APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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


Thursday, August 6, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	Alt. Rep for. B. Jones (morning only)

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McCalla, David
	GEUS
	

	McClendon, Shannon
	Residential Consumer
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	Alt. Rep. for B. Belk

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Corporation
	

	Schubert, Eric
	BP Energy
	

	Sims, John
	Nueces Electric Cooperative
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	


The following proxies were assigned:
· Kristy Ashley to Seth Cochran
· Eric Schubert to Seth Cochran
· Fernando Saenz to David McCalla

· Henry Wood to Sandy Morris

· Danny Bivens to Shannon McClendon
· John Sims to Hugh Lenox
Guests:

	Barkley, Jim
	Baker Botts
	

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Bell, Wendell
	TPPA
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Greffe, Richard
	PUCT
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables 
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	Eagle
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Landry, Jonathan
	Gexa
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McAndrew, Thomas
	Enchanted Rock
	

	McMurray, Mark
	DE
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Moore, Chuck
	Direct Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Quinn, Michael
	Oncor
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Oliver, Andy
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Shumate, Walter
	Shumate and Associates
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP EP
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	

	Wright, Christine
	PUCT
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	NextEra
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Morgan, Richard
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Smallwood, Aaron
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:34 a.m. and reviewed assigned proxies and Alternate Representatives.  
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Bruce directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  
ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce noted that his memo regarding the July 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was posted with the day’s Key Documents.
Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS 

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS 
Mr. Bruce noted that PRR805 and NPRR171 would be taken up during the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) report.

NPRR Parking Deck
Mr. Bruce reviewed the history of the proposed NPRR parking deck and noted ERCOT Board concerns regarding approving NPRRs without an Impact Analysis.  Adrian Pieniazek, on behalf of NRG, CPS Energy, and Reliant, offered the following reasons TAC should continue to support the NPRR parking deck:
A nodal parking deck, as presented by TAC to the Board, provides significant benefits to ERCOT and Market Participants, with only minor drawbacks.  TAC should recommend that the Board accept the nodal parking deck for the following reasons:

1) Better change management – The proposal will allow for the most efficient release planning.  If revisions are considered separately but packaged together, they can be reviewed together, budgeted together, and implemented together while allowing each revision to stand on its own merits.  If potential revisions are tabled at TAC, numerous revisions will be ongoing at the same time, and will lead to uncertainty, inefficiency, and no optimization.

2) Version control – Efforts to synchronize multiple NPRRs with the current baseline will increase the likelihood for error and for conflicting language.  If the parking deck solution is not approved, the Board and TAC will experience the same frustration they did during the 2007 “Baselines 1 and 2” discussions.  The parking deck will leverage lessons learned.

3) Contingent approval – In today’s change management process, there are already multiple avenues when the Board can decide to not implement a previously approved revision.  The Board may decide that other higher priorities outweigh the costs to implement a revision, or may decide to cancel or not approve the project associated with a revision.  The parking deck proposal gives the Board another opportunity to use its judgment to make a decision, and does not take anything away.  If the Board has concerns about “effective upon system implementation” language being in the Protocols, it could create a process to have another description that is more precise, such as “pending funding.”

4) No extra overhead – The Board does not have to review language twice if it chooses not to.  Instead, it could review a list the same as or similar to today’s Project Prioritization List.

5) Appeals – If there are any appeals of an approved but pending revision, they could be handled prior to system implementation.  For example, when PRR676, RPRS Solution with Nodal RUC-Type Procurement and Cost Allocation, was appealed ERCOT began to implement the revision that was ultimately rejected.

Mr. Pieniazek added that the parking deck does have some minor drawbacks, as do all solutions, but that it does provide a transparent process.  Mark Dreyfus thanked Mr. Pieniazek for his leadership on the issue, and opined that the process would inform Market Participants about the future, and that the setting of priorities and funding allocation is a different process, and that the two separate issues should be communicated to the ERCOT Board.

