APPROVED
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, April 7, 2011 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

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

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	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
	

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEP Service Corporation
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	Invenergy Energy Management
	Alt. Rep. for M. Soutter

	Tessler, Chris
	First Choice Power
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Kristy Ashley to Clayton Greer
· Chris Brewster to Phillip Boyd

· Marty Downey to Read Comstock

· Keith Emery to Clayton Greer

· Steve Madden to William Lewis

· Brad Schwarz to Brian Gedrich (morning only)

· John Sims to Sandy Morris

· Bill Smith to Mark Zimmerman

· Henry Wood to Sandy Morris

Guests:

	Atwood, Jason
	Ventyx
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Carlson, Trent
	JP Morgan
	

	Cochran, Seth
	DC Energy
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Daniels, Howard
	CNP
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Escamilla, José H.
	CPS Energy
	

	Franklin, Cliff
	Westar
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hansen, Eric
	Ventyx ABB
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Long, Mick
	PUCT
	

	McClellan, Suzi
	Good Company Associates
	

	McKeever, Deborah
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Peck, Bob
	EnerNOC
	

	Priestley, Vanus
	Macquarie
	

	Pulis, Brenda
	Oncor
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Trayers, Barry
	Citigroup Energy Inc.
	

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT Staff
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Ashbaugh, Jackie
	
	

	Bauld, Mandy
	
	Via Teleconference

	Bigbee, Nathan
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Cleary, Mike
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Magness, Bill
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Reedy, Steve
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Surendran, Resmi
	
	


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

TAC Chair Brad Jones called the meeting to order at 9:45 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. 
Antitrust Training

Nathan Bigbee provided antitrust training.
ERCOT Board Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. B. Jones reported the disposition of revision requests considered at the March 22, 2011 ERCOT Board meeting; that much discussion was given to the budget and project prioritization process; and that Market Participants are encouraged to work closely with ERCOT Staff to populate the Cost Benefit Analyses.  Kenan Ögelman opined that the review was a useful exercise; and that given the new Nodal Market and change in processes, the ERCOT Board is looking to ensure that systems are place in order to be responsive to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and its oversight.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)
March 3, 2011
Brittney Albracht recommended two administrative revisions.

Barbara Clemenhagen moved to approve the March 3, 2011 TAC meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Ms. Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 306, Revisions to Protected Information to Include Black Start Documents Considered CEII

Clayton Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR306 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report.  William Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR310, Expand Output Schedule Acceptable Range to Include HSL and LSL 

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR310 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report and the revised 4/6/11 Cost Benefit Analysis as revised by TAC.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  Mr. Anderson thanked PRS for their efforts on Cost Benefit Analyses, noting that for NPRR310, PRS approved the analysis approach, but that upon calculation, ERCOT Staff determined that even if used once per year, the benefit of NPRR310 would outpace the implementation cost, and so used the conservative analysis method.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR316, Negative Self-Arranged Ancillary Services Quantity (Formerly “Negative Self-Arranged Ancillary Services”) – Urgent
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR316 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report and to recommend a priority of High and a rank of 15.3.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether NPRR316 might be tabled for one month to continue to refine language; that previous PRS abstentions on the item were largely due to the lack of a Cost Benefit Analysis; and the responsibility for costs associated with ERCOT procuring a greater quantity of Ancillary Services than necessary.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer Market Segment.
NPRR329, Correct Security Classification Changes for Extracts/Reports – Urgent
Ms. Hobbs noted that some revisions in the 3/24/11 PRS Report are not possible, upon further analysis, as ERCOT is unable to identify single Load points, other than Private Use Networks, to perform a complete redaction of State Estimator Load reports; Ms. Hobbs reviewed revisions recommended in the 3/31/11 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Ögelman reiterated that NPRR329 seeks to reinstate reports that were publicly available under the Zonal Protocols, but are not publically available under the Nodal Protocols.

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR329 as amended by the 3/31/11 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Ms. Coleman offered that TIEC supports the 3/31/11 ERCOT comments and thanked ERCOT Staff for their efforts to address TIEC confidential data concerns.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR331, Addition of the Balance of the Year PCRR Allocation – Urgent
Ms. Hobbs recommended that NPRR331 be made effective upon ERCOT Board approval.

Tom Burke moved to recommend approval of NPRR331 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report with a proposed effective date of upon ERCOT Board approval.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.

