DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, May 8, 2008 – 9:30am – 4:00pm

Attendance

Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	Comstock, Read
	Strategic Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Greer, Clayton
	J Aron & Company
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Luminant
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	Alt. Rep. for H. Lenox

	Hendrick, Eric
	Stream Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lange, Clif
	South Texas Electric Coop.
	Alt. Rep. for H. Wood

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power
	

	Pappas, Laurie
	OPUC
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP
	

	Saenz, Fernando
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	Alt. Rep. for J. Houston

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


The following proxies were assigned:
· Jeff Brown to Clayton Greer
· Read Comstock to Marcie Zlotnik
· David McCalla to Fernando Saenz

· Shannon McClendon to Laurie Pappas

· Oscar Robinson to Bill Smith

· John Sims to Clif Lange

Guests:

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Blakey, Eric
	TXUE
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Trading
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Fahey, Reem
	Edison Mission
	

	Firestone, Joel
	Direct Energy
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Constellation
	

	Gross, Blake
	AEP
	

	Guynne, Jason
	BP Energy
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Huerta, Miguel
	Chaparral
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Don
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	McDonald, Mike
	Edison Mission
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC
	

	Orr, John
	Constellation
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Schubert, Eric
	BPEC
	

	Spilman, Matt
	Strategic Energy
	

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Sutherland, Dave
	LCRA TSC
	

	Triplett, Mark
	Utility Integration Solutions
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	

	Wright, Natalie
	Edison Mission
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney

	Boren, Ann

	Carmen, Travis

	Doggett, Trip

	Gage, Theresa

	Gonzalez, Ino

	Goodman, Dale

	Grable, Mike

	Hobbs, Kristi

	Mickey, Joel

	Roark, Dottie

	Smallwood, Aaron

	Sullivan, Jerry

	Teixeira, Jay

	Wattles, Paul


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
TAC Chair Mark Dreyfus called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Dreyfus directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  Mr. Dreyfus reviewed assigned proxies and Alternate Representatives.
ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) Update

Mr. Dreyfus reported on the April 2008 Board meeting at ERCOT Taylor, noting Board approval of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 747, IDR Requirement Change; PRR752, Update to Posting Requirements of Standard QSE-Specific Market Reports; Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 092, Remove Voltage Schedules Requirement; NPRR100, PCRR Release Mechanism; and NPRR101, Modify Time Requirements for Entry of Equipment in the Outage Scheduler.  
Mr. Dreyfus reported that PRR743, TCR Transition to CRR, was pulled from Board agenda and requested that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) address the lack of a method to reallocate Congestion Revenue Rights (CRRs) if the nodal market begins on a date other than December 1.  Mr. Dreyfus also reported that the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) will review Protocol language resulting from PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Sections, to determine if any processes in ERCOT will require more than 30 days to cycle through and thus would require systems to be maintained longer than 30 days.
Mr. Dreyfus also reported that IBM will be reviewing Market Participant nodal readiness; that Steve Byone reported that a request would be made to increase the ERCOT System Administration Fee by 15 cents, and the Market Participants should anticipate notice of a workshop to discuss the fee allocation; and that the Board approved the Managing Protocol Content During Texas Nodal Market Implementation document with one minor change, and discussed whether the budget for ERCOT nodal implementation is for go-live or Protocol implementation, though no conclusions were drawn.
Approval of the Draft April 4, 2008 TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Mr. Dreyfus reported that no comments on the draft April 4, 2008 TAC meeting minutes had been received and asked if members had any changes.  Mark Bruce moved to approve the April 4, 2008 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Segment.  

