APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, May 6, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Bevill, Rob
	Green Mountain Energy Company
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	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
	

	Cox, Brad
	Tenaska Power Services
	Alt. Rep. for K. Emery

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	Alt. Rep. for H. Lenox

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

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

	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
	

	Sims, John
	Nueces Electric Cooperative
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· William Lewis to Steve Madden

· Steve Madden to Rob Bevill (afternoon only)

· Adrian Pieniazek to Cesar Seymour (afternoon only)

· John Sims to Clif Lange 
Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Burke, Tom
	ACES
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Calzada, Gricelda
	AEP
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Energy Markets Consulting
	

	Hutson, Michael
	RES Americas
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Long, Melissa
	Cities Served by Oncor
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Podraza, Ernie
	Direct Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Priestly, Vanus
	Macquarie 
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT Staff
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT Staff
	

	Wilkins, Pat
	DME
	

	Wright, Christine
	PUCT Staff
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bohart, Jim
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Iacobucci, Jason
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McElfresh, Brandon
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Opheim, Calvin
	
	Via Teleconference

	Reedy, Steve
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Tucker, Don
	
	Via Teleconference

	Wattles, Paul
	
	


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

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:32 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. 
ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones reported ERCOT Board approval of the Day Ahead Market (DAM) auction collateral requirement parameters procedure called for in Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 206, Nodal Market Day Ahead Market Credit Requirements, and the revised Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) Report recommendation.  Mr. B. Jones added that no revision requests were presented for consideration at the April 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

Approval of Draft April 8, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes
Kenan Ögelman moved to recommend approval of the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update

Jason Iacobucci noted that the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID) was 208 days out; and that, as had been discussed at the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF), a cut-off date for registration and qualification should be defined.  Mike Cleary added that the date would be discussed at stakeholder forums and communicated.  Regarding the Nodal go-live sequence, Kevin Gresham asked if a comparison to the original sequence document had been performed to check for any major revisions; Mr. Iacobucci confirmed that a comparison had been conducted and noted that it is relatively early in the process; that additional discussions will take place; that much thought went into the key dates; and that much is based on the Nodal Protocols.

Mr. Iacobucci reported good participation in the Nodal market trials and, while acknowledging the resource constraints of all Entities, encouraged Market Participants to continue high levels of involvement.  Mr. Iacobucci also reported that some technical issues had been experienced in the DAM/Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) and likely related to input data or model parameters, but that it is believed that optimization is performing as it should; that such issues are expected at this stage; and that the continued patience and support of the market is appreciated as the trials advance.

Market Participants discussed implications of a defect in the configuration settings for the shift factor parameter and the potential for unresolved constraints.  Mr. B. Jones requested that the issue be vetted at NATF and returned to TAC.  Marguerite Wagner expressed concern that issues such as the Shadow Price Cap and the shift factor cut-off are market design issues, and that the appropriate personnel must participate in order for the designated forums to be productive.  

Mr. Iacobucci reemphasized that ERCOT Staff needs the help of Market Participants, as many of the issues that will surface in the coming months will be more elaborate and technical, and that as Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) are a rare commodity, it will take more time to answer the increasingly complex questions.  Mr. Iacobucci reminded Market Participants that regular issue updates are provided on Friday calls; and that additional consideration needs to be given to how to efficiently communicate to standing stakeholder groups.

Mr. Cleary noted that should any policy or market design issues arise in market trials, the issue will be vetted and the decision will be made within the stakeholder process.  Mr. Iacobucci added that ERCOT Staff believes that all systems are approaching functional stability, but cautioned that it is a long way to business stability and go-live.  

Market Participant Readiness

Vikki Gates reviewed upcoming training sessions and workshops, and noted that there will be an Ancillary Service workshop in June 2010.  Ms. Gates introduced Brandon McElfresh, who reviewed Nodal metric statuses.  Seth Cochran asked if there would be congestion on the system during the two hour Load Frequency Control (LFC) test.  Matt Mereness answered that system-wide test would be conducted the week of May 17, 2010; that an assessment would be conducted the Friday before the test; and that OC1s would be stopped.
Bid Limit Determination per Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.2, CRR Auction Offers and Bids 

Steve Reedy reviewed Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.2, CRR Auction Offers and Bids, noting the current system limitation of 200,000 bids and previously awarded CRRs, and reviewed the planned business process and the suggested TAC recommendation:

“(2)  No later than six months prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date, ERCOT shall report to TAC about whether a limit on bid volume or a nominal transaction charge for each bid submitted would benefit the auction process. Recommendations from TAC must be approved by the ERCOT Board and may be implemented without further revision to these Protocols. “

TAC recommends that in order to comply with the system limitation of 200,000 CRRs per auction, that ERCOT enforce a bid limit process that communicates and enforces a bid limit such that the total auction bid limitation will be 200,000, less the number of previously awarded CRRs (awarded in prior auctions or by pre-assigned CRRs allocations).  Any CRRs held prior to the auction do not impact individual limitations in the allocation.  

