ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

04/21/05 Minutes
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Next Meetings:  Monday May 2, 2005 and Thursday, May 19, 2005, from 9:30 AM to 3:30 PM at ERCOT Austin.

1.  Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members.  Kevin Gresham read the Admonition and reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2.  Approval of March 17, 2005 Minutes

Clayton Greer moved for approval of the draft minutes from the March 2005 PRS meeting.  Sean Hausman seconded the motion.  There was no discussion and PRS unanimously approved the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.

3.  Urgency Votes
There was a general discussion about the result of granting urgent status on the timelines for processing the PRRs.  Cheryl Moseley explained that Section 21 required ERCOT to prepare and Impact Analysis for all PRRs, and allows ERCOT 25 days after either the PRS recommendation or the TAC recommendation to complete the impact analysis.  For the PRRs that PRS is currently considering on an urgent basis, it is better to prepare the Impact Analysis after PRS’s recommendation before the PRRs go to TAC.  Mr. Gresham and Ms. Moseley explained that PRRs designated urgent that ERCOT has determined do not have significant  impacts can be recommended by PRS today, and considered by TAC and the Board in May, becoming effective on June 1, 2005.  For PRRs being considered on an urgent basis that do have impacts and require preparation of a thorough Impact Analysis, PRS would review the Impact Analyses at its May meeting. Those PRRs would be considered by TAC and the Board in June, becoming effective on July 1, 2005, or upon implementation.  For PRRs on a normal timeline for which the 21-day comment period is not complete, PRS would review such PRRs at its May meeting and review their Impact Analyses at its June meeting.  TAC would consider them in July, the Board would consider them in August, and they would become effective on September 1, 2005 or upon implementation.

Randy Jones opined that the subject matter of these PRR does not merit urgency, but he acknowledged the pressure from the Commission and the Board.  Mark Dreyfus asserted that Section 21 allows PRS to develop timelines, ad hoc as necessary, as long as all the steps are completed.  Henry Durrwachter added that PRS could use the May 2 meeting to review PRRs.  Mr. Gresham noted that May 2 was inside the 7-day notice window for TAC.
PRR586 – SCE Performance and Regulation Cost Re-allocation.  Richard Greffe requested clarification about the urgent status of PRR586.  Mr. Gresham stated that unless there was a motion for reconsideration of urgency, this PRR would proceed under a normal timeline.  Kenan Ögelman confirmed that there would be no request for reconsideration of PRR586.
PRR587 – Midyear Modification of CSC or CRE Definitions.  Mr. Gresham noted that the PRS had granted urgent status through an email vote.
PRR589 – CSC and Zone Determination.  Mr. Gresham noted that the PRS had granted urgent status through an email vote.
PRR591 – Switchable Unit Declaration.  Mr. Greer moved for urgent status for PRR591; Mark Bruce seconded the motion.  PRS voted unanimously in support of the motion. All segments were present for the vote.
PRR592 – Modify Shift Factor Calculation to Exclude Fixed Output Generators.  Mr. Greer moved for urgent status of the PRR because it addresses one of the Patton recommendations.  Dan Jones seconded the motion, noting that there is value in approving the PRR and removing it from the outstanding Patton PRR list.  Brad Belk stated that the PRR must add hydro units.  Beth Garza mentioned that the CMWG recommended that this PRR should not become effective until November 2005 when shift factors and CSCs are calculated for 2006.  PRS approved the motion with five opposing votes: one from the IOU segment; two from the Independent Generator segment; and two from the Coop segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR593 – Behind the “Fence” Reporting of Load.  Manny Munoz moved that PRS remand PRR593 to the GATF for discussion and remove it from the list of PRRs under consideration for urgency.  Mr. Hausman seconded the motion.  With no substantive discussion, PRS voted unanimously in support of the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR594 – Replacement Reserve Service Payment Formulas.  Mr. Gresham noted that the PRS had granted urgent status through an email vote.
PRR596 - Mothballed Generation Resource Estimated Return to Service Dates.  Mr. Gresham explained that because PRR596 was posted so close to the meeting day, PRS would have to waive notice prior to considering urgency.  Mr. Dreyfus moved to waive notice; Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  With no discussion, PRS unanimously voted to waive notice.  Mr. Greer moved for urgent status for PRR596; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Dreyfus stated that there is a lot of pressure from the Board and the Commission for ERCOT to produce reserve margin numbers based on data at hand.  Mr. Dreyfus added that the data to be generated from this PRR is necessary to complete the reserve margin calculation that will result from the work of the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF).  PRS voted unanimously in support of the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
4.  Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date

