DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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


Thursday, November 5, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy
	Alt. Rep. for E. Schubert

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEP Corporation
	Alt. Rep. for R. Ross

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

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

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	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
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Singleton, Gary
	GEUS
	Alt. Rep. for D. McCalla

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

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

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


The following proxies were assigned:
· William Lewis to Marcie Zlotnik
· John Sims to Clif Lange

Guests:

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Cooper, Tammy
	TIEC
	

	Daniel, Matthew
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	Diehl, Phillip
	Texas Admin
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Jones, Don 
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra Energy
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jerry
	Electric Power Engineers
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Liebmann, Diana
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Paysinger, Robby
	CPS Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Rowley, Chris
	TXU Energy
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Sempra Energy Solutions
	

	Santos, Juan S.
	Vestas
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Smith, Chris
	Austin Energy
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Vincent, Susan
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bohart, Jim
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Kleckner, Tom
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	Middleton, Scott
	
	

	Sills, Alex
	
	


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 reported ERCOT Board approval of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities, noting that the ERCOT Board removed language regarding physical facilities and revised language to require that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) be apprised within 48 hours of knowledge of an event, rather than within 48 hours of an event’s occurrence; that the ERCOT Board remanded PRR811, Real Time Production Potential, to TAC with instructions to include language for the Real Time Production Potential (RTPP) calculation methodology; and that ERCOT reported that cost-cutting measures have been successful against the budget shortfall resultant of the economic downturn.  Mr. Bruce noted Mark Armentrout’s announcement that he will not seek another term as an Independent Board member; and that Trip Doggett is serving as interim ERCOT Chief Executive Officer (CEO).

Proposed Revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws 
Mr. Bruce reported that no comments had been received regarding the proposed revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws; that the item would not return to the December 3, 2009 TAC agenda; and that disclosure requirements and TRE separation remain the two major revisions.  Mr. Bruce encouraged Market Participants to review proposed ERCOT Bylaw revisions within their organizations.  Market Participants characterized language regarding Affiliates as particularly difficult and potentially problematic.
PRR811, Real Time Production Potential
Kip Fox moved to remand PRR811 to the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) Update

Mr. Bruce noted that a TRIP workshop was held with ERCOT Board members the morning of October 16, 2009 and that there is a revised expectation of what the ERCOT Board requires of TAC.  Originally, TAC was to develop the renewables integration plan; however, TAC is limited on what they can do.  The new expectation is for TAC to develop the key elements of the plan to deliver to the ERCOT Board who can then assign to ERCOT management to turn the plan into the budget process.  Mr. Bruce noted that the next meeting of the Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) is December 7, 2009 and that a proposal should come to the February 2010 TAC meeting in order for consideration at the March 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
October 1, 2009
Mr. R. Jones moved to approve the October 1, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Brad Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
Mr. Bruce noted that the Nodal market is approximately one year away and that all meeting agendas will now lead with Nodal issues and updates.  
Protocol Traceability

Betty Day provided a Protocols traceability effort update; reported what the full trace report would and would not provide; and reviewed the gap identification and resolution process flow.  Ms. B. Day noted that the full trace report demonstrates ERCOT’s understanding of how the Nodal Protocols match to a functional requirement; will include desk procedures per Mr. Doggett’s commitment, but that all business procedures will not necessarily be published due to confidentiality requirements; and that ERCOT will host WebEx meetings to review full trace reports.  Ms. B. Day added that the goal is to have traceability completed by the end of December 2009.

ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci provided a program update and reviewed the Nodal systems blueprint, market trials roadmap, and completed milestones.