Mr. Pieniazek asked if any consideration had been given to a nominal fee per bid.  Mr. Cleary answered that while allocation is a valid consideration, the initial task is to confirm that 200,000 bids are sufficient to accommodate the market.  Mr. Cleary added that if more bids are required, more money and time will be needed to build out the system.

Clayton Greer remarked that once scarcity is introduced, bids become commodities and are opened to gaming, and that a straight allocation incents account holders to open additional accounts; and suggested that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) be directed to consider how rationing should be imposed.  Mr. B. Jones added that ERCOT would file an NPRR to reflect their preferred method and encouraged Market Participants to file comments.  
Mark Bruce expressed appreciation for the clarification of the two issues and asked, were TAC to adopt the recommendation, if the allocation method might be altered in the future via an SCR; Mr. Cleary confirmed that the standard stakeholder process would be utilized.  Regarding the NPRR, Mr. Bruce asked if there was any insight to the CEO designation or Impact Analysis, and if the various allocation methods might be relatively simple to implement, or if any particular methods posed constraints.  Mr. Cleary answered that ERCOT will review the options and provide its assessment, and cautioned that, depending on the process, there is a high probability that the work will not be completed in time for TNMID, adding that the alternative is to move the TNMID.

Eric Goff offered that a standardized bid allocation, in addition to a nominal transaction charge, would reduce the scarcity issue, and that the current invoicing process might be utilized without system impact.  Howard Daniels asked if account holders would be guaranteed a minimum number of CRRs, and how would completed CRRs be removed from the list; Mr. Reedy noted that the process ERCOT envisions would capture Mr. Daniel’s concerns.  

Market Participants discussed that ERCOT met its obligation to report to TAC, and that TAC has an obligation to provide a recommendation to the ERCOT Board; whether TAC might recognize the system limitation as identified by ERCOT Staff without endorsing the limitation; and that WMS should be directed to consider the allocation issue and the feasibility of performing the necessary work in time for TNMID.  Mr. Ögelman added that the system limitation has been reviewed at NATF and the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG); that ERCOT went through channels and reported the logic and rationale for the 200,000 limit; and that six months after TNMID there will be a window to review the number.  Mr. Cleary reiterated that renegotiating the 200,000 bid limit is not an option for TNMID, and that an allocation method must be determined.  Mr. B. Jones directed WMS to consider the allocation issue at the May 19, 2010 WMS meeting, and for all parties to understand the urgency of the issue.

Discussion on Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market (see Key Documents)

Mr. Ögelman noted Market Participant concerns that the proposed guiding principles of the Nodal market would limit stakeholder ability to file revision requests.  Chris Brewster supported LCRA comments describing the purpose of the document, and reiterated his concern for the accuracy of the proposed principle to “directly assign local congestion,” opining that the issue is more complex than described and that it might be most efficient to delete the item, considering the purpose of the document.

Mr. Greer expressed concern that the proposed “improve transparency into market operations” is a direct assault to the proposed NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, and that despite being non-binding, the document should offer some provision for submission of an NPRR in the instance where a Market Participant is inordinately burdened, and the Nodal Protocols require immediate attention.  Market Participants debated which elements should be enumerated regarding market transparency; whether the document is necessary at all, as revision requests have customarily been debated on their own merits; whether the document might be misused; and that the ERCOT Board and other interested parties desire to understand the considerations that will support stakeholder deliberations as the Nodal market matures.
Market Participants further discussed that the document should remain aspirational only, and that the document would require significant further discussion and vetting should it be used as a revision request screening tool; that the ERCOT Board will be given the opportunity to review the document, much like the TAC goals; and that it is too late to be drafting guiding principles of the Nodal market, but that stakeholders are instead being asked to preserve in writing what is already in practice.  Mr. Ögelman suggested that there were certainly principles that guided the design of the Nodal market, and that the draft principles are to provide guidance for subsequent iterations of Nodal.
Mr. Cleary offered that the document would clarify for legislators and regulators why a particular revision to the Nodal Protocols makes sense.  Mr. Greer countered that members of the legislature will not be influenced by the document, but rather via education regarding the various issues, and if education is the issue, the ERCOT Board might clarify their request.  Richard Ross opined that the document should at least support the stakeholder process and provide impacted parties a way to propose changes, but that the revision request process should not be hindered by a non-binding document.  
Market Participants noted that the reason for a revision request is already provided in the description section, and discussed whether adding a check-box to the form would be useful; that consensus on the document is more likely if the document remains aspirational; and that if the ERCOT Board is requesting the document, the stakeholders should provide it, regardless of their views as to its utility.
NATF Report 
Mr. B. Jones noted that the NATF report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and that Don Blackburn was available to answer any questions.  No questions were offered.  
Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

