ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

05/19/05 Minutes
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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 April 21, 2005 Minutes

3.  Approval of May 2, 2005 Minutes

Brad Belk made a motion for PRS to approve the draft minutes from the April 21 and May 2 meetings.  Robert Kelly seconded the motion.  PRS discussed edits to the draft for the April 21 meeting from Mr. Gresham, Jerry Jackson and Beth Garza.  PRS unanimously voted to accept the minutes from both meetings with revisions to the minutes for the April 21 meeting.
4.  Urgency Votes
There was no discussion of this item.

5.  TAC Voting Procedures
Cheryl Moseley explained that ERCOT had held a series of phone conferences with stakeholders to review and develop proposed changes to the TAC voting procedures.  Ms. Moseley discussed the general changes and specific changes addressing PRS and COPS voting procedures that were summarized in a PowerPoint presentation.  
BJ Flowers asked what was meant by “administrative purpose” for PRS email votes (see Slide #13).  Ms. Moseley and Mr. Gresham explained that PRS uses email votes primarily to declare urgent status for PRRs because ERCOT now completes impact analyses for all PRRs.  Mr. Gresham asked whether the proposed changes addressed voting for declaration of urgency status during regularly scheduled meetings.  Ms. Moseley explained that it would be difficult to administer open email voting, stating that ERCOT staff would not know how to count multiple votes from a single company.  Mr. Gresham concurred, stating that PRS is unlike TAC which has a defined universe of members who can vote at regular meetings.  Manny Munoz stated that because Standing Representatives only vote on issues that interest them, PRRs can fail urgency votes because not enough votes are cast.  Mr. Belk opined that it is easy for PRS to reconsider urgency votes at regularly scheduled meetings.   
Ms. Moseley explained that the Consumer Segment had proposed increasing the weight of its vote to 1.5 with each subsegment vote being equal to 0.5 (see Slide #7).  Ms. Moseley stated that the Consumer Segment wanted to further clarify that the vote for the Residential subsegment could not be further divided beyond the Standing Representative.  Mr. Greer stated that the Consumer proposal would be in violation of the Protocols and would require a PRR.  Mr. Gresham added that TAC had deliberately discussed that PRS is different from the other subcommittees because of the responsibility to process Protocol changes.  Mr. Greer recommended that there be no change to the current PRS practice regarding Consumer Segment vote.  Mr. Belk’s preference was to not fight the Consumer proposal to increase its vote to 1.5.  Mr. Gresham concluded that it was necessary to stress to TAC that adoption of the Consumer proposal would require a PRR.
Ms. Moseley explained that there was also a proposal to change how a “majority” is defined when counting votes to determine the act of PRS and COPS (see Slide #9).  Mr. Munoz suggested removing the term “Standing Representative” because PRS allows open voting at regularly scheduled meetings.  Mr. Gresham observed that the proposed language may depart from the equal representation language in the Protocols.  Ms. Moseley explained that the intent was to address tallying votes not representation.
Ms. Moseley will communicate PRS’ comments to TAC.
6.  Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date

Troy Anderson stated that there was one item that ERCOT had reprioritized above the line so that ERCOT could save $100,000 on a licensing agreement.  Mr. Anderson stated that moving this project had no effect on other projects on the list.  Mark Bruce asked how large the current buffer is.  Mr. Anderson responded that it is about $30,000.  Mr. Anderson reported that implementation of EMMS Release 4 is delayed because of issues discovered during testing.  He stated that ERCOT would not know the new implementation date until at least May 25, 2005.  Mr. Anderson noted that the stakeholder subcommittees had scheduled project priority review meetings and that he is participating in those meetings as a facilitator.
7.  TAC and Board Reports

Mr. Gresham reported that the BOD approved all the PRRs recommended by TAC.  Mr. Gresham will begin reporting changes to the PPL to TAC at least once a quarter.  

8.  PRR Voting Items

PRR552 – Appropriate Use of Relaxed Balanced Schedules.  

Mr. Gresham noted that the submitter had requested withdrawal of the PRR.   Mr. Belk asked whether the PRR could still be withdrawn.  Mr. Gresham reported that the submitter had received enough feedback and had decided to withdraw the PRR. There was a discussion about how to procedurally close the PRR.  Mark Dreyfus noted that once passed by PRS, a submitter cannot withdraw a PRR, but that the Protocols were silent with respect to this specific situation.  Ms. Moseley read Section 21.4.2 “The submitter of a PRR may request withdrawal of a PRR after its approval by PRS.  Such withdrawal must be approved by the TAC (if it has not yet been considered by TAC) or by the Board (if it has been recommended for Board approval by TAC but not yet considered by the Board).”  Mr. Gresham stated that if interested, another Market Participant may resubmit the PRR for consideration under a different number.  No member objected to the request for withdrawal.
PRR567 – Simplified Three Part Bidding for Ancillary Services (FKA Block Bidding of Ancillary Services).

