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1 like to see some type of a study that says, "Here are 1 The second point I wanted to make -- and

2 the problem areas, and here is the most cost-effective 2 Charles has made some comments that made me rethink

3 way to deal with those."” And I don't —— I don't think 3 this, but I'll say it anyway. We could do what you

4 we have that, at least I haven't heard or seen 4 said, Bob, here in this meeting right now without

5 anything about that, that type of an analysis. 5 remanding it to TAC. I'm not recommending it. I'm

6 You know, I think Bob makes a good point 6 just pointing it out.

7 about letting the ADR process play itself out. I 7 CHATRMAN NEWTON: John?

8 don't have a problem with that, but I would =-- you 8 MR. DUMAS: Just one comment on the --—

9 know, if we decide to go down that path, let's go 9 something that Brad said about studies. Obviously T
10 ahead and figvure out what the circumstances are and 10 think John Houston made the point earlier that we have
11 what needs to be done and what's the most 11 standards that apply to generators and apply to loads,
12 cost-effective way to -- you know, if there are 12 and we've studied the transmission system to determine
13 changes that need to be made so that we don't, you 13 what variability, what variable equipment we need
14 know, lose time, you know, in respect to that. 14 there.

15 That's -- you know, after listening to all the 15 I think we don't want to get in the
16 discussion and reading the materials, that's where -- 16 position where in the future -- you know, the system
17 it seems to me the most reasonable approach. 17 is dynamic, the system changes, the needs change all
18 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Charles? 18 the time. I think Charles alluded to that earlier.
19 MR. JENKINS: I was going to talk on a 19 Needs are constantly changing. We don't want to be in
20 slightly different issue, and that was the WGR 20 a position where the standard gets challenged and
21 definition issue that Walter Reid brought up. And if 21 we're asked, "Well, okay, show me a study where I have
22 we do end up sending this back to TAC, I guess I would 22 to put this in or I have to meet this standard.”
23 encourage them to address the point he made. I think 23 That's a bad position for ERCOT to be in, number one.
24 it was a pretty valid one. 24 Number two, we are making some
25 If we go the direction Bob is suggesting 25 assumptions. We have been making some assumptions

211 213

1 of just letting the ADR process -—- those that are 1 about the capability of resources in all our planning

2 appealing 830 are sort of rolling the dice. Right now 2 studies going forward. We will be doing the CREZ

3 they've been offered somewhat of an "It's okay," and 3 reactive study, and we will be making assumptions in

4 you've just got to get in compliance by this date out, 4 that study as to what the capabilities are of

5 and so the mitigation is sort of already worked out 5 generators moving forward. So it's important that,

& and it's known. 6 you know, we make the right assumptions and don't have

7 If we just let it go, what does the 7 to go back and redo some of those analysis.

8 existing rule require, and if it's determined that it 8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Mike?

9 does require something different than what they can 9 MR. GRABLE: Yeah, I first want to say
10 deliver today, you know, I don't know what the 10 something real quick that I should have said at the
11 mitigation is going to be. It may be worse or better 11 beginning, and that is I think you-all know I wear two
12 than what's in 830 today. 12 hats when I sit here, one is as counsel to the
13 So I sort of don't know how —- haw to 13 corporation and this Board, and the another is an
14 deal with that. I don't like the position that the 14 officer of ERCOT similar to the other officers sitting
15 Board is in on this matter. I think we need to remand 15 at the table. I think youn understand I've spoken
16 at least on the issue that Walter raised. I'm 16 today as an ERCOT staff member and on behalf of the
17 still —- I'm still not sure where I am on the broader 17 ERCOT staff a proponent of PRR 830, but I just want to
18 issue. 1B be absolutely clear on that, except for asking people
19 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Mark? 18 to give a business card to the court reporters.

