 APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, January 8, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm

Attendance

Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Greer, Clayton
	J Aron & Company
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Johnson, Eddie
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	Alt. Rep. for H. Lenox

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	Alt. Rep. for L. Gurley

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McClendon, Shannon
	Consumers – Residential 
	

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Robinson, Oscar
	Austin White Lime Company
	

	Schubert, Eric
	BP Energy
	

	Sims, John
	Nueces Electric Coop.
	

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

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Henry Wood to John Sims

· Marcie Zlotnik to William Lewis

Guests:

	Adib, Parviz
	APX
	

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Cochran, Seth
	RBS Sempra
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Firestone, Joel
	Direct Energy
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEP
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Jones, Don
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Lovelace, Russell
	Shell Energy
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Smith, Mark
	Chaparral Steel
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utilities
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	Higher Power
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	FPL Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	Via Teleconference

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hinsley, Ron
	
	

	Krein, Steve
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mickey, Joel
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Patterson, Mark
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Dreyfus called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m., requested that teleconference attendees employ their mute buttons when not speaking, and refrain from placing the call on hold.  Mr. Dreyfus introduced new and returning TAC members, and reviewed assigned proxies and Alternate Representatives.  
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Dreyfus directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) Update (see Key Documents)

Mark Bruce reported that Jan Newton and Michael Gent were elected Board Chair and Vice Chair, respectively; that the Board discussed the ERCOT Strategic Plan and Mission, the Nodal Program, and requested updates on policy issues related to smart grid, wind integration, Demand Response, and the structure of the Texas Regional Entity (TRE).  Mr. Bruce also reported that the 2009 TAC was confirmed by the Board; and that discussion included the Utilicast report on the Nodal Program, and improvements in key areas of Nodal Program management.  

Mr. Bruce also reported that the Board approved all TAC recommendations on Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) and Nodal PRRs (NPRRs), and approved Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 214, Hotline Changes for QSEs Representing Multiple Entities, as well; and that the Board requested an update in April 2009 regarding wind integration issues and Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) implementation.

Mr. Bruce noted that Mr. Dreyfus had declined to be nominated to serve a third term as TAC Chair, thanked Mr. Dreyfus for his leadership and dedication, and on behalf of Market Participants, presented Mr. Dreyfus with a token of the market’s appreciation for his service.  Mr. Dreyfus thanked Market Participants, stated that he had enjoyed the work, that much more work was ahead, and wished the next TAC Chair success.

Election of TAC Chair and Vice-Chair
Mr. Dreyfus reported that though the TAC Procedures are otherwise prescriptive, the method of selecting TAC leadership must be determined annually.  Mr. Dreyfus noted that TAC has adopted a 51% simple majority in recent years, and reviewed the following proposed process: 

Election Process:

· Open floor for nominations for chair. 

· Close nominations for chair. 

· Vote on nominations for chair. 

· Voting: 

· Use ballots if more than one candidate, or if requested by TAC member.

· One vote per TAC member. 

· Simple majority of the TAC members voting wins (51%).

· If no simple majority is reached, take top two candidates and conduct another vote.  Continue until simple majority reached or acclamation of TAC.

· Open floor for nominations for vice chair. 

· Close nominations for vice chair. 

· Vote on nominations for vice chair (see voting above).

Brad Belk moved to approve the proposed TAC Leadership election process.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Brittney Albracht opened the floor for TAC Chair nominations.  Mr. Belk stated that it is incumbent upon TAC leadership to know and defend the stakeholder process.  
Mr. Belk nominated Mr. Bruce for 2009 TAC Chair, citing Mr. Bruce’s strong involvement in all levels of the stakeholder process.  Ms. Albracht asked for any additional nominations.
Adrian Pieniazek moved to close nominations and name Mr. Bruce 2009 TAC Chair by acclamation.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Albracht opened the floor for TAC Vice Chair nominations.

Brad Jones nominated Shannon McClendon for 2009 TAC Vice Chair.  Ms. Albracht asked for any additional nominations.
Richard Ross moved to close nominations and name Ms. McClendon 2009 TAC Vice Chair by acclamation.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Dreyfus congratulated Mr. Bruce and Ms. McClendon and wished them every success in 2009.  Mr. Bruce and Ms. McClendon thanked Mr. Dreyfus and TAC members for their support.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Clayton Greer moved to approve the December 4, 2008 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  John Sims seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment – Urgent
Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that PRR776 was being taken up out of agenda order, and of the earlier successful motion, made during the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) report, to consider PRR776 and PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism, concurrently.  Phillip Oldham stated that he had come prepared to speak to the proposal in the 11/21/09 TIEC Comments; that a great deal of work had gone into the product, though there was some frustration with the process; and that in consideration of the concerns in the 01/07/09 ERCOT comments related to potential compliance issues, he would be agreeable to another 30 days to review outstanding issues and attempt consensus.   Market Participants discussed that more review should be given to issues raised by ERCOT regarding North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standard BAL-002; that there are incrementally more system changes required to address certain issues; that implementation might require six to 12 months; and that a simpler approach that is easily implemented might be discovered upon further review.

Mr. Greer moved to remand PRR776 and Luminant’s comments to the PRR776 Discussion Group.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Some Market Participants opposed linking PRR776 to PRR791, and stated that the remand would be inappropriate; and expressed concern that multiple iterations of PRR776 and subsequent comments have considerably clouded the issues and confused the process.  Mr. Greer amended his motion to table PRR776 and PRR791 for one month, with directions to the PRR776 Discussion Group to continue to work through issues, including ERCOT concerns regarding the use of Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) in the Balancing Energy Service (BES) with respect to NERC Standards, and resolve mechanical issues such as those raised in Luminant’s comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the amended motion.

Market Participants further discussed whether PRR776 and PRR791 are appropriately linked.  Some Market Participants argued that linking the PRRs would ensure the passage of both, and represented a good-faith effort to address significant issues; other Market Participants argued that linkage was unnecessary, that the data did not support the concurrence of the issues.  

Market Participants discussed that reliability and market prices should overlap each other; that scarcity pricing is a necessary tool to the correct functioning of the market, which is in the interests of Loads and Consumers; that the solutions to the lack of Real-Time pricing linked the issues, in that they eliminate volatility and certain pricing results; and that further discussion of PRR791 would also be useful.  The amended motion carried unanimously.
PRS Report (see Key Documents)

Kevin Gresham presented the PRS report, reviewed 2008 PRS goals and accomplishments, and highlighted the work of the Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment Task Force (NPRSA TF). 

PRR782, Clean-up and Corrections to Terminology and Transaction Timings in Protocol Section 15, Customer Registration
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 160, Elimination of the Non-ERCOT LSE Fee

Mr. Lewis moved to recommend approval of PRR782 and NPRR 160 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR783, Elimination of the Non-ERCOT LSE Fee

Mr. Ross stated that the fee would have been eliminated had the ERCOT Administrative Fee case not been pulled; that systems are paid-in-full and depreciating; that there is no need for the fee for the next three months; that there is a question as to whether the fees are subject to refunding; and that Market Participants are being needlessly charged.  

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR783 as recommended by PRS, and requested that the effective date be January 1, 2009.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that PRRs are prospective and not retroactive, and considered various options for effective and implementation dates.  Mr. Ross withdrew his motion.
Mr. Ross moved to grant PRR783 Urgent status.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR783 as recommended by PRS and requested the earliest possible implementation date: January 1, 2009 if determined feasible by ERCOT Legal, or at minimum upon Board approval on January 20, 2009.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT would be prepared to speak to the disposition of the funds at the January 20, 2009 Board meeting; and that should ERCOT Legal determine that January 20, 2009 is the earliest allowable implementation date, that an invoice would not be sent, which would achieve the same objective as a January 1, 2009 implementation date, but without the undesirable precedent of retroactivity.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
PRR792, Revised Renewable Portfolio Standards Allocation Process, Pursuant to P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.173 – Urgent
Mr. Bruce recommended a typographical correction to PRR792.

Oscar Robinson moved to recommend approval of PRR792 as amended by TAC.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism – Urgent
Mr. Greer moved to defer discussion of PRR791 until PRR776 is taken up.  Eric Schubert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR140, Revision to CRR Obligation Margin Adder
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR140 as recommended by PRS.  John Houston seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that variables for NPRR140 had been proposed by WMS and reviewed and endorsed by the Credit Work Group (Credit WG); that the variables should be reviewed to ensure that no unit is listed with the multiplier; and that the WMS recommendation regarding the variables should be referenced in the motion.  Mr. Greer modified his motion to include the WMS recommendation regarding the variables in NPRR140.  Mr. Bruce suggested that the motion and discussion be limited to NPRR140.  Market Participants discussed that the variables should remain outside of Protocol language; that the variables would be reviewed annually at minimum and that necessary changes would need to be made without modifying the Protocols; and that the variables will reside on the Market Information System (MIS).

Mr. Greer restated his motion to recommend approval of NPRR140 as recommended by PRS and that the variables be set as recommended by WMS.  Mr. Schubert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR788, Ramp Rate Limits for Existing WGRs – Urgent

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR788 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Robinson seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT Operations is comfortable with the language.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.
NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub

Mr. Gresham noted that the Impact Analysis for NPRR169 is pending, and noted that both NPRR169 and NPRR164 are being reviewed as outside of a locked-down set of requirements.  Mr. Greer stated that a Market Management System (MMS) project would be required to define a new hub since assignments and calculations are performed in MMS; and questioned whether the MMS actually required modification, or if another solution might be possible.  Trip Doggett offered to relay Mr. Greer’s question to the Nodal Project team; Mr. Gresham also offered to convey the question to Joel Mickey and the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF). 
Mr. B. Jones moved to remand NPRR169 to PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Revised 2009 Project Priority List (PPL) (see Key Documents)

Troy Anderson presented revised 2009 initiatives by CART and reviewed the 2009 Project Reforecast, noting significant changes since the PPL was presented to TAC in November 2009.  Ms. McClendon recalled previous discussions regarding the possible outsourcing of data center activities, and asked Mr. Anderson for an update of findings.  Mr. Anderson noted that ERCOT Information Technology leadership had indeed reviewed the issue, and would further consider it should circumstances change; and that the Board was supportive of ERCOT’s suggestion, but could not confirm that the Board had been briefed on the most recent findings regarding the outsourcing of data center activities.  Ms. McClendon requested that Mr. Anderson bring the issue to the attention of Ron Hinsley.

Market Participants discussed the implications of building additional space as a result of Nodal, and then not implementing the nodal market; it was explained that the additional space would be needed for Advanced Metering, if not the nodal market; and that if Market Participants had further concerns, they should raise the issue with their Market Segment’s Board member.

Mr. Robinson moved that TAC concur with the 2009 PPL as presented.  Mr. Dreyfus seconded the motion.  Chris Brewster expressed reservations with the motion, stating that while TAC does not concern itself with management issues, TAC is being asked to concur with the PPL without discussion of its development or dollar figures.  Mr. Robinson and Mr. Dreyfus accepted Gary Singleton’s friendly amendment recommending that the 2009 PPL be sent to the Board along with an estimate for outsourcing data center storage needs.  Mr. Dreyfus added that he believed that the Board has already reviewed the issue.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Investor Owned Utility (IOU) and Municipal Market Segments.
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. R. Jones presented highlights of the December 2008 ROS meeting.

OGRR212, EECP Media Appeal Change
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 022, EECP Media Appeal Change
Kristy Ashley moved to recommend approval of NOGRR022 as recommended by ROS, and OGRR212 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Mr. Schubert seconded the motion.  Colleen Frosch noted that language in NOGRR022 was revised to conform to PRR769, EECP Media Appeal Change, as adopted by the Board.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Members of the NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection Committee (CIPC) 

Mr. R. Jones noted that TAC Procedures require that any ERCOT Region representatives be ratified by TAC, and presented the slate of ERCOT representatives and alternates to the NERC CIPC as recommended by ROS.  It was stated that the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) Charter would be brought to TAC for approval in February 2009.

John Sims moved to accept the slate of ERCOT representative and alternates to the NERC CIPC as recommended by ROS.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Status of Study of Load Acting As Resource (LaaR) Capability for Current Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) Level

Tony Hudson presented the draft study of LaaR Capability for Current RRS level for TAC consideration, and reviewed reasons for the study duration, noting the lack of resource hours to complete time-intensive work.  Regarding the amount of LaaRs that may be reliably deployed on the system, Mr. Hudson noted that the primary consideration is driven by how the LaaRs are tripped and the trip frequencies at which the relays are set.  

Market Participants discussed that during LaaR testing, circumstances are unique and Loads must be granted performance variances that need not be granted generating units; that trip setting is more critical than geographic diversity; that as trip settings are increased, so is risk of overshoot; and that the report table is the result of the 59.7Hz tier, and there are no actively participating LaaRs at 59.8Hz at this time.

Paul Rocha noted that the study draft would be vetted further and brought up for consideration at the January 2009 ROS meeting, and that a while a vote of TAC is not requested in advance of the ROS vote, ROS welcomes TAC comments.  Market Participants discussed whether increased RRS could come from LaaRs or only Generation; and that permutations of the study could be readily run, now that the major work is complete.  Asked if any consideration had been given to wind penetration, Mr. Hudson noted that this is a frequency study, that wind is non-synchronous, and that impacts would come from a wind unit tripping off line. 

Mr. Bruce expressed appreciation for the work completed, opined that the Board’s question would be answered, and noted that TAC has some additional outstanding questions.  Mr. Rocha added that ROS will consider incremental work that might be illustrative and would bring a follow-up report to the February 2009 TAC meeting.  

Hurricane Ike Report

Bill Blevins presented the Hurricane Ike report, and noted that the positive tone of the report reflects the considerable efforts of many Entities, but is not intended to diminish the gravity of the storm’s impact.  Mr. Blevins also noted that storm preparations were taking place during ERCOT’s NERC audit, and opined that ERCOT Operations performed admirably during a particularly trying and busy week.

Mr. Downey moved to endorse the Hurricane Ike report.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Mr. Bruce complimented ROS on the timely and thorough review of Hurricane Ike events, and expressed hope that lessons learned would be incorporated into further emergency training.  Mr. R. Jones thanked Mr. Blevins and ERCOT Operations for drafting the report.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the December 2008 RMS meeting and reviewed 2008 RMS working group accomplishments and 2009 goals.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 069, Texas SET Retail Market Guide Clean-up – Section 7:  Historical Usage and Estimated Meter Readings; Section 9:  Transaction Timing Matrix and Letter of Authorization

Read Comstock moved to recommend approval of RMGRR069 as recommended by RMS.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

System Change Request (SCR) 745, Retail Market Outage Evaluation and Resolution
Mr. Comstock moved that TAC file comments to SCR745 consistent with RMS comments.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Belk provided an update on recent WMS activities and reviewed highlights of the December 2008 WMS meeting.  Mr. Belk provided an update on TAC assignments to review cost allocation for incremental Ancillary Services resulting from revised Ancillary Service methodology, and options for optimizing incremental Ancillary Service requirements.  Mr. Belk stated that the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) believes there are possible improvements to the way NSRS is procured.  
Market Participants discussed whether incremental Ancillary Service is due to additional wind on the system; that Ancillary Services are purchased for the reliability of the entire network and are used for a variety of purposes; and that should direct allocation still be the objective, the Ancillary Service methodology would have to be redesigned with more complex objectives than simply system security at the lowest cost possible, though WMS does not recommend such a redesign.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Mr. Hinsley reported that Network Model Management System (NMMS) delivered a validated model 10 hours early that very day, and that the critical path had now shifted from NMMS to Release 5; that the Utilicast Report 8 cited progress in program controls, accountability and transparency; that leadership is reviewing alternatives to renegotiating contracts with product vendors; and that the Nodal Program Scope is locked down, though a detailed discussion will first be held with TPTF.  Mr. Gresham asked how more elegant coding, if discovered, could be included in the scope.  Mr. Hinsley noted that efficiencies are frequently discovered in testing, but once a technical design is determined and coding begins, all changes constitute a scope change.

Mr. Hinsley reported that staffing stood at roughly 50% ERCOT staff, 50% contract staff; that the Nodal Schedule is targeted to be before the Board at the February 2009 meeting; and that budget revisions will be based on schedule revisions.

Mr. Hinsley reviewed top risks and issues.  Regarding stability and ability to expand the current IT infrastructure, Mr. Hinsley noted that outsourcing had been considered twice, as recently as 2008, and that with more than 100 releases each month, outsourcing becomes cost-prohibitive; that the $6 million to update the data center at ERCOT Taylor is anticipated to stay in place post-nodal implementation, and that nodal is only one driver for future data center needs.

TPTF Report
Mr. Mickey reviewed recent TPTF activities, and noted that consideration is being given to creating another approval category for synchronizing NPRRs, rather than designating them “Essential for Go-Live.”  Regarding the Nodal Schedule, Mr. Mickey stated that ideally, TPTF would send a recommendation to TAC for approval in February 2009, and inquired as to the level of detail preferred by TAC.  Mr. Mickey asked if it would be realistic for Market Participant comments, questions and concerns to be satisfied at TPTF, with TAC then codifying the work.   Market Participants discussed that some issues might be surfaced at TAC by individuals not involved at the TPTF level; that a special TAC meeting might be considered; and that essentially everything is on hold until the Nodal Schedule is approved.  Mr. Houston noted that TPTF has been charged with the responsibility, and that TAC should consider relying on the TPTF recommendation.  Mr. Comstock added that TPTF should make a recommendation regarding the schedule, and that it would be helpful for TAC to see a summary of the issues raised, as well as ERCOT’s responses.  
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Lee Starr presented highlights of the December 2008 COPS meeting.

TRE Report (see Key Documents)

Victor Barry provided an update of recent TRE activities, noting that TRE had just completed the first round of audits by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC); that modifications to the directive from NERC regarding Load Serving Entity (LSE) registration had been made through the Standard Authorization Request (SAR) process; and that the TRE grew considerably in 2008, and that growth will likely slow in 2009.  Mr. Barry also noted that TRE is encouraged by the work on ramp rates, and is looking for additional progress on long-term wind integration issues.

Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)

This item was not taken up.
Other Business
Mr. Bruce advised Market Participants that the April 2009 TAC meeting, as currently scheduled, is in conflict with the Gulf Coast Power Association meeting, and proposed rescheduling the TAC meeting to April 9, 2009.  Mr. Bruce requested that the item be taken up at the February 2009 TAC meeting.

