DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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


Thursday, October 1, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	Alt. Rep. for M. Dreyfus (afternoon only)

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	Alt. Rep. for F. Saenz

	McClendon, Shannon
	Residential Consumer
	

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

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	Alt. Rep. for L. Barrow (morning only)

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Corporation
	

	Smith, Mark
	Chaparral Steel
	Alt. Rep. for O. Robinson

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	Alt. Rep. for D. Bivens

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

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

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	

	Wood, Henry
	STEC
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


The following proxies were assigned:
· Eric Schubert to Brandon Whittle
· Bill Smith to Phillip Boyd

· Chris Brewster to Phillip Boyd

· Marcie Zlotnik to William Lewis (afternoon only)

· David McCalla to Mark Dreyfus (afternoon only)

Guests:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Claiborn-Pinto, Shawnee
	PUCT
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Consultant
	

	Don, Jones
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Moore, Chuck
	Direct Energy
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Quinn, Michael
	Oncor
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Brenton, Jim
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Felton, Trey
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Forfia, David
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Gonzales, Ino
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Richard Howard
	
	

	Iacobucci, Jason
	
	

	Kleckner, Tom
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Reedy, Steve
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:33 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 September 15, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was posted with the day’s Key Documents.  Mr. Bruce reported ERCOT Board approval of all submitted revision requests and again thanked ERCOT Staff and Market Participants for their efforts regarding Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT; that the ERCOT Board agreed with TAC’s position regarding Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 812, Wind Generator Forecast Scheduling (formerly “Wind Generator Forecast for Scheduling Metric”), and added that PRR811, Real Time Production Potential, would pose similar impact issues; and that changes in ERCOT senior management were announced.
Proposed Revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws
Mr. Bruce reported that some ERCOT Board members were pleased with TAC recommendations to the proposed Bylaw revisions, while other ERCOT Board members did not believe that the recommendation regarding disclosure of clients to be adequate for TAC Chair or Vice Chair.  Mr. Bruce noted that the item would remain noticed for vote for one more month, and that all of the proposed revisions to the Bylaws would be before the ERCOT Membership at its annual meeting.

Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) 09/24/09 Open Meeting Update

Mr. Bruce noted TAC assignments made to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) and the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) resulting from discussion of the PUCT August 20, 2009 Wind Generation Capacity Workshop; that additional direction did not come from the September 24, 2009 PUCT Open Meeting; and opined that the PUCT Commissioners are content with Market Participants considering the Ancillary Services procurement document; Load forecast accuracy; and a decommitment process for Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS) units.

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
September 3, 2009
Brittney Albracht noted the correction of a misspelled word. 

Brad Jones moved to approve the September 3, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Henry Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revisions to TAC Procedures (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce reviewed Kristi Hobbs’ memo regarding recently revised TAC Procedures, use of the defined term “Authorized Representative”, and Ms. Hobbs’ recommendation for substitute terminology.

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the TAC Procedures as amended.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Bruce opined that revisions made to TAC Procedures, Section IV. D. Notification regarding consideration of supporting documentation published less than one week prior to the meeting now require an interpretation by TAC for two items on the day’s agenda.  Mr. Bruce noted that PRR822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities – URGENT, was duly noticed for a vote, and the Recommendation Report posted one week prior to the meeting, but that comments to PRR822 had since been posted.  Mr. Bruce asked if a majority vote of TAC was needed to consider comments to PRR822, or if the comments are to be considered as related to a posted document; if the intent of the TAC is to consider only material that is posted for seven days prior; and if a vote on late posted materials should be taken at the beginning of each meeting.  

Randy Jones opined that comments are opinion and should not be considered supporting documentation, particularly as some comments are filed in opposition to PRRs; and that comments posted even after the week-prior requirement should be considered.  Mr. Wood hypothesized that should comments be restricted to a week-prior posting requirement, that discussion at the meeting might not be eligible for consideration.  
Mr. Bruce noted that the WMS Boundary Generation recommendation was adopted by an e-mail vote of WMS, and was not available seven days prior to the TAC meeting; and asked Market Participants if the Boundary Generation recommendation was part and parcel to the Closely Related Element (CRE) item posted for vote later in the agenda.  Mr. Wood suggested that additional materials be considered on a case-by-case basis; that the option to consider the Boundary Generation recommendation should be retained until discussion of the CRE recommendation; and that an e-mail vote might be taken later if deemed necessary.  
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris reviewed PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