Market Connectivity

Mr. Iacobucci provided an update on Phase 2.1 Market Connectivity, noting that the program is early into execution; that non-critical functional issues have been found on the ERCOT side as expected; and that issues will continue to be worked through with the hope of resolution before January 2010.  Mr. Iacobucci noted that 16 Entities, a combination of Market Participants and vendors averaging 12 unique digital certificates, participated in recent testing; and that ERCOT desires that more Market Participants participate in testing now so that more advanced testing may be accomplished later.  Mike Cleary reported that three full days have been run; that ERCOT is having to manipulate some data to achieve operation as a single suite of applications; that efforts continue to prove technical feasibility, but the quality of solutions is currently very low.
Regarding Nodal program risks and issues, Mr. Iacobucci noted that specific dialogues need to be held around Service Level Agreements (SLAs) and Operating Level Agreements; that ERCOT will approach Entities with the perspective of what ERCOT systems can and cannot perform currently; and that Market Participants and ERCOT will not always agree on volumes, performance, and timelines.  Mr. Cleary added that there are restrictions around what ERCOT can technically manage; that there is a balance between incenting right behavior in the market, and the need to understand where bottlenecks will form; and that there will never be enough budget to develop systems for every scenario.  
Mr. B. Jones asked if there are impacts to how the market engages beyond technical considerations, such as participation restrictions.  Mr. Cleary answered that ERCOT should be able to state what is believed to be reasonable and incent behavior, perhaps by a charge above a certain transaction level; and that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) will be approached to understand impacts.  Eric Goff opined that it is reasonable and necessary that Entities do not overwhelm the system; that it would be helpful to know as soon as possible what the restrictions are; that fees might be added to the fee schedule approved by the ERCOT Board; and that Market Participants would appreciate the opportunity to hear of ERCOT’s intent and provide input.  Mr. Cleary agreed with Mr. Goff’s assertions and added that ERCOT first needs to understand processes, high volume times, and technical restrictions.
Mr. R. Jones opined that much progress has been made in a short period of time and requested that once ERCOT has an understanding of feasible throughput, that a white paper be brought to the stakeholders for a cut at a pricing solution.  Mr. R. Jones added that some Market Participants are already paying for bandwidth and expect a base level of functionality, and that the Market Participants should sort out which Entities will pay extra.  Mr. Iacobucci stated that the discussion next month needs to begin with that base level expectation, the numbers and types of transactions.  Mr. Cleary added that current levels must be supported, but discussion should be given to expectations for additional transactions in light of the complexity of the convergence in the Nodal market.  Clayton Greer noted that the market is realizing that the Nodal systems are not an infinite resource, and suggested that discussions regarding rationing might be appropriately housed at WMS.
Market Participant Readiness

Vikki Gates provided a review of Market Participant Readiness efforts, noting that no Market Participants have chosen the same site visit agenda, and that providing questions approximately five days in advance of the visit improves the team’s ability to prepare and provide thorough information; that the Readiness Center has been relaunched, and that Market Participants desire notice before the metrics are posted; and that while Market Participant feedback is requesting a one-to-one ratio for Market Participant and ERCOT metrics, metrics should be meaningful for both sides, but will expand beyond the currently listed two metrics for ERCOT.
NATF Report (see Key Documents)
Don Blackburn reviewed recent NATF activities, and encouraged Market Participants to participant in the Protocol Traceability conference calls.

Posting of Network Operations Model (NOM) to Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) per Nodal Protocols
Mr. Blackburn reviewed NATF discussion of posting options; noted identified impacts of various options; and highlighted ERCOT’s understanding of what would be posted should no further clarification or Protocol language be provided.

Mr. R. Jones stated that Calpine remains in favor of market transparency efforts, but stipulated that market transparency is very different from Market Participant transparency; that Calpine wants to share all necessary information with ERCOT and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), but does not wish to share all information with the entire market; expressed concern for changed bidding behavior resulting in higher prices for Loads; and opined that the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) and the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) provide sufficient market oversight.  Marguerite Wagner echoed Mr. R. Jones’ concerns for the protection of proprietary information.

Market Participants discussed concerns for Private Use Networks (PUNs); linkages between the NOM and the State Estimator; and that TAC is making a policy cut and that subsequent Protocol revision language must be drafted and vetted by the stakeholders.  Mr. Rickerson noted that impacts to systems could vary greatly depending on the categories and amount of data to be removed; but that once a list is determined, the Impact Analysis can be done quickly.  
Ms. Wagner moved to endorse the NATF recommendation:

In consideration of the fact that there is not a separate resource registration system, move to endorse the approach below to TAC in response to ERCOT's Staff question regarding Network Operations Model posting and Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) confidentiality as presented to NATF.   The recommendation includes posting the topology version of the NOM with some Resource data:

· Wires, ratings, connectivity, no resource data listed in green in presentation "update on disclosure issues, including NMMS data discussion" 10/27/09

· Further consideration of items in black in presentation as per presentation above, with the addition of the PUN transmission system
· Includes Generator Switchyard 
· Does not include PUN 168-hour Load data

And direct to NATF to develop a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) to clarify posting requirements, and to consider black data, per the policy decision of TAC.
Ms. Wagner noted that the NOMCR posting issue would be addressed secondarily and is not part of the motion.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Posting of State Estimator Results per Nodal Protocols
Mr. Blackburn reported that NATF views the posting of State Estimator results as a policy issue and presents the item for TAC consideration.  Mr. Pieniazek opined that the posting would violate posting requirements of the Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA), §25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region, and that transmission flows and voltages should be redacted; Mr. Blackburn offered that ERCOT Legal did not see a conflict.  

