DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, April 8, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

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

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Service Corporation
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	

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

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Rob Bevill to Read Comstock

· Read Comstock to Steve Madden (morning only)

· John Sims to Clif Lange 
Guests:

	Barkley, Jim
	Baker Botts, LLP
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Blevins, Chad
	Blevins Energy & Environmental
	

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Calzada, Gricelda
	AEP
	

	Casey, Kim
	
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Energy Markets Consulting
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	EDF Trading
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Long, Melissa
	City of Eastland
	

	Nikazm, Tamila
	AE
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Riordon, Ken
	LCRA
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Starnes, Bill
	DME
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bohart, Jim
	
	

	Baker, Randy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Medina, Eric
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	


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

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m. and reviewed assigned proxies and Alternate Representatives.  Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants to identify themselves and the organization they represent when taking the floor.

Antitrust Admonition
Mr. B. Jones directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review. 
Antitrust Training

Dave Seibert provided Antitrust training. 

ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones welcomed Bob Wittmeyer as the Residential Consumer representative to TAC.  Mr. Wittmeyer noted that he is appointed by the Office of Public Utility Council (OPUC); that his consulting work for RJ Covington will now be reduced, but that he plans to continue some consulting work pertaining to educating clients regarding ERCOT; and that he does not see any conflict of interest, but Market Participants should contact him with any concerns. 

Mr. B. Jones reported ERCOT Board approval of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 837, Load Used in RMR Studies; PRR841, Revise Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF); Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies; NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub; NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies; NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements; NPRR204, Update Generic Startup Cost for Reciprocating Engines; and System Change Request (SCR) 758, Enhancements to the Proposed Transmission Outage Report.
Generation Adequacy Task Force Recommendation
Mr. B. Jones noted that the ERCOT Board remanded the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) Report to TAC due to language recommending that the zonal and Nodal Protocols be revised to require Generators to submit an affirmative declaration that the Standard Generation Interconnection Agreement (SGIA) and air permit are still applicable.

Mr. B. Jones reported that rather than requiring a declaration from Generators, ERCOT Staff will instead implement a process in which they will contract the developers individually and obtain a non-binding estimate on the expected on-line date for units with SGIA and air permits; and that ERCOT Staff intends to request the on-line estimates prior to each update of the reserve margin calculation.
Sandy Morris moved to recommend approval of the revised GATF Report.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
Data Response to Board: Wind Cost Allocation
Mr. B. Jones reported that the ERCOT Board’s vote on the Wind Cost Allocation Task Force (WCATF) recommendation was inconclusive; that the ERCOT Board requested data from ERCOT Staff; and that as a courtesy, ERCOT Staff is presenting preliminary data to TAC before the April 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  John Dumas provided a review of current Ancillary Service requirements; historical ERCOT North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Control Performance Standard 1 (CPS1) scores; wind generation impact on ERCOT Regulation; how Ancillary Services will be affected by Nodal; and potential allocation methods for Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) and Regulation Reserve Service (RGS).
Regarding the RRS deployment summary, Market Participants discussed that while Out of Merit (OOM) deployments were not included in the manual analysis, OOMs in the Day Ahead Market (DAM) due to uncertainty in the wind forecast have a cost down to the consumer that is not reflected in the summary.  Mr. Dumas noted that most wind forecast uncertainty is captured in the Resource Plan that goes to RRS.  Ms. Wagner asked if operators are required to log a reason for every RRS deployment; Mr. Dumas answered that he was uncertain of a requirement, but that operators generally log the reason for a RRS deployment.  

Mr. Dumas noted that the GE Study is a forward-looking document to estimate the amount of Regulation that might be needed at certain capacity levels, and to review if the current Ancillary Service methodology is adequate going forward.  Mr. Dumas added that the current level of Ancillary Service is determined to be generally adequate, but that some 10 or 15-minute RRS might be needed; that increased wind generation is addressed in the amount of Regulation purchased, as the buy is based on the prior 30 days and the same month in the prior year; and that the GE Study numbers for ERCOT are considerably lower than numbers for other Independent System Operators (ISOs), noting that different consulting firms performed the studies, and the studies were for different geographies.    

