APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Wednesday, January 6, 2010

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.
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Oswalt, Vicki
	Residential Consumer
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Service Corporation
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	

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

	Wood, Henry
	South Texas Electric Coop.
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Clayton Greer to Seth Cochran (afternoon only)
· Henry Wood to Sandy Morris (afternoon only)

Guests:

	Bell, Wendell
	TPPA
	

	Burke, Tom
	Luminant
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant
	

	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra Energy
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lange, Cliff
	STEC
	Via Teleconference

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Quinn, Michael
	Oncor Electric Delivery
	

	Rafferty, Jamie
	Invenergy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Sempra Energy Solutions
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	


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

2009 TAC Chair Mark Bruce called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. and reviewed assigned proxies and Alternate Representatives.  Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants to identify themselves and the organization they represent when taking the floor.

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

ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Bruce noted that the December 15, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was abbreviated due to the ERCOT Annual meeting held earlier the same day, where ERCOT Members approved the 2010 ERCOT Board and voted to amend the ERCOT Bylaws.
Mr. Bruce reported that the ERCOT Board approved the 2010 TAC representatives, as well as Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 824, Primary Frequency Response from WGRs; PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS; PRR839, Revised Resource Category Generic Fuel Costs; PRR840, Update Trading Hub Conversion for 2010 Congestion Zones; and Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 196, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS.  Mr. Bruce added that the ERCOT Board approved PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision, as amended by the ERCOT Board.
Mr. Bruce also reported that the ERCOT Board received regular reports, and noted that Jim Brenton, Director of CIP Standards Development for ERCOT, had been elected to one of four seats on the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) executive committee.

Election of TAC Chair and Vice-Chair

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that the TAC Procedures were amended in 2009 to specify the method for electing TAC leadership.  Mr. Bruce announced that he would not seek re-election to TAC leadership, and yielded the floor to Kristi Hobbs to conduct the 2010 TAC elections.  Ms. Hobbs thanked Mr. Bruce for his service, reviewed the election process, and opened the floor for nominations for 2010 TAC Chair.

Adrianne Brandt nominated Brad Jones for 2010 TAC Chair; William Lewis offered a second.  Mr. Jones accepted the nomination.  No other nominations were offered.  Mr. B. Jones was named 2010 TAC Chair by acclamation.
Read Comstock thanked Mr. Bruce for his leadership and nominated Kenan Ögelman for 2010 TAC Vice Chair.  Mr. Ögelman accepted the nomination.  No other nominations were offered.  Mr. Ögelman was named 2010 TAC Vice Chair by acclamation.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
December 3, 2009
Market Participants recommended correction to a typographical error and the addition of Danny Bivens to the attendee list.

Adrian Pieniazek moved to approve the December 3, 2009 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.  

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci provided a Nodal program update, noting that readiness and testing will unite in the coming one to three months.  Reviewing the integrated Nodal timeline, Mr. Iacobucci stated that, based on testing activities, it is believed that ERCOT has sufficiently mitigated the two-week slip in schedule, but retains a “red” status for phase four.

Mr. Iacobucci reviewed high priority Nodal defect trends and items that must be corrected prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), and stated that ERCOT’s focus is on stability and ensuring that once a certain functionality is made available, that it is as stable as possible in order to instill market confidence, though loading and usage pattern issues continue to be encountered.  Mr. Iacobucci added that ERCOT continues to manage vendors and patches according to priorities.

John Houston asked Mr. Iacobucci to review any concerns ERCOT has regarding the Market Management System (MMS).  Mr. Iacobucci noted that concerns are not technical at this time, but center around certain business processes; and that ERCOT needs to reach a comfort level that sufficient analysis may be conducted in a timely manner to each change to the model to ensure that market solutions are not adversely affected.
Marguerite Wagner expressed concern with the frequency of data loading to the Network Model Management System (NMMS); and asserted that ERCOT’s characterization that other Independent System Operators (ISOs) only do quarterly updates is not a fair comparison.  Mike Cleary stated that ERCOT is not being arbitrary in its debates of data load frequency; and that the stakeholders will continue to be apprised as ERCOT identifies issues.  Mr. Houston expressed concern for far-reaching implications of a more contrived model; and for decisions made outside of a Market Participant forum.  Mr. Iacobucci reiterated that internal discussions continue; that no conclusions have yet to be reached; and that similar conversations are expected as application difficulties continue to come to light, citing credit management as an example.  
Market Trials Overview

Matt Mereness provided a detailed overview of market trial activities in 2010.
Market Participant Readiness

Mr. Mereness reviewed participant readiness training opportunities; completed outreach site visits; and engaged metrics.  Mr. Mereness noted that ERCOT will reach out to Entities and make all efforts at resolution before designating an Entity “red” for a metric, but that should Entities not respond to contact efforts, the ERCOT Board will be notified.  Market Participants discussed their support of the process and the need for all Market Participants to be ready for TNMID.  
Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)

Don Blackburn reported that NATF met on January 5, 2010 and noted NATF interest in the January 11, 2010 joint Credit Work Group (CWG) and Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) meeting; Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) discussions regarding the frequency of Network Model loading; and efforts to develop several processes, including a system impact-free process to indicate changes in High Sustainable Limit (HSL), a process in Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC) to commit units that are off-line, and how to offer mitigation in Real-Time.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration, noted accomplishment of 2009 PRS goals, and reviewed 2010 PRR approval cycle timelines, noting that a “pens down” date for PRRs would not be a PRS decision.  Mr. Bruce suggested that TAC consider discussing a “pens down” date at a future TAC meeting, adding that discussion with the ERCOT Nodal implementation team would be useful, and opined that a recommendation regarding “pens down” would be well-received by the ERCOT Board.  Mr. B. Jones suggested that a criticality threshold be used to determine a point beyond which PRRs would not be considered.
PRR842, Addition of Generic Startup Cost and Minimum Energy Cost for Diesel – Urgent
Chris Brewster questioned how diesel Generation Resources would be compensated without approval of PRR842, and how the values proposed in PRR842 were derived.  Henry Wood noted that diesel Generation Resources would not be compensated without approval of PRR842, and that values were derived by reviewing heat rates and simple cycle generic values from the ERCOT Protocols, as well as long-term service agreements to anticipate start-up costs.
Mr. Wood added that the specific diesel unit has a 200MW capacity and is a peaking unit; is in an area that ERCOT has called for constraints; that the units were not placed for ERCOT market opportunity; and that PRR842 is only an effort to recover costs.  Asked how PRR842 might reduce Uplift costs, Mr. Wood noted that the unit is located in an area void of generation, and is there to serve Load and support voltage in peak cases, but that should a transmission Outage occur in the area, ERCOT may call on the unit.

Clayton Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR842 as recommended by PRS in the 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Richard Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process

NPRR197, Section 21, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR194 and NPRR197 as recommended in the respective 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR202, Clarification of Network Operations Model and State Estimator Postings

ERCOT Staff reviewed a revised Chief Executive Officer (CEO) determination and Impact Analysis for NPRR202.  Troy Anderson stated that ERCOT has now applied the work required by NPRR202 across all resources and does not believe that a redacted Network Operations Model (NOM) for non-Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) will be available for phase four of market trials and will recommend gray boxing the language if it cannot be delivered by TNMID.  Mr. Cleary added that the market should continue to debate the item, as it is wanted but not needed for market trials.  Mr. Anderson noted that there are components that might be available in time, but that the redacted NOM is the significant portion of the work, and that ERCOT might need additional guidance as to the value of proceeding with some components and not others.  Mr. B. Jones requested that Mr. Anderson return to the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting with additional information.

Mr. Pieniazek stated his intention to oppose NPRR202 as presented, adding that NRG finds clear violation of Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA), §25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region, in that hourly State Estimator postings allow the calculation of a Resources actual output in almost Real-Time.
Bill Smith moved to recommend approval of NPRR202 as recommended in the 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion. Market Participants discussed the possibility that the hourly posting of State Estimator data containing Resource-specific information to the full market might create gaming opportunities; and that NRG comments to NPRR202 would eliminate the release of State Estimator data for 60 days.  Katie Coleman opined that the removal of State Estimator data is particularly contentious; that considerable effort has been made to address a majority of concerns with NPRR202; and that TAC should advance the language that can be agreed upon.  Mr. Bruce asked if not posting the State Estimator data would complicate the work of the Nodal implementation team; ERCOT staff answered that there would be no effect to the work load.   
Mr. Ögelman stated that disclosure of the State Estimator data is critical to understanding events in the market; that without the information, Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) are inscrutable; and that transparency will be lost.  Kristy Ashley expressed concern for conflicts with disclosure rules, adding that the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) would address transparency issues if any are found.  Mr. Bruce expressed his preference for guidance from the PUCT regarding potential rule conflicts.
Mr. Pieniazek moved to amend the motion to include revisions by TAC.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether delaying action regarding NPRR202 would result in the posting of the full NOM for phase four of market trials or at TNMID; that under current Nodal Protocols, data provided during the market trials will be in conflict with current zonal Protocols; that an additional revision request may be authored to address further redactions; and that to hold the agreed upon items creates more uncertainty for the market. 
Mr. Greer noted that the market lacks the particular transparency today and functions and expressed discomfort with making the State Estimator data available in Real-Time.  Ms. Brandt requested time to review revised language to ensure that TSPs continue to receive all necessary data.
Ms. Brandt moved to table the motion to amend the motion until after the lunch recess.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Mereness reviewed the revised PRS Recommendation Report, including administrative changes; redaction of the model to Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and all Market Participants, will the full model available to TSPs; and the hourly posting of Private Use Networks (PUNs) and the State Estimator to TSPs only.  The motion to amend the motion failed via roll call vote. (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. B. Smith and Mr. Brewster accepted administrative revisions by TAC to NPRR202 as recommended by PRS in the 12/07/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR131, Ancillary Service Trades with ERCOT

NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision

Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of NPRR131 and NPRR181 as recommended by PRS in the respective 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment regarding NPRR131.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR153, Generation Resource Fixed Quantity Block

NPRR164, Resubmitting Ancillary Service Offers in SASM

NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub

Market Participants discussed the December 16, 2009 PRS decision to no longer recommend a rank for parking deck items.

Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of NPRR153 as recommended by PRS in the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Report and with a priority of Medium; NPRR164 as recommended by PRS in the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Repot and with a priority of Medium; and NPRR169 as recommended by PRS in the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Report and with a priority of High.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that TAC tabled PRR833 at the December 3, 2009 TAC meeting and expressed appreciation for the additional time discussion issues and identify solutions with vendors.  Mr. Bruce reported that NextEra completed discussions with all of its manufacturers and discovered that Next Era has in its fleet one type of turbine by one manufacturer for which there is a “plug-and-play” control system that would provide the responsiveness required by PRR833; that with enough time and money similar control software could be created for newer systems; and that Next Era would define “technically feasible” as a commercially available upgrade to an existing system.  Mr. Bruce added that the commercially available option addresses approximately 50 percent of the Next Era fleet, and noted that E.ON has comments suggesting something less than an automated response that might address all machines on the ground today.
Mr. Bruce moved to table PRR833 with instructions for the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) to review the 01/05/10 Next Era comments and for the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) to review the 01/05/10 E.ON comments.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  Kevin Gresham suggested that over frequency relays might be installed on units that are not equipped to provide primary frequency response.  Mr. Greer expressed discomfort with delaying PRR833 further.  Mr. Ögelman echoed Mr. Greer’s concerns, but offered that it has not been suggested that the deadline of December 2011 be altered, and that allowing a little more time for more technical discussions might yield solutions for almost all Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs). 
Market Participants discussed that Entities should not be forced to choose between upgrading at extreme costs or ceasing operation; and that the Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) and the QSE Managers Working Group (QMWG) should assess technical concerns for an automated control system and tiered frequency responses.  Mr. Bruce argued that as the units in question do not have governors, the NERC requirements cannot apply; that to approximate governors is a novel concept; that should a DCS event occur, ERCOT and its stakeholders must be able to demonstrate due diligence regarding the provision of primary frequency response.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the IPM Market Segment.

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

Ms. Ashley moved to table NPRR091 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Ms. Ashley stated her preference for a longer mitigation period and, as proposed, mitigation would conclude before the beginning of the 2011 legislative session, given the December 1, 2010 TNMID.  Mr. Bruce suggested that it would be useful to request discussion of NPRR091 at WMS while keeping the item tabled at TAC.  Market Participants discussed that the functionality is available and that only variables need be defined, requiring only a configuration change and not a system change; and that other stakeholder groups are not precluded from discussing NPRR091 while it is tabled at TAC.
The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Mr. Anderson noted that the ERCOT CEO is reevaluating the original determination that NPRR146 is not needed before the TNMID, as it has now been determined that, as written, NPRR146 would pose a small business process impact.  Mr. Anderson added that the frequency of the NOM loading is a new issue related to NPRR146.  Mr. B. Jones recommended that NPRR146 be tabled and requested that ERCOT Staff provide an issue update at the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting.

Mr. Bruce moved to tabled NPRR146 for one month.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)
Rick Keetch provided a brief review of ROS activities and presented a revision request for TAC consideration.
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 029, Synchronization of OGRR224, Special Protection System (SPS) Operations Under No Contingency
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NOGRR029 as recommended by ROS in the 12/10/09 ROS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)
Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed recent WMS activities, presented draft 2010 WMS goals, and requested that Market Participants comment as to the viability of verifiable costs or a preference for generic costs.

PRR811, Real-Time Production Potential  

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 223, Real-Time Production Potential  

Ms. Hobbs called attention to an administrative correction to populate the table in OGRR223.
Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of PRR811 as recommended by TAC in the 10/01/09 TAC Recommendation Report as revised by the 12/22/09 WMS comments; and to recommend approval of OGRR223 as recommended by ROS in the 10/15/09 ROS Recommendation Report  and as revised by TAC.  Ms. Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Multiple Interconnected Generators (MIG) Task Force Report 

Bob Wittmeyer presented the MIG white paper for TAC consideration.  Mr. B. Smith opined that there is general support for Generators being able to switch quickly, but proposed that more time be given for consideration of which party pays for additional interconnections.  Mr. Wittmeyer noted that the PUCT has oversight of payment for interconnections.  Mr. Bruce congratulated the task force for identifying the issues; suggested that additional time be granted to synthesize the opinions of ROS and WMS, and that additional issues might be identified in the process; and opined that more work may be done to optimize the switching timeline.   
Market Participants debated whether switching would result in higher or lower prices, and whether switching would result in market efficiencies or would create gaming opportunities; and discussed that the IMM has sufficient insight to the project to ensure efficiency and fairness.  Mr. Houston suggested that the identified issues might need to be considered in phases; that more issues might come to light upon further consideration; that switching effects other Entities’ machines; and that stabilization should also be a consideration.

Mr. B. Smith moved to table consideration of the MIG white paper for one month.  Hugh Lenox seconded the motion.  Mr. B. Jones requested that Bill Blevins present at the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting and that all Market Participants come prepared for the discussion.  Howard Daniels requested that ERCOT assure the market that they have the operational tools to evaluate the effects on SPS systems or if any Power System Stabilizers (PSS) have to be changed, that the necessary evaluation can be made in that timeframe.  Mr. Wittmeyer cautioned Market Participants to consider this as impacting five percent of units, or 25 units, and noted that the ability to predict becomes quite challenging.  The motion carried unanimously.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Michelle Trenary briefly reviewed COPS activities and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 015, Creating Section 8, ERCOT Settlement and Invoice Process 

Mr. Seymour moved to approve COPMGRR015 as recommended by COPS in the 12/08/09 COPS Recommendation Report.  Keith Emery seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

COPMGRR016, Update to Section 12, Renewable Energy Credits Due to PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules
Ms. Hobbs recommended that a contact phone number be removed from the language, as the number is assigned to an individual.  Market Participants discussed whether the proposed update accurately reflects the allocation of the requirements to Retail Entities as required by P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.173, Goal for Renewable Energy.and that COPS might provide clarification regarding the P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.173, Goal for Renewable Energy.

Vicki Oswalt moved to remand COPMGRR016 to COPS.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

System Change Request (SCR) 755, ERCOT.com Website Enhancements
Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of SCR755 as recommended by PRS in the 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)
Kyle Patrick briefly reviewed recent RMS activities.
Revised RMS Procedures

Mr. Patrick noted that consideration of revised RMS Procedures was noticed for a vote, but that the revised document was not posted timely.

Ms. Ashley moved to waive notice in order to consider the revised RMS Procedures.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Ashley moved to approve the RMS Procedures as revised.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

Updated Generation Interconnection Procedure (Vote)

Dan Woodfin reminded Market Participants that the procedure document was developed in 2004 and was intended to be more of an explanatory document to assist new merchant Generators; that the proposed language brings the document to current Protocol requirements for confidentiality and formatting; removes technical requirements now housed elsewhere, as well as the collection of study deposits; and includes the $25 million study threshold.  Mr. Woodfin added that the basic procedural steps are unchanged, as is the timeline; and that language revisions improve the process for how technical models and data are completed.
Ms. Ashley moved to approve the Generation Interconnection Procedures as revised by the 01/05/09 CenterPoint Energy comments, v2.1.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Mr. Gresham expressed appreciation for efforts to clarify the procedure, but asked if it is appropriate to put the clarified language into place given that the requirements for reactive capability of units might change, and how changes would be accommodated in the procedure.  Mr. Woodfin noted that the technical requirement would reside in the Protocols, and that the intent is that the stakeholders would be able to make incremental changes to the procedural document on a quicker basis.

Asked by Mr. Bruce if the related models and documents referenced in the procedures had been updated, Mr. Woodfin answered that ERCOT Staff will have to change the models on an administrative basis as additional models become available; and that the requirement is still on the Generator to provide the correct model.  Mr. Bruce asked for clarification as to the document’s ownership; Mr. Woodfin noted that change process language directs that comment be sought from the Regional Planning Group (RPG) and TAC and then approval by the ERCOT CEO. 
Liz Jones noted the ongoing stakeholder dialogue regarding Other Binding Documents; that Oncor has repeatedly commented that any Other Binding Document should contain a change procedure and include a Market Participant approval component; and that the document’s change process might require revision in the future.  Mr. Woodfin noted that stakeholder input regarding the change process was sought but that none was received.  Mr. Bruce announced that he would abstain from any vote to endorse the documents as he was unsure of its relation to the appeal current before the PUCT; encouraged ERCOT management to include the ERCOT Board in review of the document; opined that the document should be organized into the Other Binding Document discussion; and expressed deep concern that the process for such a fundamental document ends with one individual.

The motion carried with four abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator (2) and Municipal Market Segments.
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report
Henry Durrwachter reviewed recent RTWG activities and noted the development of a draft 2010 RTWG work plan.  Mr. Ögelman thanked Mr. Durrwachter and the RTWG for their efforts and echoed Market Participant comments that solar and storage will be important issues to address in the near future as they pertain to integration and reliability.

Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Report

Mr. Bruce noted that a TRE report would not be provided at the day’s meeting.

Other Business (see Key Documents)

2009 Accomplishments and 2010 Goals

Mr. B. Jones requested that subcommittee chairs provide him their respective 2010 goals prior to the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting, and invited Market Participants to also suggest 2010 TAC goals.

Adjournment
Mr. Jones adjourned the TAC meting at 2:50 p.m. 

APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Wednesday, February 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
	

	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra Energy Resources
	Alt. Rep. for M. Bruce (afternoon only)

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

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

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Oswalt, Vicki
	Residential Consumer
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E. ON Climate and Renewables
	Atl. Rep. for K. Gresham

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners 
	Alt. Rep. for R. Ross

	Wood, Henry
	South Texas Electric Cooperative
	Via Teleconference

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Steve Madden to William Lewis

· Adrian Pieniazek to Cesar Seymour (afternoon only)

· John Sims to Sandy Morris 

· Henry Wood to Sandy Morris

Guests:

	Aldridge, Ryan
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grammer, Kent
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	EDF Trading
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Don
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Priestly, Vanus
	Integrys Energy Services
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rexrode, Caryn
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Sempra Energy Solutions
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Smith, Mark
	Chaparral Steel
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Thomas, Meena
	PUCT
	

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	Via Teleconference

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Wright, Christine
	PUCT
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Baker, Randy
	
	

	Blevins, Bill
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Medina, Eric
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	


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

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:30 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 Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 811, Real Time Production Potential; PRR832, Deletion of Schedule Control Error (SCE) Posting Requirement; PRR842, Addition of Generic Startup Cost and Minimum Energy Cost for Diesel; Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process; NPRR197, Section 21, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols; and NPRR202, Clarification of Network Operations Model and State Estimator Postings. 

Mr. B. Jones also reported ERCOT Board approval for inclusion in the Nodal parking deck NPRR131, Ancillary Service Trades with ERCOT; NPRR153, Generation Resource Fixed Quantity Block; NPRR164, Resubmitting Ancillary Service Offers in SASM; and NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision.  Mr. B. Jones noted that the ERCOT Board tabled NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub, adding that ERCOT requested more time to review methodologies and the possibility that with additional language revisions, the item might become implementable rather than being added to the Nodal parking deck.

Confirmation of 2010 Subcommittee Leadership

Mark Bruce moved to endorse the 2010 TAC Subcommittee Chairs and Vice Chairs: 
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) 

· Chair, Debbie McKeever, Oncor 

· Vice Chair, Ken Riordon, LCRA 

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) 

· Chair, Sandy Morris, LCRA
· Vice Chair, Marguerite Wagner, PSEG Texas
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) 

· Chair, Kyle Patrick, Reliant Energy 

· Vice Chair, Kathy Scott, CenterPoint Energy 

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) 

· Chair, Ken Donohoo, Oncor

· Vice Chair, Scott Helyer, Tenaska 

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) 

· Chair, Barbara Clemenhagen, Topaz Power Group
· Vice Chair, Jennifer Troutman, AEP Energy Partners 

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) 

· Chair, Don Blackburn, Luminant
· Vice Chair, James Jackson, CPS Energy.  

Kenan Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Approval of Draft January 6, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Vicki Oswalt and Mr. Bruce recommended revisions to the draft minutes.  

Mr. Ögelman moved to approve the January 6, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci reported that, at 300 days to Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), more than 93 percent of generation is qualified; that half of Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) account holders are qualified; that the Outage Scheduler is available, and that connectivity testing is available.  Mr. Iacobucci noted that internal testing exposed the potential for a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) to gain information about another Entity during an Outage; that a breach did not occur and that the probability of a breach was believed to be low; and that both a short- and long-term fix has been implemented to address the vulnerability.   

Mr. Iacobucci requested that Market Participants communicate with the market trials teams when the Entity intends to take down communication with ERCOT for a software update; and reported that integration testing is more than half complete; that there are not anomalous volumes of defects; and that defect resolution is progressing well. 

Market Participant Readiness

Matt Mereness reviewed upcoming Market Participant readiness meetings, trainings and outreach opportunities, and noted that additional readiness metrics will soon go into effect.  Betty Day provided a review of the Protocol traceability effort and noted that ERCOT Subject Matter Experts are transitioning to the ERCOT Readiness Team (ERT).  Mike Cleary added that the ERCOT Board and the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) are taking a particular interest in Market Participant readiness metrics; and that with the conclusion of the Protocol traceability effort begins an initiative to review Protocols and identify risks, and that TAC would be kept apprised of that effort.

NATF Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Blackburn provided the NATF update and reported that Nodal market trials will begin in the March/April 2010 timeframe; encouraged Market Participants to participate in NATF meetings; and noted that NATF will be considering penalty factors and their implications to Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) in the Day Ahead Market (DAM) and the Real-Time market, and that NATF will provide a white paper to TAC.  Clayton Greer added that it should be communicated to the ERCOT Board and to the PUCT that Shadow Price Caps are addressed in the zonal market, but not in the Nodal market.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris presented revision requests for TAC considerations and noted that PRS 2009 accomplishments and 2010 goals are listed in the PRS report posted with the day’s Key Documents.

