ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

1/17/08 Minutes


Attendance:

	PRS Members
	Name
	Representing

	Dan
	Bailey
	GP&L

	David 
	Detelich
	CPS Energy

	Henry
	Durrwachter
	Luminant

	Clayton
	Greer
	J. Aron

	Kevin 
	Gresham (Chair)
	Reliant Energy

	Billy
	Helpert
	BEPC

	Steve
	Madden (V-Chair)
	StarTex

	Suzie
	McClellan
	OPC

	Sandy
	Morris
	LCRA

	Darrin
	Pfannenstiel
	Stream Energy

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	NRG Texas

	DeAnn
	Walker
	CenterPoint Energy

	Scott
	Wardle
	Oxy

	
	
	

	Participants
	 
	 

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT 

	Kristy
	Ashley
	Exelon

	Bill
	Barnes
	ERCOT

	Mathew
	Belcher
	ERCOT

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Adrianne
	Brandt
	PUCT

	Chris
	Brewster
	City of Eastland

	Jeff 
	Brown
	Coral Power

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL Energy

	Shawnee
	Claiborn-Pinto
	PUCT

	Michelle
	Cutrer
	Green Mountain Energy

	Lauren
	Damen
	PUCT

	Mark 
	Dreyfus
	Austin Energy

	John 
	Dumas
	ERCOT

	Andrew
	Gallo
	ERCOT

	Eric
	Goff
	Constellation NewEnergy

	Ino 
	Gonzalez
	ERCOT

	Bob 
	Helton
	ANP

	Kristi
	Hobbs
	ERCOT

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Danielle
	Jaussaud
	PUCT

	Dan 
	Jones
	CPS

	Liz
	Jones
	Oncor

	Randy
	Jones (phone)
	Calpine

	Eddie
	Kolodziej (phone)
	Custom Energy Solutions

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Elizabeth
	Mansour
	ERCOT

	Roy
	McCoy
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Phillip
	Oldham
	TIEC

	Jim
	Reynolds
	Power and Gas Consulting

	Chad
	Seely
	ERCOT

	Walter
	Shumate
	Shumate & Associates

	Marguerite
	Wagner
	RRI


Unless stated otherwise, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

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.  Election of 2008 PRS Chair and Vice Chair

Ms. López conducted the election for the Chair and Vice Chair for the PRS.  

Adrian Pieniazek nominated Mr. Gresham for the position of Chair for 2008.  PRS unanimously approved the nomination.  

Kristi Ashley nominated Steve Madden for the position of Vice-Chair for 2008.  PRS unanimously approved the nomination.

Mr. Gresham invited the members to introduce themselves.  Suzie McClellan, Bill Brod, and DeAnn Walker are new members to PRS.

3.  Approval of December 13, 2007 Minutes

Mr. Madden moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the December 13, 2007 meeting as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

4.  Urgency Votes

Mr. Gresham reported that there had not been any requests for Urgent status for PRRs.  

5.  TAC and Board Reports

Mr. Gresham reported that the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) recommended and the ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) approved the following revision requests:

· NPRR078, Simplifying the Dispute Process

· NPRR086, Settlement Clarification to RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula

· NPRR087, Market Monitor Terminology Change

· PRR727, Process for Transition to Nodal Market Protocol Provisions

· PRR738, Remove Old Versions of Standard Form Agreements

· PRR744, Revision to 16.2.8, Monitoring of Creditworthiness by ERCOT

· PRR748, Settlement Clarification to RUC Capacity Shortfall Ratio Share Formula

Mr. Gresham suggested that nodal-related documents (criteria, handbooks, ERCOT standards, work-papers, etc.) without defined owners or update processes should become a separate section or sub-section to the Protocols.  Doing so would ensure a transparent change process and create a centralized location for storing these documents.  Mr. Gresham noted that doing so may require development of an NPRR and opined that this should apply only to documents approved by TAC.  Mr. Gresham committed to communicating with ERCOT Staff and presenting a formal proposal at the next PRS meeting.

Mr. Gresham also reported that ERCOT Staff has been working on developing a PRR to address the process for appealing a TAC recommendation on a PRR.  At this time, the language remains in draft form and Andy Gallo shared that he is reviewing the timelines to ensure they work in relation with the TAC and Board meeting dates.  Mr. Gallo briefly reviewed the steps, notice requirements and timelines in the proposed appeal process and explained that there will be provisions for an expedited appeal process.  Meeting participants requested that ERCOT Staff present a flowchart of the appeals process.

