APPROVED – 11/4/04
MINUTES OF THE ERCOT TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) MEETING
ERCOT Austin Office

Austin, Texas
October 7, 2004

Chair Read Comstock called the meeting to order on October 7, 2004 at 9:35 a.m.

Attendance:

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	Guest

	Dreyfus, Mark
	AEN
	Member

	Ross, Richard
	AEP
	Member

	Helton, Bob
	ANP
	Member/WMS Chair

	Robinson, Oscar
	Austin White Lime
	Member

	Doggett, Trip
	Benchmark Power Consulting, Inc.
	Guest

	Holligan, Jeff
	BP Energy Company
	Member

	Clevenger, Josh
	Brazos Electric Cooperative
	Member Representative (for Lenox)

	Wilkerson, Dan
	BTU
	Member

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Member

	Daniels, Howard
	CenterPoint Energy
	Guest

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	Member

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	CenterPoint Energy
	Guest

	Waters, Garry
	Competitive Assets
	Guest

	Greer, Clayton
	Constellation Power Source
	Guest

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral Power
	Member

	Barrow, Les
	CPS
	Member

	Darnell, David A.
	CPS
	Guest

	Mays, Sharon
	Denton
	Member

	Eliff, Rick
	Dynegy
	Guest

	Striedel, James
	Entergy Solutions
	Member

	Adams, John
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Anderson, Troy
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Bojorquez, Bill
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Boren, Ann
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Day, Betty
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Galvin, Jim
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Grimm, Larry
	ERCOT 
	Staff

	Hinson, James
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Lopez, Nieves
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Mereness, Matt
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Moseley, Cheryl
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Saathoff, Kent
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Walker, Mark
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Zake, Diana
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Zotter, Laura
	ERCOT
	Staff

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon
	Member Representative (for Cunningham)

	Trenary, Michelle
	First Choice Power
	Member

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	Guest

	Ramon, Greg
	Frontera
	Guest

	Eaton, Terri
	Green Mountain Energy
	Guest

	Belk, Brady
	LCRA
	Guest

	Piland, Dudley
	LCRA
	Member

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA
	Guest

	Zoromsky, Steve
	LCRA
	Guest

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	Member

	Stockstill, Dottie
	Mirant
	Guest

	Sims, John
	Nueces Electric Cooperative
	Member Representative (for Herrera)

	Ogelman, Kenan
	OPC
	Member Representative (for Pappas)

	Pappas, Laurie
	OPC
	Member

	Hausman, Sean
	PSEG Texgen I
	Guest

	Lozano, Rafael
	PSEG Texgen I
	Member

	Adib, Parviz
	PUCT
	Guest

	Hughes, Hal
	R. J. Covington Consulting
	Guest

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Resources
	PRS Chair

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant Resources
	ROS Chair

	Meyer, John
	Reliant Resources
	Member

	McClendon, Shannon K.
	Residential Consumers
	Member

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Sempra Energy
	Guest

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates
	Guest

	Comstock, Read
	Strategic Energy
	Member/TAC Vice Chair

	Eddleman, Neil
	TEAM
	Guest

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC
	Guest

	Seymour, Cesar
	Tractebel
	Member

	Downey, Marty
	Tri Eagle Energy
	Member

	Weathersbee, Tommy
	TXU Electric Delivery
	RMS Vice Chair

	Flowers, BJ
	TXU Energy
	COWG Chair

	Jones, Brad
	TXU Energy
	Member

	Vadie, Henry
	Utility Choice Electric
	Member

	Hendrix, Chris
	Wal-Mart
	Member


The following Proxies were held:

Oscar Robinson – Held by Jeff Holligan until 11:30 a.m.

Jeff Brown – Held by John Meyer until 12:00 p.m.

Antitrust Admonition
Read Comstock noted the need to comply with the ERCOT Antitrust Guidelines.  

Approval of the September 9, 2004 TAC Meeting Minutes

A motion was made by Bob Helton and seconded by Randy Jones to approve the draft September 9, 2004 TAC Meeting Minutes as presented.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.

