APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, July 1, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Barrow, Les
	CPS Energy
	Alt. Rep. for K. Ögelman

	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
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	NRG Texas
	Alt. Rep. for A. Pieniazek

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Service Corporation
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

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

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Steve Madden to Read Comstock
· John Sims to Hugh Lenox
· Henry Wood to Hugh Lenox
Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz 
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Priestly, Vanus
	Macquarie Energy LLC
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Starnes, Bill
	DME
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Taylor, Becky
	CNP
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Wilkins, Pat
	Tres Amigas
	

	Woelff, Eric
	FUN QSE
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bohart, Jim
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Culberson, JC
	
	

	Dreyer, Jerry
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McElfresh, Brandon
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Morgan, Richard
	
	

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	
	

	Rajagopal, Elango
	
	

	Rasberry, Justin
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Showalter, Dana
	
	

	Surendran, Resmi
	
	

	Tucker, Don
	
	


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. 
ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones reviewed the disposition of revision requests considered at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, and noted that TAC would proceed with consideration of the draft Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market, per the ERCOT Board’s request.  Regarding the ERCOT Board’s tabling of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 091, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing for a Total of 45 Days, pending action of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT), Chris Brewster noted that at the July 1, 2010 PUCT Open Meeting, consent was given for the adoption of Project No. 35392, Rulemaking to Address Initial Implementation of the Nodal Market. 
Approval of Draft June 3, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes
Brittney Albracht reviewed amendments to the draft June 3, 2010 TAC meeting minutes, as proposed by DeAnn Walker, and noted that the draft minutes were posted less than seven days.

Richard Ross moved to dispense with the posting requirement and to consider the draft June 3, 2010 TAC meeting minutes.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Ms. Walker moved to approve the June 3, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)
Don Blackburn presented highlights of the June 23, 2010 NATF meeting and noted that while NATF did not provide a recommendation regarding the Network Operations Model readiness criteria as it was consensus that better information would be available at the July 1, 2010 TAC meeting, that TAC would at least have the benefit of the NATF discussion.  Mr. B. Jones noted that a special TAC meeting might be scheduled before the ERCOT Board meets on July 20, 2010 for the express purpose of considering the latest-available information and making a recommendation. 
Regarding the 8-Hour Load Frequency Control (LFC) test, Mr. Blackburn noted that another 8-hour test is planned and that ERCOT Staff will review the test during their presentation.  Mike Cleary added that ERCOT Staff will recommend more and frequent LFC testing, and that Day Ahead Market (DAM) testing will continue, but with diminishing returns.
Mr. R. Jones opined that the LFC test was supposed to determine how well Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) controlled frequency, but that test results were poor, and that a successful LFC test would be characterized as meeting at least the majority of CPS1 scores that ERCOT has maintained in recent years.  Mr. R. Jones added that low scores will result in greater Ancillary Service requirements.  Mr. Blackburn offered that for ERCOT to have good scores, Entities must follow dispatch instructions; and that both ERCOT and Market Participants should work to improve collaboration,  including real-time transparency and feedback during testing, and active participation in market calls.

Mr. Blackburn also noted NATF discussion of how non-Market Participant organizations, such as universities and consultancies, might be provided access to data in the Market Information System (MIS) non-public area; that ERCOT might not want to take on the liability of issuing Digital Certificates; and that the item would likely not be addressed again until late September 2010, due to more pressing issues.  
Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update

Jason Iacobucci provided a brief Nodal program status update, noting that reports at future TAC meetings would largely be presented by SMEs, as the program is now into a full operational and business readiness mode, and noted that feedback would be taken from the July 28, 2010 Market Readiness Seminar #5, which is dedicated to cutover activities and the 168-Hour Test, and that testing and meeting schedules would be adjusted as necessary, within bounds of reason and resource constraints, to ensure that Market Participants and ERCOT are prepared for Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).
In response to Market Participant questions, Mr. Iacobucci noted that details regarding defect severity and resolution will be provided to the ERCOT Board, per direction received at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting; and that he could not say with certainty that no item on the list will require ERCOT to self-report as being in violation of a North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) requirement, as the analysis has not been completed, though there is nothing that currently indicates that ERCOT will be out of compliance with Nodal Protocols or NERC requirements.  Mr. Cleary added that it has not yet been determined, though it might be a decision for the PUCT, how to fund system enhancements or deferred defect remediation. 
LFC Overview

