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Austin, TX 78744

December 15 – 16, 2008

Meeting Attendance: 


Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	Investor Owned Utility
	Luminant

	Jackson, James
	Municipal 
	CPS San Antonio

	Kroskey, Tony
	Cooperative 
	Brazos Electric Power (via teleconference)

	Lovelace, Russell
	Independent Power Marketer
	Shell Energy North America

	Marsh, Tony
	Independent Power Marketers
	Westar Energy

	McEvoy, Kevin
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Munoz, Manny
	Investor Owned Utilities
	CenterPoint Energy

	Reynolds, Jim
	Independent REP
	Power and Gas Consulting 

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	LCRA

	Ross, Trina
	Investor Owned Utility
	AEP Corporation

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy, Inc.


Assigned Proxies:

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

· Stephen Massey (City of Allen) to Chris Brewster

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

Assigned Alternates:

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

· Don Wilson (City of Eastland) to Chris Brewster

· Stanley Newton (Westar Energy, Inc.) to Tony Marsh
Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Adib, Parviz
	APX, Inc.

	Alford, Anthony 
	CenterPoint (via teleconference)

	Bailey, Dan
	City of Garland

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Bogen, David
	Oncor (via teleconference)

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy 

	Castillo, Phyllis
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Chang, Robin
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Crawford, Dan
	Power Costs, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville Public Utilities (via teleconference)

	DeMars, Randy
	Shell Energy North America (via teleconference)

	Dickinson, Ken
	BP Energy (via teleconference)

	Dioun, Mida
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Erbrick, Michael
	EPIC Merchant Energy (via teleconference)

	Fox, Kip
	AEP

	Garza, Beth
	Potomac Economics (via teleconference)

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy, Inc. 

	Green, Bob
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Greer, Clayton
	J. Aron & Company (via teleconference)

	Gurley, Larry
	TXU

	Harrell, Patty
	DC Energy (via teleconference)

	Hill, Brady
	LCRA

	Hoeinghaus, Ronnie
	City of Garland (via teleconference)

	Marchelli, Mario
	Shell Energy North America (via teleconference)

	Marx, Eddie
	Reliant Energy, Inc. (via teleconference)

	Morgan, Richard
	(via teleconference)

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA (via teleconference)

	Ogelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy San Antonio

	Orlando, Brandon
	FPL Energy (via teleconference)

	Ottmer, Pat
	Garland Power and Light (via teleconference)

	Palani, Ananth
	EnergyCo (via teleconference)

	Potts, Dave
	The Structure Group

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions (via teleconference)

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ Energy Marketing

	Shepherd, Scott
	The Structure Group (via teleconference)

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Assoc.

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA

	Spangler, Bob
	Luminant

	Stanfield, Leonard
	CPS Energy San Antonio (via teleconference)

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska Power Services (via teleconference)

	Wallace, Billy
	North American Power Associates

	Whittle, Brandon
	Deutsche Bank (via teleconference)

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Covington

	Woodard, Stacey
	Austin Energy (via teleconference)

	Worley, E.
	Tenaska Power Services (via teleconference)

	Yan, Kangning
	PSEG (via teleconference)

	Yu, Chien-Ning
	ABB (via teleconference)

	Zarnikau, Jay
	Frontier Associates

	Zhao, Jessica
	Direct Energy (via teleconference)


ERCOT Staff:

	Name

	Anderson, Troy (via teleconference)

	Ashbaugh, Jackie

	Atanacio, Manuel

	Bauld, Amanda (via teleconference)

	Bianco, Mike

	Bridges, Stacy 

	Cheng, Tao (via teleconference)

	Clarke, Linda

	Colmenero, Christina (via teleconference)

	Cote, Daryl (via teleconference)

	Day, Betty (via teleconference)

	Economides, Brett (via teleconference)

	Frosch, Colleen

	Garner, Ingrid  

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Hansen, Charles

	Hinsley, Ron

	Hobbs, Kristi (via teleconference)