NPRR335, TSP Request for Interval Data – Urgent
Ms. Hobbs recommended administrative revisions to correct a Section reference.

Richard Ross moved to recommend approval of NPRR335 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report as revised by TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR339, Modifications to Heuristic Rules to Determine LMP at De-energized Electrical Bus and Treatment of CRR Offers at De-energized Settlement Points – Urgent
For the sake of transparency, Ms. Hobbs noted that the word “preliminary” had been removed from the title of the Impact Analysis, but that there had been no changes to the document itself.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR339 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR341, Remove Ancillary Service Offers from SASM that do not Meet the Lead Time   – Urgent
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR341 as recommended by PRS in the 3/24/11 PRS Report.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR342, Notification and Actions to Address Outcomes Inconsistent With Efficient Operation of the ERCOT Market– Urgent 
Mr. B. Jones reviewed the April 1, 2011 PRS discussion of NPRR342 and the PRS recommendation.  Mr. R. Jones presented the 04/04/11 Calpine comments and opined that NPRR342 should be used very sparingly; represents a significant departure from the established stakeholder process; and if part of Nodal stabilization, should have a sunset provision.  Mr. Lewis expressed concern that market inefficiency is not clearly defined, and offered that while Nodal Protocols are not perfect, neither are they arbitrary; and that if an action is not a violation of the Nodal Protocols, a resettlement is not needed.  

Mr. Lewis moved to table NPRR342 for one month.  Mr. B. Jones opined that TAC should participate in developing a solution to present to the ERCOT Board, and suggested that should NPRR342 be tabled, a Special TAC meeting should be held prior to the April 19, 2011 ERCOT Board meeting to consider NPRR342.  Mr. Lewis offered to amend the motion.  Some Market Participants suggested that TAC continue to develop the language to the extent possible and consider tabling the item after further discussion.  No second was offered.
Mr. Pieniazek opined that the 4/6/11 Macquarie comments to NPRR342 offered significant improvements to the language.  Market Participants suggested striking proposed resettlement language, unless due to a software or data error.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of NPRR342 as amended by the 4/6/11 Macquarie comments and as revised by TAC.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  John Dumas reminded Market Participants that NPRR342 is due to issues brought to the ERCOT Board relating to two types of de-energized bus situations that yield inefficient market results, and opined that ERCOT needs the ability to inform the market that certain activity should stop and recommend to the ERCOT Board that a price is not appropriate and should be resettled.  Ms. Clemenhagen expressed concern for regulatory certainty, and stated that the market would be resettled when the rules have not changed is untenable.  
Bryan Lloyd noted the nascence of the Nodal Market and the importance of quickly identifying and noticing problematic behaviors; expressed concern for open-ended resettlement; and opined that Market Participants do not have the ability to obligate the PUCT to take action, particularly when that action may be rejected by the ERCOT Board.  Mr. Lloyd added that the IMM is a monitor under the direction of the PUCT, and not ERCOT, and expressed concern for the legality of the IMM being involved in an affirmative process.  Mr. Lloyd also expressed concern for the decision-making and day-to-day operation of the grid being overly enveloped in bureaucracy, and stated that the PUCT Staff primarily views the issues addressed by NPRR342 as transitional and suited for a sunset provision.

Mr. Pieniazek suggested revising the language to also strike consultation with the IMM and to add a sunset provision for the language.  Mr. Lloyd expressed his appreciation for ERCOT Staff identifying issues, and opined that their current process need not be codified in the Nodal Protocols.  Ms. Clemenhagen offered that ERCOT Staff will consult with whomever they deem appropriate, and disagreed with the addition of a sunset provision, noting that a Notice illuminates an issue that not all Market Participants can see.  Ms. Wagner stated that it is disconcerting to have interventions in this type of market inefficiency, but not other types of inefficient outcomes, and suggested that language be added to direct ERCOT Staff to review other types of inefficiencies.

Mr. B. Jones noted Mr. Lloyd’s concerns but expressed concern for the removal of the IMM from the process and granting a policing role to ERCOT.  Mr. B. Jones added that if the behavior is deemed improper, the PUCT may take immediate action, as the Notice would be issued directly from the IMM.  Mr. B. Jones opined that the PUCT could be granted a cease-and-desist authority via this year’s legislative process, and that granting that authority to ERCOT Staff via Nodal Protocol would be improper.  