Credit Work Group (Credit WG) Update (see Key Documents)

Amanda List reviewed recent Credit WG activities, noted that Market Participant comments will be discussed at the next Credit WG meeting and an update provided to the Finance and Audit Committee (F&A) on May 20, 2008; reported that the bulk of the May 28, 2008 Credit WG meeting will be dedicated to nodal; and reviewed the remaining timeline for the credit risk appetite statement.  Ms. List noted that opportunities for Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) and WMS review of the model and statement are part of the timeline; and that one request has been made to use the model as a reporting tool for some time, and to reconsider the credit risk appetite statement in six months.
Market Participants discussed concerns regarding assumptions in correlations to the default matrix; that assumptions should be scrubbed and then re-discussed; that conference calls may be inadequate forums to discuss the model; and that the current assumptions are too esoteric to be relevant, but the outcomes still carry significant weight.  Market Participants requested a summary of comments submitted to ERCOT staff, and that confidential information such as names and numbers be segregated; that concerns be demonstrated to be material or immaterial; that the credit risk appetite statement should be voted on by both the RMS and WMS; and that a TAC opinion would properly be delivered to the F&A rather than to the Board, but that the Board should be informed.  Mr. Dreyfus requested a list of which enforcement mechanisms would be triggered by certain numbers in the credit risk appetite statement.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Lee Starr provided an update on recent COPS activities.  
Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) Fee Assessment and Collection Guide
Mr. Starr presented the ERO Fee Assessment and Collection Guide for TAC consideration.  Market Participants discussed whether separation of billing and Protocols is achieved through the separate guide; that the dispute process is entirely contained in the document; that Direct Current (DC) tie exports are excluded; and that Adjusted Meter Load (AML) is now accurately defined.
Market Participants also discussed ownership of the guide; TAC’s role in approving and amending the guide; and that the guide would not be a Texas Regional Entity (TRE) guide, but would be like other guides addressed in the Protocols and assigned to standing subcommittees.  Market Participants also discussed who collects the fee and for whom; that the guide is another “binding document” for which governance is undetermined at this time; that authorizing ERCOT to take actions not defined in the Protocols might be problematic; and that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) could assert jurisdiction in response to conduct by ERCOT regardless of where the guide is housed.
Laurie Pappas requested that a vote not be taken on the item, and requested that Mr. Dreyfus discuss the issues with the Commissioners of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).  Market Participants further discussed the delegation agreement and shared services agreements; that the guide should be neither under TAC nor the Protocols, and that TRE should house the document; that the greater risk lies in embedding the guide in the Protocols or taking no action on the guide; and that ownership and capabilities for managing the guide should be determined.  Mr. Starr added that COPS did not address the ownership of the document.  Clayton Greer requested that Kevin Gresham add the ERO Fee Assessment and Collection Guide to the list of binding documents being considered by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) to determine governance.
Mr. Greer moved to adopt the ERO Fee Assessment and Collection Guide.  Brad Belk seconded the motion.  The motion carried with five objections from the Consumer (4) and the Independent Generator (IG) (1) Market Segments, and two abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 030, Distributed Renewable Generation Modification – Urgent
This item was taken up with PRR756, Distributed Renewable Generation Modification – Urgent, (see discussion below).

PRS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Gresham reported on the recent activities of PRS, presented PRRs and NPRRs for TAC consideration, and provided notice of the withdrawal of NPRR104, Corrections and Clarifications for Real Time Settlements and Ancillary Service Net Obligations; NPRR116, Addition of Commercially Traded Points to Settlement Point List; and NPRR125, Creation of a New Trading Hub at Venus Switching Station.  Per quarterly reporting requirements in Protocol Section 21.9, Mr. Gresham reported that there are no unfunded projects for the first quarter of 2008.
PRR720, Texas Regional Entity Fee Methodology Revision

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR720 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Belk seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer (2) and IREP Market Segments. 