ERCOT Board Update

Read Comstock reported on the activities of the Board.  The Board met on September 21st.  The Board approved PRRs 409, 509, 518, 522, 528, 534, and 537.  The Board approved the suspension of the Load Profile ID Assignment & Validation Process for residential ESI IDs and directed the TAC to provide the Board a timeline for resolution of this issue and a scope of possible resolutions of the issue.

The Board also approved the LCRA and STEC requested exemptions that would allow for some facilities to be moved from one zone to another in the 2005 Congestion Zones and CSCs recommendation, however there were some objections raised to these types of exemptions.  The Board preferred that exemptions not be requested in the future.  

The Board approved PRR 537 for manual implementation but remanded it to the TAC to determine if a software fix is feasible and cost-effective.  

For details, the draft minutes of the September 21, 2004 ERCOT Board Meeting are, or will be, posted on the ERCOT Web Site.  The next Board Meeting is scheduled for October 19, 2004.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Attachments)

Kevin Gresham reported on the activities of the PRS.  The PRS met on September 24th.  Gresham discussed the following PRRs recommended for approval by the PRS (see Attachments):  

· PRR 523 – Revisions to Protocol Section 21:  No budgetary impact; some effort by ERCOT Staff to revise and update internal procedures and documents; no impacts to ERCOT computer systems; allows time for ERCOT to more thoroughly analyze impacts of proposed PRRs and System Change Requests (SCRs); no impact to grid operations.  This PRR modifies the process for revising the Protocols, including: establishing timelines for ERCOT to complete Impact Analyses for all PRRs submitted, standardizing certain provisions, correcting grammatical errors; and formalizing the process for submitting and approving SCRs.  The PRS unanimously recommended approval of PRR 523 as revised by Austin Energy, ERCOT, CenterPoint, TXU, and the PRS.  ERCOT Credit Staff and the Credit Working Group (CWG) have reviewed PRR 523 and do not believe that it requires changes to credit monitoring activity or the calculation of liability.      

· PRR 526 – OOMC Verifiable Cost Documentation:  No budgetary impact; no impacts to ERCOT computer systems; no significant impacts to ERCOT business functions; no impact to grid operations. This PRR inserts new Section 6.8.2.2(4)(b)(iv) defining the documentation standards required when ERCOT cancels or delays a generation unit’s planned and approved Maintenance Outage via an OOMC instruction, with insufficient time to avoid additional costs.  The PRS unanimously recommended approval of PRR 526 as revised by ERCOT comments.  ERCOT Credit Staff and the CWG have reviewed PRR 536 and do not believe that it requires changes to credit monitoring activity or the calculation of liability.  

· PRR 531 – Load Clarification:  No budgetary impact; no impact to ERCOT staffing; no impacts to ERCOT computer systems; no impacts to ERCOT business functions; no impact to grid operations.  This PRR makes modifications necessary to clarify the registration and treatment of Loads associated with Block Load Transfers (BLT).  This PRR clarifies that BLT Load points of delivery are wholesale Loads that are not subject to Texas retail choice and should be treated similar to NOIE Loads.  The PRS unanimously recommended approval of PRR 531 as revised by the PRS.  ERCOT Credit Staff and the CWG have reviewed PRR 531 and do not believe that it requires changes to credit monitoring activity or the calculation of liability.  

· PRR 532 – Implementation of Non-Transmission Alternatives to RMR and OOM Services:  One additional FTE for ERCOT Legal and one additional FTE for contract management, staffing impact on Settlement resources can only be assessed after agreements have been drafted; impacts to ERCOT systems will be evaluated on a per-contract basis; some impact to Legal, System Planning and Resources Planning functions; impacts to grid operations will be evaluated on a per-contract basis.  This PRR revises the Protocols to allow ERCOT to implement non-transmission alternatives to Reliability Must-Run (“RMR”) Services to reduce uneconomic uplift.  The PRS rejected a request for urgent status for PRR 532 through an email vote.  The PRS voted to recommend approval of PRR 532 with two opposing votes and four abstentions.  The ERCOT CWG has reviewed PRR 532 and determined that implementation of this PRR does not impact the current methods that are used to calculate ERCOT Creditworthiness Requirements or the kind of activity that should be monitored.  However, implementation of PRR 532 does have broader credit implications.  See CWG Comments dated September 28, 2004 for further detail.  