Mr. Bruce requested that Market Participants consider possible 2009 TAC Goals for discussion at the February 2009 TAC meeting.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 4:17 p.m.
APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, February 5, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm

Attendance

Members:

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McCalla, David
	GEUS
	

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

	McClendon, Shannon
	Consumers – Residential 
	

	Minnix, Kyle
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	Alt. Rep. for H. Lenox

	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 Coop.
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Kristy Ashley to Brandon Whittle
· Read Comstock to Marcie Zlotnik
· Mark Dreyfus to Les Barrow
· William Lewis to Marty Downey
· Oscar Robinson to Bill Smith

· Richard Ross to Jennifer Troutman
· John Sims to Kyle Minnix
· Henry Wood to John Sims

Guests:

	Adib, Parviz
	APX
	

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Blakey, Eric
	TXU Energy
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Claiborne-Pinto, Shawnee
	PUCT
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Fenoglio, Walt
	EMMT
	

	Firestone, Joel
	Direct Energy
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEP
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Grimm, Larry
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Hudson, Tony
	TNMP
	

	James, Judith
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Don
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Marsh, Tony
	MAMO Enterprises/QSE Services
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Moore, Chuck
	Direct Energy
	

	Moore, John
	E.ON
	

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Reynolds, Jim
	Power & Gas Consulting, LLC
	

	Robinson, Lane
	Babcock Brown
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Consulting
	

	Smith, Mark
	Chaparral Steel
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Sterzing, Ingmar
	LCRA
	

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant Energy
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT 
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	FPL Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bridges, Stacy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Deller, Art
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Grable, Mike
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Mickey, Joel
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Ply, Janet
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:35 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 (Board) Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce reported Board approval of all Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs), Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs), and System Change Requests (SCRs) brought by TAC for consideration at the January 2009 Board meeting.  Eric Schubert asked if the Board was aware of the potential for high prices as a result of SCR751, Nodal – Power Balance Shadow Price Cap Curve for SCED (formerly titled “Nodal – Shadow Price Cap”); Mr. Bruce stated that he called the possibility to the Board’s attention.

Nodal Update – Risks to Schedule and Budget

Mr. Bruce reported that the Board has been asked to accelerate Nodal project budget discussions and advance a recommendation to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT). Mr. Bruce noted concerns of various parties that the nodal team is spending significant time and resources interacting with the stakeholder process; that there is an expectation that the nodal team should focus on nodal implementation; and added that while he is a dedicated advocate for the stakeholder process, improvements are possible and input is invited.

Role of the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) – Reconfiguration of the Nodal Stakeholder Process

Kevin Gresham presented “Reconfiguring Nodal Stakeholder Participation” on behalf of TPTF.  Market Participants discussed whether transparency and timeliness would be adversely affected by the dissolution of TPTF and the creation of other task forces; that detailed reporting by ERCOT staff presently provided at TPTF would be sorely missed if not provided in another venue; that TPTF has served the market and the process well; and that efforts should be made to minimize administrative impacts to ERCOT staff without losing reporting.

Market Participants further discussed a suggestion that Market Participant observers be embedded internally at ERCOT and provide reporting to the market; that the market needs to maintain engagement in the process to ensure the intent of the Protocols is carried out, and to minimize issues due to interpretation; and that efforts should be made to transition processes and reporting to the standard stakeholder process, in anticipation of nodal implementation.

Market Participants further discussed that the nodal program needs to now become an ERCOT-driven process; that a task force might be necessary to ensure adequate market participation in testing and implementation activities; and that additional task forces absent an empowered rapid-response or stakeholder-intelligence element might not allow timely response from the current stakeholder voting structure.

Brad Jones expressed appreciation for the work of TPTF and the proposal, and opined the proposed task forces laid out in Mr. Gresham’s presentation do not provide sufficient changes; that TPTF should be dissolved and a Quick Response Team should be established in its place; and that ERCOT should report monthly to TAC on project statuses and risk issues.  Market Participants determined that Mr. B. Jones’ suggestion should be given further consideration by TAC after receiving the Nodal Schedule report later in the day.  

Prioritization of Wind Issues

Mr. Bruce noted that the Board will look to TAC to recommend a master plan and a prioritized list of activities to address the significant level of variable Resources on the ERCOT system.

Ancillary Services Cost Allocation

Mr. Bruce reported that the Board accepted the TAC recommendation that the cost allocation methodology not be changed, but that several Board members were interested in seeing the potential costs associated with determining direct allocation of Ancillary Services.  Mr. Bruce suggested that he and Shannon McClendon work with Coast Allocation Task Force Leadership to provide additional information to the Board.  There were no objections.

Remand of Regional Planning Group (RPG) Charter and Procedures 

Mr. Bruce noted that the Board struck the neutral project category and remanded the issue to TAC.  Mr. Bruce advised that the item would be taken up at the March 2009 TAC meeting.

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Market Participants recommended an addition to the attendee list, and a clarification of terminology.   

Adrian Pieniazek moved to approve the January 8, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Change of Date for April 2009 TAC Meeting 

April 9, 2009
Mr. Bruce noted that the April 2, 2009 TAC meeting date conflicted with the Gulf Coast Power Association meeting, which a number of Market Participants will be attending.

Ms. McClendon moved to change the date of the April 2009 TAC meeting to Thursday, April 9, 2009.  Marcie Zlotnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Confirmation of 2009 Subcommittee Chairs/Vice Chairs (See Key Documents)
Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse the 2009 Subcommittee Leadership:

· Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS)

· Chair: Chuck Moore, Direct Energy

· Vice Chair: Michelle Trenary, Tenaska Power

· Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS)

· Chair: Kevin Gresham, Reliant Energy

· Vice Chair: Steve Madden, StarTex Power

· Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS)

· Chair: Kyle Patrick, Reliant Energy

· Vice Chair: Kathy Scott, CenterPoint Energy

· Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS)

· Chair: Ken Donohoo, Oncor Electric Delivery

· Vice Chair: Rick Keetch, Reliant Energy

· Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS)

· Chair: Barbara Clemenhagen, Topaz Power Group

· Vice Chair: Kenan Ögelman, CPS Energy

Steven Moss seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Bruce thanked 2009 Subcommittee chairs and vice chairs for their willingness to serve in leadership.
2009 TAC Goals 

Mr. Bruce noted brief discussion had been given to high level TAC goals for 2009, that appropriate focus should be given to Nodal delivery and responsiveness to Board and Legislature concerns regarding a master plan for wind integration issues, and that additional input from Market Participants continues to be welcome.

PRS Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Gresham reviewed recent PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  Marguerite Wagner noted in reference to NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies, that in some instances, artificial distinctions are allowing items without essentiality assignments from TPTF to move forward.  Troy Anderson agreed that NPRR156 needs to be reconsidered since the companion PRR has been approved.  .

PRR785, Timing for Required Black Start Unit Load Carrying Test 

PRR786, Modifications to EILS Settlement

PRR793, WGR QSE Scheduling Metric – URGENT

PRR795, 90-Day Transmission Outage Scheduling Timeline – URGENT

Richard Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR785, PRR786, PRR793, and PRR795 as recommended by PRS.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR784, Delete Use of Boundary Generation Resources to Resolve CRE Congestion

Mr. B. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR784 as recommended by PRS.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two objections from the Independent Generator and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

PRR794, Meteorological Data Required from QSEs Representing Wind-powered Generation Resources - URGENT
Market Participants discussed concerns regarding the use of “or” in Protocol language; that vague language is open for interpretation, and is problematic for enforcement; that TAC should be explicit in its intent that the Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) be responsible for the data, rather than the selected Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE); and that while the Nodal Protocols address telemetry standards that specify telemetry rates, the Zonal Protocols are deficient.  Market Participants recommended revisions to the language.

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR794 as amended by TAC with a proposed effective date of April 1, 2009.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR798, Update Trading Hub Conversion – URGENT

Market Participants discussed that there was some discussion of removing the matrix to convert transactions at Trading Hubs to existing Congestion Zones from the Protocols; that PRR798 is related to a pending appeal to the PUCT; that the calculation is incorrect today and needs correction; and that ERCOT staff has requested that PRR798 be effective upon Board approval.

Mr. B. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR798 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) and IOU Market Segments.

PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS – URGENT

Mr. Gresham reviewed the process detailed by PRR799.  Market Participants expressed concern that the language presented allows only the submitter of a revision request to appeal a decision by the ERCOT CEO, and was not in alignment with other Protocols.  

John Houston moved to recommend approval of PRR799 as recommended by PRS.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that any Market Participant may file an appeal, per ERCOT Protocols Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision.  Mr. Houston accepted Ms. McClendon’s friendly amendment to recommend approval of PRR799 as amended by TAC.  The amended motion carried with three abstentions from the IREP Market Segment.

NPRR135, Deletion of UFE Analysis Zone Language

NPRR161, Clarification of Establishing Decision-Making Authority of Managed Capacity

William Lewis moved to table NPRR135 and NPRR161 pending the TPTF recommendation of an essentiality status.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously

Tabled PRRs (see Key Documents)

PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment – Urgent 
PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism – Urgent 
Larry Gurley presented results of the PRR776 Discussion Group and options for TAC consideration.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR776 as amended by the 2/3/09 Luminant comments and 2/3/09 DB Energy Trading comments and as revised by TAC and recommending that the initial values for the variables be set a X=20, Y=500, and Z=$1500 for the first 60 days and then set at the system wide offer cap, and direct ROS to develop a qualification procedure in the Operating Guides for online Resources.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  

Phillip Oldham expressed concern that should the motion pass, the version of PRR776 originally proposed would not be considered by the Board; that good faith efforts had been undertaken since August 2008 to address various concerns; and that sufficient data had not been provided to demonstrate the potential effects of PRR791.  Market Participants discussed various appeal scenarios that might result should the motion carry or fail.

Market Participants discussed that PRR776 should not be hindered while PRR791 is further vetted; that the current motion conflates issues and purviews; and that competing versions of PRR776 cannot go before the Board.  Market Participants further discussed concerns for cost impacts to consumers; and that the definition of marginal cost should be reviewed.  Mr. Schubert added that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has determined that procedures similar to PRR791 should be implemented in other markets for the sake of reliability, and that PRR791 ensures that there is a quasi-market mechanism in place to ensure reliability and Resource adequacy.

Market Participants further discussed concerns for price transparency; and costs to Generators for programming, testing, regulatory overhead and compliance exposure.  Dan Jones stated that the objective of the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) is to maintain a competitive, efficient, and reliable market, and opined that PRR776 and PRR791 support those objectives; that a large part of shortage pricing in an energy only market is long term reliability; and that reliability has a cost.  Mr. D. Jones added that the impact of PRR791 is impossible to quantify; that it was originally contemplated that small Entities would occasionally submit high offers; that the scenario was marketed with confidence by Entities currently at the table as scarcity rents rather than monopoly rents; invited comments explaining why the scenario was right then, but wrong now; and reiterated that PRR791 would do no more than what was originally contemplated.    The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Lewis moved to recommend approval of PRR776 as amended by the 2/4/09 TIEC comments and 2/3/09 DB Energy comments and as revised by TAC.  Bill Smith seconded the motion.

Mr. B. Jones moved to caucus for not more than 30 minutes.  Mr. Bruce advised that the motion to caucus was in order.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion to caucus failed with eleven opposing and four abstaining.  

Mr. Lewis’ initial motion was resumed.  The motion failed on roll call.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Seely noted that an action of TAC had not occurred since the motion failed.  Mr. Oldham stated his rejection of ERCOT Legal’s interpretation of an action of TAC.  Market Participants discussed that procedure or Bylaw revisions might be in order to address the definition of an act of TAC; that impasses should be resolved in the stakeholder process and not pushed to the Board; and that more data regarding the impacts of PRR791 should be considered, as some entities opinions might change as a result of further analysis. 

Mr. B. Jones moved to table PRR776 until the March 2009 TAC meeting, and directed the PRR776 Discussion Group to evaluate the impacts of PRR791 language, and to provide clarification on the On-line Non-Spinning Reserve issue.  Brandon Whittle seconded the motion.
Market Participants argued the disposition of PRR776 and PRR791 given ERCOT Legal’s interpretation of what is required as an act of TAC; the possibility that every PRR that has not been recommended by TAC might later be taken up for further consideration; that the current interpretation of an act of TAC might be used strategically to resurrect old issues; and that further tabling of PRR776 is illogical, and has been proposed to force adoption of PRR791.  

Market Participants further discussed whether PRR776 could be further improved by continued work by the PRR776 Discussion Group; and whether a tabling action might be appealed before the Board.  Ms. McClendon stated that seeking direction from the Board in cases of fundamental differences does not exacerbate the impression that there are shortcomings in the stakeholder process; that a TAC action to table would allow Market Participants to bring an appeal before the Board; and that the PRR776 Discussion Group could continue in its efforts at the same time.  Several Market Participants requested a roll call vote.  The motion to table carried on roll call.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Ms. McClendon requested that Mr. Bruce inform the Board that there were varying reasons for tabling PRR776 and PRR791, and that the motion to table came only after other motions failed.  
Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) (see Key Documents)

Henry Durrwachter reviewed recent activities of the RTWG.  Market Participants discussed that the Board is looking for a unified plan to address issues; that demands on resources, timelines, systems and study capabilities will be significant; that outside expertise will be required to develop some issues; and that some studies will be groundbreaking and will need to begin sooner rather than later.  Mr. Bruce added that wind integration is second only to nodal implementation in terms of TAC attention.

ROS Reports (see Key Documents) 

Ken Donohoo presented highlights of the January 2009 ROS meeting, and noted that an effort will be made to increase the transparency of planning activities, particularly relating to historical and future congestion.  Mr. B. Jones noted that congestion in the first 10 months of 2008 increased significantly relative to recent years.  Trip Doggett noted that he would review the item and comment at the March 2009 TAC meeting.  Mr. B. Jones also requested that Dan Woodfin address the March 2009 TAC meeting.  Market Participants requested that discussion be given to how to normalize fuel prices; and that it might be useful to occasionally review the monthly System Planning Report at TAC.

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 213, Synchronization with PRR775, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA)
Mr. Ross moved to approve OGRR213 as recommended by ROS.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)
Ann Boren noted that TAC usually does not review working group scopes, but that TAC had requested review of the CIPWG charter, given the CIPWG’s need to utilize Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs) and conduct some closed meetings. 
Mr. Ross moved to endorse the CIPWG charter as posted.  Ms. Zlotnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Study of Load Acting As a Resource (LaaR) Capability for Current Responsive Reserve Service Level

Mr. Donohoo recognized the work of the Dynamics Working Group (DWG) and ERCOT planning staff, noted that the study required considerable time and effort, and reported that ROS recommends that LaaR be 50% of Responsive Reserve Services (RRS).

Mr. Houston moved to recommend that LaaRs will be allowed to provide up to 50% of RRS as recommended by ROS.  Mr. Smith seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
RMS Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the January 2009 RMS meeting.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 070, Ad Hoc Retail Market Conference Calls 

RMGRR071, Process Change for Review of Impact Analysis on Point to Point Transactions or Processes Between CRs and TDSPs That Have No Impact to ERCOT

Mr. R. Jones moved to approve RMGRR070 and RMGRR071 as recommended by RMS.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Barbara Clemenhagen presented highlights of the January 2009 WMS meeting.  Market Participants discussed that the Nodal Fuel Adder recommendation would come to TAC in the form of a PRR; review should be given to the process by which Special Protection Schemes (SPSs) are developed and approved; and that SCR754, WGRPP Forecasts Posted on Zonal TML, is delayed for six months to address recurrent maintenance issues in the host application.

Market Participants also discussed cost of the Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) as compared to other Ancillary Services; that the drop in participation is unequivocally due to the economy; and that though it would require PUCT intervention, a higher quantity of Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) could be procured for less cost that EILS.  Market Participants further discussed whether 160MW of EILS is a meaningful tool; that even a small procurement of EILS allows a lower firm Load shed, and would also contribute to recovery.

ERCOT Methodologies for Determining Ancillary Service Document 

Mr. Whittle moved to accept the WMS recommendation to change from on-peak/off-peak periods to the four hour block for NSRS sizing, and agree with WMS the procurement of NSRS as described in the 2009 ERCOT Methodologies for Determining Ancillary Service Requirements has improved using the Net Load concept and current tools available, and that the alternatives that ERCOT is developing will further optimize the procurement of NSRS.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)
Chuck Moore presented highlights of the January 2009 COPS meeting.

Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 032, Profile Decision Tree Changes for Advanced Meters
Mr. Houston moved to approve LPGRR032.  Mr. Schubert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

Nodal Schedule

Joel Mickey presented a summary of recent TPTF activities, noting that most discussion revolved around involving Market Participants in testing sooner rather than later.  Market Participants further discussed the disposition of pending items in light of the implementation of PRR799.  

ERCOT Program Update
Mr. Doggett reviewed the Integrated Schedule, the timeline of its development, and schedule highlights, noting that TPTF did not concern itself with budget considerations.  Mr. Doggett also reviewed critical path items and risk issues, noting that efforts are being made to acquire contractors and outsourced labor that will allow maintaining zonal function while keeping the nodal program on schedule.  Mr. Doggett introduced Chuck Manning, ERCOT Chief Compliance Officer.

Mr. Brewster noted that the Board will soon consider the nodal budget, and expressed concern that should TAC endorse the schedule, that endorsement of the budget might be implied.  Market Participants suggested that TAC might simply forward TPTF findings on the nodal schedule to the Board.

Mr. B. Jones moved to forward the findings of TPTF regarding the nodal schedule to the Board.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. Boyd noted that TAC is forwarding the findings, rather than endorsing the findings.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment.
TPTF Report
MP-21 Wind Telemetry Update

Matt Mereness presented the Wind Telemetry Metric 21 Update and reviewed the adopted metric, timeline, and Nodal Scorecard.

Reconfiguration of the Nodal Stakeholder Process

Mr. B. Jones proposed a Quick Response Team with one member from each of the seven Market Segments; that a voting structure would be determined at a later time; that business would be conducted via conference call, available for all Market Participants to listen; and requested additional input.  Market Participants discussed that transparency and accountability must be maintained, and the market must have visibility to what ERCOT is implementing; that month-delayed reporting of ERCOT actions is not palatable.

Mr. Brewster moved to recommend approval of the TPTF recommendation regarding the disposition of TPTF and the formation of the Nodal Technical Assistance Resource Task Force (NTAR TF) and the Market Readiness and Testing Task Force (MRT TF).  Sandy Morris seconded the motion.  Mr. Schubert requested that the motion be tabled, but then withdrew his request.  Market Participants further discussed that the NTAR TF and the MRT TF have sequential lives; that a structure similar to the proposed Quick Response Team was available but not utilized at the implementation of the Retail Market; that a formal structure should be in place before TPTF is disbanded; and that care should be given to not simply recreating TPTF.  

Mr. Brewster amended his motion to adopt the TPTF recommendation with the addition that TPTF disband and bring a final report forward.  Ms. Morris accepted Mr. Brewster’s amendment.  Market Participants discussed that efforts must be made to improve communication and nodal implementation, and not hinder the process.  Mr. Brewster withdrew his amended motion.

Mr. Dreyfus made the following motion:

TAC acknowledges the need for continuing and active Market Participant involvement in the ERCOT Nodal Implementation Process.  Given the current status of the ERCOT Nodal Implementation Project, TAC has determined that a new direction in executing its responsibilities in this area is appropriate.  Accordingly, the following actions are adopted:
1. It is the intent of the TAC that the TPTF Charter will be retired and that the TPTF will be dissolved at the March 5, 2009 TAC meeting.
2. TPTF is directed to bring a final report to TAC on March 5, 2009 containing the following elements:

· TPTF Charter assignments completed

· TPTF Charter assignments not yet completed

· Identification, description, and status report of open Action Items and key issues; and

· Any other relevant matters.