PRR753, PRR Appeals Process

Mr. Gurley moved to recommend approval of PRR753.  Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether a Market Participant may appeal a rejected PRR immediately after a PRS or TAC meeting and have the appeal heard at the next TAC or Board meeting; that non-urgent PRRs require 11 days notice, and appeals may or may not be on the next agenda due to variances in the calendar; and whether Market Participants included any end-use Customer.  Kristi Hobbs read the definition of Market Participant from Protocol Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms.
Ms. Pappas suggested that the language of PRR753 be amended to allow any end-use Customer to utilize the appeals process, and that, in the interest of disallowing ex parte communications, that the appeals process be stipulated as the only way to communicate to the Board, except via a Segment’s Board member.  Market Participants discussed what penalty might be imposed; what might be the unintended consequences of the restriction; and that the insertion of “only” in the language would cause inconsistencies and conflict with other language.  
Mr. Gurley expressed sympathy with Ms. Pappas’ concerns, and suggested that a remand may be in order to appropriately vet new language.  Market Participants expressed concern that communications with and between Board members may be unnecessarily impeded, and that non-affiliated Board members may not have adequate access to technical information; Ms. Pappas noted that neither potential outcome was the intent of her suggested amendments, and reiterated that her desire was that only one transparent process be utilized for appeals.
The motion carried by show of hands with eight objections from the Consumer (4) and the IREP (4) Market Segments.

PRR756, Distributed Renewable Generation Modification – Urgent
Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 030, Distributed Renewable Generation Modification – Urgent
Larry Gurley moved to recommend approval of PRR756 as recommended by PRS.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that PRR756 entails significant costs for a limited number of Electric Service Identifier IDs (ESI IDs) and limited application once Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) is deployed across ERCOT, but is required for compliance with House Bill 3693.  Participants also noted that the details of the new Load Profiles are provided with the associated LPGRR030.  The motion carried unanimously.
DeAnn Walker moved to recommend approval of LPGRR030 as recommended by COPS.  Mr. Gurley seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR108, Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Clarification
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR108 as recommended by PRS.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether Platt’s Oilgram Price Report prices are denominated in cents per gallon or barrels; that current Protocols do not use an index and that FOP is a new feature of nodal; and that the intent of Market Participants is to use gallons, as ERCOT has traditionally interpreted it.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR112, Emergency Base Point Price Deviation

NPRR112 was remanded to PRS to review and reconcile inconsistencies between drafted language and graphs.
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report 

Paul Rocha reported that ROS had no voting items for ROS consideration and that the bulk of the April 2008 ROS meeting was dedicated to follow-up items from the Emergency Electric Curtailment Program (EECP) event of February 26, 2008 and the March 17, 2008 Wind Workshop at ERCOT Austin.  

Mr. R. Jones reviewed recent ROS activities and the ROS action plan to address identified issues in the interconnection process, compliance and performance measures, potential changes to Protocols and Operating Guides, and training opportunities.  Mr. R. Jones noted the formation of the Wind Operations Task Force (WOTF), that WOTF meetings are heavily attended by a cross section of Market Participants, and that a voting item may be brought for TAC’s consideration in July or August 2008.  

Mr. Bruce added that ROS might take up a draft PRR to require wind Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) to utilize the AWS TrueWind forecast.  Kent Saathoff noted that per a request, ERCOT is developing testimony to file in the Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) PUCT Docket No. 33672 regarding operational issues associate with wind generation.
Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)
Rothwood Substation Project
Jay Teixeira presented ERCOT-recommended reliability project options.  
Mr. Greer moved to endorse Option 2.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Cooperative and IOU Market Segments.

Mr. Belk noted that TAC approval is not a formal requirement in Transmission Planning, but requested more time to consider projects in the future.
Corrupt Data Calculations of Price Adjustments for Non-Spinning Reserve Service Update