· PRR 535 – Reactive Testing:  No budgetary impact; no impact to ERCOT staffing; no impacts to ERCOT computer systems; no impacts to ERCOT business functions; no impact to grid operations.  This PRR revises the wording to reflect capability vs. capacity during testing, more clearly specifying that reactive testing is performed at a minimum of every two years vs. “interval no more often than once every two years” and specifying the MW level that a generator is to be tested.  The PRS unanimously recommended approval of the PRR as amended by the PRS.  ERCOT Credit Staff and the CWG have reviewed PRR 535 and do not believe that it requires changes to credit monitoring activity or the calculation of liability.    

Gresham discussed the implementation of PRR 523.  Subcommittees that generate PRRs and SCRs will need to follow a new process for considering and adopting them.  Gresham reviewed a proposed PRR timeline (see Attachment).  According to the proposed timeline, the elapsed time from when a Market Participant submits a new PRR until it is implemented (assuming TAC and Board approval) is approximately four months.  The TAC discussed the proposed timeline and whether there should be a dual path depending on whether the TAC makes changes to the PRR or not.  Concerns were expressed about the second comment period (30 days) following TAC action.  A similar process applies for System Change Requests (SCRs).  Gresham also reviewed the revised standards for declaring a PRR urgent (Section 21.5).  It was noted that the subcommittees should consider training for subcommittee representatives on changes to procedures and charters.  A motion was made by Bob Wittmeyer and seconded by Cesar Seymour that the TAC approve PRRs 523, 526, 531, and 535 as recommended by the PRS.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote (all Market Segments represented).  Cheryl Moseley noted that a presentation on the changes resulting from PRR 523 would be made to the subcommittees.  

Cheryl Yager discussed Credit Working Group (CWG) comments on PRR 532.  The CWG determined that implementation of this PRR does not impact the current methods that are used to calculate ERCOT Creditworthiness Requirements or the kind of activity that should be monitored.  Yager noted that when entering into a Must-Run Alternative (MRA) Agreement, the financial stability of the entities providing this service must be evaluated.  The CWG recommends that creditworthiness standards or guidelines be established for entities who utilize MRA Agreements.  Yager reviewed the CWG comments on Section 6.5.9.2(3)(c) requiring MRA Units to meet ERCOT Credit Requirements for the appropriate tenor of the MRA (see Attachment).  John Meyer emphasized that the standards used to determine financial viability need to be objective.  Sharon Mays discussed concerns with Section 6.5.9.2(2) and Kenan Ogelman explained the rationale of the language.  The TAC discussed whether there was justification to add two FTEs for contract management of MRA Agreements and in Legal or whether this could be outsourced.  Several TAC members expressed concern that the staffing impact had been overestimated.  It was noted that RMR Contracts are temporary but are being addressed by permanent employees.  Mark Walker noted that ERCOT would review the need for this FTE.  A motion was made by Bob Helton and seconded by John Meyer that the TAC declare PRR 532 urgent.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.  Mays discussed revised language for Section 6.5.9.2(2) and John Meyer discussed revised language to Section 6.5.9.2(3)(c).  A motion was made by Laurie Pappas and seconded by Shannon McClendon that the TAC approve PRR 532 as recommended by the PRS and including revised language from Sharon Mays and John Meyer (see Attachment).  The motion was approved by a 26 to 1 vote (all Market Segments represented).  

Gresham reported that the submitter of PRR 524 – Clarification of Timeline for Cost Submission, had requested that the PRR be withdrawn.  This PRR would require the submitter of verifiable costs and ERCOT to resolve the verification of costs by the issuance of Final Settlement and Statements.  The PRS unanimously affirmed the withdrawal of the PRR at its September meeting.  

Gresham provided a brief update on the ERCOT Project List.  Gresham noted that ERCOT is requiring completed criteria worksheets for each of the 2005 projects that the PRS prioritized and ranked in August and that the TAC approved in September.  These criteria worksheets will be used to provide the Board more information about the system changes for budget purposes and will also be used to estimate the benefits of the system change.

