DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, November 4, 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
	

	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
	

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	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
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Wood, Henry
	STEC
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Chris Brewster to Phillip Boyd

· Mark Bruce to Brian Gedrich
· Kevin Gresham to Mark Bruce

· William Lewis to Read Comstock

· William Lewis to Steve Madden

· Steve Madden to Read Comstock

· Adrian Pieniazek to Cesar Seymour

· Cesar Seymour to Adrian Pieniazek

· Henry Wood to John Sims

· Mark Zimmerman to Bill Smith

Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Bojorquez, Bill
	Hunt Transmission
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra Energy
	

	Glaser, Tompall
	LCRA
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Energy Mkts. Cons.
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Roach, Temujin
	PUCT
	

	Rowley, Chris
	TXU Energy
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Trayers, Barry
	Citigroup Energy
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wright, Christine
	PUCT
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	DiPastena, Philip
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Maggio, David
	
	Via Teleconference

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	
	

	Surendran, Resmi
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	


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. 
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 the disposition of revision requests and other items considered at the October 19, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes
October 7, 2010

Chris Brewster moved to approve the September 7, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)
Don Blackburn reviewed recent NATF activities and decisions.  Market Participants inquired as to the availability of an Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP)-fed screen for interested Market Participants; how Market Participant performance of ramp rate requirements will be monitored.  Market Participants also discussed timelines to appeal a decision of NATF.  
Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Kenneth Ragsdale provided the ERCOT Nodal program update.  Market Participants discussed the 24-Hour Load Frequency Control (LFC) Test of October 27-28, 2010; implications of the on-test status; critical defects to be resolved by Nodal Go-Live; and the use of ICCP versus web services to receive Locational Marginal Price (LMP) data. 
Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) 
Resmi Surendran reviewed revisions to the ERCOT Business Practice for setting the Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in SCED, and noted that Market Participants were heavily involved in setting the value.  Clayton Greer noted that the $3000 price is not the implied value of lost Load, but is an offer cap put on generation to perhaps attempt to mitigate perceived market power; that there is not a mechanism for Load to offer in at a value of lost Load price; that studies from a decade ago put the value of lost Load at approximately $6000; and that Ancillary Service is being provided for energy when no energy exists, so there is no substitution or cooptimization.  Dan Jones noted that the $3000 offer cap is not to mitigate market power, but that consideration was given to what is required in an energy only market to provide incentives for resource adequacy; and that in instances of power balance, cooptimization would place a demand curve on the price of operating reserves.  Mr. Greer countered that a scarcity price is being set for what some would consider a reliability resource.  

Mr. Brewster moved to approve the ERCOT Business Practice for setting the Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in SCED as endorsed by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion. 
Kenan Ögelman pointed out that there are instances in which the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) can clear higher than in Real-Time; Ms. Surendran clarified that the values are set high so as not to violate constraints in the DAM, as they would be violated in Real-Time, and that efforts have been made to remove constraints that cannot be resolved.  Mr. Ögelman noted that ERCOT models to a much more granular level than other markets; Mr. Greer added that the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and ERCOT Board should understand in advance that prices of individual nodes can go higher than the offer cap.
John Dumas noted that ERCOT is open to incorporating Shadow Price Caps in the DAM at lower levels after there has been time to collect data; that the market trials have been conducted at the current settings; and that ERCOT is hesitant to make alterations right before the soft launch of the Nodal Market, as there would be no time for rigorous testing.  Mr. Dumas reiterated that much effort has been expended to not constrain around a Load where there is not a generation solution.  