Regarding wind allocation of NSRS, Mr. Dumas noted that the amount of NSRS purchased is based on the net Load forecast uncertainty, and that it can be calculated as to how much wind is contributing to the uncertainty.  Mr. Dumas noted that the Schedule Control Error (SCE) is reduced in the summer, when there tends to be less wind.  Market Participants debated whether allocations would or would not be more correct when wind is low, and whether allocations along Load Ration Share (LRS) or energy ratio share would be sufficient. Mr. Ögelman opined that various allocation proposals may be extrapolated to indicate over- or under-allocation, as there is insufficient data.  Mr. Pieniazek added that perfect allocation cannot be achieved.  

Regarding wind allocation of RRS, Mr. Dumas noted that the amount of Regulation purchased is tied to how much is used, which is tied to how much is deployed.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT varies the amount of Regulation purchased by individual hours; that Regulation deployment and Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) deployment are a function of net Load; and to the extent that wind increases the deployments, the impact can be calculated.

Mr. Dumas clarified that a new 10 minute type Ancillary Service product may be required at higher levels of wind generation penetration, and noted that higher ramp rates are seen where wind is not constrained and there is not much diversity; that the ramp rate forecasting tool is an effort to mitigate the high ramp rates.  Market Participants recommended that Mr. Dumas add information regarding Responsive Reserve Service (RRS), and procurement of Regulation Up and Regulation Down over the years.  Mr. R. Jones asked if fleet OOMs inform the procurement of Regulation.  Mr. Dumas noted that the fleet OOMs are factored indirectly, as a feedback loop directs ERCOT to purchase more Regulation if it is depleted more than 1.2 percent of the time.

Mark Soutter asked if cost causation for other types of units was part of the analysis.   Mr. Dumas answered that the analysis reviews the incremental impact on Ancillary Services due to wind generation.  Mr. Bruce asked if wind forecast error is likely to increase or decrease in Nodal, and if there might be any change to the net Load forecast.  Mr. Dumas noted that ERCOT places much emphasis on improving forecast error, and that much forecasting has nothing to do with the type of market that is being settled.  Mr. Bruce offered that, for the sake of context, a breakout of what is responsible for 90 percent of RRS deployments in 2008 would be helpful.  Mr. Bruce noted that in the presentation, Ancillary Services are discussed in terms of MWs as opposed to dollars, but that allocation of Ancillary Services is in terms of dollars, and suggested that service cost information be included in the presentation.  Mr. Greer noted that gas costs decreased in recent years.  

Mr. Bruce suggested that the summary statement that “ERCOT will continue to monitor potential reductions in online thermal generation due to wind penetration for the potential impact on system inertia” is another way to say that wind has made energy so cheap that there are other units that are no longer worth running.  Mr. Dumas stated that system inertia is directly tied to frequency, and the point was made from a reliability aspect, which is ERCOT’s concern, but that economic impacts can determine which units will run.  Mr. Bruce asked how Protocol changes or operational fixes that have not yet become effective might have impacts to the data.  Mr. Dumas answered that the changes are to allow an increase in the amount of wind penetration on the system; are not listed in the presentation as they speak to different aspects of the system; but agreed with Mr. Bruce that as the changes become effective and more wind is approved for the system, more Ancillary Services may become necessary.  

Market Participants offered other issues for consideration, including that Ancillary Services cover a multitude of needs; that Nodal will be a more efficiently dispatched market with unknown impacts; that penalties and incentives related to poor performance for forced outage rates should be developed; that the “free-rider” concept should be addressed; and that it is unnecessary to review Ancillary Services in terms of costs, as the obligation for Ancillary Services is made along MWs.  Mr. B. Jones thanked Mr. Dumas for the preview of the data.

Approval of Draft March 4, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes
Brittney Albracht reviewed proposed revisions to the draft minutes.
Kenan Ögelman moved to approve the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Mark Bruce seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Webcast of TAC Meetings

Texas Admin

Mr. B. Jones reviewed the request from Texas Admin to broadcast TAC meetings over the Internet, and reiterated that Texas Admin would be providing a subscription service and that associated costs would not be borne by ERCOT.  Kristi Hobbs noted that TAC meetings are currently broadcast via teleconference and opined that there are no measures that TAC may take to prevent a party from bringing a camera to a public TAC meeting.  Clayton Greer noted that TAC had not requested that Texas Admin offer broadcast services.
Mr. Greer moved to reject the Texas Admin request.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce opined that upon his review, the TAC Procedures need not be revised to accommodate webcasting.  Mr. Wittmeyer expressed concern that Residential Consumers would be extremely unlikely to have access to the subscription service, and that TAC would risk losing the expertise of Market Participants who would subscribe to the webcast rather than attend the TAC meetings in person.  Chris Brewster opined that TAC sets policy at a high level; that it is difficult to demonstrate the record of stakeholder action and the thinking that goes into TAC decisions; and that webcasting TAC meetings would add transparency to TAC proceedings.  