3. TAC will consider transition mechanisms to complete the essential TPTF Charter assignments.  

Mr. Barrow seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the TPTF structure has served the market well; that the time has come to evolve the process; and whether another structure should be formally adopted before TPTF is dissolved.  The motion carried with four objections from the Consumer (2) and IREP (2) Market Segments, and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment.
Operations and Planning Reports 

This item was not taken up.
ERCOT Web Site Posting Procedure (see Key Documents)

Dale Goodman reviewed ERCOT’s corporate standard establishing the parameters for posting content to ERCOT websites, and noted that the standard would become effective April 1, 2009.

TRE Report (see Key Documents)

Victor Barry provided an update of recent TRE activities.  Market Participants expressed concern regarding erroneous characterizations of certain Market Participant actions, and requested that Mr. Barry give particular care to ensuring the accuracy of reports before revealing entities’ names in public forums.  Mr. Barry noted that he would re-post corrected reports. 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Committee Structure Presentation (see Key Documents)

Kent Saathoff reviewed the origin and evolution of membership on NERC committees; sector representation; member selection method; and current ERCOT staff representation to NERC committees.

Market Participants thanked Mr. Saathoff for the information, and discussed that while the CIPWG is specifically charged with communicating issues from the NERC Critical Infrastructure Protections Committee (CIPC) to ERCOT, Market Participants should maintain their own awareness as to NERC activities, and that Market Participants may subscribe to NERC e-mail lists.  Ms. Wagner added that Market Participants are interested in ERCOT’s assessment of NERC activities. 
Other Business

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) on Compliance Standards (Related to NPRR097, Changes to Section 8 to Incorporate Role of TRE, the IMM, and the Concept of Market Compliance)
Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that NPRR097 had been approved, but that a response is due to the PUCT regarding how compliance metrics are going to be defined, developed and tested prior to nodal implementation.  Isabel Flores reported that a draft NOGRR is complete, that the Impact Analysis will soon be available, and that the item will be directed to ROS and the Operations Working Group (OWG) for review.

Mr. Bruce requested that the published February 2009 ROS agenda be amended to include discussion of the PUCT memo, and that ROS provide as thorough a recommendation as possible at the March 2009 TAC meeting.

Future Agenda Items

Mr. Bruce requested that Market Participants direct requests for future TAC agenda items to his new e-mail address markbruce@mjbenergyconsulting.com. 

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 6:00 p.m.
APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, March 5, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm

Attendance

Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Leal, Gustavo
	Brownsville PUB
	Alt. Rep. for F. Saenz

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McCalla, David
	GEUS
	

	McClendon, Shannon
	Consumers – Residential 
	

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Robinson, Oscar
	Austin White Lime Company
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Corporation
	

	Schubert, Eric
	BP Energy
	

	Sims, John
	Nueces Electric Coop.
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	Alt. Rep. for R. Ross (afternoon only)

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	

	Wood, Henry
	South Texas Electric Coop.
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· William Lewis to Marcie Zlotnik (afternoon only)

· Adrian Pieniazek to Randy Jones

· Bill Smith to Oscar Robinson

· Henry Wood to John Sims

Guests:

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Blakey, Eric
	TXU Energy
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Drost, Wendell
	AREVA
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Firestone, Joel
	Direct Energy
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEP
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Energy Markets Consulting
	

	Hassink, Paul
	AEPSC
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	James, Judith
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Don
	Reliant
	

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Meyer, John
	STEC
	

	Moore, John
	E.ON
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	RRI
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Reynolds, Jim
	Power & Gas Consulting
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate and Associates
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Consulting
	

	Smolen, Paul
	FSA
	

	Son, Peter
	E.ON
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant Energy
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT 
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Felton, Trey
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Mickey, Joel
	
	

	Ply, Janet
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Woodfin, Dan
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:30 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 (Board) Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce noted that a memo regarding the February 17, 2009 Board meeting was posted with the day’s Key Documents.  Mr. Bruce highlighted that the Board did not grant the appeal relating to Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment – Urgent; that PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process, was filed to address the “limbo” issue, and that Market Participants are encouraged, as always, to file comments.  Regarding Nodal implementation, Mr. Bruce reported Board approval of the proposed schedule, budget and surcharge, and that the Board expressed support for recent actions of TAC to adjust stakeholder involvement in nodal implementation.
Mr. Bruce also reported that the Board approved revisions to the ERCOT Ancillary Services Procurement Methodology, and directed that TAC review whether the amount of Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) provided by Loads Acting as a Resource (LaaRs) might be raised above the current 50% cap at 2,300 MW total RRS.

Regional Planning Group (RPG) Charter 

Mr. Bruce noted that the Board approved revisions to the ERCOT Planning Charter at the January 20, 2009 Board meeting, but remanded the issue of “neutral projects” to TAC for further consideration.  Dan Woodfin presented the history of the issue, and reviewed the Board language regarding neutral projects and options discussed at the February 13, 2009 PRG meeting.  

Market Participants discussed that a definition of what is inside and outside of ERCOT must be settled upon; that the planning function of RPG is most closely aligned with the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS), but that there are market implications that should be considered by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS); and that the issues should be resolved in a timely manner, as delaying resolution complicates processes.

Market Participants discussed that the revised RPG Charter is in effect, and that TAC is to suggest possible improvements to the outstanding question; and that TAC should have the benefit of hearing concerns regarding projects “outside ERCOT”.  John Meyer expressed concern that there should be an economic benefit for Texas rate payers, who pay for lines that extend beyond ERCOT to connect to generators outside of ERCOT.  Mr. Meyer stated that existing generators that are already interconnected and are seeking to modify should be reviewed as an economic project; that added capacity should be renegotiated with the delta MW as new generation; and suggested that projects between $15 and $50 million be in the RPG process for review if requested.  

Eric Schubert cautioned that policy issues such as the ERCOT footprint is for determination by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT), and not for TAC, despite cost concerns.  Jo Campbell stated that the PUCT has delegated the process to ERCOT, and that it is not unreasonable discrimination to protect rate payers from paying for outsiders’ projects.  John Houston added that there is a certification process in place at the PUCT, and that the RPG does not have the ability to deny generators, even if a project is not economical, as RPG does not have the force of law.  

Shannon McClendon moved that the RPG Charter be referred to ROS.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Mr. Houston suggested that comments might be customized to not delay entries, and that some compromise might be reached wherein studies might be conducted by a limited group in order to not burden the RPG.  Ms. McClendon amended her motion to refer the RPG Charter to both ROS and WMS, and accepted Mr. Bruce’s friendly amendment that revised language be returned to the May 2009 TAC meeting.  Mr. Houston accepted the amended motion.  The amended motion carried unanimously.

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Randy Jones moved to approve the February 5, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
2009 TAC Goals (see Key Documents)
Mr. Bruce noted that a memo regarding proposed 2009 TAC goals was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and invited Market Participant comments.  Market Participants discussed additional items for consideration, including current and future congestion issues and the development of Congestion Zones for 2010; and whether TAC current engagement at and communication with RPG is adequate.  Due to time constraints, further discussion of this item was deferred to the April 2009 TAC meeting.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Trip Doggett presented Nodal program highlights, and noted that a complete review of contracts by a third-party negotiator is planned for completion by June 30, 2009.  Mr. Doggett reviewed key risks, and for transparency noted the addition of new risk Information Transmission Over External Web Services, adding that a suitable compromise is being developed.  Regarding budget activities, Mr. Doggett noted that, each month, projects will be reforecast for the next three months, and that much smaller variances are anticipated.

Market Participants discussed the $43 million contingency.  Ms. McClendon noted that the Board did not initially favor the contingency, but granted it after extensive discussion and the promise of either no further increases, or project cancellation.  Mark Dreyfus expressed appreciation for improved communication regarding the Nodal project, and brief and understandable reports.

Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) Report
Joel Mickey reported on the February 23-24, 2009 meetings of TPTF, and the disposition of remaining Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) before TPTF.  Mr. Mickey reported that at the February 24, 2009 meeting, TPTF approved the TPTF Final Report to TAC and requested that the report be forwarded to TAC for consideration.

TPTF Final Report to TAC

Mr. R. Jones presented the TPTF Final Report to TAC on behalf of TPTF.  Ms. McClendon expressed appreciation for the work of the TPTF and for the succinct final report.  

Market Participants discussed appropriate forums for future stakeholder engagement in the Nodal project; that determination of the stakeholder forum or forums need not be determined immediately; that TPTF proposed new working groups; and that TAC should give consideration to various proposals, work to resolve transparency issues, and define a new process at a the May 2009 TAC meeting.

Market Participants further discussed that future stakeholder groups engaged in the Nodal project should be small and agile, and should provide experience and knowledge for maximum value engineering; that an emphasis should be given to communication, transparency, and addressing specific design dilemmas, rather than scope, policy or market reformation; and that the TPTF list serve should be utilized for information dissemination and gathering.  

Market Participants further discussed the need for a voting structure and representation; the necessity for thorough discussion and decisions on issues identified by ERCOT; the potential hazards of delaying action until the monthly meeting of TAC; and the risk of inundating Market Participants with e-mails.

Henry Wood moved that, as the interim solution for stakeholder engagement in the Nodal project, TAC membership be used as the voting representation for design issues raised by ERCOT, that information be sent to the TPTF list serve, and that gathered responses be framed by the TAC chair for an e-mail vote.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants expressed concern regarding the potential lack of expertise on the gamut of issues; the potential for confusing e-mail trails; that ERCOT should completely frame the issue and outline the implications of not making a decision; and that WebEx conferences should be utilized for particularly complex issues.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.  

Stakeholder Engagement in Nodal Project / Retirement of TPTF 
Mr. R. Jones moved to dissolve TPTF and maintain the TPTF list serve.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
Mr. Bruce directed that TPTF meeting dates and room reservations for March 2009 be released, and noted that other dates would be released as appropriate.  Mr. R. Jones requested that the body of TPTF work be archived for future reference and convenient retrieval.  Kristi Hobbs noted that documents of stakeholder groups moved to inactive status remain available on the ERCOT website.

PRS Report (see Key Documents)

Kevin Gresham reviewed recent PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  
PRR789, Removal of Grey Box Language Related to Lagged Dynamics Load Profiling Due to Unfunded Projects

PRR790, Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request

Mr. Lewis moved to recommend approval of PRR789 and PRR790 as recommended by PRS.  Marcie Zlotnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Mr. Wood moved to recommend approval of NPRR146.  Richard Ross seconded the motion.  Market Participants expressed concern regarding system impacts, potential non-compliance risks; whether only a certain subset of data points pose system impacts; and whether implementation could go forward with only data points posing no system impacts.  Market Participants also expressed concern that a “parking deck” procedure has yet to be defined.  Mr. Wood withdrew his motion.
Mr. Houston moved to table NPRR146 pending a recommendation from PRS on the “parking deck” procedure for post-Nodal Go-Live NPRRs, and to reevaluate the projected system impacts of NPRR146.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  Market Participants further discussed that should NPRR146 be forwarded to the Board and subsequently approved, the Board would place the item in an undefined “parking deck”; and that Market Participants have an opportunity to define the procedure.  Mr. Houston and Mr. Wood accepted Mr. B. Jones’ friendly amendment that while NPRR146 is tabled, ERCOT and interested Market Participants consider whether the projected system impacts are due to a subset of data points only, and if so, whether the essentiality status might be reevaluated as to the remaining data points.  The amended motion carried unanimously.
Other Activity/Updates

Mr. Gresham reviewed recent PRS discussions regarding a holistic review of metrics and the post-nodal implementation revision request parking deck.  TAC members did not offer additional input; Mr. Bruce directed PRS to proceed.
Tabled NPRRs/PRRs (see Key Documents)

NPRR091, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing for a Total of 45 Days

Mr. Bruce reviewed the history of NPRR091, and noted the expectations that when the PUCT approves a revised Nodal implementation date, the item will return to the agenda, but remains tabled otherwise.  Market Participants discussed that NPRR091 is already factored into the Nodal schedule and budget; that consideration of the market cap should be made closer to Go-Live, as two extremes in market pricing have been experienced in the past year; and that as the parameter is configurable, there is no system impact and further delaying consideration of NPRR091 will not have adverse affects.

NPRR135, Deletion of UFE Analysis Zone Language

NPRR161, Clarification of Establishing Decision-Making Authority of Managed Capacity

Mr. Gresham noted that TPTF endorsed both NPRR165 and NPRR161 with a preliminary essentiality status of “Needed for Go-Live” and that the ERCOT CEO agreed with the designation.

Ms. McClendon moved to recommend approval of NPRR135 and NPRR161 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.
PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment – Urgent
PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism – Urgent
Larry Gurley reviewed recent work of the PRR776 Discussion Group.  Market Participants discussed whether the analysis of the impacts of PRR776 was complete; that those opposing PRR791 maintain that it cannot go forward without a full understanding of the impacts, and that PRR776 has had less analysis; and whether anything is preventing Entities from participating in the Balancing Energy Service (BES) market, or if there is a market decision by some Entities not to participate.
Mr. Robinson moved to recommend approval of PRR776 as amended by the 02/20/09 TIEC comments and as revised by TAC.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR776 as amended by the 02/24/09 PRR776 Discussion Group comments and to assign the variables “X”, “Y”, and “Z” in Section 6.5.2.2, Shortage Pricing Mechanism, values for the first sixty (60) Operating Days after implementation (“X”=20, “Y”=500, and “Z”=$1,500) after which the value for “Z” shall be set to the then effective system-wide offer cap.  Mr. Schubert seconded the motion.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Bruce noted that a status report would be provided to the Board, and that the language of the motions and the ballots would be provided in the Board materials.  Chad Seely added that, procedurally, PRR776 and PRR791 would be before the Board at the March 2009 meeting, as the Board instruction was for TAC to consider the items and record any votes.  Mr. Seely noted that Market Participants may file position statements by Monday, March 9, 2009 for inclusion in the Board packet, and that further comment may be provided through Thursday, March 12, 2009 for electronic distribution.

Market Participants questioned which version of PRR776 and PRR791 would be taken up by the Board, and discussed that TAC has not made a recommendation on a version; that a record number of comments have been filed; and expressed concerns for process.  Market Participants further discussed that the Board did not express interest in ERCOT Legal’s opinion of an action of TAC; and that a report of TAC’s deliberations combined with the vote record would satisfy the Board’s request for information.  Mr. R. Jones requested that the Board be informed that an independent vote on PRR791 was not taken, and that the latest version of PRR791 is in the comments to add it to PRR776.

ROS Reports (see Key Documents) 

Ken Donohoo presented highlights of the February 2009 ROS meeting,

OGRR219, Time Error Correction – URGENT  

Marty Downey moved to approve OGRR219 as recommended by ROS.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR220, Synchronization with PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS – URGENT  

Ms. Hobbs noted that the ERCOT comments to OGRR220 were delivered after ROS endorsement of OGRR220 to synchronize the OGRR with final Board approved language for PRR799.

Mr. Downey moved to approve OGRR220 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR023, Hotline Changes for QSEs Representing Multiple Entities

Mr. Brewster moved to approve NOGRR023 as recommended by ROS.  Mr. Schubert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT – TAC Response to PUCT and TRE 
Mr. Bruce noted that a draft memo to the PUCT and the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) regarding NOGRR025 was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and invited Market Participant comments.  Mr. R. Jones noted that development of the necessary metrics is a very large task requiring the effort of the entire market. 

Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse the response memo.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) (see Key Documents)

PUCT Quarterly Report

Henry Durrwachter reviewed recent activities of the RTWG and the PUCT Quarterly Report, and reported that dates and topics for Wind Workshop III are being finalized.  Market Participants discussed that an outline of a plan to integrate wind and other renewable technologies would be discussed at the March 6, 2009 TAC leadership retreat and upcoming RTWG meetings; that the Board requested that TAC bring an initial plan to the April 2009 Board meeting; that elements such as technologies, studies, priorities, training, communication, and standards are necessary plan elements, and that the PUCT has iterated a long-term vision for a fundamentally different system.  
Mr. B. Jones moved to endorse and forward the Quarterly Report to the PUCT.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Closely Related Element (CRE) Additions Discussion (see Key Documents)
Menard-SAPS

Flewellen-Peters

Hockley-Tomball

Mr. Bruce noted that ERCOT retracted the request for Menard-SAPS, and that Flewellen-Peters and Hockley-Tomball were not voting items due to notice requirements, but invited discussion of the latter two items, as it was his intent to call for an e-mail vote on the requested additions. 

Isabel Flores reviewed Protocol Section 7.2.3, and the Menard-SAPS addition request, noting that the request for the addition has been withdrawn at this time.  Market Participants discussed that local Congestion is not easily solved with system Out of Merit (OOM) instructions, as wind units are being OOMed, and that manual processes have found to be better for local management; that the situation is dynamic and that the market needs to be apprised of changes.  Mr. Bruce requested that the Menard-SAPS item be added to the WMS and Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) agendas.

Dan Jones noted that should TAC not reject the request, the CRE additions go into effect, and expressed concern regarding Flewellen-Peters in that the number of units in the South moving up is potentially harmful.  Asked if the two CREs would pass the effectiveness test, Ms. Flores answered only with an Outage, and that the CREs are proposed for use only with an Outage.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT is permitted to have temporary CREs; that the Protocol language is intended to give ERCOT flexibility to modify the CRE list without an action of TAC; and that the challenge for ERCOT is to have the right elements in place as the system configuration is modified multiple times.

Market Participants further discussed that ERCOT should move quickly should it be determined that the additions were the wrong approach, and that if local management is not possible, an emergency condition should be called; that timely and effective communication is needed to know when the CREs are being used in studies, and that a Market Notice is the current best option; and what abilities ERCOT has to manage with market solutions versus uplift. 

Mr. Bruce requested that additional analysis be provided by ERCOT, and that corrections be made to the presented spreadsheet; and suggested that an eventual motion be phrased to reject the CRE requests in order to allow for a meaningful action by TAC.  

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kathy Scott presented highlights of the February 2009 RMS meeting.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Brandon Whittle presented highlights of the February 2009 WMS meeting.  Regarding Outage tracking, Market Participants discussed that long discussions lead to the decision to focus reporting on Transmission Outages; that additional information would be helpful and appreciated; and that ERCOT intends to report on Outages on a quarterly basis and the additional information will be available in multiple locations.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Michelle Trenary presented highlights of the February 2009 COPS meeting, and noted that COPS has requested that the Uplift process be documented.
Standards Development Overview (see Key Documents)

Judith James reviewed common questions regarding Regional Reliability Standards Development, and provided a Load Serving Entity (LSE) update.  Market Participants discussed misalignment of terminology related to LSEs, and requested additional information as to which Entities in ERCOT will be considered an LSE, noting concerns for risk management.

TRE Report (see Key Documents)

Victor Barry provided an update of recent TRE activities.  Market Participants discussed that the goal of metric tracking is to identify and change behaviors; that past performance is not an indication of future performance; and expressed displeasure that both entity codes and entity names are being reported in association with not only first-time violations, but also conversations about potential violations.  

Market Participants also discussed that there is no Market Participant access to the TRE Board, and that perhaps the TAC chair might communicate concerns regarding the use of entity names; that the Protocols might need revision, as they currently state that ERCOT is to address Entities regarding failures, rather than the TRE; that erroneous reports damage Market Participants before policy makers, markets, and the public; and that while the TRE should be frank, communication and reporting needs further improvement.