Market Participants discussed that without the parking deck, which represents the current process, nothing will be initiated in the interim, and that ERCOT Staff will be inundated with NPRR filings at some point in the future; that the parking deck allows for the management of revision requests and provides transparency and version control; and that ERCOT Market Rules Staff should be commended for their assistance in developing the parking deck language.  Trip Doggett suggested in an effort to balance version control and release planning ,that items might be queued via a white paper with accompanying Protocol language, so that a set of revisions might be considered together in the future.  Mike Cleary expressed concern for approving single revisions at a time, rather than in bundles, and opined that the ERCOT Board would prefer to see a high-level collection of revisions.  
Market Participants debated the merits of the proposed parking deck language versus a white paper approach, and discussed that issues would require championing at least twice with either approach; that the parking deck as proposed, with gray boxing, offers version control, while a white paper draft is not housed in a certain location, does not have version control, and would require the development of a redundant process; and that the implementation and release planning process can best be accomplished with ERCOT Board-approved language. 
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend to the ERCOT Board that the Nodal parking deck procedure be approved as proposed, and that language be added to gray boxed language to reference “pending funding approval.”  Mr. Dreyfus seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Proposed Revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws
Mr. Bruce reported that no additional revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws were considered at the July 2009 ERCOT Board meeting, and requested that the item remain noticed for vote on the September 2009 TAC agenda should anyone wish to bring a revision for TAC consideration and possible recommendation to the ERCOT Board.  
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
DeAnn Walker noted that Transmission Owners were incorrectly identified as Transmission Operators in the Single Entry Model (SEM) Go-Live discussion; Brandon Whittle offered clarifying language regarding the discussion of PRR815, CSC Process Clarification.

Randy Jones moved to approve the July 9, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.

Revisions to TAC Procedures (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce reported that the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) directed TAC to revise the TAC Procedures to address delivery of materials related to voting items and to ensure robust meeting minutes.  Mr. Bruce opined that ERCOT Staff very ably captures TAC discussion, and invited Market Participant discussion regarding the suggestion that meeting materials related to voting items be posted a minimum of seven days in advance.

Market Participants expressed concern that a strict seven day posting requirement might adversely affect comments and hamper discussion of late-breaking information; that restrictive language might be utilized by parties wishing to mute discussion of certain aspects of an issue; and that the stakeholder process is benefited by free-flowing discussion from a multitude of commentors.  Market Participants further discussed the need to be responsive to the PUCT’s concerns without stifling the vetting process; that language might be developed to allow consideration of materials posted after the suggested seven day deadline unless there is an objection of a certain number of seated members; and that stakeholders serving on ERCOT committees are volunteers, and a rigid materials delivery deadline at times will not be reasonable.
Mr. Bruce noted that the spirit of the PUCT Order in Docket No. 36416, AEP Energy Partners’ Appeal of the Decision of the ERCOT Board Assigning Oklaunion Generating Station to the West Zone and Request for Expedited Consideration and Emergency Remand with Instructions, is that the language of the TAC Procedures be tightened, and that an additional month’s consideration of the issues would not be objectionable.

Mr. R. Jones moved to table consideration of the TAC Procedures until the September 2009 TAC meeting.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce requested that Market Participants review and redline the TAC Procedures document provided with the day’s Key Documents.  Mr. Bruce noted that in instances where TAC originates communication with the PUCT, the ERCOT Board requests the opportunity to review, but that since the revisions will be in response to a request of the PUCT, the ERCOT Board will be informed of the communication.  Mr. Bruce added that he would be happy to file changes to the TAC Procedures per TAC’s direction.
Marguerite Wagner suggested that the TAC Procedures be filed through ERCOT Legal.  Mr. Bruce noted that the Final Order in Docket No. 36416 is binding on ERCOT, Inc., which is represented by legal counsel, and that since TAC members, as individuals Market Participants may or may not be involved in every contested case before the PUCT, enhanced communication from ERCOT Legal would be beneficial when the PUCT issues an Order requiring TAC action. Mr. Bruce requested that in such future instances, ERCOT Legal request time on the TAC agenda to review requirements specific to TAC and the stakeholder process.
Mr. Bruce also reported that PUCT Staff was directed by Commissioners to bring a workshop or project to address Quick Start Unit issues; that some issues might be referred to TAC; and that clarification on the topic will be communicated at a future PUCT Open Meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris reviewed PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

PRR819, Changes to Support Revisions to the PUCT POLR and Expedited Switch Rules – Urgent
PRR820, Definition for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider – Urgent
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval or PRR819 and PRR820 as recommended by PRS.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR176, Resource Status Input to RUC and Ancillary Service Awards from RUC

NPRR177, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules

NPRR178, Regulation Reduction (GS-FR3) and Reg-Up/Reg-Down Allocation to QSEs 

NPRR180, Reconciliation of CRR Related Protocol Language

NPRR182, Non-Protocol Postings on the Market Information System

NPRR187, Definition for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider

Ken Donohoo moved to recommend approval of NPRR176, NPRR177, NPRR178, NPRR180, NPRR182, and NPRR187 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Robinson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR812, Wind Generator Forecast Scheduling (formerly, “Wind Generator Forecast for Scheduling Metric”)

