DRAFT
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

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

Thursday, November 3, 2011 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	

	Boyd, Phillip
	City of Lewisville
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Burke, Allan
	TNMP
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Downey, Marty
	TriEagle 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
	

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

	Lewis, William
	Cirro Group
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Minnix, Kyle
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	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

	Smith, Bill
	Air Liquide
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Zimmerman, Mark
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	


The following proxies were assigned:

· Chris Brewster to Phillip Boyd

· Steve Madden to William Lewis
· John Sims to Clif Lange

· Mark Zimmerman to Bill Smith

Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Bruce, Mark
	Stratus Energy Group
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Gootee, Phil
	Power Markets Advisory Services
	

	Gutierrez, Richard
	NASDAQ OMX
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Nease, Nelson
	Nucor Steel TX
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Reed, Carolyn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Sandidge, Clint
	Noble Energy Solutions
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Thomas, Meena
	PUCT
	

	Trefny, Floyd
	AMTEC
	

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	EMMT
	

	Whitworth, Doug
	PUCT
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	Stratus Energy Group
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Ashbaugh, Jackie
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Ruane, Mark
	
	


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 considered at the October 18, 2011 ERCOT Board meeting.  Mr. B. Jones reminded Market Participants of the November 30, 2011 deadline to file position statements regarding the STEC appeal of the October 11, 2011 TAC action regarding the holistic approach to congestion irresolvable by Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED).  Mr. B. Jones added that Read Comstock will advocate for the TAC position before the Board; there were no objections. 

Kenan Ögelman reported that he presented to the Board stakeholder efforts to-date in response to Board recommendations regarding the events of February 2011; that the Board was largely satisfied with the report, though requested some clarifications; that the report will be presented again at the December 13, 2011 Board meeting.  Mr. Ögelman invited questions regarding the report.
Approval of Draft TAC Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)
October 6, 2011

Barbara Clemenhagen moved to approve the October 6, 2011 TAC meeting minutes as posted.  John Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Sandy Morris presented revision requests for TAC consideration.
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 377, Alternate Inputs to Base Point Deviation Charge

NPRR401, Clarification of Timing for a Generation Resource to be Considered Self-Committed

NPRR404, Clarification of Form of Notice of Suspension of Operations

NPRR406, Clarification of the Timeline for Calculating the Value of X at Minimum Energy Level

William Lewis moved to recommend approval of NPRR377, NPRR401, NPRR404, and NPRR406 as recommended by PRS in the respective 10/20/11 PRS Reports.  Phillip Boyd seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR403, Revised FASD Calculation for TX SET Version 4.0 Release
Mr. Lewis moved to recommend approval of NPRR403 as recommended by PRS in the 10/20/11 PRS Report.  Clif Lange seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of PRS Rejection of NPRR418, Reporting of Resource Forced Outages 

Ms. Morris reported that PRS voted to reject NPRR418, and observed that ERCOT Staff had filed an appeal of the PRS action.
Request for Withdrawal of NPRR371, Telemetered LSL for QSGR
Ms. Morris noted that the sponsor of NPRR371 had filed a request for its withdrawal.
Other Binding Documents List – Addition of Transmission Element Naming Convention 
Mr. Houston moved to approve the addition of the Transmission Element Naming Convention to the list of Other Binding Documents.  Mr. Lange seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Steel Mill Appeal of PRS Tabling of NPRR351, Calculate and Post Projected Non-Binding LMPs for the Next 15 Minutes (see Key Documents)
On behalf of Texas steel companies, Floyd Trefny presented an appeal of the October 20, 2011 PRS action to table NPRR351.  Mr. Trefny opined that NPRR351 is urgently needed, and that there is no reason to delay the implementation of NPRR351 as it provides for the posting of non-binding forward prices and is otherwise unrelated to a SCED Look-Ahead project.  Mr. Trefny added that some Entities intend to use the non-binding prices in Summer 2012 and require certainty as to their availability, and that absent NPRR351, those prices will not be available.  
Market Participants debated the relationship of NPRR351 and a SCED Look-Ahead project; whether a TAC subcommittee might be directed to either affirm or reject an item, or might only be directed to consider or reconsider an item; and the funding for NPRR351 and a SCED Look-Ahead project.

Mr. Wittmeyer moved the following:

· TAC encourages WMS and PRS to continue discussions with ERCOT on the details of the “look ahead” SCED through workshops, special meetings, or other means.

· TAC instructs PRS to vote on either approval or rejection of NPRR 351 by the January 2012 PRS and report back to TAC.