Mr. Ögelman opined that there might be behavioral changes as a result of webcasting, but that it would seem inappropriate to reject the broadcast of a public meeting.  Ms. Morris added that she did not object to the broadcast, but expressed concern for archiving.  Richard Ross offered that while webcasting might be detrimental to productivity, the issue is not one for TAC consideration.  Mr. Greer and Mr. Wittmeyer withdrew the motion.
Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci provided a Nodal program status update and reported that at 236 days out, there are no items impacting the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  Mike Cleary added that there is much risk that remains to be managed; that the current main goal remains successful mechanical implementation; that quality solutions will be the next goal; and that the previous week’s DAM connectivity milestone was a significant achievement.  
Mr. Iacobucci noted that an e-mail was sent regarding a price correction, as some test data was accidentally published, resulting in two LMP prices being published; Mr. Iacobucci reiterated that the problem was not with the engine, but was strictly a publishing error.  Mr. Iacobucci reported that hub data related to NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub, would become available in May/June 2010 in Phase 5 of market trials.  Mr. Iacobucci noted that tuning and environment scaling were among the unexpected issues seen in market trials, and that the Nodal team’s efforts were directed to maintaining sufficient stability to minimize environment unavailability.  Mr. Iacobucci added that the Nodal program schedule had been fully regained; that there are no currently items with a yellow or red status; and that testing of Ancillary Service cooptimization earlier in the week went well.
Mr. B. Jones requested that, in the interest of efficiency, items requiring Market Participant discussion and vote continue to go through the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) first, so that TAC may have the NATF recommendation; and that the Nodal team remain vigilant that the necessary approval items reach the TAC agenda timely.  Mr. Iacobucci noted that the Nodal cutover sequence would be presented for Market Participant re-vetting in the May/June 2010 timeframe.
Regarding the market design assessment, Mr. Cleary highlighted that an experienced team is being put in place to review and assess market design and Nodal Protocol alignment with the market trial results; and that the effort is not in anticipation of bad actors or concern for an inability to operate within the rules, but rather is to understand potential issues or weaknesses in the Nodal Protocols, and to see if operations are also within the spirit of the rules. 

Market Participant Readiness

Vikki Gates reviewed upcoming Market Participant readiness meetings, trainings and outreach opportunities and noted that the Settlement workshops are a result of feedback received from Market Participants.  Ms. Gates reported that the regular curriculum training sessions are on an approximately six week rotation, and that participation remains very high.  Mr. R. Jones asked what the Protocol traceability effort revealed regarding combined cycle units; ERCOT Staff reported that traceability information is posted to the Nodal Transition Readiness Center, and that the combined cycle alignment items are being addressed via one NPRR.
NATF Report 
Don Blackburn provided the NATF update, noting that Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions, and Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) were recent NATF discussion items.  Mr. Blackburn added that NATF might begin meeting more frequently, either in-person or via teleconference, and congratulated Stacy Bridges, Matt Mereness, Scott Middleton, Carrie Tucker and the other ERCOT Nodal team members on recent successes. 
Bid Limit Determination per Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.2, CRR Auction Offers and Bids – Discussion

This item was not taken up.
Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris presented Revision Requests for TAC consideration.
PRR844, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of PRR844 as recommended by PRS in the 03/25/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR205, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision

It was suggested that NPRR205 be tabled for one month to allow NPRR205 and PRR844 to proceed to the ERCOT Board at the same time.

Mr. Houston moved to table NPRR205 for one month.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR208, Registration and Settlement of Distributed Generation (DG) Less Than One MW

Mr. Ögelman noted that review might be given to whether or not credit given to non-solar Distributed Generation is consistent with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.213, Metering for Distributed Renewable Generation.  

Bill Smith moved to table NPRR208 for one month.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  Mr. Bruce noted that the language approved by PRR756, Distributed Renewable Generation Modifications, might also require review.  Katie Coleman added that the rule was adopted at roughly the same time as PRR756’s passage.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841
Ms. Morris reported that PRS was unable to grant Mr. Greer’s request for withdrawal of NPRR210 as PRS had previously advanced the item to TAC.  Mr. B. Jones opined that Mr. Greer was likely unaware of the day’s revised schedule and suggested that the item be tabled until Mr. Greer’s return to the meeting.