Participants discussed whether the proposed appeals process should also apply to decisions made by TAC regarding non-PRR items.  Participants noted that this issue will be taken up by the Board at its retreat.  Clayton Greer suggested that decisions not related to PRRs be treated on an expedited timeline and committed to recommend this to TAC.

6.  Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List Activity to Date

Troy Anderson reported the following:

· 2009 Project Prioritization – 2009 will be a unique year for project planning due to the introduction of the Nodal Market.  ERCOT expects to file a fee case in early 2008 and this may limit ERCOT Staff’s ability to produce the normal level of detail for project prioritization.  ERCOT Staff is proposing a phased approach to project planning.  Each Continuous Analysis and Resource Team (CART) is expected to provide a detailed list of initiatives, with individual budget break-downs.  Funding allocations for the CARTs will be determined in late 2008, based on previously approved projects and projects that have been defined.  Mr. Anderson’s presentation included the expected milestones per quarter and a detailed 2009 project prioritization schedule.

· 2007 Project Results – The various CARTs addressed 132 projects during 2007.  There were 75 projects on the original list approved in September, 2006; 22 unexpected carryover projects; and 35 new projects.

· Nodal Change Control – The final major nodal software drop will occur on April 22, 2008.  Most nodal systems have the functionality for “go-live.”  At this time, only system impacts deemed absolutely essential for operation of the Nodal Market should be considered.  Even NPRRs with no impact will divert will Nodal Subject Matter Experts (SMEs).  Mr. Anderson advised that non-essential changes be tabled or put into grey boxes in the Protocols.  Mr. Gresham expressed the preference that non-essential changes be tabled and that there should not be any grey-boxes in the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Anderson noted that some NPRRs are implemented in part and “grey-boxing” is a transparent way to treat the delayed parts.  Ms. Ashley commented that Market Participants dislike grey-boxing because they have no control over the cut-line on the Project Priority List (PPL) and whether a project will be implemented once approved.  Mr. Gresham reiterated that the goal was to start the Texas Nodal Market without grey-boxed provisions in the Protocols.  Henry Durrwachter commented that Market Participants should request a date change as well as a budget change.

· RMGRR059, Inadvertent Gain Task Force Revision – The implementation of this revision request would be rolled into an existing project and, therefore, does not create an incremental impact.  Mr. Anderson suggested retaining the priority of 0 and ranking of 0.6 for Project 70007_01: MarkeTrak Enhancements Phase 2.  Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse including RMGRR059 in Project 7007_01 and retain the priority of 0 and ranking of 0.6.  Mark Bruce seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

7.  Review of Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses

PRR740 – Creating Amendment to Standard Form Market Participant Agreement

NPRR084 – Creating Amendment to Standard Form Market Participant Agreement

NPRR085 – Revision of Digital Certificate Procedures (see PRR741)

NPRR088 – Revision to 16.11.5, Monitoring of a Counter-Party’s Creditworthiness and Credit Exposure by ERCOT (see PRR744)
Mr. Madden moved to endorse the Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses (IAs) for PRR740, NPRR084, NPRR085, and NPRR088 and forward these documents for TAC consideration.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR090 – Corrections of FIP-FOP in Energy Offers

Elizabeth Mansour reviewed the IA and explained that certain parts of this NPRR can be implemented without system impacts, but the proposed revisions to Sections 4.4.9.2.1, Startup Offer and Minimum Energy Offer Criteria, and 4.4.9.4.2, Mitigated Offer Floor, will impact the Nodal timeline if implemented at this time.  The Program Management Office (PMO) also explained that this IA fits into the $319 million budget estimate.  Participants determined that the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) reviewed this NPRR, but not the IA.  Participants objected to having grey boxes in the Nodal Protocols at market open.  Ms. Ashley asserted that grey-boxing and the Project Prioritization List (PPL) process results in certain projects never getting implemented.  Ms. Ashley noted that the current PPL includes proposed projects over five years old.  ERCOT Staff explained that there needs to be a process to manage NPRRs with post-Nodal implementation timelines.  Mr. Gresham suggested rejecting those parts of the NPRR requiring a project and bringing those back in a separate NPRR.  Mr. Gresham further suggested that parties may submit comments to the TAC if these subsections prove to be essential to the overall NPRR.  Mr. Durrwachter inquired whether TPTF has determined that this is NPRR is essential to the Nodal Market.  Brad Belk responded that lack of separate entries may lead to disputes.  Tom Jackson opined that the entire package should go back to TPTF for review, rather then PRS rejecting parts of this NPRR.  Shams Siddiqi stated Sections 4.4.9.2.1 and 4.4.9.4.2 are not absolutely essential to the NPRR.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend rejecting changes to Sections 4.4.9.2.1 and 4.4.9.4.2, and retaining the proposed changes to the four remaining sections that do not require a project for implementation, with the understanding that parties may submit a separate NPRR to address Sections 4.4.9.2.1 and 4.4.9.4.2, if necessary.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.   The motion passed with one opposing vote from Consumer Market Segment and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment.  