NPRR189, Ancillary Service Deployment Clarification

NPRR191, Synchronization of PRR819, Changes to Support Revisions to the PUCT POLR and Expedited Switch Rules

NPRR193, Application of Nodal Implementation Surcharge in Verifiable Costs

Shannon McClendon moved to recommend approval of NPRR189, NPRR191, and NPRR193 as recommended by PRS in the respective 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR829, Total Transmission Capacity Correction - URGENT

PRR831, Annual Transmission Congestion Rights (TCR) Auction Amount – URGENT

NPRR195, Removal of McCamey Congestion Management from Nodal Protocols

Mr. Moss moved to recommend approval of PRR829, PRR831 and NPRR195 as recommended by PRS in the 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce requested that the record reflect that he would abstain from the vote on NPRR195.  The motion carried unanimously for PRR829 and PRR831 and with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment for NPRR195.

PRR811, Real Time Production Potential
PRR823, Clarifying Language for Resource 12-Month Rolling Planned Outage Schedule

Mr. Bruce noted that due to the number of days between TAC and the ERCOT Board in October 2009, PRR811 and PRR823 would be eligible for consideration at the October 20, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting, even though the items are proceeding on a normal timeline, and asked Market Participants if they would prefer an amended effective date of November 1, 2009 for the items, or retention of the December 1, 2009 effective date.  Market Participants discussed that the December 1, 2009 effective date would continue to be acceptable, and would provide the market additional time to understand compliance responsibilities. 

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR811 and PRR823 as recommended by PRS in the respective 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Reports.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR822
Mr. Bruce noted that the 09/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report for PRR822 had been reformatted for ease of use by TAC, and asked if Market Participants would prefer to review filed comments or whether TAC should address by policy issues, such as risk-based assessment versus defined critical facilities, multiple timelines to revoke access privileges, and voluntary versus involuntary separation.  Market Participants expressed concern that PRR822 establishes a competing standard by which an Entity, though compliant with PRR822, would be in violation of North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) requirements; and that NERC standards and regionally enforceable Protocols should not be comingled.  

Mr. R. Jones opined that non-specific language in PRR822 regarding physical access poses double jeopardy issues, and that consideration should be given as to the extent PRR822 is to be enforced.  Mr. Wood stated that STEC employs a methodology to determine risk levels at critical stations, and that with a 250-mile corridor, his organization could not comply with PRR822 rekey and password timelines, if approved as is.  Mr. Goff suggested that reasonable risk-based assessment language be carefully considered, and stated that any security measure is a series of compromises; that to secure against every threat has monetary, operational, and productivity costs; and that while risk-based assessments might be viewed as providing Entities an opportunity to not perform as required by regulators, it is also an opportunity for regulators to approach those Entities to discuss assessments.
Mr. Bruce offered that TAC would be remiss in not bringing something forward for the ERCOT Board to consider at its next meeting; that the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) might be directed to gather physical security and Human Resources personnel to give further consideration to unresolved issues; and that a special TAC meeting might be held before the October 20, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting.  Victor Barry noted that terminated employees are a known risk, and that PRR822 is not intended to address vandalism; and explained that the intent of PRR822 is to ensure that Market Participants have procedures in place, that procedures are followed, and that if an incident occurs, it is timely reported.
Market Participants discussed that most Entities typically remove access from terminated employees, usually the day the separation occurs, out of enlightened self-interest; that all types of separations should be treated the same way; that PRR822 is redundant and only creates another level of compliance monitoring without increasing security; that prescribed measures will not necessarily benefit various systems, but will still expose Entities to compliance risk; and that regulators might enhance the criteria for defining critical assets. 
Marguerite Wagner expressed concern that the PRR822 list of facilities supporting the ERCOT bulk system does not include all facilities that provide Ancillary Services, and that either Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) and Loads Acting As a Resource (LaaRs) are essential to the system or they are not.  Phillip Boyd opined that EILS and LaaRs should not be included in a list of Restricted Facilities, as facility tampering would only result in Load shedding.  Mr. Boyd added that many industrial Consumers that are LaaRs follow security requirements prescribed the Department of Homeland Security.  Ms. Wagner added that EILS and LaaRs are only used in emergency situations, are reliability tools, and should be addressed in PRR822.  Trip Doggett added that when ERCOT deploys Responsive Reserve Service (RRS), ERCOT expects the MWs to be available, whether the MWs are provided by Generation or Demand Response providers.