Asked to opine on the motion, Independent Market Monitor Staff noted that the value of lost Load varies by every customer, and that some Loads have lower value than even the offer cap; and that in consideration of Quick Start units, using nominal amounts of regulation is not a significant reliability event.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Other Binding Documents – Include Revision Process
· Telemetry Standards
· Nodal Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment Procedures

Kristi Hobbs reminded participants of language introduced into the Nodal Protocols as a result of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents, whereby Other Binding Documents that did have a documented change control process prior to 12/1/10 would be required to utilize a process similar to that of Nodal Protocols to be revised.  Ms. Hobbs reviewed the ERCOT revisions to the documents to include a change control process within the Other Binding Documents, noting that the revisions were not substantive in nature.  
Henry Wood moved to approve the Telemetry Standards and Nodal Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment Procedures as modified by ERCOT comments.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Prioritization Process Overview

Troy Anderson reviewed the Nodal stabilization and prioritization timeline, noting that defect releases might be made every other month, rather than monthly.  Mr. Greer recommended that ERCOT prepare for Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) consideration a draft list of defects that should be addressed in each release, noting that Market Participants will add and prioritize NPRRs.  Howard Daniels suggested adding to the list the date an issue was identified.  
PRS Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration and noted the withdrawal of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 834, ERCOT Load Forecast Accuracy, and PRR843, Add Regional Planning Section to Protocols, as both items had advanced as NPRRs.  
NPRR265, MIS Secure Area Posting of Resource Category – As-Built Clarification

NPRR266, Installed Capacity of Unregistered Distributed Generation (DG)

NPRR267, Allow ERCOT to Manage Operations Model Pseudo Devices

NPRR268, Posting Requirements of Verifiable Costs Documents

NPRR270, Defining the Variable Used in the Wind Generation Formula

NPRR271, Synchronization to PRR850, Weather Responsiveness Determination for Interval Data Recorders

NPRR276, MIS Posting Requirement for the Network Operations Model Load Schedule

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR265, NPRR266, NPRR267, NPRR268, NPRR270, NPRR271, and NPRR276 as recommended by PRS in the respective 10/21/10 PRS Reports.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR256, Synchronize Nodal Protocols with PRR787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards (formerly “Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards”)

Ms. Hobbs reviewed the 11/1/10 ERCOT comments regarding the removal of duplicative language.

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR256 as amended by the 11/1/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by TAC; and to recommend a priority of Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR257, Synchronization with Nodal Operating Guide Section 9, Monitoring Programs

Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT filed two sets of comments to NPRR257.  
Richard Ross moved to recommend approval of NPRR257 as amended by the 11/3/10 ERCOT comments and to recommend a priority of High/Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR269, Synchronization of PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement

Mr. Gresham noted that when PRR830 was before the ERCOT Board, TAC and its subcommittees were directed to address the Wind-powered Generation Units (WGRs) definition issue raised by the Wind Coalition, and that the definition has yet to be addressed.  

Mark Bruce requested that ERCOT provide information as to how it will treat this synchronizing NPRR which would be black line language in the Nodal Protocols, which Mr. Bruce characterized as language that has been stayed by the PUCT on appeal of PRR830.  Mr. Bruce asked if it is ERCOT’s interpretation that the stay issued by the PUCT while the settlement discussions are on-going applies to the Nodal Protocols as well as to the Zonal Protocols.   
ERCOT indicated that the order implementing the stay by the Commission regarding the appeal of PRR830 is relative to the interpretation issue of whether the 0.95 is a triangle or a rectangle, and would apply to the Nodal Protocols as it does to the Zonal Protocols.

Liz Jones recommended that Transmission/Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) be replaced with Transmission Service Provider (TSP) to avoid the potential for confusion, as there are distributed interconnections.  

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR269 as amended by the 11/1/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR277, Removal of NPRR119 Language for LDL Calculation

Mr. Dumas noted that NPRR277 was initially proposed in response to an issue seen in an LFC test wherein a Market Participant inadvertently and significantly derated its generation on all units, leading SCED to move the generation to match its limits in a step change and ramp all other units to cover the loss, but as the units had not actually changed, the result was a frequency issue.  Mr. Dumas explained that the 11/3/10 ERCOT comments proposed ramping down at the unit ramp rate so as to not have a sudden step change, and also proposed additional language changes to modify the SCED calculation to ensure that ramp capability is not entirely consumed by Regulation Service and is available from each Resource to SCED to economically resolve constraints. 

