMS CSD v0.11 (released 07/06/07) (updated to remove AREVA IP items)�,” posted to the July 9, 2007 TPTF meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070709-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070709-TPTF.html�.


� See the Key Document “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/mktinfo/services/kd/2007-2008%20ERCOT%20Methodologies%20for%20Determining%20Ancillary%20Serv.doc" �2007-2008 ERCOT Methodologies for Determining Ancillary Service Requirements�,” posted at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/mktinfo/services/index.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/mktinfo/services/index.html�.


� See the EDS 1 Weekly Status Reports on the Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds1/documents/index.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070723-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070723-TPTF.html�.


� See the Key Document “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/committees/board/tac/tptf/keydocs/2007/timeline_0725.pdf" �EDS Timeline�” on the main TPTF meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/committees/board/tac/tptf/index.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/committees/board/tac/tptf/index.html�.


� See the Key Document “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0723/08c_Cleanup_NPRR_TPTF20070723_v04.ppt" �08c- CRR- Presentation for Section 7 Cleanup NPRR�” posted to the July 23 – 25, 2007 TPTF meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070723-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/07/20070723-TPTF.html�.


� See the Key Document “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/mer/pd/t-cc/Nodal_Training_Course_Curriculum_TPTF_Approved_092806_Edited.doc" \o "Training Course Curriculum" �Training Course Curriculum Descriptions v2.0�” posted to the Nodal Courses web page at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/training/courses/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/training/courses/index.html�.


� See the document “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/documents/docs/Sandbox_Defects.xls" \o "Key Documents" �Sandbox Web Services Defects�” posted at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/documents/index.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the August 13 – 14, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/08/20070813-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/08/20070813-TPTF.html�.


� The Nodal Settlements Mini-Market Examples may be accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/coms/index.html#sup" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/coms/index.html#sup�.


� The “topology processor” referred to in the revisions for the draft TPTF meeting minutes was discussed again later in the meeting (see the discussion below for Draft NPRR to Modify Language for Electrical Bus in Section 3.1.5.1).


� The updates for the CRR Requirements, as well as the CSD, incorporate the board-approved changes through Baseline 2 that are associated with NPRR047, Credit Monitoring – ERCOT Staff Clarifications, and NPRR059, Reconfiguring the Annual CRR Auction.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/08/20070827-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/08/20070827-TPTF.html�.


� Visit the Nodal Transition Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html�.


� See “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/documents/docs/sandbox_defects_v3_0.xls" \o "Key Documents" �Sandbox Web Services Defects�” at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/sandbox/documents/index.html�; also see “� HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds3/documents/r5/known_issues_compiled_20070831.xls" \o "Release 5 - SCED" �Known Issues Compiled�” at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds3/documents/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/eds3/documents/index.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the September 10 – 11, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/09/20070910-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/09/20070910-TPTF.html�.


� The initial ERCOT Post Nodal Staffing Forecast was presented to TPTF during the February 5, 2007 TPTF meeting (See the Key Document � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0205/05_ERCOT_Post_Nodal_Staffing_Draft.ppt" �05- Nodal Program Update- (Post-Nodal Staffing Forecast TPTF 02/05/07)� as posted to the TPTF meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070205-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/02/20070205-TPTF.html�).


� See the document � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/cit/odfr/dnsdt/Protocol_Transition_Plan_Revised_082207.xls" \o "Draft Nodal to Zonal Disposition Table" �Protocol Transition Plan Revised (08/22/07)� as posted to Current Issues and Topics at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/cit/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/cit/index.html�.


�  This discussion was continued from the August 27 – 29, 2007 TPTF Meeting.


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


� Visit the Nodal Transition Readiness Center at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/readiness/index.html�.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the September 24 – 26, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/09/20070924-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/09/20070924-TPTF.html�.


� This document is posted to the nodal website at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/edw/index.html#req" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/edw/index.html#req�.


� This document is posted to the nodal website at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/edw/index.html#oth" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/edw/index.html#oth�.


� Reference Nodal Protocol 6.5.9.4.2, Restoration of Market Operations.


� See the key document “� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2007/0423/06f_MP_Data_Access.pdf" �06f- IDA Understanding Market Participant Data Access�” posted on the April 23, 2007 TPTF meeting page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070423-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/04/20070423-TPTF.html�.





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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





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


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


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


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the November 26 – 28, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/11/20071126-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/11/20071126-TPTF.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the December 3 – 4, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: 


�HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/12/20071203-TPTF.html"�http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/12/20071203-TPTF.html�.


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


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll-Call Votes for the December 17 - 19, 2007 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/12/20071217-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/12/20071217-TPTF.html�
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