Mr. Barry stated that there is value to public reporting, and that he presents at TAC the report previously provided to the Board, but that he does not continually update the presentation as issues are resolved.  Ms. McClendon expressed displeasure with Mr. Barry’s suggestion that Market Participants that do not want to face public embarrassment should not commit a violation.  Mr. Bruce added that while he appreciates the burden of updating presentations, that seemingly small issues such as verb tense on a presentation that appears to be made specifically for a certain meeting compound the consequence of an error, and have far-reaching implications. 

Mr. Schubert noted that Entities must be comfortable discussing issues with the TRE, and suggested that if a distinction is not made between one-off issues and patterns, that the TRE’s ability to positively affect the situation is damaged.  Market Participants discussed that the metrics have value; that recoding without entity names for future reporting purposes should be considered; that Mr. Barry favored much of what Market Participants are suggesting regarding reporting, but that he was required to do otherwise; and that the TRE must remain frank.  Mr. Barry added that the TRE seeks only to preserve reliability and prevent compliance issues, and wants to help Entities manage their regulatory risk.  Mr. Barry invited Market Participants to contact him directly with any concerns.
Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)
Getting to Know ERCOT System Planning

Due to time constraints, this item was not taken up.

Congestion Report

Ms. Flores reviewed local congestion costs for 2008, trends in Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) for 2006-2008, top congested elements in 2008, projects for congestion relief, and System Planning activities. Mr. D. Jones noted that Market Participants may contact the Independent Market Monitor directly, even anonymously, with any concerns regarding Market Participant behavior or rules.
Other Business

Future Agenda Items

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that annual antitrust training would be conducted at the March 2009 TAC subcommittee meetings, and at the April 2009 TAC meeting.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 4:47 p.m.
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TAC Vice Chair Shannon McClendon called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. and reviewed assigned proxies and Alternate Representatives.  

Antitrust Admonition
Kristi Hobbs directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  Ms. Hobbs also noted that presentations and materials submitted by Market Participants or any other Entity to ERCOT staff for this meeting are received and posted with the acknowledgement that the information will be considered public in accordance with the ERCOT Websites Content Management Corporate Standard.
ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Update (see Key Documents)

Mark Bruce noted that a memo regarding the March 17, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and reported that the ERCOT Board has requested further review of Ancillary Services cost allocation, and that further direction is being sought.  Market Participants expressed appreciation for the memo and requested that Mr. Bruce continue to post the document. 

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Randy Jones moved to approve the March 5, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2009 TAC Goals (see Key Documents)

Ms. McClendon reviewed suggested revisions to the 2009 TAC goals.  Market Participants offered additional revisions and discussed that additional revisions might be necessary should TAC’s relationship to the ERCOT Board change as a result of pending legislation; and that more transparency and communication is needed regarding congestion management and Out of Merit (OOM) dispatch.

Brad Jones moved to approve 2009 TAC goals as revised by TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kevin Gresham reviewed recent PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  
Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 797, Removal of Reference to ERCOT Business Process

PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process - Urgent
Brad Belk moved to recommend approval of PRR797 as recommended by PRS and PRR804 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR768, TDSP Energy Storage for Reliability - Urgent
Mr. Belk moved to recommend approval of PRR768 as recommended by PRS.  Kip Fox seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two objections from the Cooperative Market Segment, and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

PRR803, Revised Implementation Approach for PRR601 – Urgent 
Market Participants discussed concerns that not all Entities would be able to implement the changes to ramp periods in the Energy Management System (EMS) in a timely manner; that adequate time is needed for programming and testing; that flows will be adversely impacted if some Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) are able to implement and others are not; and that ERCOT staff should work with the market after ERCOT Board approval of PRR803 to determine a schedule for implementation.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR803 as recommended by PRS with an implementation date not later than six months after ERCOT Board approval.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT may implement earlier than six months after ERCOT Board approval if all affected Market Participants have successfully tested the new ramping functionality.  The motion carried unanimously.
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 149, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA)

Market Participants discussed that the name change is required to conform to NERC conventions; that the change is to cost considerably less than the smallest budget category; that this type of fluctuation should be expected to be absorbable in a project the size and scope of Nodal.  

Kenan Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR149 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Belk seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Unfunded Project List Quarterly Report

Mr. Gresham reported that there are no unfunded projects at the time.

2010 Project Prioritization Overview

Troy Anderson reviewed the proposed process for 2010 project prioritization and noted the development of a third generation Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA).

Tabled NPRRs/PRRs (see Key Documents)

PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism – Urgent
Ms. Hobbs reviewed the procedural history of PRR791.  

Marguerite Wagner moved to table PRR791 pending Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) action on the topic of energy pricing during shortage conditions.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Michelle Trenary presented highlights of the March 2009 COPS meeting.
COPMGRR009, Planned Scheduled Release and Planned Maintenance Outage Notifications 

COPMGRR010, Creating Section 12, Renewable Energy Credits 

COPS Procedures 

Steven Moss moved to approve COPMGRR009, COPMGRR010, and the COPS Procedures as recommended by COPS.  Mr. Fox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the March 2009 RMS meeting and reviewed 2009 RMS goals.  
RMS Procedures

Mr. Moss moved to approve RMS Procedures as recommended by RMS.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Barbara Clemenhagen presented highlights of the March 2009 WMS meeting, and reviewed the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) consensus recommendation regarding the Market Credit Risk Standard.  Market Participants discussed concerns related to cost recovery dead bands, the risks of recovering costs without proof, and the potential for the use of dead bands to prevent Entities from recovering legitimate costs.  Ms. Ashley added that cost recovery guidelines must be correct to prevent unnecessary mothballing of generation.
System Change Request (SCR) 754, WGRPP Forecasts Posted on Zonal TML – Urgent 
Mr. B. Jones moved to recommend approval of SCR754 with a priority of 2-High and rank of 93.2 as recommended by WMS and PRS.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Credit Risk Standard

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of the Market Credit Risk Standard as recommended by WMS.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Mike Cleary reviewed the Nodal program timeline, and noted that applications will take time to ramp up; that market trials will run for almost nine months, longer than other Independent System Operators (ISOs); that there is a need to understand the higher risks that are posed by custom systems, rather than systems vendors developed and deployed for other ISOs; and that systems will not be continuously available initially, bur rather in intervals for testing purposes.

Mr. Cleary noted that market trials will begin in February 2010, but that Market Participants should already be interacting with the Nodal program through coordination and training, and that interfaces will be rechecked before February 2010; and that ERCOT is sensitive to Market Participant timelines to ensure resources and budget for training.

Stakeholder Engagement in Nodal Project 
Mr. Bruce reviewed recent discussions regarding stakeholder engagement in the Nodal project since the disbandment of the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF), and noted that TAC would like to establish a new engagement structure at the May 2009 TAC meeting.  Mr. Clearly noted ERCOT’s key concern for Market Participant readiness, and that an advisory group would be most needed during market trials; and reiterated that every market opening has risks that not all functionalities will be immediately available, and that a forum to air those risks and determine tolerability is needed.

Market Participants discussed that TPTF mitigated the risk of uncertainty for Market Participants by communicating information, and that since the disbanding of TPTF, Market Participants’ risks have increased dramatically due to uncertainty.  Market Participants also discussed that despite efforts to the contrary, some language will be gray boxed at Nodal market opening, and that the parking deck will be the mechanism for prioritizing gray boxed language and scheduling implementation; that a process for addressing gray boxed language should be developed in light of additional NPRRs that will come immediately after Nodal market go-live; and that in order to not continuously delay implementation of gray boxed issues due to budget concerns, the Nodal fee allocation may need to be reexamined.

Market Participants expressed disappointment that even while TPTF was fully engaged, Market Participants were not informed from May 2007 to October 2007 that the Nodal program was stalled, and encouraged Mr. Cleary to come forward immediately with any concerns or issues, and to communicate in lay terms to the extent possible for the sake of transparency.  A Market Participant encouraged Mr. Cleary to engage one individual to be responsible and accountable for the quality of real-time information, and another individual for the models.

Mr. Cleary stated that that there is no reason that anyone should not be able to explain applications that make business processes more efficient, and assured Market Participants that there will be zero tolerance for any ERCOT staff or contractor that allows an issue to languish.  Mr. Cleary also stated he would meet monthly with each of the PUCT commissioners, and would meet weekly with PUCT Chairman Barry Smitherman.

Mr. B. Jones and Don Blackburn reviewed the proposed Nodal Implementation Advisory Board and reiterated concerns for transparency in the Nodal market implementation, and noted that to bring the Nodal project in on time and on budget, Market Participants must find a way to quickly identify and implement any necessary changes.  Market Participants discussed that a small and agile body of Market Participants should address remaining TPTF issues, be responsive to ERCOT needs, and should be a decision making body, rather than a working body.

Market Participants further discussed that a fundamental understanding of the market is critical to stakeholder data use; that the transition period from Zonal Protocols to Nodal Protocols needs to be understood; and that there needs to be a way for the network model to be published without exposing proprietary data.  Mr. Cleary noted that transparency is not the only market fundamental, but also integrity in reliability and equitability; Mr. Bruce concurred that stakeholders must focus on efficiency and aiding the schedule, and that while NPRRs will continue to be developed, the Nodal implementation team must not be distracted with administrative work.

Mr. Cleary committed to having the appropriate personnel on staff to identify risks and necessary changes, and reiterated his concerns regarding equitability, efficiency and productivity, timely and correct implementation, and crises of confidence at all levels.  Due to time constraints, Mr. Bruce deferred further discussion of stakeholder engagement in the Nodal program to a meeting for interested parties to be held before the May 2009 TAC meeting.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents) 

Ken Donohoo presented highlights of the March 2009 ROS meeting.
SCR753, Transmission Outage Notice Detail Enhancements

Mr. Fox moved to recommend approval of SCR753 as recommended by ROS.  John Houston seconded the motion.  Trip Doggett noted that similar enhancements for Nodal have not yet been considered.  Eric Goff added that he had filed an item, but does not want to impact the Nodal project, and would like to have the enhancements post Nodal go-live, should impacts be discovered. The motion carried unanimously.
Regional Planning Group Charter Update
Mr. Donohoo reported that some options to address the ERCOT Board-remanded portion of the RPG charter had been developed, and that discussion would continue at the April 2009 ROS meeting.  Mr. Donohoo added that there is increased concern regarding congestion caused by new generation interconnection, and that Entities are increasingly requesting not just interconnection, but a complete plan for getting generation to market before completing a signed Standard Generation Interconnect Agreement (SGIA).

Market Participants requested that Dan Woodfin address the May 2009 TAC meeting regarding process improvements to resolve transmission congestion, and discussed that ERCOT’s competitive model will not support demands for full integration plans; that different processes are used to evaluate reliability and economic impacts; and that extensive delays to project builds might threaten generation adequacy.  

Market Participants further discussed that consideration should be given to reviewing the economic model for transmission; that Market Participants might develop their own studies and offer solutions into the RPG process; that transparency is important, but rules should not restrict technological advances; that the ERCOT market does not sell capacity rights on transmission; that the ERCOT market is successful due to open access; and that the topic is ripe for further discussion at the May 2009 TAC meeting. 

NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT – Update

Mr. Donohoo reported that work on NOGRR025 is being coordinated with WMS; that a joint ROS/WMS workshop was held on April 2, 2009; that ongoing active participation by ERCOT staff is essential; and that Texas Regional Entity (TRE) staff and PUCT staff have been very helpful.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) (see Key Documents)

Henry Durrwachter reviewed recent RTWG activities.  Mr. Bruce noted that the quarterly report had been presented to the PUCT that morning, and that it was well-received.  Mr. Bruce added that the PUCT has requested that a schedule with actionable dates be added to the priority list

TRE Report (see Key Documents)
Judith James reviewed current standards under consideration, and noted public comment periods and available e-mail list serves.  Ms. James added that all Load Serving Entity (LSE) Standard Authorization Requests (SARs) are currently inactive, and that a Joint Registration Organization (JRO) is being developed instead.

Victor Barry reviewed the TRE report, and noted that once JRO language is completed, instructions will be sent to Market Participants.  Market Participants thanked Mr. Barry for revisions to the report to address concerns expressed at the March 2009 TAC meeting, and requested that the TRE report to the TRE Board regarding the Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) metrics developed in recent months.  Market Participants also requested that Mr. Barry apprise the market on current types of violations, so that potential issues may be addressed.

Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that Market Participants might not have known that a continuance for the CPS2 waiver was not going to be requested, that conditions that gave rise to the waiver have not changed, and that Market Participants are now faced with a substitute Regional Standard that will pose significant programming costs to Market Participants.  Mr. R. Jones added that full Market Participant involvement is needed to fully understand impacts before similar decisions are made in the future.

Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)

Closely Related Element (CRE) Revisions

Mr. Bruce noted the concern raised by Richard Ross regarding additional information supplied during the seven days allowed for TAC action regarding ERCOT CRE requests, and requested that ERCOT include all information, save for additional information supplied in response to requests from the market, in the initial request packet to allow Market Participants adequate time to review materials.  Isabel Flores agreed and noted that the recent request and information timeline was affected by lines coming into service sooner than expected and concerns for the TCR auction timeline.

Mr. Goff noted that the Menard-SAPS line rating will be close to zero at 65 degrees, opined that the line would likely be a binding element in the future, and asked how much OOM down would be required.  Ms. Wagner noted that the topic would be discussed at the CMWG meeting and encouraged participation.  Ms. Wagner requested that a specific operational date be supplied in CRE notifications, and added that there is a distinction between the auction and operational use of the element.  Mr. B. Jones thanked Ms. Flores for keeping TAC apprised of local congestion issues.
Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 3:25 p.m.
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	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:35 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 a memo regarding the April 22, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and added that Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 800, QSE Day Ahead Metric – Urgent, was the topic of animated discussion at the ERCOT Board meeting, and would be taken up later in the day’s agenda.
Bob Kahn conveyed his concerns regarding the timeline for Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT, and reported that the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) has requested that ERCOT staff work with PUCT Staff to develop necessary metrics, and that TAC would be presented with results to respond to.  Mr. Kahn encouraged Market Participants to advise him or Trip Doggett of any measures that might speed the process and ensure stakeholder involvement in the product.

Market Participants discussed that work is progressing along the previously published and accepted July 31, 2009 timeline.

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
David McCalla moved to approve the April 9, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Shannon McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce announced that Kevin Gresham resigned his seat on PRS, and thereby his long-held position as PRS Chair, and thanked Mr. Gresham for his time, effort, expertise, patience and leadership over the years.

Steve Madden reviewed recent PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  
PRR796, Resource Plan Performance Metric

Ms. McClendon moved to recommend approval of PRR796 as recommended by PRS.  Kip Fox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR800, QSE Day Ahead Metric – Urgent 

Market Participants discussed that PRR800 is a system project wherein ERCOT will build reporting for the Texas Regional Entity (TRE); that the related metric is currently administered by the TRE, and the system modifications will allow TRE to continue to administer the metric; that whether the project might be funded under the IT service agreement between ERCOT and TRE remains under review; and that given limited dollars and other projects falling beneath the capability line, awareness should be maintained as to what projects might find other funding sources.

Market Participants further discussed whether any mechanism exists for TRE to refund ERCOT, such as an intra-company transfer; whether ERCOT might bill TRE for work; that the development of data for the TRE is a TRE project; and that Market Participants would be voting on PRR800 without knowing the funding source.  Troy Anderson noted that the funding will likely be determined before PRR800 comes before the ERCOT Board.

Paul Rocha moved to recommend approval of PRR800 as recommended by PRS.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Randy Jones opined that discussion should be given to the TRE funding some activities.  Mr. Doggett added that the TRE pays ERCOT for certain support functions via an IT service agreement.  Mr. Bruce requested that information regarding the agreement’s approval and availability for review be provided.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR802, TCR Transition to CRR Refund Revision

Adrian Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR802 as recommended by PRS.  Brad Belk seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 157, Extending Black Start Service Bid Timeline

NPRR163, Removal of Late Fee Language

NPRR166, Timing for Required Black Start Unit Load Carrying Test

NPRR167, Options for Filing Verifiable Costs – QSEs or Resources
Ms. McClendon moved to recommend approval of NPRR157, NPRR163, NPRR166, and NPRR167 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  Regarding NPRR166, Market Participants discussed whether simulation data on radial lines would be made available, and that the data would not be Load carrying in order to avoid outaging customers.  John Dumas added that available excepted simulation data would be provided on request.  The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Withdrawal

System Change Request (SCR) 750, Upgrade ERCOT’s Systems so Users can Upgrade to Internet Explorer 7.0 and Beyond

NPRR 151, Clarification of a Generator Output Breaker in the Outage Scheduler
Mr. Madden noted the withdrawal of NPRR151 and SCR750.

Nodal Parking Deck Discussion 

Mr. Madden reviewed recent PRS discussions regarding the Nodal parking deck procedure and the associated white paper.  Mr. Anderson noted that the proposed procedure is for NPRRs not required for Nodal go-live; that Impact Analyses would be produced at a later time, and would determine which NPRRs would be included in subsequent releases; and that only items approved by PRS, TAC and the ERCOT Board would go into the parking deck.

Market Participants discussed that procedure might result in conditional approval; and that as was the case with Protocol Implementation Plans (PIPs), items that continue to not achieve funding due to shifting priorities might eventually be dropped from the parking deck, despite having received initial approval.  Kristi Hobbs added that the proposed parking deck procedure is an effort to provide transparency, and that NPRRs would be required to remove items from the parking deck.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend to the ERCOT Board the Nodal parking deck procedure for post Nodal go-live NPRRs as defined in the white paper.  Brad Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants recommended that Ms. Hobbs’ and Mr. Anderson’s presentation on the topic, as provided to the April 2009 PRS, be included in the May 2009 ERCOT Board meeting materials, and discussed that deltas between approved Nodal Protocols and implementation will be addressed as NPRRs and will go through the process.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment. 
Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Mike Cleary provided a Nodal program update.  Mr. Cleary noted that identifying deltas in Nodal Protocol interpretation is an initiative separate from implementation; that highest priority will be given to systems built specifically for the ERCOT market where lies the highest risk, rather than general Independent System Operator (ISO) systems; that mapping the Nodal Protocols to the applications and business procedures will not take too long, as it has already been done through the requirements; and that a detailed sheet for each risk, including a mitigation plan, is available for review in the slide deck provided in the ERCOT Board materials, as well as posted with the status report on the Nodal website.  Mr. Cleary added that all deltas will go through the process required by PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS.
Linda Clarke reviewed the approach to Market Participant Nodal readiness and functional areas including engagement and outreach, training, assessments and metrics.  Marguerite Wagner noted she was encouraged to see the resumption of the training schedule, and offered assistance in providing training locations in the Northeast.  

Go-Live Update for Single-Entry Model (SEM)
Matt Mereness provided a SEM overview and reviewed market engagement and communications, and the June-August 2009 transition period.  In response to Market Participant questions, Mr. Mereness noted that the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) is addressing testing scenarios and that he would follow-up on the disposition of the scenarios and submitted data; and that consistency checks will be published in a white paper, and reporting will continue at NDSWG, the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) and TAC.