8.  Review of PRR Language
PRR743 – TCR Transition to CRR
Bill Barnes reviewed the ERCOT comments and noted that the transition provisions are now part of the body of the Protocols, rather then a separate provision outside the Protocols as requested by participants of the December 13, 2007 PRS meeting.  Any changes in the dates contained in the transition process would require a PRR.  Billy Helpert moved to recommend approval PRR743 as amended by ERCOT comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

PRR747 – IDR Requirement Change

PRS participants noted that the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) submitted comments endorsing PRR747.
Mr. Jackson moved to recommend approval of PRR747 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

PRR749 – Rule Change to the REC Trading Program – URGENT
Scott Wardle requested clarification regarding references to MWh and MW in Section 14, State of Texas Renewable Energy Credit Program.  Participants revised the language to MW.  In reference to Section 14.10.2, Capacity Conversion Factor, participants sought clarification regarding the formula and questioned whether the compliance period is the current year and whether there is a need for a summation.  Mathew Belcher responded that the formula reflects all data within a year.  Participants stated that it should be based on a month.  Mr. Belcher disagreed, stating this is not the way data is collected.  Mr. Belcher explained that the data elements are based on the requirements in PUC Subst. R. 25.174, Competitive Renewable Energy Zones.  

Lauren Damen of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) expressed concern over FPL Energy’s proposal for a seven day notification prior to an ERCOT on-site review, because that would allow entities to correct deficiencies before the site visit.  Mr. Bruce responded that time is needed to organize the visit, but he would be willing to agree to a 72-hour notification.  Mr. Bruce commented that all timelines should be spelled out in any Protocol related to compliance.  Mr. Wardle commented that the seven-day notification requirement eliminates the effectiveness of this section and few facilities have no personnel on site.  Mr. Wardle suggested 24-48 hour notification as a compromise.  Mr. Madden agreed, stating that having people on-site is the cost of doing business and necessary to maintain the integrity of the program.  Roy McCoy reported that the provision is, in part, the result of discussion regarding the aggregation and participation of solar panels.  Mr. Durrwachter suggested that a 48-hour notice requirement apply only to wind Resources and have no notice provision for all other renewable Resources.  

Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval of PRR749 as amended by Luminant, FPL Energy, and Austin Energy comments, and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.

PRR750 – Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing – URGENT

John Dumas responded to questions posed in comments.  In reference to comments by CPS Energy, Mr. Dumas responded that an Entity may request retest.  The first retest is free and the costs of subsequent tests are borne by the Resource.  In reference to the comments by Luminant, Mr. Dumas corrected the timelines for requesting a test.  Participants discussed the timing of the tests, the role of the High Sustainable Limit (HSL) and Low Sustainable Limit (LSL); the impact of the reasonability numbers on the tests and other measures in the Resource Plans; impacts of the tests on the Reserve Discount Factor (RDF); the method calculating the integrated megawatt (averaged over 30 minutes); testing methodology for Combined Cycle Resources; and management of emergencies and Alerts during testing.  Randy Jones explained that Calpine’s concerns relate primarily to the relationship between the HSL and the reasonability numbers in the test and how this may create stranded capacity.  David Detelich noted that Load will contribute a percentage of the cost of these testing obligations which will ultimately increase costs for Load.  PRS discussed comments or issues raised by Exelon, Luminant, City of Dallas, FPL Energy, LCRA, CPS Energy, Calpine, NRG Texas, and PUC Staff.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR750 as modified at PRS based on comments by and discussions with Luminant, LCRA, PRS, and ERCOT Staff.  Ms. Ashley seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the MOU Market Segment.

PRR752 – Update to Posting Requirements of Standard QSE-Specific Market Reports

PRS noted that TPTF submitted comments.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR752 as revised by TPTF.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.