Mr. B. Jones opined that without the level of data, Market Participants cannot have confidence in the operation of the Nodal market; and that it is possible that Entities will receive signals that are indecipherable without certain data.  Mr. Pieniazek countered that transparency is good to a point, as is independent auditing, but opined that the current requirement allows large Entities with extensive resources the ability to do what small Entities cannot.  Kristy Ashley added that no other market posts this level of data and yet runs successfully.  Mr. Seely opined that there is no inherent conflict in the Nodal Protocols, and that there are cases that put the Protocols on the same level as Substantive Rules.
Market Participants argued that there is an order of precedence between the PUCT Substantive Rules and the ERCOT Protocols; that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) would not allow this level of data to be released, and therefore it is not released in other markets; and that revision language should be drafted for the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. R. Jones opined that Mr. B. Jones makes the case that ERCOT should publish data to the individual Entities to confirm that ERCOT is receiving the correct unit status and telemetry, and that the practice will give Market Participants assurance that they are communicating correctly.  Mr. B. Jones countered that other Independent System Operators (ISOs) do not provide the data not out of confidentiality concerns, but that Entities do not want others checking their work; and that the information will require Entities to develop a business process to answer questions regarding high prices.
Mr. Bruce noted the issue’s time sensitivity and that TAC may either direct NATF to take direction, or that an interested party may draft language for vetting in the stakeholder process.  Mr. Pieniazek offered to draft NPRR language.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Barbara Clemenhagen provided a brief review of the October 21, 2009 WMS report, and notified TAC that the issue of generic costs have been again raised at the Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG) due to concerns that verifiable costs are becoming unwieldy and burdensome.
Additional 2010 Closely Related Element (CRE)
Shannon McClendon moved to approve the WMS recommendation for the addition of three CREs.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Nodal Verifiable Cost Affidavit Document 
Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse the WMS recommendation regarding the Nodal Verifiable Cost Affidavit document.  Mr. Fox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ken Donohoo presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 223, Real Time Production Potential
Ms. McClendon moved to remand OGRR223 to WMS.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 026, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) and Synchronization of EEA Steps with Protocols
Marty Downey moved to approve NOGRR026 as recommended by ROS in the 10/15/09 ROS Recommendation Report.  Ms. Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Admin Survey
Mr. Bruce introduced Phillip Diehl, CEO of Texas Admin.  Mr. Diehl noted that Texas Admin currently webcasts ERCOT Board and ERCOT Board committee meetings which are funded directly by ERCOT; and requested that Market Participants complete a survey indicating their interest in subscribing to webcasts of TAC and TAC subcommittee meetings.

Market Participants expressed concerns regarding which body may authorize the webcasting of stakeholder meetings; that an interest survey by the vendor is not a suitable forum for discussion of the implications of webcasting and archiving meetings; and that current Procedures address voting by phone, but are not standard across all bodies.  Market Participants discussed that webcast meetings would be archived; that the NATF was missing from the list of offered meetings; that the service would be offered on a subscription basis; and that the survey would be posted with the day’s Key Documents.
Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision

Market Participants reviewed NextEra Energy comments to PRR821 and discussed that appellate rights are appropriately maintained at the ERCOT Board level; and that analogous revision language should also be applied to the NPRR and SCR processes.

Mark Dreyfus moved to recommend approval of PR821 as recommended by PRS in the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report as amended by the NextEra Energy comments and as revised by TAC.  Les Barrow seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR824, Primary Frequency Response from WGRs

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR824 as recommended by PRS in the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report and as revised by the 10/28/09 ERCOT comments.  Clif Lange seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the need to develop language in the Operating Guides to address testing requirements for Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs); and that the Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) currently receives and reviews reports to address units not meeting the five percent droop characteristic, and that ERCOT performs similar reviews, but that a testing methodology does not exist.  John Dumas stated that he fully expects PDCWG to begin flagging WGRs not performing to the five percent droop characteristic upon passage of PRR824.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of PRR827 as recommended by PRS in the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Fox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement – UrgenT
Mr. Bruce suggested that TAC survey comments filed to PRR830, noting that only four comments proposed language modifications, and that of the comments that would not modify PRR830 language, three are in support of PRR830, and one opposed PRR830.  Walter Reid added that Wind Coalition comments were filed prior to the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  

Reviewing the 10/29/09 ERCOT comments, Kristi Hobbs noted proposed language revisions are administrative in nature, with the exception of a date change made to accommodate the one-month tabling of PRR830.