Kenneth Ragsdale provided an overview of the recent 8-Hour LFC Test.  In response to Market Participant questions, ERCOT Staff noted that the Competitive Constraints will likely be in place for the next test, but were not for this test, and that manual deployment of Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) was tested.  Bill Blevins explained the frequency drop experienced during the test, noting that a software patch will be needed to address a Balancing Authority Area Control Error (ACE) Limit (BAAL) parameter issue.
Mr. Ragsdale noted that some Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) were over-generating and not following Base Points during the test and discussed future testing strategies.  Mr. R. Jones suggested that Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs) be given to WGRs that are over-generating, so that other units may be tested and variables isolated.  Mr. Blevins noted that Base Point-following improvements were seen by the end of the test.  Mr. Cleary added that the test was not a market simulation and was a success in that ERCOT was able to run the systems for this length of time, and that issues were found; that test tuning would continue to look for other issues, and that issues will continue to be found after TNMID; and that learning, rather than perfect results, is the goal of testing. 
Seth Cochran asked what would be ERCOT’s new policy for future testing, once transition to Nodal is completed and OC1 is removed.  Mr. Ragsdale acknowledged that the testing white paper specifies the way ERCOT would conduct Operations and Settlement in these tests, and that it was assumed that OC1 would not be binding, which was not the case in the previous LFC test.  Mr. Blevins added that it is the intent to have OC1 in only in the transition hours, and to have a process for using it only as a backup for emergency conditions.  Mr. Ragsdale noted that resettling the test’s operating day in Zonal, with different prices during the LFC test, is being considered.  Ms. Bauld added that a resettlement is not currently scheduled, but that the impacts of price separation are being analyzed for any potential Protocol violation.

Mr. Emery asked to what extent the constraints used reflect what will be seen in December 2010.  Mr. Ragsdale noted that the same process that will be used in December 2010 was used during testing; that the Real-Time contingency analysis was run and constraints were passed over to SCED by the operator for consideration by the engine.  Mr. B. Jones opined that additional tests will be helpful, and that discovering issues is the sign of a good test.
Market Cut-Over

Jerry Dreyer provided a Network Model Management System (NMMS) update, noting that NMMS is the data base-of-record for the Nodal Market, and that ERCOT has been working with Siemens to resolve NMMS instability since the third week of May 2010.  Ms. Walker noted that Market Participants were told that resolution would be reached in two weeks; Justin Rasberry clarified that ERCOT committed to returning with an update in two weeks, and that if a resolution date could not be determined, that a contingency plan would be rolled out.

Hugh Lenox noted that his organization is having tremendous issues with the portal, in that they can make initial data deliveries, but cannot reenter the portal to make updates; Mr. Dreyer requested that Mr. Lenox provide additional information, and offered to look into the item.  Mr. Dreyer noted that the NMMS outages are not the result of an issue with the Network Operations Model, but are instead rooted in a defect in the data submission software.
Network Operations Model Go-Live Decision