	Horne, Kate

	Hui, Hailong

	Krein, Steve

	Krishnaswamy, Sankara

	Kunz, Burton (via teleconference)

	Landry, Kelly 

	Levine, Jonathon 

	Luedke, Betty 

	Martinez, Adam

	Matlock, Robert  (via teleconference)

	Mereness, Matt

	Mickey, Joel

	Middleton, Scott 

	Moorty, Sainath 

	Mullikin, John (via teleconference)

	Nielsen, Terry (via teleconference)

	Nixon, Murray

	Opheim, Calvin (via teleconference)

	Oswalt, Kirk (via teleconference)

	Parish, Hope

	Patterson, Mark

	Peljto, Haso (via teleconference)

	Peterson, Bill (via teleconference)

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Raina, Gokal (via teleconference)

	Robinson, Jeff

	Rose, Erica (via teleconference)

	Sarasa, Raj (via teleconference)

	Shaw, Pamela (via teleconference)

	Smallwood, Aaron (via teleconference)

	Surendran, Resmi 

	Tindall, Sandra (via teleconference)

	Tucker, Carrie (via teleconference)

	White, Steve (via teleconference)

	Zani, Rachelle


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

Antitrust Admonition

Joel Mickey read the antitrust admonition as displayed.

Review Agenda (See Key Documents)

Mr. Mickey reviewed the agenda for the two-day meeting. 

Confirmation of Future TPTF Meetings

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

· January 12 – 13, 2009

· January 26 – 28, 2009

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes (See Key Documents)  

Stacy Bridges reviewed comments for the October 27 – 29, 2008 and November 10 – 11, 2008 draft meeting minutes and made additional revisions as recommended by TPTF. 
Market Participants requested scheduling a TPTF discussion in January 2009 to clarify how ERCOT Business Processes and Procedures will be reviewed with TPTF and how market feedback will be incorporated. They also requested scheduling a January 2009 discussion of the current Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) process, including any adjustments that may be needed in the TPTF approach to reviewing NPRRs and assigning essentiality status. 
Mr. Bridges called the voice vote improperly when requesting approval for the minutes, so he re-called the vote later in the meeting (see this discussion continued below).

NPRR135, Deletion of Unaccounted For Energy Analysis Zone Language 

Mr. Bridges noted that TPTF had previously considered NPRR135 on July 7, 2008 but had requested deferring further discussion until after a corresponding PRR could be submitted by ERCOT staff. He confirmed that the corresponding PRR had been submitted and was recently approved by the ERCOT Board of Directors (hereafter, the Board). He requested that TPTF resume its discussion of NPRR135 and assign an essentiality status. Calvin Opheim was available to support the discussion. 
Bob Spangler requested that TPTF defer assigning an essentiality status to NPRR135 until after a nodal Impact Analysis (IA) could be posted. He noted that although the IA previously posted for the corresponding PRR770, Deletion of Unaccounted For Energy (UFE) Analysis Zone Language, indicates no impacts, ERCOT should post a nodal version of the IA to confirm whether any additional impacts are anticipated for carrying the approved zonal changes into the Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler suggested following this approach whenever TPTF considers a “synchronizing” NPRR—i.e., one that serves solely to align current Nodal Protocols with changes already approved by the Board in a corresponding PRR.

Market Participants discussed the general approach to assigning essentiality status as described in the Board-approved document Managing Protocol Content During Texas Nodal Market Implementation. They noted that the approach currently being followed by TPTF did not seem to be consistent with the approach described in the document, and they suggested that the document be re-evaluated to ensure alignment with current processes. Kristi Hobbs confirmed that the document was already being reviewed by ERCOT.
Floyd Trefny inquired about the status of Troy Anderson’s spreadsheet of Post-Baseline 2 NPRRs and requested that an update be scheduled during the next TPTF meeting.

