ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

3/22/07 Draft Minutes


Attendance:

	PRS Members
	Name
	Representing

	David 
	Detelich
	CPS Energy

	Henry
	Durrwachter
	TXU

	Kevin 
	Gresham (Chair)
	Reliant Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine

	Steve
	Madden (V-Chair)
	StarTex

	Sandy
	Morris
	LCRA

	Darrin
	Pfannenstiel
	Stream Energy

	Cesar
	Seymour
	Suez

	Fred 
	Sherman
	GP&L

	Scott
	Wardle
	Oxy

	Participants
	 
	 

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT 

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Jeff
	Billo
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Adrienne
	Brandt
	PUC

	Jeff 
	Brown
	Coral Power

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL

	Ray
	Chudgar
	ERCOT

	Shawnee
	Claiborn-Pinto
	PUCT

	John 
	Dumas
	ERCOT

	Nick
	Fehrenbach
	City of Dallas

	Andrew
	Gallo
	ERCOT

	Jennifer
	Garcia
	Direct Energy

	Eric
	Goff
	Constellation NewEnergy

	Ino 
	Gonzalez
	ERCOT

	Blake
	Gross
	AEP

	Kristi
	Hobbs
	ERCOT

	Hal 
	Hughes
	DME

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Cust.  Energy Solut'ns

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Kristina
	Maier
	BP America

	Sonja
	Mingo
	ERCOT

	Pat
	Moast
	ERCOT

	Manny
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint

	Manny 
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Kenan
	Őgelman
	CPS

	Adrian
	Pienazek
	Texas GenCo

	Cesar
	Seymour
	Tractebel

	Giriraj
	Sharma
	ERCOT

	Nikhi
	Takalkar
	ERCOT

	Floyd
	Trefney
	Reliant Energy

	Carrie
	Tucker
	ERCOT

	Paul
	Wattles
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT


1.  Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition (Admonition) was displayed for the members.  Kevin Gresham read the Admonition and reminded the members that paper copies of the Admonition are available.
2.  Approval of the February 22, 2007 Minutes
Randy Jones moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the February 22, 2007 PRS meeting as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously voted to approve the February minutes with all Market Segments present for the vote.

3.  Urgency Votes

Mr. Gresham reported that no Urgent PRRs had been submitted.  
4.  TAC and Board Reports

Mr. Gresham reported that the TAC approved PRR697, Posting Requirement Changes, for ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) approval and endorsed the reprioritization of PRR601, 15-Minute Ramping of BES and Base Power Schedules.  Mr. Gresham also shared that TAC had been updated on the process for post-Nodal implementation of NPRRs and had been informed that PRS participants did not propose an alternative funding mechanism for the Electric Reliability Organization/Texas Regional Entity.
Mr. Gresham further reported that the Board again remanded PRR691, Nodal Implementation Surcharge Verifiable Cost, to TAC due to the ambiguity of the applicability of the 10% cost premium.
TAC Action Items:
Process for post-nodal implementation of NPRRs – Nikhi Takalkar explained that it is only when ERCOT Staff initiates an NPRR that the Program Management Office (PMO) performs an Impact analysis (IA) of the NPRR before it is considered by PRS.  This has resulted in a backlog in IAs for NPRRs, particularly NPRRs initiated by Market Participants.  Mr. Takalkar emphasized the need to clear this backlog in a consistent manner.  To clear this backlog and improve the effectiveness of the NPRR approval process, PMO proposes to update the baseline and target issues raised on or before March 1, 2007.  According to Mr. Takalkar, there are currently 30 outstanding, approved NPRRs, 15 draft/pending NPRRs, 22 white papers and five System Change Request (SCRs) not associated with an NPRR or white paper.  The Nodal PMO proposed four impact categories: 
· Category 1 impact affects core system functionality and includes such areas as code and internal processes, all algorithms and emergency and safety matters;
· Category 2 impact relates to procedural issues, such as business processes, procedures and display presentations;
· Category 3 impact is minimal and generally relates to documentation only; and
· Category 4 impact is non-existent because the requests do not require changes to the system or are already part of the base product.
The PMO would conduct an impact assessment in two steps resulting in an impact categorization of each document:

· For the backlog, categories 3 and 4 would be accepted within the existing budget and contingency.  