Gresham discussed the PRS Recommendation Report and the information it contains for both TAC and Board consideration.  Several potential improvements in communicating more of the underlying considerations from the PRS and TAC levels to the Board are being considered and were reviewed.  Several Board Members have expressed a desire for more information than what is contained in the current report.  Gresham reviewed a proposed revised PRS Recommendation Report (see Attachment) which contains some new items for the PRS to include.  The general objectives are to better communicate to the TAC and the Board what the PRRs do and what the procedural history included (e.g., was the PRR considered by another TAC subcommittee) and to provide more meaningful ways to report Market benefits to the Board, either qualitatively or quantitatively.  It was noted that it is difficult to fully determine a PRR’s impacts on the Market and quantify a PRR’s benefits.  The proposed PRS Recommendation Report has been sent to the Board for comments.  The PRS will start providing additional information to the TAC and Board consistent with the proposed report after the October PRS Meeting.

        

For details, the PRS Meeting Minutes are posted on the ERCOT Website.  The next PRS Meeting is scheduled for October 22nd.

Texas Nodal Team (TNT) Update (see Attachment)
Trip Doggett reported on the activities of the TNT.  The TNT met last in general session on October 5th.  Doggett provided a Cost Benefit Study Update.  Submission of the Energy Impact Assessment has been delayed.  ERCOT plans to file comments on proposed rule changes and request the filing deadline for the Cost Benefit Study be moved to December 31st.  Jeff Holligan noted that, in his opinion, the Other Market Impacts Assessment was the poorest quality work he had ever seen from a consultant.  

Doggett reviewed the status of ERCOT Protocol development.  Round 1 review is expected to be completed by October 20th.  The Economists’ comments will be incorporated in an “intermediate” round (Round 1A) between Rounds 1 and 2.   

A workshop was held on September 16th and 17th to address the comments received from four Economists.  The TNT met to decide how to respond to the Economists’ comments and several potential changes for TNT consideration were identified.  Ideas accepted by the TNT will be incorporated in the Round 2 Protocol Review Process.

Doggett then briefly reviewed the voting results from the September 8th General Session.          

Meeting dates and documents related to Texas Nodal can be found at http://www.ercot.com/TNT/.  The next TNT General Session is scheduled for October 20th.

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report (see Attachment)

Bob Helton reported on the activities of the WMS.  The WMS met on September 23rd.  The WMS discussed the 2005 Ancillary Service Methodology.  ERCOT staff has agreed to defer increasing Ancillary Service Regulation Requirements in its proposal for next year in order to allow the Market opportunity to achieve improvement.   

Helton also discussed instructed deviation and portfolio ramp rate related to EMMS Release 3 and Market Bulletin #19.  It was noted that instructed deviation and portfolio ramp rate relate in 14 different ways.  Scenarios depend on previous deployment (UBES or DBES), previous deployment can/cannot be entirely recalled, and ID’s relation to deployment range based on ramp rate.  The 14 scenarios are detailed in Market Bulletin #19.  
Helton also reported that a PRR has been submitted that creates a new section that defines the term “Trading Hubs” for the ERCOT Market and establishes a list of buses that constitute each Trading Hub in ERCOT. The initial set of six ERCOT Trading Hubs in this PRR is based on the four 2003 ERCOT Congestion Zones: North, South, Houston, and West and two average ERCOT Trading Hubs.

Helton reported on the status of the Auction Day-Ahead Market (ADAM) RFP.  The team has made its recommendations to ERCOT for review.  Helton noted that the process is still on schedule or close to on schedule.  

 


For details, the WMS Meeting Minutes are posted on the ERCOT Website.  The next WMS Meeting is scheduled for October 21st.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Attachment)

Tommy Weathersbee reported on the activities of the RMS.  The RMS met on September 16th.  Weathersbee reported that the RMS was nominating Lan Conn of Entergy Solutions to be RMS Vice Chair.  

Weathersbee discussed the following RMGRR recommended for approval by the RMS (see Attachment): 

· RMGRR 2004-012 – TDSP Invoice Dispute Spreadsheet:  Modifies the TDSP Invoice Dispute Spreadsheet which lacked an important reference to ESI ID that will further enable tracking and resolution process.  This spreadsheet was recently approved at the August 5th TAC meeting without the ESI ID reference.  