PRR837, Load Used in RMR Studies
NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies

ERCOT Staff reviewed the Impact Analysis and proposed changing the period for issuing an initial determination pursuant to PRR837’s paragraph (4) of Section 6.5.9.1, and NPRR198’s paragraph (3) of Section 3.14.1.2, from 18 to 24 days.  Ms. Wagner, as sponsor of PRR837 and NPRR198, supported the change.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR837 as recommended by PRS in the 01/21/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC; and to revise the 01/21/10 PRS Report for NPRR198 and table NPRR198 for one month.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR199, Shift Factors by Resource Node

NPRR200, MMS DC Tie Schedule Data Resource
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR199 and NPRR200 as recommended by PRS in the respective 01/21/10 PRS Reports.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR201, Calculation of Transmission and Distribution Losses

ERCOT Staff noted the need to differentiate between the definition of “season” in Section 13.2, Transmission Losses, versus the defined term “Season” in Section 2.1, Definitions.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR201 as recommended by PRS in the 01/21/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR206, Nodal Market Day-Ahead Market Credit Requirements

Ms. Morris reported on the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) efforts regarding NPRR206 and the group’s proposal for a netting methodology that most Market Participants would support, but that ERCOT will not be able to implement in time for the TNMID.  Ms. Morris noted that PRS advanced NPRR206 to TAC in an effort to keep the issue moving forward, with the knowledge that work remains to be done.  Ms. Morris added that as LCRA had a number of comments to NPRR206, she would yield the podium to PRS Vice Chair, Ms. Wagner.  

Mr. B. Jones requested that Mr. Cleary address system issues associated with the various options.  Mr. Cleary stated ERCOT’s position that a netting methodology would very likely not be implementable in time for the TNMID; that reaching consensus on netting is also taking Nodal resources; and that ERCOT has confidence that NPRR206 as recommended by PRS is implementable in time for Nodal go-live.  

In reviewing the PRS recommendation, as well as the Luminant and LCRA comments to NPRR206, Market Participants discussed that the variables “e1,” “e2,” and “e3” would allow ERCOT to scale collateral requirements depending on an Entity’s credit relationship with ERCOT, but expressed concern that the process for assigning values to the variables remained undefined; that consideration should be given to a TAC-approved process to define and modify the values of the “e” variables; and that should adequate data not be available at the TNMID, that other proxies might be used to determine an Entity’s risk level. 

Mr. Greer asserted that margin calls are a normal function of business; that to not issue margin calls indicates that too much collateral is being required; and that there is significant risk in the present market that is addressed on a much slower basis that what is proposed in the LCRA comments.  Shams Siddiqi countered that the LCRA comments capture the netting concept.  Ms. Brandt expressed discomfort with collateral calls and suggested that the MCWG might develop a market-start safety net to set the “e” variables at a conservative level for a couple of months, thereby allowing time to understand operations under the new collateral requirements in the new market.   

Ms. Brandt moved to recommend approval of NPRR206 as amended by the 02/01/10 Luminant comments and as revised by TAC, with direction to the MCWG to provide a proposal to TAC for a conservative Nodal Market start paradigm for the first 60 days of DAM operations and to further define the “e” variables.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.

Market Participants discussed various language proposals and administrative revisions; that other variables outside of “e” remain to be defined; that as substantive changes to the language increase, the likelihood of implementation of NPRR206 prior to the TNMID decreases; that language should be resolved as quickly as possible, as ERCOT requires time to test the technical solutions; and that it would be appropriate for the Credit Work Group (CWG) to review the process as well.  

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR206 until after the lunch recess.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Morris moved to amend Ms. Brandt’s motion to include language to allow ERCOT the opportunity to design netting parameters but not turn the function on.  Mr. Minnix seconded the motion.  Market Participants expressed general support for the concept, but discussed that language allowing for design flexibility had not been reviewed and might require system changes and pose impacts to Nodal implementation; that functionality might be developed and not used; and that language of the amendment prejudges the TAC procedure and results in continued overcollateralization.  Mr. Cleary reiterated that all language regarding netting should be developed in a separate NPRR for post-TNMID implementation.  Ms. Morris withdrew the motion to amend the motion.
Scott Wardle expressed concern that in the case of a stretch of relatively mild winter weather, the Day Ahead Settlement Point Price could be expected to relatively low, offering an example of $50.  Mr. Wardle asked Market Participants to assume that Texas had am extreme winter event, such as the early January 2010 event, forecasted.  Mr. Wardle contended that NPRR206, as written, would allow an Entity to submit an Energy Only offer at $50.01, and take the position into Real Time, even though there was a real chance of a price blow-out, with zero collateral.  Mr. Wardle asked members of TAC to consider the implications of such an event.  

The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed recent WMS activities and noted that draft 2010 WMS goals are included in the WMS report posted with the day’s Key Documents.  Mr. B. Jones conveyed to TAC the policy question posed at a Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) meeting as to whether ECRCOT Operations should take actions that are only related to reliability matters, as is the current practice, or if ERCOT Operations should take economic actions as well.  Mr. B. Jones added that he requested that the Independent Market Monitor (IMM), Isabel Flores and Evan Rowe consider the question, frame the issues, and bring the discussion to TAC at a later meeting.  Mr. Cleary requested that he be included in the discussions.  Ms. Wagner clarified that the question specifically focused on times when ERCOT takes reliability actions that affect the market, adding that the question or intervention becomes more important in the Nodal market.

Market Participants discussed that jurisdictional issues should be addressed first; that comments as to how economic actions by ERCOT would function in an energy-only market under the current rules construct would be helpful; that impacts to the Nodal market should be considered; and that persistent congestion issues were not part of the initial discussion at CMWG.  Market Participants also discussed the implications of minimum versus maximum Independent System Operator (ISO) operations; that reliability will remain the focus, but that many decisions leading up to reliability have economic considerations; and that ERCOT and stakeholders should document their due diligence in determining the propriety of various actions.  Ms. Wagner stated efforts will be made to bring the framed issues to the April 21, 2010 WMS meeting, and the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs

Mr. B. Jones noted that discussions regarding PRR833 were ongoing.  There were no objections to keeping PRR833 on the table, though Mr. Greer added that the expectation was that PRR833 would be dispatched in an expeditious manner.

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

Mr. Rowe urged Market Participants to be mindful of there are new Commissioners seated since the original discussions of developing a set of guardrails to protect the market; that there is a new implementation timeline; and advised Market Participants of the possibility that PUCT Legal Staff might determine a need for a rule change, and that PUCT and ERCOT might need to act in concert.  Ms. Clemenhagen noted that a special WMS meeting had been scheduled for February 22, 2010 to discuss NPRR091, should it be needed.

Market Participants discussed at which forum the PUCT might provide additional input; and whether NPRR091 deliberations should continue or be delayed pending direction from the PUCT regarding interim mitigated offer caps.  Mr. Rowe stated that he did not want to encourage Market Participants to cease discussions, and reiterated that some actions might need to be taken in parallel.

Mr. Brewster moved to recommend approval of NPRR091 as recommended by PRS in the 07/17/08 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  Randa Stephenson reviewed 01/29/10 Luminant comments and highlighted fuel oil cost recovery concerns.  Mark Smith reviewed the 02/02/10 Steel Group comments and offered that the proposed revisions might be reconsidered depending on the final outcome of NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub.  Mr. M. Smith opined that it would be worthwhile to have further discussions at WMS.  Market Participants discussed that NPRR091 as recommended by PRS is the product of lengthy negotiations.

Mr. Mereness stated that ERCOT should be able to implement NPRR091 prior to the TNMID, should the item advance as recommended by PRS, but that ERCOT could not commit to pre-TNMID implementation should revisions such as those proposed in the 01/29/10 Luminant comments require system, rather than only configuration, changes.  Market Participants further debated whether stakeholder deliberations regarding NPRR091 should continue at this time; and whether setting the price cap would be in conflict with existing PUCT rules; and discussed that it should be communicated to the ERCOT Board and the PUCT that TAC continues to discuss NPRR091; and that substantive rule changes might be required.

Ms. Clemenhagen noted that the special WMS meeting for NPRR091 would likely proceed on February 22, 2010.  Mr. Rowe added that PUCT Staff has requested that a project be added to the agenda for the next PUCT Open Meeting.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Ögelman moved to table NPRR091 for one month.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that NPRR146 is connected to the issue of how often ERCOT will load the Network Operations Model, which is still under discussion by other stakeholder bodies.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR146 indefinitely.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)

Kathy Scott noted that the COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents and contained the 2010 COPS goals and likely 2010 COPS working group leadership, and presented a revision request for TAC consideration.

Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 037, Replace Wording Truncated from LPGRR035 – Urgent 
Mr. Greer moved to approve LPGRR037 as recommended by COPS in the 01/12/10 COPS Recommendation Report.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reported that ROS is drafting revised objectives and goals, and will work to prioritize around the Nodal effort.

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process 
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 028, Synchronization – Backup Control Plan Submission Process

Henry Wood noted that Transmission Owners are currently in Joint Registration Organization (JRO) discussions; that there are concerns regarding a possibility of overlap or conflict with North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards if OGRR233 is approved; and that consideration might be given to tabling OGRR233 until JRO discussions are concluded.

Mr. Houston moved to table OGRR233 pending completion of JRO discussion.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether OGRR233 should be tabled at TAC or remanded to ROS; that additional comments to revision requests may be heard at TAC; and that interested parties should file comments to OGRR233 and its companion item NOGRR028.  Mr. Houston amended his motion to include tabling of NOGRR028 pending completion of JRO discussions.  Ms. Morris seconded the amended motion.  The amended motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR031, Synchronization with OGRR218, Revise Training Requirements for QSEs 

Mr. Greer moved to approve NOGRR031 as recommended by ROS in the 01/14/10 ROS Recommendation Report.  Ms. Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Market Participants joined Mr. B. Jones in expressing appreciation for the efforts of Henry Durrwachter, outgoing Chair of the RTWG.  Mr. Durrwachter reviewed recent RTWG activities and presented the 2009 fourth quarter Texas Renewable Implementation Plan (TRIP) for TAC consideration.

Q4-2009 TRIP Report
Mr. Greer asked if wind output might be overstated, citing the issue of farms being studied at one size, but installed at a lesser size.  John Dumas noted that ERCOT uses information made available on the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF); that PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement, requires turbine availability; that familiarity with a new forecasting tool will be gained between now and the TNMID; and that with turbine availability, power curves may be matched through telemetry to see if actual output coincides with expected output.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the Q-4 2009 TRIP Report.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Report on Wind Performance Statistics 2007-2009

Mr. Durrwachter reviewed wind statistics from 2007-2009; noting that 2009 was not a high wind year, and that wind was also constrained.  Dan Jones offered to distribute local and zonal constraint information that indicates, via data gathered from Resource Plans, how much wind was constrained in 2009.  Mr. Greer expressed concern for a large wind event during a Load ramp.  Walter Reid stated that a white paper submitted to RTWG called for studies and processes; and that he would resubmit the white paper to RTWG.  

Mr. B. Jones announced that RTWG leadership is stepping down, and the he had requested that Mr. Bruce and Howard Daniels serve as RTWG Chair and Vice Chair respectively.  There were no objections.
2010 TAC Goals (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones noted that draft 2010 TAC goals were posted with the day’s Key Documents; would be further developed at the next day’s TAC Leadership meeting; and would be considered at the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting.  

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports (see Key Documents)
2010 Closely Related Element (CRE) Addition

Ms. Flores presented study results and ERCOT’s request for the addition of the Temple Pecan Creek (3412) to Temple Switch (3414) 345kV line as a CRE.
Mr. Seymour moved to approve the CRE addition of the Temple Pecan Creek (3412) to Temple Switch (3414) 345kV line as a 2010 CRE.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.  
Wind Forecasting Analysis of January 28, 2010

Mr. Dumas presented wind forecasting analysis for January 28, 2010, noting that he had not heard any reports of overspeed issues; and that two wind farms reported icing, but that icing was not a significant contribution to the forecast error.  Mr. Dumas estimated the ramp rate at 1300 to be approximately 40-45 minutes, given the 2000MW change; and reported fleet Out of Merit Energy (OOMEs) to recover Regulation.  

Kristy Ashley observed that Quick Start peaker units were bid in and not selected though they were in the money and frequency was decaying.  Ms. Ashley added that the units were told moments later by the Frequency Desk to come on, and asked if ERCOT would conduct a Lessons Learned to discover the root of the conflicting information.  Mr. Dumas noted that action was started immediately with fleet OOMEs; that there was concern for the possibility of overshooting frequency; that the desks were in communication; and that the dynamic situation yielded different answers depending of the timing of the calls. 

Market Participants discussed that PDCWG will review the event; that ERCOT Operators face enormous challenges with software calculation delay times that will be improved in the Nodal market; and whether a 10 minute product would have aided the situation.  Mr. Dumas noted that the new ramp rate forecast engine will be moved into the control room in March 2010, and that ERCOT will be the first in production with the tool.  

Victor Barry commended ERCOT Operators for controlling the system, but expressed concern that stakeholders have not adequately taken into account the ramifications of wind generation, characterizing the ramp rates on January 28, 2010 as scary.  Mr. Barry added that more tools must be in place for 2013, and that ERCOT and ROS must develop those tools.  

Calpine Permanent Exemption Request for Protocol Section 10.3.2.2, Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters (see Key Documents)

Mr. R. Jones reviewed Calpine’s permanent exemption request; noting that the only solution available to Calpine, which was recommended by ERCOT Legal, is to request exemption from the 400 yard rule in order to net meters at different voltages (138kV and 345kV), allowing them to consolidate the two RARFs for Channel’s one power block that are interconnected with the two closely situated substations where the metering equipment are located.  Mr. R. Jones noted that there are two other similarly situated units, according to ERCOT Client Services.  Mr. Greer reminded Market Participants that the reason for the 400 yard rule was to prevent Entities from avoiding Ancillary Service and Transmission charges by putting an industrial Customer behind a plant’s meter; and opined that Calpine’s request is not an effort to avoid charges.

Mr. Greer moved to approve the Calpine exemption request.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that net metering is already accounted for in the calculation of LMPs; that flows will not change; and that ERCOT will give Calpine a base point instruction that honors constraints.  Bill Blevins noted that the software will look at the generation at the Resource nodes and do an average shift factor, and that instruction would be based on that average.  Some Market Participants expressed a preference for revising the Nodal Protocols versus granting exemptions; Mr. R. Jones added that ERCOT Legal recommended the request for exemption.  
Mr. Houston requested that the exemption be granted only on the specific facts presented and that the motion be amended to state that the exemption offers no precedence to a change in the ERCOT Protocols, does not prejudice any subsequent case, and applies only to the Channel Energy Center.  Mr. Greer and Mr. Pieniazek accepted Mr. Houston’s amendments to the motion.

Mr. Ögelman noted that the request for exemption is a process detailed in the ERCOT Protocols; Kristi Hobbs reviewed the Protocol language outlining the process.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and three abstentions from the IOU (2) and Independent Generator Market Segments.
Multiple Interconnected Generators (MIG) Task Force Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed WMS recommendations regarding the MIG TF white paper.  Mr. Blevins presented items for consideration regarding the switch timing issue, noting that as a unit cannot generate at one interconnection and be available for RUC at a second interconnection, that an individual would need to identify the breaker conflict in the network model; and that there is no tool in Outage Coordination to adjust the network model.

Bob Wittmeyer noted that 91 days, rather than 90 days, was the timeline recommendation; and that the MIG TF does not make a recommendation as to the timeline, but only reports the recommendation of ROS and WMS.  

Ms. Oswalt moved that ERCOT continue to use the 91 day process in Nodal Protocols and direct ROS to consider a process to allow MIGs to switch as quickly as possible, taking reliability into consideration.  Bill Smith seconded them motion.  Ms. Ashley expressed concern for market manipulation.  Market Participants discussed that the ERCOT market was designed around generation lowering prices, and that switching might accomplish that goal; that system changes would be required to accomplish efficient switching; and that the Outage Coordination timeline of 30 days in the zonal market extends to 91 days in the Nodal market.  Mr. Blevins opined that the 91 day timeline is needed at the beginning of the Nodal market.

Market Participants discussed that seeking to generate in another location is not the same as taking an Outage, and so the Outage Coordination timeline would be insufficient for switching; that it is not possible to conduct studies for a switch that is to occur in the next hour or the next day, particularly when there are multiple MIGs requesting switches; that there is a limit to the number of Interconnections Consumers should be expected to fund; and implications to forward contracting and congestion.  

Mr. Bruce expressed dismay with market manipulation arguments, reminding Market Participants that manipulation is already illegal and easily detectible, and opined that discussion should be limited to developing the most efficient timeline and best technical solutions for switching.  Mr. Wittmeyer offered that ERCOT is asking for adequate time and tools to allow switches without harming reliability.  Mr. Houston added that additional questions have surfaced as a result of the work of the MIG TF; Ms. Ashley noted questions regarding how rules applying to dual grid units on the periphery of ERCOT might apply to intra-ERCOT MIGs.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Ms. Troutman moved to endorse the ROS and WMS recommendations regarding the Interconnection date for Protocol considerations and the minimal cost Planning concept, and the instruction to WMS to draft the necessary revision requests.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

RMS Report (see Key Documents)

In consideration of time constraints, Mr. B. Jones noted that Ms. Scott had yielded agenda time, as there were no RMS voting items for TAC consideration.  Mr. B. Jones noted that the RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.

Texas Regional Entity Report

Mr. B. Jones noted that Mr. Barry had yielded agenda time in consideration of time constraints.
Other Business (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones noted that the PUCT order regarding Docket No. 37634, Agreed Notice of Violation and Settlement Agreement Relating to Luminant Energy Company, LLC Violation of PURA §39.151(j), Relating to Failure to Adhere to ERCOT Protocol §6.10.5.4(1) Concerning Load Acting as Resource Service Requirements, had not been completed and opined that Market Participant discussions regarding possible rule changes should go forward while awaiting additional direction.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the TAC meeting at 4:30 p.m.
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Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Bevill, Rob
	Green Mountain Energy Company
	

	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
	

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

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Sims, John
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	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
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	First Choice Power
	

	Torrent, Gary
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	AEP Energy Partners 
	Alt. Rep. for R. Ross
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	Alt. Rep. for J. Houston
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	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:36 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 Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 199, Shift Factors by Resource Node; NPRR200, MMS DC Tie Schedule Data Source; NPRR201, Calculation of Transmission and Distribution Losses; NPRR206, Nodal Market Day-Ahead Market Credit Requirements; and System Change Request (SCR) 755, ERCOT.com Website Enhancements. 

Regarding NPRR206, Kenan Ögelman noted that the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) and the Credit Work Group (Credit WG) have met four times since ERCOT Board approval of the item, and that several proposals for calculating “e” factors are circulating, as well as two spreadsheets for modeling the “e” factors; and expressed hope that consensus might be reached in approximately the next 30 days. 
NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub 

Mr. B. Jones reported that the ERCOT Board remanded NPRR169 to TAC, and that he requested the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) review revisions proposed by ERCOT Staff to allow implementation of NPRR169 at Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  Kristi Hobbs added that NATF endorsed the 02/10/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR169 with some minor revisions, and proposed additional revisions to group definitions.  

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR169 as amended by the 03/02/10 NATF comments and as revised by TAC.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
TAC Leadership Retreat Update (see Key Documents)

Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market

Mr. B. Jones noted that a draft version of Guiding Principles for the Nodal Market had been distributed with the day’s Key Documents.  Mr. B. Jones reported that the principles were drawn from the Nodal website and augmented by TAC and TAC subcommittee leadership; that they are for the consideration and comment of the subcommittees and Market Participants at large; and that the principles will be considered at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.  

In response to Market Participant questions, Mr. B. Jones noted that the principles will be used much as they were at the beginning of the zonal market to benchmark and guide Revision Requests, to ensure that items are meeting the broad goals of the market; and that Market Participants will likely disagree as to whether items do or do not meet the principles.  Mr. Ögelman added that the principles are responsive to ERCOT Board concerns regarding coming market changes and provide a loose framework to consider changes in light of the totality of the market.  Howard Daniels noted that some Revision Requests will not be new items or changes, but corrective measures.  

Texas Admin
Mr. B. Jones reported he declined a late request from Texas Admin to tape and broadcast the day’s TAC meeting, as the TAC membership did not have time to consider the request and grant permission.  Mr. B. Jones invited brief discussion of the topic and suggested that the topic might be formally considered at the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting.  

Mark Bruce encouraged Market Participants to consider if or how the TAC Procedures and ERCOT Protocols might require revision to make webcasting of TAC meetings productive, and asked TAC members what kind of question might be voted on, noting that Texas Admin equipment is already installed in ERCOT Austin, Room 206, and to which body – ERCOT, Inc. or TAC, the decision to allow broadcasting belongs.  Mr. B. Jones stated he had similar questions, noted that ERCOT Legal Staff is unlikely to take a position, and suggested that Market Participants consider the issue for the next 30 days.

Kent Saathoff noted that ERCOT Staff will not take a position, and noted that the TAC meetings are already broadcast via telephone, and that Texas Admin would only be adding video capabilities.  Mr. Ögelman asked for assurance that by voting to grant Texas Admin broadcast privileges, additional costs would not be borne by Texas rate payers.  Mr. B. Jones confirmed that that the service would not be included in the broadcast service required by statute, but would instead be a subscription service.  Mr. B. Jones added that it is not known at this time if archiving would be provided, and that it is still ERCOT’s intent to provide conference call service for each meeting.
Approval of Draft February 4, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 
Mr. Bruce moved to approve the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Sandy Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci reported that the six month Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) analysis began on March 1, 2010; that the Nodal project is now beginning to move from the testing processes into the business processes; that ERCOT will begin running the first Trade Day in the Day Ahead Market (DAM) on April 1, 2010 for Operating Day April 2, 2010; that Market Participants should continue to participate in the Real-Time Market; and that while the technical two week slippage in delivery time is still evident, and will not likely be mitigated until migration, ERCOT remains confident that the timeline can be regained. 

Mr. Iacobucci reviewed Nodal defect trends, noting that Market Participants should expect to see a downtrend in internally detected defects in May 2010, but an increase in externally detected defects as Market Participants ramp up their system testing.  Regarding Nodal Program risks and issues, Mr. Iacobucci noted that the next area expected for discussion is downstream reports, as ERCOT is just at the beginning of interactions; that an Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) issue was identified through the internal Protocol traceability effort; and that an NPRR will likely be filed to allow operators to use their discretion and work with Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) in case of telemetry or ICCP failure.  

Mr. Iacobucci acknowledged that the ERCOT Nodal Transition Plan, as posted, is out of date, but will be reengaged at NATF in the April or May 2010 timeframe to reconfirm go-live sequence; that some items on the Nodal Program timeline are indicated in yellow because they are not entirely on track but do not impact key items, that the report is posted externally on a weekly basis though statuses change day-to-day, that there is extensive detail and mitigation within each project report that is not reflected on the timeline; and that full delivery of the Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) system is approximately two weeks behind, with approximately 20 outstanding defects, though the functionality is delivered and there is confidence that the timeline will be regained.

DeAnn Walker expressed concern that ERCOT had communicated, in her opinion, to the ERCOT Board that the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) are less than committed to the Nodal Project and the model validation effort; and noted that there had been a subsequent meeting with Matt Mereness, and that the TSPs continue to work with ERCOT on not-insignificant issues; and asked if Mr. Mereness would agree that backstops are in place should issues not be resolved.  Mr. Mereness agreed that the TSPs are completing a significant amount of work; that EROCT will continue to engage with Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) stakeholder groups regarding model validation; and joined Mr. Iacobucci in agreeing that there was never any question from the Nodal Program team as to the level of commitment from the TSPs, but that risk concerns were over-communicated.  

Market Participant Readiness

Vikki Gates reviewed upcoming Market Participant readiness meetings, trainings and outreach opportunities, noting that the third market readiness series to kick off a major phase is scheduled for March 25, 2010.  Ms. Gates also reviewed active Market Participant metrics, adding that some Entities in the zonal market have not indicated whether they will be participating in the Nodal Market, but that those Entities must deregister themselves.

Rapid Response Timelines

Mr. B. Jones noted that, at the TAC leadership retreat, it was discussed that TAC should remain vigilant, as some items may require quick TAC response.  Ms. Hobbs reviewed meeting notice and response timelines.  Kevin Gresham noted that it would appear that TAC is able to meet in one day, upon the agreement of 51 percent of members, and asked if there might be some sort of early warning system, so that TAC members might have heightened awareness of certain issues.  Mr. B. Jones added that TAC has high requirements for action, and reminded Market Participants that the NATF serves as the primary group to address  urgent Nodal issues.

NATF Report (see Key Documents)

Don Blackburn provided the NATF update, noting that NATF had met three times since the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting; and reminding Market Participants that per the NATF charter, TAC must be apprised within four hours of NATF action.

Mr. Blackburn reviewed NATF discussion items, opining that the frequency that Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) is deployed will increase due to the conversion to the Nodal Market and increased Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs); that if there are no objections, the process for deploying NSRS will be taken up by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS), as will a discussion of whether Reliability Must Run (RMR) units and their offer curves are entered into the DAM.
Mr. Blackburn reported on Nodal market trials outcomes, noting that Nodal systems are currently running out of capacity, but improving;  that LMPs are spiky and unreasonable due to the limited number of offer curves submitted; and that if Market Participants would input more offer curves, the LMPs would become more reasonable.  Mr. Ögelman added that with insufficient data, the full range of possible LMP outcomes cannot be tested.  Mr. Blackburn concurred, adding that penalty factors will soon begin testing, and that better data translates into better testing.