Reviewing the 11/02/09 Invenergy comments, Mark Soutter noted the addition of paragraph twelve (12) to Section 6.5.7.1, Installed Reactive Power Capability Requirement for Generation Resources Required to Provide VSS, for clarification that WGRs are treated as a unit behind the Point of Interconnection (POI), and to bring treatment of Reactive Power in line with other types of units.  Mr. R. Jones stated that he agreed with the concept but not necessarily the language proposed by the Invenergy comments.  Mr. Dumas opined that the current language of PRR830 should be maintained in order that the intended information is captured, and suggested that turbine availability be addressed with improved language so that turbines are not reported as in service when not spinning due to a lack of wind.  Mr. Soutter countered that a turbine without fuel cannot be in service.

Reviewing the 11/04/09 Vestas comments, Juan Santos noted the addition of language in Section 6.5.7.1 regarding dynamic VAR capable devices to include hybrid solutions.  Mr. Santos added that hybrid solutions are documented in other parts of the United States, and stated that utilizing a hybrid solution that includes a small temporary overload costs four times less than full dynamic response.  Mr. Dumas noted that existing language allows Market Participants to bring ERCOT alternative proposals which could include static or dynamic solutions, adding that the type of hybrid solution proposed by Vestas should be presented to ERCOT through channels for evaluation to ensure that the solution meets the dynamic requirement.  Mr. Santos welcomed the opportunity to bring numerical examples to ERCOT, but expressed concern that should the language not be added, benefits to ERCOT customers would be limited by the limiting of turbine choices.

Reviewing the 11/03/09 NextEra comments, Mr. Bruce noted that PRR835, Reactive Capability Requirement, would have permitted WGRs to provide the triangle for Reactive Power, unless a need for the rectangle was demonstrated, and then the rectangle would be required.  Mr. Bruce stated that NextEra now recommends ERCOT’s position on a prospective basis, and incorporates elements of the comments offered by Invenergy, LCRA and the Wind Coalition.  Mr. Bruce noted that language in PRR830 that allows ERCOT to disconnect a WGR, and asked if ERCOT intends the language to allow for temporary or permanent disconnection.  Mr. Dumas stated that ERCOT understands that it has authority to order any unit off line and maintain that order until the voltage issue ceases.
Mr. Bruce expressed concern that the redefinition of WGR as proposed in PRR830 would have repercussions throughout the ERCOT Protocols, particularly in instances where Resource or Generation or unit is used and not specified, and offered language that, he opined, addressed the necessary points without posing impacts to all ERCOT Protocols.  

Mr. Bruce expressed greatest concern for the possibility of retrofits required with the approval of PRR830.  Mr. Bruce stipulated that NextEra does not argue that the ERCOT Board cannot adopt a PRR that imposes costs on existing units, but that the stakeholders are not elected representatives and cannot make policy at the level reached by PRR830.  Mr. Bruce stated that stakeholders approve ERCOT Protocols on a prospective basis; that in instances where Protocols have reached back, it has been based upon evidence of need; and that NextEra voted in favor of ramp rate limitations, despite costs to NextEra, because of the need.  Mr. Bruce likened PRR830 to OGRR208, Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) Requirement, and opined that PRR830 would impose costs of tens of millions of dollars.  Regarding OGRR208, Mr. Bruce added the ERCOT Board stated that upon demonstrated need, Entities will be forced to spend money on retrofits, and opined that similar issues are present in PRR830.

Mr. Bruce noted that thousands of MWs of wind are soon to be on the grid, and opined that Reactive Power requirement language needs to be clarified in the ERCOT Protocols; and that language offered by NextEra requires new entrants to the ERCOT market to provide the rectangle, provides clarified language for an immediately implementable standard, and carves out legacy issues for the PUCT to address.  Mr. Bruce added that the PUCT dismissed the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJs) dismissal of PUCT Docket No. 36482, Appeal of Competitive Wind Generators Regarding the Electric Reliability Council of Texas' (ERCOT) Interpretation of the Reactive Power Protocols; that the next appeal period was underway; and that Entities will implement according to the PUCT decision. 