A motion was made by Randy Jones and seconded by James Striedel that the TAC confirm the nomination of Lan Conn as RMS Vice Chair and approve RMGRR 2004-012 as recommended by the RMS.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.
Weathersbee provided an update on PRR 534 – Suspension of Annual Validation.  The Board voted to suspend the 2004 validation process for residential ESI IDs and directed the TAC to provide a timeline and a scope of possible resolutions by November 16, 2004.  The Profiling Working Group is working on a resolution which will be brought to the TAC for consideration at its November meeting.  

For details, the RMS Meeting Minutes are posted on the ERCOT Website.  The next RMS Meeting is scheduled for October 14th.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Attachment)

Rick Keetch reported on the activities of the ROS.  The ROS met on September 14th.  Keetch discussed the following OGRRs recommended for approval by the ROS (see Attachments):  
· OGRR 150 – Clarification to Under-Frequency (UF) Relay Trip Time for Load Shedding:  Clarifies UF relay trip time for load shedding.  In order to provide enough time for TDSPs to complete calibration of UF relays, the deadline for being in compliance with this OGRR is January 1, 2006.

· OGRR 151 – Operator Emergency Training Requirement:  Incorporates NERC required hours for Control Area and Transmission Operator training per year.  This OGRR was presented to the ROS with two options:  1) Option 1 contains the original ROS approved language to add the NERC training requirements for Transmission Operators and ERCOT Control Area Operators and 2) Option 2 incorporates ERCOT and OWG comments to include QSE Operators in the 40 hours training requirement.  The ROS approved Option 2.

· OGRR 152 – Vegetation Management and Outage Reporting:  Adds mandatory NERC requirements on vegetation management planning and reporting transmission outages caused by vegetation.  

Mark Dreyfus expressed concern that OGRR 151 was “overkill” to hold a QSE Operator to the same standards as a Transmission Operator.  Randy Jones reviewed and discussed his support for the OGRR.  Keetch noted that the compliance date for OGRR 150 is January 1, 2006.  John Houston expressed concern that this issue is critical to reliability and that TDSPs should be in compliance with OGRR 150 much sooner than January 1, 2006.  A motion was made by Cesar Seymour and seconded by Bob Helton that the TAC approve OGRRs 150, 151, and 152 as recommended by the ROS.  The motion was approved by a 25 to 1 vote (Dreyfus opposed to OGRR 151 only).  

Keetch provided a status report on the following TAC assignments:

· Alternative Fuel Supply Requirement:  The task force is waiting for the results from ERCOT’s third attempt to survey Market Participants regarding current dual fuel capability in ERCOT.  Brad Jones again expressed concern that no progress has been made on this issue and noted that if there are gas curtailments there might not be enough fuel to keep generating units on line.  Jones noted that TXU has pushed this issue and considers this to be an extremely urgent issue however the TAC has chosen to not move forward on addressing it.  Jones also noted that the task force addressing this issue appears to lack motivation to reach a resolution.  Jones noted that there was a need for a generation fuel strategy.  John Houston noted that this is a policy issue that must be supported by the Board and PUCT.  Parviz Adib noted that Market Participants are greatly divided on this issue.  Read Comstock reported that ERCOT intends to follow-up on the Market Participant Survey in the next ten days and that the results of the survey will be presented to the TAC at the November meeting.  The TAC discussed whether it should immediately make a policy decision on whether there is a fuel problem if gas is curtailed so the issue could be moved forward.  In general, several TAC Representatives noted that the TAC is not stepping up to their responsibilities related to reliability issues in ERCOT.

· Verify the Operating Guide language supports PRR 409 – Voltage Support Service for Generating Resources:  Operating Guides Section 3.1.4.1 gives ERCOT the authority and generation facilities the obligation to maintain voltage as required.  Prior to implementation of PRR 409, ERCOT is expected to revise its procedures and an OGRR will be drafted to clarify additional operational parameters.  System changes need to be completed prior to implementation of PRR 409.     

For details, the ROS Meeting Minutes are posted on the ERCOT Website.  The next ROS Meeting is scheduled for October 12th.

Commercial Operations Working Group (COWG) Status Report (see Attachment)
BJ Flowers reported on the activities of the COWG.  The COWG met on September 15th.  Flowers reported that the RMS and COWG co-hosted a work session on September 14th to review UFE processes from an end-to-end perspective.  Three action items were identified – assign a task force to the COWG, clean up deadlines currently in Protocols, and review the transmission losses calculation.  The next meeting is scheduled for October 19th.