Mr. Blackburn reminded Market Participants that verifiable cost information is still needed and that submission dates are staggered.

Mr. Blackburn expressed concern with the 200,000 limit for the number of Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) bids and the anticipated approach for not exceeding the limit by dividing the bids evenly across account holders.  Mr. Ögelman added that evenly dividing the bids across all account holders might not be the appropriate allocation method and might ill-serve both large and small Entities.  

ERCOT Staff noted that the process will begin with monthly CRR auctions; that the single control in the current system implementation is a limitation of 2500 bids per account holder; and that research indicates that other markets have a 2000 bid limitation.  Steve Reedy added that ERCOT Staff is planning to seek TAC approval at the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting for the bid limiting methodology; and that ERCOT is beginning to explore how to expand the limit prior to the first annual auction.

Mr. Blackburn inquired as to where NATF should send issues they discover, such as the CRR bid limitation.  Mr. B. Jones opined that the current process is working, and that NATF is right to bring the issue before TAC for information and referral.  Mr. Bruce agreed with Mr. B. Jones and opined that it would be useful for NATF to consider the issue in-depth, taking into consideration such questions as the impacts, if achievable, of removing the cap, or increasing the cap incrementally; and how the 2500 bid limit would work for Entities across the ERCOT market.  Mr. Bruce added that the he would review the NATF presentation on the topic and recommended that it be included in the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting materials.  Mr. B. Jones requested that NATF vet the issue and return to TAC with broader information and a recommendation as to whether 2500 bids per account holder is sufficient and if a “one-size-fits-all” approach is appropriate.

Mr. Blackburn also called attention to NPRR169 and concerns for getting price signals to all Entities at the same time; potential latency issues; Entities without ICCP links; and publishing Load Zone aggregated LMPs to the Market Information System (MIS).  Liz Jones encouraged Market Participants to not only heed NATF reports for Nodal issues, but ROS reports as well.  Mr. Blackburn concurred, adding that the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG), the Steady State Working Group (SSWG), and Transmission/Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) are addressing modeling issues through ROS.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris presented Revision Requests for TAC consideration.

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 841, Revise Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF)
NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements

Ms. Hobbs noted that due to extra time in the schedule, PRR841 will be eligible for consideration at the March 23, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  
Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of PRR841 and NPRR203 as recommended by PRS in the respective 02/18/10 PRS Reports.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies
John Dumas reported that current ERCOT Protocol language had been researched, and reviewed the three Options described in the 03/04/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Dumas noted that in the Nodal Market, Power System Stabilizer (PSS) status is required to be telemetered, and if posted in Real-Time, Resource information could be gleaned from the data; and that both Option 1 and Option 2 will require some system programming to post the data to the MIS.  Marguerite Wagner expressed appreciation for the work of ERCOT Staff on the item and requested that a TAC member move in support of Option 2.  

Clayton Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR156 as amended by the 03/04/10 ERCOT comments, with the recognition that ERCOT will continue with Option 3, Manual Interim Option (described in the 03/04/10 ERCOT comments) to fulfill the requirement of item (7) of Section 3.15.3 until Option 2 Include PSS Status Information in the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF), can be implemented to automate the solution.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.

Market Participants discussed that the manual option could be used as an interim solution to meet the requirement of item (7) of Section 3.15.3 to allow NPRR156 to be implemented versus being sent to the nodal parking deck and that the manual option would be acceptable until such a time ERCOT could include the PSS status information in the RARF.  In discussion of whether certain language would require gray boxing, Mr. Greer reiterated that the motion is made with the understanding that the market will continue to receive the information currently made available.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the intent of item (7) will be accomplished by continued posting and eventual implementation of Option 2. 
Mr. Bruce expressed appreciation for the work associated with NPRR156, but added that he could not support and advance the item to the ERCOT Board as it remained uncertain as to how the item would be implemented.  Mr. Bruce respectfully requested that the motion be withdrawn and that NPRR156 be remanded to PRS for continued vetting of issues such as prioritization, implementation, and gray boxing of certain language.  Market Participants discussed whether an internal or external project would result from the language; that even with a remand to PRS, the language would likely return to TAC as is; and that NPRR156 is no longer slated for the Nodal parking deck.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
NPRR204, Update Generic Startup Cost for Reciprocating Engines 

Mr. Brewster asked why $487 is the correct number for Reciprocating Engine operation and maintenance costs, and how the original drafters were so incorrect in initially setting the number at $1.  Clif Lange opined that $1 was obviously artificially low and speculated that $1 was a placeholder.  Mr. Lange noted that the $487 was derived from reverse calculations in various negotiations, discussions with ERCOT, and $/MW capacity of similar technology.  Mr. Lange added that the number is an offer cap, and not necessarily what will be paid; and offered that the unit owners would be happy to not have the units called for ERCOT purposes, as they were installed for non-ERCOT use, but that should the units be called, startup costs should be recoverable.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR204 as recommended by PRS in the 02/18/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Lange seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR207, Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback

Ms. Hobbs reported that the in response to the request that ERCOT reconsider the NPRR207 CEO Revision Request Review determination of “not needed for go-live”, ERCOT performed the review and the determination remains regarding the proposed RUC Clawback Charge changes. 

Regarding Hour and Half Hour Start Unit Deselection, Ms. Hobbs reported that ERCOT is currently reviewing options to improve operator screens; and that capability for hourly deselection is available, but ERCOT needs to ensure that there is an efficient way for operators to execute the policy.  Ms. Hobbs suggested that a TAC decision on the language is not urgently needed, and that ERCOT be allowed time to continue to analyze the language; that ERCOT report at the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting as to what ERCOT capabilities will be prior to TNMID, and any necessary language revisions.  Mr. B. Jones requested that WMS coordinate with ERCOT Staff, review the language, and provide comment.
Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR207 for one month.  Mr. Lange seconded the motion.  Mr. Anderson indicated that efforts such as database changes, coding, and testing might pose a significant risk to the current schedule.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs

Ms. Hobbs reviewed the history of PRR833 and upcoming stakeholder meetings where PRR833 would be further discussed, and opined that the item would again be before TAC at the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting.   No vote was taken.

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Mr. Anderson noted that ERCOT would provide comments to NPRR146 before the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting.  No vote was taken.

NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies

Mr. B. Jones noted that action on NPRR198 was delayed to coincide with it’s related PRR; Ms. Hobbs reminded Market Participants that TAC made revisions to NPRR198 language at the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting.

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR198 as revised by TAC on February 4, 2010.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process 

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 028, Synchronization – Backup Control Plan Submission Process

Ken Donohoo reported that the Joint Registration Organization (JRO) process is not complete.  Ms. Hobbs offered that ERCOT would not object to a continued table.  No vote was taken. 

WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed recent WMS activities.

Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) Recommendation
Kristy Ashley described ERCOT’s recently acquired tool for determining the probability of high ramping in wind events, noted that Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) is not part of the toolbox, and asked why EILS is included in the report.  Kent Saathoff noted that while EILS is not part of normal operations, is it part of ERCOT’s emergency plan.  Ms. Ashley countered that firm Load shed is not included in the report and asked, rhetorically, if EILS should be included in the report, if it is not considered a reliability tool in all aspects.

Market Participants discussed that mothballing 2000MW of capacity would drop ERCOT below the 12.5 percent reserve requirement in 2013 and might invite North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) intervention, and that the ERCOT Board might be apprised; that while ERCOT communicates Notifications of Suspension of Operations of a Generation Resource, it usually does not update the Capacity, Demand and Reserves Report (CDR) outside of May and December of each year; that as a policy, the ERCOT market does not use RMR units for reserve adequacy; and that an explanation within the report of the changed methodology, year to year, would be helpful.  Mr. Pieniazek noted that the CDR is one snapshot in time and has many assumptions, and that parties should be informed as to what the assumptions are.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of the GATF report.  Hugh Lenox seconded the motion.  Mr. B. Jones expressed appreciation for the work of the GATF.  The motion carried unanimously.
Wind Cost Allocation Proposal
Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed the WMS WCATF recommendation for the Wind Plus Load Ratio Share (LRS) methodology.  Mr. B. Jones reported that additional documents had been submitted by Market Participants noted that TAC Procedures limit the use of supplemental materials provided less than one week before the meeting, and that a motion to consider the materials would be requested.

Mr. Brewster moved that the materials be considered.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Jennifer Troutman noted that she raised the issue of late materials, since the revised TAC Procedures were the result of an AEP appeal.  Mr. Bruce noted that the process was not engaged for the late filing of ERCOT comments to various revision requests.  Ms. Hobbs recalled TAC discussion that once the revised TAC Procedure was implemented, late filed comments to Revision Requests would be considered without a vote unless there was an objection raised to hearing the comments.  The motion carried with two objections from the Independent Power Marketer and Municipal Market Segments.
Eric Goff presented the WMS-recommended proposal for a Wind Plus LRS allocation methodology and opined that the volatility of WGRs’ fuel source leads to uncertainty that EROCT must account for in Ancillary Services; that the additional Ancillary Services have a cost that, without an allocation methodology, must be uplifted to Loads; and that the Wind Plus LRS allocation provides financial incentives for WGRs to provide services that they currently do not provide. 

Market Participants discussed that frequency deviations are not solely attributable to wind, with some Market Participants opining that there are strong correlations between frequency deviations and the volatility of wind; and the degree of bias in the data points, as adjustments were not made when there were frequency corrections made by ERCOT.  Mr. Goff offered to provide the backup data for the presented calculations, noting that all data was not included in the presentation due to file size.

Randy Jones, representing Calpine, presented information regarding the use of fleet Verbal Dispatch instructions (VDIs) to support reliability, and opined that more variability in the system has a direct bearing on Ancillary Services; that variability does not smooth the system; and that when Regulation Service Up or Regulation Service Down is depleted, due to deployment timeline constraints, fleet VDIs are used.  Mr. R. Jones added that some Entities are contributing much to reliability and are compensated, in the case of fleet VDIs, via Out of Merit Energy (OOME) settlements, which are uplifted to Load.  Ms. Ashley expressed concern for Generation adequacy and the potential for increased “moth-balling” of units.
Mr. Bruce, representing NextEra Energy Resources, presented considerations in opposition to the WMS recommendation and an assessment of wind generation impacts on Ancillary Services, acknowledging that operational challenges must be addressed and that the widespread introduction of technologies is forcing the market to reconsider many issues.  Mr. Bruce offered that wind provides downward price pressure, and reviewed Regulation Service Up, Regulation Service Down, NSRS and Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) trends for March 2008 through December 2009; recalled that unusual Congestion contributed to Spring 2008 anomalies; and opined that what is being contemplated represents a public policy change for which guidance has not been given as to whether the change should even occur.

Mr. Bruce argued that stakeholders are contemplating altering the economics of a regime of technology; that such actions can be interpreted as a chilling signal to investors; and that the entire issue is brought at a time when the explicit charge is to implement the Nodal Market.  Mr. Bruce added that any revision request offered would not be actionable for more than two years; that Ancillary Services should be procured with the least cost to the system; and that the cost allocation should be discussed after Nodal Market stabilization when all cost drivers can be considered.

Mr. Bruce reviewed a potential motion for adoption by TAC.  Market Participants discussed that going forward, all WGRs must meet certain technological and performance requirements, and will as a result be exempted from potential cost allocations.  Market Participants discussed the need for inertia on the system.  Mr. Greer offered that stakeholders are trying to apply controllable aspects to an inherently uncontrollable technology.  Dan Jones suggested that a new service be considered, but doubted that WGRs will be found to be the low-cost provider of that new service; and opined that wind is largely contributing to Regulation and NSRS requirements, but that economic incentives should not be created to encourage the high cost provider to provide a service.

Mr. Pieniazek opined that Mr. Bruce intimated that one group of stakeholders is seeking to quell another group of stakeholders, and rejected the notion; and reiterated that the Wind Plus LRS proposal is an effort to identify two categories – things that vary, such as wind and Load, and things that do not vary, such as conventional Generation; that conventional Generation is currently providing a service at a cost; and that through the Wind Plus Load Ratio Share option, the more that WGRs behave like conventional Generation, the less cost they will encounter.  Mr. Lewis added that the Nodal Market itself is being developed for cost causation, and expressed concern for 18GW of wind and 30GW of Load. 

Mr. R. Jones stated that as debate continues he increasingly becomes convinced that a system of credits should not be offered WGRs; that WGRs have long claimed that they are negative Load and should be treated as such; and that fleet VDIs might be the natural gas bridge until the Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) routine is implemented.  Mr. R. Jones reiterated his concern for the stability of the system and opined that Market Participants should be chilled by the subsynchronous resonance reporting coming out of the ROS.

Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Staff noted that after the February 17, 2010 WMS meeting, PUCT Staff reviewed the WMS recommendation and suggested that this is a policy issue which they were uncomfortable being decided through a stakeholder group.  Independent Market Monitor (IMM) Staff suggested that the wind cost allocation issue is more appropriately decided at the PUCT.

Mr. Daniels complimented ERCOT Staff for leading North America by introducing tools to deal with ramping issues and integrating wind; and noted that the tools have driven weather forecasters to improve the short-term weather forecast accuracy; that telemetry issues have been addressed with weather stations; and that Protocol revisions have also allowed ERCOT to know how many turbines are on-line at any point.  Mr. Daniels added that Energy traders model with a 16 hour peak and an 8 hour off peak; opined that there are significant issues with frequency regulation at the transition times of the day; and suggested that other contributing factors, such as when all street lights are switching off, should be examined for improvements.
Diana Liebmann, representing Horizon Wind Energy, argued that the WCATF proposals are concerned with allocating costs and are not about reliability; that governing rules such as the Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA) do not grant ERCOT the authority to perform cost allocation; and that consideration of the issue is properly suited for rate cases before the PUCT and not ERCOT stakeholder bodies, where antitrust violations are a risk.
Ms. Liebmann further argued that cost allocation has always been a function of the PUCT, where witnesses provide evidence and testimony; that a task force does not have immunity from antitrust laws to discuss how the stakeholder process might be engaged to challenge the market design selected by the PUCT, and that to do so brings real liability and increased scrutiny to ERCOT and the stakeholder process; and opined that ERCOT Staff is not taking a position on cost allocation as the topic has nothing to do with reliability.  

Market Participants noted that the process for assigning Ancillary Service is entirely contained in the ERCOT Protocols; and that the Protocol revision process is legal and the PUCT-approved way to revise the ERCOT Protocols.  Ms. Liebmann countered that a petition filed for market design change would grant stakeholders immunity to hold discussions.  Mr. Greer asked if TAC acted inappropriately when it granted not grandfathering but Protocol exemptions for non-thermal technologies, and argued that granting exemptions for one class of technologies creates barriers for other technologies.  
IMM Staff opined that the PUCT is the appropriate forum for cost allocation discussions; that further discussion in stakeholder forums is unproductive, as are charges of potential antitrust violations, as all actions in the stakeholder bodies are by nature on the path to the PUCT.
Mr. Emery moved that TAC and WMS have reviewed proposals to assign Ancillary Service obligations to WGS, as well as a proposal to continue the current policy, and that TAC requests that the ERCOT Board consider these approaches in discussion around this issue.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether the motion should contain the directive to file revision requests; that such a directive was unnecessary, as any interested party may file a revision request at any time; and that the ERCOT Board might take up a policy discussion and provide additional direction to stakeholders upon reviewing Market Participant deliberations.  Market Participants offered revisions to the motion.
Mr. Emery and Mr. Pieniazek accepted Market Participant suggestions to amend the motion to state that TAC and WMS considered options to the cost allocation of Ancillary Services to WGRs, and that TAC requests that the ERCOT Board direct TAC regarding such approaches.  Market Participants debated the utility of the motion and whether a vote for the motion would be a tacit endorsement of the WMS recommendation, and discussed that the ERCOT Board may take up any policy discussion without the request of the stakeholders and that Market Participants should be in communication with their ERCOT Board members; and that the proposals and presenters should be made available to the ERCOT Board.

Mr. Bruce noted that the ERCOT Board directed TAC to consider the issue 18 months ago, that TAC recommended the status quo, and the ERCOT Board took no action; and argued that as a result of one individual later re-raising the issue, TAC reconsidered the issue and has debated proposals, but that the motion does not give any indication of TAC opinion.  Mr. Ögelman countered that the ERCOT Board might provide additional guidance as to whether the issue is appropriately debated at TAC.
Mr. Pieniazek moved to call for the question.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
The motion that TAC and WMS considered options to the cost allocation of Ancillary Services to WGRs, and that TAC requests that the ERCOT Board direct TAC regarding such approaches carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR091, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing for a Total of 45 Days
Evan Rowe noted that the PUCT Staff was directed to open a rulemaking to address the concern that interim mitigated offer caps may violate the current PUCT Substantive Rules; and expressed hope that the stakeholders would complete their work regarding NPRR091, so that when the PUCT completes its rulemaking, the ERCOT Board would be able to take action.  

Market Participants discussed that the ERCOT Board indicated that the stakeholders should continue their efforts but not bring anything for ERCOT Board consideration until the PUCT completes its action; that WMS held a special meeting on February 22, 2010 to consider NPRR091; and that WMS might further review the Options for fuel oil cost recovery per various Luminant comments and provide further comment while NPRR091 is tabled at TAC.  

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR091 and request that WMS provide comments on the options under consideration.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the difficulty of advancing NPR091 without understanding the PUCT position regarding whether interim mitigated offer caps violate the current PUCT Substantive Rules; that the stakeholders might be able to speak to the issue via a white paper or additional comments to NPRR091; that WMS rejected the proposal by the Steel Group; and that the coming rulemaking might inform stakeholder decisions and that Market Participants are able to comment to the actual rule.  The motion carried unanimously.
COPS Report (see Key Documents)

Due to time constraints, Mr. B. Jones noted that the COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents and that the voting item was not time sensitive so as to require TAC action at this time.
Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 016, Update to Section 12, Renewable Energy Credits due to PRR 808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules

This item was not taken up.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo reviewed recent ROS activities and highlighted Nodal model validation efforts, noting stakeholders’ commitment to meeting TNMID and database maintenance.  Market Participants discussed that the complexity of the models, and the extent of integration into Market Participant systems, makes hiring additional resources extremely difficult.  In response to Mr. Goff’s question regarding the status of RMR contracts, Mr. Saathoff reported that construction at Permian is scheduled for October 2010; that once the transformer is installed, an evaluation will be performed; and that a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) to exit RMR before the end of the term might be possible, depending on the evaluation.

SCR758, Enhancements to the Proposed Transmission Outage Report

William Lewis moved to recommend approval of SCR758 as recommended by ROS in the 02/11/10 ROS Report.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Planning Guide Proposal

Mr. Donohoo reported that ROS will consider forming a Planning Working Group (PLWG); that in creating new documents, both NERC and ERCOT terms will likely be utilized; and that the PLWG will receive reports from various stakeholder groups and that confidentiality of certain data will continue to be protected.

2010 TAC Goals (see Key Documents)

Due to time constraints, Mr. B. Jones recommended that that consideration of the 2010 TAC goals be delayed to the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting, and noted that draft 2010 TAC goals were posted with the day’s Key Documents.  There were no objections.

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

Mr. B. Jones noted that the RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report

No RTWG report was provided and there was no discussion.
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

No report was provided and there was no discussion.
Other Business
Possible Changes to the Credit WG and the MCWG
Mr. B. Jones noted that due to efforts surrounding NPRR206, ERCOT Board Member Miguel Espinoza inquired as to the necessity of two credit groups.  Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that prior to the formation of the MCWG, TAC did not have a group that would be responsive to TAC questions and concerns regarding credit issues, and that the Credit WG reports to the ERCOT Board’s Finance and Audit Committee, that membership is restricted to credit professionals, and that the Credit WG utilizes a voting structure similar to PRS.

Market Participants commended the work of MCWG Chair Morgan Davies and discussed that stakeholder subcommittees do not have membership restrictions along professional lines; that combining the Credit WG and the MCWG might provide administrative efficiencies, but that the joint committee must satisfy the needs of both the Finance and Audit Subcommittee and TAC; that a hybrid group with joint reporting responsibilities would require the consent of the Finance and Audit Subcommittee; and that a new credit subcommittee might achieve some new or improved function for TAC and the ERCOT Board.  Mr. B. Jones clarified that the stakeholders understand that TAC cannot modify the Credit WG’s responsibility to the ERCOT Board, but that Mr. Espinoza requested that TAC offer their thoughts on the topic of the two credit groups.

Market Participants expressed appreciation for the ERCOT Board’s consideration of process efficiencies and discussed that it might be most efficient to have a merged credit group under TAC, as TAC reports to the ERCOT Board; that the COPS Procedures might be modified to include credit issues; that credit issues still need to be considered from a market standpoint; and whether it would be sufficient for TAC to be allowed to make assignments to the Credit WG.  

Mr. Bruce expressed concern for regression and reminded Market Participants that the MCWG was created because the Credit WG was previously unresponsive to stakeholder concerns; Mr. Greer concurred, added that a PRS-style voting structure might be a helpful addition to the MCWG, and opined that both the Credit WG and MCWG are needed for balance, noting that the MCWG did not take up consideration of any credit issues related to ERCOT, Inc.  Market Participants discussed that the Credit WG and the MCWG have different and necessary focuses, but that more clearly defined roles would assist redundancy issues.

Future TAC Meetings

Mr. B. Jones noted that the TAC meetings have recently conflicted with PUCT meetings; that the TAC meeting might move to Wednesdays to avoid the conflict; and that Ms. Hobbs will review the calendar and advise TAC leadership.

Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the TAC meeting at 4:45 p.m.
APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

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

Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

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

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Service Corporation
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	

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

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Rob Bevill to Read Comstock

· Read Comstock to Steve Madden (morning only)

· John Sims to Clif Lange 

Guests:

	Barkley, Jim
	Baker Botts, LLP
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Blevins, Chad
	Blevins Energy & Environmental
	

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Calzada, Gricelda
	AEP
	

	Casey, Kim
	
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gurley, Larry
	Energy Markets Consulting
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	EDF Trading
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Long, Melissa
	City of Eastland
	

	Nikazm, Tamila
	AE
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Riordon, Ken
	LCRA
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Starnes, Bill
	DME
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bohart, Jim
	
	

	Baker, Randy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Gates, Vikki
	
	

	Goodman, Dale
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Manning, Chuck
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Medina, Eric
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	


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

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

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

Dave Seibert provided Antitrust training. 

ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

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

Mr. B. Jones reported ERCOT Board approval of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 837, Load Used in RMR Studies; PRR841, Revise Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF); Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies; NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub; NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies; NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements; NPRR204, Update Generic Startup Cost for Reciprocating Engines; and System Change Request (SCR) 758, Enhancements to the Proposed Transmission Outage Report.
Generation Adequacy Task Force Recommendation

Mr. B. Jones noted that the ERCOT Board remanded the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) Report to TAC due to language recommending that the zonal and Nodal Protocols be revised to require Generators to submit an affirmative declaration that the Standard Generation Interconnection Agreement (SGIA) and air permit are still applicable.

Mr. B. Jones reported that rather than requiring a declaration from Generators, ERCOT Staff will instead implement a process in which they will contract the developers individually and obtain a non-binding estimate on the expected on-line date for units with SGIA and air permits; and that ERCOT Staff intends to request the on-line estimates prior to each update of the reserve margin calculation.

Sandy Morris moved to recommend approval of the revised GATF Report.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
Data Response to Board: Wind Cost Allocation

Mr. B. Jones reported that the ERCOT Board’s vote on the Wind Cost Allocation Task Force (WCATF) recommendation was inconclusive; that the ERCOT Board requested data from ERCOT Staff; and that as a courtesy, ERCOT Staff is presenting preliminary data to TAC before the April 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  John Dumas provided a review of current Ancillary Service requirements; historical ERCOT North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Control Performance Standard 1 (CPS1) scores; wind generation impact on ERCOT Regulation; how Ancillary Services will be affected by Nodal; and potential allocation methods for Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) and Regulation Reserve Service (RGS).
Regarding the RRS deployment summary, Market Participants discussed that while Out of Merit (OOM) deployments were not included in the manual analysis, OOMs in the Day Ahead Market (DAM) due to uncertainty in the wind forecast have a cost down to the consumer that is not reflected in the summary.  Mr. Dumas noted that most wind forecast uncertainty is captured in the Resource Plan that goes to RRS.  Ms. Wagner asked if operators are required to log a reason for every RRS deployment; Mr. Dumas answered that he was uncertain of a requirement, but that operators generally log the reason for a RRS deployment.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Approval of Draft March 4, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes

Brittney Albracht reviewed proposed revisions to the draft minutes.