· For the backlog, category 1 and 2 would have a cost and schedule impact leading to suitably packaged SCRs.

· Going forward, categories 1, 2, and 3 would be subject to potential SCRs.

· Going forward, category 4 will be accepted within the existing budget.

Mr. Takalkar proposed that the Nodal PMO host meetings every Wednesday to clear the backlog of all approved documents and conduct the impact categorization on a prospective basis.  Under the revised process, all NPRRs would be reviewed by the Nodal PMO prior to second review by PRS.  PRS could table any NPRRs with no cost or schedule information, or those NPRRs not essential for “go-live”.  Approved NPRRs that are part of the backlog, but are essential for “go-live” of the Nodal market design and do not require additional funds for implementation (i.e. category 3 and 4) will not require an IA and the costs will be accepted within the existing budget/contingency.
Troy Anderson clarified that many NPRRs have been tabled pending an IA and that this proposal would formalize the process and ensure that approval would occur with an IA.  Manny Munoz inquired whether this would apply to both approved and non-approved NPRRs.  Mr. Munoz also inquired what the criteria are for the four categories and for determining whether a NPRR is essential for “go-live”, and whether this would include Commission directives.  Mr. Gresham commented that these issues tie in to the process for placing PRRs in the “parking lot” and needs to be discussed with TAC.  Mr. Munoz also questioned how the status of an NPRR (i.e. tabled) will be communicated.  Participants noted that such actions would be reflected on the subcommittee Action Reports.  Mr. Anderson further explained that information regarding an NPRR classification (i.e. essential/non-essential for “go live” and assignment of category 1-4) will be posted on the website.
Cut-off or “pens down” date for PRRs related to the wholesale market – Not discussed.
Appeals process – Not discussed.
Companion NPRRs to PRRs – Mr. Gresham explained that some PRRs are expected to carry over in to the Nodal market design and may have impacts on Nodal business requirements.  These PRRs, however, often do not have a companion NPRRs.  Mr. Gresham opined that requirements related to such PRRs should be tightened (i.e. have the companion NPRR posted at the same time as the PRR) to speed up the process.
5.  Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date

Mr. Anderson provided a progress report on the following projects:
· PRR525, SCE Performance Monitoring – Created tools to monitor Qualified Scheduling Entities’ (QSEs) performance on near real-time basis, automated reporting requirements, and moved the reporting environment to the Operational Data Store (ODS).

· PR-60084_01, Mid-Term Load Forecast Enhancements – Secured an alternate source for Load forecast information from Pattern Recognition Technologies (PRT) that provides System Operations with a second opinion of the hourly Load forecast.

· NPRR Review Status – Process improvements are being developed.

· Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) Review Board (CRB) – 
· The CRB now includes Manny Munoz, Hal Hughes, Debbie McKeever, Kenan Ogelman and Randy Jones.  Troy Anderson, Pat Moast, Elizabeth Mansour, Adam Martinez, Paula Feuerbacher and Margaret Sachnik act as ERCOT resources.

· Meetings will be held via monthly teleconference: February 15, March 15, April 12, and May 11, 2007.

· CRB has reviewed PRR707, Prioritization and Timing of Transactions Based Upon PRR672 Collaborative Analysis and Retry Process for 814_20s, and determined that the CBA need not be revised.

· CRB has discussed and revised the CBA draft process flow; discussed changes and enhancements to the CBA form; and created the CRB webpage: http://www.ercot.com/committees/board/tac/prs/crb/index.html.
6.  Review of Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses, and Cost Benefit Analyses