It was noted that the 11/2/10, NATF endorsed ERCOT comments to be considered by TAC with the initial value of Resource Energy Deployment Performance (REGP) no less than 0.75.    There was also discussion regarding the need for calculations to be automated in the future and noted that ERCOT would sponsor an NPRR to revise the Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) calculation for ramp rate sharing.

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR277 as amended by the 11/3/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR272, Definition and Participation of Quick Start Generation Resources

ERCOT Staff reviewed the 11/2/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR272.

Danny Bivens moved to recommend approval of NPRR272 as amended by the 11/2/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR278, Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) Modifications to Correct Self-Provision Settlement Equations, to Accommodate Advanced Metering Infrastructure, and other Clarifications

Mr. Wood moved to recommend approval of NPRR278 as recommended by PRS in the 10/21/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment.

NPRR281, Replace 7-Day Forecast Requirement for QSEs Representing WGRs

ERCOT Staff discussed the 11/3/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR281.  Market Participants requested that ERCOT provide guidance as to the value Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) should enter into the Current Operating Plan (COP) absent a long-term wind forecast.  ERCOT Staff stated that although wind profiles are provided on the Operations and Planning Information website, it is not intended for use in developing a 7-day wind forecast and recommended that available tools be used to prepare a best estimate to enter into the COP.

Mr. Wood moved to table consideration of NPRR281 until after the lunch recess.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Participants reviewed revised language.  
Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of NPRR281 as recommended by PRS in the 10/21/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR285, Generation Resource Base Point Deviation Charge Corrections

Mr. B. Jones expressed reluctance to take up consideration of NPRR285 at the time, as no members of the wind community were present.  
Mr. Houston moved to table NPRR285 until after consideration of NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Wood moved to recommend approval of NPRR285 as amended by the 10/28/10 STEC comments and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  Bill Smith opined that the exemption creates a potential for gaming and should be temporary, and that a permanent solution is needed.  Mr. B. Jones requested that ERCOT consider the issue.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR286, DAM Credit – Non-Business Day Processing

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR286 as recommended by PRS in the 10/21/10 PRS Report.  Hugh Lenox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

NPRR288, Selection of CRR Load Distribution Factors for Use in CRR Monthly and Annual Auctions

Mr. Seymour moved to recommend approval of NPRR288 as recommended by PRS in the 10/21/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR258, Synchronization with PRR824 and PRR833 and Additional Clarifications

Mr. Gresham requested that consideration of NPRR258 be tabled until after the lunch recess in order to allow more time for discussion with ERCOT Staff regarding the 10/27/10 ERCOT comments.  

Mr. Gresham moved to table consideration of NPRR258 until after the lunch recess.  Mr. Emery seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Gresham reviewed proposed language revisions.  Mr. Dumas explained that when the language was passed in the Zonal Market, it was the intent that if wind turbines could not respond with governor-like response, that there be a mechanism to require over-frequency relays that would trip turbines off in a manner of five percent droop.  Mr. Dumas noted that attestations are being worked through, and depending on the outcome of the reviews, ERCOT may require relays.  Mr. Dumas clarified that ERCOT’s concern is for a rapid change in frequency, rather than a sudden change in frequency, such as a loss of Load.  
Brian Gedrich moved to recommend approval of NPRR258 as amended by the 10/27/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by TAC, and to recommend a priority of High/Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Appeal of PRS Rejection of NRR275, Clarify QSE’s Ability to Make Changes to Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility In Real Time 
Mr. Dumas expressed concern that NPRR275 requires further discussion and requested that the item be remanded to a subcommittee for further evaluation.  