Kenan Ögelman moved to approve the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Mark Bruce seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Webcast of TAC Meetings

Texas Admin

Mr. B. Jones reviewed the request from Texas Admin to broadcast TAC meetings over the Internet, and reiterated that Texas Admin would be providing a subscription service and that associated costs would not be borne by ERCOT.  Kristi Hobbs noted that TAC meetings are currently broadcast via teleconference and opined that there are no measures that TAC may take to prevent a party from bringing a camera to a public TAC meeting.  Clayton Greer noted that TAC had not requested that Texas Admin offer broadcast services.

Mr. Greer moved to reject the Texas Admin request.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce opined that upon his review, the TAC Procedures need not be revised to accommodate webcasting.  Mr. Wittmeyer expressed concern that Residential Consumers would be extremely unlikely to have access to the subscription service, and that TAC would risk losing the expertise of Market Participants who would subscribe to the webcast rather than attend the TAC meetings in person.  Chris Brewster opined that TAC sets policy at a high level; that it is difficult to demonstrate the record of stakeholder action and the thinking that goes into TAC decisions; and that webcasting TAC meetings would add transparency to TAC proceedings.  

Mr. Ögelman opined that there might be behavioral changes as a result of webcasting, but that it would seem inappropriate to reject the broadcast of a public meeting.  Ms. Morris added that she did not object to the broadcast, but expressed concern for archiving.  Richard Ross offered that while webcasting might be detrimental to productivity, the issue is not one for TAC consideration.  Mr. Greer and Mr. Wittmeyer withdrew the motion.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci provided a Nodal program status update and reported that at 236 days out, there are no items impacting the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  Mike Cleary added that there is much risk that remains to be managed; that the current main goal remains successful mechanical implementation; that quality solutions will be the next goal; and that the previous week’s DAM connectivity milestone was a significant achievement.  

Mr. Iacobucci noted that an e-mail was sent regarding a price correction, as some test data was accidentally published, resulting in two LMP prices being published; Mr. Iacobucci reiterated that the problem was not with the engine, but was strictly a publishing error.  Mr. Iacobucci reported that hub data related to NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub, would become available in May/June 2010 in Phase 5 of market trials.  Mr. Iacobucci noted that tuning and environment scaling were among the unexpected issues seen in market trials, and that the Nodal team’s efforts were directed to maintaining sufficient stability to minimize environment unavailability.  Mr. Iacobucci added that the Nodal program schedule had been fully regained; that there are no currently items with a yellow or red status; and that testing of Ancillary Service cooptimization earlier in the week went well.

Mr. B. Jones requested that, in the interest of efficiency, items requiring Market Participant discussion and vote continue to go through the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) first, so that TAC may have the NATF recommendation; and that the Nodal team remain vigilant that the necessary approval items reach the TAC agenda timely.  Mr. Iacobucci noted that the Nodal cutover sequence would be presented for Market Participant re-vetting in the May/June 2010 timeframe.

Regarding the market design assessment, Mr. Cleary highlighted that an experienced team is being put in place to review and assess market design and Nodal Protocol alignment with the market trial results; and that the effort is not in anticipation of bad actors or concern for an inability to operate within the rules, but rather is to understand potential issues or weaknesses in the Nodal Protocols, and to see if operations are also within the spirit of the rules. 

Market Participant Readiness

Vikki Gates reviewed upcoming Market Participant readiness meetings, trainings and outreach opportunities and noted that the Settlement workshops are a result of feedback received from Market Participants.  Ms. Gates reported that the regular curriculum training sessions are on an approximately six week rotation, and that participation remains very high.  Mr. R. Jones asked what the Protocol traceability effort revealed regarding combined cycle units; ERCOT Staff reported that traceability information is posted to the Nodal Transition Readiness Center, and that the combined cycle alignment items are being addressed via one NPRR.

NATF Report 

Don Blackburn provided the NATF update, noting that Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions, and Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) were recent NATF discussion items.  Mr. Blackburn added that NATF might begin meeting more frequently, either in-person or via teleconference, and congratulated Stacy Bridges, Matt Mereness, Scott Middleton, Carrie Tucker and the other ERCOT Nodal team members on recent successes. 

Bid Limit Determination per Nodal Protocol Section 7.5.2, CRR Auction Offers and Bids – Discussion

This item was not taken up.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris presented Revision Requests for TAC consideration.

PRR844, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Greer moved to remand NPRR210 to PRS.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mandy Bauld noted that the revision contemplated in the 4/1/10 Morgan Stanley comments would require a system change.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs

Mr. B. Jones noted that the 3/26/10 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments were based on the 3/12/10 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) comments.  Mr. Bruce noted that WMS inserted a permissive clause allowing ERCOT to require WGRs to install alternate measures if a WGR is exempted from providing Primary Frequency Response, and that ROS considered the option but did not endorse it.  Barbara Clemenhagen noted that WMS tried to make the language regarding overfrequency relays as flexible as possible to allow for other technologies.  Ken Donohoo added that the ROS preferred the original PRR833 language endorsed by the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) and the PRS.  Mr. Bruce expressed appreciation for the effort given to PRR833 and stated his relative comfort with the item; opined that the revised language is not better and is open ended and a little vague; and suggested that PRR833 be adopted without the last sentence suggested in the 3/26/10 WMS comments.

Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of PRR833 per the 3/12/10 ROS comments.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Several Market Participants requested that the motion not be considered until ERCOT Staff speaks to the item.  Mr. Bruce stated that NextEra holds that PRR833 is a new standard that requires retrofitting of existing equipment, which as a matter of policy should not be done, but that it is fundamental to system stability and some portion of Generation Resources must contribute to the effort.  Mr. Bruce added that the costs to NextEra will be significant; that not all NextEra units will be able to make the retrofits and therefore will be applying for exemption; and that system needs trump philosophical disagreement.  Mr. Bruce withdrew the motion.
Mr. B. Jones asked if ERCOT has concern with removing the language suggested by the 3/26/10 WMS comments to PRR833.  Chad Seely opined that the revised language provides ERCOT the flexibility to request that WGRs install relays, and that without the language, ERCOT would lack the authority to make the request, and that as a result, many exemptions could be granted.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR833 as revised by the 3/26/10 WMS comments.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce asked if ERCOT would object to striking “alternate measures” and inserting “overfrequency relays” in its place.  Mr. Seely stated that he could not speak to what other measures might be possible.  Mike Grimes reiterated his opposition to a policy of retrofits and expressed concern that some WGRs will be forced to install relays due to exemptions being granted to other WGRs.  Mr. Bruce offered that ERCOT’s intent is good and that ERCOT is reasonable, but that the revised language is not good and should be modified slightly.  

Mr. Houston opined that, upon hearing ERCOT Staff concerns, reliability is better served by allowing ERCOT the flexibility provided by the language revisions proposed in the 3/26/10 WMS comments.  Mr. Houston hesitated to limit ERCOT to one solution, noting that technology might be developed later that is more effective for reliability, or more cost effective for WGRs.  Mr. Ögelman suggested that ERCOT’s ability to grant the exemption might be more restricted without the WMS language.  Mr. Bruce noted that the raw language does not allow ERCOT to consider economics in determining technical feasibility; that undefined alternate measures, if technically feasible, may be required by ERCOT; and that if Market Participants believe that overfrequency relays provide stability, ERCOT may be given the discretion, via clear language, to require the measure.  Mr. Greer concluded that should ERCOT deny an exemption, the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process may be utilized.  
Mr. Bruce noted that NextEra would have been supportive of the version of PRR833 without the 3/26/10 WMS comments, which Mr. Bruce characterized as the better version of PRR833.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

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

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

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

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

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

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed recent WMS activities and presented items for TAC consideration.

NPRR091, Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing for a Total of 45 Days
Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that the ERCOT Board originally requested that TAC not advance NPRR091 pending conclusion of Project No. 35392, PUC Rulemaking to Address Initial Implementation of the Nodal Market, but that the PUCT had since encouraged TAC to proceed, and that the ERCOT Board could table NPRR091 pending conclusion of the rulemaking.

Mr. Brewster moved to recommend approval of NPRR091 as recommended by PRS in the 7/17/08 PRS Report an as amended by the 3/29/10 WMS comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Ms. Bauld expressed concern with the item’s Option 3 language, noting that the 3/29/10 WMS comments do not take into consideration Real-Time Settlement Point Price when determining whether or not a Market Participant is due cost recovery.

Mr. Greer moved to reconsider NPRR091.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  Market Participants discussed possible language revisions.  
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to remand NPRR091 to WMS.  Ms. Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

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

Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of the revised compromise proposal on DAM collateral parameters as revised by the 3/30/10 WMS.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the language now requires Entities to declare whether current practice deviates from the previous 30 days’ activity.  Mr. Lange noted that STEC voted against the compromise due to the premise of loosening credit requirements.  Mr. Lange expressed concern for exposing consumers to more risk by allowing less credit worthy Entities into the market, or allowing certain behaviors.  Mr. Lange opined that the original collateral requirements were too stringent, but that the compromise language is an over-correction.  Mr. B. Jones noted that NPRR206 will require some adjustment, due to the proposed parameters.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
COPS Report (see Key Documents)

Ken Riordon reviewed COPS action regarding revision requests presented for TAC consideration.

Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 016, Update to Section 12, Renewable Energy Credits due to PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules 

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

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

Ms. Morris moved to approve LPGRR036 as recommended by COPS in the 3/9/10 COPS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo reviewed recent ROS activities, reminded Market Participants that the April 2010 ROS meeting had been rescheduled for Monday, April 12, 2010, and noted that OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements, and OGRR242, Section 7 Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction, would be discussed. 

OGRR232, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag) 

NOGRR027, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag)

Mr. Houston moved to approve OGRR232 and NOGRR027 as recommended by the ROS in the respective 3/11/10 ROS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Lange seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2010 TAC Goals (see Key Documents)

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

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

Kyle Patrick provided a brief review of RMS working group and task force activities.
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report

Mr. Bruce presented the draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) and noted that issues continue to be vetted by stakeholders, but that as the document is large and TAC will eventually consider the TRIP for approval, RTWG believed a preview of the draft would be useful for TAC.  Mr. Bruce highlighted the utility of the summary tables for locating where specific goals are addressed in the document; and that the document is organized around Nodal implementation phases and the Nodal parking deck process.

Market Participants asked how the TRIP was generated.  Mr. Bruce answered that issues addressed in the TRIP were initially developed in the 2008 Wind Workshops and through the standing TAC subcommittees, working groups, and task forces; that portions of the TRIP itself was drafted by RTWG participants; that the TRIP is housed by the RTWG; and that both ROS and WMS will be reviewing the document before a final version is presented to TAC for possible action.

Independent Market Monitor (IMM) Staff noted a general recognition that increased flexibility will be needed from non-wind Entities to accomplish more wind integration, and that compensation and incentives generally come with that flexibility; and asked if such issues are contemplated in the TRIP, and if the TRIP is to be provided to the PUCT as a way to address their recent discussions regarding the need for a renewable workshop.   Mr. Bruce noted that near-term issues addressed in the document are related to wind, but that later issues such as solar, small wind, and other technologies that act like renewable are also addressed in the TRIP; and that the TRIP is a way to understand the suite of issues and might allow policy makers to gain comfort for what is and is not being done, and what can and cannot be done.  Mr. Bruce expressed hope that the TRIP would be a tool for collaboration and planning.

Market Participants discussed that the TRIP is an impressive effort and might be used as a universal collaboration document, but that should it be filed at the PUCT, it would carry the imprimatur of ERCOT and the stakeholder process, and should policy recommendation come out of it, the TRIP should have a set review process.  Mr. B. Jones requested that ERCOT Staff confirm whether TAC would own the TRIP or only endorse it.  Mr. Bruce offered that RTWG reports exclusively to TAC; opined that the TRIP would not be a binding document, but that TAC may or may not reference the TRIP at its pleasure; and requested that TAC consider whether it would prefer to see the document finalized quickly, or if it would prefer that more time be allowed for review by the various stakeholder groups.  Mr. Bruce added that quarterly reports are being provided to the PUCT, and that the PUCT requested that the TRIP be completed sooner rather than later. 

Mr. B. Jones requested that a revised draft TRIP be presented at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting, and opined that stakeholders should spend significant time on the document.  Ms. Wagner suggested that TAC consider breaking the document into pieces; Mr. Greer added that various issues should be vetted by specific stakeholder groups.  Mr. Bruce noted that many of the positions or issue resolutions in the TRIP reflect actual votes by the various TAC subgroups, and that for many issues the TRIP simply tracks the issues as they are addressed and resolved by other stakeholder groups.

Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Separation Update (see Key Documents)

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

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

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

No report was provided and there was no discussion.

Other Business

Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market

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

Economic vs. Reliability Team Report

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

Mr. D. Jones offered that a simple scenario might be reviewed, wherein a significant amount of North-to-South Congestion might be solved by putting a nominal amount of Load on radial lines, and whether parties would want to pursue $20 million in savings over a three month period, given the reliability probabilities.  

Market Participants discussed that should economic evaluations be done outside of a defined structure, process and set of rules, that Entities with superior modeling tools would be able to make recommendations; that impacts to peaker net margins should be considered, as should the transmission planning economic assessment; and whether ERCOT considering reliability and economics in operations, versus only reliability, is consistent with an energy-only market.  Mr. D. Jones asked if there is a measurable reliability degradation that is tolerable, and at what efficiency level.

PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism

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

Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the TAC meeting at 3:14 p.m.
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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. 
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:34 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 May 18, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting; and reported that efforts to draft the Planning Guides are underway, and that Ken Donohoo would provide an update at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting; and that a Power Storage Working Group (PSWG) would be created under the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).  Mr. B. Jones apologized that he did not seek the opinion of the ERCOT Board regarding the draft Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market, though Dr. Alton D. “Dee” Patton did express a strong desire to have the principles in place.
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 208, Registration and Settlement of Distributed Generation (DG) Less Than One MW 

Adrian Pieniazek moved to refer NPRR208 to the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS).  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  Market Participants requested that COPS evaluate Load Profiles for Distributed Generations and report back at the July 1, 2010 TAC meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.

Approval of Draft May 6, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Mark Bruce seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update

Jason Iacobucci provided a brief Nodal program status update, noting that a first meeting regarding the cutover approach had been held and that some issues such as the sequence of the Day Ahead Market (DAM) Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) runs were determined.  Mr. Iacobucci reviewed market trial achievements, and noted that quality solutions continue to be a struggle, but that processes and procedures are in place to question data and get correction; and that ERCOT will continue to look for ways to communicate confidence in systems.

Dan Jones asked if there is any effort to seek more realistic data inputs from Market Participants; expressed concern that Market Participants were told at a recent workshop that realistic results will not be available until December 1, 2010; and suggested that a Load Frequency Control (LFC)-type test, where Entities were actually settled, might achieve realistic data input.  Mr. Iacobucci confirmed that due to the nature of testing with a wide user base, achieving representative dollars in Settlement is very difficult; noted that the Nodal Protocols are not currently in effect, but that Market Participants will see Settlement Statements as part of the test, but no dollars would change hands; and added that major markets in the past 10 years have not conducted closed tests prior to go-live due to Settlement concerns.  Clayton Greer suggested that Market Participants run scripts written by ERCOT to test systems. 

Mr. Iacobucci reported that in an effort to efficiently engage Nodal resources, NPRR changes will be funneled to a single stakeholder forum, which will be attended by Subject Matter Experts (SMEs).   
LFC Test Overview

Kenneth Ragsdale presented and reviewed common Market Participant Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) issues identified and solved during the May 2010 two hour LFC test.  ERCOT Staff confirmed that zonal constraints were respected in nodal; that constraints were manually entered by operators, as always; and that both zonal and nodal systems showed the constraints.  Mr. Ragsdale noted that a couple of units tripped in transitioning to nodal, and that frequency was in normal range; that the next test would be the eight hour LFC test; and that results will be covered in the June 8, 2010 workshop.  
Market Cut-Over Overview

Mr. Ragsdale reviewed Nodal Program cut-over timelines and noted that TAC approval will be sought to enact certain parts of the Nodal market, as certain systems and processes will be in production well before December 1, 2010.  Mr. Ragsdale added that a Market Notice will be sent regarding which (Non-Opt In Entity (NOIE) Load zones will be effective December 1, 2010.

Nodal Readiness Updates

Brandon McElfresh reviewed scheduled meetings, trainings, outreach efforts and mark trial dates, as well as active Nodal metrics.  Mr. McElfresh noted that August 13, 2010 is the last date to register for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with Resources to participate in the Nodal market on December 1, 2010

Nodal Model Load Transition

Woody Rickerson reviewed proposed plans for transitioning from a zonal mode of data entry to a Nodal mode of data entry.  Adrianne Brandt offered that it would be helpful to understand why the problem of filing data on September 1, 2010 was not previously recognized, and what happened to reveal the issues.  Mr. Rickerson noted that temporal modeling is complex; that early 2010 debates regarding daily versus monthly modeling settled at a compromise of weekly modeling; that six weeks of efforts proved weekly modeling unattainable, as five days is not enough validation time for the required 60 sequential steps across six departments; and that the problem would have been brought forward sooner, had the experience been gained earlier.  Mr. Rickerson added that the problems with five day validation were discussed at the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) in April 2010 and the transition plan was presented in May 2010.  

Ms. Brandt conveyed that her NDSWG representative reported that the transition plan was proposed by ERCOT and that the working group was not part of the solution.  Mr. Rickerson noted that several options were discussed at NDSWG; that changes in October and November to data supplied in September would be problematic and lead to a change deadline of September 1, 2010.  Ms. Brandt expressed concern for Transmission Service Provider (TSP) staffing and training issues; that Entities have been planning for a September 1 start for a long time; and that there will be errors if the data submission process begins on July 1, 2010.

Liz Jones noted that the situation is similar to May 2008 when Market Participants made clear that they could not meet the timeline ERCOT proposed for Single Entry Model (SEM) testing and that there were enormous consequences for all concerned.  Ms. Jones declined to state that Market Participants would not be able to go live, but reiterated that Market Participants cannot meet the timeline as currently proposed and opined that ERCOT Staff and Market Participants can and must work together towards a different solution, as both Market Participant and ERCOT Staff solutions are unsatisfactory.

Mr. Iacobucci discussed that time is wasting; that a solution must be found no later than the week of June 7, 2010; that ERCOT is flexible in the transition period as to reporting interim updates; that ERCOT believes there is less risk to a quality Nodal go live if there is a transition to September, rather than a step function in September; and that further delays to determining a transition will effectively decide the matter.  Mr. Iacobucci opined that the issue should have been addressed years ago, that all parties should have been looking into it, but that bigger issues were going on at the time; and that the ERCOT proposal is not set in stone, but is believed by ERCOT Staff to be the best plan possible.  Mr. Iacobucci added that the proposal has been available for a month and that alternatives will be needed by the end of the week; and cautioned that many dates are not moveable due to the Nodal Protocols.  

John Houston opined that there was not an open dialogue on the topic at Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) and noted that shortening the timeline from September 1, 2010 to a mere 29 days from the TAC meeting is untenable; that significant planning is required for TSP construction and maintenance programs; that it is a mischaracterization that Entities are sitting on data, as much is not knowable at the moment; that ERCOT created the six department serialized process; and that ERCOT must work with Market Participants to reach an executable solution.  

Mr. Iacobucci reiterated that the September 1, 2010 date is not changing, but that in an effort to mitigate risk, ERCOT is proposing practicing the process prior to September 1, as in other market trials.  Mr. Iacobucci added that this is a transitional test problem, and that ERCOT is trying to get its systems, as well as Market Participant systems, ramped up ahead of September 1, 2010.  It was determined that the discussion would be tabled while Mr. Rickerson and interested parties met with NDSWG, in session that day, and that an alternate transition proposal might be considered before the TAC meeting adjourned.

Justin Rasberry later reported that ERCOT and Market Participants collectively agreed through NDSWG to a transition timeline given the following clarifications:
· ERCOT will accept all interim updates during the transition period
· Market Participants will enter pre-defined reasons justifying interim update as outlined (to be added to modeling expectation white paper)

· ERCOT will track and report interim update performance only to NDSWG and the affected Market Participant’s management team.

· ERCOT will modify the table reflecting data submission deadlines consistent with slide 3.
Mr. Rasberry also reported that it was agreed that ERCOT will confirm the submission deadline time per the software configuration, and that NDSWG will have a subsequent discussion regarding interim update Protocol implications.  Mr. Rasberry highlighted that the transition timeline will begin August 1, 2010 and will continue to the current load process through the September timeframe.  Market Participants and ERCOT Staff expressed appreciation for each others’ efforts and for NDSWG accommodating the urgent item on their day’s agenda.  

NATF Report 

James Jackson reported that at the June 1, 2010 meeting, NATF voted unanimously to endorse an option for ERCOT to execute the DAM on November 30, 2010 for the December 1, 2010 operational date; and that NATF voted unanimously to endorse NPRR218, Resolution of Alignment Item A71 - Add Protocol Description of the Power Balance Penalty Factor used in the SCED, with the 5/28/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Jackson added that NATF will now meet twice monthly in an effort to improve efficient vetting of Nodal issues.  

Mr. Greer noted discussion regarding Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) non-compliance in submitting reliable telemetry to ERCOT; added that the standard is two years old; and asked whether TAC should advise ERCOT to initiate action with the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE).  ERCOT Staff noted that 40 of 84 WGRs were submitting telemetry but not meeting reasonability tests.  Walter Reid noted that at least one large Entity is reporting anemometer difficulties, and opined that it is possible that the telemetry standard is not consistent with the meteorological data.  Kevin Gresham noted that ERCOT has been in communication with the problem Entities.  

Mr. Greer opined that either a revision request should be put in to relax the requirement, or the Protocols should be enforced.  ERCOT Staff noted that the business owner John Dumas was not available for the June 1, 2010 NATF meeting, but should be part of the conversation.  Mr. B. Jones noted that Don Jones of the Texas RE would be in attendance later that afternoon.  Dan Jones noted that meteor data and wind output potential are both new items;  that ERCOT has recognized their novelty and development; that it is up to ERCOT whether to escalate to the Texas RE; and that there are not operational implications, but that the data does feed back into forecasting.
Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market

Chris Brewster requested that a sense of the full ERCOT Board be understood before TAC takes up consideration of the Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market.  There were no objections.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 849, Suspension of Annual CSC Determination - Urgent 
Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) NPRR212, Disputing Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Costs 

NPRR217, Resolution of Alignment Item A58 - Use of Different Computational Modules 
NPRR222, Half-Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback (Companion to NPRR207) 
Bob Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of PRR849, NPRR212, NPRR217 as recommended by PRS in the respective 5/20/10 PRS Reports, and to recommend approval of NPRR222 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report with a priority of High.  Mr. Sims seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned 

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of PRR845 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report.  Richard Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 
NPRR213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 

Mr. Gresham moved to recommend approval of PRR846 and NPRR213 as recommended by PRS in the respective 5/20/10 PRS Recommendation Reports.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff expressed concern for parsing disputes into two different types and timelines, and stated that timelines for all disputes should be a consistent 60 days.  Mr. Grimes opined that a shorter timeline is needed for disputes triggered by ERCOT’s interpretation of the Protocols, as ERCOT would have already established a position.  ERCOT Staff expressed concern for the inequity of allowing Market Participants six months to file a dispute, but allowing ERCOT only 20 days to respond.  It was suggested that NPRR213 be tabled so that it would advance to the ERCOT Board on the same timeline as PRR846.
Mr. Gresham amended the motion to recommend approval of PRR846 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report, and to table NPRR213 for one month.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the amended motion.

The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment and three abstentions from the Consumer, Investor Owned Utility (IOU) and Independent Generator Market Segments.

NPRR210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841 
Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of NPRR210 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report and to assign a priority of High to the proposed gray boxed language.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR221, Day-Ahead Market and Real-Time Market Default Allocation Changes 
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of NPRR221 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.  

NPRR223, Resolution of Alignment Item A73 Removal of IMM and PUC Staff Nightly Report 
Kristi Hobbs noted ERCOT-recommended administrative revisions to NPRR223.

Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of NPRR223 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report as revised by TAC.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR225, Standard Cost Option in Verifiable Costs 

Mr. B. Jones noted that Mr. Brewster distributed proposed revisions to NPRR225 that morning.  Mr. Brewster reviewed his comments and noted that they address what Mr. Brewster characterized as the most problematic aspects of the language as highlighted in the 5/27/10 Joint Consumer comments.  Mr. Brewster expressed discomfort with the move to standard costs, the escalator clause, and the validity of the proposed numbers, but expressed hope that with a sunset provision, there would be time to break the impasse on verifiable costs, to offer more substantiated standards costs, or to develop an entirely different approached to the issue.

Market Participants discussed that only four Entities have had any type of verifiable costs approved; and that the Verifiable Cost Manual does have some provisions to share some data internally for planning purposes, that none of that data is published, and to-day the data has not been requested by planners.  Ms. Brandt requested that the Consumer Market Segment send representation to the Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG) to collaboratively develop language to revisit issues with the verifiable cost process.

Ino Gonzalez stated that he cannot quantify the impact of NPRR225 on ERCOT operations; that based on discussion with Market Participants, he believes that 20-30 Resources could potentially use the proposed O&M costs; and cautioned that should Market Participants wait until August 2010 to file verifiable costs, approval by December 2010 cannot be guaranteed.  Mr. Gonzalez added that whether or not NPRR225 is approved, stakeholders should still submit their fuel rates, and that to-date, no fuel rate costs had been filed.  Mr. Bruce opined that Mr. Brewster’s proposed revisions were an improvement to the language, but expressed concern that Market Participants had not been able to hold internal discussions.

Mr. Ross moved to table NPRR225.  Mr. Barrow seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that an Entity that has not received final approval of its verifiable costs might be allowed to select standard O&M costs; that an approximate one year limit might be imposed on the ability to switch to standard O&M costs, such as a sunset date of January 1, 2012; and that generic costs are non-compensatory.  Mr. Gonzalez reiterated concern for tabling NPRR225, as the continued lack of resolution might discourage Entities from filing verifiable costs, further lengthening the approval timeline.  Mr. Ross withdrew his motion to table; Mr. Barrow did not object.  
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of NPRR225 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report as revised by TAC.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with ten abstentions from the Cooperative (2), Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (4), IREP, IOU (2) and Municipal Market Segments.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals 

Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of NPR146 as amended by the 5/28/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs summarized the 5/28/10 ERCOT comments; noted current Nodal Protocol requirements; and described the preliminary CEO determination that the item would not be necessary prior to Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), should the NPRR146 be approved with 5/18/10 ROS comments.  Mr. Greer expressed concern that the database load timeline would impact the ability to alter the relationship between a QSE and Resource.  Mr. Greer withdrew his second. 
Ms. Hobbs noted that the 5/28/10 ERCOT comments offer a solution that not only may be implemented in time for TNMID, but is also an improvement on the current Nodal Protocols.  It was suggested that the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS)-recommended language be gray boxed and prioritized.  

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR146 as amended by the 5/28/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by TAC, and to assign a priority of High to the proposed gray boxed language.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.

Mr. Greer opined that some attention should be given to the conflict in the business rules versus the limitations of the operational system.  Mr. Emery requested that ERCOT return with a solution for how conflicts between QSE and ICCP names might be addressed, particularly in emergency situations, given lead time restrictions, and any necessary workarounds.  Kent Saathoff agreed that ERCOT would again take up the discussion of QSE and ICCP names.  Mr. B. Jones offered that a clean-up NPRR might be necessary.  Mr. Barrow opined that should the motion carry and the item advance to the ERCOT Board, it should be noted that Market Participants had no choice, and that it is likely that Market Participants will not be able to comply with the language.  The motion carried with one objection from the Municipal Market Segment, and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  
NPRR207, Unit Deselection (formerly Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback) 
Ms. Hobbs noted that WMS voted to recommend approval of NPRR207 contingent upon review of the desk procedure to be developed by ERCOT.  Mr. Saathoff advised that the procedure is in draft form and is available for review.  John Adams noted that the term “decommittment” is a misnomer, as units are not decommitted but rather committed at a later time.  Barbara Clemenhagen requested that WMS be allowed time to thoroughly review the procedure.

Mr. Ross moved to table NPRR207 and to request that WMS review ERCOT’s draft deselection procedures.  Mr. Emery seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Eric Goff asked if Market Participants might recommend revisions to the ERCOT procedure; Mr. Adams stated that ERCOT is open to revision recommendations, but is not obliged to accept them.

NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505 
Mr. Pieniazek reported that language is still in development and recommended that NPRR209 remain on the table.  There were no objections.

PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism 
Mr. B. Jones thanked Mr. Greer for withdrawing PRR791.

Mr. Houston moved to grant the requestor’s request for withdrawal of PRR791.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo noted that a Special ROS meeting is scheduled for June 25, 2010, and reviewed elements of the ROS Procedures, the Planning Working Group (PLWG) scope, and the draft Planning Guides.  Mr. Greer noted that the Planning Guides might contain some binding documents that do not have a change process; Mr. B. Jones added that he requested that Mr. Donohoo make a presentation on the proposed Planning Guide at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 238, WGR Primary Frequency Response  
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of OGRR238 as recommended by ROS in the 5/27/10 Recommendation Report.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  Randa Stephenson noted the submission of comments that were not discussed via the 5/27/10 ROS e-mail vote and requested that the comments be heard in a stakeholder forum.  Ms. Brandt expressed support for the intent of OGRR238 and echoed Ms. Stephenson’s concerns.  Mr. Bruce opined that the proposed language is incomplete and should be returned to ROS for clarification as to what ERCOT may order.  Mr. Reid opined that OGRR238 has revisions that have nothing to do with WGRs.  Randy Jones requested that, if remanded to ROS, direction be given to ROS as to the specific language that requires clarification.  Market Participants offered language revisions.

Mr. Greer amended the motion to recommend approval of OGRR238 as amended by the 5/27/10 Calpine comments as revised by TAC.  Ms. Morris withdrew her second.  Mr. Barrow seconded the amended motion.  Mr. Bruce expressed concern for the brief amount of time to review the Calpine comments; that a number of ROS members opposed the item; and that it remains unclear as to how ERCOT will implement some of the language.  Mr. Bruce opined that there is no need to hurry approval of the testing portion of the language, and that there is no harm in remanding the item to ROS with instructions.  Mr. Bruce requested that should the motion fail, he be recognized to move that the item be remanded to ROS.  The motion carried with four objections from the Cooperative, Independent Generator (2), and IPM Market Segments.

OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements  

Mr. Ross moved to recommend approval of OGRR240as amended by the 6/2/10 Oncor comments as revised by TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Ms. Jones noted that subsequent to the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting, Oncor engaged in conversations with AEP; CenterPoint Energy filed comments that would essentially result in the creation of a network within Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) in which to use the systems advocated by AEP.  Ms. Jones added that comprehensive use of the systems would be isolated to the Greenfield CREZ and would result in a lab environment for system protection; and that use of the word “should” is of some concern and relates to the communications method used for system protection, rather than directly to line ratings.  Dan Jones expressed concern that “should” creates uncertain enforceability.  

Market Participants discussed use of the word “should” versus “shall”; implications to enforceability; isolation of the proposed systems to CREZ; that the language addresses a methodology for system protection and a communication method for that system protection; and that OGRR240 expressly forbids the requirement to retrofit.  Marguerite Wagner expressed concern for grid equity issues; Ms. Jones offered that an incremental process is proposed, and that benefits might be seen that would justify the costs of retrofits in other areas.  Mr. Ross added that other areas would not be prohibited from installing the systems, but that it costs less to begin experimenting with the technology in the Greenfield CREZ lines.  The motion carried unanimously.
WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen noted that the WMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.

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

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed WMS-proposed revisions to NPRR091.  Mr. B. Jones advised that NPRR091 would likely be tabled at the ERCOT Board until the conclusion of the PUCT rulemaking in Project No. 35392, PUC Rulemaking to Address Initial Implementation of the Nodal Market.  
Mr. Brewster moved to recommend approval of NPRR091 as amended by the 5/26/10 WMS comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that TAC voted to recommend approval of NPRR091 at a previous meeting, but that rescinded the recommendation before that meeting adjourned.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Kyle Patrick noted that the RMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 083, Update Timings Associated with the Expedited Switch Process  

RMGRR084, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation (Part 1) 

RMGRR085, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation (Part 2) and Synchronization with PRR821 (Vote) 

RMGRR087, Meter Tampering Business Processes Urgent  

System Change Request (SCR) 756, Enhancements to the MarkeTrak Application  
Mr. Greer moved to approve RMGRR083, RMGRR084, and RMGRR085 as recommended by in the respective 5/12/10 RMS Recommendation Reports; to recommend approval of RMGRR087 as amended by the 5/17/10 Oncor comments; and to recommend approval of SCR756 as recommended by PRS in the 5/20/10 PRS Report with a recommended priority of Critical.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Mr. B. Jones noted that RMGRR087 will be considered by the ERCOT Board, as the item has ERCOT budgetary impacts.  The motion carried unanimously.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)

Kathy Scott noted that the COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.

COPMGRR017, Creating Subsection 8.2, Settlement Statements and Invoices 

Ms. Scott requested that COPMGRR017 be tabled.  Ms. Hobbs added that, upon the approval of NPRR221, Day-Ahead Market and Real-Time Market Default Allocation Changes, comments would be filed to update timelines in COPMGRR017.

Mr. Greer moved to table COPMGRR017.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Annual Validation Update to the Profile Decision Tree 

Ms. Scott reviewed proposed revisions to the decision tree.

Mr. Houston moved to approve the Annual Validation Update to the Profile Decision Tree as presented.  Eddie Johnson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Mr. Bruce noted that the RTWG would meet on June 7, 2010; that stakeholder group comments to the draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) are forthcoming; and that a more detailed report would be provided at the July 1, 2010 TAC meeting.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Reports

Reliability Must Run (RMR) Exit Strategy for Spencer 5 – Remedial Action Plans

Jay Teixeira presented the Spencer 5 RMR exit strategy and reported that the plan would go before the ERCOT Board at the June 15, 2010 meeting.  Market Participants discussed that the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) are temporary solutions for projects that cannot be completed in time for summer; and that once the ERCOT Board approves the RMR exit, ERCOT must provide 90 days notice to exit the RMR before the end of its term.

Ms. Wagner questioned how some projects might be accelerated without impacting other projects; Mr. Teixeira proposed that as planning is an ongoing process, some construction schedules might have margins to allow them to move forward.  Mr. Teixeira reviewed the list of RAPs required in 2010.
Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE) Update

Don Jones provided a Texas RE update and reported election of the 2010-2011 Members Representative Committee (MRC) and Reliability Standards Committee (RSC) representatives.  He noted that the Texas RE segments are defined differently than the ERCOT segments; that Consumers are part of ballot pools but do not have seated representatives; that the nine-member Texas RE Board has seven voting members, as the PUCT and OPUC representatives are ex officio and non-voting; and that the transfer of operations to the Texas RE will occur on July 1, 2010. 

Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the June 3, 2010 TAC meeting at 3:30 p.m.
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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.

APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Tuesday, July 20, 2010 – 7:00 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
	Via Teleconference

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Evans, Doug
	South Texas Electric Cooperative
	Alt. Rep. for H. Wood

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

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Lenox, Hugh
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

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

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· John Sims to Doug Evans

· Chris Tessler to Keith Emery

Guests:

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Smith, Kevin
	Tenaska
	

	Zlotnik, Marcie
	StarTex Power
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Dreyer, Jerry
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	McElfresh, Brandon
	
	

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Saathoff, Kent
	
	


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

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 7:06 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. 

Update – Network Operations Model Go-Live Readiness (see Key Documents)

Jerry Dreyer presented the Network Model Management System (NMMS) update and noted significant improvement to stability since the July 2, 2010 reconfiguration to eliminate memory defects, and that the restart stability issue had been solved.  Mr. Dreyer reported that two types of system performance are being addressed in that ERCOT is actively working with Siemens to restore navigation performance to pre-reconfiguration levels; and that validation performance is just now being considered, with improvements expected soon.  Mr. Dreyer added that validation will likely continue to be a batch-type job; and that while the validation performance review is too preliminary to attach to a timeline, navigation performance should improve by the end of the month.

Chris Brewster requested clarification regarding slow navigation.  Mr. Dreyer explained the reference to a memory management issue, noting that with the reconfiguration, the five concurrent communication lines between applications and the database were reduced to zero, requiring each navigation to a different component of the model to open the application, allocate memory, and then close the application.  Mr. Dreyer added that each navigation change requires an extra half- second or extra one second, and adds time to the workload.  

Kenneth Ragsdale provided a Network Operations Model review regarding system, process and people readiness, and noted that the Nodal Program Cutover Sign-Off Document that serves as the executive ERCOT management approval document contains the same readiness elements.  Mr. Ragsdale offered a criteria certification motion for TAC consideration; Don Blackburn added that on July 19, 2010, the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) passed a similar motion to recommend to TAC that the Network Operations Model readiness criteria have been met with two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment.

Network Operations Model Go-Live Market Readiness Criteria Certification (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones noted that another potential motion had been drafted; Kristi Hobbs read the motion for the benefit of those participating by teleconference.

Kip Fox moved the following:
WHEREAS, Protocols Section 21.12.3 (Notice to Market Participants of Effective Date for Nodal Protocol Provisions and Retirement of Zonal Protocol Provisions) provides that before a “part of the nodal market design may start operation,” a vote of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is required affirming that the “Market Readiness Criteria for that part of the nodal market design have been met”;

WHEREAS, the Section 21.12.3 certification by TAC, Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT) staff, and the ERCOT Board of Directors regarding the satisfaction of “Market Readiness Criteria” for a particular part of the nodal market design will result in ERCOT issuing “two Notices alerting Market Participants to the effective date of Nodal Protocol sections and the retirement of Zonal Protocol sections, as applicable”;

WHEREAS, the Protocols do not define the term “Market Readiness Criteria,” and ERCOT, in conjunction with Market Participants, has developed specific metrics and a Nodal Readiness Scorecard that are used to determine the progress of specific parts of the nodal market design in meeting the criteria necessary for implementing the Nodal Protocols and starting operations;

WHEREAS, the members of TAC recognize that there are issues that remain to be addressed regarding the implementation and operation of the Network Operations Model before the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), but that none of those issues should prevent the Network Operations Model Go-Live on September 1, 2010, which is an integral occurrence in the progress toward meeting the TNMID on schedule; 

WHEREAS, TAC has reviewed the market readiness metrics documentation underlying ERCOT staff’s recommendation regarding the Network Operations Model part of the nodal market design, and has conducted due diligence on ERCOT staff’s conclusion that the Network Operations Model has satisfied all of the steps necessary to make the declaration of market readiness required by Section 21.12.3, in order to authorize Network Operations Model Go-Live on September 1, 2010;

THEREFORE be it RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall serve as the TAC certification that all Market Readiness Criteria have been met, for purposes of ERCOT Protocols Section 21.12.3, regarding Network Operations Model Go-Live on September 1, 2010;

Furthermore, TAC directs that status updates regarding outstanding issues be provided at future TAC meetings.  
Kenan Ögelman seconded the motion.  Mark Bruce asked Mr. Blackburn to clarify whether NATF determined that none of the 47 outstanding issues preclude taking the next step of certifying that criteria have been met, or if there are no “showstoppers” for the NMMS all the way to Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  Mr. Bruce also asked if it would still be possible that an issue with NMMS would arise that would preclude Nodal go-live on December 1, 2010.  

Mr. Blackburn noted that NATF knows of no issues that would preclude either certification of NMMS or TNMID as it pertains to NMMS, and that NATF determined that none of the 47 outstanding issues with the NMMS, taken individually or as a group, pose a threat to TNMID, even if the entire group of issues are not resolved until after Nodal go-live.  Mike Cleary added that of the three million elements in the Network Operations Model, approximately 100 issues are being worked; that the model has been in production for a year; and that the zonal market is currently being settled using the current Network Operations Model.  Mr. Fox concurred that there is nothing wrong with the model itself, adding that it is the data entry application that is problematic.

Bob Wittmeyer asked DeAnn Walker if CenterPoint Energy is comfortable with granting certification for the application.  Ms. Walker noted that CenterPoint Energy continues to have issues with the model but is committed to continuing to work through those issues with ERCOT Staff.

Mr. Brewster commented that work remains to be done on the application; that it could become evident at a later date that there is indeed an issue that precludes TNMID; and that Market Participants will have another opportunity in October 2010 to reject the December 1, 2010 Nodal go-live.  Mr. Cleary agreed that work remains and stated that 18 of the 47 issues need to be addressed before go-live, some through Protocol revisions, and that Market Participants will have many more opportunities to deny go-live beyond the day’s particular vote or the vote in October 2010.

Hugh Lenox questioned the length and complexity of the resolution and expressed concern for use of the term “due diligence.”  It was discussed that the resolution was crafted to acknowledge that issues remain to be resolved, and that definitions for “readiness” and “certification” are lacking; and to establish a precedent for future certifications.  Mark Zimmerman expressed concern that the resolution seems to be written in a way to provide cover, and asked if readiness criteria would be different or remain the same for successive certifications.  Mr. Cleary answered that criteria would still address people, processes, and technology, but would be different for each application.  Mr. B. Jones noted that NATF is working to develop issues lists for each application decision.  

Mr. Blackburn reiterated that concerns do not extend to the data, but whether the system that allows ERCOT to manage the data is sufficient for interaction with Market Participants; that such tools will always require improvements and that the resolution is crafted not to hide issues, but rather to bring to light what is meant by readiness criteria, and whether the tool is sufficient to move forward; and that Market Participant assistance is needed in crafting issues lists for the remaining applications.  

Mr. B. Jones requested that a roll call vote be taken, and unless there was objection, that the Investor Owned Utility (IOU), Municipal, and Cooperative Market Segments vote first.  

The motion carried unanimously on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents).
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones thanked TAC members and ERCOT Staff for their participation in the early morning meeting and adjourned the July 20, 2010 Special TAC meeting at 7:45 a.m. 
APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, August 5, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.

Attendance

Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP Service Corporation
	Alt. Rep. for R. Ross

	Bevill, Rob
	Green Mountain Energy Company
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Burke, Tom
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	Alt. Rep. for H. Lenox

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra Energy Resources
	Alt. Rep. for M. Bruce

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Johnson, Stephen
	First Choice Power
	Alt. Rep. for C. Tessler

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant Energy
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Adrian Pieniazek to Cesar Seymour (afternoon only)

· John Sims to Hugh Lenox

· Henry Wood to Sandra Morris

Guests:

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Blakey, Eric
	TXU Energy
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Escamilla, José
	CPS Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hampton, Brenda
	Luminant
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	EDF Trading
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lokey, David
	Oncor
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Oehler, Melissa
	PUCT
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant Energy
	

	Quinn, Michael
	Oncor
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bohart, Jim
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Iacobucci, Jason
	
	

	Ragsdale, Kenneth
	
	


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)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Mr. B. Jones reported that the ERCOT Board remanded PRR846 and NPRR213 to TAC, and that ERCOT Staff raised concerns at the July 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting regarding two separate sets of requirements for handling Alternative Dispute Resolutions (ADRs).  Mr. B. Jones recommended tabling PRR846 and NPRR213 to allow ERCOT Staff and the items’ sponsor time to discuss the ADR process timeline.

Adrian Pieniazek moved to table PRR846 and NPRR213.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion.  Clayton Greer asked if any current disputes would be adversely affected by tabling the items.  Mike Grimes and Kristi Hobbs offered that tabling the items would be acceptable. The motion carried unanimously.
PRR847, Additional Exemptions for Uninstructed Resource Charge 

Mr. B. Jones noted that the ERCOT Board requested clarification of language regarding Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs).  Kenan Ögelman explained the concern was that a VDI would be given, forcing a unit to deviate from its Uninstructed Resource Charge (URC) calculation, and that the unit would not return to following dispatch instructions after the VDI is expired.  Market Participants discussed that there are other requirements that address units not following dispatch instructions; that the language in PRR847 sufficiently communicates that the URC exemption ends when the VDI ends; that there are many single Resource Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs); and that there are disputes currently in process.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR847 as recommended by TAC in the 7/1/10 TAC Report.  Keith Emery seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer asked if additional information is needed, as TAC had previously approved the language.  Mr. B. Jones noted that he would apprise the ERCOT Board of TAC’s review and discussion of the item.  Mr. Brewster requested that Mr. B. Jones seek additional guidance should the ERCOT Board have additional concerns.  The motion carried unanimously.
ERCOT Board Instruction on “No” Votes

Mr. B. Jones reported that the ERCOT Board desires as much information as possible regarding TAC member votes, and has requested in the case of “no” votes, that TAC members provide an explanation, if possible.  Mr. B. Jones added that in the case of controversial abstentions, an explanation might also be helpful.  Mr. B. Jones stated his discomfort in trying to portray why a member might have voted “no” on a particular issue, and suggested that TAC members communicate to their Market Segment’s ERCOT Board member either their reason for their objection, or that they would not be offering the ERCOT Board an explanation.  

Mr. Greer noted that such a request has never been made of stakeholders, and that it would be understandable if ERCOT Board members are seeking to understand if there is a defect in particular language, or if parties might be harmed if an item is approved, but expressed concern that the ERCOT Board might not weigh objections unless an explanation is offered.  Mr. B. Jones expressed concern that “yes” votes might not be given as much consideration; Mr. R. Jones shared Mr. B. Jones’ concern and suggested that “no” votes may be explained through the appeals process.  

Market Participants discussed that the TAC chair must represent the full TAC discussion of an issue to the ERCOT Board; that the request came from Independent ERCOT Board members who might not have attended particular meetings; that ERCOT Board members may contact TAC members directly for additional information, and that there should be increased communication between stakeholders and their Market Segment’s ERCOT Board member; and that stakeholders should take care to not unduly burden ERCOT Board members to communicate the reason for a particular stakeholder’s dissenting vote.  Mr. Cochran noted that there are many venues for information on particular votes, including presentations, meeting minutes, video archives, and calls to TAC members, and expressed apprehension that stakeholders might be disadvantaged for not offering an explanation for their position. 

Board Assignment: Committee Structure Review

Mr. B. Jones noted the ERCOT Board’s recommendation that Market Participants review the stakeholder committee structure.  Mr. B. Jones offered to meet with current subcommittee leadership to draft a proposal of possible committee structure revisions for consideration at the September 2, 2010 TAC meeting and the October 19, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  Mr. Greer noted that the ERCOT Board’s request is related to the 2011 Sunset Review process and what is under question is how stakeholders conduct their business, and the decision making processes that are very familiar to stakeholders, but are unfamiliar to parties outside the issue vetting process.  Mr. B. Jones suggested that a preamble regarding the decision making process be included with the report and requested that Market Participants send their suggestions up through their subcommittee leadership.

Approval of Draft May 6, 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes

July 1, 2010

July 20, 2010

Brittney Albracht reported a date correction to page three of the draft July 1, 2010 TAC meeting minutes and noted that the draft had been posted for six rather than seven days.  

Mr. Gresham moved to approve the July 1, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as amended, and the July 20, 2010 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)

Don Blackburn presented highlights of the July 8, 9, and 29, 2010 and August 3, 2010 NATF meetings.  Mr. Blackburn noted that when NATF recommended that TAC certify that the Outage Scheduler Market Readiness Criteria had been met, that ERCOT Management sign-off was pending, but that as of the evening of August 4, 2010, ERCOT Management had signed-off on the item.  Mr. Blackburn added that it is believed that known issues with the Outage Scheduler have been communicated; that the price separation issue has been resolved; that the new topology processor has a defect and is not picking up Outages, but that ERCOT’s manual entering of Outages is a workaround that has been used successfully for eight years, and that the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) auction can run even if the patch does not correct the defect.   

Mr. Blackburn noted that ERCOT Staff produced, and posted for review and comment, the ERCOT Business Practice Manual for the Current Operating Plan (COP), and expressed hope that more information shared in white papers will be developed as business practice manuals. Mr. Blackburn noted discussion at NATF regarding the 168 High Sustained Limit (HSL) requirement for Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs), and that some open questions are not answered by the manual.  Regarding the July 19, 2010 NATF Day-Ahead Market (DAM) Workshop, Mr. Blackburn noted that the focus was on quality of solution, and that NATF believes that more testing is needed.

Regarding the readiness criteria votes, Read Comstock asked if NATF discussed and adopted ERCOT’s proposed categories, or if NATF considered different criteria.  Mr. Blackburn noted that there is much NATF does not have visibility into and must rely on ERCOT’s assessment of its own capabilities, and as such, the ERCOT Management sign-off is weighed by NATF; and that NATF does consider the criteria in ERCOT’s three categories.  Mr. Comstock suggested that it would be useful for NATF to indicate specific criteria that they consider that may be in addition to the ERCOT criteria.  

