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Meeting Attendance: 

Voting Attendees:
	Name
	Market Segment
	Representing

	Ashley, Kristy
	Independent Power Marketer
	Exelon

	Bailey, Dan
	Municipal
	GEUS 

	Belk, Brad
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority 

	Brewster, Chris
	Consumer
	City of Allen (Alternate Representative for S. Massey, Steering Committee of TXU Cities)

	Briscoe, Judy
	Independent Power Marketer
	BP Energy

	Brown, Jeff
	Independent Power Marketer
	Coral Power

	Greer, Clayton
	Independent Power Marketer
	Constellation Energy

	Helton, Bob
	Independent Generator
	American National Power

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

	Jones, Randy
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation

	Kruse, Brett
	Independent Generator
	Calpine Corporation 

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

	Oldner, Ward
	Independent Generator
	Dynegy

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	Independent Generator
	NRG Texas, LLC

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

	Richard, Naomi
	Cooperative
	Lower Colorado River Authority

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

	Trefny, Floyd
	Independent Power Marketer
	Reliant Energy 

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

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

	Woodard, Stacey
	Municipal
	Austin Energy


Assigned Proxies:

· Marcie Zlotnik (StarTex Power), Read Comstock (Strategic Energy), Kim Bucher (Accent Energy), Shannon Bowling (Cirro Group), and Robert Thomas (Green Mountain Energy) to Jim Reynolds

· Shannon McClendon (Residential Consumers) and Melanie Harden (Large Commercial Consumers, Town of Flower Mound) to Nick Fehrenbach
Non-Voting Attendees:

	Name
	Representing

	Blackburn, Don
	TXU

	Gross, Blake
	AEP Corporation

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Olsen, David
	Direct Energy


ERCOT Staff:
	Name

	Adams, John

	Ashbaugh, Jackie

	Bauld, Mandy

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chudgar, Raj

	Cote, Daryl

	Doggett, Trip

	Garza, Beth

	Grendel, Steve

	Hailu, Ted

	Hall, John

	Harris, Pat

	Hilton, Keely

	Hinsley, Ron 

	Horne, Kate

	Jirasek, Shawna

	Letkeman, Sheila

	Macomber, Gary

	Mereness, Matt

	Moorty, Sainath

	Opheim, Calvin

	Pare, Tim

	Ragsdale, Kenneth

	Shing, Daryl

	Shiroyama, Sylvia

	Tamby, Jeyant


Call To Order

Trip Doggett called the TPTF meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. on November 6, 2006.

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

Confirmation of Future Meetings

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

· November 28 – 30, 2006

· December 4 – 5, 2006

· January 9 – 10, 2006 (subject to change)
Mr. Doggett noted that during the November 28 – 30 meeting, TPTF will discuss comments on the five Market Management System (MMS) business requirements documents currently in review. Comments for these documents are due by November 16, 2006.

Mr. Doggett reminded attendees that the TPTF meeting dates in January are tentative and subject to change.

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

Approval of October 24 – 25, 2006 Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

The meeting minutes for October 24 – 25, 2006 were presented for approval. Two amendments were requested, as follows:

· Bob Spangler requested that the following sentence be stricken from the Meeting Minutes: 

“Mr. Spangler pointed to duplicative requirements and allocation issues as areas of concern.”   

· Dan Bailey requested that the attendance record reflect his having attended in person rather than via teleconference.

Mr. Bailey moved to approve the October 24 – 25, 2006 TPTF Meeting Minutes as amended; Stacey Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

Nodal Program Update (See Key Documents) 
Tim Pare and Ron Hinsley presented an update on the status of the Nodal Program. 

Mr. Pare clarified the concept of "configuration management," which IBM identified as a key gap in its initial audit. Mr. Pare noted that the purpose of configuration management is to control the costs involved with managing the large number of web applications being used to support Market Participants and business owners. Mr. Pare identified two facets of configuration management:

· reducing the large number of technological components and versions used by web applications

· establishing a comprehensive view and history of all configuration settings used by web applications (to keep them from being so widely spread across the environment)   

Observation of these two facets is expected to make the management and support of current applications less complex and less prone to errors.