Mr. Bruce requested that the record reflect that Mr. Ögelman was representing CPS Energy in the brief absence of Mr. Barrow.

Market Participants further discussed whether a list of Restricted Facilities should be prescribed by PRR822, or whether performance of a risk-based assessment should be required of all Entities; and that regulators should pursue discussions with Entities they believe have an inadequate risk-based assessment methodology.  Market Participants offered language revisions to PRR822.
Ms. McClendon moved to recommend approval of PRR822 as amended by TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants further discussed that the proposed language might be interpreted to address non-reliability systems and may have unintended consequences; that “bulk power system” is not a defined term, but “ERCOT System” is a defined term that includes Distribution; and that 100kV language recommended by PRS could be retained, with additional language to include LaaRs in the prescribed list of restricted facilities.  Some Market Participants expressed concern that language revisions single out LaaRs; that LaaRs would only pose a risk to the ERCOT System if a facility were forced to stay online; that LaaRs, like other facilities, should be allowed to make their own risk-based assessment and develop their own procedures; and that a majority of LaaRs are small Resources and would not be considered critical by any measure, and that the minority of large LaaRs already operate under stringent security measures.
Mr. Bruce requested that the record reflect that Mr. Barrow had returned to his seat to represent CPS Energy.
Ms. McClendon requested that Mr. Brenton and Mr. Barry comment on the proposed language revisions.  Mr. Brenton stated that he was comfortable with proposed revisions to PRR822 and thanked Market Participants for their extensive discussions at various forums.  Mr. Barry stated that he respects the stakeholder process, but expressed reservations regarding the proposed language.  Mr. Barry noted that the ERCOT Board might have difficulty with each Entity determining, by its own methodology, which assets are critical; that processes might be diluted to reduce regulatory risk; that risks might be understated, as the ERCOT System is designed in such a way that no one loss can disable the system; and that additional modifications might be necessary to clarify how the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) is to monitor and enforce PRR822.  Ms. McClendon withdrew the motion, and opined that, in light of Mr. Barry’s comments, work remained to be done on PRR822.
Mr. Wood suggested that language might be added to require procedures if Entities possess certain types of facilities.  Market Participants proposed revisions to a list of types of facilities, and discussed access removal and event notification timelines; and implications of employee terminations and reassignments.  In a straw poll of whether to include language regarding Ancillary Service providers, two votes favored retaining the language, five votes opposed retaining the language, and the remainder of TAC members abstained from the poll.  Market Participants expressed concern that their internal procedures adequately address the TRE’s intent for PRR822.  Mr. Barry opined that the TRE’s intent is the same as Market Participants’, namely that consideration has been given to the protection of assets, that procedures are developed, and that that Entities follow their procedures.
Mr. Wood moved to recommend approval of PRR822 as recommended by PRS in the 09/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report and as revised by TAC.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Mark Dreyfus requested that the revised language be reviewed in full.  Upon review, Mr. B. Jones requested that Mr. Barry speak to whether the revisions to PRR822 would achieve the TRE Board’s intent for PRR822.  Mr. Barry opined that the revisions would suitably approach the TRE Board’s intent; that the TRE would be able to interpret the language and perform accordingly; and that he would recommend that PRR822 as revised by TAC be approved.  Asked whether PRR822 would be addressed by a Regional Standard, Mr. Barry stated that the stakeholder process would allow that and the TRE invites it.  The motion carried with seven abstentions from the Independent Generator, Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (3), Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (2), and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segments. 
Mr. B. Jones moved to recommend an effective date for PRR822 of January 1, 2010.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the motion is in order, as the 09/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report does not have an effective date, and the effective date was not addressed in the previous motion.  Market Participants also discussed that that additional time is needed to develop internal processes, as the requirements of PRR822 are different from Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Standards.  The motion carried unanimously. 
PRR828, Remove QSE SCE Performance Exemption for QSEs with only Uncontrollable Renewable Resources On-line – URGENT
PRS Recommendation to Address Ancillary Service Cost Allocation Methodology

Ms. Morris reported PRS rejection of PRR828 and noted that in a subsequent motion PRS recommended that TAC consider the formation of a task force.  Ms. Hobbs added that PRS recommended approval of PRR828 as submitted via roll call vote; that PRS then voted to reconsider the motion to recommend approval of PRR828; and that upon reconsideration, the motion to recommend approval of PRR828 as submitted failed via roll call vote.  Dan Bailey noted that accord was struck with wind interests that a subsequent task force would be narrowly defined to allocate Ancillary Service costs due to wind.  Market Participants discussed the possibility to deferring the item to the November 5, 2009 TAC agenda.  