Mr. Ragsdale reviewed Network Operations Model go-live readiness categories and noted that ERCOT is seeking certification of the readiness criteria so that a thirty day notice may be sent to Market Participants giving the effective date for Nodal Protocol provisions and the retirement of Zonal Protocols provisions; and that certification does not indicate that all systems are perfect, but are sufficient to proceed with the timeline.
Market Participants discussed that it would be helpful to have insight into the ERCOT Management approval process and how it is reconciled that though the NMMS system is not stable, it has a status of “green”; and that if it would not jeopardize the December 1, 2010 TNMID, it would make sense to wait to grant certification until additional information is available.  Regarding ERCOT’s approval process, Mr. Iacobucci noted that ERCOT believes that it can function in the Nodal Market and meet submission timelines per the Protocols, even with the current issues.  Mr. Cleary noted that the best information will not be available until December 1, 2010; that Market Participants will have a number of opportunities to halt the Nodal Market implementation; and that ERCOT is looking for certification that Market Participants are comfortable advancing along the timeline to September 1, 2010.
Mr. Ross expressed concern for Entities that are not able to enter Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) due to system instability, and as a result might not be able to meet Protocol requirements.  Mr. Cleary also noted that no Market Participant will be held responsible for the system not working as designed, and that the Nodal Market will not go live if it is not ready.  Market Participants expressed concern for interim updates, and that Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) are concerned that they will be reported for non-compliance; and that there must be some recognition by ERCOT, Market Participants, and the PUCT as to where the issue lies.  Mr. Iacobucci offered that the Nodal team is working on the issue; that a moratorium on reporting might be considered; and that a contingency plan update would be provided at the July 8, 2010 NATF meeting.  Woody Rickerson clarified that, while he does not minimize the stability issues, an interim update will not have an effect on the market and does not cause a model load delay or production data to be different, unless the delay exceeds 45 days. 
Ms. Walker stated that impacts of data entry delays extend beyond TSPs to Generators and to Loads.  Market Participants discussed that they would not be comfortable granting conditional certification; that the certification motion proposed in the presentation is not what the Protocols allow; that ERCOT is pressured along schedule issues, while Market Participants have quality pressures; and gave further discussion to interim update processes.  
Market Participants discussed possible meeting dates and times for a Special TAC meeting to consider the Network Operations Model Go-Live Readiness Criteria.
Clayton Greer moved that a Special TAC meeting be scheduled for 7:00 a.m. on Tuesday, July 20, 2010 for consideration of the Network Operations Model Go-Live Market Readiness Criteria.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Ragsdale requested that Market Participants e-mail him their concerns regarding the model before the NATF meeting scheduled for July 8, 2010.
Market Readiness

Brandon McElfresh reviewed scheduled meetings, trainings, outreach efforts and mark trial dates, as well as active Nodal metrics.  Mr. McElfresh noted that there is not currently a cut-off point for getting new Resources into the system, but that such a date will likely be needed and might be addressed at the July 8, 2010 NATF meeting.

Discussion of Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market (see Key Documents)
Ms. Walker noted her impression that ERCOT Board members might use the guiding principles as a filter for considering NPRRs.   Ms. Walker noted that some NPRRs might be construed as adding functionality, rather than correcting issues, and noted that grey-boxing is being employed to return capabilities to the ERCOT systems that were originally in the Nodal Protocols but mistakenly left out of systems; and expressed concern that such items might be deemed as not meeting the guiding principles. 
Mr. B. Jones asserted that the principles would not be used in a legalistic way, but will be used to evaluate revision requests.  Mr. B. Jones added that some ERCOT Board members felt it necessary to have an overarching guide to direct future iterations of the Nodal Market and posited that the guiding principles are innocuous and speak more to how issues are represented outside of TAC.  

Market Participants expressed concern for specific elements of the draft principles and offered revisions.  Market Participants discussed the implications of various bullet points.  Kevin Gresham opined that language regarding the assignment of proper responsibility and authority is vague.  Mr. Brewster asserted that “Directly Assign Local Congestion” is factually wrong and noted that his organization’s Load consents to pays a price that, strictly speaking, is not directly assigned.  Mr. Brewster expressed concern that Load Zone pricing for Load might be deemed inappropriate and suggested that the particular bullet is subsumed by the other bullets. 