Aaron Smallwood and Joel Mickey provided a summary of issues associated with the hardware failure that led to an emergency database failover, and reviewed recovery plans.  Market Participants expressed understanding that these types of issues occur, and concern that reasonability testing was not conducted before adjusted data was distributed.  Mr. Mickey agreed with the concern and stated that procedures that require a formula check rather than a data check are being reviewed; and that this is the first instance of a double failure of systems.  Mr. Smallwood added that nodal equipment will be newer with more redundancies, and that system architecture is also being reviewed.  
Market Participants discussed that the market notice went out 24 hours after data was confirmed missing, but a week after the issue; that notice should be sent that there is a potential data issue so that Market Participants do not react to potentially wrong signals; that the market should be informed regarding aging equipment and be given the opportunity to recommend continued maintenance and replacement of zonal systems, or conversely, to forego additional zonal systems expenditures in anticipation of nodal systems start-up.  
Ron Hinsley added that efforts were made to stockpile spare parts for the zonal system, while being driven to new platforms for nodal, and that decisions came down to costs and resources for concurrent projects.  Asked if other aging systems were at risk, Mr. Hinsley noted that some systems are approaching four years of age, and they are being monitored.   
Market Participants discussed that the potential of inexperienced staff running the zonal system at potentially great costs to the market; that nodal go-live is at least another seven months away; whether there were impacts to Estimated Aggregate Liability (EAL); that other markets highlight potential issues to halt volatility; and that a simple statement of investigation is needed to protect small entities.  Mr. Dreyfus requested that a market notice be sent as soon as a resettlement time is determined.
Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) Update per Protocol Section 6.5.12(19)

Paul Wattles provided an annual EILS update, noting that case history is not yet available to determine the effectiveness of Loads coming off in an actual deployment; that an availability review will be conducted after the end of the contract period; and that the next contract period begins June 1, 2008.  Market Participants discussed concerns regarding the lack of transparency in the bid process; what is to be the summer ratio of dollars to MWs; and the appearance that all participating Loads had not completed testing.  

Mr. Wattles noted that all Loads will be tested; that a document published to the ERCOT website describes ERCOT’s process for determining spending limits and other considerations made in determining bid awards; and that as the 180 days had passed for the first contract period, requests for information should be directed through Client Services.
Mr. Dreyfus requested that Mr. Wattles send an e-mail to TAC when it is determined whether the names of bidding and awarded entities may be released, or if only the names of the QSEs may be released.  Mr. Dreyfus also noted his request that Mr. Saathoff report on unit testing results pursuant to PRR750, Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing, and refinement of the Reserve Discount Factor (RDF) at the June 2008 TAC meeting 
Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

TPTF Report

Trip Doggett reviewed recent activities of the TPTF, highlighting the formation of a subgroup to consider a list of items building on future functionality issues, and noting that ROS and WMS would be regularly apprised of issues, and that suggested list additions should be e-mailed to Bob Spangler with a copy to TPTF.

Revised Nodal Readiness Metrics 
Mr. Doggett presented proposed revisions to the following nodal Readiness Metrics, and agreed with Mr. Brewster that it is fair to say that the metrics are being tightened:

· EMO5, Verify Area Control Error (ACE) Performance 

· E8, ERCOT Staffed for Texas Nodal Operations 

· MP20, Market Participant Ability to Submit Outage
Mr. Brewster moved to direct ERCOT to proceed with the revised metrics.  Steven Moss seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Dreyfus noted that this would be Mr. Doggett’s final TPTF update, and congratulated Mr. Doggett on his appointment as Chief Operating Officer of ERCOT as of June 2008.  Market Participants joined Mr. Dreyfus in congratulating Mr. Doggett.
ERCOT Report – Program Update

Jerry Sullivan provided a Nodal Program update, reporting that Cost and Scope are on “green” status, with Quality and Schedule on “amber” status, and noting that $15 million in contingency funding would be sufficient should nodal go-live on December 1, 2008; that the Nodal Protocols will be implemented or there will be adequate work-arounds; and that there are currently no gray-boxed Protocols.  