Mr. Greer summarized the latest revisions to PRR567 submitted by the task force.   Mr. Greer stated that the make-whole provision does not apply to energy.  Larry Gurley asked how the MCPC would be calculated given provisions for make-whole and hourly start-up.  Dan Jones opined that make-whole is not counted.  There was some discussion about the impact of the changes due to EMMS Release 4 implementation; the hourly MCPC calculation; the daily MCPC calculation; and self-provision.  While stating no opposition to the PRR, Smith Day suggested that PRS take more time with it.  Mr. Greer indicated his hope to get a vote on the PRR during this meeting.  Stacy Woodard asked whether any thought had been given to LaaRs in the development of the PRR.  Mr. Greer stated this would allow implementation of block bidding for LaaRs.  Brad Belk preferred that PRS allow another month for review, stating that it was not clear how the PRR would affect behavior.  Mr. Greer stated he wanted closure and that the task force meetings were designed to allow parties to discuss concerns.  Mr. D. Jones asked whether any prototyping was available without passing the PRR.  Ms. Garza stated that the first step after approval would be to issue an RFP that included a prototype/proof of concept deliverable.  Ms. Garza added that ERCOT staff cannot issue the RFP prior to Board approval of the PRR.  Mr. Greer agreed to chair another meeting of the task force and asked that interested parties develop questions prior to the meeting.
PRR568 – Change Initial Settlement from 17 days to 10 days.  
Ms. Flowers stated that COPS had reviewed PRR568 and had voted to recommend approval to PRS as amended by ERCOT and COPS.  Ms. Flowers indicated that COPS was working on an implementation plan and that TAC would have a “go/no go” decision.  Mr. Gresham asked whether that decision should be made by the Board.  Ms. Moseley stated that the “go/no go” decision could be determined by TAC, but that the Board may approve the implementation plan.    Ms. Moseley added that the effective date of the PRR would depend on approval of the transition plan.  Ms. Flowers stated that COPS was holding a conference call on 5/20/05 to discuss the transition plan.

PRR586 – SCE Performance and Regulation Cost Re-allocation.  Danielle Jaussaud explained that the PRR, as developed by PUC WMO, is intended to implement Potomac Recommendation #11.  She continued that she had presented PRR586 to WMS in April; that ERCOT staff had generated a backcast analysis; and that WMS had discussed PUC staff revisions to the PRR on 5/18/05.  Ms. Jaussaud indicated that Market Participants were still uncomfortable with the PRR, even with the proposed revisions.  Of particular concern were the ramping periods and identification of Market Participants experiencing high SCE.  Ms. Jaussaud expressed the preference that this PRR not be brought to a vote at this time.  She wished to have more discussion with Market Participants and get additional input to address unforeseen and undesirable outcomes that might result from implementation of the PRR, then bring it back for a vote at PRS.  Adrian Pieniazek stated that the chair of the Performance Disturbance Compliance working group (PDCWG) had specific concerns about the PRR.  Mr. Bruce expressed concern that separate meetings between PUC staff and Market Participants may not allow for sufficient market-wide input.  Mr. Bruce suggested sending the PRR to a committee to use the stakeholder process to work through the issues.  Brad Belk stated that SCE violations are a symptom of the frequency response issue.  Therefore, a PRR to fix SCE violations will not necessarily fix the problem.  Mr. Belk opined that the market should define the problem (occurring at 2200 and 0600) and develop a solution to the problem, rather than approve a PRR to fix SCE violations.  Ms. Jaussaud responded that in his Operational Report, Dr. Patton had defined the problem and issued a recommendation to address it. Ms. Jaussaud stated that his recommendation was adopted by the Commission, and the Commission is now expecting its implementation.   Kristy Ashley asked whether Dr. Patton had reviewed PRR586.  Ms. Jaussaud responded that it was his idea and that Dr. Patton had provided most of the language.  Dan Jones added that the problem was not necessarily to reduce regulation, but to assign the cost to those who cause regulation deployments.  Mr. Jones solicited input to an example demonstrating the variation between dynamic and actual schedules that he had sent in an email to the WMS exploder.  Mr. Greer recommended that PRR586 be sent to a joint ROS/WMS task force to study the underlying problem and conduct a thorough analysis of the potential outcomes.  Ms. Ashley and Rafeal Lozano stated that if QSEs were to be judged and penalized on minute-by-minute intervals then ERCOT should allow for minute-by-minute scheduling so that each unit’s ramping would be visible.  Fred Sherman expressed appreciation for PUC staff’s effort, noting that PRR586 was similar to PRR356 (that was submitted by City of Garland) and PRR358 (that was submitted by TXU). Mr. Sherman opined that the problem occurs 24 hours a day and that concentrating on 2200 and 0600 would not be productive.  Mr. Sherman noted that the PDCWG members raised valid issues.  Mr. Sherman moved that PRS remand the PRR to PDCWG with a deadline and specific instructions.  Mr. D. Jones seconded the motion.  Ms. Jaussaud agreed to provide the PowerPoint presentation containing PUC staff’s proposed revisions to the working group and said that she could ask Dr. Patton to attend PDCWG meetings addressing PRR586 via telephone.  Walt Kuhn stated that SCE issues stem from (1) units tripping on start-up; (2) ERCOT deployments; and (3) telemetry failures.  Mr. Kuhn explained that SCEs can result from phenomena outside the control of the QSEs.  Mr. Sherman added that bad dispatches from ERCOT should be removed from the performance measure.  Mark Bruce stated that the market had not yet examined results from the implementation of PRR525, but that they should be incorporated into any further discussions on PRR586.  Ms. Jaussaud stated that it is WMO’s position that PRR525 is ineffective and does not provide any incentives to change market participants’ behavior.  Mr. Sherman amended his motion to remand the PRR to ROS, with a suggestion that PDCWG review PRR586,  return results to PRS by its July meeting and with specific instructions to:

(1) frame the issue;

(2) determine whether PRR586 resolves that issue;
(3) provide revisions to PRR586 so that it resolves the issue or develop a new PRR that resolves the issue; and

(4) determine any unintended consequences that could result from PRR586.  

The motion passed with four opposing votes (two from Independent Generator, IPM, Coop segments) and one abstention from the IPM segment.

PRR588 – Testing of Quick Start Units in the Balancing Energy Market
John Dumas explained that the test for quick start units should be based on the power output of the unit and that the test would better fit in the Operating Guide.  Ms. Woodard agreed to placing the test in the Operating Guide.  Mr. Dumas also stated that the test is a Cat 3 OOME instruction.  There was additional discussion of the mechanics of the test.   Mr. Dumas indicated that there is a seven-day window agreed upon as a test period by the QSE and ERCOT, but the OOME instructions are issued without warning.  ERCOT strives to test the units while they are operating normally.  Ms. Woodard opined that units that have already tested should not have to retest as a result of the PRR.  Mr. Gresham asked how the testing had progressed.  Mr. Dumas responded that some testing is going well and some units have completed testing.  Ms. Woodard moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR588 as amended by ERCOT; Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously voted in favor of the motion.
PRR590 – Update Unit Telemetry Requirement

Mr. Dumas stated that PRR590 attempts to meet Potomac Recommendation #14 by getting more data.  PRS discussed all comments and decided to incorporate all language from those comments.  PRS discussed the fact that some units have a separate ramp rate for upward and downward deployments, and added a change to the language to address this situation.  ERCOT asked whether Real Time monitoring of ramp rates is desired, or if collection of the Real Time data for future analysis is sufficient.  PRS agreed that collecting data for future analysis is sufficient for implementation of this PRR.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of the PRR as amended by comments from ERCOT, FPL, Exelon, and PRS; Sean Haussman seconded the motion.  PRS voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
PRR592 – Modify Shift Factor Calculation to Exclude Fixed Output Generators – URGENT