· TAC requests that ERCOT provide, more information to PRS at their next scheduled meeting on November 17, 2011 (or to the next TAC meeting if the PRS meeting is too soon) about their intentions on how to actually implement this NPRR in regards to:

· Wind forecasts

· Wind base points

· Ramp rates

· State estimator inputs

· Dynamic ratings

· Binding constraints

· LDLs and HDLs

· Disclosure of forecasted base points to operators and the market

· Per the 11/2/11 Reliant Energy Retail Services comments, rename NPRR351 and revise the description of NPRR351.
Mr. Greer seconded the motion.

Market Participants discussed when a final decision on NPRR351 is needed in order to have price projections delivered by Summer 2012 and how this timing might impact ERCOT’s implementation of phase 1 of the SCED Look-Ahead project.  ERCOT Staff stated that it intends to move forward with the implementation of phase 1 of the SCED Look-Ahead project regardless of the final outcome of NPRR351, but that without the revisions proposed in NPRR351, the Protocols will not specify what price projections ERCOT will be required to post.  
Market Participants also discussed what information would be useful for ERCOT to provide to assist stakeholders’ deliberations and whether this information is needed before a decision on the merits of NPRR351 can be made.  ERCOT Staff noted that the full SCED Look-Ahead project will require substantial stakeholder discussion and additional Protocol revisions, any of which will be vetted through the standard NPRR process.  
Market Participants discussed that a detailed discussion of the potential functionality of the SCED Look-Ahead project may be had at the WMS workshop scheduled for November 28, 2011, and that a Special PRS meeting should be scheduled for immediately after the WMS workshop and before the December 1, 2011 TAC meeting.   Mr. Trefny opined that nothing will happen in the WMS workshop that will alter NPRR351, and offered that the Steel Mills are trying to get some certainty in order to plan business functions going into Summer 2012.
Ms. Morris reviewed the PRS position in tabling NPRR351 and opined that there will be time to consider NPRR351 for approval after the WMS workshop is held.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT Staff is developing a whitepaper regarding the implementation of the SCED Look-Ahead project; whether the approval of NPRR351 now would or would not communicate an intention to develop SCED Look-Ahead project; and whether implementation of NPRR351 now would allow publication of forward prices before June 2012.  The motion carried unanimously via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Revision Requests Tabled at TAC (see Key Documents)

NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision

Troy Anderson reviewed the 11/2/11 ERCOT comments and suggested that, as a result of discussions with the sponsor of NPRR181, NPRR181 be tabled until the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) completes its review regarding the definition of electricity day and its relation to a gas day.

Adrianne Brandt moved to table the impact assessment for NPRR181.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR340, Introduction and Definition of Duration-Limited Resources (formerly “Unannounced HSL Test for Duration-Limited Resources”) – Urgent
Mr. B. Jones reported that the sponsor of NPRR340 is comfortable with the item remaining tabled and that NPRR340 would not return to the TAC agenda until the sponsor so requests.  There were no objections.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 074, Clarified Responsible Entities for Reporting Sabotage Information to NERC  

Ms. Hobbs noted that the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) would be giving further review to NOGRR074.  TAC took no action on NOGRR074.

Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Report 
Ken Donohoo reported on the annual ROS review of the Telemetry Standards and the State Estimator Performance Standard, and previewed issues for discussion at the ROS workshop on the coordination of operations and planning environments, scheduled for October 21, 2011. 

Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 008, New Planning Guide Section 4, Generation Resource Interconnection
Ms. Hobbs suggested it would be appropriate to table PGRR008 to allow for it to be considered with NPRR408, Clarification of ERCOT Authority to Deny Energization of Non-Compliant Generators.
Mr. Greer moved to table PGRR008.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) Report
Kyle Patrick reviewed recent RMS activities.  Mr. Patrick highlighted the formation of the Meter Issues Task Force (MIT) to address the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Time Error Correction Field Trial and requested participation from available ROS members in a conference call scheduled for November 14, 2011.  Mr. B. Jones encouraged Mr. Patrick to coordinate ROS participation with Mr. Donohoo.