20 MR. ARMENTROUT: I'd just like to point 20 Bob, I want to go back to why we filed
21 out that Chairman Smitherman is not in the room for a 21 this PRR and explain why, from a staff perspective, we
22 reason, and that reason is that the Commission will 22 would have concerns with sending this back to TAC to
23 rule on the retroactive issues, so just to put a 23 be rewritten to be prospective. I'm cextainly glad
24 leveling agent and how much time we want to put in to 24 the wind generators are okay with prospective for new
25 wvoting that piece. 25 units rather.
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1 But I kind of had three thoughts in 1 about the grace period piece because then you're
2 mind. One was create a grace period for compliance 2 wmaking it to where I'm saying, "Well, you, I*m going
3 for the generators that we know today are not 3 to give you a grace period." "You, no, I'm not giving
4 compliant with our version of how things should be, 4 you a grace period on this assumption,"” and I have a
5 and we understand there are major capital investments 5 real issue with that.
& that would be facing them to get compliant. [ That's why I'm saying -~ for right now I
7 The second was to clarify and increase 7 could say I agree with your interpretation even though
8 the flexibility that we already have, but to kind of 8 I know that's going to be challenged. T could say it
9 spell it out a little better, to help wind generators 9 right now if T wanted to. I agree with where you're
10 who can't do fuel dynamic with a mix of dynamic and 10 at. Go file with the TRE and say you have protocol
11 static or other alternatives to more better explain 11 violations. Let that process work. That's why I'm
12 the process by which we will be open to negotiations 12 saying that 830 -~ and I understand what you're trying
13 on alternative compliance. 13 to do. You're trying to help.
14 and third, do our best, as John Dumas 14 The wind -~ you know, talking about what
15 just said, to avoid erroneous assumptions flowing into 15 Charles was talking about, this is -- there's a roll
16 the CREZ studies, fully understanding that the ' 16 of the dice. The winds are —- the wind group says
17 Commission and possibly beyond the Commission are the 17 "We're right, they are wrong." Let them have their
18 ultimate decisionmakers on all of these points. We da 18 day in court, go through the process.
19 want to try to get it right, if we can. 19 By doing this, I think you're trying to
20 To do any of those three things, we have 20 help it with them, but you're boxing them in and
21 to understand what the protocols require today. If 21 circumventing that NOV process. I think we need to
22 the protocols do not support —— you know, if the Board 22 let the process work, and there is no grace period, as
23 does not share our sense of the protocols, we can't 23 far as I'm concerned. That's the only reason I was
24 accomplish any of the goals for which this PRR was 24 trying to push that out there.
25 filed. So that would be my concern with that 25 MR. GRABLE: Yeah, respectfully I think
215 217
1 approach, and obviously NOVs from TRE or PUC 1 you misunderstood —-
2 enforcement, there are none that I know of today and 2 MR. HELTON: I was hoping I did.
3 PUC appeals on this or other matters, ADRs and the 3 MR. GRABLE: -- what my intent was and
4 like are certainly not precluded. 4 really what I said. If this protocol revision request
5 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Bob, do you want to 5 passes today and creates a l2-month, or whatever the
6 address that? 6 time period is, timeline for compliance could -- you
7 MR. HELTON: Yeah, I do actually because 7 know, was the protocol what it was in November,
8 there's actually something you said there that 8 October, September? Yes. Could Texas Regional Entity
9 concerns me greatly, and I'1ll address just 2 and 3 ¢ or PUC enforcement and oversight bring an action based
10 first. 10 on noncompliance in Octobex of 2009, you know, if they
11 1 think that it's great to increase —— 11 agree with ERCOT staff's position? Yes. Does it
12 part of what 830 and looking forward, I think it's 12 color their evaluation of whether to do so if we have
13 great to increase that flexibility of the mix of what 13 a plan for compliance and ERCOT operations have signed
14 they could do to comply with the protocols, and you're 14 off on it as acceptable down the road? Yes.
15 absolutely right, you need to avoid. And I think 15 So don't misunderstand. I'm not
16 you're looking at this wrong. I think that if - if 16 offering on behalf of staff or anyone else carte
17 the Board says, "Let the NOV process work," we're not 17 blanche for interpretation of the existing protocol.
18 disagreeing with you. We're saying, "You said the 18 I'm just suggesting that it would -- that's our plan,
13 protocols are that, go file and put that over to the 1% is to develop a path to meet them over time, granted
20 TRE and do what the protocols say."” 20 with our interpretation, and I think that that would
21 My problem with No. 1 is, is I don't 21 color any enforcement decision. I don’t think it's a
22 believe ERCOT has the leeway on any compliance issue 22 given that NOVs must come first.
23 to create a grace period. You find a protocol 23 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Danny?