Troy Anderson discussed recent project implementations, highlighting the Lodestar 3.7 and Siebel 7.7 updates.  Mr. Anderson explained that the disputes function for Siebel had not yet been migrated.  Mr. Anderson mentioned that EMMS Release 4 timeline is on target.  Mr. Gresham reminded PRS that the settlements training for Release 4 is scheduled for May 3.  Mr. Anderson stated that there were no major changes on the Project Priority List from last month.  He then explained the difference between capital and O&M projects.  He stated that ERCOT was using money from the O&M budget for the feasibility study conducted as part of PRR478.  Mr. Anderson explained that ERCOT had not spent any resources on projects labeled “not started”.  Mr. Greer asked about the value of the 21 “not started” projects.
5.  Discussion of 2005 Project Status and 2006 Prioritization
Ms. Moseley explained the process to review currently unfunded projects on the project list and their associated boxed PRRs.  She explained that each TAC subcommittee will review projects on the project list that are not funded for 2005, and recommend a 2006 priority to PRS.  PRS will also evaluate PRRs approved since April 2004 to consider their relevance to a nodal market design and determine whether the PRR language should be incorporated into the draft nodal protocols.  Ms. Moseley indicated that an updated list of PRRs will be sent to members through the PRS exploder.  Ms. Moseley concluded her discussion by outlining the dates by which the TAC subcommittees will review their PRRs.  Mr. Gresham noted that the May 2nd PRS meeting is intended to be a work day.
6.  TAC and Board Reports

Mr. Gresham reported that the TAC remanded PRR552, Appropriate Use of Relaxed Balanced Schedules to PRS.  He also mentioned that the Board had approved all submitted PRRs, including PRR540, OOM Cost Recovery Process Clarification.
7.  PRR Voting Items