Mr. Bruce reviewed NEXTera Energy Resources comments for PRR812.  Market Participants discussed that the ERCOT Board might be displeased with a non-metric item for Wind-powered Generations Resources (WGRs), but would find greater displeasure with an item that posed impacts to Nodal implementation; that much effort went into the development of PRR812; and that its implementation provides the opportunity to gather the historical data necessary to develop a meaningful metric.  Mr. Bruce suggested that should PRR812 be recommended for approval, that the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) and the Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) work with ERCOT Staff to monitor and propose adjustments as necessary.
Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR812 as amended by NEXTera Energy Resources comments and to direct TAC subcommittees to continue to follow the issue.  Seth Cochran seconded the motion.  Mr. R. Jones noted that PRR812 is an effort to improve Schedule Control Error (SCE) and is a methodology, rather than a metric; and suggested that if the methodology is not effective, another approach should be developed.  Market Participants discussed that Mr. Bruce should communicate to the ERCOT Board that PRR812 was initially developed as a metric, but was revised to a methodology to avoid substantial impacts to Nodal resources, as identified in the ERCOT CEO Revision Request Review process.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR814, NOx Emissions Allowance Index Price – Urgent

Mr. Brewster opined that it is the better practice to require claimants to substantiate costs rather than use bandwidths and adders.  Brad Jones noted that the 10% factor has always been in the ERCOT Protocols; that PRR814 merely creates the process by which ERCOT may evaluate cost claims; and that concerns regarding the use of 10% are welcome to be addressed via additional revision requests.

Mr. B. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR814 as recommended by PRS.  Richard Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried with four objections from the Consumer Market Segment and five abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) (4) Market Segments.
PRR816, CRE Determination Criteria – Urgent
Market Participants reviewed NEXTera and ERCOT comments to PRR816 and discussed exclusions from the Power Transfer Distribution Factor (PTDF) calculations; that PRR816 will make the tool previously used for calculations obsolete and will now require a manual process; and that while the manual process is accomplishable, it is recommended that the number of scenarios tested by reduced.
Mr. Whittle moved to recommend approval of PRR816 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  Isabel Flores noted that part of testing the concept involved checking the current Closely Related Elements (CREs), and that the information is posted; and that there is a calculation that ERCOT can still recommend if there is a need.  Mr. Bruce noted that, outside of one instance, there do not seem to be urgent intra-year CRE requests; that there is much appetite for time to review requests in person; and asked whether ERCOT could tolerate a 14-day review position.  Mr. Flores noted that, except for instances of reliability, ERCOT might be able to consider seven Business Days, rather than seven calendar days, but that ERCOT remains committed to bringing all information as soon as possible.  Mr. Pieniazek opined that a change from the customary seven days would cause uplift where there was an opportunity to send a price signal.  Mr. Whittle reiterated his opinion that ERCOT Staff has done a good job of vetting those requests that are not time sensitive through an established process, and of providing as much information as possible as soon as possible.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.
NPRR174, FIP Modifications in Verifiable Startup and Minimum Energy Cost and Recovery of Exceptional Fuel Costs During RUC Intervals
Mr. Brewster reiterated his concerns regarding PRR814, and extended them to NPRR174.  Market Participants discussed that the 10% factor was not scientific, but was used in the zonal market and transferred to the Nodal market as a reasonable percentage for review of costs; that Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) runs after the close of the gas market and relies on intraday gas; and that if not approved, a flag might be needed to indicated that the unit is not available for RUC. 

Mr. R. Jones added that the indices and adders are a measure to relieve the administrative burden posed by daily disputes.  ERCOT Staff noted that without NPRR174, there is no mechanism by which a QSE may submit disputes to recover fuel costs.  Market Participants discussed that it is an untenable situation, from both a reliability and market position, to force an Entity to operate at a loss; that the 10% factor is reasonable and used in other markets; that there remains incentive for QSEs to set Three-Part Supply Offers into the Day-Ahead market (DAM) lower than the cap where appropriate to increase the chance of acceptance; and that additional time is needed to consider the appropriate value for Y, which remains to be set.
Mr. R. Jones moved to table NPRR174.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Withdrawal:

NPRR179, ERCOT Polled Settlement Load Data

PRR813, FIP Definition Revision

Ms. Morris noted the withdrawal of NPR179 and PRR813.