NPRR207, Unit Deselection (formerly “Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback”) 

John Adams reviewed the 5/3/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR207; noted that he misspoke in previous stakeholder meetings, as NPRR207 would indeed pose system impacts; and reported that the proposed revised language is an effort to address system impacts associated with language recommended for approval at the April 22, 2010 PRS meeting.  
Market Participants discussed that ERCOT’s proposed revisions largely achieve the desired overall improvements; that other proposed revisions to the RUC clawback charge only return language to what is currently in the Protocols and might be struck entirely; that additional consideration might be given to the item, as an hourly report would allow Generation to self-commit and reduce costs to the market; and requested that the 5/3/10 ERCOT comments be reviewed at the May 19, 2010 WMS meeting.  Mr. Ögelman opined that the market would function more efficiently should selection notification be possible, but that notification requires additional protections.  Mr. Adams expressed concern that too many issues are being kept in play, and encouraged Market Participants to refrain from additional work on as many issues as possible until after TNMID.
David Grubbs moved to table NPRR207.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505

LCRA Presentation

Shams Siddiqi, presenting on behalf of LCRA, argued that NPRR209 should be rejected, and opined that NPRR209 overreaches in defining Protected Information and would result in less transparency for the Nodal market than in the zonal market.

Market Participants debated the extent of information available commercially via vendors such as GenScape, and which elements of State Estimator data should be defined as Protected Information.  Mr. Pieniazek noted that the intent of NPRR was not to overreach, but to ensure that P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region, is not violated by posting Resource-specific information.  Market Participants discussed what elements might be made available, such as Commercially Significant Constraints (CSCs) and Closely Related Elements (CREs); and whether certain lines may be opened for flow monitoring, as in other markets.  Mr. Siddiqi opined that the day’s discussion validates the argument that NPRR209 is not ripe for approval. 

Randa Stephenson noted that State Estimator data will not be published until December 1, 2010 and that the process should be engaged in the meantime to address concerns.  Mr. Greer stated that ERCOT must err on the side of caution in publishing data.  Randy Jones recalled Texas Nodal Team (TNT) discussions wherein transparency was characterized as having 4000 Locational Marginal Price (LMP) nodes to understand how price formation occurs, and rejected the notion that Market Participants ever agreed to lay bare all Real-Time operations.  Mr. R. Jones opined that the current demand for transparency is a perversion of the original intent and an attempt to rewrite policy; and that availability of all Real-Time information will set up an environment for tacit collusion and cause ERCOT to violate P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505.  Dan Jones added that it is important that Market Participants have confidence that ERCOT systems are running correctly, but that there is a level at which there is too much transparency.  

NRG Texas Presentation

Mr. Pieniazek presented on behalf of NRG Texas and stated that it was never the intent of NRG to debate the merits of P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, but to bring Nodal Protocols into alignment with the rule.  Mr. Pieniazek reviewed proposed NPRR209 language and a snapshot of State Estimator data for November 11, 2008.  Mr. Pieniazek argued that the data allows for the determination of the Resource output at a particular site; that similar analysis for different times and days also provided fairly consistent information; and that as ERCOT has not published State Estimator data in some time, more recent snapshot analyses have not been possible.

Mr. R. Jones opined that portions of the plan to publish the State Estimator data in Real-Time is in direct violation of P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505; that protection should first be given to Entities that will be irreparably harmed, with a subsequent effort to determine what data may be published; that the competitive posture of each switchyard should be respected; and that as ERCOT has not published the information for some time, it should be made clear that ERCOT is being directed to suspend publication until clarification is reached.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR209, and direct the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) and WMS to report at the June 3, 2010 TAC meeting what data can be released to the market.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mr. Pieniazek and Mr. Greer clarified that it is understood that State Estimator data will not be released until December 1, 2010.