Mr. Ross moved to approve the Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market.  Mr. Brewster offered a second upon the condition that the bullet “Directly Assigned Local Congestion” be removed.  Mr. Ross agreed and amended his motion to approve the Guiding Principles of the Nodal market as modified by TAC.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion. 

Market Participants further debated the necessity, import, and order of various elements of the draft.  Ms. Brandt suggested that it could be inferred from the rules that directed the development of the Nodal Market that the entire exercise is unnecessary, and expressed concern that the ability for stakeholders to alter their own governance process might be jeopardized. Mr. Greer stated that he would object to the motion, as he believed the document would be used inappropriately, resulting in the rejection of good revisions that do not fit the list, or that stakeholders would be modifying the list indefinitely.
Mr. Reid opined that the document solves a problem that does not exist, as all previously approved NPRRs were rightly approved and were not too numerous; Mr. B. Jones countered that all the approved NPRRs would have met the draft criteria, and so demonstrates that the document would not have been a threat to their success.  Mr. Gresham questioned whether the document would conflict with Nodal Protocol Section 21, Process for Nodal Protocol Revision, and suggested that “but not limited to” language might deflect the jeopardy posed to a revision that might be deemed to not fit the language of the principles.  Market Participants discussed that a generalized list might be of greater service than a highly refined list, and offered further revisions to the document.
The motion carried with eight abstentions from the Consumer, Cooperative (3), Independent Generator, and Independent Power Marketer (3) Market Segments.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)
Debbie McKeever reviewed highlights of the June 8, 2010 COPS meeting and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
NPRR208, Registration and Settlement of Distributed Generation (DG) Less Than One MW
Ms. Hobbs noted that should TAC approve NPRR208 as amended by the 6/11/10 COPS comments to use a two-tiered allocation of wind outflows would result in a CEO determination for NPRR208 of “not needed for go live”, as the complex changes would create a system impact.  Ms. Hobbs added that the 6/24/10 ERCOT comments recommend grey-boxing the proposed language which would result in system impacts.

Katie Coleman thanked the Profile Working Group (PWG) for the proposed allocation and characterized ERCOT’s proposal as leaving the ERCOT Protocols in violation of P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.213, Metering for Distributed Renewable Generation.  Ms. Coleman noted her preference that the COPS-proposed language be implemented immediately, but acknowledged resource constraints and system impacts, and requested that the language be implemented as soon as possible after TNMID. 
Mr. B. Jones stated that the Nodal Market cannot be started if there is a known rule violation in the Nodal Protocols, despite system impacts posed by a resolution; Ms. Coleman stated that TIEC is supportive of a path forward.  ERCOT Staff noted that the Final Order adopting Subst. R. 25.213 indicated that the language in the rule allows ERCOT the flexibility to employ profiling as a process in place for Settlement.
Mr. B. Jones offered that, given that ERCOT does not agree that there is a rule violation, the language might be grey-boxed and the item be advanced.  Ms. Coleman countered that TIEC disagrees with ERCOT’s assessment, but that it seems nothing can be done at this time.  ERCOT Staff added that grey-boxed language may be prioritized.
Ms. Brandt moved to recommend approval of NPRR208 as amended by the 6/24/10 ERCOT comments and to assign a priority of High/Medium to the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment.

Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 017, Creating Subsection 8.2, Settlement Statements and Invoices
COPMGRR019, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation and Synchronization with PRR821, Update of Section21, Process for Protocol Revision  

Ms. Hobbs noted that the 6/24/10 ERCOT comments to COPMGRR017 update the timeline diagrams for the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Real-Time Market (RTM) and DAM statements and Invoices.