Regarding modeling, Mr. Dumas noted that WGRs are allowed to aggregate turbines to form a unit;  that aggregate modeling of turbines of different sizes and characteristics result in reactive curve inaccuracies when various turbines are, for example, down for maintenance; that aggregating and modeling only like turbines, which will have like Unit Reactive Limit (URL) capabilities, addresses turbine availability status and provides an accurate representation of each WGR's Reactive Power capability, and will not require WGRs to form different QSEs.  Mr. Dumas added that it is common for plants to have different types of units.  Mr. Bruce reiterated his concern that redefining WGR would have significant repercussions with a multitude of unintended consequences; and that NextEra proposed language leaves the WGR at the POI and addresses all of ERCOT’s concerns.

Mr. Dumas stated that the purpose of PRR830 is not to change the standard; that the rectangle has been the Reactive Power requirement for many years and was in the Protocols at market open; and that the rectangle requirement has long been the basis of studies and grid operation.  Mr. Bruce stated that it is immaterial what Entities think the standard has been; that an answer is likely forthcoming as to what the standard has been; and that any Entity that relies on their own interpretation of the standard does so at their own risk.  Mr. Bruce opined that the Protocols cannot be clarified, but only amended.  

Mr. Greer asked if Mr. Bruce would be ceding the gavel, adding that he was not complaining about Mr. Bruce’s conduct, but only reminding Mr. Bruce that he should exercise caution in possessing the floor.  Mr. Bruce agreed with Mr. Greer and stated his intention to have a full discussion of the issues with input from all parties.  Ms. McClendon stated that she would be abstaining from the vote and would preside if requested, and complimented Mr. Bruce’s attention to granting speakers the floor in order of request. 
Mr. R. Jones opined that the 11/03/09 NextEra comments are a one-sided compromise, and addressed the 10/22/09 NextEra comments, stating that currently, any excessive Reactive Power capability above URL is always on call up to a unit’s stability limit.  Mr. R. Jones complained that WGRs repeatedly offer the same excuses for not meeting requirements, adding that the playing field should be level.  Mr. R. Jones noted that ROS Chair Ken Donohoo provided a presentation at the October 15, 2009 ROS meeting demonstrating the need for Reactive Power and for every Resource to meet its own obligation, and that the ROS also witnessed a presentation from Siemens sponsored by NextEra as to why PRR830 is not needed.  

Mr. R. Jones likened Reactive Power to the foundation of a house; stated that in other ISOs the service is compensated, but in ERCOT is viewed as a community service and was part of the agreement when the Standard Generation Interconnection Agreement (SGIA) was created; and recalled that when the reactive standards were in development, he once opined in a meeting that a unit’s lead and lag could be different based on where the unit was and was quickly disabused of the notion by engineers at the meeting.  Mr. R. Jones opined that the work of both ROS and PRS should be honored by TAC; and that PRR830 should be approved for the sake of reliability.

Diana Liebmann noted that reliability is cited as a need for PRR830, and asked if the grid is in an unreliable condition today with existing wind.  Mr. Dumas answered that ECOT has a number of tools to monitor the grid; that contingency analyses are run; that at times conventional generation is brought on line to absorb MVARs; and at times Outages are denied.  Mr. Dumas noted that due to a condition in the spring of 2009, a line had to be opened to maintain reliability, and that had WGRs been able to provide the rectangle requirement, the line likely would not have needed to be opened.  Mr. Dumas concluded by saying that ERCOT is able to maintain reliability and does so.

Ms. Liebmann noted that in November of 2008, ERCOT sent “congratulatory letters” to Generators indicating that the RARF passed submittal and would be loaded; that thousands of MWs interconnected to the ERCOT grid submitted RARFs containing the triangle pictorial; and that the triangle pictorial mirrors what was in the application form.  Ms. Liebmann asserted that pre-1999 conventional Generation units are not providing the rectangle even though they are able; that PRR830 is not about leveling the field, as it only addresses WGR and not all Generators, and that language offered by NextEra does level the field.  Ms. Liebmann added that the study presented at the October 15, 2009 ROS meeting is the only existing study, and asserted that WGRs lower prices for Consumers; that requiring retrofits to WGRs will drive Consumer costs up as WGRs either come off line for retrofitting or an inability to comply due to what Ms. Liebmann characterized as a change in the rules.  