Ms. Stephenson expressed concern for a delayed process, should the item be referred to a task force, and asked that Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Staff opine as to whether NPRR209 is the proper solution to potential conflicts with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505.    PUCT Staff offered that NPRR209 does address the conflict between Nodal Protocols and the PUCT rule, but declined to state whether NPRR209 is the right answer.  Ms. Stephenson recommended that the motion to table be rejected, and disclosed that Luminant would seek a PUCT declaratory order.  

Market Participants debated whether a task force would be able to determine which data does and does not qualify as Protected Information without further guidance from the PUCT; and whether Market Participants, ERCOT, or the PUCT has the responsibility to resolve conflicting language.  PUCT Staff stated that technical and legal staffs now view the Nodal Protocol as in conflict with the rule; that PUCT Staff might pursue filing its own NPRR; and that adjusting the rule is an option but is problematic, due to the timeline.  Mr. Greer added that this portion of the rule has been adjudicated once already.

Mr. Ögelman opined that NPRR209 overreaches, and that whether a unit is on or off, which can be determined by voltage, does not seem to be addressed in the rule.  Mr. Pieniazek opined that knowing that a unit is on or off is Resource-specific information, which is addressed in the rule.  Mr. Ögelman countered that on/off does not allow the interpretation of any offer curves.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR209 as revised by the 5/4/10 NRG and Calpine comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the value of establishing a task force to parse data; whether ERCOT would be in violation of the rule by publishing certain data; that ERCOT has its own legal staff and does not require a recommendation from TAC; and that Market Participants might seek the guidance of the PUCT in the form of a declaratory order.

Market Participants further discussed that data that is required to be posted loses its protected status; that PUCT Staff has offered an opinion that transmission flows are equivalent to Resource information, but did not offer an opinion regarding State Estimator data; whether it would be more efficient to continue to revise the current NPRR209 language, or to file additional NPRRs; and how quickly the stakeholders might be able to comply with any Commission order.  Mr. Siddiqi offered that should the PUCT determine a conflict, ERCOT might, as a worst-case scenario, comply with an order by not posting any of the data in question.

Mr. Ross expressed concern that no further discussion had been given to a potential compromise between hourly and 60-day data.  Mr. Greer asserted that no other market provides the extent of data that is being contemplated, nor was it ever the intent of ERCOT Market Participants to provide all data.  Mr. Ögelman opined that individual parties should seek Commission direction.  Market Participants discussed the types of motions and results that constitute an action of TAC.  Mr. Greer withdrew the motion.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR209.  Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR211, Clarify Capacity Obligations of Energy Trades (formerly “Modify RUC Capacity Short Charge to Use Final Energy Trades”)

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR211 as recommended by PRS in the 4/22/10 PRS Report.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce opined that new language in Section 4.4.2, Energy Trades, is ambiguous and introduces uncertainty where there need not be any, and requested that the item be tabled for further review of the use of Energy Trade to refer to firm physical products rather than financial transactions.  Walter Reid also expressed his discomfort with the language, but questioned whether the language might be improved.
The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Generator and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

NPRR214, Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) High Sustained Limit (HSL) Update Process
Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR214 as recommended by PRS in the 4/22/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of Rejected/Withdrawn Revision Requests
Ms. Morris reported the rejection of PRR848, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel RPRS Capacity, and the withdrawal of NPRR215, Resolution of Alignment Item A151 – Removal of posting Requirement for RMR Services.
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Market Participants discussed that NPRR146 might be tabled to allow ROS time to consider the 5/3/10 Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) comments.
Mr. Bruce moved to table NPRR146.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

John Houston moved to recommend approval of NPRR205 as recommended by PRS in the 3/25/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Phillip Oldham reviewed the 5/5/10 TIEC comments to NPRR208. 
Mr. B. Smith moved to recommend approval of NPRR208 as recommended by PRS in the 3/25/10 PRS Report as revised by TAC.  ERCOT Staff expressed concern that a Distributed Generation registration gap might be created by the removal of item (a) in Section 11.4.4.3, Load Reduction for Excess Non-Photo Voltaic Distributed Generation, with resultant Settlement impacts.  Mr. Greer asked if the item might be tabled for one month; Mr. Oldham stated that CPS Energy requires the clarity of NPRR208 to complete contracting, and offered that the section in question should be removed and the gap addressed in another NPRR.  Mr. Oldham reiterated his request that the Photo Voltaic Distributed Generation portion not be delayed. 
Ernie Podraza noted that profiles for Settlement are aggregated shapes and do not represent an individual meter; that while it is known that solar runs during the day, other forms of renewable have unknown runtimes and are therefore spread evenly across intervals; and that there is a 150 day notice period for new profiles.  Market Participants debated whether the 150 day notice period would apply, and whether the ERCOT might waive the notice period; that the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) should give consideration to working with the affected Entities to develop a wind profile; and whether the Load reduction methodology for non-photovoltaic Distributed Generation is in conflict with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.213, Metering for Distributed Renewable Generation. 
Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff offered administrative revisions; Market Participants clarified that item (a) of Section 11.4.4.3 was being struck.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment, and one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism

Mr. Greer stated that he authored PRR791 to correct for the Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) issues being experienced at the time; that it is understood that PRR791 will not be implemented as the zonal market is drawing to a close; and that he will withdraw the revision request somewhat under protest, opining that the market has been lax in addressing scarcity pricing.  Mr. B. Jones added that the withdrawal would be considered at the June 3, 2010 TAC meeting.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee Report *

NOGRR032, Use of Consistent Rating Terminology 

NOGRR033, Alignment with NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements

Mr. Houston moved to approve NOGRR032 and NOGRR033 as recommended by ROS in the respective 4/12/10 ROS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Wagner asked ERCOT to comment on the reliability need for the Yellowjacket to Fort Mason pre-Contingency Action Plan (PCAP).  Mr. Cochran commented that the particular PCAP posting did not have as much information as other postings.  Mr. B. Jones asked ERCOT to provide comment at the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting.  Dan Jones noted that discussion was still being given to whether ERCOT should consider both reliability and market issues.  

WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Jennifer Bevill reviewed recent WMS activities.
Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) Annual Report

Paul Wattles presented the EILS Annual Report to TAC for program year 2009.  Mr. Wattles provided a procurement summary; suspensions due to availability factors below 95 percent; a Settlement summary; and results by contract period.  
Mr. Greer noted that the average price paid for EILS is more than the cost of Responsive Reserves; asked how many times NSRS was struck; and expressed concern that EILS lacks a real market, as ERCOT is selecting the prices, and that there might be some tacit collusion in generating EILS bids.  Mr. Wattles noted that ERCOT management publishes selection criteria that is considered, and added that ERCOT is also conscious of the value the PUCT set on EILS.  Some Market Participants echoed Mr. Greer’s concerns and requested that TAC leadership convey the concerns to the ERCOT Board.
Regarding suspension, Mr. Wattles noted that after a gap in Protocol language was closed, suspensions have been issued in every contract period since 2009; that ERCOT has 10 days to evaluate meter data, which comes in 35 days after the close of a contract period; and that some Entities that fail the previous contract period are already committed in the current contract period, and so must be suspended at the end of the current contract period.  Mr. Wattles added that there is not a Protocol mechanism for the permanent suspension of an Entity.

Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that inadequate importance is being attached to EILS participant availability and performance, and that little is done to address repeat offenses in a premium product that is a last resort for ERCOT Operators.  Mr. R. Jones added that the proposed NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW, would have further impact to EILS, as the program is only initiated in declared Energy Emergency Alerts (EEAs).
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report (see Key Documents)

Quarterly Report to the PUCT
Market Participants discussed that the report incorrectly lists STEC as an appellant to the Commission’s original order in Project No. 35665, Commission Staff’s Petition for Selection of Entities Responsible for Transmission Improvements Necessary to Deliver Renewable Energy from Competitive Renewable Energy Zones; that additional review might be given to how the numbers for solar generation are derived, and that all numbers in the report should be reviewed; and that it should be clarified that the January 28, 2010 wind event was not a “declared” emergency event.
Mr. Bruce noted that there is no resolution to the subsynchronous resonance issue and therefore is not included in the quarterly report, though study results are expected in the current quarter and the issue is being tracked in the Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP).  Mr. Greer added that the issue will dramatically increase the cost of the CREZ build-out.
Ms. Brandt moved to approve the TRIP Quarterly Update for the Three Month Period Ending March 31, 2010 as revised by TAC, and recommend that the solar energy numbers be reevaluated before the May 18, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
TRIP
Mr. Bruce noted that Market Participants will be providing comment to the draft TRIP in the coming month, and that a fairly complete draft would likely be provided to TAC in the mid-summer.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. B. Jones noted that the COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and that there were no COPS voting items for TAC consideration.

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

Mr. B. Jones noted that the RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and that there were no RMS voting items for TAC consideration.
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

No report was provided and there was no discussion.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the TAC meeting at 3:45 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/05/20100506-TAC" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/05/20100506-TAC� 
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