Howard Daniels expressed concern that ERCOT requested comments regarding modeling guides and validation rules, but has not provided feedback on the comments; that ERCOT has a fundamental duty to add data; that the system will not operate properly in real-time without the ERCOT-provided data; and that the ERCOT work for that data is absent from schedules, descriptions and trainings.  Mr. Mereness noted that NDSWG has been reviewing comments and will soon release the next set of guidelines, and has also been vocal regarding detailing necessary foundational internal processes.

Posting of Network Operations Model
Mr. Mereness reviewed the definition of the Network Operations Model and highlighted the Nodal Protocol posting requirements, noting that ERCOT plans to move forward with posting the entire model as part of the SEM go-live procedure and Nodal Protocol requirements.  Adding that the Nodal Protocols are not yet binding, Mr. Mereness sought TAC direction as to which stakeholder bodies to engage, noting that the model contains registration data, some of which is considered proprietary in the zonal market.  

Market Participants discussed concerns regarding the posting of competitive information prematurely, which may still be misused in the zonal market; that Mr. Mereness and the Nodal team should consult with ERCOT Legal as to what may be posted at this time; and that a filter requirement might have timeline impacts.  Mr. Rocha suggested that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) review statutory requirements; and even though the Market Information System (MIS) is a secure site, ROS should remand review to the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) to ensure compliance with new Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) standards.  Mr. Bruce requested that parties provide an update at the June 2009 TAC meeting.
Stakeholder Engagement in Nodal Project
Mr. Bruce reviewed the Nodal Implementation Advisory Board proposal, noting that the work of the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) is incomplete and was interrupted due to frustrations with Nodal scope, schedule, and budget; and that stakeholders need to develop a way to engage in the Nodal program that continues to add value without hindering implementation.

Market Participants expressed concerns with the possibility of one company speaking for an entire Market Segment, and discussed that a Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS)- and PRS-model voting body might be preferred; that considerations should be given to moving the core detailed work to the standard stakeholder process, with ROS and WMS serving as the voting bodies; and that the Texas Nodal Market experts will provide ERCOT the necessary technical expertise, but will not provide transparency for Market Participants beyond what is conveyed through the proposed Nodal Implementation Advisory Board.

Market Participants discussed the importance of the ability to participate in meetings via teleconference; timelines for an appeals process; that elected representatives need to reach out to their Market Segment with regular conference calls; and whether the stakeholder group might have a voting structure similar to COPS and PRS.  Ms. McClendon offered to facilitate multiple proposals for consideration at the June 2009 TAC meeting.  Mr. Bruce thanked Ms. McClendon, encouraged volunteers to participate in developing proposals, and noted that the TPTF charter, the TPTF final report, and other existing documents would aid in the development process.

Regional Planning Group Charter Revisions (see Key Documents)

Barbara Clemenhagen and Ken Donohoo reviewed RPG charter options developed by the ROS/WMS joint discussion group.  Mr. Donohoo reported ROS endorsement of Option B: Revert to RPG/TAC language, inclusive of additional procedural changes common to both Option A and Option B; Ms. Clemenhagen reported that WMS did not conclusively endorse one option over the other. 

Ms. Clemenhagen presented Option B and the additional procedural changes common to both options.  Market Participants discussed that the ERCOT RPG process is one of the best for system access, and that the current effort is an attempt to improve the process via transparency to prevent abuse of the system.  Henry Wood stated that the charter revision effort is not an attempt to burden generators or overwhelm Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), but to allow an independent review by ERCOT to provide economic data for policy decisions at the PUCT. 

Market Participants further discussed the difficulty of defining what is “outside” of ERCOT; impacts to current projects; whether ERCOT would be made a different kind of party to contested cases; whether a threshold intrudes on PUCT and legislative prerogative; and that an upcoming PUCT decision might have bearing on TAC’s decision.

Mr. Wood moved to endorse the following:

· Revert to RPG/TAC language.  Add language to Section 1.3.4 of the Planning Charter to say: ERCOT performs economic analysis of direct generation interconnection facilities >$50 million (as a part of the Full Interconnection Study (FIS)) for info purposes only (no recommendation by ERCOT)
· Require in Generation Interconnection (GI) Procedure that the Lead TSP for the FIS communicates to other TSPs when the FIS indicates that the direct interconnection facilities will cost >$50 million so that the other TSPs will know to look (pursuant to existing GI Procedure requirements) particularly at this FIS 

· The Lead TSP for GI FIS will communicate direct generation interconnection projects >$50 million out to full RPG (no review by RPG) once Generation Interconnection Agreement is signed

Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the PUCT would speak to the item shortly.  The motion failed on roll call.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Belk moved to endorse the following:

· Revert to RPG/TAC language.  No other changes to the Planning Charter (no economic analysis unless requested by PUCT)

· Require in Generation Interconnection (GI) Procedure that the Lead TSP for the FIS communicates to other TSPs when the FIS indicates that the direct interconnection facilities will cost >$25 million so that the other TSPs will know to look (pursuant to existing GI Procedure requirements) particularly at this FIS 

· The Lead TSP for GI FIS will communicate direct generation interconnection projects >$25 million out to full RPG (no review by RPG) once Generation Interconnection Agreement is signed

Mr. McCalla seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed what would constitute a request by the PUCT; and that even with the old charter in place, transparency would be improved simply by lowering the threshold amount; that action should be taken now due to projects already underway; and that Option B might not be responsive to the ERCOT Board’s request.  Ms. McClendon expressed concern that if the motion were to be adopted, debate on the issue might be prematurely concluded. Ms. McClendon offered a friendly amendment to clarify that the reference to PUCT is PUCT staff.  Mr. Belk and Mr. McCalla accepted the amendment.  The motion failed on roll call.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mark Dreyfus moved to table the item for one month.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Mr. Wood noted his interest in the ERCOT Board’s input.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment and two objections from the Cooperative Market Segment.  
Update: NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo presented consolidated comments from the joint ROS/WMS NOGRR025 workshop on May 1, 2009, and expressed concern that perhaps miscommunication regarding stakeholder progress inspired the parallel PUCT project.  Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants of the next workshop scheduled for June 1, 2009, and invited Pam Whittington and Victor Barry to share their thoughts on the request that ERCOT staff work with PUCT to develop metrics.

Mr. Barry stated that the current work by stakeholders is good, necessary and should continue, but that the TRE’s regulatory needs might not be met with the current pace, and that more lead-time is needed to ensure oversight performance.  Mr. R. Jones expressed disappointment that much time has been spent distinguishing reports from metrics; and opined that the fundamental tasks of determining current metrics and analogous Nodal metrics, and developing any necessary additional metrics, are best accomplished by existing working groups; and that the administrators may later make distinctions between reports and metrics.  Ms. Whittington concurred and added that the concern for metrics generated the request for parallel action.  

Market Participants discussed that the current stakeholder effort would conclude in July 2009, 18 months before Nodal market implementation; that the parallel action might be duplicating efforts; and that the Nodal market design inherently contains many of the current metrics.  Ms. Whittington stated plans to produce a list of all metrics believed to be important to Nodal go-live.  Ms. Ashley expressed appreciation for statements regarding the possibility of miscommunication; and expressed concern for Market Participants’ time and, by virtue of the PUCT’s parallel effort, damage to the stakeholder voice before the ERCOT Board and legislature.

Ms. Whittington noted that NOGRR025 contains items useful for the market and that work should continue on NOGRR025; that the PUCT asked for a list limited to metrics, rather than a list of reports; and that any work accomplished regarding metrics would feed into the PUCT effort.  Ms. Whittington added that the PUCT’s list of metrics would be distributed to Market Participants at the end of May 2009, with a view to hosting a workshop in mid-June 2009; that the workshop would likely be an item-by-item review; and that a project number would likely be opened.

ROS Report (see Key Documents) 

Mr. Donohoo presented highlights of the April 2009 ROS meeting, and noted that the study of Load Acting As a Resource (LaaR) Capability for Current Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) is being rerun at the 2300 MW level. 

WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen presented highlights of the April 2009 WMS meeting and noted that work continues on NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Changes, and that an update would be provided at the June 2009 TAC meeting.  Ms. Clemenhagen also urged Market Participants to comment regarding the value of the deadband when the draft NPRR for Fuel Index Price (FIP) Modification in Verifiable Startup is filed.
PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment – Implementation Issues 

Ms. Clemenhagen reported concerns regarding implementation of PRR776, noting that WMS directed the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) to review implementation issues and make recommendations, adding that QMWG’s work would be done parallel to implementation so as to not inhibit the timeline.  
Mr. Dumas added that all identified concerns were addressed at the QMWG meeting and that an additional market call was held on May 6, 2009; and reviewed the registration, processing, scheduling and operational dates for the implementation schedule.  Mr. Dumas noted that average online Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) for 2008 was 12%, with April 2008 at 15.07%, as compared to April 2009 at 15.08%.

Ms. Wagner requested that WMS work with ERCOT staff to develop a report and provide an update at the June 2009 TAC meeting.  Ms. Clemenhagen noted due to timelines, the information presented at the June 2009 TAC meeting will not have been reviewed by WMS.
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kathy Scott presented highlights of the April 2009 RMS meeting.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)

Michelle Trenary reviewed the April 2009 COPS meeting, and highlighted the new ERCOT ad hoc invoice process.
TRE Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Barry reviewed the TRE report.  Mr. Bruce requested that TRE file new comments to PRR796 as their initial comments were in opposition to PRR796, and their position has now changed; and suggested that as TRE comments carry significant weight, that changes in position be formally communicated via filed comments.

Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)

Getting to Know ERCOT System Planning

Dan Woodfin provided an overview of ERCOT’s System Planning division, and invited Market Participants to contact him with any questions or concerns.  Market Participants asked about open positions and the department’s workload.  Mr. Woodfin noted that workloads continue to shift due to the evolving Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) process.

Adjournment
Ms. McClendon adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m.
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The following proxies were assigned:

· Danny Bivens to Shannon McClendon (afternoon only)

· Fernando Saenz to Brandon Whittle

· Eric Schubert to Brandon Whittle

· Henry Wood to John Sims
· Marcie Zlotnik to Marty Downey (afternoon only)
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	Cleary, Mike
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:31 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 a memo regarding the May 20, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and added that the Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) parking deck procedure was referred to the Special Nodal Program Committee, and that the ERCOT Board would take up discussion of the Regional Planning Group (PRG) charter at the June 16, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting.  Mr. Bruce added that concerns regarding the parking deck procedure were similar to those expressed at TAC and the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS), including the lack of Impact Analyses prior to ERCOT Board approval; subsequent reviews of approved items; and the implications of conditional approval. 

Public Utility Commission of Texas Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Bruce noted that a memo regarding the May 21, 2009 Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) decision in AEP’s appeal of the 2009 Commercially Significant Constraints (CSCs) was posted with the day’s Key Documents; that the PUCT will direct ERCOT to modify Protocol Section 7, Congestion Management,  to address methodology and procedural issues; that clarification is sought as to the types of analysis that may be used, and in which circumstances ERCOT staff may or must apply certain methodologies; and that the procedural path needs to be affirmed or clarified in the Protocols. 

Mr. Bruce also noted that ERCOT staff would file the necessary Protocol Revision Request (PRR) for consideration at the June 2009 PRS meeting, and that the PUCT directed that the PRR be considered in the July 2009 TAC and ERCOT Board meetings. Marguerite Wagner noted that the 2010 CSC process will begin in July 2009; that ERCOT staff will run their analyses first; and that the schedule will be compressed and challenging.  Ms. Wagner added that the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) is considering possible revisions to criteria for designating Closely Related Elements (CREs).

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Mr. Bruce offered revisions to the draft TAC minutes. 

Shannon McClendon moved to approve the May 7, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Confirmation of PRS Chair – Sandy Morris, LCRA 

Randy Jones moved to confirm Sandy Morris as 2009 PRS Chair.  Eric Schubert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reviewed recent PRS activities, noted that PRS continues review of the Other Binding Documents list, and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  

PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs

NPRR172, Synchronization of Section 15 with PRR782, Clean-up an Corrections to Terminology and Transaction Timings in Protocol Section 15, Customer Registration

Richard Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR806 and NPRR172 as recommended by PRS.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR801, Manual TCR Adjustments
Mr. Ross expressed concern that language in PRR801 will cause ERCOT to make adjustments to the amount of Transmission Congestion Rights (TCRs) auctioned to address revenue neutrality issues from prior months, while the Protocols require ERCOT to only forecast available TCRs; and opined that additional language is not needed to allow ERCOT to project available TCRs via historical experience, engineering judgment, or other procedures.  Ms. Flores noted similar discussion at CMWG and the direction that efforts not be made to recover losses, though efforts are made to determine conditions that are not seen, as some Outages are submitted late and are not in calculations.  Ms. Flores added that forecast procedures are under development for review by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) and approval by TAC.

Ms. Flores confirmed that ERCOT continues to believe that it has the discretion to adjust TCR auction amounts, and explained the origin of the proposed 40% cap on the manual adjustment amount.  Brandon Whittle noted that his initial objection to manual adjustments was out of concern that efforts were being made to compensate for previous months and were not intended to prevent ERCOT from making adjustments for system conditions.  Mr. Ross expressed concern that CREs added over the course of the year, and not contemplated in the annual auction, result in monthly auctions being more constrained.  Ms. Flores noted that when a CRE is recommended, the CSC is analyzed with the CRE in place in order to view impacts to the annual TCR auction.

Read Comstock moved to remand PRR801 to PRS to clarify revenue neutrality issues, and for TAC to reconsider PRR801 after WMS endorses a procedure document.  Mr. Whittle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUC Rules

Kristi Hobbs recommended that the acronym “PRR” not be used for Preliminary RPS Requirement since PRR is more commonly used to represent Protocol Revision Request in ERCOT.

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR808 as revised by TAC.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR809, OOMC Startup Costs Clarification & Modification – Urgent
Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed Topaz Power comments which clean up the PRS approved language.  Kenan Ogleman proposed modifying a section reference in the language.

Brad Belk moved to recommend approval of PRR809 as amended by the 5/29/09 Topaz Power comments and as revised by TAC.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR141, TSP and/or DSP Energy Storage for Reliability

Ms. Hobbs reviewed ERCOT comments to NPRR141.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of NPRR141 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR170, Synchronization of PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs

NPRR171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS

Market Participants discussed that due to procedural timing, it was recommended that NPRR170 and NPRR171 be tabled for one month to allow the companion PRRs to be considered by the ERCOT Board concurrently.

Mr. R. Jones moved to table NPRR170 and NPRR171 for one month.  Steven Moss seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR173, Reduce the Minimum Quantity for Ancillary Service Offers

Mr. Belk moved to recommend approval of NPRR173 as recommended by PRS.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

PRR807, Clarify Definition of Messaging System

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of PRR807 as recommended by PRS.  Brad Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval or PRR805 with priority of 2-High and a rank of 32 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  Troy Anderson noted that the resources required for the development of PRR805 are dedicated to the Nodal Program, making it difficult at this time to determine an implementation date for PRR805.  Market Participants expressed concern for impacts to the convenience and overall success of Advanced Metering Systems (AMS), as some Entities might be hesitant to make the capital commitment until start-to-finish functionality is available; and requested that Mr. Bruce communicate their concerns to the ERCOT Board.  
Betty Day clarified that the absence of the automated flag does not adversely affect settlement.  Ms. Hobbs reviewed the CEO determination and noted that since resources required for PRR805 development are also working on the nodal project, schedule management will be utilized so as not to impact nodal timelines.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
ERCOT’s Internal Review Process for Revision Requests

Ms. Hobbs called attention to ERCOT’s new internal review process for revision requests, noting that the process for NPRRs described in PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS, will be similarly deployed for PRRs and Market Guide revision requests .  Ms. Hobbs noted that the additional review would not be conducted prior to posting, so as not to delay the process, but will be conducted during the 21-day comment period; that should impacts be determined, ERCOT comments will be filed; that particular attention will be given to impacts to Nodal resources and synchronization issues; and that all revision requests will now receive a Chief Executive Officer (CEO) determination.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Mike Cleary provided a Nodal program update, and reviewed the current timeline, risk issues, new personnel and readiness items.  Mr. Cleary noted that the Single Entry Model (SEM) is on track to meet go-live requirements; that planning of the next market iteration will begin before go-live; and that integration structures for items in the Nodal parking deck will be developed as Impact Analyses are developed.

Regarding vendor contracts, Market Participants expressed concern for Nodal Program schedules and budgets; and questioned whether contract renegotiations would result in increased costs, new costs or extensions; whether uncooperative vendors are subject to termination; and what impacts termination might have.  Mr. Cleary noted that efforts are being made to reduce costs and gain access to elements of the source code to address defect issues; and that vendor terminations would have impacts to budget and schedules and would be undertaken only with good cause.  Mr. R. Jones noted recent reports regarding potential renegotiation efforts with critical vendors to form long-term relationships, and admonished TAC and Market Participants that costs beyond Nodal implementation will not be covered by the Nodal budget, and that consideration should be given to continuing costs to stakeholders.

Single-Entry Model Go-Live Update/Feedback on Nodal Model Posting Disclosure from ROS/WMS
Matt Mereness reviewed current SEM activities, and reported ROS and WMS concerns regarding the SEM Go-Live Procedure.
Mr. Belk moved to endorse the WMS approach to posting the Network Operations Model, amending the SEM Go-Live Procedure to limit the posting of the Network Operations Model to only TSPs in the interim.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Mr. Ross asked if TAC approval sufficiently addressed concerns.  Mr. Mereness noted that the Nodal Protocols are not yet in effect, though the TAC-approved procedure is in effect.  Market Participants discussed that a Protocol revision would not be necessary; and that in the event that the Nodal market is not implemented, the revised procedure would ensure that Entities’ sensitive commercial information had not been distributed to the entire zonal market.  The motion carried unanimously.
Consideration of SEM Go-Live Approval (Replacing Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) Approval)

Ms. McClendon moved to replace TPTF with ROS as the voting body to consider SEM Go-Live approval.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Mr. Mereness noted a timing issue, in that the assessment would be needed in July 2009.  Mr. B. Jones requested that consideration of the item be delayed until after the scheduled stakeholder engagement in the Nodal Project discussion.  Ms. McClendon withdrew her motion.

When consideration of the item resumed, Mr. B. Jones moved that the Nodal Implementation Team (NIT) replace the TPTF in the SEM procedure document.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.
Stakeholder Engagement in Nodal Project 
Ms. McClendon presented proposed NIT charter language.  Market Participants discussed Market Segment representation; proxy designation; voting procedures; and that representatives would serve through the end of 2009, with elections for 2010 representatives held in late 2009 as part of the annual Market Segment election process.  Mark Dreyfus noted that as a TAC subcommittee, NIT would be subject to the duties and procedures of TAC.

Market Participants further discussed that a rapid appeal process should be developed; and debated whether identified deltas between the Nodal Protocols and systems should be rectified through the established revision process.  Market Participants discussed that the established process provides thorough vetting, but that in instances where a simple manual workaround might be agreed to, a revision request might not be necessary.  

Market Participants also discussed the types of issues that might be considered by NIT, such as workarounds and revision requests to address deltas and gaps, issues for gray boxing or for PRS consideration, and to identify issues that might delay the opening of the Nodal market.  Market Participants discussed that NIT might also consider sequencing questions, metrics, and issues that are identified in end-to-end testing.  