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 101, Solution to Stacking 
RMGRR102, Business Process Changes Related to SCR756, Enhancements to the MarkeTrak Application 
Mr. Houston move to approve RMGRR101 and RMGRR102 as recommended by RMS in the respective 10/19/11 RMS Reports.  Marty Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NASDAQ Central Counter Party Proposal (see Key Documents)
Richard Gutierrez and Phil Gootee presented the NASDAQ OMX proposal.  Mr. Goff expressed concerns for a third party Central Counter Party in bankruptcy proceedings, and the implications of inter-ISO netting for FERC jurisdictional issues; and opined that ERCOT is the best candidate for Central Counter Party status.  Mr. Gootee offered that in an evolving market a Central Counter Party is a first step; that NASDAQ OMX would share ERCOT’s same interests and would not usurp existing processes or procedures; and that the establishment of proper mutuality has never been challenged.  Mark Ruane added that every ISO but one has taken the position that a Central Counter Party is the best way to minimize loss in bankruptcy, as has ERCOT’s external counsel, though it has not been tested in court; and acknowledged that there exists legal uncertainty regarding positions in uplift.  Market Participants discussed whether there would be impacts to Market Participant and ERCOT relationship agreements and ERCOT systems; and the potential for under-collateralization.
Annual TAC and TAC Subcommittee Structure Review (see Key Documents)
3. Structural Improvements
Ms. Hobbs noted the ERCOT Staff suggestion that COPS and RMS meet on the same day, given that thus far in 2011, each subcommittee has only met for a half day.  Ms. McKeever suggested that COPS continue to meet adjacent to WMS and requested continued ERCOT Staff presentation, adding that ERCOT Staff might participate via WebEx for efficiency.  Market Participants discussed upcoming Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (SET) and Advanced Metering System (AMS) projects important to the retail market; whether TAC and subcommittee meetings might be scheduled every six weeks or quarterly; implications to processes and the larger stakeholder schedule; and that consideration might be given to cancelling meetings without substantial voting items.  
Richard Ross moved that TAC and TAC subcommittees review their agendas each month to consider if they can reduce their meeting schedule.  Ms. Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

4.1 Board Priority Action

Mr. Ögelman moved to endorse ERCOT Staff drafting an NPRR on the Board Priority action concept to review in the stakeholder process.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed Urgent status and Board Urgent status; that special TAC and TAC subcommittee meetings may be required to achieve timely review of NPRRs requested by the Board; whether PRS would be able to table a Board-requested NPRR; and that a vote in favor of the motion would be to approve ERCOT Staff drafting such an NPRR but without prejudice regarding the merits of the NPRR.  The motion carried unanimously.
4.2 Alignment NPRRs

Market Participants discussed how broadly or narrowly the term alignment would be used; that an alignment designation might serve as a communication tool; and that the designation would not bind a party from commenting on the merits of the NPRR.  Mr. Greer expressed concern that such designations might limit the level of scrutiny given certain NPRRs.  Market Participants discussed that systems are in place and corresponding Protocols must be in place; that an alignment designation is an effort to streamline certain NPRRs; and whether language of alignment NPRRs may be significantly altered.  Marguerite Wagner noted that the Nodal market is post-Go-live and there is already a process for urgently needed NPRRs; and recommended that an alignment designation be rejected; Ms. Brandt offered that an alignment designation would improve communication regarding certain NPRRs.
Ms. Brandt moved to endorse the concept of the proposed alignment designation.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.

4.3 Business Case

Ms. Hobbs noted ERCOT Staff and PRS efforts to consolidate the Business Case form; and opined that it is the responsibility of the submitter to initially populate the Business Case for PRS and TAC review.  Ms. Brandt observed that in some instances, the Cost Benefit Analysis provides a format for needed analysis.

Market Participants debated whether a Protocol revision is necessary; that the requirement for a business need applies to NPRRs submitted by ERCOT Staff as well as those submitted by Market Participants; whether PRS has sufficient authority to prevent the advancement of NPRRs without business need information; that a completed business need form does not mean that meaningful information has been provided; and that the Cost Benefit Analysis form, while still employable where useful for stakeholders, does not necessarily provide the kind of information helpful to the Board.
Ms. Brandt moved to reject the business need recommendation, noting that ERCOT already has the necessary authority to reject incomplete NPRR submittals, and the PRS chair is able to enforce a requirement that the business needs provided are sufficient to support decision making by the stakeholder groups.  Mr. Houston seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

4.4 Eliminate Email Urgency Votes at PRS
Ms. Clemenhagen moved to endorse the elimination of the email urgency vote at PRS.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

4.5 Require ERCOT Opinion on All NPRRs

Market Participants discussed how an evolving ERCOT position might be communicated to the Board, should additional information become available between the TAC and Board meetings.