PRR577 – Availability of Aggregated Load Data by TDSP.  With no substantive discussion, Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of the PRR as submitted; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion with one abstention from the Independent Generator segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR578 – Emergency Fuel Supply Resource Service.  Mr. Durrwachter explained that TXU resubmitted the PRR and included some Load consideration.  He indicated that both the Commission and ERCOT staff have concerns about the availability of alternate fuels.  Mr. Durrwachter concluded by stating that the PRR was a placeholder for discussion.  Mr. Gresham indicated that ERCOT staff was willing to lead a PRS task force to frame the issues.  Ms. Garza stated that if such a task force were created, it would report back to PRS at its June meeting.  Mr. Sherman stated that if the issue was so important to ERCOT staff and the Commission, then the PRR should have been submitted by one of these parties.  Mr. Sherman stated that he could not support the PRR because it would subsidize fuel costs; furthermore, ERCOT was still in discussions with the Railroad Commission about releasing gas plants during curtailments.  Mr. Sherman moved for rejection of the PRR; Michelle D’Antuono seconded the motion.  Mr. D. Jones opined that the scope of any task force must be crisp.  Mr. Greffe added that PUC staff did not sponsor the PRR and that members should not base their vote on PUC staff’s position.  Mr. Dreyfus stated that the issue has been raised at TAC and proposed that PRS send the PRR to WMS for consideration.  Mr. Ogelman opined that this PRR was not a good starting point for the issues.  Mr. Durrwachter indicated that if this PRR is rejected, the issue may come back in another form.  He also stated that ROS has had the issue for months but has taken no action.  PRS voted (16 in favor) to reject PRR578 with one opposing vote from the IOU segment and six abstentions (three from the Independent Generator segment, one from the IOU segment and one from the Independent Power Marketer segment).  All segments were present for the vote. 
PRR580 – Modify RMR Evaluation.  Mr. Greer moved to reject the PRR.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Manny Munoz expressed concern about zonal reserves and stated that the PRR has support from both the PUC and ERCOT staff.  Mr. Munoz explained that the PRR would ensure that there is capacity on the weak side of a constraint.  Mr. Greer opined that a RMR unit should not be used for resource adequacy.  PRS voted to reject the (19 in favor) PRR with two opposing votes from the IOU and IPM segments and two abstentions from the Independent Generator and Independent Power Marketer segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR581 – Update RMR Language due to PUC Rule 25.502.  Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval the PRR as revised by ERCOT and TXU comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Munoz indicated acceptance of those comments.  PRS voted to recommend approval (22 in favor) with one abstention from the Independent Generator segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR582 – Initiate RMR Negotiations.  Mr. Greer moved to reject the PRR; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer argued that the PRR imposes OOMC and OOME rights on a mothballed unit.  Shams Siddiqi stated that the intent is not to apply OOM; that this is a different process than the normal outage notification.  Mr. Durrwachter questioned whether a mothballed unit would ever have the option to say “no”.  Barbara Clemenhagen opined that the PRR was not adding more units but shifting them out of the market and into RMR.  Mr. Ogelman opposed the PRR because it would add more units into a regulated scheme.  PRS voted to reject PRR582 (17 in favor) with four opposing votes (IOU, IPM, and two from the Consumer segment) and one abstention from the MOU segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR583 – Responsive Reserve Deployment.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of the PRR as amended by PRS.  Fred Sherman seconded the motion.  PRS voted to approve the motion (20 in favor) with two abstentions from the IOU and Independent REP segments.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR584 – Extending Black Start Service Bid Timeline.  Mr. Gresham moved to reject the PRR; Mr. Ogelman seconded the motion.  Mr. Gresham stated that the PRR does not contain sufficient justification.  Mr. Sherman explained that the Black Start Task Force (BSTF) wanted to allow for greater training.  Mr. Belk added black start is a very “hairy process” and that a two year term adds stability and is not very expensive.  Mr. Gresham stated that he would withdraw the motion if the BSTF would add more justification for the PRR.  Mr. Gresham modified his motion as a remand to the BSTF to address ERCOT comments and provide additional justification.  Shari Heino raised additional concerns regarding testing.  She stated that NERC requires testing of one third of all black start units annually.  Ms. Heino also questioned when the black start units would be de-certified.  Ms. Heino stated that there was no time pressure for processing the PRR as long as it was effective by early 2006 for the 2006 RFP process.  PRS voted to remand the PRR (18 in favor) to the BSTF with two abstentions from the Coop segment and one abstention from the MOU segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR585 – Settlement Obligation Formula for Balancing Energy Service.  Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of the PRR as submitted.  Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  With no substantive discussion, PRS voted in support (17 in favor) of the motion with three abstentions from the MOU, Independent Generator, and Coop segments.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR587 – Midyear Modification of CSC or CRE Definitions – URGENT.  Ms. Garza explained that the revised comments allow ERCOT to add CREs to the list mid-year.  She continued that the revision envisioned an e-mail vote by TAC, but that there was a concern that a lack of votes would cause denial of action.  Mr. Greer moved for approval with ERCOT comments and revisions from CMWG.  Fred Sherman seconded the motion.  