Ms. Liebmann stated that ERCOT has allowed the interconnection of thousands of MWs of generation that provides the triangle; and that though ERCOT takes the position that it does not approve interconnects, ERCOT communicates with operators at Transmission Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) regarding interconnections.  Ms. Liebmann added that installed WGR assets, while providing the triangle, have been repeatedly told that they are in compliance.

Todd Kimbrough noted that the day’s PUCT vote regarding PUCT Docket No. 36482 was procedural, and that the Commissioners noted that the issue would be before them again, and that to suggest that the PUCT has opined is incorrect.  Mr. Kimbrough also noted that many, though not all, other ISOs assign Reactive Power costs via a separate market, which is not the design of the ERCOT market, and that FERC Order 661A requires of wind, at maximum, the triangle, which PRR830 exceeds; opined that altering the definition of WGR would have rippling effects through the Protocols and yield unintended consequences; and questioned why PRR830 was being rushed for approval without study.  Mr. Kimbrough stated that PRR830 addresses only one type of technology and does not consider other technologies, such as storage; that NextEra offers compromise language and is willing to make further investment where there is a demonstrated need; and encouraged Market Participants to consider that PRR830 language in its current form is not in the best interest of the market.

Ms. Wagner expressed appreciation for ERCOT’s vigilance for grid reliability, but expressed concern for impacts dues to line opening and bringing units on line; and opined that the letters of RARF acceptance only spoke to the successful completion of a step, and not to the nature of the attributes contained therein.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT needs an accurate representation of a unit’s physical capability; that acceptance of the RARF in no way exempts anyone from Protocol requirements; and that pre-1999 and pre-2004 units that carry exemptions are still required to communicate accurate capability data, but that receipt of that communication should not be construed to mean that obligations have been met.  

Mr. Dumas noted that the planning process makes assumption of what units can provide; that reactive studies for Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) are about to begin and that the system will be designed expecting a certain capability; and that as discussed during OGRR208 deliberations, FERC Order 661A did not apply to Texas.

Mr. Dreyfus expressed his desire for a resolution of the issues that assures the reliability of the transmission grid and does not impose unnecessary requirements on specific Generators.  Mr. Dreyfus noted communications from his office regarding reliability concerns due to the expansion of wind and the need for consistent voltage control from all WGRs.  Mr. Dreyfus stated his sensitivity to the argument that specific studies on each POI and technology are not available; opined that a wise decision was made in 2008 regarding Low Voltage Ride Through (LVRT), with deferred decisions on specific points; and offered to support PRR830 with the incorporation of Wind Coalition comments regarding WGR definition, as well as Invenergy and Vestas comments; and declined to support comments from NextEra.  Mr. Dreyfus expressed hope that the resolution would bring the issue of retrofits before the PUCT.

Ms. Wagner noted that the grid has been designed assuming 0.95 at each POI, and expressed concern that studies resulting in different requirements for different areas will not promote a competitive market.

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of PRR830 as recommended by PRS in the 10/22/09 PRS recommendation report and as amended by the 10/29/09 ERCOT comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer noted that every permutation of the grid cannot be captured in a study, and opined that any study may be assembled to demonstrate anything and would result in arguments over the validity of the study.  Market Participants further discussed whether the WGR definition should be given additional consideration.  Mr. Reid asserted that to approve PRR830 burdens future Generation with disagreements over existing Generation; Mr. Bruce opined that there remain unresolved issues, and that the 11/03/09 NextEra comments provide some progress without unintended consequences.

Mr. R. Jones stated that split metering is now commonplace, and that the software problems described by Mr. Reid are resolved with the Energy Management System (EMS).  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that the same vigor for prescribing future requirements is not evident in addressing existing issues, and that ERCOT will gain a reputation for protectionism.  

Mr. Houston opined that PRR830 is needed for reliability and should be in place and understood by all Market Participants.  Mr. Houston noted that earlier in the week, 23 percent of the minimum Load was being met by wind that possibly cannot provide Voltage Support Service (VSS) for an entire region, and expressed concern for voltage collapse.  Mr. Houston asserted that though the ERCOT Board may take another position, the technical advisors assembled in the Technical Advisory Committee should not take any position that adversely affects reliability.

Mr. Whittle asked if the motion is for cost allocation rather than reliability, if the TDSPs will install fixes outside of PRR830, and if there are impacts to reliability based on WGRs or TDSPs providing the solution.  Mr. Dumas stated that ERCOT will always take action to maintain reliability; that there is a cost issue if WGRs do not have to provide the rectangle; that capacitors will have to be installed and will go through a different cost structure; that the CREZ study will be based on the rectangle; that the answers will change if less Reactive Power is provided by Resources; and that should the rules be changed, the cost allocation will change.  