Ms. Walker moved to approve COPMGRR017 as amended by the 6/24/10 ERCOT comments as revised by TAC, and to approve COPMGRR019 as recommended by COPS in the 6/8/10 COPS Recommendation Report.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 847, Additional Exemptions for Uninstructed Resource Charge

Ms. Hobbs noted that PRR847 is eligible for consideration at the July 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR847 as recommended by PRS in the 6/17/10 PRS Report with a proposed effective date of August 1, 2010.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR227, Termination of Access Privileges to Restricted Computer Systems and Control Systems 
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR227 as recommended by PRS in the 6/17/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR229, Additions to Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms

It was noted that the acronym High Winter Ratio (HWR) should be added to Section 2.2, Acronyms and Abbreviations.
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR229 as recommended by PRS in the 6/17/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR224, Remove Dynamic Rating Requirements for Annual Planning Models

NPRR226, Procedure for Setting DAM Auction Credit Requirement Parameters

NPRR230, Resolution of Alignment Items A40, A108, A127 and A138 and Clarification/Updates to Load and Demand Forecast, Statement of Opportunities, and Long Term Wind Power Forecast

NPRR235, Resolution of Alignment Items A36 and A131 and Clarification of Miscellaneous Requirements 

NPRR239, Ramp Rate Limitation of 10% per minute of On-Line Installed Capability for Wind-powered Generation Resources 
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR224 as recommended by PRS in the 6/17/10 PRS Report as revised by TAC; and to recommend approval of NPRR226, NPRR230, NPRR235, and NPRR239 as recommended by PRS in the respective 6/17/10 PRS Reports.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  Mr. Gresham acknowledged current resource and system constraints, and requested that a 20 percent ramp rate limit be considered post-TNMID, once Nodal Market operational experience has been gained.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.

Notice of Rejection of SCR741, Multi-Day Scheduling Capability

Ms. Morris notified TAC of the rejection of SCR741.
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)
NPRR207, Unit Deselection (formerly “Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback”) 

Mr. B. Jones noted that a RUC deck procedure for NPRR207 had been reviewed by stakeholders.  
Kristy Ashley moved to recommend approval of NPRR207 as amended by the 5/26/10 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments as revised by TAC; to assign a priority of High for the grey-boxed language; and to recommend that ERCOT incorporate revisions to the ERCOT RUC desk procedure relating to NPRR207 as proposed in the 6/24/10 NATF comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Anderson reviewed priority definitions.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505
Mr. R. Jones characterized NPRR209 as having languished at TAC; noted lengthy discussion of the item at previous TAC and subcommittee meetings; and opined that NPRR209 should be acted upon so that the Nodal Protocols would not be in violation of PUCT rules at TNMID.
Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of NPRR209 as amended by the 5/14/10 NRG Texas and Calpine comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. R. Jones requested that the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) be directed to “scrub” the model so that information may be published without damaging Market Participants, and offered to participate in the effort.  Mr. B. Jones opined that the item need not be acted upon immediately; that ERCOT Staff has stated that the publish functionality can easily turned off, should NPRR209 language eventually be approved; and that absent TAC action, ERCOT will file a good cause exception and will not be in violation of PUCT rules.
Mr. Ögelman stated that while he shares some of Calpine’s concerns, he could not vote for the motion due to the language’s redaction of voltage information.  Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT Staff, the IMM, and PUCT Staff are developing joint comments that will be available for consideration at the August 5, 2010 TAC meeting, should NPRR209 remain on the table.  Mr. Siddiqi expressed concern that the NPRR209 language, as revised, might result in all the information being classified as protected.  Mr. B. Jones requested a roll call vote.  The motion failed via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Ögelman moved to table NPRR209 for one month.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion.  Mr. R. Jones stated that he would accept that the motion was made in good faith.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution
Mr. Gresham moved to recommend approval of NPR213 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Greer reviewed highlights of the June 10 and June 23, 2010 ROS meetings, noting presentations at the June 23, 2010 ROS meeting regarding various Entities’ forecast methodologies, and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR)001, Planning Guide – Section 2, Process for Planning Guide Revision – Urgent
Mr. Greer reviewed comments to PGRR001.  Marguerite Wagner asserted that all planning activities eventually affect pricing and opined that WMS should be part of the review process, if not necessarily part of the approval process, for all items that have commercial impacts.  Ms. Wagner added that the PLWG and WMS chairs supported her assertion.  Mr. Greer noted that the proposed approval language for PGRRs emulates the Operating Guide approval flows from working groups, to ROS, and then to TAC.  
Danny Bivens moved to recommend approval of PGRR001 as amended by the 6/28/10 ERCOT and 6/30/10 PSEG TX comments and as revised by TAC.  Ms. Ashley seconded the motion.  Some Market Participants expressed concern that WMS review of all PGRR items might impede the process; that as much as three-quarters of PGRRs will not have any commercial impact whatsoever; and that WMS or any stakeholder group or individual may comment on any revision request and that WMS need not be mentioned specifically.  Market Participants changed “shall” to “may” in paragraph (5) of Section 2.4.7, Reliability and Operations Subcommittee Vote and Wholesale Market Subcommittee Review.
Ms. Walker suggested that WMS review of Planning Guide revisions should be addressed in the WMS Procedures, rather than in revision language.  Ms. Wagner expressed concern that policy issues might only be vetted at ROS, since PRS is not part of the approval flow.  Mr. Ross expressed confidence that ROS and WMS would continue to work together as appropriate.  The motion carried unanimously.
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 028, Synchronization - Backup Control Plan Submission Process
NOGRR036, Synchronization with PRR821 and PRR804
NOGRR037, Synchronization with OGRR217, Relay Misoperation Report Format Change 