Mr. Bruce opined that deferral of the item would be a disservice to those that supported the PRS motion for a task force; and that it had been suggested that the cost allocation issue would be appropriate for WMS consideration.  Mr. Bruce directed WMS to place the item on the next WMS agenda, and that the study of Ancillary Service requirements, costs and appropriate allocation thereof, be taken up.  There were no objections.
Unfunded Projects List Quarterly Update

Ms. Morris reported that there were no unfunded projects on the unfunded projects list.
NPRR Parking Deck Update

There were no objections to Mr. Bruce’s suggestion that the NPRR Parking Deck update be postponed to the November 5, 2009 TAC Meeting.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR174, FIP Modifications in Verifiable Startup and Minimum Energy Cost and Recovery of Exceptional Fuel Costs During RUC Intervals 
Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed the history of NPRR174 and the 09/18/09 WMS comments to NPRR174.
Mark Smith moved to reject NPRR174.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  Mr. Smith opined that City of Eastland comments improve NPRR174, but that additional work is needed; expressed concern that the proposed language allows Entities to make recoveries in excess of their costs; and stated that generic or verifiable costs would be preferable.  Market Participants discussed that in the Zonal market, Entities are paid verifiable costs when generic costs are exceeded, and that costs are prospective in the Nodal market; that a perfect number is not possible, but the proposed language provides a cap; and that verifiable costs would be unwieldy.  The motion failed with five votes in favor from the Consumer (3) and IREP (2) Market Segments, and one abstention from the IREP Market Segment.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of NPRR174 as amended by the 09/02/09 NRG Texas and City of Eastland comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and IREP Market Segments.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)
2010 CRE Recommendation
Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed WMS’ 2010 CRE recommendation.  Mr. Wood noted that WMS had the Boundary Generation Resources information when considering the 2010 CRE recommendation, but voted on that portion by e-mail, and asked if there was any reason TAC could not consider the Boundary Generation recommendation.  There were no objections to considering Boundary Generation recommendations in addition to the 2010 CRE recommendation.

Mr. Wood moved that TAC recommend to the ERCOT Board the WMS recommendation for 2010 CRE list and associated Boundary Generation Resources.  Mr. Lenox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

Update: PRR763, Use of WGRPP as Planned Operating Level in Day-Ahead Resource Plan for WGRs, 
John Dumas provided a seasonal analysis of PRR763, noting that the majority of errors tend to be in the 