24 vielation, you file and turn it in, and then you let 24 MR. BIVENS: This may have bsen covered
25 the TRE and the process work. I'm really concerned 25 already, but I just -- you know, to the extent that
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1 there's been a circumvention of a process that's 1 incremental needs if the —- that generation doesn't --
2 already in place, you know, I kind of thought the same 2 isn't able to meet the protocol requirements.
3 thing at first, but as many of you in the room -- my 3 MR. DALTON: What's the timeframe for
4 background comes from a lot of years of just being in 4 the CREZ study, the reactive study?
5 the regulatory world, and that world, to try these 5 MR. WOODFIN: The current scope of it is
6 things on a case-by-~case basis instead of coming up 6 intended to be completed mid July of next year.
7 with a rule, and in this case protocol, that would 7 MR. DALTON: July 20107
8 apply to all so that everyone applies with the same B MR. WOODFIN: Yes.
9 rules of the road, I think is always superior. 4 MR. DALTON: So it's basically on a
10 2and I don't know what ERCOT's thinking 10 similar timeframe as the LVRT study.
11 was in coming up with this protocol, but, you know, 11 MR. WOODFIN: A little longer, yes.
12 when you go to doing the NOV process and start taking 12 MR. DALTON: A little longer, okay.
13 each one of these —— and how many of those generators i3 CHAIRMAN NEWFON: Okay. Nick?
14 are noncompliant? What was the number? You know, yon 14 MR. WOODFIN: Okay. Thank you.
15 start deing that, you know, everyone is going to be 15 MR. FEHRENBACH: And this has indeed
16 done on a different timeline. You're going to expend 16 been a nice, long discussion, and it's always good to
17 a lot of resources, and December 2010 gets here, which 17 see energetic discussion on an isspe. 2And, you know,
18 is the date that's in the protocol, you're not even 18 I listened to 21l the presentations, and the one thing
19 going to be close. So I don't know,.for whatever 19 I was looking for is really an explanation from the
20 that's worth. I don't prefer piecemeal or a 20 wind resources on why they thought this triangle ox
21 piece-by-piece approach to a rule. 21 cone applied. When you get down to it and you read
22 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Andrew? 22 the actual existing protocol language that's been
23 MR. DALTON: Yeah, Kent, I have kind of 23 there since 2004, I concur with ERCOT that it's a
24 a question for you or for John. We're talking about 24 rectangle, and it's always been a rectangle.
25 potentially having the wind folks spend a nontrivial 25 I have a problem if we decide to remand
218 221
1 sum of money. We already have the LVRT study 1 this or pass on it or drag this out further that, you
2 underway. Would it be even possible to add the 2 know, we have a group of entities that have
3 reactive power issues to the LVRT study without 3 essentially been in noncompliance with the protocols.
4 delaying the LVRT study? Is that a possibility, or is 4 And should we send an NVI? Probably. And even if we
5 that not a possibility? 5 pass this PRR, we can still do the notice of violation
[ MR. SAATHOFF: Let me get Dan up herxe. 6 for October or prior months, and that certainly can be
7 He's more familiar with the LVRT study. 7 done. Do they have -~ if they are complying with this
8 MR. WOODFIN: Yeah, I think at this 8 timeframe or window to get in compliance, that would
8 point we've made a lot of the assumptions about what 9 probably be a good defense to the NVI, but it
10 the characteristics of the units are and those kinds 10 shouldn't —— it doesn't stop the process from going
11 of things. As a part of that process, they are 11 through.
12 gathering the information. 1It's going to be a dynamic 12 But, you know, the only explanation
13 study. So it's going to include —- essentially it's 13 people could say why they misinterpreted is some
14 looking at the actual requirements, the actual 14 errant slide that may or may not have been in an ERCOT
15 capabilities, I believe, in that study from a dynamic 15 presentation that was corrected or some other language
16 perspective, so -- and it's only studying the 16 dealing with deployment rather than the actual
17 timeframe. It's studying a topology that's pre—CREZ, 17 requirement, and to me that's not compelling, and I
18 and that was specified in how the study was set up. 18 think the protocols were clear that it should have
19 So it may study kind of the in between 15 been a rectangle. I'm sorry if that costs money to,
20 now and CREZ requirements. T don't think it would be 20 you know, the ‘wind ‘gene;ation folks to retrofit, but
21 that difficult to actually address that issue in the 21 the protocols have been there since 2004. It
22 LVRT study for that timeframe. It will not cover the 22 shouldn't be a retrafit. It should have been stalled
23 ongoing needs of the system post-CREZ. We'd have to 23 initially, and I think it's time to move forward. If
24 include that in as an additional work item somehow to 24 through the ADR process or NV —-
25 the CREZ reactive study to look at kind of the 25 MR. DALTON: NOV.
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1 MR. FEHRENBACH: -- NOV process, you 1 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay.