Mr. Pare noted that the overall status of the Nodal Program is still red, based on delays in approvals for Business Requirements in several areas, including Energy Management System (EMS), MMS, Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW), and Commercial Systems. Market Participants expressed concerns that TPTF should attempt to establish stronger methods for approving Conceptual System Design (CSD) documents and to demonstrate conclusive progress toward the December CSD deadlines. In response to these concerns, Mr. Pare noted that the schedules for all CSDs should be ready for presentation by the end of December. He further noted that although the December deadline for CSD approvals is currently off-track, the March 2007 milestone for EMS is not considered to be significantly endangered at this time. Should this situation change, Mr. Pare assured that a notice will be immediately provided. 

Market Participants expressed some concerns about the status of off-site training locations, especially in the Houston area. Pat Harris confirmed that any questions or concerns on this topic may be sent directly to her via email at pharris@ercot.com.

Mr. Doggett noted that the Board Chairman, Mark Armentrout, is interested in encouraging all Market Participants to actively participate in TPTF. To that effect, he penned an executive letter which is to be sent to the TPTF email exploder on November 6, with a follow-up email to be sent to all Market Participant accountable executives on Wednesday, November 15, 2006. While not all Market Participants (MPs) have identified their executives (only about two-thirds are confirmed), Mr. Doggett affirmed that Patrick Coon and his team will bolster the roster by making personal calls to those MPs whose executives remain unconfirmed. 

Participants discussed concerns regarding NPRR034, Conforming Section 10 to Nodal Format, and NPRR035, Nodal Protocol Clarifications Required for Net Metering. Mr. Doggett noted that both NPRRs are on a parallel path and are scheduled for concurrent reviews by the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS). 
  Mr. Doggett encouraged Market Participants to take the time to review NPRR034 and NPRR035 prior to the November 28, 2006 TPTF Meeting in order to facilitate the preparation of comments for the PRS review.
Discuss Market Participant Qualification, EDS Strategy, Market Readiness Advisor (See Key Documents) 
Steve Grendel provided an Integrated ERCOT Readiness and Transition (IRT) update regarding qualification approaches and the Market Trials Timeline. 

Mr. Grendel reviewed the readiness approach as it has been developed thus far. Regarding concerns about changes to the current qualification process, Mr. Grendel stated that a formal approach document will be at TPTF for review later in November. Regarding concerns about qualification testing for Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), Mr. Grendel assured that he will take action to be consistent with the Protocols. 

Mr. Grendel identified an immediate need for developing readiness criteria from November 13, 2006 through January 31, 2007. To help develop the criteria, Mr. Grendel expressed interest in developing a sub-group comprised of supporting Market Participants. Mr. Grendel will try to assess the participation potential for such a sub-group before the next TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett suggested the November 28, 2006 TPTF agenda should include time to discuss the sub-group and its possible approach for finalizing the pending Market Trials Timeline. 

Mr. Spangler suggested that Mr. Grendel keep in mind that the necessary approvals for correcting Operating Guide deficiencies may eventually slow down the timeline for Market Readiness. Mr. Grendel confirmed that there are approximately 600 procedural documents at ERCOT which must be reviewed in order to determine which ones require revision prior to ERCOT’s declaring readiness. In response, Mr. Spangler expressed interest in seeing a timeline for Operating Guide revisions in addition to the timeline for Market Readiness.

Market participants expressed concerns that attempts at clear discussions of topics related to market information are being clouded by:

· the confusing array of Market Information System (MIS) Web Services terminology (i.e., Application Program Interface (API), Texas Market Link (TML), MIS, etc.)

· the perceived disparities between the contents of the existing TML versus the developing MIS

Mr. Grendel responded to these concerns by agreeing to take action to clarify for future discussions the terms in current usage as well as the contents of both TML and MIS. 

Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) During Electric Energy Curtailment Plan (EECP)

Mr. Doggett recalled that during the September 29, 2006 TPTF meeting Floyd Trefny had raised the issue of LMP during an EECP event. Mr. Trefny said that this issue is being analyzed in multiple market forums and that he will continue to follow the status of the issue. Mr. Trefny offered, and Mr. Doggett agreed, that updates on the status of this issue would be an effective way for Mr. Trefny to keep TPTF informed of developments as they occur. Mr. Doggett recommended placing the issue of LMP during EECP on the agendas for future TPTF meetings and requested that updates continue to be submitted as they become available. 
Concepts for Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) Web Page (See Key Documents) 

Kate Horne provided a presentation about FAQs and her plan for posting them on the web.

Ms. Horne explained that the goal of the new FAQ web page is to give market participants access to a consistent body of answers for the questions ERCOT commonly receives. When a question is submitted, it will be answered by a qualified Subject Matter Expert (SME). The answer will then be emailed to the inquiring party within one day and posted to the web within one week. The FAQ section will be a new addition to “About Texas Nodal” on the Nodal website. 
Ms. Horne also described how Nodal project managers will soon be using PGP Web Messenger to distribute secure documents for review. Non-disclosure agreements will be required for appropriate viewers. Ms. Horne estimated that the secure documents area should be ready within a week. 
Training Update (See Key Documents) 

Ms. Harris noted that the Nodal Training project is currently working on developing new test questions, new trainers, and new presenters. She noted that a TPTF subgroup has already approved the new five-day Basics Training Program. In addition, the course titles Load Serving Entity 201 and Network Model Management have been placed on the training schedule for 2007. 

Jim Reynolds asked about the web cast option for Nodal 101. Ms. Harris replied that the web cast option was still on track to be available in December. 

With respect to questions regarding new training locations, Ms. Harris said she will post the current Houston-based locations to the website. She also reminded everyone that any other questions about courses or locations may be emailed to her at pharris@ercot.com.
Mr. Doggett reported that he reviewed TPTF’s latest changes to the Market Participant Training Readiness document and Training Class Curriculum document with TAC at their last meeting. TAC asked why ERCOT was not included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Mr. Doggett discussed the item with Steve Grendel and Pat Harris, and they felt it was simply an oversight. Several Market Participants concurred.
Mr. Trefny moved to waive notice to vote on correcting the Market Participant Training Readiness document to reflect that ERCOT should be included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented.
Mr. Trefny moved to correct the Market Participant Training Readiness document to reflect that ERCOT should be included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. Jim Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. All Market Segments were represented. 
MIS Update, MIS Gap Analysis, etc. (See Key Documents) 

Ms. Harris presented a Marketing Information Systems (MIS) update, providing updates for the Web Services Application Program Interface (API), the Texas Market Link (TML) Gap Analysis, and the processes associated with Alerts, Messages, and Notifications. 
  

Ms. Harris noted that the detailed interface specifications for Web Services API are currently being developed. These specifications should be ready by December 30, 2006 and confirmed by March 31, 2007. 

Ms. Harris discussed the TML Gap Analysis, identifying the files which will be moved to MIS from their former homes on TML, ERCOT.com, Renewable Energy Credit, “Old” ERCOT.com, and tmlretail.ercot.com. Ms. Harris noted that some of the files being moved to MIS include system planning and operations documents from “Old” ERCOT.com which are no longer classified as public documents. Because these documents require more security, they are temporarily residing in a secure area within ERCOT.com until a more secure solution can be implemented.
Ms. Wagner asked if the Market Participants (MPs) could review the three supporting documents for the MIS Requirements overnight and then return to discuss them the following day. Hearing no objection, Mr. Doggett agreed to return to the subject immediately following lunch on November 7. 
EDW Review Disposition of Comments for Market Monitoring and Data Collection Requirements (See Key Documents) 

Mr. Doggett noted that Sylvia Shiroyama received no comments on the EDW Requirements document prior to the TPTF meeting. Mr. Doggett asked for motions to approve the document. 