Mr. Greffe opined that there were clear contradictions between the PRR language and the Patton recommendation.  He asked how the Commission should understand this PRR.  Mr. Greer argued that there could be material damaging effects to the market if CSCs are changed mid-year.  Mr. Greer stated that commercial positions are estimated annually.  Ms. Garza explained that the Patton recommendation was more concerned with changing the elements by which CSCs are determined rather than the manner in which CSCs were originally addressed.  Dan Jones stated that he had reviewed the Patton recommendations and opined that the PRR as revised comported to the recommendation.  Ms. Garza explained that the PRR revisions expand the scope and criteria for determination of CREs and allows ERCOT to add CREs with justification and approval by TAC.  Mr. Siddiqi questioned whether the CREs should have a sunset date once created.  Mr. Siddiqi explained that CREs tied to a specific outage should expire when the outage situation was over.  Ms. Garza further explained that a TAC email vote would maintain ERCOT’s flexibility and not require a waiting period until the next regularly scheduled TAC meeting.  Because PRS further revised the CMWG/ERCOT comments during the discussion, Mr. Greer amended his motion to include the PRS modifications; Mr. Sherman concurred with the modifications.  PRS voted unanimously to recommend approval of PRR587 as revised by ERCOT, CMWG, and PRS.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR589 – CSC and Zone Determination – URGENT.  Mr. Gresham explained that the PRR institutionalized the process for CSC determination.  Mr. Munoz opined that the test for CSC qualification is not clear.  Mr. Greffe asked why the reference to Market Solution was deleted and whether it is necessary to have a more specific definition of a competitive CSC.  Ms. Garza explained that WMS will address “Market Solution” at its April meeting.  Ms. Garza explained that the intent of the Patton recommendation was to add more analytics and ERCOT’s operational experience to the determination of CSCs.  Mr. Ogelman requested that the Revision Description be amended to document that Board approval of NOIE exemptions is removed.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR589 as revised by ERCOT and PRS; Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion with one opposing vote from the Consumer segment and one abstention from the Independent Power Market segment.  All segments were present for the vote.  Ms. Moseley stated that ERCOT staff would review the formatting and clean up passive language in the recommended version of the PRR.
PRR591 – Switchable Unit Declaration - URGENT.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR591 as revised by the GATF; Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  Kristy Ashley expressed concern that the GATF comments contain a requirement for generators to notify ERCOT staff in writing every time there is a switch.  Mr. Durrwachter explained that the intent of the PRR is for generators to report only if a switch is within the June to August period.  Randy Jones explained that the GATF wanted data available prior to the peak period for 2005, then therafter the Resource entity is to report annually.  Mr. Ogelman questioned the need for the confidentiality provision.  Ms. Ashley stated that Resource entities would notify ERCOT staff about the number of MWs for which days are available, but sees no value in disclosure.  The motion carried with two opposing votes from the MOU segment and one opposing vote from the Coop segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR592 – Modify Shift Factor Calculation to Exclude Fixed Output Generators – URGENT.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS defer action to its regularly scheduled May meeting; Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  Ms. Garza explained that additional comments from the CMWG had not been completed in time for posting for this meeting.  PRS voted unanimously in favor of the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR594 – Replacement Reserve Service Payment Formulas – URGENT.  Ino Gonzalez explained that PRR491 was missing a negative sign in the formula shown in Section 6.8.1.11 that would result in charges to units instead of payments.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR594 as submitted; Smith Day seconded the motion.  PRS voted unanimously in favor of the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR596 - Mothballed Generation Resource Estimated Return to Service Dates - URGENT.      Mr. Dreyfus stated that the PRR was the consensus from the GATF to resolve the mothball issue.  Mr. Dreyfus added that the GATF revision includes RMR units with approved exit strategies.  There was some discussion about the confidential nature of the data presented in the TAC approved transmission planning study procedures.  Mr. Munoz noted that the GATF acknowledged that those procedures should be updated.  Barbara Clemenhagen argued that Resources could provide probabilities to ERCOT instead of MWs and allow ERCOT to calculate the estimate – she concluded that the value of MWs is not clear.  Mr. Durchwachter moved for approval of PRR596 as revised by Sempra Energy and Austin Energy.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  PRS voted to recommend approval six opposing votes (two Muni, two Consumer, two Independent Power Marketer) and one abstention (Independent REP).  All segments were present for the vote.
8.  Review of Impact Analyses for PRRs Approved at February Meeting and Prioritization of PRRs Requiring System Changes

PRR555, Modify Number of Sub-QSEs a Single Entity Can Partition; PRR564, Clarification of OOME Definition; PRR572, Weather Sensitivity Classification; PRR575, Mandatory Down Balancing Ramp Rate; PRR576,  Disclosure of OOME, OOMC, and RMR Service
With little discussion, PRS unanimously voted to affirm ERCOT’s impact analyses for PRRs 555, 564, 572, and 576.  All segments were present for the vote.
9.  Prioritization of PRRs Requiring System Changes

This item was not discussed because none of the PRRs above require system changes.
Other Business
Mr. Gresham noted that PRR567, Block Bidding of Ancillary Services, will be added to the agenda for the May 2 meeting.
There being no other business, Mr. Gresham adjourned the meeting.
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