Market Participants debated the number and vote weight for Market Segment representatives.  It was determined that an odd number of votes would be necessary for tie-breaking; that the Consumer Market Segment should have a vote weight of one-and-one-half, with other Market Segment votes weighted at one; that the Consumer Market Segment should have three  representatives to ensure expertise attending to the distinct needs represented in the segment; and that the IOU Market Segment should be encouraged to elect its representative from a Transmission Service Provider (TSP) Entity, as the Nodal Program is network model centric.

Mr. Ross opined that having two representatives for the IOU Market Segment, rather than one, would be helpful in Code of Conduct issues between generation and wires companies, and that consideration should be given to developing language that indicates that there is no reason for NIT to ever discuss non-public transmission information; and expressed concern that the consequences of inadvertent disclosures are considerable.  Market Participants discussed that TAC procedures would apply to the NIT; and that the meetings would be open.

Mr. R. Jones moved to approve the NIT charter as revised by TAC.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Participants discussed that NIT representatives should be seated quickly, in time for the first NIT meeting scheduled for June 22, 2009.  Mr. B. Jones requested that the NIT consider additional metrics for Nodal Program progress.  Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT staff would notice the NIT meeting, establish a distribution list, and facilitate NIT representative elections according to each Market Segment’s process.

ROS Report (see Key Documents) 

Ken Donohoo presented highlights of the May 2009 ROS meeting, and reported completion of the study of Load Acting As a Resource (LaaR) Capability for Current Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) at the 2300 MW level, and that there is no recommended change to RRS, as LaaRs can provide 50% of RRS.  
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 218, Revise System Operator Training Requirements
OGRR222, Allow Frequency Control Data Through ICCP Infrastructure
Mr. Donohoo noted that a stakeholder requested that OGRR222 be effective immediately if approved.  Mr. R. Jones added that OGRR222 is a permissive revision and will reduce Entities communication costs by allowing Entities to dispose of Remote Terminal Unit (RTU) systems and instead use Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol (ICCP) exclusively in the current market, though it is mandatory in the Nodal market. 

Mr. R. Jones moved to approve OGRR218, and to approve OGRR222 with an effective date of June 8, 2009.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Hobbs later noted that the Market Rules team discovered that a portion of text should have been deleted prior to approval.  Market Participants discussed that the inclusion was not material and that ERCOT staff may make the necessary edit.  In the interest of transparency, Ms. Hobbs requested that OGRR222 be reconsidered.

Mr. R. Jones moved to reconsider OGRR222.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. R. Jones moved to approve OGRR222 as revised by TAC, and with an effective date of June 8, 2009.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the May 2009 RMS meeting.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 072, Clarification that ESI ID Count is for Active REP of Record in the CBCI File  

RMGRR073, Mass Transition of ESI ID Due to Acquisition  

RMGRR074, Texas Data Transport Working Group and Market Metrics Working Group Merger  

Ms. Zlotnik moved to approve RMGRR072, RMGRR073, and RMGRR074 as recommended by RMS.  Mr. B. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Zlotnik noted receipt of a notice from ERCOT that Adjusted Meter Load data containing REP-specific data was inadvertently disclosed, and inquired as to ERCOT’s procedure for lessons learned; if policies had been established for similar events; and if the recipient had filed an affidavit that the data will not be used.  Ms. Zlotnik requested that, rather than just the legal distribution list, the TAC listserve might be sent the June 3, 2009 Notice: M-B060309-01 Disclosure of 2008 Aggregated Adjusted Metered Load Data.

Dale Goodman noted that the disclosure was not through normal business processes rather through an ad hoc inquiry, and that ERCOT Legal filed a self-notice of Protocol violation with the PUCT.  Market Participants discussed that that an affidavit should be requested of recipients that the data will not be used; that an affidavit might be useful as a market standard procedure when information is incorrectly disclosed; and that the data was still deemed protected when it was disclosed, though the protection would indeed eventually expire.  Mr. Goodman offered to follow-up on stakeholder concerns via an email to TAC.  Trip Doggett offered to provide an update at a later meeting if desired.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Chuck Moore presented highlights of the May 2009 COPS meeting.

Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 011, Updates to Include the Implementation of Project Number 70006 – 02 Website Enhancements for ERCOT Outages

Annual Validation Update to the Profile Decision Tree

Kristy Ashley moved to approve COPMGRR011 as recommended by COPS, and the Annual Validation update to the Profile Decision Tree as recommended by COPS.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Report (see Key Documents)

Henry Durrwachter reviewed recent RTWG activities, and noted that no bills regarding renewable resources passed during the 2009 Texas legislative session.  There were no objections to Mr. Durrwachter’s suggestion that that quarterly updates coincide with calendar quarters.

PUCT Quarterly Report

Mr. Houston moved to forward the quarterly report to the ERCOT Board and PUCT.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) Review

Mr. Durrwachter presented a draft of the TRIP quarterly update and questions for TAC consideration regarding the TRIP.  Mr. Bruce noted that the integration of technologies is imminent, and requested that Market Participants provide comment on the draft and questions to Mr. Durrwachter, the RTWG, or himself.

Mr. Comstock inquired as to the percentage of renewable generation that signs an interconnection agreement and then goes to commercial operation.  Mr. Woodfin offered to provide an update at the July 2009 TAC meeting.  

Addition of West to North CRE 

Mr. Bruce noted that ERCOT withdrew its request for the CRE addition, that a vote would not be taken, and that Ms. Flores would take questions.  Ms. Flores noted that issues were resolved between the time the request was made and the June 2009 TAC meeting, and that with further analysis, it became apparent that the CRE is not needed at this time.  Mr. Bruce directed WMS to review ERCOT’s procedure for developing Pre-Contingency Action Plans (PCAPs).  

WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Barbara Clemenhagen presented highlights of the May 2009 WMS meeting and noted that work continues on NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Changes.
ERCOT Report on Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) (see Key Documents) 

Paul Wattles reviewed the 2008 EILS program year and procurement results for the June-September 2009 contract period; and noted that growth in EILS MW capacity was interrupted following the economic downturn but is rebounding, and that ERCOT is qualifying more EILS Resources on default baselines than it had previously.
Market Participants expressed concern regarding ERCOT’s application of the “mitigating factors” clause in Protocol 6.10.13.4, Suspension of Qualification of EILS Resources and/or their QSEs; that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) was not consulted; and that EILS participants were exempted from suspension due to economic downturn.  Mr. Wattles noted that EILS participants are required to bid into the market five months in advance; that participants provided detailed information as to how they were affected by the economic downturn; that no entity requested financial relief; and that the focus was directed at the suspension provision.  Mr. Wattles also noted that in consultation with PUCT legal staff, it was concluded that there can be other mitigating factors beyond force majeure or equipment failure. 

Some Market Participants expressed concern that loose interpretation of “mitigating factors” resulted in forgiving nonperformance on a reliability product; that the PUCT does not have the authority to suspend North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) requirements; and that the cost of the EILS program is not justified.  Other Market Participants recalled extraordinary conditions of previous years relating to gas curtailments and rail delivery issues, and equated recent economic conditions as similarly extraordinary; expressed concern that the day’s discussion by some Market Participants had more to do with their opinion of the EILS program, and less to do with events of the recent bidding period; and suggested that Market Participants were taking the opportunity to re-litigate a program that they had long opposed.
Mr. Dreyfus opined that the laws of the state should not incorporate reliability programs that do not actually bring reliability; and asked if ERCOT staff believes that the EILS program provides reliability as intended.  Kent Saathoff noted that during the development if EILS, ERCOT staff was on record with estimates that 500 MW was needed for the program to serve as a reliability tool; and that after several bid cycles that attracted less than 500 MW, the PUCT removed the 500 MW requirement.  Mr. Saathoff noted that the PUCT in its rule amendments stated that it viewed EILS as both an operational tool and a vehicle to encourage more demand response participation.  Mr. Dreyfus suggested that a discussion should be held to consider abandoning EILS as a reliability product and recasting it as a demand response product.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo provided an update on the progress of NOGRR025, and noted that while an Impact Analysis is needed, it is still possible to meet the original completion date goal of July 31, 2009.  Ms. Ashley asked for confirmation that violations would not apply during the test period.  Pam Whittington confirmed that all Market Participants, including the PUCT, would need time to test the elements of NOGRR025, and that indeed, violations would not apply during the test period.  Ms. Clemenhagen requested that all Market Participants thoroughly review NOGRR025 and provide comment.

Regional Planning Group (RPG) Charter Revisions (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that the RPG Charter was tabled at the May 2009 TAC meeting, and noted that there were no new developments regarding the charter; and that the ERCOT Board had all relevant materials but did not take up discussion of the item at the May 20, 2009 meeting.  Henry Wood encouraged Market Participants to maintain the table in order to hear ERCOT Board discussion on the item.  No motions were offered.

TRE Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Barry reviewed the TRE report, and noted that resolution regarding registration of Load Serving Entities (LSEs) has not been reached, and highlighted the June 12, 2009 PUCT workshop regarding critical performance metrics for the Nodal market.

Regarding voltage control, Mr. R. Jones asked how a metric may be established given interpretation issues and renewable generation, and if Market Participants are expected to develop a Nodal metric for voltage support that does not include renewable generation; and stated that a clear roadmap as to how to develop a metric that applies to only half of the market is needed.  Mr. Barry conceded that the issue is difficult; that there are ongoing debates as to how to address renewable generation; that Market Participants are not precluded from bringing various debates forward; and that the TRE would be supportive of the most stringent reliability requirements.

Market Participants requested that information regarding Notices of Violation, with Entity names redacted, be provided at all stakeholder forums in order for Market Participants to become familiar with TRE enforcement practices; to provide transparency; and as a way to identify issues that might have reliability impacts.  

Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)

2009 Summer Capacity, Demand and Reserves Report Update

Mr. Woodfin reviewed the 2009 Long-term Demand and Energy Forecast (LTDEF) and the Capacity, Demand and Reserves (CDR) Calculation.  Mr. Woodfin noted that EILS is not counted in the CDR, and will follow-up regarding winter fuel types in the West zone.  

Mr. Woodfin noted a need to revise rules for the CDR calculation based on new technology types, changes in conditions, and recommended waiting until late 2009 to reactivate the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) so that the new Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) study may be considered at the same time.  

Implementation Update: PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment
John Dumas presented pricing impacts of PRR776 and Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) availability.  Mr. Pieniazek noted that prices were spiking in May-June 2008 and that the data might not be as useful for comparing the effectiveness of PRR76.  Mr. Comstock requested that Mr. Dumas provide another update with the Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) when the Balancing Energy  Service (BES)-capable non-spin was deployed.  Mr. Dumas noted that data is limited at this point due to only recent implementation, though PRR776 operated as planned the previous week when reserves fell below 3000 MW.  Ms. Clemenhagen noted that WMS will review the summer’s data at the August 2009 WMS meeting, expressed relief that there had not been any anomalies, and assured TAC that any dispersions in the interim will be reported.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 4:12 p.m.
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	Via Teleconference


The following proxies were assigned:

· Danny Bivens to Shannon McClendon (afternoon only)
· Read Comstock to Marty Downey

· Adrian Pieniazek to Marguerite Wagner (morning only)

· Henry Wood to John Sims

· Marcie Zlotnik to Marty Downey
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	Reliant Energy
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	Matlock, Michael
	Gexa Energy
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Shumate, Walter
	Shumate and Associates
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power
	

	Son, Peter
	E. ON CR
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP EP
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	NextEra
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:35 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)

Proposed Revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws

Mr. Bruce reported that a review of the ERCOT Bylaws is underway by the Human Resources and Governance Committee; that Corporate Members of ERCOT are eligible to propose Bylaw revisions and may submit proposals to ERCOT Corporate Secretary Mike Grable or to TAC; and that Market Participants should make proposed changes available for review a full week before TAC meetings.  

Mr. Bruce also reported that TAC will consider Bylaw revisions at the September 2009 TAC meeting; that the ERCOT Board will make a final recommendation at the November 2009 meeting; and that ERCOT Corporate Members will vote at the annual membership meeting.  Mr. Bruce noted that TAC might take particular interest in proposed revisions to the qualifications for and number of TAC representatives.
Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) Update

Mr. Bruce noted that the ERCOT Board would consider the TRIP at a special working session on July 20, 2009, the day before the regularly scheduled ERCOT Board meeting, with a goal of producing the first final version of the TRIP before the end of the year.

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Randy Jones moved to approve the June 4, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Oscar Robinson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)

Sandy Morris reviewed recent PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.  

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 801, Manual TCR Adjustments

Kristi Hobbs reviewed ERCOT comments noting that in response to the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) and Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) decision to not recommend a stand-alone procedure but to rather place the procedure in the Protocols, ERCOT filed comments to remove language regarding a TAC-approved procedure.

Kenan Ögelman moved to recommend approval of PRR801 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Marguerite Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment.

PRR787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards (formerly “Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards”)
Ms. Hobbs noted that PRS language changes to PRR787 initiated a revised Impact Analysis and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) review, and that ERCOT filed additional comments to address typographical errors and administrative edits.  Ms. Hobbs added that a CEO determination of “no opinion” is an effort to not impede the stakeholder process in instances where there is no impact to Nodal implementation and ERCOT does not take a position on the necessity for go-live.  Trip Doggett added that Market Participants need to be aware of minor revisions to the zonal market that might result in large synchronization issues in the Nodal market when recommending approval of a PRR.

Brad Jones moved to recommend approval or PRR787 as amended by the 07/08/09 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR810, Remove McCamey Congestion Management

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR810 as recommended by PRS.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

PRR812, Wind Generator Forecast for Scheduling Metric

Market Participants discussed that Direct Energy comments were filed after PRS consideration of PRR812; that a mechanism is needed for QSEs to resume the use of their own forecasts should they improve; that PRR812 does not constitute a true performance metric per the ERCOT Board’s direction; the potential for non-uniform application of PRR812; and that while PRR812 provides benefit to ERCOT as a tool to improve forecasting, resources for regular measurement and reporting are lacking.

Mr. B. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR812 with the word “metric” stricken from the title.  The motion did not receive a second.  Market Participants further discussed the potential for uneven application of PRR812; the possibility that not all bad performers will be directed to convert to the AWS Truewind forecast; and that some Entities might be forced to do business differently than other Entities.
Mr. Singleton moved to remand PRR812 to PRS to address issues identified by TAC and return the item for consideration at the August 2009 TAC meeting.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that consideration should be given to removing “metric” from the title of the PRR; needed revisions to PRR812’s description; developing a process by which an Entity may resume use of its own forecasts, per comments by Direct Energy; and turbine outage information.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR815, CSC Process Clarification – Urgent
Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT and AEP comments were filed after PRS consideration of PRR815.  Richard Ross expressed concern with the process described in PRR815; that application of the process is unclear; that multiple Commercially Significant Constraints (CSCs) as the overloaded element is not addressed; whether a cut-off would be established where binding elements are more evenly split; and that a CSC’s impact relative to the others would be over-weighted if too many lines are defined.  Isabel Flores noted that Shift Factors would be calculated separately for each contingency, though it would not be possible to use current in-house tools; that ERCOT has clustered along multiple lines before; and that weightings are divided by the number of lines.

Mr. Ross also expressed concern for consistency in applying post contingency analysis across the region; and that clustering should not be done based on the CSC itself, but on the elements that are overloaded when the CSC is out.  Further discussion was given to moveable and nonmoveable elements; and the use of post contingency Real Time Shift Factors and implications for congestion costing.  Mr. Ross thanked Market Participants for the discussion and opined that the likelihood of effecting a large change to the way clustering is done is low; that a level of uncertainty would be introduced to the grid and might pose implementation issues for ERCOT; and that time and resource constraints prevent the development of sufficient revision language.  Brandon Whittle added that the discussion was helpful and suggested that an alternate PRR be formed from the comments, and expressed concern that no alternate PRR language had been filed.

Mr. Bruce noted that the proposed language did not address an ambiguity associated with the CSC approval process, in particular whether the ERCOT Board can consider a CSC recommendation that does not come from WMS.  Market Participants recommended language and punctuation revisions.

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of PRR815 as revised by TAC.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the IOU Market Segment.

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 158, EILS Self-Provision Formula Correction and Clarifications

NPRR170, Synchronization of PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs

NPRR171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR158, NPRR170, and NPRR171 as recommended by PRS.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR175, Hub Bus List Clarification

Mr. Bruce noted ERCOT Staff’s request to table NPRR175.

Mr. Ögelman moved to table NPRR175.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR176, Resource Status Input to RUC and Ancillary Service Awards from RUC

Shams Siddiqi noted concerns that other sections of the Protocols are not aligned with this NPRR and requested additional review of the language in Sections 3.9, Current Operating Plan (COP) and 4.4.7.4, Ancillary Service Supply Responsibility.  

Mr. Ögelman moved to remand NPRR176 to PRS.  Mr. Belk seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce encouraged Market Participants to address issues via comments to NPRR176.  The motion carried unanimously.

Unfunded Project List Quarterly Report

Ms. Morris reported that there are no unfunded projects at this time.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)

Ken Donohoo reviewed highlights of the June 2009 ROS meeting, and complimented Market Participant efforts regarding NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT.  

NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT – Urgent
Market Participants discussed that the NOGRR025 is an effort to capture Market Participants’ position; that the item should be reconsidered if the NPRR workshop scheduled for July 13, 2009 results in a product with different requirements; whether it is advisable to put ERCOT on a path when the related NPRR is not yet approved; and that the NPRR is not a parallel process, and is not intended to be inconsistent with NOGRR025.  

Market Participants asked if the timetable allowed an additional month to await the results of the NPRR workshop.  Mr. Bruce noted TAC’s commitment to finalize its work on NOGRR025 by July 31, 2009 and bring the item to the ERCOT Board in August 2009; that another month for additional review is available; that the synchronizing NPRR will not be available for the July 2009 PRS meeting; that a fully scoped Impact Analysis is not yet available, though it is fair to assume that there will be impacts; and that the item will require ERCOT Board approval due to the project threshold.  

Mr. Brewster moved to table NOGRR025 for one month for TAC to consider the Impact Analysis and CEO determination, and to direct ERCOT to consider comments from ERCOT, Calpine and City of Garland.  Kathy Scott seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether comments might be approved as part of the draft, before the entire NOGRR is approved; the procedural implications of approving comments, in that approving comments would effectively finish TAC consideration of NOGRR025; and that a better solution would be to direct ERCOT to consider the comments in developing the Impact Analysis.  Mr. Dumas noted that the draft NPRR to be discussed at the July 13, 2009 workshop leverages language in the NOGRR.  Mr. Bruce noted conflicting language in the ERCOT and City of Garland comments.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Bruce thanked ROS and WMS leadership and Market Participants for their considerable efforts.
Retail Market Subcommittee Report (see Key Documents)
Kyle Patrick reviewed highlights of the June 2009 RMS meeting.
Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 075, Advanced Meter Interval Data File Format and Submission

RMGRR077, Prepay Priority Code 05 - Disconnect for Non-pay and Reconnect after DNP – Urgent 
RMGRR078, Adding Addition Fields to the Customer Billing Contact Information File (formerly "Add E-Mail Field to the Customer Billing Contact Information File") – Urgent  

Ms. Scott moved to approve RMGRR075, RMGRR077, and RMGRR078 as recommended by RMS.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment regarding RMGRR077, and three abstentions from the Independent Generator Market Segment for all three revisions.  