Market Participants debated whether ERCOT should be allowed to prohibit activities that it believes result in inefficient market outcomes; whether Market Participants could continue the activity after such a Notice prohibiting the activity; the impacts of deeming said continued activity a violation of the Nodal Protocols; and whether an affirmative defense might be raised.  Vanus Priestly referenced P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.503(h) in regards to affirmative defense, opining that it provided Market Participants an avenue to continue a prohibited activity should they be able to establish that the prohibited activity served a legitimate business purpose.  
ERCOT Staff noted ERCOT’s obligation to inform the PUCT of actions taken against ERCOT prohibition, and that if the action violates a Nodal Protocol, due process would apply.  ERCOT Staff opined that the key issue for the new market is the ability to stop a certain action before it becomes destructive; or to indicate risk posed by a certain activity; or the possibility of resettlement for certain intervals.  Market Participants debated the applicability of P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.503(h) as an affirmative defense; Mr. Priestley added that the language would allow Market Participants to continue an activity for what they believe to be a legitimate business purpose while any investigation is ongoing.  Mr. Ross opined that no matter the language of the Notice from ERCOT, the activity would stop, due to the risks involved.  

Mr. Pieniazek moved to call for the question.  John Houston noted that Market Participants would like to hear from ERCOT Staff on the subject.  There was no second and Mr. Pieniazek withdrew the motion.

Mr. Ögelman opined that NPRR342 language should be considered at a Special TAC meeting before the April 19, 2011 ERCOT Board meeting, as comments to NPRR342 were published the previous day.  ERCOT Staff offered that, as a practical matter, a consultation with PUCT and IMM staff will occur prior to a Notice.  Phillip Boyd joined Mr. Ögelman in his concern for time to review comments to NPRR342.

Mr. Wittmeyer moved to table NPRR342 until a Special TAC meeting on Tuesday, April 12, 2011.  Ms. Clemenhagen proposed that an e-mail vote on Mr. Pieniazek’s motion be held via e-mail, rather than at a Special TAC meeting.  Market Participants discussed that and e-mail vote would be difficult to manage, should additional language revisions be offered; the disposition of NPRR342 should an e-mail vote fail; that current language would be problematic for some organizations’ internal control processes, and requires further revision; and that a broad selection of Market Participant Entities were present and prepared to consider NPRR342 at the day’s meeting, but might not be available for a Special TAC meeting.  Mr. Wittmeyer amended the motion to table NPRR342 until after the lunch recess.  Mr. Grubbs seconded the amended motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Market Participants discussed the possibility of replacing prohibitive language in a Notice, with language that indicates the possibility of a Nodal Protocol violation; how best to preserve the opportunity to appeal an ERCOT action; whether an emergency TAC meeting might be called upon issuance of a Notice; and that ERCOT already has the ability to issue a Notice indicating troubling activity, that does not have an action or direction included in the Notice.  Market Participants discussed the potential impacts of use of the term “prohibited activity.”  NPRR342 language was revised to strike the resettlement of the market based on inefficient market outcomes, and to allow ERCOT to prohibit an activity resulting in inefficient market outcomes by Notice.  ERCOT and PUCT Staff concurred that they supported the modified language.  Danny Bivens noted the Consumer Market Segment’s continued concern for the removal of the 90-day look-back resettlement; Ms. Clemenhagen noted that resettlement would be allowed from the date of the Notice.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Ögelman noted that his abstention was due to his inability to consult with his organizations legal staff regarding the revised language.

NPRR320, Minimum PTP Option Bid and Settlement (Formerly “Minimum PTP Options Bids and CRR Auction Fees”) - Urgent
Ms. Hobbs noted that the 3/29/11 ERCOT comments address Business Day and Bank Business Day; Ms. Bauld added that an administrative revision should also be made for clarification regarding a fee calculation.
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of NPRR320 as amended by the 3/29/11 ERCOT comments and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the purpose of NPRR320 and whether it is still necessary in light of improved Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Auction Engine performance and the likely enactment of NPRR339 and NPRR343, CRR Bid and PTP Obligation Bid Criteria Change.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted to Key Documents.)
NPRR343
Ms. Hobbs noted that a revised Impact Analysis had been published, and that ERCOT is offering additional substantive and administrative revisions.  Matt Mereness reviewed proposed language to address possible combinations of transactions that could be used to achieve the same effect as a single CRR between two Electrically Similar Settlement Points.