Walter Reid noted the recent effort to focus ERCOT Staff participation in discussions of Nodal issues at NATF meetings and expressed hope that NATF would be given meeting space priority.  Mr. Blackburn noted that NATF technical workshops might provide additional helpful focus; that the recent NATF DAM workshop had more than 100 WebEx participants; and that when considering the stakeholder forums structure, TAC leadership should remember to consider ERCOT Staff participation.

Regarding planning for the 168-Hour Test, Mr. Blackburn noted that ERCOT is seeking input, and that opinions are being assembled into a document that will likely be available in the coming week, but that will also likely require further discussion; and that ERCOT Staff has concerns for reliability issues posed by a long test, wherein pricing is flat and incentives to follow dispatch directions are low.  Market Participants discussed the need for clearly defined test entrance and exit criteria; the process for determining the length of the test; and whether ERCOT, NATF, TAC, or the ERCOT Board would authorize the start of the test.  Mr. B. Jones noted that there is not a requirement that TAC vote on the test, but that he would prefer that TAC have the opportunity to endorse the test and send it to the ERCOT Board.

Dan Jones expressed concern for the lack of a binding document for the test and emphasized the need for strict rules during the test.  Mr. D. Jones added that currently, prices can be influenced without consequence; that there is currently no congestion component in the tests; that long tests will exacerbate the results of perverse incentives; and that he had given some consideration as to whether a Market Notice regarding price issues and perverse incentives should be issued.  Howard Daniels noted that September and October are peak hurricane months, and that any long test has the potential to be rescheduled, and that in a long test it is assumed that a data base switch will be conducted, as it is the most complex activity in the Nodal environment, and must be conducted as least once before Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  William Lewis argued that any season could be problematic for scheduling a long test, and that the Nodal systems will be utilized during hurricane seasons in the future, and that while the long test will be expensive to conduct, the cost is worthwhile and in all parties interest, given the expense of the Nodal system.  

Mr. B. Jones announced that TAC would host a WebEx-capable conversation regarding the 168-Hour Test and would conduct an e-mail vote on the same before the August 17, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Jason Iacobucci provided an ERCOT program update, noting divisions regarding the mechanics of the 168-Hour Test.  Mr. Iacobucci opined that there is no one perfect test; and that a test is not the final word on whether Nodal is ready for implementation.  Market Participants further discussed how the 168-Hour Test plan would be finalized; the process for soliciting Market Participant input regarding the test plan; and that the TAC would need to host the discussion by Thursday, August 12, 2010.  Mr. Greer asked if there are plans to review results of the 168-Hour Test, or to do additional testing.  Mr. Iacobucci answered that there are not currently plans for a debriefing, but that one could be planned.  Mr. Greer requested that a debrief be conducted as soon as possible after the test, and advised that TAC should be prepared to have a special meeting, depending on the test results. 

Mike Cleary noted that a market risk assessment would be presented at the August 17, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting and is the next phase of traceability, and that the Independent Market Monitor was involved in the assessment.  

CRR Go-Live Decision / Outage Scheduler Go-Live Decision
Kenneth Ragsdale presented a review of Outage Scheduler and CRR go-live items, including open defects and closed issues.  Mr. Gresham asked, in light of the frequency and demands of the Nodal systems, if the zonal workaround for entering Outages would work in the Nodal systems.  Mr. Cleary noted that the workaround is used today, is part of ERCOT’s normal practice, and that ERCOT Staff has much practice with the workaround.  Mr. Cleary added that neither testing nor TNMID is dependent upon a correction to the topology processor, as ERCOT Staff is so familiar with the workaround.

Mr. Ögelman moved the following:

WHEREAS, Protocols Section 21.12.3 (Notice to Market Participants of Effective Date for Nodal Protocol Provisions and Retirement of Zonal Protocol Provisions) provides that before a “part of the nodal market design may start operation,” a vote of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is required affirming that the “Market Readiness Criteria for that part of the nodal market design have been met”
WHEREAS, the Section 21.12.3 certification by TAC, Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT) staff, and the ERCOT Board of Directors regarding the satisfaction of “Market Readiness Criteria” for a particular part of the nodal market design will result in ERCOT issuing “two Notices alerting Market Participants to the effective date of Nodal Protocol sections and the retirement of Zonal Protocol sections, as applicable”;
WHEREAS, the Protocols do not define the term “Market Readiness Criteria,” and ERCOT, in conjunction with Market Participants, has developed specific metrics and a Nodal Readiness Scorecard that are used to determine the progress of specific parts of the nodal market design in meeting the criteria necessary for implementing the Nodal Protocols and starting operations;
WHEREAS, the members of TAC recognize that there are issues that remain to be addressed regarding the implementation and operation of the Congestion Revenue Rights before TNMID, but that none of those issues should prevent the Congestion Revenue Rights Go-Live in October 2010, which is an integral occurrence in the progress toward meeting the TNMID on schedule; 
WHEREAS, TAC has reviewed the market readiness metrics documentation underlying ERCOT staff’s recommendation regarding the Congestion Revenue Rights part of the nodal market design, and has conducted due diligence on ERCOT staff’s conclusion that the Congestion Revenue Rights has satisfied all of the steps necessary to make the declaration of market readiness required by Section 21.12.3, in order to authorize Congestion Revenue Rights Go-Live in October 2010;
THEREFORE be it RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall serve as the TAC certification that all Market Readiness Criteria have been met, for purposes of ERCOT Protocols Section 21.12.3, regarding Congestion Revenue Rights Go-Live in October 2010.

FURTHERMORE, TAC directs that status updates regarding outstanding issues be provided at future TAC meetings.

Jennifer Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Ögelman expressed his comfort with the workarounds for the Outage Scheduler and opined that the lengthy motion was not necessary, but that he would offer it for TAC consideration.

Mr. Ögelman moved the following:

WHEREAS, Protocols Section 21.12.3 (Notice to Market Participants of Effective Date for Nodal Protocol Provisions and Retirement of Zonal Protocol Provisions) provides that before a “part of the nodal market design may start operation,” a vote of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is required affirming that the “Market Readiness Criteria for that part of the nodal market design have been met”
WHEREAS, the Section 21.12.3 certification by TAC, Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT) staff, and the ERCOT Board of Directors regarding the satisfaction of “Market Readiness Criteria” for a particular part of the nodal market design will result in ERCOT issuing “two Notices alerting Market Participants to the effective date of Nodal Protocol sections and the retirement of Zonal Protocol sections, as applicable”;
WHEREAS, the Protocols do not define the term “Market Readiness Criteria,” and ERCOT, in conjunction with Market Participants, has developed specific metrics and a Nodal Readiness Scorecard that are used to determine the progress of specific parts of the nodal market design in meeting the criteria necessary for implementing the Nodal Protocols and starting operations;
WHEREAS, the members of TAC recognize that there are issues that remain to be addressed regarding the implementation and operation of the Outage Scheduler before TNMID, but that none of those issues should prevent the Outage Scheduler Go-Live on November 1, 2010, which is an integral occurrence in the progress toward meeting the TNMID on schedule; 
WHEREAS, TAC has reviewed the market readiness metrics documentation underlying ERCOT staff’s recommendation regarding the Outage Scheduler part of the nodal market design, and has conducted due diligence on ERCOT staff’s conclusion that the Outage Scheduler has satisfied all of the steps necessary to make the declaration of market readiness required by Section 21.12.3, in order to authorize Outage Scheduler Go-Live on November 1, 2010;
THEREFORE be it RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall serve as the TAC certification that all Market Readiness Criteria have been met, for purposes of ERCOT Protocols Section 21.12.3, regarding Outage Scheduler Go-Live on November 1, 2010.
Mr. Seymour seconded the motion. 

Mr. Gresham requested that Mr. Ragsdale provide a status report to NATF regarding status defects to be addressed by August 13, 2010.  Market Participants discussed whether the lengthy motion was necessary; Mr. Cleary encouraged Market Participants to maintain a consistent format for system certifications, as it would facilitate and simplify discussions at the ERCOT Board level.  The motion carried unanimously.
Market Readiness

Nodal registration deadlines, Nodal classes and workshops, and Market Participant and ERCOT metric status updates were provided in the posted presentation.

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)
Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 018, Updates to References of IDR and/or IDR Meter in the Commercial Operations Market Guide Due to the Proposed Definition of IDR Meter in PRR845  

COPMGRR020, Creating Subsection 10.3, Unregistered Distributed Generation Reports 

COPMGRR021, Market Participant Market Notice Process 
Ms. McKeever reviewed highlights of the July 13, 2010 COPS meeting and noted that the posted presentation contains the recent verifiable cost update provided to COPS.  

Mr. Houston moved to approve COPMGRR018 and COPMGRR020 as recommended by COPS in the 7/13/10 COPS Recommendation Report, and to approve COPMGRR021 as amended by the 7/28/10 Tenaska comments.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration, noted that all revision requests in the particular report were sponsored by ERCOT Staff, and encouraged Market Participants to review the updated Nodal parking deck.

NPRR218, Resolution of Alignment Item A71 - Add Protocol Description of the Power Balance Penalty Factor used in the SCED 

Danny Bivens moved to recommend approval of NPRR218 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report.  Brian Gedrich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR228, Resolution of Alignment Items A2, A80, A83 and A93 - As-Built Treatment and Settlement of Combined Cycle Generation Resources in ERCOT Market Systems

Ms. Hobbs noted that NPRR222, Half-Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback was approved at the July 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, updating the baseline language, and that revisions were needed to Section 5.7.2, RUC Clawback Charge, to maintain consistency.

Mr. Bivens moved to recommend approval of NPRR228 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR233, Clarifying Method of Enforcing CRR Auction Limitation on Market Submissions

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR233 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR236, Resolution of Alignment Item A83 partially, A86, A87 partially, A88 partially, and A142 - Clarify Default Actions for Missing Data and Range of Valid Data Entries for Energy Offers

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR236 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Gedrich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR237, Resolution of Alignment Items A22, A143, A148, A153, A160 and A169 – Clarification of NERC Reliability Standards and MIS Posting Requirements

Ms. Hobbs recommended a section reference update.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR237 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Phillip Boyd seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR242, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR792

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR242 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR245, Protocol Synchronization and As-Built Clarification for RUC Shortfall Calculation Notice of Rejection of SCR741, Multi-Day Scheduling Capability

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR245 as recommended by PRS in the 7/22/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Gedrich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of Withdrawn/Rejected Revision Requests

Ms. Morris noted the rejection of NPRR216, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel Commitments Previously Issued Through RUC, and the withdrawal of NPRR234, Resolution of Alignment Item A32, A147, A155, A159, and A187 - Clarify General Capacity Testing and Net Dependable Capability.
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR 209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505
Market Participants discussed that the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) will likely open a rulemaking to address issues related to State Estimator disclosure requirements.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR209.  Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)

Ken Donohoo reviewed voting items for TAC consideration.
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions  

NOGRR038, Synchronization with OGRR243, Disturbance Monitoring Requirements Clarification 

Revised ROS Procedures

Regarding NOGRR034, Ms. Hobbs noted that PRS confirmed ROS’ recommendation for a priority of Medium for the proposed grey-box language.  Mr. Donohoo noted revisions to the ROS Procedures to add the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) and Planning Working Group (PLWG) to the list of ROS working groups, and noted that it is hoped that the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) and the Dynamics Working Group (DWG) will eventually be subsumed by the PLWG.

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of NOGRR034 as recommended by ROS in the 07/15/10 ROS Recommendation Report, with a priority of Medium for the proposed grey-box language; to approve NOGRR038 as recommended by ROS in the 7/15/10 ROS Recommendation Report; and to approve the revised ROS Procedures as posted.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the July 14, 2010 RMS meeting and presented a revision request for TAC consideration.
Competitive Metering Guide Revision Request (CMGRR) 011, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation and Synchronization with PRR821

Mr. Greer moved to approve CMGRR011 as recommended by RMS in the 7/14/10 RMS Recommendation Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Renewable Technology Working Group Report (see Key Documents)
Q2-2010 Texas Renewable Implementation Plan (TRIP) 
Ms. Morris moved to waive the seven day posting requirement and consider the Q2-2010 TRIP report.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Daniels presented the TRIP Quarterly Update for the period ending June 30, 2010, and noted that geothermal technology may be added to the technology list, as there has been a recent increase in that type of drilling; and that of approximately 700MW of wind generation that came online in the United States in the second quarter of 2010, approximately 200MW were in Texas.

Mr. Greer asked where the SO 35 – Operational Checklist for Resource Interconnection is housed.  Mr. Daniels answered that the checklist has not been generated, but at this time is only a recommendation from ERCOT Staff.  Mr. Greer commented that such a list that references both Protocols and requirements would be convenient for both wind and conventional generation, and could be housed in the interconnection procedures.  Mr. Daniels noted the challenge of gathering manufacturer information to improve study fidelity, as many manufacturers consider various data confidential.  Market Participants discussed whether ROS or the Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) should take up development of the operational checklist; Mr. B. Jones noted that he would discuss the item with ROS leadership, and the item concerns both planning and the interconnection agreement.

Mr. Greer reminded Market Participants that storage is not a renewable technology, as it takes energy from the grid as its generation source, and asked if the name of the RTWG should be changed.  Mr. Daniels noted that the RTWG will soon present a recommendation that the group be disbanded and its responsibilities be handled differently.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the TRIP Quarterly Update for the Period Ending June 30, 2010, and to forward the report to the ERCOT Board and the PUCT.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report

Houston Import Project

Warren Lasher presented information regarding the Houston Import Project, including study background; results of the independent ERCOT review of the project; a short list of the project options that were evaluated; and conclusions.  Mr. Lasher noted that seven options passed the economic planning criteria in the base scenario based on generator revenue savings, but that no options passed the production cost savings, in which ERCOT considers the underlying system costs to serve Load.  Mr. Lasher discussed the production cost test and the generator revenue test, and added that it is possible to put in a project that does not significantly reduce production costs, but that significantly reduces the payments consumers pay to generators, as a small unit might greatly impact margin costs in a large number of intervals.    

Mr. D. Jones stated that, assuming the CRR auction is efficient, the societal benefit test is the economic efficiency measure, and that none of the options passed the economic efficiency test, but did pass the consumer benefit test, which is not efficient and is there for some other reason, such as equity issues, which might be an item for future discussion.  

Marguerite Wagner cited the State of the Market report as saying generator revenues are not sufficient to incent new entries to the market, and asked if ERCOT is comfortable with the current path.  Ms. Wagner opined that the ultimate cost will be borne by the consumer, that the market will fail, and that some solution will be needed to bring generation to the market.  Mr. Lasher noted that when the generation revenue test was discussed, ERCOT was in favor of using only the production costs tests; that TAC decided to include the generation revenue test in the set of options for evaluating economic projects; that the tests should be reviewed periodically, but that the current charter contains the tests; and that there are highly relevant market issues.  

Mr. Lasher reported that Option 3 was the only option that met the economic criteria in the base case and all of the alternative scenarios besides the STP 3&4 scenario, adding that the STP 3&4 scenario was run on the 2014 model because a later year model was not available at the time of analysis.  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern for price signals and long-term generation adequacy.  Mr. D. Jones offered that the PLWG might consider having a dialogue for defining the metrics around the consumer benefit test, and that this project serves as a wake-up call to review the measures and how they are applied.    

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the Houston Import Project.  Mr. Brewster seconded the motion.  Mr. B. Jones noted that as the Nodal project was advanced as a consumer benefit, the test’s concept is not completely foreign; and that while the Houston Import Project is the first use of the test in some regard, it is still appropriate.  Mr. Comstock asked that the motion include a recommendation that the Regional Planning Group (RPG) reconsider the economic planning criteria; Mr. B. Jones noted that the ERCOT Board has already requested that PLWG take up consideration of the criteria.  

It was noted that Dan Woodfin would present the project to the ERCOT Board, and that Mr. B. Jones would report TAC’s opinion on the project.  

Mr. Greer and Mr. Brewster amended the motion to endorse the improvements associated the Option 3 and the associated conclusions:
· Build Fayetteville – Zenith 345 kV double circuit line (approximately 60 miles on a new ROW) so that each circuit Rate B is approximately 2800 MVA

· Loop Fayette Power Project – Salem 345 kV line into Fayetteville 345 kV substation

· Upgrade Fayette Power Project – Fayetteville 345 kV double circuit lines so that the Rate B of each circuit is approximately 1900 MVA

· Expand the Fayetteville Substation with four new line terminations and the Zenith Substation with two new line terminations

· Upgrade the Bellaire – Brays – H.O. Clarke Plant 138 kV line terminal equipment so that the circuit Rate B for the two 138 kV sections is 893 MVA and 561 MVA, respectively
· Estimated Capital Cost = $175M
· 2014 Annual Generator Revenue Savings = $45.4M
The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. J. Bevill reviewed highlights of the July 21, 2010 WMS meeting and noted the WMS recommendation that working group and task force comments on revision requests be submitted to the subcommittee’s listserv rather than being filed directly, and that working groups and task forces utilize a  new working group comment form that includes an attendee list.  Mr. B. Jones noted that discussion of working group comments would be taken up at the September 2, 2010 TAC meeting, and that Ms. Hobbs is developing a pro/con list regarding the recommendation.  Mr. Greer opined that working groups and task forces would require a voting structure with representation, should they be allowed to file comments directly.

Revised WMS Procedures (Vote)

Ms. J. Bevill reviewed proposed revisions to the WMS Procedures.
Mr. Greer moved to approve the revised WMS Procedures as posted.  Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Other Business

Mr. B. Jones proposed that a special TAC meeting or workshop be scheduled for the discussion of the 168-Hour Test Handbook.  Market Participants discussed quorum considerations and voting requirements.  David Grubbs proposed that the vote be conducted by e-mail, regardless of the type of meeting that is scheduled.  Mr. B. Jones opined that a TAC workshop with full WebEx capability, followed by a TAC e-mail vote, would allow for the broadest possible participation, adding that an announcement regarding a workshop on the afternoon of August 12, 2010 would be sent as soon as possible.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the August 5, 2010 TAC meeting at 2:45 p.m.
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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 reported the disposition of revision requests considered at the August 17, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, and that the ERCOT Board certified the Nodal Credit Revenue Right (CRR) and Outage Scheduler applications.   

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes

August 5, 2010

Kenan Ögelman moved to approve the August 5, 2010 TAC meeting minutes.  Brian Gedrich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)

Don Blackburn reviewed recent NATF activities and noted a joint meeting with the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) to develop a modeling expectations white paper; and that NATF will meet after the Labor Day holiday and before the 168-Hour Test.

Day Ahead Market (DAM) Available Credit Limit (ACL) 

Mr. B. Jones noted that earlier in the morning, NATF discussed the calculation of the ACL on non-Business Days and proposed a motion for TAC consideration.  Mr. Blackburn added that the proposal is subject to CEO review and that it is unknown if the proposal can be accomplished in time for Nodal Go-live, and noted that the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment was not on the morning’s NATF call, but that there was good representation otherwise.    

Eric Goff presented the issue, time constraints, the current practice, the recommendation, and a proposed motion.  Mr. Goff noted that a number of Market Participants would like ERCOT Staff to run the ACL calculations on weekends, and that the recommendation was developed because ERCOT does not plan to staff credit positions on weekends.  Randy Jones offered that staffing issues could be addressed by having some personnel work Tuesday-Saturday schedules; asked Market Participants to consider the amount of money set aside during holidays such as Thanksgiving; and opined that there is sufficient value to the market to justify ERCOT staffing credit positions on non-Business Days.  Mike Cleary offered to take up consideration of weekend staffing for the calculation of ACL, adding that a labor solution to the issue would be preferable to a system change at this time.

Clayton Greer moved that TAC recommend that ERCOT provide staffing support over weekends and holidays to determine ACL on non-Business Days; and that in the absence of staffing, that TAC recommend that ERCOT reduce ACL for the DAM on non-Business Days as it does today, except:

1) ERCOT should reduce exposure from Three-Part Supply Offers by the product of DAM clearing price times cleared qty for each cleared transaction; 

2) No longer increase exposure for Three-Part Supply Offers based on the difference between historic DAM and RTM prices; and
3) Reduce exposure from each cleared energy only offer by the product of DAM clearing price, cleared qty, and e2.  e2 is set by ERCOT for each Counter-Party, and only Counter-Parties with favorable pre-DAM treatment qualify this reduction.
The motion was also conditioned on the Market Participants being able to test a DAM on a weekend prior to go-live with these changes.
Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Mr. Cleary provided a Nodal program status overview and reported that the Nodal program is now focused on solution quality.

Nodal Testing
Kenneth Ragsdale reviewed the 168-Hour Test activities, objectives, participation requirements, and exit criteria.  Mr. Ragsdale noted that very few issues were encountered during the 40-Hour Full-System Market and Reliability Test, and that procedures have been developed to confirm that the correct offsets are used in Zonal.

Market Cut-Over Overview

Mr. Ragsdale provided a review of certified systems, and noted that the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) application has open defects.  Jennifer Bevill noted that while some improvement has been seen in NMMS, the Outage Scheduler continues to be problematic.  

Mr. Ragsdale also reviewed readiness methodologies regarding systems, processes, and people, and noted that the migration for MMS would take place the weekend of September 4, 2010; that the Nodal Protocols dictate how the Load distribution factors are to be derived, but also offered how a different methodology might be developed; and that TAC approval will be required to use the new methodology instead of the seven day data.  Mr. Ragsdale added that the new methodology allows for the creation of a library of data.  John Dumas noted that there are questions as to whether Load distribution factors are causing certain contingencies to bind; that he requested that the EMMS team turn off the automatic update of LDF to the DAM in order to get a static set of LDFs; and that the LDFs used in the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) process for the 40-Hour Load Frequency Control (LFC) test are the same and are providing good results.  Howard Daniels cautioned that large industrial facilities power-down in the fall for maintenance, and that static LDFs would give errors; Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT will be watching for that issue, and noted that the same issue exits in the seven day data.  

Market Participants discussed that having a true understanding of DAM will be imperative to a Go-Live decision; Mr. Cleary stated that deep dives and testing continue, and that October 7, 2010 is an important but not final date, as testing and resolution will continue.  Mr. Greer expressed concern that the West-to-North stability limit lacks a way to determine which point on the matrix should be used for DAM.  Mr. Dumas stated that he understood Mr. Greer’s concern; that internal discussions are taking place; and that a proposal for an approach for use in the 168-Hour Test will be brought to NATF.  Mr. B. Jones noted that additional time had been reserved on October 15, 2010, should a Special TAC meeting be necessary.

DAM Performance Issues with CRR Offers
Steve Reedy reviewed DAM performance degradations with CRR offers, noting that ERCOT did not achieve the allotted timeline and confirming that a scenario will not be created where other bid offer activity is limited.  Mr. Blackburn noted that all of the analysis on Point-to-Point (PTP) obligations are not available to the market; that ERCOT developed and released a report as required, but that all of the sources for PTP options were redacted due to a concern that ERCOT is not free to release the information, since if an Entity buys and sells at the same point, it will be reflected in the report.  Mr. B. Jones noted his belief that there was an expectation that the information would be available and requested that Mr. Cleary look into the issue.  

Market Participants discussed the potential for unintended consequences in not disclosing the information; that ERCOT is acting out of an abundance of caution in redacting the information; that the information will be important to the 168-Hour Test and to market trials; that the PTP information is needed to fully analyze the system and get a full sense of the DAM; and that revisions to the Nodal Protocols might be required.  Mr. B. Jones noted that NATF could be allowed to make the decision, and that TAC could overturn the decision within the appeal timeline.  Mr. Ögelman requested time to review for unintended consequences and perform due diligence. Mr. Cleary reminded Market Participants that the 168-Hour Test needs to be performed as closely as possible to actual systems and processes.

After further discussion, there was no objection to allowing NATF to resolve the issue.  Kristi Hobbs reviewed the appeal process for NATF decisions, per the NATF Charter.        

Market Reform Market Design Report

Laura Manz offered to answer questions regarding the designation of market design weaknesses by category, and reported that noting in the Nodal Protocols is a “show stopper.”  Ms. Manz and Mr. Dumas spoke to the benefits of more and smaller Load Zones versus fewer and larger Load Zones.  Ms. Wagner asked how Load Resources are modeled; Mr. Ragsdale answered that they are modeled as Load, and are not viewed as injecting into the system.  

Mr. Cleary noted that the goal of Market Reform was to perform a risk assessment before Nodal Go-Live; that Mr. Reedy has been charged with building scenarios to take through market trials in an effort to quantify risk impacts; and that reporting will be provided if possible.  