Mr. Spangler expressed a concern that the document repeats the Protocols without covering anything new. He recommended that Ms. Shiroyama meet with Dan Jones to make sure the Independent Market Monitor requirements are satisfied. Manny Munoz suggested that the document could be improved by setting it in the same format used by the Credit Monitoring and Management Requirements. 
  
No motion was made to approve the EDW Requirements. Ms. Shiroyama stated that she would work with Dan Jones in his role as the Independent Market Monitor to revise the document and bring the document back to the TPTF in stages as each section is revised. Mr. Doggett noted that no one objected to Ms. Shiroyama’s proposed approach, and he stated that the EDW Requirements document will be reviewed again at the December 4, 2006 TPTF meeting.

Integration Update: System of System Architecture (SoSA) Review of Documents (See Key Documents)

Mr. Doggett introduced Jeyant Tamby to discuss the type of input desired from TPTF regarding the SoSA Documents. 
Gary Macomber reviewed the comments received by the Integration Design Authority (IDA) for the SoSA documents. Mr. Macomber noted that the 44 comments received could be grouped into three categories: 

· traceability to the original requirements listed in the Nodal Protocols

· clarity of presentation (referring to numbering, matching of words, etc.), and 
· lack of clarity for certain items in the documents
For the comments which IDA was able to implement, Mr. Macomber indicated that some major changes had occurred to the SoSA documents, including a total reworking of the MIS cases, as well as a move from base cases to planning models. Mr. Doggett interjected a reminder that the SoSA documents should be viewed as “living documents” which will likely undergo many changes over time. Mr. Doggett also qualified for the TPTF that an approval of the SoSA documents was not being sought at this time; instead, constructive input for the documents was being solicited in the form of questions, comments, and guidance. 

Mr. Macomber reviewed the large-scale visual representations used at ERCOT to facilitate discussions of the SoSA documents. Ronnie Hoeinghaus asked if the large-scale panels were currently available for viewing on the web. Mr. Macomber confirmed they were not currently available on the web but could be made available in the future. Some concerns were expressed that although the large-scale panels may help to clarify complex information, they may also encumber the approval process by causing confusion as to which document is actually being approved. To this end, TPTF requested that a CSD template be devised to help TPTF consider all CSDs from a similar perspective. Mr. Tamby indicated that IDA has already developed a template and a checklist which should help the approval process.
Mr. Trefny noted that some flexibility is required when reviewing living documents, and he confirmed that the SoSA documents as presented seemed to be consistent with the current Nodal Protocols.

Mr. Tamby provided an orientation of the beta version of “PowERUP,” 
 which is being built to facilitate software development and integration for the Nodal project. 

Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Initial Review: Conceptual System Design (See Key Documents) 
Beth Garza and Shawna Jirasek presented a CRR CSD for initial review. 
Ms. Garza noted some already identified areas for improvement to the CSD, such as the mapping of data among the three segments of MIS. She also stated that the CSD includes no programmatic interface for bids and offers. Because sufficient desire has been expressed for adding the programmatic interface, Ms. Garza’s team is currently working on a cost estimate for its implementation. That estimate, along with other possible alternatives and tradeoffs, should be available for discussion at the end of November. Ms. Garza clarified that the programmatic interface is certainly an achievable option, but the question is whether or not it is a necessary option. 

Market Participants expressed some concerns that the black box diagram in the CSD may not describe the level of flexibility that account holders will require to conduct all the conceivable types of business transactions they may wish to complete. Ms. Garza noted that her team will work on more information regarding that type of flexibility for discussion at the November 28, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Trefny expressed a concern that the black box diagram displayed in the CSD is drawn in such a way as to imply that CRR Market Operators may unrestrictedly insert to the database any information they wish. Mr. Trefny asked that the diagram be redrawn to represent some constraints on that point. 
Integration Update: Review of Documents (cont’d)
Mr. Tamby continued his integration overview by describing the purpose for the domain model, which is to define the interfaces and to standardize the formats they use for exchanging information. By standardizing formats, the information “packets” exchanged by systems will remain recognizable to all units across the system, regardless of which interface (i.e., enterprise level, system level, etc.) is used to input or output the data. Mr. Tamby noted that the information consistency afforded by the domain model will also allow for more efficient information maintenance over the long term. 