Mr. Ögelman moved to remand NPRR275 to PRS.  Mr. Smith seconded them motion.  Market Participants discussed whether to remand the item to PRS or to NATF.  Mr. Ögelman amended the motion, moving to remand NPRR275 to NATF.  Mr. Smith seconded the amended motion.  Mr. Dumas expressed concern that without the proposed revisions, late shifts of Ancillary Service responsibility among Resources could pose burdens to ERCOT Operators to recognize that Ancillary Service has been shifted and cannot be dispatched, and that the frequency of the issue will not be known until Nodal Go-Live.  Mr. B. Jones requested that PRS consider NPRR275 and return the item to the December 6, 2010 TAC meeting.
Mr. Ögelman amended the motion, moving  to remand NPRR275 to PRS and requesting that NATF also consider NPRR275 and provide input to PRS.  Mr. Smith seconded the amended motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)
NPRR209
Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of NPRR209 as amended by the 11/4/10 Luminant Energy comments and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the PUCT had not made a final ruling on Project No. 38470, Confidentiality of Electric Generation Information in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Region, but that the amended language of NPRR209 accurately characterizes the PUCT discussion.  Mr. Pieniazek recognized NPRR209’s co-author Randy Jones.  The motion carried unanimously. 
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report
Debbie McKeever reviewed recent COPS activities and highlighted Nodal readiness efforts.
Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 041, Distributed Generation (DG) to Sync with NPRR208 Language Effective on Nodal Go-Live
Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of LPGRR041 as recommended by COPS in the 10/12/10 COPS Report.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 022, Updating Section 10, Extracts and Reports 
Mr. Pieniazek moved to approve COPMGRR022 as recommended by COPS in the 10/12/10 COPS Report.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ken Donohoo reported that ROS did not meet in October 2010, but instead considered items via e-mail, and presented items for TAC consideration.  Mr. Donohoo also reviewed the process for building planning cases from operations data, and requested Market Participant input at the November 11, 2010 ROS meeting, opining that planners and operators will have to make changes to accommodate each other.  Mr. Houston noted that not all stakeholders agreed that the Network Model Management System (NMMS) planning approach should be used; that some stakeholders still feel there are significant risks to the market; that planning will not be going live on December 1, 2010, but that planning cannot be done until issues are resolved; and that workarounds cannot be used long-term.  
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 048, Synchronization with OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements – Urgent  

Mr. Donohoo noted that the Operations Working Group (OWG) and ERCOT filed comments since the ROS e-mail vote on NOGRR048.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT suggests administrative revisions, and that the 10/25/10 OWG comments provide revisions to conform to Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements.
Mr. Houston moved to approve NOGRR048 as amended by the 10/25/10 OWG comments as revised by TAC.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revised State Estimator Standards
Mr. Seymour moved to approve revised State Estimator standards as recommended by ROS.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

WMS Report
Barbara Clemenhagen presented highlights of the October 20, 2010 WMS meeting.
Revised DAM Collateral Parameters Process – Point to Point and Real-Time Day Ahead Obligations & “e3” and “u” Factor Flexibility
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of the DAM Collateral Parameters Process as revised by WMS.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report
Kyle Patrick reviewed highlights of the October 13, 2010 RMS meeting.
TAC Committee Structure Review 
Mr. B. Jones noted that TAC decisions from the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting had been incorporated into the document; that some questions remain open for resolution at the day’s TAC meeting; and that the ERCOT Board had requested that TAC address the Credit Working Group (Credit WG)/Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) issue.

Allow Working Group Submission of Revision Request Comments
Mr. Greer opined that working groups should not be allowed to file comments under the name of the working group, as working groups lack voting structures; it was noted that earlier in the day, TAC accepted OWG comments in approving a NOGRR.  Market Participants discussed that working groups lack a record of decisions made; that working groups are obligated to bring forward both majority and minority positions on a topic; and whether subcommittees might endorse working group comments via e-mail.  