TAC Committee Structure Review

Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants of the ERCOT Board recommendation that Market Participants review the stakeholder committee structure; reported that the TAC subcommittee leadership met informally to generate the initial proposals that were distributed to the TAC listserv for consideration and comment; and proposed that a similar review be undertaken by leadership and stakeholders in the third quarter of each year for comment and consideration at October TAC meetings.  Mr. Greer reiterated that a recommendations that TAC be eliminated and stakeholder work be compressed into one monthly meeting demonstrates a significant misunderstanding of the work performed by stakeholders; and that it is incumbent upon Market Participants to clarify their work product for audiences beyond the ERCOT Board.  

John Houston supported the concept of an annual review of committee structures, but expressed concern that efficient governance should not be the only concern, but also effective governance, adding that an annual structure review might demonstrate the need for the formation of new groups, as well as the elimination of others.  Mark Bruce offered that some committee structure revisions might require ERCOT Bylaw revisions; noted that language would have to be shaped quickly to be effective in 2011; and suggested that Bylaws review be included in any eventual annual review process.  Mr. Bruce also noted implications to the Protocol Revision Request (PRR) process and comment periods; and asked if proposed process changes would be effectuated by the beginning of 2011, but implemented at a later date.  Mr. B. Jones proposed that ERCOT Market Rules Staff might draft an initial revised revision request process for stakeholder consideration, and expressed a preference that more aggressive changes occur later in 2011, after stabilization of the Nodal Market.

Mr. R. Jones concurred with Mr. Bruce’s concern for procedural challenges and proposed that transitional steps be considered.  Mr. R. Jones opined that the PRS structure is fundamental to the stakeholder process, and that each Entity having a voice on all initiatives is essential and might be mirrored in other subcommittees.  Mr. R. Jones offered that PRS-style voting in all subcommittees might incent new Market Participants to fully engage the stakeholder process and bring new ideas and other-market experience to the table.  Ms. Ashley supported a PRS-style voting structure for all subcommittees and TAC.  Ms. J. Bevill stated that she was encouraged after the leadership meeting, and that a goal of revising the structure was to hold fewer meetings and to hold all subcommittee meetings in one week; and opined that structural revisions should be undertaken sooner rather than later.   Mr. B. Jones reiterated that the initial leadership meeting on the topic was only a brainstorming session, and requested that all interested parties offer comments to the initial proposals, as publicly as possible, so that ample discussion might take place before the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting.  

Henry Wood was appreciative of efforts to review and improve processes, but expressed concern that, due to pending Nodal Market implementation and the attendant resource constraints, that the first quarter of 2011 would be entirely too early to revise stakeholder processes.  Mr. Wood added that TAC benefits from the delay between subcommittee meetings, in that stakeholders have time to research language for unintended consequences.  Market Participants discussed potential impacts of process revisions to timelines, issue monitoring resources, work product quality, effectiveness, and transparency; that voting on the structure at the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting might be too ambitious; and whether more time might be given to the review.  Mr. B. Jones encouraged Market Participants to challenge themselves, bring ideas for discussion, and be prepared to vote at the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting, adding that even if no changes are made, at least the process will have been aggressively engaged, per the ERCOT Board’s request.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS)

Kyle Patrick reviewed RMS working groups and taskforces, and reported that plans are in place to disband the Retail Metering Working Group (RMWG), and to merge the Texas Standard Electronic Transaction Working Group (TX SET) and the Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT).

Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS)

Debbie McKeever reviewed COPS working groups and task forces and noted that the Non-Opt-In Distributed Renewable Generation (NOIE DRG) Task Force would be disbanded at the September 14, 2010 COPS meeting; that the Profiling Working Group (PWG) might have increasingly less work due to Advanced Metering System installations; and  that COPS has largely been attending to Settlement-related items.  Ms. McKeever also noted that COPS routinely reviews its structure and retires working groups and task forces as needed.

Read Comstock noted that some settlement extracts are retail specific, and expressed concern that disbanding COPS might deprive retail a voice; Ms. McKeever added that RMS did not express concern that extract work, though it includes retail items, would be conducted in a wholesale forum.  Bob Wittmeyer offered that it should be communicated to other audiences that the many working groups and task forces listed on subcommittee home pages are actually for archival purposes and are no longer active; Mr. Wittmeyer recommended that consideration be given to listing those groups as “disbanded” rather than “inactive.”

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS)

Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed WMS working groups and task forces and noted that the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) might be disbanded or have its scope transitioned after implementation of the Nodal Market; that some WMS working groups are only active during certain times of the year; and that new task forces might be developed as issues warrant.  Ms. Clemenhagen voiced support for scheduling WMS meetings earlier in the month so that WMS comments might be posted for a longer vetting period.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS)

Ken Donohoo reviewed ROS working groups and task forces, and noted that in ROS’ ongoing efficiency effort, that the newly-formed Planning Working Group (PLWG) might subsume the Dynamics Working Group (DWG), the System Protection Working Group (SPWG) and the Steady State Working Group (SSWG), but that the determination would be made after the compilation of the Planning Guides.

Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS)

Sandy Morris reported that PRS does not have any Market Participant-led working groups or task forces.

PRS Report (see Key Documents) 

Ms. Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

PRR850, Weather Responsiveness Determination for Interval Data Recorders - URGENT

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 243, Load Resource Disqualification, Unannounced Testing, and Compliance

NPRR247, Retail Market Testing Updates Due to the Merger of the TX SET and TTPT Working Groups  

NPRR249, Resolution of Alignment Item A155 and A159 – Removal of Text Reason Requirement (formerly “Removal of Text Reason Requirement”)

NPRR252, Synchronization of PRR758, Clarification of Language Related to Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters

NPRR238, Resolution of Alignment Item A47, A59, A104, A105, A114, A115, A130, A188, and A189 - Provides Clarification and Updates to Network Operations Model Processes for Resource Entities

NPRR241, Aggregate Incremental Liability (AIL) Calculation and Credit Reports Publish Corrections

NPRR254, Updates to Protocol Sections 14 and 18

System Change Request (SCR) 759, acLineSegment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager 

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR850, NPRR243, NPRR247, NPRR249, and NPRR252 as recommended by PRS in the respective 8/19/10 PRS Reports; to recommend approval of NPRR238 as amended by the 8/26/10 ERCOT comments; to recommend approval of NPRR241 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report with a recommended priority of Medium for the proposed grey-boxed language; to recommend approval of NPRR254 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC; and to recommend approval of SCR759 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS report with a priority of High.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR240, Proxy Energy Offer Curve

NPRR250, Suspension of Annual Profile ID Validation With Advanced Meter Deployment 

NPRR251, Synchronization of PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned
Chris Brewster moved to recommend approval of NPRR240 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report, with a priority of High/Medium for the grey-boxed language; to recommend approval of NPRR250 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report; and to recommend approval of NPRR251 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report with a recommended priority of High for the proposed grey-box language.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR220 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report.  Kevin Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR231, Treatment of RMR Units in the Day-Ahead Market (formerly “Remove RMR Units from the Day-Ahead Market”)
Market Participants noted that the title of NPRR231 was revised, but that revisions were needed to the description to accurately reflect the purpose of the item.  Mr. Greer expressed concern for inserting Reliability Must Run (RMR) units into the DAM at a time that might damage what would be scarcity pricing in an energy-only market; Mr. Ögelman countered that the pre-existing issue is not addressed in NPRR231.  Mr. Greer added that a drought in new generation could result in many more RMR units in the future, and sought commitment from ERCOT that RMR units would not be placed into the DAM unless there was a forecasted need.

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR231 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the IPM Market Segment, and two abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

NPRR232, Clarification of Block Load Transfer Registration and Deployment

Hugh Lenox moved to recommend approval of NPRR232 as recommended by PRS in the 8/19/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR248, Removal of Loads from Pre-1999 NOIE Load Zone

David Grubbs moved to recommend approval of NPRR248 as amended by the 8/31/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Wittmeyer recused himself from the vote.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC  (see Key Documents)

PRR846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 

NPRR213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 

Ms. Hobbs noted that the 8/26/10 EROCT and Horizon Wind Energy joint comments recommend a single timeline for the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process.

Ms. J. Bevill moved to recommend approval of PRR846 and NPRR213 as recommended by PRS in the respective 5/20/10 PRS Reports and as amended by the 8/26/10 ERCOT and Horizon Wind Energy joint comments.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Mr. B. Jones noted that no action was necessary on NPRR209 at the moment, but offered it for consideration.  TAC members declined to take up the item.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo presented items for TAC consideration.

Revisions to TAC0706060, Telemetry Standards

Mr. Houston moved to approve the TAC0706060 Telemetry Standards document as recommended by ROS.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 039, Synchronization of Section 1 with Nodal Protocols

Ms. Hobbs recommended administrative revisions to NOGRR039.

Mr. Houston moved to approve NOGRR039 as recommended by ROS in the 8/12/10 ROS Report and as revised by TAC.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)
Ms. McKeever presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) 038, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation and Synchronization with PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision  

Mr. Houston moved to approve LPGRR038 as recommended by COPS in the 8/10/10 COPS Report.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

LPGRRR039, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation Part Two
Mr. Houston moved to approve LPGRR039 as recommended by COPS in the 8/10/10 COPS Report.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

RMS (see Key Documents)

Mr. Patrick presented revision requests for TAC consideration.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 086, Submission of Distributed Generation Data for Advanced Meters

RMGRR088, Updates to the IDR Meter Installation and Removal Processes

Ms. J. Bevill moved to approve RMGRR086 and RMGRR088 as recommended by RMS in the respective 8/11/10 RMS Reports.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report (see Key Documents)

2011 Ancillary Services Methodology 

Mr. Dumas reviewed proposed changes to the Ancillary Service methodology and offered that the amount of Regulation being used might be reviewed after stabilization of the Nodal Market.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the revised 2011 Ancillary Service Methodology as recommended by ERCOT.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

2011 Project Priority List 

Consideration of this item was postponed to the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting.
Renewable Technology Working Group (RTWG) Report (see Key Documents)

Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP)

Mr. Bruce reviewed the scope of the TRIP and noted that a revised draft of the document would be sent to the RTWG in the coming days.  Mr. B. Jones requested that Mr. Bruce include the TAC members in the document distribution.
WMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Clemenhagen reviewed highlights of the August 18, 2010 WMS meeting, and raised for TAC’s awareness that absent an accurate Decision-Making Entity (DME) list, the market lacks a functional fallback position for Competitive Constraints.  

Other Business
It was discussed that TAC is currently scheduled to meet on December 2, 2010, which is the day after Nodal Market Go-Live; that there is not much flexibility in rescheduling December 2010 meetings, due to the ERCOT Annual meeting, ERCOT Board meeting, and holiday schedules; and that potential alternative meeting dates for the December 2010 TAC meeting would be researched.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the September 2, 2010 TAC meeting at 2:30 p.m.
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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.  

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 considered at the September 21, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting. 

Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes

September 2, 2010

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

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)

Don Blackburn reviewed recent NATF activities and decisions.  Mr. Blackburn opined that efforts to improve and refine the Nodal market will never cease, but that NATF does not see anything to prevent continuing along the Nodal project timeline and recommends approval by TAC for a December 1, 2010 Nodal Go-live.  Mr. Blackburn noted that the work of the NATF might be considered finished with the recommendation for Nodal Go-live, but added that there will be issues that require immediate attention and that consideration might be given to retaining NATF through the Nodal stabilization effort.  

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones noted that in an effort to provide the latest and best information, many documents for TAC consideration had been provided after the seven day posting period required by the TAC Procedures.

Kristy Ashley moved to waive the seven day posting requirement per the TAC Procedures to consider all material submitted for TAC consideration.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Program Update
Kenneth Ragsdale presented a Nodal program update; reviewed achievements from 34 weeks of Nodal market trials; and noted delivery of the ERCOT Management Readiness Certification for December 1, 2010 Nodal Go-live.

Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)

Adrian Pieniazek requested additional time to review the material.  ERCOT Staff noted that the issue must be resolved before Nodal Go-live. 

Mr. Pieniazek moved to table consideration of Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance penalties in SCED for one month and request that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) provide a recommendation at the November 4, 2010 TAC meeting.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) Variables

David Maggio presented proposed GREDP variables and noted that analysis was conducted over a short period of time, and that it is anticipated that over the course of a full month, performance will improve due to more opportunities to pass the standard.

Clayton Greer moved to establish X as equal to eight percent; Y as equal to 8MW; and Z as equal to ten percent; and recognize that per Nodal Protocols, TAC will review data after Nodal Go-live.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer noted that the data will be reported to the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE), and that attention should be given to ensuring that the measurement appropriately aligns with the services it is attempting to enforce.  The motion carried unanimously.
Load Distribution Factors Methodology

John Adams presented the proposed Load Distribution Factors methodology, noting that Load Distribution Factors are used to calculate how aggregated Load is distributed down to the bus level; and that during market trials, ERCOT traced issues with Day-Ahead Market (DAM) results back to Load Distribution Factors.  

Howard Daniels asked how large, non-conforming Loads over weekends, holidays, and peaks, would be addressed, and expressed concern that the Thanksgiving holiday immediately before Nodal Go-live would begin the market with non-trivial issues.  Mr. Adams noted that while there is not a perfect solution, NATF established that there should at least be weekday and weekend profiles.  John Dumas added that, to a large extent, ERCOT addresses differences such as described by Mr. Daniels with replacement studies, and that issues are mitigated as many of the large, non-conforming Loads tend to be industrial Loads and are located on stronger parts of the transmission system.  

Mr. Dumas opined that the proposed methodology is an improvement but is not flawless, and that contingencies must continue to be monitored; and noted that a stress test was performed, as was some analysis by Market Participants of the Load Distribution Factors against the State Estimator data.  Mr. Greer asked if there is a reporting function that might indicate chronic underforecasting for certain parts of the system.  

Mr. Greer moved to approve the Load Distribution Factor methodology and request that ERCOT develop analytic tools and reporting to reveal the accuracy of the methodology.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment Procedure
Resmi Surendran presented the Nodal Non-Spinning Reserve Service deployment procedure, noting that the procedure was approved by TAC in 2007, and that the proposed procedure is to conform to Nodal Protocol updates.  

Mr. Ögelman moved to approve the revised Nodal Non-Spinning Reserve Service deployment procedure as presented.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Market Go-Live

- Market Management System (MMS)

- Energy Management System (EMS)

- Market Information System (MIS)

- Commercial Systems (COMS)

- Credit Monitoring Management (CMM)

Mr. Ragsdale provided NMMS and Outage Scheduler updates, per their respective certifications by TAC and proposed a motion based on previous certifications:

WHEREAS, Protocols Section 21.12.3 (Notice to Market Participants of Effective Date for Nodal Protocol Provisions and Retirement of Zonal Protocol Provisions) provides that before a “part of the nodal market design may start operation,” a vote of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is required affirming that the “Market Readiness Criteria for that part of the nodal market design have been met”;

WHEREAS, the Section 21.12.3 certification by TAC, Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT) staff, and the ERCOT Board of Directors regarding the satisfaction of “Market Readiness Criteria” for a particular part of the nodal market design will result in ERCOT issuing “two Notices alerting Market Participants to the effective date of Nodal Protocol sections and the retirement of Zonal Protocol sections, as applicable”;

WHEREAS, the Protocols do not define the term “Market Readiness Criteria,” and ERCOT, in conjunction with Market Participants, has developed specific metrics and a Nodal Readiness Scorecard that are used to determine the progress of specific parts of the nodal market design in meeting the criteria necessary for implementing the Nodal Protocols and starting operations;

WHEREAS, the members of TAC recognize that there are issues that remain to be addressed regarding the implementation and operation of Full Nodal Operations before the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), but that none of those issues should prevent Full Nodal Operations Go-Live on December 1, 2010; 

WHEREAS, TAC has reviewed the market readiness metrics documentation underlying ERCOT staff’s recommendation regarding Full Nodal Operations part of the nodal market design, and has conducted due diligence on ERCOT staff’s conclusion that the Full Nodal Operations has satisfied all of the steps necessary to make the declaration of market readiness required by Section 21.12.3, in order to authorize Full Nodal Operations Go-Live on December 1, 2010;

THEREFORE be it RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall serve as the TAC certification that all Market Readiness Criteria have been met, for purposes of ERCOT Protocols Section 21.12.3, regarding Full Nodal Operations Go-Live on December 1,  2010 
FURTHERMORE, the TAC directs that status updates regarding outstanding issues be provided at future TAC meetings.

Mr. Wittmeyer moved that, based on projected consumer savings per the 2008 Cost Benefit Study, ERCOT Management Certification, and NATF recommendation, TAC recommends approval of the Nodal systems for December 1, 2010 Go-Live.  Mark Zimmerman seconded the motion.  Some Market Participants requested that the reference to “consumer savings” be removed from the motion, as they did not agree with the findings of the 2008 Cost Benefit Study, but did not want to object to certifying Nodal systems for Go-live on December 1, 2010.  

Market Participants expressed concern that known system defects are not enumerated in the motion.  Mike Cleary countered that, just the grid is run on an operating system which has millions of defects and is constantly being updated, so too with the Nodal systems be constantly updated to address defects.  Mr. Pieniazek opined that the motion should indicate that TAC has thoroughly considered its recommendation in light of defects.   Market Participants debated the utility of the motion.  Adrianne Brandt offered that the choice of a longer or shorter motion will be of no consequence as of December 1, 2010.
Mr. Greer requested that the October 5, 2010 NATF motion be reviewed by TAC:

Based on the observations and experience of the NATF members and the certification by ERCOT management, NATF is unaware of any outstanding issue, or collection of issues, that would prohibit TAC from voting affirmatively for the ERCOT Nodal Market Go-Live; therefore, NATF recommends approval by TAC for a December 1, 2010 go-live.

The NATF recommendation is based on our direct discussions with ERCOT and Market Trials observations.  NATF acknowledges there is much that cannot be directly observed by individual Market Participants. Where not directly observed, NATF has relied on those that have direct knowledge. 

NATF has reviewed with ERCOT the issues that have been reported as of October 5, 2010, as identified in the QSE and TDSP issue lists and in the ERCOT Management Readiness Certification.  ERCOT currently has a plan to address each of the “Defects to be Resolved by Go-live” which includes a delivery date for the fix, a workaround or has a workaround plan in progress.  NATF accepts ERCOT’s status regarding deferred issues.  The NATF expects ERCOT to continue updating NATF, TAC and the Board regarding the progress of the fixes and workarounds.
Mr. Pieniazek recommended that the TAC motion at least reference the date of the NATF recommendation; Mr. Wittmeyer concurred.

Mr. Brewster noted that he abstained from voting on the NATF motion, based on his lack of comfort on the prospective nature of the judgment NATF was making, and characterized the TAC motion as “more flat,” giving him greater concern.

Mr. B. Jones, having yielded the chair to Mr. Ögelman, expressed concern that the proposed abbreviated motion does not adequately reflect the due diligence performed by Market Participants and does not characterize the project’s current condition.  Market Participants discussed that the October 5, 2010 NATF motion might be included in the TAC certification, or attached; and whether a straw poll on use of the abbreviated motion might be taken.  Market Participants also discussed whether to certify individual elements of the Nodal system or the full system in its entirety.  Market Participants debated the utility of the longer-form motion recommended by ERCOT Staff, with some Market Participants favoring a similar motion for the sake of consistency.  

Mr. Wittmeyer amended his motion and moved that TAC certify the Full Nodal systems for December 1, 2010 Go-live based on the October 1, 2010 ERCOT Management Certification and the October 5, 2010 NATF recommendation as attached.  Mr. Zimmerman seconded the amended motion.  Mr. Wittmeyer requested that TAC members vote on the motion rather than taking a straw poll.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment and three abstentions from the Consumer and Cooperative (2) Market Segments.
Mr. Cleary commended Market Participants and ERCOT Staff for their time and effort.
Protocol Revisions Subcommittee Report (see Key Documents)

Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration, and provided notice of rejection of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 275, Clarify QSE’s Ability to Make Changes to Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility In Real-Time.

NPRR246, Requirement for Resource Entities to Update Resource Parameters

NPRR255, Resolution of Alignment Item A81 - DRUC Timing and Execution when DAM is Delayed or Aborted

NPRR262, Protocol Synchronization for Nodal Implementation Surcharge

NPRR273, Allow Use of the ONTEST Resource Status to Indicate Resource Startup, Shutdown and Test Operations

NPRR274, Generic Startup Costs for Combined Cycle Generation Resources – Removal of Temporal Constraint

NPRR280, Move Shift Factor Posting Requirement to Real-Time

NPRR284, Cost Allocation Zones as They Relate to NOIE Load Zones – As Built Systems

Steve Madden moved to recommend approval of NPRR246, NPRR255, NPRR262, NPRR273, NPRR274, NPRR280, and NPRR284 as recommended by PRS in the respective 9/23/10 or 10/4/10 PRS Reports.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Other Binding Documents List

It was discussed that the Other Binding Documents List would need to be approved no later than the November 4, 2010 TAC meeting to allow for the posting of the documents and any the development of any necessary change controls. 

Mr. Ross moved to approve the Other Binding Documents with the removal of Principles of Consistency and the ICCP Communication Handbook.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that TAC might be required to consider additional documents for inclusion or removal from the Other Binding Documents list in the future; that an Other Binding Document Revision Request (OBDRR) would be needed; that there will be one procedure to modify the list, but a separate procedure to modify a document on the list; and that conflicting instructions for modification, contained within certain documents, will have to be resolved.  Mr. Greer opined that change procedures should be extracted from the Nodal Protocols and inserted in the individual documents.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR253, CRR Balancing Account Invoice and Settlement and Billing Dispute Process

NPRR259, Resolution of Alignment Items A175 and A176 - Settlement of Generation Resources Dispatched to Meet System Reliability Requirements

NPRR261, Revision of Data Submission Timeline for Network Model

NPRR279, Resolution of Alignment Item A144 - Clarify Posting of MCPC for DAM and SASM

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR253, NPRR259, NPRR261, and NPRR279 as recommended by PRS in the respective 9/23/10 or 10/4/10 PRS Reports.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR219, Resolution of Alignment Items A33, A92, A106, and A150 - TSPs Must Submit Outages for Resource Owned Equipment and Clarification of Changes in Status of Transmission Element Postings

Bill Blevins noted that System Change Request (SCR) 752, Nodal: Allow QSEs to Enter Outages for All Assets, was submitted in 2008 by the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF); and that NPRR219 was an alignment item.  Mr. Blevins expressed hope that the proposed language would be an interim solution.  Mr. Houston expressed concerns for Transmission Service Provider (TSP) liability exposure in entering outages and Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) for Resources and Private Use Networks (PUNs).

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of NPRR219 are recommended by PRS in the 10/4/10 PRS report as revised by TAC; and to recommend a priority of Critical for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Lange seconded the motion.  Mr. Houston reviewed the 10/4/10 CenterPoint Energy comments to NPRR219.  Katie Coleman suggested that as PUNs are not registered Entities, and the term “Resource Entities” includes PUNs, that PUNs should not be referenced specifically in the language.  Ms. Coleman asserted that there are no PUNs that would need to enter their own Outages that are not also Resources.  Market Participants discussed that a separate functionality would be introduced for Resource Entities that own transmission elements.

Mr. Houston moved to table discussion of NPRR219 for 30 minutes.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Language was proposed that TSPs be assigned the responsibility of entering Outages for Resource Entities until April 1, 2011; and that if system changes have not been implemented by April 1, 2011, that ERCOT would assume the responsibility.  Mr. Blevins stated that ERCOT would be comfortable with the proposed language and proposed that the language be implemented in a way that would not impact systems.  Market Participants discussed whether the language should be date-specific or tied to system implementation and testing.  DeAnn Walker and David Grubbs requested that the April 1, 2010 responsibility conversion date be codified.  Mr. Grubbs requested that PUNs remain specifically referenced in the language. 

Market Participants further discussed that the issue might be addressed during Nodal stabilization and therefore would not require date-specific language; that language to allow TAC to extend the TSP responsibility or assign a new party to enter Outages after April 1, 2011 would effectively write uncertainty into the Nodal Protocols, and that a corrective NPRR would be preferable; and that ERCOT cannot be required to release confidential information, and Resource Entities cannot be required to perform a function to which they have no access.

Ms. Walker expressed frustration that ERCOT is shifting responsibility to TSPS because Nodal systems were not built correctly.  Market Participants discussed that the April 1, 2011 date keeps pressure in the proper place to correct the systems.  Mr. Grubbs opined that December 1, 2010 is the proper date for ERCOT to assume responsibility for entering the Outages.  Market Participants discussed further language revisions, and registration issues regarding PUNs.  