Mr. B. Jones moved to table consideration of NPRR210 until after 1:00 p.m.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Greer provided a presentation regarding unintended consequences, market distortions and uplift that might result should NPRR210 proceed as recommended in the 3/25/10 PRS Report, and requested that the 44/1/10 Morgan Stanly comments to NPRR210 be considered.  Market Participants discussed that should Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) sell capacity not committed in Day-Ahead RUC (DRUC), there would be insufficient capacity when wind production is below the forecast, which would require ERCOT to commit additional units, impacting Settlement.
Mr. Greer moved to remand NPRR210 to PRS.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mandy Bauld noted that the revision contemplated in the 4/1/10 Morgan Stanley comments would require a system change.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs

Mr. B. Jones noted that the 3/26/10 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments were based on the 3/12/10 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) comments.  Mr. Bruce noted that WMS inserted a permissive clause allowing ERCOT to require WGRs to install alternate measures if a WGR is exempted from providing Primary Frequency Response, and that ROS considered the option but did not endorse it.  Barbara Clemenhagen noted that WMS tried to make the language regarding overfrequency relays as flexible as possible to allow for other technologies.  Ken Donohoo added that the ROS preferred the original PRR833 language endorsed by the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) and the PRS.  Mr. Bruce expressed appreciation for the effort given to PRR833 and stated his relative comfort with the item; opined that the revised language is not better and is open ended and a little vague; and suggested that PRR833 be adopted without the last sentence suggested in the 3/26/10 WMS comments.
Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of PRR833 per the 3/12/10 ROS comments.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Several Market Participants requested that the motion not be considered until ERCOT Staff speaks to the item.  Mr. Bruce stated that NextEra holds that PRR833 is a new standard that requires retrofitting of existing equipment, which as a matter of policy should not be done, but that it is fundamental to system stability and some portion of Generation Resources must contribute to the effort.  Mr. Bruce added that the costs to NextEra will be significant; that not all NextEra units will be able to make the retrofits and therefore will be applying for exemption; and that system needs trump philosophical disagreement.  Mr. Bruce withdrew the motion.
Mr. B. Jones asked if ERCOT has concern with removing the language suggested by the 3/26/10 WMS comments to PRR833.  Chad Seely opined that the revised language provides ERCOT the flexibility to request that WGRs install relays, and that without the language, ERCOT would lack the authority to make the request, and that as a result, many exemptions could be granted.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR833 as revised by the 3/26/10 WMS comments.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce asked if ERCOT would object to striking “alternate measures” and inserting “overfrequency relays” in its place.  Mr. Seely stated that he could not speak to what other measures might be possible.  Mike Grimes reiterated his opposition to a policy of retrofits and expressed concern that some WGRs will be forced to install relays due to exemptions being granted to other WGRs.  Mr. Bruce offered that ERCOT’s intent is good and that ERCOT is reasonable, but that the revised language is not good and should be modified slightly.  
Mr. Houston opined that, upon hearing ERCOT Staff concerns, reliability is better served by allowing ERCOT the flexibility provided by the language revisions proposed in the 3/26/10 WMS comments.  Mr. Houston hesitated to limit ERCOT to one solution, noting that technology might be developed later that is more effective for reliability, or more cost effective for WGRs.  Mr. Ögelman suggested that ERCOT’s ability to grant the exemption might be more restricted without the WMS language.  Mr. Bruce noted that the raw language does not allow ERCOT to consider economics in determining technical feasibility; that undefined alternate measures, if technically feasible, may be required by ERCOT; and that if Market Participants believe that overfrequency relays provide stability, ERCOT may be given the discretion, via clear language, to require the measure.  Mr. Greer concluded that should ERCOT deny an exemption, the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process may be utilized.  
Mr. Bruce noted that NextEra would have been supportive of the version of PRR833 without the 3/26/10 WMS comments, which Mr. Bruce characterized as the better version of PRR833.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Market Participants discussed the frequency with which ERCOT will load the Network Operations Model (NOM) continues to be debated, and that NPRR146 is tied to that issue.  Mr. Ross requested that ROS provide guidance regarding the 4/6/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR146.