Mr. Bridges took action items to:

· Request an IA posting for NPRR135

· Inquire if a posting can be maintained on the nodal website for Mr. Anderson’s spreadsheet of Post-Baseline 2 NPRRs 

· Schedule a Change Process Update on a January 2009 TPTF agenda to discuss:

· the current version of Mr. Anderson’s spreadsheet of Post-Baseline 2 NPRRs

· the current version of the updated change process flowchart

· TPTF’s role in reviewing change items and assigning essentiality status

NPRR149, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan to Energy Emergency Alert 

TPTF took no action on NPRR149 for the same reasons described in the discussion of NPRR135 above. TPTF requested deferring the assignment of an essentiality status to NPRR149 until after a nodal IA is posted. Colleen Frosch was available to support the discussion.  

NPRR155, Clarification of Authorized Representative 

Mr. Mickey noted that Patrick Coon would be unable to attend the discussion of NPRR155. Mr. Bridges noted that NPRR155 was scheduled to be approved by the Board in January 2009. TPTF held no discussion for NPRR155.

NPRR146, Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol Telemetry Information Submittals 

Mr. Bridges noted that the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) had recently referred NPRR146 to TPTF to consider ERCOT comments dated November 13, 2008. Linda Clarke discussed the ERCOT comments, which include clarifications for how ERCOT will treat submittals of Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) that contain only Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol (ICCP) data object names. Ms. Clarke revised NPRR146 as recommended by TPTF to incorporate the clarifications into Nodal Protocol Section 3.10.1, Time Line for Network Operations Model Change Requests. Kip Fox moved to endorse forwarding TPTF comments for NPRR146 to PRS as modified by TPTF on Dec 15, 2008. Manuel Munoz seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous roll-call vote. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote. 

NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697, Posting Requirement Changes 

Market Participants discussed NPRR165 and noted that the expiration timelines for Protected Information as identified in NPRR165 may be in conflict with the posting timelines for Market Information System (MIS) Public Area information as identified in NPRR102, Implementation of PUC Subst. R. 25.505(f), Publication of Resource and Load Information. Carrie Tucker took an action item to research the potential conflict. Mr. Trefny requested that NPRR165 be scheduled for additional TPTF discussion during the January 12 – 13, 2008 TPTF meeting. 
Demand-Side Working Group Issues (See Key Documents) 
Steve Krein discussed a new draft NPRR, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) for the Load Zone and LMPs for Each Hub. This NPRR clarifies the ICCP telemetry and posting of Load Zone and Hub LMPs immediately subsequent to each Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) interval. Mr. Krein made additional revisions to the document as recommended by TPTF. Market Participants requested that the NPRR be submitted to PRS for consideration at the most immediate PRS meeting in order to minimize impacts on nodal development while still providing maximum price transparency as well as to be considered for inclusion in Release 5 of the Market Management System (MMS) software. Mr. Trefny moved to endorse the draft NPRR with a preliminary essentiality status of "Needed for Go-Live," to submit it to PRS on behalf of TPTF, and to request that ERCOT perform the IA and return it to TPTF as soon as possible. Mr. Munoz 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 Independent Generator and Consumer Market Segments were not represented for the vote. 

Consider Approval of Meeting Minutes – Continued

Mr. Bridges noted that he had called the vote improperly when requesting approval for meeting minutes earlier in the meeting. James Jackson moved to approve the October 27 – 29, 2008 and November 10 – 11, 2008 meeting minutes as amended by TPTF comments. Mr. Trefny seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented for the vote.

Reliability Unit Commitment Implementation Clarifications (See Key Documents)
Resmi Surendran provided clarifications of how certain Nodal Protocol sections are reflected in the current Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) implementation. 
RE: RUC Snapshot
Ms. Surendran noted that snapshot of Resource commitments will be taken at the time of the RUC execution to ensure that RUC inputs will be correct even if the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) execution is delayed past 1430. The protocols specify the snapshot be taken at 14:30.  Market Participants noted that whenever a DAM delay postpones the RUC snapshot past 1430, ERCOT should inform the market of the delay as well as the new expected snapshot time.