PRR701 – Enabling of Stranded Capacity During Alerts
Scott Wardle commented that he had originally disagreed with the premise of this PRR, but that he liked the proposed changes in the comments by PSEG.  Mr. Wardle questioned who would define what a “short-supply” is and Tom Jackson inquired whether this PRR will reduce the need for Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS).  John Dumas explained that the need to dispatch EILS and the ability to enable stranded capacity during an alert are two separate issues.  Mr. Dumas emphasized that ERCOT currently has the right to call on this capacity during an alert.  This PRR provides added flexibility to offer capacity in a market-based approach, rather then requiring ERCOT to issue a Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI).  David Detelich questioned whether such entities would still be subject to the High Operating Limit (HOL) testing and whether the PRR will have an impact on Schedule Control Error (SCE) performance calculations for Ancillary Services (AS).  Mr. Wardle remarked that QSEs are eligible for a compliance exemption when responding to a VDI during an emergency short supply situation; therefore, there is no need for this PRR.  Mr. Wardle further noted that there was an issue with the Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) that has been fixed.  Mr. Wardle opined that this PRR will result in entities always placing bids and potentially “gaming the system.”  
Cesar Seymour moved to recommend approval of PRR701 as amended by PSEG comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.   The motion passed with one opposing vote from the Independent Retail Electric Providers (IREP) Market Segment and three abstentions (Consumer, Independent Generator (IG), and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments).  All Market Segments were present for the vote.  ERCOT will revise its Impact Analysis based on the revised language of the PRR and present it at the next PRS meeting.
PRR706 – Provisional Qualification for Ancillary Services
PRR707 – Prioritization and Timing of Transactions Based Upon PRR672 Collaborative Analysis and retry Process for 814-20s
PRR708 – Data Provided by ERCOT to TDSPs
Steve Madden moved to approve the PRS Recommendation Reports and endorse the IAs for PRR706, PRR707 and PRR708.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.
7.  Project Prioritization
PRR707 – Prioritization and Timing of Transactions Based Upon PRR672 Collaborative Analysis and retry Process for 814-20s
Mr. Anderson explained that implementation of this PRR would add $50,000-$100,000 to Project No. 60008_01, Terms and Conditions Requirements, and suggested that it be assigned a priority of 2-high and ranking of 8.5.

Mr. Madden moved that the project associated with PRR707 be managed under Project No. 60008_01 and be assigned a priority of 2-high, with a ranking of 8.5.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.
8.  PRR Voting Items

PRR705 – Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) – Interim Option
ERCOT’s Paul Wattles explained that the latest set of ERCOT Staff comments conforms this PRR to P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.507, Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS),  effective April 11, 2007. PRR705 should take effect the day after the Board April 19, 2007 meeting.  Mr. Wattles explained that ERCOT will proceed with issuing the request for proposals (RFP), evaluate the bids and have the contracts ready prior to April 19.  Mr. Wattles also announced that there will be a workshop to review the technical requirements of EILS on Friday, March 23, 2007, and that the pertinent documents will be released shortly.  
PRS discussed the comments related to self-providing EILS by Non-Op In Entities (NOIEs) submitted by City Public Service of San Antonio (CPS).  Eric Goff stated that the CPS comments do not include penalty provisions for non-performance and should, therefore, be rejected.  Mr. Goff suggested that this shortcoming could be corrected by charging or billing NOIEs for non-performance.  Kenan Ogelman responded that NOIEs will not receive payment; therefore, a charge would be inappropriate.  Mr. Ogelman commented that, if NOIEs do not meet their offer obligations they can be charged for the cost of under-performance.  Mr. Ogelman also commented that Mr. Goff’s proposal would increase the cost for all Market Participants.  Brad Belk commented that the flexibility for ERCOT to contract between 500 MW and 1000 MW under the same cost cap appears to impact the cost and allow NOIEs to opt-out of paying.  According to Mr. Belk, self-providing without reducing the cost cap will hurt all the non-self-providers by shifting the cost burden to non-self providers.  Mr. Ogelman responded that the proposed comments reduce the total cost by the value of NOIE self-provisions because, although the amount will be same, the number of MW will increase, and the total cost will be allocated to all Market Participants on a Load Ratio Share (LRS) basis.  Kristi Ashley questioned why, if ERCOT contracts for only 500 MW, the cost cap is not reduced to $10 million.  Mr. Belk raised an issue regarding the calculation appearing to increase the LRS for the decreased Load.  Mr. Ogelman opined that the problem is that the Market Participants do not perceive a value to this service.  If one believes the service has value, one would welcome the additional MWs.  Mr. Ogelman further emphasized that the Commission has determined there is value to this service.  Some participants opined that reducing the cap through self-provision may not be allowed by the PUCT rule.  
Participants stated that the Preamble to the rule encourages allowing all QSEs to self provide, whereas CPS’ comments address only NOIEs.  Mr. Gresham noted the provisions of the rule pertaining to self-providing and NOIEs: the rule requires that ERCOT develop Protocol language to allow for NOIE self-provision by the next contract period (June 1, 2007) and allows for self-provision by other entities.  Mr. Gresham noted that parties have not had a chance to fully review the current proposal.  Mr. Wardle expressed support for (NOIE) self-provision, but stated he cannot vote on the CPS comments right now.  Mr. Durrwachter also stated that he supports self-provision, but would encourage delaying consideration of the CPS comments.  Adrienne Brandt reminded PRS that, if NOIEs want to bid for EILS, they must have an ESI ID.  Mark Bruce proposed setting a 1,000 MW cap.  Randy Jones stated that he had hoped for a PRR that would be satisfactory to all parties, but the CPS comments would create a NOIE provision that disenfranchises certain entities.  Mr. R. Jones suggested limiting consideration of the PRR to language that will satisfy the Commission order.  