Mr. Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of NPRR343 as amended by the 4/6/11 ERCOT comments and as revised by TAC.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Rejection – NPRR308, Deployment Procedures for Non-Spin Resources

Mr. Morris reported PRS rejection of NPRR308.

Revision Requests Tabled at TAC 
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 052, Conductor/Transformer Facility Rating
Ms. Hobbs noted that NPRR324, Conductor/Transformer Transmission Facility Rating, the companion NPRR to NOGRR052, would be discussed at the April 11, 2011 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) meeting.  Mr. B. Jones suggested that NOGRR052 remain tabled; there were no objections.

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

Kyle Patrick provided a brief RMS update and presented the 3/29/11 RMS comments on NPRR294, Texas SET 4.0 Including:  Acquisition and Transfer of Customers From One REP to Another; Meter Tampering Transactional Solution, for TAC consideration.  Eric Goff added that NPRR294 was discussed at the March 30, 2011 Credit Work Group (CWG) meeting, and that when the CWG proposal to minimize risk associated with default by shortening the Mass Transition timeline from two days after the date ERCOT initiates such a transaction, to one day after, CWG was unaware of the Provider of Last Resort (POLR) rule, which requires two days.  Mr. Goff requested that, now that the potential rule conflict is known, that Mr. B. Jones convey to the ERCOT Board the CWG position regarding risk reduction. 
Mr. Ögelman moved to waive notice of NPRR294.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  Mr. B. Jones noted that the revision RMS recommends is not related to CWG comments and the potential conflict with the POLR rule.
Ms. Clemenhagen moved to endorse NPRR294 as amended by the 3/29/11 RMS comments.  Read Comstock seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 098, Addition of Market Synchronization Reports
Revised RMS Procedures 
Mr. Ross moved to approve RMGRR098 as recommended by RMS in the 3/23/11 RMS Report, and to approve the revised RMS Procedures.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Report (see Key Documents)

Revised ROS Procedures
Mr. Houston moved to approve the revised ROS procedures.  Mr. Lewis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR054, Change in Facilitator for the Annual Operations Training Seminar
Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants that when ERCOT and the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE) separated, Texas RE took on facilitating the operator training seminar; that the Texas RE budget will no longer support the seminar; and that it is proposed that ERCOT return to facilitating the annual seminar.  Mr. Anderson added that the Cost Benefit Analysis assumes that if ERCOT does not facilitate the seminar, a third party will be contracted to do so.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NOGRR054 as recommended by ROS in the3/10/11 ROS Report.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  Market Participants expressed full support for the annual seminar and discussed the non-quantifiable benefits to their operators and organizations; that the annual training sessions require substantial administration, despite some of the work being absorbed by existing ERCOT Staff; and that consideration may be given during future budget cycles to making the seminar self-supporting.  The motion carried unanimously.
NOGRR055, Deletion of an Invalid Reference to a Non-Existent NERC Term
NOGRR062, Require Voltage Ride-Through Capability for IRRs
Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of NOGRR055 and NOGRR062 as recommended by ROS in the respective 3/10/11 ROS Reports.  Mr. Burke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 004, Synchronization with NPRR291, Reduce the Comment Period for NPRRs and SCRs
Mr. Houston moved to recommend approval of PGRR004 as recommended by ROS in the 3/10/11 ROS Report.  Chris Tessler seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report (see Key Documents)

Mr. Goff reviewed recent WMS activities and called TAC attention to a white paper regarding North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Facilities Rating Alert.
Consider Recommending Resettlement or Giving Further Direction to WMS for System Lambda Pricing of Dead Buses

Mr. Dumas noted ERCOT Staff plans to recommend to the ERCOT Board price corrections for de-energized Settlement Points in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and Real-Time Market (RTM) affected by data errors; Mr. Dumas opined that a variation of the “dead bus” issue related to stations with a split bus does not fall under the data error provision in the current Nodal Protocols, but is instead a design change addressed by NPRR339. 