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 241, Special Protection System Monitoring Requirements 
OGRR244, Synchronization with PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision
Mr. Seymour moved to approve NOGRR028, NOGRR036, NOGRR037, OGRR241, and OGRR244 as recommended by ROS in the respective 6/10/10 ROS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NOGRR035, Synchronization – Special Protection System Monitoring Requirements
Ms. Hobbs noted that the market would be notified of Special Protection Scheme (SPS) unavailability via the MIS Public Area.

Mr. Seymour moved to approve NOGRR035 as recommended by ROS in the 6/10/10 ROS Recommendation Report as revised by TAC.  Phillip Boyd seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR243, Disturbance Monitoring Requirements Clarification
JC Culberson reviewed the 6/24/10 ERCOT comments to OGRR243, noting that a retention requirement was changed to remove a potential conflict with NERC Reliability Standards.  Ms. Walker noted that Entities will comply with the NERC requirement of three years, rather than the ERCOT Protocol requirement of two years, without the revision; reiterated her concern that conflicts between NERC Reliability Standards and the ERCOT Protocols and Operating Guides are not being addressed in a holistic manner; and that ROS recently joined PRS in reinvigorating an effort to review the items for potential conflicts.  Mr. Culberson expressed support for such an effort.  

Mark Bruce noted that Ms. Walker had raised her concern on several occasions, but that timeline necessities had repeatedly been raised, and successfully employed, by ERCOT Staff alone.  Mr. Culberson reiterated support for a holistic approach to reviewing the NERC Reliability Standards and ERCOT Protocols and Operating Guides for potential conflicts, but added that OGRR243 is related to PRC18 and is extremely time sensitive.  Mr. Culberson expressed concern that Entities will comply with the ERCOT Protocols and as a result will be out of compliance with the NERC Reliability Standards.  Mr. Grubbs opined that the ERCOT Protocols and Operating Guides should largely be silent on the issues where the NERC Reliability Standards speak in such a manner that is sufficient for ERCOT purposes.