Mr. Houston moved to table discussion of NPRR219 for 30 minutes.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Participants further discussed revised language and offered additional substantive and administrative revisions.  Brad Belk asserted that any TSP could enter Outages for any entity with the proper agreement in place, and questioned whether this is any instance in which the TSPs acquires the responsibility and may refuse the responsibility.  Mr. Greer opined that there is no agency agreement for the function in question between the parties involved.  Ms. L. Jones noted that there is a default TSP for each Resource Entity that owns transmission elements.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer Market Segment.
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 050, Resolution of Reporting Issues Related to NPRR219 

Mr. Seymour moved to recommend approval of NOGRR050 as recommended by PRS in the 10/4/10 PRS Report with a recommended priority of Critical for the grey-boxed language.  Phillip Boyd seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents

Ms. Brandt reviewed the 10/4/10 Austin Energy comments to NPRR244.  Marguerite Wagner proposed additional revisions to grey-boxed language.

Ms. Brandt moved to recommend approval of NPRR244 as amended by the 10/4/10 Austin Energy comments and as revised by TAC, and to designate PRS as the assigned TAC subcommittee responsible for reviewing the Other Binding Documents List.  Mr. Grubbs seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed how to add new documents, prescribed by future revision requests, to the Other Binding Documents List; that PRS should review and consider the Other Binding Documents List annually; and that after review for confidential or proprietary information, ERCOT should post redacted ERCOT business procedure documents to the Market Information System (MIS) Public Area.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend a priority of High/Medium for the NPRR244 grey-boxed language.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR263, Resolution of Alignment Item A99 - Settlement Point Price Calculation When Busses are De-energized

Kristi Hobbs offered clarifying language revisions.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR263 as recommended by PRS in the 10/4/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

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

Mr. B. Jones noted that no TAC action was necessary on NPRR209 at the moment. 

ROS Report (see Key Documents)

Ken Donohoo presented revision requests for TAC consideration

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 042, Synchronization of Section 3 with Nodal Protocols  

NOGRR045, Synchronization of OGRR219, Time Error Correction  

NOGRR046, Synchronization of Sections 4 and 5 with Nodal Protocols  

NOGRR047, Synchronization of Sections 6 and 7 with Nodal Protocols  

Mr. Greer moved to approve NOGRR042, NOGRR045, NOGRR046, and NOGRR047as recommended by ROS in the respective 9/16/10 ROS Reports.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NOGRR041, Synchronization of Section 2 with Nodal Protocols  

Ms. Hobbs proposed an administrative change to Section 2.7.4.3, Unit Dispatch Beyond the Corrected Unit Reactive Limit or Unit Reactive Limit.
Mr. Greer moved to approve NOGRR041 as recommended by ROS in the 9/16/10 ROS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR043, Synchronization with OGRR208, Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) Requirement 

Mr. Greer moved to approve NOGRR043 as recommended by ROS in the 9/16/10 ROS Report.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR051, Synchronization with OGRR192 and OGRR238 – URGENT

Ms. Hobbs recommended administrative revisions; Market Participants recommended revisions to the generator droop characteristic from no less than three percent, to no less than two percent.

Mr. Greer moved to approve NOGRR051 as recommended by ROS in the 9/16/10 ROS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR053, Synchronization with OGRR226, Generation Resource Response Time Requirement

Mr. Greer moved to approve NOGRR053 as recommended by ROS in the 9/16/10 ROS Report.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Subcommittee Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick presented highlights of the September 15, 2010 RMS meeting and noted that, while there is a transition time of 30-60 days between the deployment of Advanced Metering System (AMS) Meters and when ERCOT is able perform Settlement using data from the meters, ERCOT is currently performing Settlement for approximately one million AMS meters.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 089, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation (Part 3)
Ms. Hobbs proposed administrative revisions.

Rob Bevill moved to approve the RMGRR089 as recommended by RMS in the 9/15/10 RMS Report and as revised by TAC.  Danny Bivens seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

RMGRR090, Revisions for Texas Nodal Market Implementation (Part 4) 

Ms. Hobbs proposed administrative revisions.

Mr. Madden moved to approve RMGRR090 as recommended by RMS in the 9/15/10 RMS Report and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Wholesale Market Subcommittee Report (see Key Documents)

Barbara Clemenhagen presented items for TAC consideration.

Settlement Metering Operating Guide Revision Request (SMOGRR) 009, Submittal Timeline for EPS Metering Design Proposals

Mr. Greer moved to approve SMOGRR009 as recommended by WMS in the 9/22/10 WMS Report.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Reform and IMM Nodal Issues –WMS Assignments Related to Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) CRR Derate

Mr. Greer moved to direct WMS to take up consideration of CRR derating issues.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
CRR Credit Parameters

Mr. Wittmeyer moved to waive notice in order to consider CRR credit parameters.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Morris moved to define A as equal to 1; to define M as equal to 0; and for TAC to review the item in April 2011.  Ms. Brandt seconded the motion.  Ms. Stephenson opined that “1” is too strong a value for A; and that the denominator is already very conservative.  Market Participants discussed that initial values of “0” and “0”; and efforts to not over-collateralize.  Mr. Seymour moved to amend the motion to define A as equal to .75.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion to amend.  The motion to amend the motion to define A as equal to .75 failed via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
The original motion failed via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents).
Mr. Seymour moved to define A as equal to 0; to define M as equal to 0; and for TAC to review the item in April 2011.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  Ms. Yager expressed concern for the “0” values and stated that the values would not be supported by ERCOT.  Mr. Seymour and Mr. Madden amended the motion to define A as equal to 0.5.  Ms. Yager stated that though she did not have any particular data, she would be more comfortable with A defined closer to “1.”  The amended motion failed via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Madden moved to define A as equal to 0.75; to define M as equal to 0; and for TAC to review the item in April 2011.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  Ms. Yager confirmed that she would support the 0.75 value for A.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.) 
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report (see Key Documents)

2011 Project Priority List (PPL) 

Troy Anderson presented the 2011 PPL for TAC consideration, noting release planning is now a part of Nodal stabilization; that all projects in the context of Nodal stabilization will be prioritized with assistance from Market Participants; and that ERCOT Staff is beginning to analyze the impacts of Nodal parking deck items.  Mr. Anderson added that all Nodal parking deck items will be targeted for a certain delivery window; that focus is being given to items that Market Participants have labeled as Critical and High priority; and that some items seems important to do during Nodal stabilization, while other items seem to be centerpieces for a major release in 2012.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse ERCOT’s proposal to fund 2011 Projects in the amount of $41.9 million, including $1-2 million to support Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and market requests; and to stipulate that it is understood that requested amounts for the Data Center Hardware projects may be revised based on a change in funding approach; and that other ERCOT projects are also subject to change as the 2011 ERCOT budget process nears completion.  Mr. Bivens seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

TAC Committee Structure Review (see Key Documents)

Ms. Hobbs reviewed combined comments to the TAC structure and noted items for TAC consideration.  Market Participants expressed concern for the timing of changes to structure and procedures, in light of the implementation of the Nodal market; and that while subcommittee chairs coordinate meeting dates with ERCOT Staff, it would be useful to move WMS away from PRS so that stakeholders have more time to review comments.

Regarding the meeting calendar, Mr. B. Jones requested that subcommittees evaluate schedules for efficiencies and return a recommendation to the November 4, 2010 TAC meeting.  

Regarding comments filed later than seven days before a meeting, Mr. B. Jones opined that late comments should be the exception rather than the rule and requested that PRS consider the issue and return a recommendation to TAC.

Mr. Greer moved to retain COPS.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Municipal Market Segments. 

Mr. Ögelman moved to retain PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment. 

Mr. Greer moved to retire NATF and RTWG according to the proposed timelines, and to create a stabilization group.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Mr. Greer moved to retire RMS and WMS working groups as proposed.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment. 

Market Participants discussed that it would be helpful to have recommendations from the subcommittees regarding subcommittee voting structures.  Mr. Lange noted that extending the PRS voting structure to the other subcommittees was a compromise for disbanding PRS, and questioned whether the issue was still worth considering, since PRS will be retained.  Ms. Ashley requested that the subcommittees consider voting structure, and that TAC be apprised of the vote results and the attendant discussions. 

Mr. Greer moved to defer consideration of RMS, ROS and WMS voting structures to the November 4, 2010 TAC meeting.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Regarding participatory voting at TAC, Mr. B. Jones noted that the ERCOT Bylaws allow individual Market Segments to choose to require that their four TAC members vote according to the direction of the Market Segment’s membership, and that those Market Segments would have to hold separate votes before TAC meetings. 

Mr. Greer moved that TAC not make a recommendation regarding participatory voting at TAC.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two objections from the Consumer and Independent Power Marketer Market Segments, and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Mr. Greer moved that an NPRR be drafted to reduce the revision request comment period to 14 calendar days.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  It was discussed that other Independent System Operators (ISOs) use ten or 14 day comment periods; that a ten Business Day comment period would require calculation of each timeline to address weekends and holidays; and that despite ERCOT’s current 21 day comment period, comments are usually submitted at the last minute.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Mr. B. Jones advised Market Participants that he would present the TAC recommendations to the ERCOT Board.  Mr. Greer reiterated that a separate document is needed, for use by the ERCOT Board, to explain stakeholder work products and processes; and that he would like to participate in drafting the document. 

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

Emerging Technologies Integration Plan (ETIP)

Mr. Bruce reported that editing continues on the draft ETIP, and that the document would be distributed to TAC for consideration at the November 4, 2010 TAC meeting.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones noted that that the COPS report was posted for review.  There were no questions.  

Other Business

Mr. B. Jones reported that, in consideration of Nodal Go-live on December 1, 2010, the Thursday, December 2, 2010 TAC meeting would be rescheduled to Monday, December 6, 2010.  There were no objections.

Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting at 3:48 p.m.
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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.  
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:33 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. 
Mr. B. Jones noted the day’s Alternate Representatives and welcomed returning TAC member Marty Downey of TriEagle Energy.

ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones reported the disposition of revision requests considered at the November 16, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, and noted that the Board approved the 2011 budget, holding the ERCOT Administrative Fee constant and using approximately $25 million from the Nodal fee to balance the budget; and that the Board rejected the appeal of the CEO determination for Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 290, ERCOT Publication of DAM PSS/E Files.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes

November 4, 2010

Consideration of the draft November 4, 2010 TAC meeting minutes was postponed to the January 6, 2011 TAC meeting.

Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) Report (see Key Documents)

Don Blackburn reviewed agenda items for upcoming NATF meetings and requested guidance as to other items that require discussion at NATF.  Kristy Ashley expressed concern for the usability of the Market Information System (MIS) and suggested that a MIS user group be established.  Mike Cleary suggested that MIS usability be considered a high priority item and encouraged the establishment of a MIS user group.  Market Participants suggested that NATF also consider Day Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) and the RUC allocation methodology, and Ancillary Service deliverability.

Kevin Gresham asked if it is the intent of TAC to phase out NATF.  Mr. B. Jones expressed a preference that policy discussions be returned to the regular stakeholder meeting cycle and expressed hope that there not be individual system issues after a few months. Kenan Ögelman expressed concern for data that was available on the ERCOT website in the zonal market but is no longer available due to Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Blackburn suggested that the MIS user group consider the issue.  Mr. Cleary noted that the Nodal Protocols are written to address those with a Digital Certificate and encouraged Market Participants to exercise caution, as much information is not public.  Mr. Cleary added that some data attracts particularly high attention and poses system impacts.  Mr. Cleary suggested that an MIS users group might be able to be formed within the week, and that Jackie Ashbaugh might serve as the ERCOT contact for the informal group.

Mr. B. Jones congratulated ERCOT on a successful launch of the Nodal Market.  Clayton Greer added that much of the congestion is happening away from Commercially Significant Constraints (CSCs) emphasizing the reason for the move to a Nodal market.

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Program Update
Kenneth Ragsdale provided the ERCOT Nodal program update and reviewed the first two days of the live Nodal Market.  John Dumas reviewed the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) schedule summaries for December 1 and 2, 2010 and noted that the data gives an indication of how well Entities are hedging themselves in the DAM for Real-Time, and characterized the data as a pleasant surprise, given a voluntary market.  

Mr. Ragsdale suggested that disabled Base Point deviation charges for Intermittent Renewable Resources (IRRs) might need to be revisited.  Market Participants discussed the issue of wind units not following Base Points, possibly due to confusion.  Mr. Dumas noted that these were not five or ten minute delays, but that when wind operators were contacted directly, the issue was corrected, and opined that confusion is not at issue, though there can be some delay in systems built to follow the curtailment flag.  Marguerite Wagner noted her opposition to the elimination of the Base Point Deviation Charge, opining that its elimination has significant reliability implications, and requested that TAC direct the appropriate stakeholder group to take up discussion of the issue.  Kristi Hobbs noted that NPRR285, Generation Resource Base Point Deviation Charge Corrections, has a current priority of Critical, and that Cagle Lowe will be discussing the prioritization process for Nodal stabilization, with a goal of presenting new prioritizations to TAC at the February 3, 2010 TAC meeting.  Randy Jones encouraged Market Participants to assign the highest priority to those items that have reliability impacts.
Mr. Lowe presented a Business Integration project portfolio update.  Mr. Cleary noted that all items must go through Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) to ensure best value; and that prioritization will be a continuous effort.  Mr. Lowe added that ERCOT has plans in place to take advantage of a lower stabilization effort to address deferred defects; that some new defects have been identified; that Troy Anderson will be addressing TAC subcommittees at the December 2010 meetings regarding the prioritization process; and that Mr. Anderson is developing a more robust prioritization scoring process.  Mr. Cleary reiterated the importance of the CBA process and the benefit position of items for the ERCOT Board and regulators.  Mr. B. Jones added that the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) will develop a market-facing list to compliment ERCOT’s internal assessment process.  

Mr. B. Jones requested that discussion regarding items to consider for stabilization begin at NATF; Mr. Blackburn opined that NATF would work closely with PRS and the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).  Mr. Greer suggested that an appeals process be considered for items rejected by the ERCOT Board.  Betty Day noted that the Business Integration team is developing a more robust Impact Analysis to quantify benefits and cost savings; Mr. Lowe added that market-side information regarding benefits and cost savings would provide the best information package.    

John Houston opined that as the planning portion was delayed to allow the Nodal Market to go-live, it should now be removed from the scope, as the benefits will not be quantifiable.  Mr. Houston expressed concern that the planning model will not go-live by April 1, 2011, that necessary system changes to grant access to planning data will not be possible, and that a planning system will not be in place, leading to the demise of the Nodal Market within five years.  Mr. Cleary disagreed, reiterating that regulators and legislators demand that value be demonstrated; that some value will be quantitative, while other value will be qualitative; and that all parties must improve estimating efforts. Mr. Houston reiterated that planning must be delivered, and that he would not agree with ERCOT that it was part of the original scope, but that it was deliberately delayed to allow for the Nodal Market to go live.  

Market Participants discussed that an urgently needed project might be cut for lack of understanding, and that good communication is paramount.  Ms. Hobbs requested that Market Participants document benefits that would be derived from an item, and to help ERCOT make both the quantitative and qualitative cases.  Mr. Lowe added that the flow of the process is not changing, but that the quality of the assessments, the time taken to understand the information, and to clearly communicate costs and needs, will be improved.

PRS Report (see Key Documents)
Sandy Morris presented NPRRs as recommended by PRS.
NPRR260, Providing Access to MIS Secure Area to MIS Registered Users

Bob Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of NPRR260 as recommended by PRS in the 11/18/10 PRS Report.  Chris Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR282, Dynamic Ramp Rates Used in SCED

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR282 as recommended by PRS in the 11/18/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR293, Requirement to Post PTP Obligation Quantities Awarded in DAM (Formerly “Requirement to Post CRR Option and Obligation Quantities Cleared in DAM or Taken to Real Time”)

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR293 as recommend by PRS in the 11/18/10 PRS Report.  Mr. Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. B. Jones requested that TAC reconsider NPRR293 in order to grant Urgent status and to specify implementation upon ERCOT Board approval.  
Mr. Greer moved to reconsider NPRR293 and to recommend approval of NPRR293 as recommended by PRS in the 11/18/10 PRS Report and as revised by TAC; to grant NPRR293 Urgent status; and to recommend an effective date of “upon ERCOT Board approval” for the non-grey-boxed revisions.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT is able to publish a report with Point-to-Point Obligation data via a manual workaround if instructed by the ERCOT Board.  
Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR293 until after the lunch recess.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that the information was available during Nodal market trials, and could be made available now, but that if NPRR293 is not granted Urgent status, the information will not be made available for months after ERCOT Board approval of NPRR293.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment and one objection from the Cooperative Market Segment.
NPRR295, Synchronization of Protocol for Generation Resource Designation as Mothballed or Decommissioned

Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed the 12/3/10 Topaz Power comments and expressed concern that approving the NPPR295 language as is would remove capacity from the market, and opined that a generator should be allowed to submit a Notice of Suspension of Operation and should not be prevented from returning to operation for an additional 90 days beyond the return date indicated in the Notice.  Market Participants recalled previous discussions to the effect that mothballing is a serious action, and that there were concerns for gaming and manipulation; noted that issues raised by the 12/3/10 
Topaz Power comments were addressed through Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 713, Resource Outage Notification; and requested that WMS take up discussion of gaming concerns, and the advanced Notice requirement to return a Mothballed Generation Resource to service.
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of NPRR295 as recommended by PRS in the 11/18/10 PRS Report, and to direct WMS to review the issues described in the 12/3/10 Topaz Power comments.  Steve Madden seconded the motion.  Mr. Lasher advocated that NPRR295 be granted Urgent status for the sake of synchronization, as current Nodal Protocol language does not provide for written notification for a Mothballed Generation Resource unit’s return to service.  Mr. Wittmeyer amended the motion to also grant NPRR295 Urgent status.  Mr. Madden accepted the amendment.  The amended motion carried unanimously.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report (see Key Documents)

Debbie McKeever noted that the COPS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and presented a revision request for TAC consideration.

Commercial Operations Market Guide Revision Request (COPMGRR) 023, Creating Section 6, Commercial System Model and Subsection 8.3 Settlement Detail - Urgent 
Mr. Wood moved to approve COPMGRR023 as recommended by COPS in the 11/09/10 COPS Report.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the 11/17/10 ERCOT comments expressed concern that some of the language is redundant and requested time to work with the COPS Communication Working Group (CCWG) to refine language.  Market Participants discussed that there would be no harm in delaying the item, and that it would be preferable to revise the language at CCWG rather than at TAC.  Mr. Wood withdrew the motion.
Mr. Wood moved to remand COPMGRR023 to COPS.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Kyle Patrick presented items for TAC consideration.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 091, Accelerated Disconnect and Reconnect for Customers with Advanced Meters - Urgent 

Mr. Madden moved to approve RMGRR091 as recommended by RMS in the 11/10/10 RMS Report.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

RMGRR092, Changes to Implement an Interim Solution for Critical Care Status and Secondary Contact Information - Urgent 

Mr. Seymour moved to recommend approval of RMGRR092 as recommended by RMS in the 11/10/10 RMS Report.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Revised RMS Procedures

Mr. Seymour moved to approve the revised RMS Procedures as recommended by RMS.  Ms. Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

System Change Request (SCR) 760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models - Urgent 
Adrianne Brandt requested that additional time be allowed for Steady State Working Group (SSWG) and Market Participants to review the preliminary Impact Analysis for SCR760.  Ken Donohoo noted that a Nodal Planning Go-Live Workshop would be held at ERCOT Austin on December 14, 2010, after the SSWG meeting.   
Ms. Brandt moved to table SCR760 for one month.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs requested that Market Participants provide benefit details to complete the value proposition for SCR760.  Ms. L. Jones opined that SCR760 will have significant impact on Nodal planning; Mr. Donohoo noted that the revised Impact Analysis for SCR759, acLine Segment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager, would also be reviewed at the meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 049, Alignment with NERC Reliability Standard PRC-001-1, System Protection Coordination

Mr. Seymour moved to approve NOGRR049 as amended by the 11/22/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

WMS Report (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Procedure for Developing Mitigated Offer Cap

Ms. Clemenhagen noted that the WMS report was posted with the day’s Key Documents, and presented her recommendation that TAC endorse the WMS recommendation regarding the ERCOT procedure for developing the Mitigated Offer Cap, but request that an Urgent NPRR be submitted by WMS for the earliest possible system changes.  Mr. B. Jones noted that TAC is not required to take action on the ERCOT procedure.  Adrian Pieniazek noted that under current Nodal Protocol language, Entities may not dispute if the minimum Fuel Index Price (FIP) or Fuel Oil Price (FOP) is received.  Mr. Dumas clarified that Entities may dispute anything, but that it is ERCOT’s interpretation that revisions to the ERCOT procedure for developing the Mitigated Offer Cap as recommended by WMS are contrary to the Nodal Protocols. 

Mr. Ögelman expressed concern that stakeholders would consider endorsing a business practice not aligned with the Nodal Protocols, and asked if there would be any reason for moving forward with the recommendation without first addressing revisions to the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Dumas noted that ERCOT submitted a procedure to WMS that is Nodal Protocol compliant, and communicated ERCOT Staff opinion that should Market Participants desire a different practice, that Nodal Protocols should first be revised, and then ERCOT Staff would bring forward a revised practice based on revised Nodal Protocol.
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to approve the ERCOT Business Practice for Developing Mitigated Offer Cap as submitted by ERCOT with the WMS-revised language “Starting from the first Mitigated Offer Cap Curve segment to the last segment, if the Mitigated Offer Cap of the current segment is less than the previous segment, the Mitigated Offer Cap of the current segment shall be set to be the same as the previous segment.”  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  

Market Participants discussed the potential disposition of NPRRs recently submitted by Mr. Greer and Ms. Wagner.  Ms. Wagner requested that ERCOT not advance her NPRR pending Mr. Greer’s.  Mr. Dumas reminded Market Participants that NPRRs might pose system impacts.  Ms. Clemenhagen expressed concern for the volume of disputes, should system changes not be implemented quickly.  Resmi Surendran noted that disputes will not be easily resolved, as all Real-Time solutions will be affected.  Ms. Day noted that there has not been analysis as to the possibility of a manual workaround, and that internal discussions would be held and comments filed as necessary.  The motion carried unanimously.  
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report (see Key Documents)

Certified Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) Reactive Study Review

Warren Lasher presented a summary of the CREZ Reactive Study.  Mr. Lasher noted that all CREZ Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) participated in the study and that the study has been through significant vetting; that all of the transmission equipment is planned to be in service by the end of 2013, with most of the major circuits coming on line in 2013; and that ERCOT’s intent is to implement analysis as soon as possible and begin relevant discussions regarding wind development.

Regarding the Sub-Synchronous Interaction (SSI) analysis, Ms. Wagner asked if reliability of the system is secure as is, or if there is urgent need to address issues.  Mr. Lasher expressed confidence that even with a full CREZ build-out, the system will be in a secure state regarding Sub-Synchronous Resonance (SSR) and SSI; and that it is likely that the cost effective solution to SSI associated with wind turbines will be modifications to the wind turbine power electronic devices themselves; that there are initial indications that modifications will be effective in controlling the issue.  Mr. Lasher added that ERCOT is working with plant owners, ABB, and TSPs to establish recommendations for mitigation for thermal plants that are on line and could potentially be affected by SSR; and that there were no findings in the study to indicate that the current state of the system is insecure.

Mr. Ögelman asked if a tipping point was identified in the study at which there would be concerns.  Mr. Lasher clarified that system strength and SSR/SSI are two very different issues, and noted that there is not currently good methodology in the industry to fully evaluate the implications of system strength, and that with current tools it is difficult to identity at what point the system becomes unstable. 

Mr. Emery asked how other stakeholder committees would be engaged on the study findings, and encouraged ERCOT to explore ways to share development costs, as ERCOT is again on the forefront of issues, is stretching the limits of manufacturers’ capabilities and modeling, and as vendors and other areas of the country will benefit from ERCOT’s efforts.  Mr. Lasher noted that the study was presented at the Regional Planning Group and ROS, and will be presented to the ERCOT Board, and that if additional questions arise, further discussion might be held at the PUCT level.  Mr. Lasher added that recommendations in the study are being incorporated into CREZ filings by CREZ TSPs.  

Other Business

2011 TAC Members

Ms. Hobbs reviewed the roster of 2011 TAC members that will serve beginning at the January 6, 2011 TAC meeting.

Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the December 6, 2010 TAC meeting at 2:00 p.m.
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