DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, August 4, 2011 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brewster, Chris
	City of Eastland
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

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

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Grubbs, David
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	EDF Trading
	

	Houston, John
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Minnix, Kyle
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy Energy Management 
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Wood, Henry
	South Texas Electric Cooperative
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Danny Bivens to Bob Wittmeyer

· Chris Brewster to Phillip Boyd

· William Lewis to Marty Downey

· Steve Madden to Read Comstock

· Adrian Pieniazek to Barbara Clemenhagen

· John Sims to Henry Wood

Guests:

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Crespo, John
	AEP
	Via Teleconference

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Escamilla, José
	CPS Energy
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Glaser, Tompall
	LCRA
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA – GDF Suez NA
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Matlock, Michael
	Gexa Energy
	

	McClellan, Suzi
	TESA
	

	McKeever, Deborah
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Nease, Nelson
	Nucor Steel TX
	

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Roach, Temujin
	PUCT
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Noble Energy Solutions
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Thomas, Meena
	PUCT
	

	Trayers, Barry
	Citigroup Energy Inc.
	

	Trefny, Floyd
	AMTEC
	

	Trostle, Kay
	Chaparral Steel
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	EMMT
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	Megawatt Analytics
	

	Whitworth, Doug
	PUCT
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Zarnikau, Jay
	Frontier Associates
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Pabbisetty, Suresh
	
	

	Patterson, Mark
	
	

	Ruane, Mark
	
	

	Thompson, Chad
	
	


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. 
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 noted the disposition of revision requests considered at the July 19, 2011 ERCOT Board meeting and congratulated Betty Day, new Vice President of Business Integration.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)
July 7, 2011
Barbara Clemenhagen moved to approve the July 7, 2011 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  Kenan Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Report (see Key Documents)

Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration; reported the withdrawal of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 345, EILS Availability Calculation Post-Depletion; and reviewed the 2011 PRS Goals.
NPRR358, Clarification of Responsible Entity for Binding Obligations

NPRR374, Modification of SCR Process and Urgency Requirements

NPRR375, Extend the Reporting Horizon for CDR Inputs

NPRR380, Minor Changes to Default Uplift Invoice

NPRR384, Revisions to Support SCR766, Load Zone and Hub LMPs Distributed by ICCP (formerly “Load Zone Price Distributed by ICCP”)

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR358, NPRR374, NPRR375, and NPRR384 as recommended by PRS in the respective 7/21/11 PRS Reports, and NPRR380 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report as amended by the 7/21/11 ERCOT comments.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR360, Summary Report of HDL and LDL

NPRR382, Verbal RUC Committed or Decommitted Resources Report

Ms. Clemenhagen moved to recommend approval of NPRR360 and NPRR382 as recommended by PRS in the respective 7/21/11 PRS Reports.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR321, Allow Change to Energy Offer Curve MW Amounts in the Adjustment Period for Qualifying Facilities

Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of NPRR321 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR347, Single Daily Settlement Invoice (formerly “Counter-Party Invoice and Single Daily Settlement Invoice”) – Urgent

Kristi Hobbs explained that the 7/28/11 ERCOT comments and the 8/3/11 ERCOT comment offer language clarifications and that revised impact assessments had been recently posted.  ERCOT Staff noted that the increased costs are the result of added complexities and additional credit calculations; that it is critical that ERCOT demonstrate progress toward single day Settlement Invoice changes in seeking exemptions from the Commodity Exchange Act.  Clayton Greer opined that NPRR347 is not an optional revision.
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to table NPRR347, and that the item be taken up again before eleven o’clock that morning.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR347 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report as amended by the 8/3/11 ERCOT comments, the revised Impact Analysis and the revised Cost Benefit Analysis, with a recommended priority of Critical and a rank of 9.44.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR348, Generation Resource Start-Up and Shut-Down Process

Ms. Hobbs reviewed the Impact Analysis and revised Cost Benefit Analysis.
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPR348 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  Ms. Stephenson offered that concerns regarding the start-up process had been addressed with language revisions at the July 21, 2011 PRS meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR354, Revisions to Non-Spin Performance Criteria Language and Provision for ICCP Telemetry of Non-Spin Deployment
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR354 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR357, Revisions to Collateral Requirements concerning CRR Auctions (formerly “Multi-Month CRR Auction and Revisions to Collateral Requirements”) – Urgent