Mr. Tamby also confirmed that the “PowERUP” website presented earlier was not actually available for public view at this time but was merely intended to showcase the web-based tool IDA is currently building to help direct Nodal project development. Mr. Tamby offered to provide an open-house demo of the “PowERUP” website during the next meeting if enough interest is shown. 

Meeting Recess and Resumption
Mr. Doggett recessed the meeting at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, November 6, 2006. The meeting resumed and was called to order at 8:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 7, 2006. Mr. Doggett read the Antitrust Admonition as displayed and reviewed the agenda for the day. 

Common Information Model (CIM) Compliant Models for Annual CRR Model (See Key Documents)   

Raj Chudgar reviewed the options for constructing cases for the CRR Annual Auction in the presence of conflicting modeling methods (breaker vs. bus-branch) and conflicting file formats (CIM vs. PSS/E RAWD). 
Mr. Chudgar stated that CIM for Planning was not available at this time. Because the Protocols state in Section 3 that Planning files must be produced in CIM format, Mr. Chudgar recommended an interim option whereby ERCOT will only publish the Planning Model in PSS/E format until the CIM Planning format is available. He also noted that the CIM Planning working group (sponsored by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)) will not have the final format available before the fourth quarter of 2007. Vendors are not expected to be able to implement the format until late 2008, at the earliest. As a result, Mr. Chudgar posited that CIM for Planning will not be released before Nodal go-live, which will require its being evaluated for a release sometime after the go-live date. 
Mr. Munoz suggested that RAWD is the most efficient file format, owing to shorter download times, and he also mentioned that there is currently no practical demand for CIM compliant tools because Market Participants analyze their data more easily in load-to-load formats than in CIM formats. As a result, Mr. Munoz advised that a serial path be created for data back-up during the period in which CRR use-cases are being built so that any information collected may be easily retrieved if MMS behaves unpredictably later in the process. 

The TPTF agreed with the option recommended by Mr. Chudgar and confirmed support for the direction being followed by ERCOT (i.e., publishing a PSS/E file for Planning for Nodal go-live). The TPTF also stipulated the need to develop a better understanding of the Planning CIM timeline when the EPRI working group has completed its work.

Commercial Operations Review: Disposition of Market Comments (See Key Documents)

Average Incremental Energy Cost Settlements (AIEC) Requirements- 

The AIEC Requirements document was presented for approval. Mr. Doggett requested that an Open Item be recorded in the minutes for further discussion on the creation of a proxy calculation of AIEC for an output schedule. 
Mr. Spangler moved to approve the AIEC Requirements document as being in compliance with the applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Reynolds seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and seven abstentions from the Generators, Consumers, Independent Power Marketer, and Investor Owned Utility segments. All Market Segments were represented.  

Verifiable Costs Requirements- 
The Verifiable Costs Requirements document was presented for approval. A discussion was held over whether or not to include the Fuel Cost Adder (FCA) in the Verifiable Costs Requirements. The consensus was to use the requirements document without the FCA because it is not mentioned in the Protocols. Mr. Doggett requested that TPTF consider approving the document without the FCA.

Mr. Doggett requested that an Open Item be recorded in the minutes for a discussion of the procedure for verifiable costs at the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS), and he reminded TPTF that their function lies in determining whether or not documents conform to the existing version of the Nodal Protocols.

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the Verifiable Costs Without Fuel Cost Adder Requirements as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Ms. Woodard seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote, with 100% in favor and three abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility and Generators segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 

Market Data Transparency Requirements- 
The Market Data Transparency Requirements document was presented for approval. A request was made to clarify in the minutes that this document was referred to as “Extracts for Commercial Operations” in Agenda Item 17c. 
Judy Briscoe moved to approve the Commercial Systems Market Data Transparency (noticed as "Extracts") Requirements as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented. 
Data Aggregation Requirements- 

The Data Aggregation Requirements document was presented for approval. 