2 know, peaple seek to get some other mitigation, they 2 MR. FEHRENBACH: ~- if, you know, we

3 can certainly do that, and they can do that even if we 3 want to fix that little piece of it.

4 adopt this and -- just to see if we can get a second 4 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Okay. We'll continue.
5 and move forward, I will move that we adopt PRR 830 5 Bob?

& and reject the appeal. 6 MR. HELTON: Yeah, just real quickly I
7 MR. DOGGETT: I'll second. 7 agree that sending it back to TAC is not the right

8 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. We have a 8 thing to do. It was just one of the thoughts I had.

9 motion from Nick Fehrenbach, and we have a second from 9 We could fix it like you had talked about, Mark, doing
10 Trip Doggett. Charles? 10 that prospectively here.

11 MR. MANNING: I was just going to say 11 And I understand what's trying to be

12 I'm going to support that motion. 12 done. I'm having a problem. I still believe that the
13 CHATRMAN NEWTON: And I'm sorry to 13 retrofitting piece in this, while I undexstand the

14 interject. Just for clarification, it was kind of a 14 full thing, I think it is a circumvention of the
15 double motion. It was a motion te approve the PRR and 15 process, and I don't think I can support it for that
16 reject the appeal. Correct? 16 reason. But I also know that this is a faster way of
17 MR. FEHRENBACH: Which I think actually 17 getting it over to the Commission because no matter
18 by approving the PRR we pretty much reject the appeal, 18 what we do here, it's going to get there. I was just
19 but I just wanted to make it clear that we were doing 19 trying to get it through a process that when they get
20 both. 20 over there it's not going to be kicked back over an
21 {inaundible) 21 appeal on a procedural issue because it didn't go
22 CHAIRMAN NEWION: I think we probably 22 through the right process, like they had on the other
23 need to do both. We have them both noted for vote. 23 side whenever they tried to circumvent the process to
24 MR. JENKINS: I think the quickest path 24 get it over there the first time. And I'm concerned
25 to resolution on this is for us to put this PRR 25 that by doing that, it could end up back again over —-
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1 forward. I agree with Mark the decision is going to 1 over a procedural issue. So that's my concern with

2 be made down the street, and kicking it back to TAC is 2 that.

3 not going to accomplish anything other than spend more 3 CHATRMAN NEWION: Okay. Bob Thomas?

4 time. 4 MR. THOMAS: Thank you. I'm going to

5 CHATRMAN NEWION: Dan? 5 support Nick's motion. I think the Board is good at
8 MR. WILKERSON: I just wanted to say I 6 setting policy and rules, but it's not good at

7 support the motion. I believe reactive capability 7 resolving legal and factual disputes that we have in

8 curves are a standard, and you don't really mess with 8 front of us. We need to get this ownt of here up to

9 standards. If it's going to be messed with, it needs 9 the Commission and let them apply their process to the
10 to be done down the street, and that's -- kicking it 10 dispute.