Cheryl Yager reviewed the 8/4/11 ERCOT comments, and noted that some language clarifications are offered to ensure adequate information to perform an Impact Analysis, and that provision had been made for a separate pre-auction screen for Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Account Holder credit limits.  It was discussed that the 8/4/11 Cost Benefit Analysis indicated, conservatively, a monthly benefit of $3.7 million with the implementation of NPRR357.  Ms. Yager cautioned that NPRR357 may be implemented in a fairly timely manner, but not prior to the annual CRR Auction.  
Eric Goff expressed concern for delays to a potential future multi-month CRR Auction, observing that NPRR357 is anticipated to require three to six months for implementation and similar resources.  Adrianne Brandt offered that benefits associated with NPRR357 would accrue to future annual auctions as well, baring changes.  Ms. Stephenson supported the concept of a multi-month auction, but added that once approved, the new auction will require development time, and NPRR357 provides benefit in the meantime.  Mr. Goff reiterated concerns for delays to a mutli-month auction due to resource diversion.

Kip Fox moved to recommend approval of NPRR357 as amended by the 8/4/11 ERCOT comments with a recommended priority of High and a rank of 20.5.  Henry Wood seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment and two abstentions from the Independent Generator and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segments.

NPRR369, Black Start Service Requirement Revisions – Urgent

Mr. Wood moved to recommend approval of NPRR369 as amended by the 7/28/11 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Fox seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR379, EILS Dispatch Sequence and Performance Criteria Upgrades

Ms. Brandt moved to recommend approval of NPRR379 as amended by the 8/2/11 ERCOT comments.  Mark Soutter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.

NPRR383, Unconfirmed Trades Reports

Ms. Clemenhagen moved to recommend approval of NPRR383 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Mr. Gedrich seconded the motion.  Market Participants reviewed the revised Cost Benefit Analysis.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR388, Clarification of Quick Start Generation Resource Performance Criteria – Urgent

Ms. Clemenhagen moved to recommend approval of NPRR388 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs reviewed the Impact Analysis and noted that ERCOT will be able to revise business procedures, resulting in no dollar impact.  Ms. Clemenhagen added that a separate NPRR will be filed to address issues raised in the 7/19/11 Topaz Power Group and 7/20/11 STEC comments.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR390, Clarification of the Applicability of the Use of the Refund Option – Urgent

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR390 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR392, Credit Review During CRR Auction – Urgent

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR392 as recommended by PRS in the 7/21/11 PRS Report.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of PRS Rejections

NPRR300, Municipal Owned Utility Addition to Determination of Total Potential Exposure for a Counter-Party

NPRR386, Reduce the Frequency of Unregistered Distributed Generation Reports
Ms. Morris reported PRS rejection of NPRR300 and NPRR386.  
Impact Assessment for Parking Deck NPRRs (see Key Documents)
NPRR210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841

NPRR222, Half-Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback 

NPRR240, Proxy Energy Offer Curve

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

NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents

NPRR256, Sync with PRR787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards

NPRR272, Definition and Participation of Quick Start Generation Resources
Ms. Hobbs suggested that TAC may want to wait until the impact assessments for the remaining parking deck NPRRs were available before forwarding to the ERCOT Board.  She noted that TAC had previously tabled NPRR222, NPRR241 and NPRR256 and that no action was required at this time.
Ms. Clemenhagen moved to table the impact assessments for NPRR210, NPRR240, NPRR244, and NPRR272. Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NOGRR058, Deletion of Section 5, Planning

TAC took no action on this item.
NPRR340, Introduction and Definition of Duration-Limited Resources (formerly “Unannounced HSL Test for Duration-Limited Resources”) – Urgent
Mr. Gedrich moved to table NPRR340.  Mr. Soutter seconded the motion.  Mr. Gedrich noted that the Emerging Technologies Working Group (ETWG) is developing language revisions to NPRR340.  The motion carried unanimously.
Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Holistic Approach to Congestion Irresolvable by Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) 
Market Participants discussed the July 13, 2011 WMS motion regarding the Holistic Approach to Congestion Irresolvable by SCED: 
When is a constraint identified as irresolvable? 

A non-competitive constraint is deemed irresolvable if the constraint cannot be resolved through SCED dispatch for more than two consecutive hours for more than 4 consecutive days or more than 20 hours in a rolling thirty day period. Those hours will be priced at the current shadow price cap pursuant to Section 3.5., Current Values for the Transmission Shadow Price Caps in the ERCOT Business Practice Manual for Setting the Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in SCED.