Ms. Hobbs noted that RMGRR078 will go to the ERCOT Board as it has an ERCOT impact.  Ms. Wagner requested quarterly or semi-annual updates on the installation of Advanced Meters by region.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee Report (see Key Documents)
Michelle Trenary reviewed highlights of the June 2009 COPS meeting, noting that recommendations are being sought regarding analysis of Unaccounted For Energy (UFE).  Asked what comprises the total market cost of $145 million, Calvin Opheim explained that the total energy of UFE in each interval is multiplied by the Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) in each interval, and that positive and negative offsets occur.  Mr. Opheim offered to research if a stated market value was used in determining total market cost.  Mr. Bruce requested that Mr. Opheim follow-up with an e-mail to the TAC listserve.

Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 012, Creating Section 11, Disputes and Data Extract Variances
Mr. Bruce noted concerns that the screenshots contained in COPMGRR012 might limit ERCOT’s ability to manage its own website.  

Mr. Downey moved to remand COPMGRR012 to COPS with instructions to strike sections noted by ERCOT staff that contain screen shots and to limit COPMGRR012 to policy language; and to direct that stricken sections be placed into a user’s guide.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
COPMGRR013, Update to Section 3, Organizational Structure 

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of COPMGRR013 as recommended by COPS.  Ms. Scott seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

Janet Ply provided a Nodal Program update and reported that ERCOT was able to achieve more favorable terms in recent contract renegotiations; that market connectivity testing will begin in October 2009; and that full end-to-end testing is planned to begin in September 2009.

Betty Day reported on traceability efforts and noted the prioritization of efforts into tiers; that every new NPRR changes the baseline; and that the date against which subsequent reports are baselined will be published.  In response to Market Participant questions, Ms. Day noted that the team is focused only on traceability at this time; that when potential gaps are identified, they will be vetted internally, with reports to TAC and the Nodal Implementation Team (NIT); and that it is not ERCOT’s intent to not inform the market should experts and business owners disagree as to the existence of a gap.

Single-Entry Model (SEM) Go-Live Update
Matt Mereness reviewed current SEM activities and NIT issues brought forward by ERCOT, and reminded Market Participants that SEM Go-Live readiness is to be approved by TAC and the ERCOT Board.  Mr. Mereness noted that ERCOT will finalize analysis on August 20, 2009 and that TAC will have 10 days to grant approval.  Market Participants discussed the options of conditional approval, a special TAC meeting or conference call, or an e-mail vote before the August 2009 ERCOT Board meeting to affirm readiness; that ERCOT should be allowed all available time for analysis; and that Transmission Owners (TOs) might not be able to vet all issues until the end of August.  

NIT Report (see Key Documents)
Don Blackburn provided the NIT update, noted that the process has been collaborative and positive, and that the body’s name would likely change. 

Confirmation of NIT Leadership - Chair: Don Blackburn, Luminant and Vice-Chair: James Jackson, CPS Energy

Shannon McClendon moved to confirm Don Blackburn and James Jackson as Chair and Vice Chair, respectively, of the NIT.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revised NIT Charter 

Ms. McClendon presented proposed revisions to the NIT charter and noted that a new name is required for the chartered body, as the “Nodal Implementation Team” consists of Mike Cleary and his team members, rather than a subset of Market Participants. 

Market Participants discussed that it would be useful to describe in the charter what the body may do, rather than what they may not do, and that a name – and its resultant abbreviation – should be carefully selected to effectively communicate the mission of the body; and debated whether the body is appropriately responsive and reactive only, or if the body should have a proactive role in any form.  Ms. McClendon contended that the body is to assist, and that if the body is proactive, it will face dissolution, much like the former Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF).  Mr. R. Jones added that the charter should make clear that the body stands ready to assist ERCOT when called.  Further discussion was given to the position that Market Participants are able to identify flaws and should bring those concerns to ERCOT’s attention; and that if judicious, the body need not have any impact to the Nodal Project.

Market Participants also discussed that additional revisions are needed to Protocol Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision, various transition documents, and the ERCOT Bylaws to remove references to TPTF; that to the extent that the ERCOT Board wishes to remove Market Participants from some approvals and endorsements, that consideration might be given to removing Market Participants from other validation processes; and that some of the proposed revisions to the charter are substantive, absolve Market Participants of certain responsibilities, and eviscerate the mission of the body.

Ms. McClendon moved to approve the revised charter absent a name for the chartered body.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  Mr. B. Jones offered a friendly amendment that the body be named the Nodal Advisory Team (NAT).  Ms. McClendon did not accept the friendly amendment and called the question.  The motion carried with one objection from the Municipal Market Segment, and two abstentions from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Ms. McClendon presented names for the chartered body for TAC consideration.  

Mr. Brewster moved to rename the NIT the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF).  Kristy Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Report (see Key Documents)

Henry Durrwachter reviewed recent RTWG activities and future work for the RTWG.
PUCT Quarterly Report

Mr. Downey moved to forward the quarterly report to the PUCT.  Mr. Sims seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) Outage Scheduling

Mr. Durrwachter reported that the first CREZ-related outage has been entered in the outage scheduler and reviewed associated issues, and proposed that TAC either direct the Regional Planning Group (RPG) to host a discussion and report to TAC, or assign the issue to WMS or ROS.  Market Participants discussed that all proposals have winners and losers; and that performance criteria and penalties for nonperformance are needed if economics are considered.  Kent Saathoff offered to draft an approach for presentation to the RPG, and added that drafting an approach would take some time.

Mr. Bruce requested that the ERCOT Staff-developed process for CREZ-related outages be presented to RPG, and that RPG subsequently consult with ROS and WMS.  

RPG Charter Revisions (see Key Documents)
Mr. Bruce reviewed the recent history of the RPG Charger revisions.

Ms. Scott moved to approve Option B: 
· Revert to RPG/TAC language.  No other changes to the Planning Charter (no economic analysis unless requested by PUCT)

· Require in Generation Interconnection (GI) Procedure that the Lead TSP for the FIS communicates to other TSPs when the FIS indicates that the direct interconnection facilities will cost >$50 million so that the other TSPs will know to look (pursuant to existing GI Procedure requirements) particularly at this FIS 

· The Lead TSP for GI FIS will communicate direct generation interconnection projects >$50 million out to full RPG (no review by RPG) once generation Interconnection Agreement is signed

Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  Henry Wood expressed appreciation for the time given to vet the issues, and stated his favor for Option A with a lower threshold.  Mr. R. Jones also offered his support for Option A with a $20 million threshold.  The motion failed on roll call.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Ross moved to approve Option A with a $25 million threshold and inclusion of both procedural changes common to both options, wherein $50 million is also changed to $25 million:

· Revert to RPG/TAC language.  Add language to Section 1.3.4 of the Planning Charter to say: ERCOT performs economic analysis of direct generation interconnection facilities >$25 million (as a part of the Full Interconnection Study (FIS)) for info purposes only (no recommendation by ERCOT)

· Require in Generation Interconnection (GI) Procedure that the Lead TSP for the FIS communicates to other TSPs when the FIS indicates that the direct interconnection facilities will cost >$25 million so that the other TSPs will know to look (pursuant to existing GI Procedure requirements) particularly at this FIS 

· The Lead TSP for GI FIS will communicate direct generation interconnection projects >$25 million out to full RPG (no review by RPG) once generation Interconnection Agreement is signed

Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the potential number of studies that would be undertaken.  Ms. McClendon called the question.  Mr. Bruce asked that speakers already recognized be given the floor.  

Eric Schubert opined that it is important to distinguish between things in and out of the EROCT footprint and offered a friendly amendment that language be added to address generation interconnection facilities outside of the ERCOT footprint.  Mr. Schubert offered that the added language would reduce the number of studies and would not hamper activity within ERCOT.  Mr. Ross did not accept the friendly amendment, opining that it is debatable what defines the ERCOT footprint.  The motion carried on roll call.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Ross opined that many studies will be done that prove pointless, and offered that the RPG would not be admonished for bringing additional revisions to the charter, should they determine a need.
WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Ögelman presented highlights of the June 2009 WMS meeting.  
Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Report (see Key Documents)
Victor Barry reviewed the TRE report, and noted that the registration of Load Serving Entities (LSEs) is approaching some resolved Joint Registration Organization (JRO) language; that the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) is requiring that all Entities complete Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) self-certification even if being audited this year; that a workshop would be held on July 13, 2009 to seek stakeholder input on a jointly authored NPRR related to metrics before submitting the product into the customary stakeholder vetting process; and that it is highly likely that there will be a full separation of the TRE from ERCOT in the near future.
Mr. Barry offered recommendations for elements that should be included in Protocols and Operating Guides to assist the TRE in violation monitoring.  Mr. Bruce requested that Ms. Morris present the information to PRS, and encouraged PRS to ensure that revisions address the issues identified by Mr. Barry.

Regarding the pending PRR from the TRE to remove access to restricted systems and facilities, Market Participants expressed concern for double jeopardy risks by incorporating CIP Standards into the ERCOT Protocols; and that NERC and FERC Standards should stand alone.  Mr. Barry added that efforts were made to use ERCOT Protocol language and disassociate the product from NERC Standards; that the intent is to add value for the stakeholders; that the PRR will be vetted by the customary stakeholder process; and that the TRE Board is eager to see the revision move through the process.  Mr. Bruce recommended that an invitation be extended to the CIPWG or Jim Brenton to speak to the item at the July 2009 PRS meeting.

Operations and Planning Reports (see Key Documents)
Generation Re-interconnection Issues

In response to a previous TAC questions, Dan Woodfin noted that since 1999, approximately 21.4% of requested interconnections move forward to completion; that 77.1% result in a signed Interconnect Agreement; and that some project cancellations are due to time limits or cancelled Interconnect Agreements.  Mr. Woodfin then reviewed general procedure considerations associated with generation re-interconnection requests.

Clayton Greer noted that a number of market-related issues were raised at RPG, specifically the now-public NextEra project that connects two zones is unprecedented, and asked whether policies should be developed to limit activity of a Private Use Network (PUN) that could have looped flows.  Mr. Bruce stated that he was not yet authorized to comment on the project except to say that one of the issues raised at RPG could significantly alter how the market views CSCs, and that NextEra shared the appropriate information with ERCOT Planning even before the project was made public so that the proper analysis could be in place for the 2010 CSC selection process.  

Market Participants discussed that it is increasingly difficult to plan, since the foundation of the plan can be changed; that the RPG process does not contain a test for societal benefit; that there are a number of policy issues to be addressed by the TAC, ERCOT Board, PUCT, and Texas Legislature; and that the ROS and the WMS should name all policy, market and operational issues, not just the issues requiring stakeholder vetting.  Market Participants discussed that consideration should be given to operational issues such as moving units back and forth, modeling assumptions, and the array of key documents requiring review; and that a spreadsheet of issue ownership should be developed.

Mr. Bruce requested that Mr. Woodfin work with ROS and WMS to develop the charge and establish, by the beginning of 2010, a list of issues to address, and that ROS and WMS leadership keep TAC apprised of the progress.

Mr. Woodfin added that the Generation Interconnection procedures have been under revision for some time, and that should the ERCOT Board approve the RPG charter revisions, that the procedure revisions would then be brought forward for approval.  Mr. Bruce noted that the procedures are not a stakeholder document, but that the transparency is appreciated and TAC will provide assistance if possible.

June IT Incident
Mr. Doggett introduced Richard Morgan, acting Chief Information Officer (CIO), and reported that Mr. Morgan had been named Vice President and CIO, subject to ERCOT Board approval.  Mr. Morgan reported that a reconfiguration to a processor caused a loss of storage connectivity, and required a reboot of several servers.  Mr. Morgan noted the incident duration of approximately 43 minutes; affirmed ERCOT’s commitment to providing reliable and stable systems, and offered that the incident was both a vendor and internal issue.  Mr. Morgan added that though the reconfiguration was successfully tested in the maintenance window and considered a routine action, it has now been reassessed and must now follow the change control process.

Other Business

Ms. McClendon suggested that a TAC consent agenda be considered at the August 2009 TAC meeting, and that elements of Robert’s Rules of Order be reviewed at the next TAC meeting.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 4:25 p.m.
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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.
APPROVED
Minutes of the Special Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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


Tuesday, August 18, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm

Attendance
Members:

	Albers, David
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	Alt. Rep. for H. Lenox

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA
	

	Bell, Wendell
	GEUS
	Alt. Rep. for D. McCalla

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Dreyfus, Mark
	Austin Energy
	

	Evans, Doug
	STEC
	Alt. Rep. for H. Wood

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

	Jackson, Pat
	City of Eastland
	Alt. Rep. for C. Brewster

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

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

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

	Moss, Steven
	First Choice Power
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Robinson, Oscar
	Austin While Lime Company
	

	Schubert, Eric
	BP Energy
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

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

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy Trading
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Marty Downey to Read Comstock

· William Lewis to Read Comstock

· Bill Smith to Oscar Robinson

· Marcie Zlotnik to Read Comstock

Guests:

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Nixon, Murray
	
	

	Steadman, Laura
	
	

	Walsh, Meg
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 7:30 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.  

Establishing an Emergency Condition Pursuant to TAC Procedures Section IV.D. 

Mark Dreyfus moved to declare an emergency condition pursuant to TAC Procedures.  Oscar Robinson seconded the motion.  Mr. Dreyfus noted that TAC was not able to provide two weeks notice of the day’s TAC meeting due to the timing of the release of information and the need to provide a recommendation to the ERCOT Board in time for their August 2009 meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.
Update on Single-Entry Model (SEM) Go-Live Readiness (see Key Documents)

Matt Mereness reported that the Nodal Network Operations Model had been approved and validated by ERCOT System Operations and Market Operations Directors; presented the SEM go-live market criteria status as of August 17, 2009; and explained that the sum of the criteria – the overall engagement – represents the ability of Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to submit Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs).  Mr. Mereness noted that one remaining TSP did submit a test NOMCR and began virtual training but had not yet completed testing and training; that the delay was the result of finally achieving successful contact, but at the end of the training period; and that the TSP has scheduled supplemental training and testing with ERCOT.  

Mr. Mereness also reported that on July 31, 2009, ERCOT sent a conditional 30-day market notice pursuant to Protocol Section 21.12, Process for Transition to Nodal Protocol Sections; that the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) help a special meeting on August 4, 2009 to address issues with Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) limits and alarms, MVA calculations, and the definition status of Owner/Operator; and that additional discussion was held at the August 13, 2009 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) meeting, but that no significant issues were raised.

Regarding Service Requests (SRs), Mr. Mereness noted that ERCOT provided a summary of population counts; is still entering some SRs; that SRs are being worked according to criticality and due dates, rather than in order of receipt, and that ERCOT will be in direct communication with each company regarding those SRs not entered.  

Randy Jones requested that the transmission companies at the meeting express their satisfaction with or concerns regarding the transmission network model.  Ken Donohoo noted that Oncor’s statement of concerns made at the August 2009 ROS meeting stands, that issues remain to be worked through, but that Oncor would not withhold approval.  DeAnn Walker offered that CenterPoint has also identified outstanding issues and is working with ERCOT to address them, and noted that should Entities at a later time bring persisting difficulties to the attention of the market, it will be noted that the issues were acknowledged as problematic even at the time of go-live certification.

Mr. Dreyfus noted that Austin Energy remains uncomfortable with the lack of transparency regarding the validation criteria, and that concern persists that criteria might be a moving target; but added that approval would not be withheld.  Kip Fox offered that there are five or six issues unique to AEP, but expressed trust in ERCOT’s testing processes and ability to work through remaining issues, and appreciation for NDSWG’s efforts.  Sandy Morris added that LCRA remains concerned with the issues regarding the issues recently addressed at NDSWG, but does not see major complications and is prepared to move forward.

Market Participants also discussed the need to protect the confidentiality of Resource attributes contained in the network model; whether a final training currently scheduled for September 29, 2009 would be all-encompassing and sufficient; and whether the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) had any concerns or comments.  Mr. Mereness confirmed that ERCOT will not post the Network Operations Model to the entire market at the time of SEM go-live, but only to TSPs; and that current training broadly addresses how to use the tool to enter telemetry limits, and that additional training for specific screens will come well after October 20th.  Don Blackburn added that no issues were brought forward at NATF that would prevent Entities from advocating advancement of the process, but added that the NATF would not state that there are no remaining issues to be addressed.  

SEM Go-Live Readiness Certification
Market Participants discussed language for a potential motion to reflect the understanding that there remain issues to be resolved regarding model posting issues for Resource data and validation criteria; and whether TAC has the technical ability to certify SEM readiness.  Ms. Walker expressed concern that Market Participants do not know what the readiness criteria is; suggested that TAC is only able to express confidence that ERCOT has certified that readiness criteria has been met; and opined that when Protocol language was developed requiring TAC to provide such a certification, it was not adequately comprehended at the time what such a requirement would mean.

Mr. Dreyfus moved:

TAC certifies, to the best of its knowledge on August 18, 2009, that all SEM go-live market readiness criteria have been met, or are on schedule to be delivered according to go-live sequence.  TAC recommends that the Board also certify that all market readiness criteria have been met for the SEM go-live on August 31, 2009.  TAC acknowledges that the publishing of the Network Operations Model will only be made to the TSPs and that further work is needed to address long-term model posting issues related to Resource data and transmission system validation criteria.

Concurrent with this certification, TAC acknowledges several outstanding issues remain to be resolved, but TAC is confident resolution can be achieved.  TAC requests ERCOT Staff promptly notify the NATF if any of these outstanding issues prevent proper maintenance and operation of the NMMS.

Mr. Whittle seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce noted that he would be prepared to provide the ERCOT Board a list of outstanding issues.  The motion carried unanimously.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 8:04 a.m.
APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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


Thursday, September 3, 2009 – 9:30am – 4:00pm
Attendance

Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	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

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	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
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	Alt. Rep. for L. Barrow

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Sims, John
	Nueces Electric Cooperative
	

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

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	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:

· William Lewis to Marcie Zlotnik

· Oscar Robinson to Bill Smith

· Eric Schubert to Brandon Whittle

· Henry Wood to John Sims

Guests:

	Barkley, Jim
	Baker Botts
	

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Greffe, Richard
	PUCT
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	Eagle
	

	Don, Jones
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Prentice, Rob
	Topaz
	

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Sparks, Kyle
	TRC Engineers
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Doggett, Trip
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Gonzales, Ino
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Grable, Mike
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Iacobucci, Jason
	
	

	Kleckner, Tom
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	Nixon, Murray
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Roark, Dottie
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:32 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 ERCOT Board approval of the Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) parking deck concept and conveyed the ERCOT Board’s request that a systematic approach for loading and removing items from the parking deck be developed.  Mr. Bruce reported ERCOT Board approval of revision requests, including Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS and NPRR171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS; expressed appreciation for the Retail community’s and the Public Utility Commission of Texas’ (PUCT) assistance; and noted that the project timelines would still be subject to Nodal implementation concerns.

Proposed Revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws 

Mr. Bruce reported the request that TAC bring any recommendations regarding proposed revisions to the ERCOT Bylaws to the October 2009 Human Resource and Governance Committee meeting, and noted that the ERCOT Board would make its recommendation at the November 2009 ERCOT Board meeting, and that the ERCOT Membership would vote on revisions at the December 2009 Annual Meeting.