RE: DC Ties in RUC

Ms. Surendran noted that although E-Tags for DC Tie transactions may be approved very close to Real Time, in some cases as close as twenty minutes before power flows, additional time will still be needed to submit the subsequent DC Tie Schedules and Current Operating Plan (COP) entries. With the submission deadline for COPs and DC Tie Schedules occurring at the end of Adjustment Period, and the RUC snapshot being taken when RUC runs shortly thereafter, any E-Tags submitted too close to the Operating Period may not be considered in the RUC optimization.

RE: Executing Hourly-RUC (HRUC) for the next Operating Day after 1800



Ms. Surendran discussed Nodal Protocol Section 5.1, Introduction, Paragraph (6), which states that the "RUC Study Period for HRUC is the balance of the current Operating Day plus the next Operating Day if the Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC) for the Operating Day has been solved." Ms. Surendran noted that in the current RUC implementation, DRUC will be aborted if it has not finished executing by 1800 so that HRUC may begin executing for the next Operating Day. Market Participants concurred with this interpretation of the referenced protocol and noted that there is no need to modify the existing Nodal Protocol language. Market Participants recommended that ERCOT issue a market notice any time DRUC is aborted. 

RE: Issuing Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs) when RUC fails

Ms. Surendran discussed the current approach to communicating RUC commitments or de-commitments to the market via VDIs when RUC fails. Market Participants clarified that the MMS and Settlements teams’ work together must ensure that any VDI issued to start a Resource upon RUC failure be subsequently settled as a RUC instruction. Sainath Moorty confirmed that the teams were already working to address this issue. Ms. Surendran took an action item to confirm more details regarding how the manual settlement process will work if RUC fails, including when the settlement snapshots will be taken.

RE: Incorporating VDIs and Previous HRUC Instructions

Ms. Surendran noted that Nodal Protocol Section 5.5.2, RUC Process, Paragraph (1), requires the RUC process to account for Resources that were previously committed by RUC. However, meeting this protocol requirement can prove to be challenging in situations where a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) is unable to update a Resource’s COP with new RUC/VDI commitments prior to the next HRUC optimization. In such situations, running HRUC without the updated information could result in more commitments, but waiting for COP information to be updated could delay the HRUC execution. To avoid more commitments while ensuring timely HRUC execution, Ms. Surendran noted that the current RUC implementation will overwrite each unadjusted COP status from “OFF” to “ONRUC.” This overwrite function applies to all RUC instructions or VDIs issued within the preceding x minutes, where x is a configurable parameter set by default to the value of one hour.  
Market Participants opined that COP information should never be changed by any party other than the submitting QSE. Mr. Trefny recommended that if a COP Resource Status is wrong, ERCOT should contact the QSE to adjust the status and then restart the software execution once the adjustment has been made. Mr. Moorty noted that the configurable parameter could be set to zero and the business process could be modified to accommodate contacting QSEs who need to make COP adjustments prior to the RUC execution.    

Shams Siddiqi noted that the referenced Nodal Protocol Section 5.5.2(1) indicates that the “RUC process takes into account Resources already committed in the DAM.” He noted that the RUC process does not account for Resources already committed in the DAM, and he recommended changing the referenced protocol to avoid confusing the market. Ms. Surendran took the action item to change the protocol. 

RE: AC Contingency Analysis

Ms. Surendran noted that Nodal Protocol 5.5.1, Security Sequence, Paragraph (7), requires ERCOT to perform a full AC analysis on all contingencies for each hour of the RUC study period as part of the Network Security Analysis (NSA); however, the current RUC implementation does AC analysis for base cases only because a full AC for all contingency analysis will drastically reduce efficiency. Mr. Trefny opined that a full AC analysis is necessary for NSA even if the RUC package does not provide for one, and he requested that the MMS team inquire with John Adams whether a full look-ahead study will be performed possibly by EMS software.
RE: Posting Active Constraints