Mr. B. Jones noted that TAC does not have normal role is making such a recommendation, and that price corrections are ERCOT Board issues brought forward by ERCOT Staff.  Mr. Bivens stated that it is his understanding that his Market Segment’s ERCOT Board member believes that resettlement should occur in both the identified instances.  Mr. Greer offered that the second instance might be considered a modeling error, as the congestion was artificial and congestion rents should not have been paid, and so there is an open question as to whether resettlement should occur.  Some Market Participants firmly opposed resettling the split bus issue, stating that it would increase uncertainty in the market, and that markets cannot be recreated, as bid behaviors would change.  Other Market Participants contended that costs have already been uplifted to consumers, and had this been a zonal market, resettlement would not be needed.  Mr. Greer reiterated that if there is no congestion, congestion rents should not be paid.

TAC took no action.
Valley Import – Proposed New Maximum Shadow Price
Mr. Dumas noted that during the recent winter event, the situation arose where there was more Load than generation, the import limit was being exceeded, and the Nodal Protocol-prescribed corrective action was taken for when a constraint cannot be resolved via Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED).  Mr. Dumas opined that the current rules effectively apply a penalty to those settlement points that are already at their maximum, and that the current Shadow Price cap is not appropriate in the Valley; and proposed a change from $5000 to $350.

Mr. Hellinghausen moved that the Valley Constraint Issue be remanded back to WMS with the following two instructions:
 

· Review proposals to change the maximum shadow price and provide TAC any recommended changes to the maximum shadow price.  This recommendation should be in the form of an amended Business Practice Setting the Shadow Price Caps and Power Balance Penalties in Security Constrained Economic Dispatch.
· Review Nodal Protocol 6.5.7.1.10, Network Security Analysis Processor and Security Violation Alarm, paragraph (3) for proper interpretation and use by ERCOT “to resolve an insecure state” in the context of the Valley Constraint, and sponsor an NPRR if necessary to resolve any misinterpretation.
Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Ms. Wagner expressed concern with ERCOT’s recommendation and characterized it as counter to an energy-only market.  Ms. Wagner added that the Nodal Market was initiated to site generation where needed.  Mr. Dumas opined that a developer will assume the ability to dispatch to resolve an overload; and that it would also be prudent to consider whether improvements to planning are also needed.  Shams Siddiqi suggested that consideration should be given to whether non-competitive constraints should have a different Shadow Price Cap than competitive constraints.
Mr. Greer expressed concern for the danger of mixing scarcity pricing mechanisms and market power issues.  Regarding non-competitive constraints, the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) noted that mitigated offer caps are designed to prevent scarcity pricing when there is not scarcity, rather than designed to be price caps, and opined that there is need for a better understanding of limits and planning.  Mr. Houston offered that the situation cannot be resolved by the market, and expressed that other regions are not far from the Valley situation, with inadequate generation within the region, and inadequate transmission into the region.  
Market Participants discussed that the WMS agenda is very full, but that the unresolved issue introduces uncertainty in the market, which is particularly problematic in light of the upcoming balance of year CRR auction, and that WMS might host a special meeting to consider the issue.  The motion carried unanimously.
COPS Report (see Key Documents)
Due to time constraints, Mr. B. Jones noted that Debbie McKeever offered to present the March 2011 COPS report in conjunction with the April 2011 COPS report at the May 5, 2011 TAC meeting.  There were no objections.
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report

There were no reports provided.

Market Information System (MIS) User Group Report
No questions were offered regarding the MIS User Group report.
Other Business
2011 TAC Goals

Mr. B. Jones reiterated his intent to gather TAC leadership to discuss 2011 TAC goals, that other TAC members would be invited to attend, and that a meeting date would be announced soon.

Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) Exemption Issues
Mr. R. Jones inquired as to any ERCOT effort to receive a CFTC variance, and what issues TAC and other stakeholder forums might consider.  Mr. Goff noted that a discussion was held at the March 30, 2011 joint CWG/Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) meeting.  ERCOT Staff added that a presentation will be given at the April 18, 2011 Finance and Audit Committee to identify each issue; that the CFTC has given a strong signal that Independent System Operators (ISOs) need to demonstrate ability to comply with Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) credit rules; that perhaps the most significant change is the potential for a Central Counter-Party; and that ERCOT will meet with other ISO staffs and CFTC Staff on April 29, 2011 to discuss whether Protocol and system revisions will be sufficient for an exemption, or if something more will be needed.  Mr. B. Jones requested an update at the May 5, 2011 TAC meeting.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the April 7, 2011 meeting at 4:00 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/04/20110407-TAC" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/04/20110407-TAC� 	
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