Ms. Morris also provided an update regarding PRR822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities–Urgent, and encouraged Market Participants to attend the August 2009 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) meeting where PRR822 would be considered next.
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR175, Hub Bus List Clarification 

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of NPRR175 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Shannon McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Bruce directed the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) to consider Clayton Greer’s concern that certain traded points will go into the Nodal Market that are not defined hubs, and are also not traded points.  There were no objections.
NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT - Urgent 
Mr. Bruce noted that both the CEO Revision Request Review and Impact Analysis are now available for NOGRR025; noted that ERCOT had reviewed comments as directed and that additional comments had been filed; and requested TAC guidance as to how to respond to the PUCT and the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) on the item.  Troy Anderson summarized which reports would be available, which reports are proposed to be produced on an as-needed basis for the PUCT, TRE and Independent Market Monitor, and which reports would require system changes and have various degrees of impacts.  Mr. Anderson also noted that ERCOT is committed to having the data for all 54 reports available should emergency analysis be directed.

Ms. Wagner reviewed PSEG Texas comments to NOGRR025, and expressed concern that the reports available at Nodal implementation focus primarily on reliability, almost to the exclusion of market reports.  John Dumas noted that the list of reports was developed by a review of Nodal Protocol Section 8, Performance Monitoring, and what was known about NOGRR025 at the time, and what data could be pulled for additional reports after NOGRR025 language was finalized at ROS, and that no effort was made to divide among reliability or market-facing reports, but was instead driven by implementation efforts associated with the various reports.  Market Participants discussed implications of posting requirements; that a prioritization for the implementation of additional reports would be in order; and whether adequate reports will be available to support the related NPRR.  It was requested that the TRE and PUCT comment on the reports they believe to be critical at Nodal implementation.
Market Participants further discussed that should reports not be available until after Nodal stabilization, it would be extremely difficult to know how well systems are performing; how the report designs will be vetted; that consideration should be given to whether the reports proposed to be made available are the most effective reports, given constrained funding and resources; and that additional time should be allowed, if possible, to develop another iteration of the available reports list. 
It was noted that ERCOT will file comments regarding reports for which there exist manual workarounds, and will work with Garland to harmonize comments.  It was requested that the WMS determine which reports are necessary to the market at Nodal implementation.  

Mr. B. Jones moved to table NOGRR025 for one month.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that report availability has market impacts as well as reliability impacts; that ERCOT Staff should approach WMS after speaking with the PUCT; and that the item will be posted for consideration at the August 2009 WMS, comments to NOGRR025 may be offered, and that WMS may make a recommendation if it so chooses.  The motion carried unanimously.
RMS Report (see Key Documents)
Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the July 2009 RMS meeting. 
Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 076, Synchronization of Retail Market Guide with PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process 
Mr. Downey moved to approve RMGRR076 as recommended by RMS.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

RMGRR079, Changes to Support Revisions to the PUCT POLR and Expedited Switch Rules – Urgent 
Kristi Hobbs noted that RMGRR079 would be forwarded to the ERCOT Board for approval due to system impacts.

Mr. Downey moved to recommend approval of RMGRR079 as amended by the 07/24/09 MTTF comments with an effective date of “Upon ERCOT Board approval”, except for changes to Section 7.11.5.2.2, Section 7.11.5.2.3, and “Timing/Business Rules for 814_06 Drop Due to Switch/Move-In Request” and “Example for 814_08, Cancel Switch/Move-In/Move-Out/Mass Transition Drop Request” in Appendix D, Transaction Timing Matrix, which would be effective upon system implementation.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS 

NPRR171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS
Mr. Goff spoke to REP Coalition comments for PRR805 and noted that the AMS meter flag will allow Retail Electric Providers (REPs) to know if an Advanced Meter is available at the Customer location; that other look-up methods are not easily accessible by call center personnel; that information on the portal will be of no use in discussion with a potential customer; and that should disclosure of the information not be approved, it would be impractical for REPs to comply with reporting requirements.  Christine Wright noted that the PUCT has no concerns with respect to Customer privacy related to displaying the POLR Customer class and AMS meter flag.

Ms. McClendon moved to recommend approval of PRR805 as revised by TAC, and NPRR171 as revised by TAC.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mr. Doggett expressed support for the necessary work and noted that ERCOT Staff takes the CEO Revision Request Review process very seriously, was working on the assumption that the data posted by the Transmission Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) was adequate, and underestimated the importance of the REPS and call centers having the flag.  Mr. Doggett noted the risk to Nodal implementation, that the work would need to be accomplished in the January-March 2010 timeframe, and that should any of the anticipated risks materialize, debate will have to be given to whether Nodal implementation should be moved or the AMS meter flag project delayed.  The motion carried unanimously.
2010 Project Prioritization List (see Key Documents)

Mr. Anderson reviewed the proposed 2010 PPL. 
Ms. McClendon moved to recommend to the ERCOT Board the 2010 PPL as presented.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
In response to Ms. McClendon’s question, Mr. Brewster confirmed that he abstained from the previous vote to avoid any appearance of conflict, as he would expect to be a litigant regarding the system administration fee.