Mr. Ross moved to table NPRR146 for one month.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process 

NOGRR028, Synchronization – Backup Control Plan Submission Process
Mr. Houston moved to remand OGRR233 and NOGRR028 to ROS.  Mr. Wood requested that ROS review the Transmission Operations (TOP) matrix developed during Joint Registration Organization (JRO) discussions.   Clif Lange seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR207, Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback

Eric Goff reviewed the 4/2/10 Reliant Energy comments to NPRR207.  Mr. Pieniazek opined that the proposal would be a more efficient way to dispatch the system, but that ERCOT Staff might need time to review the language.  John Adams concurred with Mr. Pieniazek’s assessment, and expressed concern for language that restricts the reliability coordinator, and noted that the proposal might violate NERC requirements.   

Mr. Wittmeyer moved to remand NPRR207 to PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer requested that ERCOT Staff be prepared to explain limitations at the April 22, 2010 PRS meeting.  Mr. Goff offered that other ISOs have a similar process, and have been able to reach resolution without violating NERC Standards.  Kristy Ashley expressed hope that the need for NPRR216, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel Commitments Previously Issued Through RUC, would be negated, and for the elimination of some attendant Settlement issues.  The motion carried unanimously.
WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed recent WMS activities and presented items for TAC consideration.
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. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that the ERCOT Board originally requested that TAC not advance NPRR091 pending conclusion of Project No. 35392, PUC Rulemaking to Address Initial Implementation of the Nodal Market, but that the PUCT had since encouraged TAC to proceed, and that the ERCOT Board could table NPRR091 pending conclusion of the rulemaking.

Mr. Brewster moved to recommend approval of NPRR091 as recommended by PRS in the 7/17/08 PRS Report an as amended by the 3/29/10 WMS comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
Ms. Bauld expressed concern with the item’s Option 3 language, noting that the 3/29/10 WMS comments do not take into consideration Real-Time Settlement Point Price when determining whether or not a Market Participant is due cost recovery.
Mr. Greer moved to reconsider NPRR091.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  Market Participants discussed possible language revisions.  
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to remand NPRR091 to WMS.  Ms. Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Defining Day Ahead Market (DAM) Collateral Parameters called for in NPRR206, Nodal Market Day-Ahead Market Credit Requirements 

Ms. Clemenhagen noted that a special WMS meeting was held on Tuesday, March 30, 2010, followed by an e-mail vote, to address DAM collateral parameters called for in NPRR206.

Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of the revised compromise proposal on DAM collateral parameters as revised by the 3/30/10 WMS.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the language now requires Entities to declare whether current practice deviates from the previous 30 days’ activity.  Mr. Lange noted that STEC voted against the compromise due to the premise of loosening credit requirements.  Mr. Lange expressed concern for exposing consumers to more risk by allowing less credit worthy Entities into the market, or allowing certain behaviors.  Mr. Lange opined that the original collateral requirements were too stringent, but that the compromise language is an over-correction.  Mr. B. Jones noted that NPRR206 will require some adjustment, due to the proposed parameters.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
COPS Report (see Key Documents)
Ken Riordon reviewed COPS action regarding revision requests presented for TAC consideration.
Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 016, Update to Section 12, Renewable Energy Credits due to PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules 

Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT filed administrative comments to COMPGRR016.

Ms. Morris moved to approve COPMGRR016 as amended by the 3/15/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 036, Delete Document Control Section
Ms. Morris moved to approve LPGRR036 as recommended by COPS in the 3/9/10 COPS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reviewed recent ROS activities, reminded Market Participants that the April 2010 ROS meeting had been rescheduled for Monday, April 12, 2010, and noted that OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements, and OGRR242, Section 7 Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction, would be discussed. 
OGRR232, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag) 