11 back to the technical folks who sent it to us with an 11 One thing I'1ll be listening for in that
12 overwhelming majority doesn't accomplish anything. 12 proceeding is the following: Very clear positions

13 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Trip? 13 that the requirement has been set for a number of

14 MR. DOGGETT: I was going to clarify 14 years, and I guess one question that hasn't been

15 that I would be flexible on the -- Walter's issue of 15 answered today that I'm going to be listening for is
16 WGR if there was an interest in a friendly amendment 16 why would —- if it's so clear, why would anyone spend
17 to ask TAC to revisit that issue. I talked to Walter 17 all that money knowing they were making a mistake?

18 and John out in the hall, and I think there might be is CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Andrew?

19 an opportunity to have further discussion on that 19 MR. DALTON: Yeah, I guess I have kind
20 issue. 20 of a more pragmatic concern to address. I mean, it
21 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Before we 21 seems any wayvyou look at this PRR, we were going to
22 continve with comments, Nick, you made the motion. 22 potentially give wind until December 31, 2010 to kind
23 Would you be amenable to that friendly amendment? 23 of build in to compliance. We have two studies

24 MR. FEHRENBACH: I don't have issue with 24 underway right now that might be able to give us a

25 that -— 25 very good picture of what compliance really ought to
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1 look like from a standpoint of total system 1 and being a voting person. Let's say it were a Brazos
2 reliability. 2 line and you were either an affirmative vote, say, ten
3 You know, we're going to have a lot of 3 to five vote, and you were either the second or just
4 issuves integrating more and more wind through the CREZ 4 an affirmative vote, it would be a problem either way.
5 process, integrating the wind that's on there now as 5 I will say that the duties with which
6 we increase our transmission capabilities to move that 6 ERCOT staff are charged are public interest and
7 wind to market. In doing so, it's going to cost money 7 reliability duties, and although Trip is an ERCOT
8 to wind generators, to everybody else on the system to 8 staffer and is voting in alignment with those
9 make that. 9 interests, I do not read any of our conflict rules or
10 Before we would embark on spending a 10 any general ethical dictate to require that the ERCOT
11 hundred million dollars or anything in that ballpark, 11 CEO recuse himself because BERCOT staff is a proponent.
12 I would like to know that we are spending that money 12 The ERCOT CEO has voted on countless ERCOT
13 in the most wise and efficient manner possible to the 13 staff-sponsored PRRs, OGRRs, everything. If you were
14 ultimate benefit of the grid long term. If there is a 14 to set that precedent, you might as well just
15 way to address this type of issue in the ongoing 15 decree —— you might as well -- we've got the bylaus
16 studies without prejudicing whatever this PRR does, I 16 coming up in a bit. You might as well make the CEO a
17 would strongly recommend to ERCOT staff to take that 17 nonvoting member because any action this Board votes
18 into consideration because I don't think whatever —-— 18 on almost by definition has an impact on ERCOT staff.
1% when this gets over to the Commission, this isn't 19 MR, KARNEI: 1I'll withdraw my comment.
20 going to be resolved by April or May. We're going to 20 Thank you.
21 have these studies coming out June and July. They 21 CHATIRMAN NEWTON: All right. Brad?
22 might give us the picture of what the grid really 22 MR, COX: Yeah, I'm largely in agreement
23 ought to look like going forward, and we ought to be 23 with the direction we're headed. 1I'll tell you the
24 working towards that as a solution because the 24 one thing that I'm hung up on, and it's similar to
25 Commission solution isn*t going to help us fix the way 25 what Andrew discussed earlier, is, you know, it's less
227 228
1 the grid ought to look and what wind generators ought 1 than certain —-- I mean, if we didn't have some
2 to do going forward. 2 ambiguity here, we wouldn't be spending all this time
3 We've been talking abouf getting the 3 discussing what the requirement is in the protocols as
4 right metrics and the right requirements for wind for 4 they are written today. And the concern I have is
5 the better part of a year now. I think we have an 5 that if the -~ you know, if whatever procedural route
6 opportunity to work that in, regardless of what we do 6 this takes after it leaves here the -—— you know, if
7 with this PRR, and I think we should take it. 7 the Commission determines that, yeah, there is
8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: All right. Thank youn, 8 ambiguity or whatever, you know, it would seem to me
9 Andrew? 9 there ought to be, again, the flexibility to deal with
10 Clifton? 10 the existing system as opposed to imposing a blanket
11 MR. KARNEI: Yeah, I support the motion, 11 requirement over the existing system, so I —- because
12" but I guess my question is a little bit different, and 12 there may be more cost-effective ways to remedy, you
13 it's to Grable. 8ince it's clear that ERCOT staff has 13 know, whatever problems may exist.
14 a position in this and since Trip is technically an 14 I doubt that my request for that type of
15 ERCOT staff member, I question whether he should be 15 flexibility as a friendly amendment would be
16 the second on the motion and should vote on this or 16 entertained. T'll throw it out and make —- make that
17 possibly recuse himself. I'm just raising that as a 17 request, Nick, and see what your thoughts are. Do you
18 procedural thing for the second to the motion and 18 understand what I'm saying? It's -- they were getting
19 would like your comments on that, Mike. 19 pretty complicated here, but I'm just —- the track
20 MR. PATTON: I'll second that. 20 we're on right now really will put all of these
21 MR. KARNEI: If Trip withdraws his 21 resources on a --— on this rectangle standard with a
22 motion -- I'm not one to put Trip on the spot. I'm 22 grace period. Is that -— would you agree?
23 just saying — 23 MR. FEHRENBACH: I would concur, but, of
24 MR. GRABLE: There's no distinction 24 course, I also think that under the current protocols
25 really in terms of importance between being the secand 25 they should already be there.
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1 MR. COX: Right. 2And, you know, I'm 1 looks like the big issve, in my mind, is the