How does ERCOT determine the Irresolvable Shadow Price Cap?
· Irresolvable Shadow Price Cap in a calendar year = Minimum of A or B until peaker net margin threshold exceeded then implement C
· A = current value for the Transmission Shadow Price Cap in Section 3.5 of the ERCOT Business Practice Manual for Setting Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in SCED

· B = max of (Mitigated Offer Cap of lowest shift factor unit/shift factor of lowest unit used to resolve constraint) or $2000 per MWh 

· C = If peaker net margin exceeds $95,000 per MW/year, then adjust Irresolvable Shadow Price Cap to currently effective LCAP pursuant to PUC Subst. R. 25.505 for the remainder of the calendar year.  ERCOT shall reset shadow price cap to the Irresolvable Shadow Price Cap on January 1st of the next calendar year.
· Determine peaker net margin based upon resource node LMP of unit with highest shift factor impact on the irresolvable constraint during congested intervals for the irresolvable constraint
When does ERCOT terminate the Irresolvable Shadow Price Cap for the constraint? 

ERCOT terminates the Irresolvable Shadow Price Cap when ERCOT determines the constraint is resolvable and ERCOT must provide 30 day notice to the market before implementation.  The Irresolvable Shadow Price cap would increase to the current transmission shadow price cap pursuant to the Business Practice Manual.
Mr. Goff noted that that ERCOT will be obligated to monitor the criteria; that the 30 day notice is given for transparency; and that should a transmission project resolve the congestion, the Shadow Price Cap will not be applicable.  Mr. Wood asked for ERCOT Staff’s position regarding the recommendation; ERCOT Staff reaffirmed its original proposal and that its actions regarding the Valley Import are appropriate.
Read Comstock presented Direct Energy comments to the WMS recommendation; Mr. Wittmeyer presented his comments to the Direct Energy comments.  Market Participants discussed use of the term Peaker Net Margin and assigned values; impacts of the $2K cap to the minimum shift factor; whether system changes would be required for ERCOT to perform the calculations; and that the revised Business Practice Manual is called for in the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Greer opined that the calculations should be a manual workaround and that the cost associated with system changes is not justified.
Mr. Comstock requested that TAC leadership work with ERCOT Staff to ensure the eventual TAC directive is correctly codified in the procedures for presentation to the ERCOT Board.  Mr. B. Jones noted that ERCOT Staff will possibly wish to continue its opposition to the recommendation at the ERCOT Board level.  Market Participants discussed that it would be helpful for the recommendation to be presented to the ERCOT Board in the context of how the proposal supports installation of generation and the preservation of a reserve margin; and that to the extent that ERCOT Staff opposes the recommendation, it is hoped that the appeals process will be engaged.  
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to adopt the WMS recommendation regarding the Holistic Approach to Congestion Irresolvable by SCED, as amended by the Bob Wittmeyer comments and as revised by TAC.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  Market Participants opined that the ERCOT solution does not allow existing generation to participate in resolving constraints; impacts to generation citing; and regulatory uncertainty and investment.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Confidentiality of Resource Data – Request for Review
Mr. Goff requested that ERCOT legal staff review for any potential conflicts regarding disclosure between the Nodal Protocols and the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) rules.  Mr. B. Jones noted that ERCOT legal staff will report any findings to WMS.

Annual TAC and TAC Subcommittee Structure Review (see Key Documents)
Mr. B. Jones reviewed topics for consideration resulting from the July 20, 2011 TAC Annual Structural and Procedural Review meeting and invited Market Participant discussion.  Mr. B. Jones suggested that TAC finalize the recommendation document at the September 1, 2011 TAC meeting, and vote on the document at the October 6, 2011 TAC meeting.  Mr. B. Jones noted that the document would not be a recommendation to the ERCOT Board, though the ERCOT Board would have the opportunity to comment.
Board Priority Action

Market Participants offered no discussion.
Alignment NPRRs

Market Participants offered no discussion.

Cost Benefit Analysis

Ms. Hobbs informed Market Participants of recent ERCOT Staff discussions regarding how to improve the Cost Benefit Analysis process and document, noting that, in informal polling, ERCOT Board members are not insistent on continuing the Excel file format, but that there is interest in analysis that makes the business case.  Ms. Hobbs offered to provide example revised forms at the August 18, 2011 PRS meeting for stakeholder consideration, and invited input.  Market Participants offered no additional discussion.