Mr. Bruce questioned if a study would be run, in the event that the TDSPs rather than the Generators provide the solution.  Mr. Dumas reminded Market Participants that the grid is always changing, and noted that the CREZ reactive study will be run for needs going forward and should not be confused with making installations based on a snapshot of the grid.  Mr. Dumas added that the RARF contains data indicating what is possible and is used for operations, and that units may still not be meeting Protocol obligations, which is a compliance issue and is separate.

Mr. Houston stated that the current system design is based on a rectangle and asserted that if an increasing number of Generators are not providing the rectangle, costs are being run up and the grid is not being operated as planned, which is a reliability issue.

Ms. Wagner moved to call for the question.  Mr. Dreyfus seconded the motion.  Citing Robert’s Rules of Order, Article V, Section 29, Ms. McClendon reminded Market Participants that a motion to call for the question must be approved by two-thirds of the body.  The motion to call for the question carried.  
The motion to recommend approval of PRR830 as recommended by PRS with ERCOT comments carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
PRR836, Revised Minimum Ramp Rate for Balancing Energy Service Down to Comport with PRR803 – Urgent

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR836 as recommended by PRS in the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR196, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS 

Market Participants discussed that NPRR196 is a synchronizing NPRR and might be tabled in order to allow it to be considered by the ERCOT Board at the same time as PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS.
Ms. McClendon moved to table NPRR196 for one month.  Marcie Zlotnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR754, Resource Settlement Due To Forced Transmission Outage

PRR835, Reactive Capability Requirement – Urgent
Ms. Morris provided notice that PRR754 and PRR835 had been rejected by PRS.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Michelle Trenary reported noted that the October 13, 2009 COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.
Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR035), Addition of Time Of Use Schedules (TOUS) to Profiles with Interval Data Recorder (IDR) Meter Data Type Codes for Advanced Meters – Urgent 
Mr. Fox moved to approve LPGRR035 as recommended by COPS in the 10/13/09 COPS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion. The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
RTWG Report (see Key Documents)
Henry Durrwachter reviewed highlights of the October 6, 2009 RTWG meeting and the 3rd Quarter TRIP Report.  
3rd Quarter TRIP Report
Mr. Pieniazek moved to approve the 3rd Quarter TRIP Report as submitted by RTWG for distribution to the ERCOT Board and the PUCT.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports
2010 Ancillary Service Methodology
Mr. Dumas noted that each year ERCOT is required to renew its Ancillary Service methodology; that the ERCOT Board approves the methodology, but ERCOT annually seeks stakeholder input on the proposed methodology.  Mr. Bruce expressed appreciation for the time ERCOT Staff took in reviewing the proposed revision with stakeholder groups, and reminded TAC that it is not required to take action on the item.

Mr. B. Jones expressed concern that hours ending 2300, 2400 and 0100 are sufficiently procured.  Mr. Dumas opined that issues in those hours are related to schedule transition rather than capacity deficiencies.  IMM Staff recommended capping the total number of MWs rather than the forecast bias, and added that the Load adjustment would have to change accordingly.  Mr. Dumas noted that ERCOT would be open to a 2000MW cap.

Market Participants expressed concern for how the cap might interrelate with other capacity products; and suggested that the over-forecast bias should be removed rather than shifted to Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS).  Mr. Dumas noted that the summer bias runs in the two- to three-percent range, and that overforecasting in the summer is generally due to pop-up rain showers.  Chris Brewster complained that the methodology provides a backstop and floor, is excessive, and is paid for by Loads.

Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of the 2010 Ancillary Service methodology as modified by the IMM.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  Mr. Dumas noted that the methodology comes before Market Participants at least once each year, but may be reviewed more often as needed.  Market Participants discussed that 2000MW is the cap of the total NSRS procured in a given hour; that the proposed methodology solves part but not all of the concerns; that it is assumed that if the obligation increases by 500MW, the market will bring resources to cover the increased obligation and ERCOT will not have to procure to cover the increase; and that with the proposed revision by the IMM, the cap is on the total rather than on the bias.  The motion carried with three objections from the Consumer Market Segment and four abstentions from the Cooperative (2) and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (2) Market Segments.