The COWG is also continuing to review Protocols Section 9, Settlement and Billing.  A new revision will be posted and a second review will be made on October 20th.  

Flowers discussed a draft Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COS) Procedures Document (see Attachment).  The COWG recommends the following:

· Utilize PRS format to allow larger representation by segments, not limited to four participants per segment.

· Allow Proxy votes and email votes, utilizing the language from the RMS/WMS format.

· A quorum is defined as at least one Standing Representative in each of at least four segments.

· A simple majority of segments will be used.

A motion was made by Mark Dreyfus and seconded by Oscar Robinson that the TAC approve the draft Commercial Operations Subcommittee Procedures Document as presented with an implementation date of January 1, 2005.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.
The next COWG Meeting is scheduled for October 20th.

Operations Update
Kent Saathoff discussed the 2005 ERCOT Methodologies for Determining Ancillary Service Requirements Document (see Attachment).  Initially ERCOT proposed to increase the amount of Regulation procured for the 0600 and 2200 periods.  The change was considered necessary because frequency is deviating faster than ERCOT can deploy under the calculated ramp rate.  A meeting was held on September 20th to discuss the changes to the document.  After discussion with the Market, ERCOT agreed to withdraw these changes to the Regulation requirements until March, subject to future consideration, to allow Market Participants to address the issue either with currently proposed PRRs or new proposals.  Currently, if more Regulation is required, ERCOT can deviate from the Ancillary Services Methodology for reliability purposes but would be required to report any deviations to the Board.  There are several PRRs pending that could also possibly address this issue in lieu of the above proposal.  A motion was made by Dudley Piland and seconded by Bob Helton that the TAC endorse the 2005 ERCOT Methodologies for Determining Ancillary Service Requirements Document as presented.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote. 

The TAC discussed issues with EMMS Release 3.  It was noted that some applications are producing incorrect undesired results due to bad inputs.  The WMS will review issues with the system as well as the Market.  

Dan Woodfin discussed the treatment of “mothballed” units in future year’s power flow base cases. Woodfin reviewed the Treatment of “Mothballed” Units in Planning White Paper developed by the joint working group of WMS and ROS (see Attachment).  The mechanism that was developed at the joint meeting recommended that the ERCOT-wide reserve margin for assessing generation adequacy will continue to be calculated as recommended by the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) and approved by the TAC in 2003.  However, for the purpose of determining how “mothballed” units will be treated in the power flow cases, an alternative reserve margin calculation will be performed.  In this alternative calculation, the capacity of “mothballed” units that have given sufficiently firm indication that they will return to service by a specified year will be included in the reserve calculation for that year and thereafter.  However, the capacity of all “mothballed” units that have not given such indication will not be included in the calculation for any year.  From this alternative reserve margin calculation, the year in which the ERCOT reserve margin drops below the target of 12.5% will be determined and will trigger the inclusion of the remaining “mothballed” units in the power flow cases.  Both the ROS and WMS have endorsed the methodology as presented in the white paper.  Sharon Mays expressed concern over the term “sufficiently firm” in the “Reserve Margin” Section.  A motion was made by Bob Wittmeyer and seconded by Richard Ross that the TAC endorse the methodology as presented in the Treatment of Mothballed Units in Planning White Paper.  The motion was approved by a 24 to 0 vote with 2 abstentions.   

Bill Bojorquez reported that the “Report on Existing and Potential Electric System Constraints and Needs Within the ERCOT Region" (October 1st Report) had been posted on the ERCOT Website.  Bojorquez briefly reviewed some of the information in the report.  It was also noted that an RMR Exit Strategy has been issued for Eagle Mountain.  There will be no need for these units beyond 2005.    

Other Business
Read Comstock reminded the TAC that there would be a meeting on Friday, October 8th to continue discussing issues related to developing a fee allocation methodology and briefly reviewed the agenda.

Future TAC Meetings
The next TAC Meeting is scheduled for November 4, 2004 from 9:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. to be held at the ERCOT Austin Office.  An additional TAC Meeting is scheduled on December 2nd.

There being no further business, Read Comstock adjourned the meeting at 3:15 p.m. on October 7, 2004.