-250 to +250MW range; and that if the goal is for output to exceed forecast 80% of the time, that a larger leaning to the right side of the histogram would be expected.  Mr. Dumas allowed that the implemented process is not resulting in the opposite of what was intended, but is also not reaching the intended conservative target.  Ms. Wagner suggested that ROS review operational performance for any issues, and develop questions that might aide in the refinement of the target as it relates to 80%.  Mr. Bruce directed ROS to work with ERCOT to evaluate system performance under the periods where the 80% versus 50% forecast was met, and to return with a recommendation for revising the 80% target, perhaps on a seasonal basis.
Update: PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment
Mr. Dumas provided a Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) cost analysis upon PRR776 implementation, and summarized offers and deployments June – August 2008 versus June – August 2009.
ROS Report (see Key Documents)
Ken Donohoo presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 225, Quick Start Units Qualification Ramp Period
Mr. Bruce suggested that the implementation date for OGRR225 be modified to “upon system implementation” to correspond with the system changes resultant of PRR803, Revised Implementation Approach for PRR 601.
Mr. Wood moved to approve OGRR225 as recommended by ROS in the 09/10/09 ROS Recommendation Report and with a revised implementation date of “upon system implementation.”  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR235, Total Transmission Capacity Correction – Urgent 
NOGRR030, Synchronization - Total Transmission Capacity Correction – Urgent 
Ms. Hobbs noted that Total Transmission Capacity is used only once in the Nodal Operating Guides and is not used in the Nodal Protocols; therefore, ERCOT comments to NOGRR030 offer new language to not require a new definition for Total Transmission Capacity.
Ms. Walker expressed concern that Protocol language is not consistent with NERC language, and that only ERCOT-sponsored revision requests to address synchronization of terminology in the Protocols with NERC standards have been allowed to proceed through the stakeholder process.  Ms. Walker stated that ERCOT Staff has assured her that they will work with Market Participants to review Protocol terminology in a comprehensive effort.
Ms. Walker moved to approve OGRR035 as recommended by ROS in the 09/10/09 ROS Recommendation Report, and NOGRR030 as amended by the 09/24/09 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)
Kyle Patrick noted that the September 9, 2009 RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents and invited questions, and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  Marty Downey inquired as to the cause of a number of transaction failures over the previous weekend.  Mr. Patrick noted that after a recent planned outage, North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) communication issues with a service provider were discovered.  Richard Howard added that the service provider could not be contacted and so the decision was made to roll-back the application, triggering the issues.  Mr. Howard noted that the issue would be reflected in the Service Level Agreement (SLA) metrics reported at the October 20, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting.  Mr. Patrick added that an update would be provided at the October 14, 2009 RMS meeting.
Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 080, Define E-mail Address Format for the Detail Record in the Customer Billing Contact Information File – Urgent   
Competitive Metering Guide Revision Request (CMGRR) 010, Synchronization of Competitive Metering Guide with PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process  
Ms. Walker moved to approve RMGRR080 and CMGRR010, as recommended by RMS in the respective 09/09/09 RMS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)
Michelle Trenary noted that the September 8, 2009 COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents and invited questions, and  presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 012, Creating Section 11, Disputes and Data Extract Variances
Mr. Wood moved to approve COPMGRR012 as recommended by COPS in the 09/08/09 COPS Recommendation report.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 034, Profile Model Spreadsheets - Calendar Extension and Delete Unused Models

Ms. Walker moved to approve LPGRR034 as recommended by COPS in the 09/08/09 COPS Recommendation Report.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Report (see Key Documents)
Henry Durrwachter reviewed highlights of the September 2009 RTWG meeting.  Regarding the RTWG review of a white paper on wind ramping events, Mr. Bruce asked if there had been any events where the Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGR) ramp rate limitation requirements have not been met.  Mr. Durrwachter stated that he was unaware of any violations.  Mr. Durrwachter also noted that ERCOT is developing a better tool to deal with wind ramping events.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT is close to getting a tool that will assist ERCOT in predicting the probability of a large up- or down-ramp within a certain timeframe, and will need some time with the tool once it is in house.
Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that an assumption exists that ERCOT must provide services to integrate new renewable technologies; questioned why ERCOT or the market is obligated to fund integration into the market; and opined that viable technologies will find their way into the market without ERCOT expending its limited time and resources.  Mr. Saathoff conceded that ERCOT’s budget is constrained, but added that ERCOT routinely prioritizes projects, and that application has been made for Department of Energy funding for some of the related studies.  Mr. Bruce added that study horsepower remains a real concern, regardless of the issue.

Mr. Bruce requested that the record reflect that Adrianne Brandt was now representing Austin Energy in Mr. Dreyfus’ absence.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)
Don Blackburn reviewed the NATF report, noting that NATF is divided regarding the publishing of the Network Operations Model, and is debating concerns for the potential violation of Protocol-protected confidential information versus the requirement to post the model and market transparency.  Mr. Bruce noted that TAC framed the issue in its August 18, 2009 motion endorsing the Single Entry Model (SEM) Go-Live procedure; thanked Mr. Blackburn for apprising TAC of the ongoing discussion of the issue at NATF; and expressed hope that an actionable item or detailed summary would be brought for TAC consideration at the November 2009 TAC meeting.
Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci provided a Nodal program update, and noted that many details of planning from a testing perspective will be provided at the October 8, 2009 Market Trials kickoff meeting.  Mr. Ross stated that he had been hearing increasing concerns regarding SEM validation activities; that sizeable sections of data were incorrectly assigned, then changed, but still incorrect; that the migration of change requests to Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) was not seamless; and that conversion was turning out to be more burdensome than if NOMCRs were just submitted by Market Participants.  Mr. Ross also conveyed concerns regarding phantom telemetry readings; that Market Participants might unintentionally delete items that ERCOT inserted to support an internal process; and that Market Participants might not be able to meet expectations without templates, creating the potential for significant impacts to the Nodal schedule.
Mr. Doggett acknowledged that he had heard most of the concerns that Mr. Ross conveyed; that Nodal teams had held internal discussions; and that many of the issues were not tremendous surprises, particularly regarding ownership.  Mr. Doggett and Mike Cleary encouraged all stakeholders to communicate with Woody Rickerson’s team within ERCOT to ensure that issues are addressed across all organizations.  Ms. McClendon requested that Entities make TAC aware of issues each month. 
Market Participant Readiness