2 only trying to leave enongh flexibility to -- you 2 retroactive piece.

3 know, if circumstances are such that that flexibility 3 I fully understand the heartburn that

4 is warranted to allow for a more cost-effective 4 creates for the wind generators from an investment

5 solution down the road, and I'm —- this would be — 5 perspective. However, it looks like this thing is

6 I'm having a difficult time communicating this 6 going to get resolved, and the fastest way to get that
7 perhaps, but that's the one issue I have left with 7 piece resolved is for us to move forward. So I will

8 where we're headed. 8 be supporting it as an independent Board member.

9 MR, FEHRENBACH: And, you know, in 9 Dee?

10 reading 830 the way it was written, one of the things 10 MR. PATTON: Madam, I call the guestion.
11 that I thought was sort of innovative, and Bob Helton 11 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. I've got one
12 would probably say is one of those problematic things, 12 other card, Dee. Can I -- can I just get Miguel's?

13 that it allowed the wind generators to come in 13 He's been pretty quiet, too.

14 compliance by actually paying the T&D utility to 14 MR. PATTON: I call the question.

15 install devices to make them compliant. And that's 15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay.

16 sort of a stretch for us because I don't think we've 16 (Laughter} ’

17 done that in the past, let entities pay someone else 17 MR. GRABLE: That's a motion that

18 to install devices to make them compliant, but -~ and 1B requires a second and would have to be voted on to

19 I thought that was innovative, and that probably gets 19 determine if Miguel is heard or not. So is there a

20 into a cost-effective solution for some of those 20 second for the calling?

21 entities, but even that, you'll probably have pesople 21 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Miguel --

22 not wanting to go that route and possibly going 22 MR. ESPINOSA: Thank you.

