

ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

6/3/08 Draft Minutes


Attendance:

	PRS Members
	Name
	Representing

	David 
	Detelich
	CPS Energy

	Kevin 
	Gresham (Chair)
	Reliant Energy

	Danny
	Bivens
	OPUC

	Billy
	Helpert
	BEPC

	Sandy
	Morris
	LCRA

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	NRG Texas

	
	
	

	Participants
	 
	 

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT 

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Andrew
	Gallo
	ERCOT

	Kristi
	Hobbs
	ERCOT

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Raj
	Rajagopal
	ERCOT

	Chris
	Brewster
	City of Eastland

	Jeff
	Brown
	Coral Power

	Tom
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Eric 
	Schubert
	BP Energy 

	Brandon
	Whittle
	DB Energy

	Bob
	Wittmeyer
	RJ Covington

	Russell
	Lovelace
	Shell Energy North America

	Brian
	Gedrich
	DB Energy

	Caryn 
	Rexrode
	CES

	Steve 
	Carpenter
	EnergyCo.

	Thane 
	Twiggs
	Direct Energy

	Isabel 
	Flores
	ERCOT

	Ming
	Liu
	Shell

	Read 
	Comstock
	Direct Energy


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.  Urgency Votes

PRR764, Zonal Congestion and CSCs/CREs

Mr. Gresham noted that PRR764 was granted Urgent status on 5/31/08 via email vote.

3. Review of Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) Language (Vote)

PRR764, Zonal Congestion and CSCs/CREs

Dan Jones reviewed PRR764 explaining that the issue being addressed was that zonal congestion management techniques were being used to relieve local congestion which has recently proven to be ineffective and inefficient.  Existing operational processes are resulting in the activation of zonal constraints whose limiting element is neither a Commercially Significant Constraint (CSC) nor a Closely Related Element (CRE) resulting in a negative market outcome.   PRR764 proposes to define zonal constraints stating that a limiting element is a valid zonal constraint if it is a CSC or CRE.  Mr. D. Jones explained that currently constraints were being managed through zonal methods when there are local methods available.  

Randy Jones requested transparency be provided as to how congestion is currently being handled and what would have happened if congestion was managed in accordance with PRR764.  Mr. D. Jones provided examples where zonal balancing was counter effective and not an efficient source to solving issues.  Jeff Brown expressed concerns that PRR764 could potentially have a substantial impact on the market.  Mr. Brown opined that sufficient studies and analysis have not been completed in order for the market to make an educated decision on how to move forward with PRR764 and that forecasting of market effects had not been completed.  Adrian Pieniazek concurred with Mr. Brown’s concerns reiterating that the market needed transparency into the issue being addressed in order to make an educated decision on whether to change ERCOT’s current Congestion management methods.  

Larry Gurley reviewed Luminant’s comments explaining that they were intended to provide a means to determining CREs/CSCs.  Mr. Gurley suggested that PRR764 does not necessarily make any drastic changes in the zonal model but instead gives the market better opportunity for control.  Mr. Gurley explained that PRR764 was proposing that the limiting element be a CSC or CRE; however, according to the Protocols, additional CREs can be created on short notice.  Mr. Gurley reviewed Luminant’s quantitative analysis of PRR764. 

Bob Helton highlighted the possibility of unintended consequences as stated in ERCOT’s comments and encouraged complete understanding of the changes so as not to make the situation worse.  Mr. Helton also wanted to ensure that PRR764 was not limiting ERCOT’s ability to choose the tools necessary to maintain reliability.  John Adams reiterated that ERCOT’s comments were not in opposition to PRR764 but proposing unintended consequences for the market to consider.    Mr. Adams stated that the market should be determining whether ERCOT should be taking local congestion redispatch action prior to using zonal congestion techniques.  Mr. Adams stated that ERCOT would like to have the zonal Congestion techniques to fallback on if the local techniques do not work.  

Brian Gedrich noted that trading issues were being created due to current Congestion management methods.  Mr. Gedrich stated that it has become very difficult to forecast and in turn, trade; however,  PRR764 would provide the market transparency so that forecasting will be possible.  Mr. Gedrich stated that the impacts to the market have been significant in the past three weeks and that PRR764 would aid in fixing some of these issues.  

Mr. D. Jones highlighted that due to the decrease in surplus capacity and increase in Congestion, problems with the zonal model are beginning to materialize.  Mr. Helton agreed stating that the zonal model works well when there is surplus capacity and now that it is decreasing, problems are becoming apparent.  However, Mr. Helton argued that ERCOT has been managing Congestion with the current methods for some time and PRR764 cannot be considered as a clarification to the current Protocol language regarding Congestion management and that potential consequences need to be considered.  

Kenan Ogelman agreed with some of the concerns that Market Participants had expressed;   however, he expressed concern that local Congestion was being managed with market based methods which he suggested was not the intention of the market.  

Brandon Whittle stated his support of PRR764 and Luminant’s comments.  He suggested that there has been a shift in how ERCOT has operated the market (i.e., ERCOT has not always used zonal methods first and then local methods to manage Congestion).  Mr. Whittle opined that PRR764 would not end to all zonal congestion.  

Mr. Gurley moved to recommend approval of PRR764 as amended by Luminant and ERCOT’s comments and as revised by PRS with a recommendation to TAC to initiate a study/review of existing CREs.  Sandy Morris seconded the motion.  There were five abstentions from the Municipally Owned Utility (MOU), Consumer, Independent Power Marketer (IPM) and Independent Generator (2) Market Segments.  All Market Segments were present for the vote.  
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