Mr. Ogelman presented a spreadsheet to review cost impacts of the CPS proposal on the $20 million cost cap.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR705 as amended by ERCOT and PRS and to consider CPS’s comments as a separate PRR to comply with the Commission order.  Participants noted that the NOIE issue should be addressed at the next PRS meeting and it would be preferable to include all self-providers.  ERCOT was also directed to review the use of the term “Resource Entity” and “EILS Resource” for consistency before TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion passed six to one.  There were two opposing votes from the Electric Cooperative (Coop) and Municipally Owned Utility (MOU) Market Segments and six abstentions (MOU [2], Independently Owned Utility (IOU)[1], IG [1], and IREP [2]).  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
ERCOT Staff reserved Room 211 at the Austin Met Center for Friday, March 29, 2007, 9:30 AM-3:30 PM, for parties to discuss NOIE self-provisioning.

PRR709 – Scarcity Pricing Mechanism
Mr. Madden inquired whether Ancillary Services (AS) are included in this PRR.  Matt Mereness responded affirmativel.  Mr. Mereness also explained that PRR709 implements the $1,500 offer cap – ERCOT will reject any bids exceeding that cap.  
Adrian Pienazek moved to recommend approval of PRR709 as submitted by the sponsor.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.   The motion passed with one abstention (MOU Market Segment).  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
PRR710 – Validation Tests Update
No discussion.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR710 as submitted by the sponsor.  Sandy Morris seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

PRR711 – Update of ERCOT Protocols to Comply with NERC Name Change
No discussion.
Hal Hughes moved to recommend approval of PRR711 as submitted by the sponsor.  Mr. Pienazek seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

PRR712 – Local Congestion Replacement Reserve Payment Methodology
ERCOT Staff explained that this PRR would apply to the total amounts procured for Step 1 and Step 2 Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS).  Eric Goff explained that the comments by Constellation NewEnergy will add the total Out of Merit Capacity (OOMC) procured.  Some participants commented that this is an incorrect application because it assumes that, on a MWh basis, OOMC is more expensive than RPRS and that this will impact the cost of resolving Congestion.  Mr. Goff responded that this does not change how RPRS is procured.
Mr. Madden moved to recommend approval of PRR712 as amended by ERCOT Staff comments, Constellation NewEnergy comments and PRS.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.   The motion passed by a four-to-two vote (four opposing votes by the IOU, IG (2), and IPM Market Segments and four abstentions from the MOU (2), IOU and Consumer Market Segments).  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
PRR713 – Resource Outage Notification
Mr. Durrwachter expressed concern that a 90-day notification period may be too restrictive for mothballed units and may cause problems for bringing adequate generation on-line.  Mr. Durrwachter commented that a 30-day notification period would be preferable.  
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table PRR713.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