Eliminate E-mail Urgency Votes at PRS

Market Participants offered no discussion.

Require ERCOT Opinion on all NPRRs

Market Participants offered no discussion.

Add ERCOT as a Voting Entity at TAC

Mr. Goff supported the concept of an ERCOT vote at TAC and, perhaps, subcommittees.  Mr. Goff characterized an ERCOT vote as a “healthier” way to involve ERCOT Staff in negotiations.  Mr. Ögelman suggested that consideration be given to bifurcating administrative and market issues as it pertains to an ERCOT vote, and noted that additional procedural changes may become necessary.  Mr. Downey supported an ERCOT vote regarding reliability and technical issues, but expressed concern for market questions.  Ms. Clemenhagen opined that an ERCOT vote would only codify what already occurs; that ERCOT already influences market decisions; and that an ERCOT vote would allow ERCOT Staff to formalize its opinion and abstain when they do not have a position.

Appeals

Mr. B. Jones noted the difficulty of explaining abstaining and objecting votes to the ERCOT Board and opined that the appeals process should be revised to allow an affirmative action of TAC to be appealed. Market Participants discussed that while an item is still moving forward, interested parties may file comments to the ERCOT Board, providing an opportunity to put objections on the record; that the ERCOT Board is increasingly seeking comment from minority dissenters; that without the appeal process, only the minority opinion is given additional time before the ERCOT Board, while the majority goes unrepresented; and that even the TAC advocate method is problematic, as it requires one party to speak for another.
Vertically Integrated Organizations

Mr. Ögelman suggested that in the case of the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) and PRS, an Entity would have to select its voting segment for the year, and that revisions to the TAC Procedures would be necessary.  
Advanced Metering Implementation Team (AMIT)
Ms. Scott noted that the PUCT determines when particular AMIT issues are assigned to the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS).  Mr. B. Jones noted that as part of the brainstorming session, it was only noted that the two bodies utilize similar resources.  Market Participants encouraged as much participation as possible between the two bodies, and suggested that RMS and AMIT might consider meeting on the same day, with dedicated morning and afternoon sessions.  Ms. Clemenhagen added that consideration should be given to concurrent meetings, to allow for thorough discussion of topics before a voting body.
Improve Coordination of Draft NPRRs across Subcommittees

Market Participants offered no discussion.

Structural Improvement Proposals and Recommendations

Market Participants offered no discussion.

Steel Mills Appeal of PRS Rejection of the following NPRRs (see Key Documents)
NPRR351, Calculate and Post Projected Non-Binding LMPs for the Next 15 Minutes

NPRR378, Posting of the ERCOT Short-Term Load Forecast and the Aggregated HDL and LDL Used in SCED 
On behalf of ERCOT Steel Mills, Floyd Trefy requested that TAC consider NPRR351 and NPRR378, rather than uphold the PRS recommendation for rejection of both items, and presented the appellant position.  Tom Payton presented the PRS response to the ERCOT Steel Mills’ appeal.  Market Participants reviewed the discussion and vote at the June 23, 2011 PRS meeting.  
Market Participants discussed whether a vote at TAC would be a vote on the merits of the NPRRs or strictly to allow the development of the Impact Analyses, or if there could be a distinction between the two types of votes.  Mr. Comstock expressed concern regarding a vote on the merits and suggested that consideration be given to developing the Impact Analyses absent a granted appeal.  Mr. Ögelman opined that outstanding issues that would inform the Impact Analyses would be best resolved in a forum other than TAC.  Mr. B. Jones requested that the issue of the appeal be addressed first. Ms. Hobbs reviewed the appeals process and suggested that a motion be worded to grant the appeal in order to gather more information for the Impact Analyses. 

Mr. Oldham observed that an Impact Analyses presumes there are benefits against which the market is now comparing the cost and impacts of implementation, and that PRS might return the same recommendation to reject the NPRRs.  Mr. Ögelman reminded Market Participants of PRS discussion of the likely high cost of implementation of the NPRRs, and that the information being sought is currently available from third parties.  Some Market Participants requested that it be made clear that TAC is not pre-judging the merits of the NPRRs in requesting Impact Analyses.
Mr. Zimmerman moved to grant the ERCOT Steel Mills appeal and remand NPRR351 to PRS; to direct PRS to work with ERCOT to resolve and questions needed to complete the Impact Analysis; to request that ERCOT perform and Impact Analysis; and to direct PRS to recommend action on NPRR351 to TAC after the completion of the Impact Analysis.  Mr. Grubbs seconded the motion.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Zimmerman moved to grant the ERCOT Steel Mills appeal and remand NPRR378 to PRS; to direct PRS to work with ERCOT to resolve and questions needed to complete the Impact Analysis; to request that ERCOT perform and Impact Analysis; and to direct PRS to recommend action on NPRR378 to TAC after the completion of the Impact Analysis.  Mr. Grubbs seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the IPM market Segment. 