Mr. Ross observed that it is known that working groups lack voting structures, and that there is benefit in posting expert opinion as soon as it is available, for the sake of transparency, tracking and response comment; and that despite lacking a voting structure, working group comments and reports are regularly accepted at subcommittees.  Market Participants discussed the varied representation at working groups and taskforces; Ms. Hobbs suggested that attendees at a particular working group meeting might be listed for the record, and noted that should it be decided that working groups cannot submit comments, the entire Market Guide structure might need to be reconsidered, as all Market Guide revisions begin with a working group recommendation.
Mr. Greer expressed concern not with working groups providing comment to their parent subcommittee, but to other voting bodies; that one or two stakeholders might be able to submit comments in the name of a subcommittee.  Ms. L. Jones expressed concern that working groups and task forces are asked to do significant work, and then will be deprived of a way to communicate their efforts; and that when possible, it is beneficial to have working group comments go through a subcommittee, but when not possible, the work should not be ignored.  Mr. Ögelman suggested that the product of working groups be endorsed by the assigning subcommittee, and noted that individuals may file comments to any item.  
Mr. Greer moved to allow working groups the ability to formally submit revision requests or comments to revision requests following voted direction of the relevant subcommittee.  
Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  Mr. B. Jones requested that Mr. Greer draft and circulate for comment a brief description of the TAC process and product for the ERCOT Board’s use.  Market Participants further debated whether working groups should be required to bring comments through their parent subcommittee; Mr. Wood suggested that subcommittees be given the opportunity to review working group comments, but that process should not hamper comment.  Mr. Bruce opined that it is beneficial to restrict which parties may use the name of an ERCOT stakeholder group to file comments.  Market Participants noted that after a voting body votes on a working group’s comment, the comments are then of the subcommittee. 

Ms. Hobbs noted that when an item is filed, internal review processes are triggered, and offered that official filings are numbered and housed in one location, which improves transparency and tracking.

Mr. Greer and Mr. Ögelman accepted Mr. Bruce’s suggestion that task forces, as well as working groups, be allowed to formally submit revision requests and comments to revision requests.
Market Participants discussed that subcommittee chairs may give direction to task forces; whether the motion should be restricted to revision request processes, or should include items such as white papers; and whether each subcommittee should determine filing permission for its working groups and task forces, or if permission should be granted across all subcommittees by TAC.  Market Participants also discussed that multiple meetings are sometimes required to develop comments, and that an attendance record for each of the meetings would not be particularly relevant to the final language offered in comments.
Mr. Wood moved to call for the question.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

The motion to allow working groups and task forces the ability to formally submit revision requests or comments to revision requests following voted direction of the relevant subcommittee carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)

Credit WG/MCWG
Market Participants discussed that the function of MCWG is different from that of the Credit WG; that stakeholders lack the ability to refer items for Credit WG consideration and received timely feedback; and that there are many ERCOT-specific credit issues that do not require or warrant Market Participant involvement.  

Mr. Greer moved that TAC recommend that the MCWG be retained.  Mr. Lenox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revise the Subcommittee Meeting Calendar
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to approve the revised TAC Subcommittee meeting calendar.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Change the Voting Structure at WMS, ROS and RMS to Participatory Voting
Mr. Ögelman noted that several subcommittees considered the issue and chose stasis.

Mr. Ögelman moved to retain the current WMS, ROS and RMS voting structure.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  Mr. Comstock noted that asking standing members whether to grant participatory voting could be called into question; Mr. Patrick noted that RMS had the same concern and requested comment from non-seated Market Participants.  Mr. Greer acknowledged some Market Participants’ concerns for issue dilution due to expanded participation, but expressed concern that the current voting structure lends to claims of disenfranchisement.  Ms. Ashley added that a PRS-style voting structure is more fair and invites more ideas, and expressed concern that seated members may vote their company’s interest rather than the Market Segment’s interest.  The motion carried with two objections from the Independent Generator and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments, and two abstentions from the IPM and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segments. 
Allow ERCOT to File Administrative NPRRs
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to allow ERCOT to file administrative NPRRs.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer asked how it would be ensured that policy is not changed via an administrative NPRR.  Ms. Hobbs explained that ERCOT would file an administrative NPRR; that the item would go to PRS; that if no comments are filed in the predetermined timeframe, the item would be implemented in the next period; and that comments to administrative NPRRs would trigger the NPRR being considered at PRS via the normal revision process.  Ms. Hobbs added that all guides currently allow ERCOT to file administrative revisions.  The motion carried unanimously.
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report