9.  Review of NPRR Language
NPRR041 – Corrections to Section 4, Day-Ahead Operations
NPRR043 – Corrections to Section 7, Congestion Revenue Rights

NPRR044 – Corrections to Section 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations
NPRR046 – Real-Time ICCP Communication Only

NPRR048 – Revised Wording of Opportunity Outages for Transmission Facilities

NPRR049 – Generation Subsystem Changes to Incorporate Approved Whitepapers

NPRR052 – Settlement for Non-Modeled Generators
NPRR054 – Update of Nodal Protocols to Comply with NERC Name Change – Companion to PRR711

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR041, NPRR043, NPRR044, NPRR46 (as amended by ERCOT comments), NPRR048 (as amended by ERCOT comments), NPRR049, NPRR052, and NPRR054.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.
NPRR040 – Synchronization of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) Event Realignment

Tabled without discussion to allow input from the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF).
NPRR042 – Corrections to Section 5, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment

Mr. Wardle questioned whether the Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) claw-back during Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) events would change the intent of the original Nodal protocols.  ERCOT Staff explained that the change was made by the TPTF based on the requirement documents.  PRS requested that TPTF revise the “Revision Description” and “Reason for Revision” to more accurately reflect the proposed language changes.
Mr. Madden moved to table NPRR042.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

NPRR045 – Wind Power Forecasting

Mr. Hughes moved to remand NPRR045 to TPTF.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present.
NPRR047 – Credit Monitoring – ERCOT Staff Clarification

Participants discussed whether ERCOT should revisit paragraph (3) of Section 4.4.10, Credit Requirement for DAM Bids and Offers, after development of the Market Management System (MMS).  Mr. Madden expressed concern over giving ERCOT discretion in selecting bids because this may lead to discriminatory application.  Mr. Madden questioned how ERCOT would set boundaries or criteria for enforcement.  Andy Gallo explained that the intent is to give ERCOT some flexibility to make judgment calls.  Mr. Madden opined that it would be preferable to set clear guidelines without flexibility.  Mr. Gallo agreed that this would be simpler for ERCOT, but legitimate reasons exist for providing ERCOT with flexibility.

Mr. Madden moved to table NPRR047 and send it to TPTF to review the desirability of giving ERCOT discretion, as well as review paragraph (3) of Section 4.4.10.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

NPRR050 – Clarification for HSL Values and WGR Values to be Used in the RUC Capacity Short Calculation

Mark Bruce moved to table NPRR050 for one month to determine whether this is an actual clarification or a change.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

NPRR051 – Removal of the Pseudo Resources Requirements in the Real Time Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) Process

Mr. Wardle stated that the pseudo- resource was put in place to prevent hockey stick bidding, but TPTF removed it because TPTS could not decide what to do with it during an EECP event.  Mr. Wardle commented that the pseudo-Resource does, however, provide a valuable tool during normal operations and recommended that it should be cancelled during an EECP event.  Floyd Trefney explained that the way Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) will operate, the pseudo- resource will create major price distortions.  Mr. Trefney noted that the proposal was reviewed by PUC Staff and Dr. Ohren who agreed it was no longer needed and may have undesirable effect on demand response.  Nick Fehrenbach responded that the pseudo resource may impact prices, but that this can be fixed without eliminating the provisions entirely.  Mr. Fehrenbach suggested changing how the pseudoresource is priced.  Mr. Wardle noted that if this NPRR is not approved, the Nodal market is currently designed to include the pseudo-resource.  Mr. Gresham commented that this issue has been the subject of a lot of study by TPTF and the Commission.  Mr. Munoz noted that there is also a connection with PRR709.
Mr. Madden moved to table NPRR051.  Mr. Munoz seconded the motion.   The motion passed with a vote tally of 3.667 in favor and 3.333 against  from the MOU, IOU, IG, IREP and IPM Market Segments).  There was one abstention from the MOU Market Segment.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.
NPRR053 – Creation of a New Trading Hub at Venus Station
Mr. Hughes moved to remand NPRR053 to TPTF.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.

10.  Other Business

None
Future PRS Meetings
· April 20, 2007
· May 20, 2007
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