23 through one of these other processes that are open to 23 CHATRMAN NEWTON: -- real quickly

24 them undexr law. 24 lets ——
25 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Okay. So I'm assuming 25 MR. ESPINOSA: T support the motion as

231 233

1 that that is not an acceptable friendly amendment. 1 proposed. A, it seems to me like we should have been
2 MR. FEERENBACH: And again, I'm not sure 2 there already, and we're not. I'm heartened by the

3 exactly what the friendly amendment would be. So I 3 fact that nobody has gotten np and spoken against the
4 can't really accept it. 4 prospective issues for us. And if the looking back

5 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Okay. John, your caxd 5 the issue has to be resolved at 17th and Congress,

6 has been up -- down there for a while. I've been 6 sobeit.

7 trying to take the Board members first. 7 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. We have a

8 MR. HOUSTON: Yes. No, and I appreciate 8 motion. We have a second. Everyone clear on the

9 that, madam Chairman, and I just wanted to add my view 8 motion?

10 that we really need to address the issue of what is 10 {No response)

11 the standard. This Board needs to take a position, if 11 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: And with the friendly
12 nothing else, for future generators who are walking in 12 amendment. Okay?

13 the door asking to connect. It needs to be clear. 13 MR. GRABLE: 2nd, Madam Chair, let me —-
14 Certainty needs to be taken, and I think our whole 14 was there a second friendly amendment?

15 compliance regime of both ERCOT and participants is at 15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: No, just -~ no, he's
16 risk if we do anything other than approve this going 16 talking about the motion included --

17 forward. 17 {Simnltaneous discussion)

18 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Well, I've been 18 MR. GRABLE: Oh, I see, right. The two
19 relatively quiet here, and I'm speaking as just a 15 pieces being approval under Item 12{a)} of the protocol
20 Board member myself here, but after listening to the 20 revision request a;xd rejection of the appeal under

21 debate, that's where I fall out, is that T 21 12(b). And I want to ask Mr. Doggett so we're

22 specifically asked most of the commenters, and 22 perfectly clear, his friendly amendment was to clarify
23 everyone seems to be in agreement, that prospectively 23 that the PRR 830 would be approved "as is" but a

24 everyone getting on the same page relative to this 24 separate instruction given to TAC to revisit the WGR
25 requirement is critical. And based upon that, it 25 issuve.
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1 MR. DOGGETT: That's affirmative.

2 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. I won't repeat

3 that. We now have a motion and a second for approval

4 of PRR 830 and rejection of the appeal to that PRR.

5 MR. ESPINOSA: And I accept Dr. Patton's

6 calling of the order.

7 (Laughter}

8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: &All in favor?

g (All those in favor of the motion so
10 responded)
i1 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Opposed? We have
12 one -- two oppositions, one from Andrew Dalton and one
13 from Bob Helton.

14 Abstentions?

15 (No response)

18 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: The motion passes.

17 Andrew?

18 MR. DALTON: One final point. I would

19 sincerely hope that no one who is a generator comes

20 forward after this meeting today and expresses any

21 confusion or concern that everyone expects the

22 rectangle will be implemented on a going—forward

23 basis.

24 (Laughter)

25 MR. DALTON: And if it comes np, we're
235

1 going to pull this transcript out.

2 MR. HELTON: Yes.

3 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Thank you very

4 much.

5 All right., Mr. Bruce, it's back to you.

& MR. BRUCE: Thank you, Madam Chairman.

7 That completes all of the PRRs for Board discussion

8 today.

9 12(c). LOAD PROFILING GUIDE REVISION REQUEST 035
10 MR. BRUCE: That leaves us with a Load
11 Profile Guide Revision Request No. 35. This guide
12 revision request is on the agenda for Board approval
13 because it does have system impacts. This load

) 14 profile guide revision request will allow the addition
15 of time of use schedules to profiles for IDR
16 meter-type data codes for the advanced meter
17 implementation project.
18 The impact analysis has minor impact ——
19 cost impacts to be managed under the 0&M budgets of
20 the affected departments. It's a low impact, but
21 there is an update to the Loadstar table that's
22 required. It does not have any code changes, though.
23 This is proposed to be effective upon Board approval,
24 but there is a 150-day market notice that's required.
25 So that notice would expire in mid April of next year,
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