Market Participants discussed that there is a disconnect between what ERCOT and Market Participants believe are necessary projects; that slippages are causing too great a compression in the Market Participant testing timeline for the Single Entry Model (SEM); that validation of the Common Information Model (CIM) that requires four to six months to complete is now only allowed six weeks at most, and potentially less; that inconsistencies continue to be found in the model, requiring additional validation time; and that Market Participants do not want to be the reason go-live fails, due to severe compression of the testing timeframe resultant from slippages in delivery.
Market Participants discussed delays to the CIM; expressed low confidence in the new delivery date of June 13, 2008; and conceded that the model is extremely difficult, complex and state-of-the-art.  Market Participants also discussed that the validation timeline for the Single Entry Model is severely compressed; that a correct model is preferred over a simply timely model; that Market Participants cannot be expected to test in less than two months what ERCOT has not been able to test in one year; and that auctions may be based on a model with undetected fundamental flaws.

Mr. Dreyfus requested that Raj Chudgar host meetings to develop a common understanding of model validation needs and timelines, and report discussions at the June 2008 TAC meeting.  Market Participants added that a layman’s explanation of issues is needed; that the 168 Hour Test should be delayed; and that correct data is even more important in nodal than zonal.
Regarding the Market Participant Identity Management (MPIM), Market Participants asserted that they are not part of the ERCOT systems and that it is an unacceptable interpretation to hold Market Participants accountable to the ERCOT compliance regime; that background checks by July 1, 2008 are an excessive burden to Market Participants; that if the interpretation does not change, that ERCOT should sponsor training; and that the issue is not exclusively a TPTF issue and should be noticed to the TAC exploder.
Regarding the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF), Mr. R. Jones expressed appreciation for ERCOT staff assistance in completing the forms to the extent needed to achieve “green” status in time for nodal go-live.  Dale Goodman added that additional outreach will be conducted, and that Market Participants should expect to hear from their account managers.
Notice per Protocol for Limit on CRR Bids
Per Section 7.5.2 of the ERCOT Protocols, Beth Garza provided notice there will be a limit on bids submitted to the CRR auction.
WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Belk provided an update on recent WMS activities, and noted that congestion costs for 2008 have already surpassed costs for all of 2007.  Mr. Belk reported that WMS will begin to address wind issues identified at the March 17, 2008 Wind Workshop at the May 2008 WMS meeting, and that the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) will take up the issue of economic considerations in outage planning; Mr. Greer added that the same economic consideration should be given to transmission planning.
Cesar Seymour commended ERCOT on the TCR auction efforts, and asked if procedures would be modified in the fourth quarter.  Ms. Garza answered in the affirmative, noting that the on-peak base cases may or may not be reflective of expected generation for an entire period; that the analytical bases continues to be developed and refined, and that it is unknown at this time if a PRR will be required.
RMS Report (see Key Documents)
Jennifer Troutman provided an update on recent RMS activities.  There were no voting items for TAC consideration.  Market Participants discussed that RMS had previously granted all requested exceptions to the Service Level Agreement (SLA) and questioned whether those exceptions materially changed SLA results.
TAC and Subcommittee Organizational Review (TASOR) Task Force Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Bruce provided an update on recent TASOR TF activities and reviewed minority positions on three issues.  Market Participants discussed minority positions on more explicit rules regarding a chair’s obligation pass the gavel when advocating a position during discussion of issues, and declined to develop written rules for this scenario.  
Market Participants also discussed improvements which might be made to effectuate better and easier stakeholder participation in meetings, and whether the current Market Segments should be modified or additional segments added; Mr. Bruce noted that the Public Utilities Regulatory Act define the current Market Segments.  Market Participants suggested that if parties want to make modifications to the Market Segments that they could work directly with the PUCT.  The final minority position addressed was whether the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) should reside under COPS or RMS versus WMS.  No Market Participants expressed interest in moving the DSWG.  Mr. Bruce advised Market Participants the next TASOR TF meeting would feature discussion of credit governance issues.

Adjournment
Mr. Dreyfus adjourned the meeting at 4:04 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/05/20080508-TAC.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2008/05/20080508-TAC.html� 
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