Ms. Surendran noted that Nodal Protocol 5.3, ERCOT Security Sequence Responsibilities, requires ERCOT to post to the MIS Secure Area all active and binding transmission constraints used as inputs to RUC. She noted that right now ERCOT is only posting the binding and violated constraints because the number of active constraints may become large enough over many iterative RUC executions to affect software performance. Ms. Surendran took an action item to look into posting active constraints for final Network Constrained Unit Commitment (NCUC).
RE: Submissions Issues for Split Generation Resources (SGRs) and Combined-Cycle Units (CCUs) in RUC 

Ms. Surendran described how the current RUC implementation makes adjustments to Resource Status information in various scenarios wherein COP information for SGRs or CCUs is missing or conflicting. Market Participants opined again that COPs should never be changed by any party other than the submitting QSE. Mr. Moorty reiterated that the business process could be modified to accommodate contacting QSEs for COP adjustments prior to RUC execution, and he noted again that it may not be advisable to run the software until the adjustments are made. Mr. Mickey recommended that Market Participants take more time to consider the issue and to review the final three slides of the presentation within their respective shops. Additional discussion of this issue will be scheduled during a future TPTF meeting.

Owing to time constraints, TPTF did not discuss the disposition spreadsheets from the TPTF Review of the RUC Process or Adjustment Period Process as originally scheduled on the agenda. The following items are to be scheduled for discussion on future TPTF agendas:

· Follow-ups to clarifications on current RUC implementation

· Review disposition of comments for RUC Operating Procedure

· Review disposition of comments for Adjustment Period Operating Procedure

Business Requirements (See Key Documents) 

Betty Luedke proposed an approach to reviewing updated Business Requirements and Conceptual System Betty Luedke proposed an approach to reviewing updated Business Requirements and Conceptual System Designs (CSDs) with TPTF. The Business Requirements and CSDs are currently being updated to incorporate post-Baseline 2 NPRRs, Nodal Operating Guide Revision Requests (NOGRRs), and System Change Requests (SCRs). The updated documentation will be organized in project-specific bundles and posted for comment periods lasting two weeks. A limited number of documents will be released during each comment period to ensure that Market Participants have sufficient time to review the documents. The first wave of reviews in 2009 will include updated documentation for the Commercial Systems (COMS), Energy Management System (EMS), and MIS projects. Going forward, approvals will be scheduled to take place at TPTF on a quarterly basis unless a more urgent path is determined to be appropriate.

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Mickey recessed the TPTF meeting at 5:04 p.m. on Monday, December 15, 2008. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, December 16, 2008.
Program Status Update (See Key Documents)
Ron Hinsley provided an update on the status of the nodal program, including staffing, risks, milestones, and budget.
Nodal Program Schedule Discussion (See Key Documents) 
Nodal Project Managers reviewed market comments for the preliminary integrated nodal program schedule. Owing to time limitations, not all comments were discussed. It was noted that remaining comments will be addressed during future discussions and that follow-up items will be prioritized through the ERCOT Program Management Office. Mr. Spangler requested that follow-up items be captured on the TPTF Punchlist.
Follow-up Items:

· Update the preliminary nodal program schedule to provide a more detailed Market Participant view of Early Delivery System (EDS) activities, including:

· Market Participant activities leading up to milestone dates

· A breakdown of milestones to indicate which ones affect QSEs with Resources and which ones affect QSEs without Resources

· A specific milestone for the Enterprise Integration Project (EIP) External Interfaces Specification, including the lead time that will be provided between the publication of the final specification and the initiation of submissions testing 

· Identify the change process to be followed for the EIP External Interfaces Specification and the Nodal Data Services Master List (NDSML)
· Market Participants requested four to six months of lead time to provide feedback and to make upgrades whenever interface specifications are updated 
· Identify project tasks on the critical/near-critical path that have less than ten days of schedule float 