Ms. Briscoe moved to approve the Data Aggregation Requirements as being in compliance with applicable Nodal Protocols. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility segment. The Consumer and Generators Market Segments were not represented.
Use of Cop in DAM and RUC

Mandy Bauld and Raj Chudgar responded to market comments regarding the inclusion of Current Operating Plan (COP) data among the determinants for start-up eligibility as described in the Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements document. 

While some viewed COP information to be advisory information inconsequential to the billing process, others viewed COP information to be necessary for determining the actual reasons for start-up in many cases. Mr. Doggett called for a motion regarding whether or not to revise the treatment of COP information in the requirements document. 
Mr. Spangler moved to not use COP when determining startup eligibility for a Day Ahead Market (DAM) commitment and to obtain Start-Type from MMS Optimization for DAM and Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) settlements. Bob Helton seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 83.3% in favor, 16.7% opposed, and two abstentions from the Municipal and Independent Power Marketer segments. The Consumer Market Segment was not represented.
Mr. Chudgar noted that Commercial Operations would revise the requirements document to honor the change. The document will be discussed further at the next Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) meeting on November 16, and the document will then return to the TPTF for a possible vote on November 30.

MIS Update, MIS Gap Analysis, etc. (cont’d)
TPTF resumed their discussion from November 6 regarding the three supporting MIS documents: TML Gap Analysis; Web Service API; Alerts, Messages, and Notifications. 
Market Participants (MPs) expressed concern about the security levels which will be assigned to data posted on the MIS. While some data (such as transmission data) is currently categorized as public, other data is categorized as secure. Many participants agreed that all data on the MIS (including CRR and Congestion data) should be categorized as secure by default. Because the Protocols do not currently identify this default condition, Ms. Harris and Mr. Trefny intend to work together to develop an NPRR to address the issue as appropriate. 

Market Participants expressed concerns that the position of MIS within Nodal requires it to address many interface issues. Ms. Harris noted that MIS is responsible for coordinating with other Nodal project teams on user interfaces in order to create a consistent look and feel based on ERCOT user guidelines. A suggestion was made that the large amount of work necessary for addressing interface issues may require the assistance of a new subgroup. 

The TPTF agreed to try to establish a new interface subgroup comprised of MP volunteers in order to draft documentation for addressing interface criteria, strategies, definitions, and priorities. An added benefit of MP involvement in the subgroup will be their input regarding how they implement existing interfaces and how they expect to implement the new interfaces coming with the Nodal system.
Ms. Harris presented a detailed spreadsheet of all market input regarding the three supporting MIS documents. The spreadsheet identified the Market Participant concerns which MIS is addressing immediately, as well as the ones which it will be able to address after entering the conceptual design phase.
Ms. Wagner moved to approve the supporting documents for the MIS Business Requirements, including Web Portal Messages, System-to-System Messages, and MIS Notification. Mr. Spangler seconded the motion. The motion carried by roll-call vote with 100% in favor and no abstentions. The Cooperative Market Segment was not represented.

MMS Requirements Document: Initial Review (See Key Documents)

Sai Moorty presented a first review of five requirements documents for MMS, including DAM and  Supplementary Ancillary Service Market (SASM), Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)-Real-Time, RUC,  Constraint Competitiveness Test (CCT), and Overall MMS and Other Requirements.

Mr. Moorty discussed the inclusions currently envisioned for each requirements document, and he also forecasted a series of white papers for future TPTF review. The white papers will result from exchanges between ERCOT and the vendors AREVA and ABB, with the forecasted topics to focus primarily on the Energy Management System (EMS) Generation Subsystem. The pending white papers are expected to have an impact on MMS conceptual designs for SCED and Ancillary Services. Mr. Moorty noted that the white papers will affect only the CSDs; they will not affect the MMS Requirements documents. The white papers are scheduled for submission to TPTF on November 17, 2006 in order to allow time for comments to be submitted prior to the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF meeting. 