Ms. McClendon moved to add PRR805 with a priority 2-High and rank of 23.5 to the 2010 PPL. Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Mr. Cleary provided the Nodal Program update; noted that confidence is high at this point that end-to-end testing will be on schedule, but that a better understanding of how systems will work together is needed; and confirmed that the information provided to the Special Nodal Program Committee regarding discovered defects and concerns may be shared with the market, as requested by Mr. B. Jones.

Market Participant Readiness
Vikki Gates provided a Market Participant readiness update, and reviewed the readiness outreach program.  Ms. Gates characterized third-party training courses as different from what ERCOT offers as it pertains to objectives; opined that interface training is difficult to get from a competitive training source; and noted that ERCOT Legal monitors for trademark infringement.  Ms. McClendon expressed concern for legal liability issues, should Market Participants receive poor information from third-party training sources.  Ms. Gates added that ERCOT training sessions are free and so generally receive preference.
Ms. Gates noted that the outreach coordinator should be on site in the next two weeks; that a survey will be conducted; that the number of standby site visits that will be conducted is unknown; and that Market Participants should expect to see the beginning of outreach efforts in September 2009.
SEM Go-Live Update
Ms. Gates provided the SEM Go-Live update.  Mr. Bruce opined that TAC may certify SEM readiness at the day’s meeting, on a conditional basis, or at a special TAC meeting, and requested input from the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs).  Several TSPs noted that while there are issues that require continued work, there are no glaring issues to prevent SEM go-live certification.  Market Participants discussed delaying TAC certification to the latest date possible, August 17, 2009, in order to receive the latest possible ERCOT analysis; and that a special TAC meeting should not be scheduled in conflict with ERCOT Board committee meetings.  Mr. Bruce advised Market Participants that notice of a special TAC meeting would be forthcoming.
Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report

There were no questions regarding NATF activities.

ROS Report 

Mr. Donohoo reviewed recent ROS activities, noting that the NDSWG is focused on resolving issues associated with SEM Go-Live; that the WOTF is developing a draft PRR for WGR Primary Frequency Response; and that Generation re-Interconnection issues are being reviewed.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)
Chuck Moore presented highlights of the July 2009 COPS meeting.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Kenan Ögelman presented highlights of the July 2009 WMS meeting.  
RTWG Report (see Key Documents)

Henry Durrwachter reviewed highlights of the July 2009 RTWG meeting, and opined that, with review of the capacity value of wind for 2006-2008, 8.7% which was based not on wind data but a combination of other data, might be too low a number to use as an average; that Load also drives Reserves; and is covered in the 12.5% Reserve Margin.   Market Participants discussed that wind is a variable Resource, while Load is not as variable; and that discussion should be given to a backup service for variable Resources, and whether consideration should be given to creating a Capacity market.
Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Report
Victor Barry noted that no formal report had been filed and invited questions.  No questions were offered.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

There were no ERCOT Operations, Planning or IT reports for August 2009.
Other Business (see Key Documents)
Robert’s Rules of Order Overview

Ms. McClendon provided a brief overview and chart of ranking motions per Robert’s Rules of Order.  Ms. McClendon noted that the TAC Procedures state that Robert’s Rules of Order is a guide for TAC meetings, rather than the rule.
Proposal for TAC Consent Agenda

Market Participants debated the merits of a TAC consent agenda.  Kristy Ashley asserted that it is incumbent upon TAC members to have reviewed materials, that consideration should be given to posting some reports for questions only, and that a consent agenda would improve meeting efficiency.  Market Participants noted that the ERCOT Board hosts a meeting the day before the Board meeting to attend to questions and answers; that TAC is a last review for some voting items, but that a questions-only format for some reports would be helpful.  Mr. Bruce requested that the suggestion, particularly regarding a questions-only format for some reports – be given further consideration at the September 2009 TAC meeting.

Future Agenda Items

William Lewis requested a report regarding ERCOT’s process for the June 29, 2009 opening of a switch, noting that the quick opening injured some financial positions.  Mr. Greer noted that the process was discussed at WMS; that ERCOT will be more sensitive to notice issues; and that September 1, 2009 is the estimated restoration date.  Mr. Bruce requested that the report to be provided to the ROS be filtered up to TAC.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 4:20 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/08/20090806-TAC" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/08/20090806-TAC� 
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