· Provide assurance that no new nodal functionality will be implemented going forward without prior TPTF review and approval 
· Maintain a posting of Mr. Anderson’s NPRR-tracking spreadsheet on the nodal website and link it to nodal project pages 
· Confirm the status of “grey boxed” change items (i.e., items to be approved post-go-live or to be prioritized on deferred projects listing)

· Discuss the updated change-process flowchart with TPTF (targeted for January 2009) 

· Confirm that recent updates in Business Requirements documentation covers the reporting requirements per PUC Subst. R. 25.505(d), Projected Assessment of System Adequacy (PASA), and (f), Publication of Resource and Load Information in ERCOT Markets; also confirm how these reports will be provided

· Align the effective dates identified in the Protocol Transition Plan with the new milestone dates identified in new integrated nodal program schedule

· Clarify schedule details related to Single-Entry Model (SEM), including:

· Update the previously approved SEM Go-Live Procedure document to incorporate the new milestone dates identified in the new integrated nodal program schedule 
· Clarify the NOMCR process to indicate how ERCOT will translate QSE-submitted service requests into NOMCRs 
· Publish the MMS Validation Rules (currently targeted in March 2009, with potential draft in late January 2009) and Modeling Guidelines (currently targeted in May 2009) 
· Set up a WebEx workshop to discuss Modeling Guidelines once they become available  

· Adjust nodal critical path to incorporate verification/validation activities for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs)

· Work with the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) to flesh out details for TSP activities, including training and entrance criteria 
· Review MMS Detailed User Interface (UI) Design with TPTF
· Review any comments received during the TPTF Review ending December 31, 2008

· Review any remaining wish-list items from the UI Subgroup to discuss whether those items are in scope or out of scope for the MMS UI
· Schedule January 2009 TPTF discussion of feasibility study for SCR752, Allow QSEs to Enter Outages for All Assets
Next Steps:

· Incorporate additional activities into the schedule to indicate how ERCOT will engage Market Participants for each EDS testing activity in 2009 and 2010
· Schedule a one-day workshop on January 7, 2009, to review these additional activities with TPTF and to determine whether they are valuable, whether enough time has been allotted to them, and whether the current nodal scorecard is the best way to measure them
Mr. Mickey recommended that when Market Participants review the integrated program schedule, they consider possible ways to accelerate the go-live date. 
Adjournment of Meeting

Mr. Mickey adjourned the TPTF meeting at 2:27 p.m. on Tuesday, December 16, 2008. 
Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Schedule the follow agenda items for TPTF discussion in January 2009:

· Clarification of how ERCOT Business Processes and Procedures will be reviewed with TPTF and how market feedback will be incorporated 

· Discussion of the current NPRR process, including any adjustments that may be needed in the TPTF approach to reviewing NPRRs and assigning essentiality status

· Discussion of Mr. Anderson’s spreadsheet of Post-Baseline 2 NPRRs 

· Discussion of NPRR165 and potential posting conflicts with NPRR102
	S. Bridges

	· Request postings of nodal IAs for NPRR135 and NPRR149
· Inquire if a posting can be maintained on the nodal website for Mr. Anderson’s spreadsheet of Post-Baseline 2 NPRRs 
· Capture Nodal Program Schedule follow-up items on the TPTF Punchlist
	S. Bridges

	· Work with settlements team to address issue of how each VDI issued upon RUC failure will be subsequently settled as a RUC commitment using the same settlement calculations as if RUC had not failed for its corresponding RUC interval

· Confirm more details regarding how the manual settlement process will work if RUC fails, including when the settlement snapshots will be taken

· Inquire with Mr. Adams whether a full look-ahead AC Security Analysis study will be performed to support each hour’s RUC process
· Change Nodal Protocol Section 5.5.2(1) to clarify that the RUC process does not take into account Resources already committed in the DAM
· Look into posting active constraints for final NCUC
	S. Moorty and Team



	· Research potential posting conflicts that may exist between NPRR165 and NPRR102
	C. Tucker


� 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 15 – 16, 2008 TPTF meeting may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/12/20081215-TPTF" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/12/20081215-TPTF�.
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