Mr. Moorty identified a targeted timeline for approving the MMS Requirements documents, with the preferred date for final approval being December 4, 2006. Mr. Moorty conceded that achieving the preferred approval date will depend on the quantity of comments and changes required. In order to expedite the timeline, the MMS team invited Market Participants to directly call or email team members with comments or questions concerning the Requirements documents.
Develop Agenda for November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF Meeting

The agenda was not developed at the end of the meeting owing to time constraints. However, Mr. Doggett and Mr. Mereness agreed to work on posting an initial draft of the agenda by Friday, November 10, 2006.

Meeting Adjournment

Mr. Doggett adjourned the meeting at 3:05 p.m. on Monday, November 7, 2006.

Action Items:

	New Action Items Identified
	Responsible Party

	Verify that current parameters for TSP qualification testing are consistent with the Protocols.
	S. Grendel

	Assess the participation potential for a sub-group to develop readiness criteria from November 13, 2006 through January 31, 2007.
	S. Grendel



	Clarify for future discussions the terms in current usage for Web Services as well as the contents of both TML and MIS.
	S. Grendel

	Develop the Agenda for the November 28 – 30, 2006 TPTF Meeting, and then post it to the Website by Friday, November 10, 2006. 
	M. Mereness

T. Doggett

	Place issue of LMP during EECP on the next TPTF agenda.
	M. Mereness

	Revise Market Monitoring and Data Collection Requirements to satisfy any applicable Independent Market Monitor.
	S. Shiroyama

	Post to the web the spreadsheet accounting for Market comments on the SoSA Requirements documents. 
	G. Macomber

	Gather information on ways to revise the black-box view of the CRR CSD (Figure 1, Section 1.2.2) so that it illustrates more transaction flexibility for account holders and less data-entry freedom for system operators. 
	B. Garza

	Revise the Commercial Systems Eligibility Process for Settlements Requirements to not use COP in DAM make-whole and to obtain Start-Type from MMS Optimization for DAM and RUC.
	Commercial Operations

	Correct the Market Participant Training Readiness document to reflect that ERCOT should be included as an “Applicable Attendee” in the training course entitled ERCOT Nodal 101: The Basics. 
	M. Mereness

	Send an email to the TPTF exploder list inviting Market Participants to form a subgroup devoted to interface issues. 
	M. Mereness


� Meeting Attendance covers both days of the TPTF meeting. However, participants may not have attended the entire TPTF meeting. Attendees participating via teleconference and Web-Ex are recorded at their request.


� The Agenda, Key Documents, and Roll Call Votes for the November 6 – 7, 2006 TPTF Meeting may be found at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061106-TPTF.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/11/20061106-TPTF.html�


� NPRR034 and NPRR035 have been deferred from the November 16, 2006 PRS meeting by a TPTF request. The NPRRs are currently scheduled for the December 14, 2006 PRS meeting. 


� During the October 9, 2006 TPTF Meeting, an urgent need was identified for approving the MIS Business Requirements document in order to prevent further delays in the project timeline. During the meeting, TPTF agreed to conditionally approve the MIS Business Requirements document following the approval of three supporting MIS documents: TML Gap Analysis; Web Services API; and Messages, Alerts, and Notifications. Although MIS sought approval for the three documents at the October 24, 2006 TPTF Meeting, the approval was withheld owing to a need for additional work. Ms Harris agreed to perform the recommended work and to bring the documents back to TPTF for a vote on November 6, 2006.  


  


� See Texas Nodal Commercial Systems Requirements Specification for Credit Monitoring and Management at � HYPERLINK "http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/cs/pd/cmr/COMS.CreditMonitorRequirements.v0.91.doc" ��http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/pd/cs/pd/cmr/COMS.CreditMonitorRequirements.v0.91.doc�





� See Key Documents, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/meetings/tptf/keydocs/2006/1106/14a1-Powerup_and_CSD.ppt" �14a1-PowERUP and CSD�. (The Rational Unified Process (RUP) is a web-enabled software engineering methodology called for in the Nodal charter and utilized by the Integration and Design Authority (IDA) to ensure project consistency, predictability, and quality). 
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