Ms. Garza stated that the Congestion Management working group (CMWG) recommended a November 1, 2005 effective date for the PRR.  She explained that Patton recommended excluding generators with fixed output from the shift factor calculation and that CMWG recommended Option 1.  Mr. Belk opined that hydro units should be included in list of excluded units in Section 7.2.1.4.  Ms. Garza stated that CMWG thought that wind should also be excluded.  Mr. Gurley asked whether there was any practical change in the shift factor resulting from the exclusions.  Ms. Garza said it made a small difference, the biggest being about 2% on one of the South CSCs.  Mr. D. Jones and Mr. Greer echoed CMWG’s concern that this PRR may not have an impact (negative or positive) on the market, other than implementing Potomac Recommendation No. 3.  Mr. Gurley moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR592 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention each from the Independent Generator and the Independent Power Marketer segments.
PRR593 – Reporting of Net Generation and Load (FKA Behind the “Fence” Reporting of Load)
Mr. Durrwachter noted that the PRR593 considers some data confidential, but that there are requirements to keep planning data non-confidential.  Ms. Moseley stated that ERCOT is reviewing how it classifies data, but currently, if the same data is submitted to ERCOT under different classifications, then ERCOT would treat the data according to its highest classification.  Mr. Durrwachter stated that he would review the criteria for submitting data for planning purposes.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR593 as amended by GATF; Jeff Holligan seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one opposing vote from the Consumer segment and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer segment.
PRR595 – ERCOT Protocol Section 10

Don Tucker indicated that PRR595 modifies Section 10 to be consistent with current market and ERCOT processes.  He explained that most of the deletions in the PRR are subsections that were moved to different areas of Section 10.  Mr. Tucker stated that the timelines had changed, but that there were no material changes.  Mr. Gresham noted that PRR595 incorporates some of the revisions suggested by TNT.  Mr. Durrwachter asked whether WMS had reviewed the PRR.  Mr. Tucker stated that the PRR went through the Settlement Metering working group of WMS, but that WMS itself had not reviewed the PRR.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of the PRR as submitted; Mr. Jackson seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously passed the motion.  
PRR597 – Texas Test Plan Team

Mr. Jackson stated that PRR597 sets up consistent testing and is mostly clean-up of Section 23.  Sonja Mingo added that the ERCOT comments contain additional clean-up language.  Mr. Greer asked whether RMS had reviewed the PRR.  Ms. Mingo responded affirmatively.  Mr. Jackson moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR597 as amended by ERCOT comments.  The motion passed unanimously.
9.  Review of Impact Analyses for PRRs Approved at April Meeting

PRR587 – Intra-year Modification of CREs – URGENT
PRS reviewed it’s previous actions and confirmed that PRR587 should be re-titled “Intra-year Modification of CREs”.  PRS also reviewed the impact analysis for PRR587 and noted that there were no impacts to ERCOT systems.
PRR581 – Update RMR Language due to PUC Rule 25.502

PRR583 – Responsive Reserve Deployment

PRR585 – Settlement Obligation Formula for Balancing Energy Service

PRR589 – CSC and Zone Determination – URGENT
PRR592 - Modify Shift Factor Calculation to Exclude Fixed Output Generators
PRS reviewed the impact analyses for PRR581, 583, 585, 589, and 592 and noted that there were no impacts to ERCOT systems.
10.  Prioritization of PRRs Requiring System Changes

PRR577 – Availability of Aggregated Load Data by TDSP 
PRS reviewed the impact analysis for PRR577.  Ms. Moseley explained that the data requested by PRR577 is available, but must be resorted.  She stated that the project to implement PRR577 is small and on the low end of 6LL.  Mr. Gresham moved that PRS recommend a priority of 1.3 for PRR577, noting that this priority would place PRR577 below the cut line.  Mr. Day seconded the motion.  PRS passed the motion with one abstention from the IOU segment.  Mr. Jackson noted that the TDSPs can go to TAC and request a higher priority.
SCR742 – Automated Retail Transaction Verification
Mr. Gresham moved that PRS recommend a rank of 1.3; Mr. Day seconded the motion.  PRS passed the motion with one abstention from the Municipal segment.
11.  Other Business
Ms. Moseley mentioned that ERCOT had been working on a formal interpretation of a Protocol pursuant to P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.503(i).  She told PRS to expect a Market Notice explaining the interpretation about RSPS bid caps within the next few days.

Ms. Moseley also alerted PRS to a PRR sponsored by ERCOT that would require Market Participants to annually audit their User Security Administrators and Digital Certificates.  She stated that ERCOT would be posting the PRR in the next week.

12.  Future PRS Meetings

June 23, 2005, from 9:30 AM to 3:30 PM at ERCOT Austin.

June 27, 2005, from 9:00 AM to 3:30 PM at ERCOT Austin.  Special meeting for project prioritization.

July 21, 2005, from 9:30 AM to 3:30 PM at ERCOT Austin.

Minutes 051905 PRS Meeting
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