NOGRR027, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag)
Mr. Houston moved to approve OGRR232 and NOGRR027 as recommended by the ROS in the respective 3/11/10 ROS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Lange seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2010 TAC Goals (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce moved to approve the 2010 TAC Goals as posted.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)
Kyle Patrick provided a brief review of RMS working group and task force activities.
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report
Mr. Bruce presented the draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) and noted that issues continue to be vetted by stakeholders, but that as the document is large and TAC will eventually consider the TRIP for approval, RTWG believed a preview of the draft would be useful for TAC.  Mr. Bruce highlighted the utility of the summary tables for locating where specific goals are addressed in the document; and that the document is organized around Nodal implementation phases and the Nodal parking deck process.
Market Participants asked how the TRIP was generated.  Mr. Bruce answered that issues addressed in the TRIP were initially developed in the 2008 Wind Workshops; that portions of the TRIP were drafted by himself, and other portions were drafted before his involvement with the document; that the TRIP is housed by the RTWG; and that both ROS and WMS will be reviewing the document.  
Independent Market Monitor (IMM) Staff noted a general recognition that increased flexibility will be needed from non-wind Entities to accomplish more wind integration, and that compensation and incentives generally come with that flexibility; and asked if such issues are contemplated in the TRIP, and if the TRIP is to be provided to the PUCT as a way to address their recent discussions regarding the need for a renewable workshop.   Mr. Bruce noted that near-term issues addressed in the document are related to wind, but that later issues such as solar, small wind, and other technologies that act like renewable are also addressed in the TRIP; and that the TRIP is a way to understand the suite of issues and might allow policy makers to gain comfort for what is and is not being done, and what cannot be done.  Mr. Bruce expressed hope that the TRIP would be a tool for collaboration and planning.
Market Participants discussed that the TRIP is an impressive effort and might be used as a universal collaboration document, but that should it be filed at the PUCT, it would carry the imprimatur of ERCOT and the stakeholder process, and should policy recommendation come out of it, the TRIP should have a set review process.  Mr. B. Jones requested that ERCOT Staff confirm whether TAC would own the TRIP or only endorse it.  Mr. Bruce offered that RTWG reports exclusively to TAC; opined that the TRIP would not be a binding document, but that TAC may or may not reference the TRIP at its pleasure; and requested that TAC consider whether it would prefer to see the document finalized quickly, or if it would prefer that more time be allowed for review by the various stakeholder groups.  Mr. Bruce added that quarterly reports are being provided to the PUCT, and that the PUCT requested that the TRIP be completed sooner rather than later. 
Mr. B. Jones requested that a revised draft TRIP be presented at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting, and opined that stakeholders should spend significant time on the document.  Ms. Wagner suggested that TAC consider breaking the document into pieces; Mr. Greer added that various issues should be vetted by specific stakeholder groups.  Mr. Bruce noted that the positions in the TRIP represent actual votes by the various subcommittees, and that the RTWG tracks the issues resolved in other stakeholder groups.

Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Separation Update (see Key Documents)
Don Jones provided an update on the separation of the Texas Regional Entity from ERCOT, and reported that the TRE would become the “Texas Reliability Entity.”  Market Participants discussed that the Cooperative Utilities and Municipal Utilities are in separate segments.  Regarding the election of segment representatives to the Member Representatives Committee (MRC) and the new Reliability Standards Committee (RSC), Market Participants discussed that should segments hold independent elections, the segments must certify that all segment members have had the opportunity to participate, alternately the TRE will provide the option of a TRE-administered election.  Mr. D. Jones added that according to the bylaws, a segment selects its election process with a two-thirds approval of the segment membership.

Mr. D. Jones noted that the PUCT has not yet selected an entity to enforce the Nodal performance metrics or Nodal Protocols, but that as part of its educational function, the TRE will host a Standards and Compliance Workshop on May 26, 2010 at ERCOT Austin.
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

No report was provided and there was no discussion.
Other Business

Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market

Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that TAC subcommittees would review the draft Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market at the April 2010 meetings, and that the item would be considered at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.

Economic vs. Reliability Team Report

Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that the issue had been raised at the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) whether ERCOT, in the instance of Pre-Contingency Action Plans (PCAPs), should be restricted to reliability considerations only, or if ERCOT may also take economics into consideration.  Dan Jones reported that the team had not met, but had some informal discussions in the conduct of other business, and opined that it will be very difficult to devote much time to the topic, but that he would provide a follow-up report at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting. 

Mr. D. Jones offered that a simple scenario might be reviewed, wherein a significant amount of North-to-South Congestion might be solved by putting a nominal amount of Load on radial lines, and whether parties would want to pursue $20 million in savings over a three month period, given the reliability probabilities.  
Market Participants discussed that should economic evaluations be done outside of a defined structure, process and set of rules, that Entities with superior modeling tools would be able to make recommendations; that impacts to peaker net margins should be considered, as should the transmission planning economic assessment; and whether ERCOT considering reliability and economics in operations, versus only reliability, is consistent with an energy-only market.  Mr. D. Jones asked if there is a measurable reliability degradation that is tolerable, and at what efficiency level.

PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism

Mr. B. Jones noted that PRR791 was previously tabled pending PUCT action; opined that the PUCT had acted, to the extent that it will for the present, regarding scarcity pricing; and added that PRR791 would be on the May 6, 2010 TAC agenda.

Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the TAC meting at 3:14 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/04/20100408-TAC" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/04/20100408-TAC� 
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