Mr. Greer moved to approve OGRR243 as amended by the 6/24/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
OGRR247, Process for Transition to Nodal Operating Guide Sections – Urgent 
Ms. Hobbs reviewed clarifying administrative revisions to the language.
Mr. R. Jones moved to approve OGRR247 as recommended by ROS in the 6/10/10 ROS Recommendation Report as revised by TAC.  Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of Rejection of OGRR233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process
Mr. Greer provided notice to TAC of ROS’ rejection of OGRR233, explaining that the applicable Zonal Market timeline had expired.
WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed highlights of the June 16, 2010 WMS meeting and presented a revision request for TAC consideration.
Settlement Metering Operating Guide Revision Request (SMOGRR) 008, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation and Synchronization with PRR821
Mr. Seymour moved to approve SMOGRR008 as recommended by WMS in the 6/16/10 WMS Recommendation Report.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Working Group Submission of Revision Request Comments
Ms. Clemenhagen requested TAC guidance as to how working groups and task forces submit comments to revision requests or other items, whether working groups and task forces should comment directly, or provide comment via their subcommittee.  Mr. B. Jones noted that most stakeholder groups do not have a voting structure, and even unanimously consented comments might not be representative.  

Ms. Hobbs noted that some subcommittees allow working groups and task forces to file comments directly to the Revision Request mailbox, and that ERCOT Staff is then able to catalogue and post the comments; that comments from working groups trigger an internal review process at some Entities; and that the subcommittee will subsequently review and might endorse the comments.  Ms. Hobbs offered that direct filing allows issues to enter the stakeholder review process as soon as possible and enhances transparency; and suggested that a sign-in sheet for the particular meeting could be attached to the filing as a way to address representation concerns. 

Mr. Greer stated his preference that working group comments be vetted and voted on at the subcommittee level, as subcommittees must meet quorum requirements, and are more representative of the market.  Ms. Clemenhagen clarified that it is not the intent that a subcommittee would not speak to comments filed by a working group, but that direct filing would speed the vetting process; would improve version tracking; and add transparency.  Mr. Reid expressed concern that comments filed by a working group might be misconstrued as authoritative, and agreed that a filed attendee list might mitigate the problem.

Mr. R. Jones opined that while it would be nice to have a rule requiring that all comments be voted on by a working group’s subcommittee, such a rule would not be practical.  Mr. R. Jones observed that Market Participants do much of the revision writing; that the work is spread among the working groups and task forces; and that every Market Participant has the obligation to understand the source of the comments. Mr. R. Jones concluded that it would be a disservice to discredit the work of willing stakeholders by not allowing working groups and task forces to file comments directly.  
Mr. Ögelman noted that that any individual may file comments, but that he would prefer that working group comments be considered by a voting body before going to PRS; Ms. Stephenson concurred and requested that stakeholder procedures clearly communicate what is decided regarding the filing of comments by working groups.  Ms. Hobbs noted that all Guide revision processes begin as a documented recommendation from working groups to the subcommittee, and that working groups are directed to bring non-consensus items to the subcommittee for resolution. 

Ms. Clemenhagen commented that it is not the intent for working groups to file comments directly to PRS, but that the question is one of process and how to get items into the vetting process efficiently and transparently, without requiring interested parties to track e-mails sent across listserves, and proposed that consideration be given to PRS not considering working group comments unless endorsed by a subcommittee.
Ms. Walker declined to support any suggestion that PRS have a process for not receiving comments, and cautioned that groups such as the Network Data Support Working Group and SSWG are addressing very important issues, and that to in any way impede receipt of those groups comments might jeopardize PRS receiving timely input.  Mr. Ögelman opined that in some instances the absence of a subcommittee vote might actually delay an item.  Mr. B. Jones requested that Ms. Hobbs consider how the process might be altered, noting that further consideration of the issue would be taken up at the August 5, 2010 TAC meeting.    

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)
There were no questions regarding the posted RMS report.
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report
Mr. Bruce noted that all comments to the draft TRIP report would be taken up at the RTWG meeting scheduled for July 26-27, 2010.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report

No ERCOT Operations, Planning, or IT reports were posted.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the July 1, 2010 TAC meeting at 3:16 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/07/20100701-TAC" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/07/20100701-TAC� 





APPROVED Minutes of the July 1, 2010 TAC Meeting /ERCOT Public
Page 1 of 12