Vikki Gates provided a review of Market Participant readiness outreach efforts, and noted that most Nodal training classes are available on line.  Market Participants expressed concern that many training class schedules conflict with ERCOT Board meetings, and WMS and PRS meetings.  Ms. Gates added that there is an effort to avoid scheduling conflicts, though limited time and space availability constrains scheduling to a degree; and that trainings are offered in multiple locations.  Ms. Gates noted that StarTex Power will host a Retail panel on February 16 - 17, 2010, and the confirmation process is underway for a wind-related panel; and invited Market Participants to contact her with other panel topics that stakeholders would like to see addressed.
Traceability

Betty Day reviewed the Protocol Traceability Effort and reported that the team is currently tracing more than 4000 Protocol requirements.

Day Ahead Bandwidth Update

Mr. Cleary clarified that there was not a bandwidth issue, but rather an array constraint exists for processing transactions within the application itself; that no workarounds are needed for pulling transactions in; and that a delay might be seen in feedback on the status of transactions, but that there is no constraint on the number of transactions that Market Participants may send in.  Mr. R. Jones suggested that site visits might be a good opportunity to understand how many transactions might be expected per day; and that transaction parameters will need to be defined.
Business Process Discussion
Mr. Doggett noted that ERCOT currently posts desk procedures for ERCOT operators, and announced his plans to expand the effort with the Nodal market to include posting of desk procedures for the Day Ahead Market (DAM) operators, provided that no market sensitive data or confidential information would be divulged.  Mr. Goff stated that the posting of procedures for the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) desk was discussed at the predecessor of NATF and was favorably received; and that stakeholders do not wish to impose on the Nodal project, but would appreciate reviewing procedures prior to their activation to the extent possible.  
TRE Report

No TRE report was filed.
Other Business (see Key Documents)
2010 TAC Meeting Dates

Ms. Hobbs reviewed proposed 2010 TAC meeting dates, noting that extra Thursdays in April, July and September 2010 provide opportunity to alter TAC meeting dates to accommodate holidays in those months.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the 2010 TAC meeting dates do not require a vote of TAC and may be revised as needed.  After Market Participants briefly discussed the months with extra Thursdays and their respective holidays, Mr. Bruce noted preferences for TAC meetings to be scheduled on April 8, July 1, and September 2, 2010; and that the 2010 TAC leadership may suggest additional revisions.  There were no objections.
2009 TAC Goals Review

Mr. Bruce suggested that, in light of the approaching Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), that the first substantive item on TAC agendas should now be Nodal discussion items; Market Participants agreed.  Mr. Bruce noted that a Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) workshop would be held at ERCOT Austin, 8:00 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. on Monday, October 19, 2009.  Mr. Doggett noted that information regarding ERCOT’s efforts and plans regarding congestion issues will be presented in the ERCOT Operations and Planning report at the November 5, 2009 TAC meeting; and invited Market Participant input.  Mr. Bruce opined that good progress is being made with regards to Advanced Metering, noting PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS, in particular.  
Future Agenda Items

Mr. Bruce addressed TAC’s list of open action items, noting the Nodal surcharge and schedule had recently reached resolution by the PUCT; that some items remain in the queue; and requested that ROS and WMS review items assigned to their respective subcommittees and provide TAC a status update.  Mr. Bruce added that some ripe issues might be added to the November 5, 2009 TAC agenda.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 4:16 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/09/20090903-TAC" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/09/20090903-TAC� 
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