Ms. Wagner expressed concern that the Consumer Market Segment opposed her motion for endorsement of the methodology, and requested that an improved proposal be brought forward if possible.  Mr. Brewster opined that the addition of a floor does not correlate to forecast issues, and expressed concern for the accounting for historical over-forecasting in NSRS.  Mark Smith added that a slower approach should be taken to ensure the methodology accomplishes its intent.  
ERCOT Independent Review of AEPSC Corpus Christi Area Improvements Project
Jay Tex reviewed the AEPSC Corpus Christi Area Improvements project and noted that ERCOT would present the project to the ERCOT Board.  Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that ERCOT presents such projects as a courtesy, and that TAC may endorse they project, but that a TAC endorsement is not required.
Mr. B. Jones moved to endorse the project as recommended by ERCOT.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  Ms. Clemenhagen expressed support for the project; Bill Smith expressed appreciation for the work of the Regional Planning Group (RPG), but expressed a desire for additional time to review the project, opining that further study should be given to reliability issues, and that a way might be found to make improvements while minimizing impacts to industrial customers.  Mr. Fox also complimented the effort, but expressed concern that the solution falls short of a robust solution; and opined that maintenance will affect industrial customers; that TAC should raise the standard for projects; and that the project is suboptimal as it is only a five-year solution and will require additional upgrades later.  Ms. Wagner countered that 100 percent access 100 percent of the time is contentious and is not applied in planning.  Citing Mr. Fox’s concerns, Mr. B. Jones withdrew his motion.  Mr. B. Jones added that ERCOT could move forward without a TAC endorsement.

Tammy Cooper expressed concern that the opportunity to engage with RPG without having to submit a new plan remain open, and that nothing be foreclosed because it is under the threshold.  Mr. Woodfin suggested that additional elements might be treated as incremental and subsequently reviewed at RPG, as long as elements were additional and not in replacement.  Ms. Clemenhagen expressed frustration that this particular item had been on the table for 852 days and opined that the projects should move forward to the ERCOT Board so that work can begin.  Mr. B. Smith stated that the intent is not to delay, but requested additional time to review and include enhancements.
Approval of 20 Most Voltage Critical Buses per Nodal State Estimator Standards

Mr. Houston expressed concern that critical buses are posted publicly and suggested that a revision to the process may be required for the sake of security.  Market Participants noted that the item is a TAC-approved document, but echoed Mr. Houston’s concerns.  

Mr. Fox moved to the 20 voltage critical buses as presented by ERCOT.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff noted that State Estimator results outside of a certain telemetry tolerance or the accuracy requirement for that telemetry would be included on an informational report; and that at the direction of TAC, items may be removed from the State Estimator standards document.  Mr. Bruce directed the NATF to review the approved State Estimator standards document and return to TAC with a recommendation for addressing Market Participant concerns; there were no objections to Mr. Bruce’s direction.  The motion carried unanimously.
Increase in Local Congestion / Out of Merit Energy Report

Dan Woodfin reviewed the increase in Local Congestion and Out of Merit Energy (OOME) volume between 2008 and 2009, attributing the increase in OOME instructions to an increase in installed wind capacity and Outages taken to maintain and improve the transmission system.  Market Participants discussed ERCOT’s announcement that the Waco line will be left closed for the 2010 Transmission Congestion Right (TCR) calculation; that there have been topology changes that lead ERCOT to believe that 2009 issue will not recur; and that the TCR does not take into account outages in the annual calculation.
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)
Kathy Scott noted that the October 14, 2009 RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and reported that the Advanced Metering Service (AMS) implementation date has slipped to November 21, 2009, due to an outage caused by routine maintenance and requiring a complete restoration of the test environment.   
TRE Report (see Key Documents)
Susan Vincent reported TRE Board approval of TRE separation from ERCOT, provided a TRE Bylaws update, and reviewed the proposed governance structure.  Ms. Vincent reviewed the six TRE Membership Sectors and noted that TRE is in the process of seeking Board members; that the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) will accompany TRE to the FERC meeting where approval of the TRE Bylaws will be sought; and that the PUCT will take new action to determine which entity will provide ERCOT Protocol compliance monitoring.  Market Participants discussed that consideration should be given to TAC making a recommendation to the ERCOT Board regarding ERCOT Protocol compliance monitoring.  Mr. B. Jones offered to initiate the discussions, noting that care should be exercised to not overstep TAC authority.
Other Business (see Key Documents)
There was no other business.
Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 5:20 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:
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