LOLE/Reserve Margin Target Study
Dan Woodfin presented the 2010 ERCOT Target Reserve Margin Study.  
Mr. Greer moved to endorse the WMS motions regarding a recommended target reserve margin of 13.75 percent, and that ERCOT continue to use 8.7 percent reserves for wind for the December Capacity Demand Reserve Report and/or until more data and analysis can be conducted to support the Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) methodology for wind.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether ERCOT had committed to do further analysis; and that additional discussions might be taken up by the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF).  Mr. Brewster expressed concern that producers are being incentivized to provide more capacity than is needed on the highest demand day in the year; Ms. Ashley countered that due to more intermittent resources in ERCOT, a 15-16 percent margin would be preferable.  Ms. Ashley added that there are no repercussions to falling below the margin, and that at a minimum ERCOT should be required to notify the PUCT when the margin drops below a certain level, and that workshops could be held to consider policy changes.  Market Participants requested that the WMS motions be considered separately.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the WMS motions regarding a recommended target reserve margin of 13.75 percent.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Mr. Pieniazek reminded Market Participants that the GATF report was approved in April 2010 giving ERCOT guidelines as to how to run the studies, and that ERCOT has done the work precisely as directed.  It was noted that that GATF report did grant some leeway regarding wind; and that while a study informed the use of 12.5 percent, it was to some extent an administratively determined number.  Mr. Daniels expressed concern that to not include Direct Current (DC) Ties and Loads Acting As a Resource (LaaRs) is to understate available reserves.  
Market Participants discussed that the Independent Market Monitor had not taken issue with the science of the study; that the methodology was endorsed when the GATF report was endorsed; that it is within TAC’s purview to comment on the study result; and that in the past, a number has been chosen that did not comport with the study.  
Mr. Wood moved to call for the question.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

The motion to endorse target reserve margin of 13.75 percent failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Ms. Morris moved to retain a target reserve margin of 12.5 percent.  Mr. Brewster seconded them motion.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Wood moved to reconsider and endorse a target reserve margin of 13.75 percent.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Wood moved to apply an ELCC value of 8.7 percent in the CDR.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report
Q3-2010 Renewables Report
Mr. Bruce presented the Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) Quarterly Update for the period ending September 30, 2010.
Mr. Brewster moved to endorse the Q3-2010 TRIP Report as presented.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Emerging Technologies Integration Plan (ETIP)
Mr. Bruce presented the ETIP for TAC consideration, and highlighted recommendations in 4.2, ETIP Recommendations.  Market Participants congratulated Mr. Bruce and Mark Garrett for the breadth and depth of the ETIP and discussed that the ETIP is a living document and can be commended to the ERCOT Board’s reading, but that final endorsement of the document might not be possible, and that the ERCOT Staff should not be burdened with developing a process that is similar to the revision request process.
Mr. B. Jones opined that it is appropriate to ask the ERCOT Board for ERCOT Staff to continue the issue tracking process, as the work to this point has been voluntary, progress continues, and the ETIP will require maintenance.  Mr. Wood supported the creation of the Emerging Technologies Working Group (ETWG) under the WMS.  Mr. Daniels expressed surprise at the challenges faced by ERCOT Staff and Market Participants in gathering information from new technology vendors, and opined that ERCOT will have to play an aggressive role in gathering good information for the sake of integration; that the commitment of ERCOT resources will have to be driven by the ERCOT Board; and that without personnel to support the ETWG, achieving expected penetration of emerging technologies is unlikely.
Mr. Wood moved to advance the ETIP to the ERCOT Board and to request that the ERCOT Board consider recommendations in 4.2, ETIP Recommendations.  Ms. Brandt seconded the motion and suggested amending the motion to endorse the four recommendations in 4.2 without prejudice to the ETIP itself, noting that the document has technical support for the recommendations.  Mr. Wood accepted Ms. Brandt’s amendment to the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Other Business

Ms. Hobbs called attention to the 2011 TAC meeting schedule.  Brittney Albracht reminded Market Participants that the 2011 ERCOT Membership date-of-record is Friday, November 12, 2010 and that Market Segment elections would begin on Monday, November 15, 2010.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the November 4, 2010 TAC meeting at 4:40 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:
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