Market Participants expressed concern regarding proposed revisions regarding requirements for TAC leadership and discussed that the ERCOT Board certifies the TAC membership and may reject members if they see fit; that the requirement would be problematic for the Consumer Market Segment in that it would require additional Full Time Employees (FTEs); that many TAC members serve as agents of the ERCOT Member, but are employed by a subsidiary; and that as retired employees frequently return as contractors, the requirement would result in a significant drain of expertise. 

Mark Dreyfus noted the ERCOT Board’s discomfort with perceptions of conflict of interest and suggested that TAC offer a substitute to address those perceptions.  Market Participants discussed the definition of Member, that employees of a Member may be presumed to represent the company’s position, but that consultants may have many clients and interests; that TAC leadership makes presentations on behalf of TAC, and while leadership has served admirably, the ERCOT Board wishes to understand the individual’s underlying interests; and that there are a number of implications to requiring the divulgence of a client list. Mr. Bruce noted that what might be clear in a presenter’s mind might not be clear in an audience member’s mind; that he would not object to additional transparency; and that individuals have the right to not stand for election to leadership if disclosure requirements are objectionable to that individual. 

Mr. Bruce added that TAC is not required to take action; that TAC opinion is not part of the formal ERCOT Bylaw review process; that TAC’s role is advisory; and that the ERCOT Board sought TAC input as a courtesy.  Shannon McClendon noted that three ERCOT Board members have expressed concern with representation disclosure; that some client lists are confidential and cannot be required to be disclosed; and suggested that the informal practice of announcing who one is representing when speaking from the gallery might be formalized as a suitable substitute for the proposed language.

Ms. McClendon moved to recommend striking the last sentence of Section 5.1 TAC Representatives (g) requiring the Chair and Vice Chair each be an employee of a Member.  Mr. Whittle seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the implications of requiring individuals to divulge client lists; that TAC members appropriately police TAC leadership; that the requirement to disclose conflicts of interest is already in effecting the ERCOT Bylaws; and that the Board should be informed of TAC’s robust discussion of the representation issue.  Ms. McClendon and Mr. Whittle accepted Henry Wood’s amendment that TAC would address through the TAC Procedures the issue of representation disclosures at meetings.  Market Participants expressed confidence in Market Segments’ abilities to ensure that their representation at TAC and other meetings serves the Market Segments’ needs; and noted that the motion does not speak to any other sections of the ERCOT Bylaws.  The amended motion carried with four abstentions from the Cooperative, Investor Owned Utility (IOU) (2), and Municipal Market Segments.  
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
August 6, 2009 

August 18, 2009 

Ms. McClendon moved to approve the August 6 and August 18, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revisions to TAC Procedures (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce reviewed proposed revisions to the TAC Procedures.  Market Participants discussed that the TAC Procedures may require additional revisions to comport with ERCOT Bylaws, which are currently under review; debated the implications of requiring consultants to disclose their client lists; and developed language to clarify TAC Membership requirements.  Ms. Wagner suggested that should an ERCOT Member elect to engage a consultant to represent them at TAC or at TAC subcommittees, the consultant should disclose the Entity or Entities he or she is representing at that particular meeting.  

Ms. Wagner moved to approve the TAC Procedures as amended by TAC.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  Market Participants further discussed that proposed revisions are not in conflict with currently approved ERCOT Bylaws.  Ms. Wagner and Ms. McClendon accepted Mr. Wood’s suggestion to use the term “Authorized Representative” regarding Membership.  Mr. Bruce noted that the process to elect leadership is formalized in the revised language; the two-week meeting notice requirement is reduced to one week to comport with ERCOT Bylaws; and that the proposed language also addresses PUCT concerns regarding the timely posting of materials eligible to be considered by TAC.  The motion carried unanimously.
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)

Sandy Morris reviewed PRS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

PRR817, Cease Late Payment Charges for Defaulted Entities 

Ms. McClendon moved to recommend approval of PRR817 as recommended by PRS in the 8/25/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR818, OOMC for Quick Start Units – Urgent
Marty Downey moved to recommend approval of PRR818 as amended by the 09/01/09 ERCOT comments.  Kenan Ögelman seconded the motion.  Kip Fox questioned whether PRR818 would affect payments for Block Load Transfers (BLTs), and raised a concern from Mexico’s Comisión Federal de Electricidad (CFE) that not all costs for emergency block transfers are being recovered.  ERCOT Staff noted that PRR818 does not affect payment for BLTs; Market Participants requested that the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) review the use of BLTs and associated cost issues.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697

NPRR168, Change the Definition of "Start-up" and Include the Fuel from Breaker Close to LSL in Startup Costs (formerly titled "Verifiable Costs General Corrections")
NPRR183, Synchronization of PRR790, Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request

NPRR184, Section 2, Addition of Definitions and Acronyms from Zonal Protocols and Clarifications

NPRR185, Cancellations of RUC-Committed Resources

Mr. Fox moved to recommend approval of NPRR165, NPRR168, NPRR183, NPRR184, and NPRR185 as recommended by PRS in their respective 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR186, Naming Convention Clarification
Mr. Downey moved to recommend approval of NPRR186 as recommended by PRS in the 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR188, MVA for SCED Input

DeAnn Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR188 as recommended by PRS in the 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
NPRR192, QSE Energy and Ancillary Service Compliance Criteria

Kristi Hobbs recommended a correction to a variable in paragraph (9) of Section 8.1.1.4.1.
Brad Jones moved to recommend approval of NPRR192 as recommended by PRS in the 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Report and as revised by TAC; with initial values of X=5%, Y=5MW, and Z=10% to be reevaluated and modified as necessary by TAC and the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) beginning two months prior to the Texas Nodal Implementation Date (TNMID), and as necessary after the TNMID.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  Market Participants recommended that that revised values be posted to the MIS no later than three Business Days following a TAC decision.  The motion carried unanimously.
Other Binding Documents

Ms. Walker reported that ERCOT Legal is drafting an NPRR to bring the current Nodal Protocols into compliance with PUCT Substantive Rules.
Notice of Rejected Revision Request

Ms. Morris noted rejection of PRR825, Distributed Energy Resource Participation in Responsive Reserve Service Markets.

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

Ms. Hobbs noted that should the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) approach be endorsed, the posting requirements for the variable would require additional review.  Chris Brewster reviewed NRG Texas Power and City of Eastland joint comments to NPRR174, recommended a fixed adder of 50 cents rather than a variable adder and dead band, and noted that due to software requirements, ERCOT would have to convert the fixed adder to a percentage of gas prices every two weeks.  Mr. Pieniazek added that the fixed adder methodology comports with the way gas contracts are negotiated.

Market Participants expressed concerns that Fuel Oil Prices (FOP) issues have not been addressed; and that Entities which carry oil inventories may not be able to recover actual costs for oil units committed in the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC).  Market Participants debated the merits of a fixed adder to the Fuel Index Price (FIP); that there is no perfect number that may be determined for either a percentage or fixed adder; and that a separate NPRR may be required to adequately address FOP issues.

Ms. Ashley moved to table NPRR174 for one month.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion. Ino Gonzalez clarified that ERCOT is not increasing the price of gas, but is rather increasing the amount of fuel rate by 10% to avoid a system change, and that the increased fuel rate is used to calculate the offer cap which applies to both FIP and FOP.  Market Participants discussed that 10% will not adequately address the volatility of oil prices; that some Entities might be driven to bankruptcy; and that the issues associated with FOP should be addressed at the WMS Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG), rather than at TAC.  Gary Singleton requested the ability to dispute and recover fuel oil costs.  Ms. McClendon invited Mr. Singleton to submit an NPRR for FOP, and expressed encouragement in seeing the Market Segments work with Consumers to develop solutions to cost recovery issues.  The motion carried unanimously.
NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT - Urgent
Barbara Clemenhagen presented the WMS recommendation regarding NOGRR025 for TAC consideration, and noted that there were additional non-substantive revisions for the sake of clarity.  ERCOT Staff addressed stakeholder concerns that some reports would be generated at the request of the IMM, TRE, or PUCT, but not shared with other Market Participants, noting that ERCOT would deliver raw data for a specific timeframe; that to share that unfiltered data with Market Participants would create some confidentiality issues; and that filtering would require automation.  

Market Participants proposed that non-confidential information be shared, as resource constraints allow, at the request of TAC, and not on the basis of a request from an individual Market Participant, and inquired as to the sufficiency of the reports.  Ms. Whittington confirmed that the PUCT has mapped the reports in NOGRR025 to the related NPRR192 and other performance criteria already in ERCOT Protocol, and is satisfied that the required information is available in the 18 reports that ERCOT will provide to them upon request.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NOGRR025 as amended by the 08/25/09 WMS comments and as revised by TAC, with the understanding that ERCOT and stakeholders will continue to work on implementation issues and report availability.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Bruce expressed his appreciation for the efforts of ERCOT, TRE, and PUCT Staffs, as well as ROS and WMS in developing NOGRR025.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen noted that the August 2009 WMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents and invited questions. 

SMOGRR0007, Synchronization of Settlement Metering Operating Guide with PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process

Mr. Wood moved to approve SMOGRR007 as recommended by WMS in the 08/19/09 WMS Recommendation Report.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2010 Commercially Significant Constraint (CSC) Recommendation

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed Scenario WN2-4Z as recommended by ERCOT and endorsed by WMS.

Mr. Whittle moved to recommend approval of the ERCOT and WMS recommendation for the 2010 CSCs and Congestion Zones.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. Downey commented that he would support the recommendation because it is the right technical answer, but expressed concern that Consumers who were moved from West to North (W-N) last year and would move back from North to West (N-W) under this recommendation will not understand why prices that previously went up will now go back down.  Mr. Bruce asked what ERCOT will be posting for the Day Ahead and Operating Day stability limit calculations on the W-N interface; Isabel Flores noted that the matrix for W-N stability limit and a thermal calculation would be posted the Day Ahead, and that the total across the six lines would be posted in Real Time.  

Mr. Dreyfus asked Ms. Flores to validate the Austin Energy assessment that due to the change in shift factors that the Transmission Congestion Right (TCR) coverage under this alignment would be about half of current coverage.  Ms. Flores noted that ERCOT calculated a preliminary TCR amount for 2010 but it is an estimate, as the Closely Related Elements (CREs) are not yet defined, and that the TCR amounts would be comparable.  Market Participants discussed that system changes would be required to designate whether the thermal or stability limit is binding.  Ms. Flores confirmed that ERCOT will continue providing market messages when it is controlling to the stability limit.  The motion carried with one abstention from the IOU Market Segment.
CRE Request – Waco West to Waco Woodway (see Key Documents) 

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that TAC has seven days to object to an ERCOT CRE request or the request will be implemented.  Ms. Flores presented the CRE request for TAC consideration and noted that ERCOT has used both local and zonal methods to solve the Congestion in the Waco area, and that zonal methods work best in this instance.  Ms. Flores provided the CRE test results using the criteria defined by PRR816, CRE Determination Criteria, and noted that since the Waco West to Waco Woodway line is dynamically rated, ERCOT’s analysis was done by taking an average of the line ratings.  Mr. Whittle added that the averaging of dynamic ratings was not addressed in PRR816, and opined that WMS might want to take up consideration of codifying in the Protocols how dynamic ratings should be addressed in the future.

Mr. Whittle moved to approve ERCOT’s CRE request for Waco West to Waco Woodway.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  Ms. Flores noted that had the dynamic ratings not been averaged, the segment would have failed the CRE test at 115 degrees, and suggested that provision of a range on high and low temperatures might be an alternative to another PRR.  Mr. Bruce suggested that Mr. Whittle initiate a discussion of dynamic line rating issues at the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG).  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)
Ken Donohoo noted that ROS had not formed a task force but would review issues related to Generation reinterconnection and refer findings to the WMS Multiple Interconnection for Generators Task Force (MIGTF).  Mr. Donohoo reviewed items for consideration at the September 2009 ROS meeting, and presented Operating Guide Revision Requests (OGRRs) for TAC consideration.  Mr. Bruce encouraged Market Participants to continue progress finalizing PRR822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities, as it is a high-priority issue for the TRE Board.  He further requested that committees be in communication with Troy Anderson regarding an orderly loading of the Nodal parking deck. 

OGRR217, Relay Misoperation Report Format Change

OGRR224, Special Protection System (SPS) Operations Under No Contingency

OGRR229, OGRR229, Synchronization of Operating Guides with PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process

OGRR234, EEA Media Appeal Correction - Urgent
Mr. Fox moved to approve OGRR217, OGRR224, OGRR229, and OGRR234 as recommended by ROS in the respective 08/13/09 ROS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick noted that the August 2009 RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents and invited questions.  Mr. Patrick reported Advanced Meter System (AMS) roll-out totals for Oncor and CenterPoint Energy at 249,000 and 47,000 meters respectively and presented a Competitive Metering Guide Revision Request (CMGRR) for TAC consideration.  

CMGRR009, Clarification of the Standards for Competitive Meters

Ms. Zlotnik moved to approve CMGRR009 as recommended by RMS in the 08/12/09 RMS Recommendation Report.  Ms. McClendon seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Michelle Trenary noted that the August 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) 014, Synchronization of Commercial Operations Market Guide with PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process 

Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 033, Synchronization of Load Profiling Guide with PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process 

Mr. Moss moved to approve COPMGRR014 and LPGRR033 as recommended by COPS in the respective 08/11/09 COPS Recommendation Reports.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Report (see Key Documents)

Henry Durrwachter reviewed highlights of the August 2009 RTWG meeting, and noted that the issues list was reviewed and updated; that the RTWG would be shifting focus to address solar and flywheel storage technologies; and would be taking input from the ERCOT Board on the draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) document.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report

Mr. Bruce noted that there were no NATF recommendations for TAC consideration.  Market Participants noted that an ERCOT Board member is seated as an alternate representative to the NATF, and discussed whether NATF meetings therefore require broadcasting under recently effective legislation; that the PUCT will rule shortly as to which ERCOT meetings must be broadcast; that the broadcast requirement might extend to meetings where an ERCOT Board member is in attendance, but that the current understanding is that broadcast requirements extend only to meetings of the ERCOT Board, the Finance and Audit Committee, the Human Resources and Governance Committee, and the Special Nodal Program Committee.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
Mike Cleary provided a Nodal implementation update and invited Market Participant feedback on Single Entry Model (SEM) Go-Live.  Jason Iacobucci reported that resources are being coordinated and prioritized in the transition from the delivery of applications to the delivery of business systems.  Mr. Iacobucci reviewed early SEM Go-Live results, noting that most HelpDesk tickets were access rather than function related; that a patch was issued and that downtime was less then one hour; and that ERCOT will formally check-in with Transmission Owners (TOs) on a monthly basis.  Mr. Iacobucci expressed confidence that the week of October 5, 2009 would bring the market trials kickoff meeting and requested that Market Participants bring questions to the market trials workshop.
Market Participants noted that there were some surprise issues with SEM, such as validation rules, certificates, and naming conventions; that ERCOT is working through the issues with affected Market Participants; that there are controls in place to mitigate such issues; and that stakeholders are now being confronted with differences in Nodal Protocol interpretation.  Mr. Cleary acknowledged that traceability was a known risk. Howard Daniels expressed concern that feedback is not provided regarding Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) submissions; that the submitter does not know if the NOMCR is truly integrated; and that even the zonal model continues to have timeout problems. 

Regarding the immediate risk of reconciling Protocols, systems and market expectations, Mr. Cleary clarified that the market trials will reveal deltas between build and intent; and that the deltas will be communicated via the NATF.  Mr. Cleary also expressed dismay that he and Nodal implementation team members have recently spent considerable time and effort quelling rumors regarding the Day Ahead Market (DAM); assured Market Participants that the Nodal market would have a viable DAM; and advised stakeholders that the risk arises from the required two data centers, which are so critical that they will remain on the risk list until completion in Fall 2010.  Mr. Cleary added that there were no surprises on the Market Participant survey, and that it was conducted to gage transaction volume and where to direct performance testing; that transaction volume bandwidth sufficiency will be made a regular reporting item, per stakeholder request.

Mr. Cleary noted that defects in relation to applications is a different item, that a list is being prepared for the September 2009 Special Nodal Program Committee; and that the list could be made available for the October 2009 TAC meeting.

Vikki Gates reviewed Market Participant Readiness and provided a four month preview of activity volumes and interaction opportunities.  Ms. Gates noted that training courses are open to any Market Participant, even if offered at another Market Participant site; that the Outreach Coordinator will begin site visits the week of September 28, 2009; and that the date for the technical workshop will soon be confirmed for either the week of October 5 or October 12, 2009.  Ms. Gates added that site visits will be full-day; that the availability of half-day visits has not been determined; that ERCOT is interested in conducting as many site visits as possible; and invited Market Participant questions and requests.

Betty Day provided a Protocol traceability effort update, noting the target completion date of December 15, 2009; that there are no significant issues to report to date; and that identified gaps will be reported through the NATF.  

TRE Report

Mr. Bruce conveyed Victor Barry’s notice that no TRE report was filed; that TAC should expect a TRE report in October 2009; and that Mr. Barry invites Market Participant calls and e-mails.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

There were no ERCOT Operations, Planning or IT reports.

Other Business

Future Agenda Items

Mr. Bruce noted that the ERCOT Board will seek an update on the implementation of PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment, and PRR763, Use of WGRPP as Planned Operating Level in Day-Ahead Resource Plan for WGRs, at the October 2009 ERCOT Board meeting.  Mr. Doggett offered to apprise TAC in advance of the presentation.

Ms. McClendon requested that review be given to any remaining items containing references to the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF).  Ms. Wagner requested that October 2009 TAC agenda time be reserved for ERCOT business processes and bandwidth for DAM.
PUC 08/20/09 Wind Generation Capacity Workshop Follow-Up

Mr. Bruce noted that the PUCT Wind Generation Capacity Workshop was attended by all three PUCT commissioners; that more direction for ERCOT may come at a later date; and that some discussion was given to ERCOT System Operations and Day Ahead Planning in that some workshop participants suggested that overly-conservative operation of the system truncates scarcity pricing and damages the market as designed.  Mr. Doggett noted that John Dumas and Mandy Bauld have been asked to give consideration to the development of a PRR to facilitate decommittment of Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS) units; and that Mr. Dumas is gathering data on forecast accuracy across peak Load hours.

Market Participants discussed issues associated with conservative forecasting, such as over-commitment of Resources; the possibility of procuring market-based reserves rather than relying on conservative wind and Load forecasts; and that the Ancillary Services Procurement Methodology should be reviewed by ROS and WMS sooner rather than later.   Mr. Bruce requested that ROS and WMS take up consideration of the Ancillary Services procurement document; Load forecast accuracy; and a decommitment process for RPRS units.

Adjournment
Mr. Bruce adjourned the meeting at 2:58 p.m.
APPROVED
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.
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Attendance
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	Ashley, Kristy
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	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
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	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
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	Wagner, Marguerite
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	Topaz Power
	

	Cooper, Tammy
	TIEC
	

	Daniel, Matthew
	Horizon Wind Energy
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	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	Diehl, Phillip
	Texas Admin
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	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
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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.
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