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report (see Key Documents)
Ken Donohoo reported on joint Planning Working Group (PLWG) and Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) efforts and highlighted congestion costs of $651 million in the past six months.  Mr. Donohoo declined to compare the congestion costs to those of previous years, citing the differences in the zonal and Nodal markets.  Mr. Houston asked if it is plausible to understand transmission planning assumptions via congestion costs, and if so, suggested it would be worthwhile communicate such data to the ERCOT Board and policy makers.  Mr. Donohoo agreed and noted that there is a lag between when congestion occurs and when a solution is in place.  Mr. B. Jones requested that Mr. Donohoo include congestion information in each month’s ROS update to TAC.

COPS Report (see Key Documents)
Kathy Scott presented highlights of the July 12, 2011 COPS meeting and reviewed proposed disclaimer language for a COPS Handbook.  Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT Staff proposed the disclaimer due to concerns that it would be assumed that the handbook had been vetted through the established stakeholder process.  Ms. Hobbs added that ERCOT Staff did not participate in the development of the handbook; conveyed concerns for a lack of ERCOT resources to participate in the handbook’s development and maintenance; and noted that there is a process for revision should the Protocols or Guides require clarification.  
Market Participants debated the relative value of such a handbook.  Mr. B. Jones offered that Market Participants need some level of confidence that a handbook is consistent with policy and has been reviewed by ERCOT Staff.  Walter Reid expressed concern for any document that attempts to simplify the Protocols, particularly a document that carries the imprimatur of a stakeholder working group.
RMS Report (see Key Documents)

Ms. Scott presented highlights of the July 20, 2011 RMS meeting.  
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report (see Key Documents)
Update on Commodities Exchange Act Exemption Status
Mark Ruane reported that ERCOT is continuing discussions with the Commodities Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) regarding the scope and terms of exemption; that the joint exemption application is expected to be filed shortly; and that ERCOT expects to continue to seek Central Counter-Party status, which appears to provide setoff protections in bankruptcy.  Market Participants asked when stakeholders would be able to review draft documents regarding Market Participant risk management capabilities and market participation criteria proposals, or if ERCOT Staff is making executive decisions.  Mr. Ruane stated that details continue to be worked out; that high-level discussions will be held at the August 5, 2011 Credit Work Group (Credit WG) meeting, and that the stakeholder process will be engaged.  
Market Participants expressed concern for barriers to entry for small IREPs that are unable to participate in the CRR market; that other Independent System Operator (ISO) stakeholders are being engaged at a detailed level; and reiterated requests to review the document package before it is filed.  Mr. Ruane noted that other ISOs are regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and had a June 30, 2011 FERC filing deadline, and that ERCOT was awaiting the outcome of those processes; and that the filing would become public at the time of the filing.  

Market Participants questioned why ERCOT Staff would not share draft of documents with stakeholders before filing.  Ms. Yager noted that there is a difference between the exemption application and the documents; that ERCOT intends to share drafts on issues such as minimum capitalization and risk management verification standards, but that the application is to be filed jointly with other ISOs/Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs) and therefore could not be released without their permission, although the ERCOT-specific information could be shared.

John Crespo expressed concern that application, nationally, has been treated with secrecy.  Mr. Crespo requested that the entire draft application be made available for ERCOT Market Participant review.  Mr. B. Jones requested that ERCOT legal staff be present at the Credit WG meeting and be prepared to discuss the relevant portions of the application and explain why the draft should not be shared in its entirety.  Mr. Crespo added that if the draft is not ready to be shared, the filing should be delayed until the draft is ready for review by the stakeholders.  
Other Business (see Key Documents)
Mr. Greer recommended a forensic review of the Capacity Demand Reserve (CDR) Report, given the multiple recent EEAs.  Mike Cleary noted that ERCOT Staff will be gathering information for the ERCOT Board and will provide the same to TAC.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the August 4, 2011 meeting at 3:30 p.m.
�Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/08/20110804-TAC" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/08/20110804-TAC� 
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