Ms. Clemenhagen moved to endorse the concept of requiring an ERCOT opinion on all NPRRs and requested that ERCOT develop an NPRR to codify within the Protocols.  Mr. Zimmerman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
4.6 Add ERCOT as Voting Entity at TAC 

Mr. B. Jones noted that a Bylaw change would be required to add ERCOT as a voting entity at TAC.  Ms. Hobbs noted ERCOT Staff’s appreciation for the proposal, and on behalf of ERCOT Staff declined the addition and expressed ERCOT Staff’s preference for the transparency provided by the comment process.  Mr. Goff suggested that the concept be considered in late 2012 after the ERCOT opinion process has been employed.  Market Participants suggested that ERCOT would be its own Market Segment, should it be added as a voting entity.
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to reject adding ERCOT as a voting entity on TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
4.7 Appeals

Market Participants discussed that there is not a process by which to appeal an affirmative action of TAC.  Ms. Hobbs noted that affirmative actions of TAC are still active and that comment may be provided at the Board level, whereas items that are not advanced to the Board may not be commented on, necessitating an appeal process. Ms. Hobbs added that the Board Procedures allow for the appeal of any TAC action.  Ms. Brandt noted that without a formal appeal process, TAC cannot send an advocate before the Board to speak on behalf an affirmative action of TAC, though dissenting parties may provide comment.
Mr. Greer moved to request that PRS review the appeals process to ensure consistency between the Nodal Protocols and Board Policies and Procedures.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
4.8 Representation for Affiliated Organizations

Market Participants discussed implications posed by industry consolidation; that the proposal seeks to codify the informal practices used to address affiliations and prevent multiple votes for affiliated entities in ERCOT voting bodies; and how to address segment membership for the various entities when an affiliation is dissolved.  
Market Participants also discussed whether voting body membership might be restricted to Corporate Members; that affiliate relationships and voting designations for COPS and PRS should be disclosed and maintained through the ERCOT Membership process; whether ERCOT should provide a list at COPS and PRS meetings of affiliate relationships; and that in the event that representatives of several affiliated entities wish to vote; the Corporate Member might dictate the hierarchy of the affiliates.
Mr. Greer moved to endorse the recommendation addressing representation for affiliated organizations and to approve the TAC Procedures as revised by TAC.  Mr. Downey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
4.9 Advanced Metering Implementation Team (AMIT)

Danny Bivens moved to not endorse the proposal that AMIT activities be moved to the ERCOT stakeholder process.  Mr. Boyd seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
4.10 Improve Coordination of Draft NPRRs across Subcommittees.

Ms. Hobbs noted that any subcommittee may review any NPRR.  Mr. B. Jones offered that no change is needed to the current practice; there were no objections.

Revised TAC Procedures 

Market Participants considered proposed revisions to the TAC Procedures.  See 4.8, Representation for Affiliated Organizations, above for details.
Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Report
COPS leadership yielded the agenda time designated for the COPS Report.

Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) Report
Endorse Scenario 2 as Methodology for Determining Non-Spin Proposals 

TAC took no action on this item.
TAC Annual Review of Certain Protocol Defined Parameters

Mr. B. Jones called attention to parameters currently under review by subcommittees:

· A and M as defined in Protocol Section 7.5.5.3,
· X and Y Parameters to Determine the Auction Clearing Price Exposure as defined in Protocol Section 16.11.4.5, and
· Value of q as defined in Protocol Section 3.8.3.
ERCOT Operations, Planning, and IT Report (see Key Documents)
Commodity Exchange Act Exemption Update

Mr. Ruane provided a status update regarding the ERCOT application for exemption from the Commodity Exchange Act an d reported that a decision has not been made as to whether ERCOT or a third party would be a Counter-Party; that should ERCOT pursue becoming a Counter-Party, an eventual third party would not be ruled out; and that Board approval would be sought before ERCOT became a Counter-Party.

Market Participants expressed concern for a third party reviewing risk management capabilities and protection of commercially sensitive information; that as some QSEs currently outsource scheduling and settlement through agency agreements, whether it would also be possible to outsource compliance via agency agreements; and whether a forthcoming NPRR would address risk management standards.  Mr. Ruane noted that an Other Binding Document would outline at a high-level minimum risk management standards such as appropriate segregation of duties and delegation to traders.  Mr. Ross expressed appreciation for ERCOT Staff’s efforts for transparency in the process, and that the efforts have alleviated concerns in his organization; suggested that ERCOT share its experience engaging stakeholders with other RTOs; and reiterated that Market Participants desire continued opportunities to provide input.
Other Business

Future Agenda Items

Mr. Greer advised Market Participants that he submitted proposed revisions to the ERCOT Amended and Restated Bylaws regarding absent representatives and abstentions.

Mr. Greer expressed concern that look ahead SCED will unwind the considerable work of the Reliability Dispatch Task Force (RDTF) and opined that a comprehensive proposal is needed.  Market Participants noted that look ahead SCED negates the need for Non-Spin; that look ahead SCED will have significant impacts to the energy-only market; that look ahead SCED provides Real-Time co-optimization; and that resultant efficiencies exacerbate Resource adequacy issues.
Adjournment
Mr. B. Jones adjourned the November 3, 2011 meeting at 2:43 p.m.
�Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/10/20111006-TAC" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/10/20111006-TAC� 
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