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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)

	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


� 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.
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