9.  Review of NPRR Language

NPRR089 – Changing Posting Requirement of Certain Documents From MIS Secure to Public Area
PRS noted that TPTF submitted comments.
Ms. Ashley moved to recommended approval of NPRR089 as revised by TPTF.  Mr. Jackson seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR091 – Scarcity Pricing and Mitigated Offer Cap During the Period Commencing on the Nodal Market Implementation Date and Continuing for a Total of 45 Days

Ms. Mansour stated that a recommendation from PRS is critical to the timely development of an IA and that a delay in developing the IA may result in a delay in Nodal market implementation.  Ms. Mansour requested that, if PRS is not prepared to vote on a recommendation for this NPRR, it provide ERCOT Staff with some level of certainty that the language of NPRR091 will not change.  Participants questioned the assertion that the development of the IA is critical to the overall project since this would be a transitional mechanism.  Mr. Bruce commented that this is a process issue and once the adoption date is set, the process can be developed.  Ms. Ashley suggested approving the NPRR language without assigning the values needed to calculate the System Wide Offer Cap (SWCAP) and thus give PMO the certainty it needs to develop the IA.  PRS or TAC can insert these values at a later date.  Dan Jones opined that the SWCAP may be contrary to the PUC Substantive Rules and suggested that the adoption of these values may require Commission action under PUC Subst. R. 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region.  Danielle Jaussaud committed to reviewing the applicable rule provisions,  including the provisions related to removing the constraints during startup.  

Ms. Ashley moved to table NPRR091 until the next PRS meeting.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

NPRR092 – Remove Voltage Schedules Requirement

Referred to TPTF.

NPRR094 – Reference to CRR Credit Limit

PRS noted Credit Work Group (WG) comments that this NPRR does not have any credit implications.

Mr. Jackson moved to recommend approval of NPRR094 as submitted.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR095 – Clarify Recipients of MCFRIs

PRS noted that TPTF had reviewed NPRR095.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR095 as submitted.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR096 – Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment

PRS noted that TPTF had reviewed this NPRR.
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR096 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR097 – Changes to Section 8 to Incorporate Role of TRE, the IMM, and the Concept of Market Compliance

Ms. Jaussaud outlined the Commission’s concerns and expressed support for the comments submitted by the Texas Regional Entity (TRE).  Mr. Gresham commented that most of the disagreement focuses on the first section of the NPRR and suggested moving forward with the second section.  Mr. Greer disagreed, stating there are still too many issues – especially related to the metrics – that need addressing.  Mr. Greer noted that the TRE recommended referring the NPRR to the Reliability Operations Subcommittee (ROS).  Mr. Gresham suggested tabling the NPRR and creating a task force.  Ms. Jaussaud encouraged participation by TRE in the task force.  Mr. D. Jones recommended using language from PUC Subst. R. 25.365, Independent Market Monitor, in the Protocols.  Mr. Gresham requested that meetings be noticed to not only PRS, but also ROS and the TRE.
NPRR098 – Protocol Sections 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications and Related Revisions

PRS noted that this NPRR was reviewed by TPTF.  Ms. López reviewed the comments submitted by ERCOT Staff and explained that these comments were editorial in nature.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR098 as revised by ERCOT comments.   Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR099 – RMR Incentive Factor Payment

Ms. Walker explained that CenterPoint Energy opposes NPRR099 because some of the proposed provisions are contrary to the TPTF Charter.  Chris Brewster commented that the purpose of the NPRR is to correct an old voting tally and this proposal would have passed TPTF under NPRR024, Synchronization of PRR627 and 640, if the vote had been tallied correctly.  Participants responded that it is, however, not clear how NPRR024 would have evolved after the TPTF review.  Mr. Wardle requested deferral until February to allow more time to review NPRR099.  Mr. Barnes recommended that parties look at the Reliability Must Run (RMR) Settlement formulas during this time as well.  PRS agreed to defer further discussion until the next PRS meeting.
10.  Notice of Withdrawal
PRR549 – Regulation Control During Abnormal Frequency Events
PRR751 – Clarification to Definition of DUNS Number; Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms (see NPRR093)

NPRR093 – Clarification to Definition of DUNS Number; Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms (see PRR751)

Ms. Walker moved to endorse the Notices for Withdrawal for PRR549, PRR751, and NPRR093.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

11.  Other Business

None
Future PRS Meetings
· February 21, 2008

· March 20, 2008
APPROVED. PRS Meeting Minutes 011708
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