ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

3/20/08 Minutes


Attendance:

	PRS Members
	Name
	Representing

	David 
	Detelich
	CPS Energy

	Henry
	Durrwachter
	Luminant

	Clayton
	Greer
	J. Aron

	Kevin 
	Gresham (Chair)
	Reliant Energy

	Christine
	Hauk
	GP&L

	Billy
	Helpert
	BEPC

	Sandy
	Morris
	LCRA

	Adrian
	Pieniazek
	NRG Texas

	DeAnn
	Walker
	CenterPoint Energy

	Scott
	Wardle
	Oxy

	
	
	

	Participants
	 
	 

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT 

	Krsiti
	Ashley
	ERCOT

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Adrienne
	Brandt
	Austin Energy

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL Energy

	Seth
	Cochran
	Sempra Trading

	Jennifer
	Frederick
	Direct Energy

	Ino 
	Gonzalez
	ERCOT

	Danielle
	Hammons
	CenterPoint Energy

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Liz
	Jones
	Oncor

	Jonothan
	Levine
	ERCOT

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Annette
	Mass
	Gexa Energy

	Raj
	Rajagopal
	ERCOT

	Caryn
	Rexrode
	CES

	Richard
	Ross
	AEP

	Kathy
	Scott
	CenterPoint Energy

	Chad
	Seely
	ERCOT

	Walter
	Shumate
	Shumate & Associates

	David
	Smith
	PUC

	Lee
	Starr
	Bryan Utilities

	Don
	Tucker
	ERCOT

	Thane
	Twiggs
	Direct Energy

	Brandon
	Whittle
	DB Energy

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT


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.  Mr. Gresham suggested adding taskforces to the list of groups covered by the Admonition.  Mr. Gresham also announced that ERCOT Legal provided anti-trust training at the March 2008 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting and will conduct similar training for the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) this morning.

2.  Approval of February 21, 2008 Minutes

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the draft February 21, 2008 meeting minutes as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
3.  Urgency Votes

Mr. Gresham reported that the e-mail votes to grant Urgent status for Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 756, Distributed Renewable Generation, and PRR758, Clarification of Language Related to Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters, both failed.
Lee Starr requested reconsideration of Urgent status for PRR756 on behalf of the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS).  Mr. Starr explained that, by statute, the load profiles proposed in PRR756 must be in place by January 1, 2009.

Mr. Starr moved to reconsider the request for Urgent status for PRR756.  DeAnn Walker seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the Municipally Owned Utility (MOU) Market Segment and one opposing vote from the Consumer Market Segment.

Henry Durrwachter requested reconsideration of Urgent status for PRR758.  Mr. Durrwachter explained that this language revision is needed to allow for timely cost recovery of plant construction.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to reconsider the request for Urgent status for PRR758.  Adrian Pienazek seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the MOU Market Segment and one opposing vote from the Consumer Market Segment).

4.  TAC and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports

Mr. Gresham reported that the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) forwarded the following revision requests for ERCOT Board approval:

· PRR743, TCR Transition to CRR;

· PRR747, IDR Requirement Change;

· PRR752, Update to Posting Requirements of Standard QSE-Specific Market Reports;
· NPRR081 (Automatic Voltage Regulator (AVR) Status)
· NPRR089, Changing Posting Requirement of Certain Documents From MIS Secure to Public Area;
· NPRR094, Reference to CRR Credit Limit;
· NPRR095, Clarify Recipients of MCFRIs;
· NPRR096, Revisions to the RMR Startup Energy Payment; and
· NPRR098, Protocol Sections 4 and 6 Formula Clarifications and Related Revisions. 

The ERCOT Board approved PRR740 (Creating Amendment to Standard Form Market Participant Agreement), NPRR081, NPRR089, NPRR094, NPRR095, NPRR096, and NPRR098, as recommended by TAC.  
NPRR Management

Mr. Gresham reviewed the proposal for documenting delays in the implementation provisions in the Nodal Protocols, i.e., “gray-boxing.”  Mr. Gresham explained that, under this proposal, “gray-boxing” means that the project has been approved and is in the queue for implementation.  Mr. Gresham noted that this is a continuation of the policy of not taking PRRs to the ERCOT Board for consideration until they are at a priority level and ranking that makes funding available for implementation.  Consideration of PRRs that fall below the required priority and ranking are deferred under Protocols Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision.  Mr. Gresham explained that ERCOT Staff will conduct an impact analysis for the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF), much like the Impact Analysis (IA) for PRS, and TPTF will make recommendations to PRS as to whether an NPRR should be gray-boxed or held back.  Mr. Gresham informed PRS that the matter will be taken up again by the TAC in two weeks.  Clayton Greer questioned how a shifting Project Priority List (PPL) will affect the status of projects and how these changes would be reflected in the gray-boxes.

PRS Protocol RSC Reconciliation Task Force
Mr. Gresham proposed the creation of the PRS Protocol RSC Reconciliation Task Force (PPRR TF).  The scope of this task force is based on the language developed by the PRR745 Task Force (PRR745TF).  DeAnn Walker will head the new task force.  The PPRR TF will focus on differentiating the ERCOT standards from North American Reliability Corporation (NERC) Regional standards to minimize overlap and/or duplication of these standards.  Participants discussed that it is not clear at this time how the differentiation will be handled (i.e., separate document or inclusion in the ERCOT Protocols).  Participants also discussed potential jurisdictional issues and whether market operations and reliability are divisible in certain instances.

5.  Anti-Trust Training

Chad Seely conducted the Anti-Trust training.
6. Review of Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses

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. 

NPRR102, Implementation of PUC Subst. R. 25.505(f), Publication of Resource and Load Information.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR091 and NPRR102 pending the IA scheduled after April 22, 2008.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
NPRR092, Remove Voltage Schedules Requirement

NPRR099, RMR Incentive Factor Payment

NPRR100, PCRR Release Mechanism

NPRR101, Modify Time Requirements for Entry of Equipment in the Outage Scheduler

Scott Wardle moved to endorse the Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses (IAs) for NPRR092, NPRR099, NPRR100, and NPRR101 and forward these documents for TAC consideration.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
NPRR103, Settlement of Power Imported via DC Ties and Block Load Transfer Under a Declared Emergency Condition

Ino Gonzalez explained the substance of ERCOT Staff comments.
Richard Ross moved to recommend approval of NPRR103 as revised by ERCOT Staff comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Ross then moved to endorse the Impact Analysis and Recommendation Report and forward NPRR103 for TAC consideration.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

7.  Review of PRR Language
PRR720, Texas Regional Entity Fee Methodology Revision

ERCOT Legal explained the proposed process for collecting the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) fee for the ERCOT Region and the creation of a fee collection guide outside the ERCOT Protocols.  Participants discussed the collection mechanism for the ERO fee, the amount of the fee and the concomitant reduction of the ERCOT Administrative Fee.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR720 as revised by ERCOT Staff comments.  Tom Jackson seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

PRR753, PRR Appeals Process

Mr. Greer inquired whether the proposed sections will apply to appeals of non-PRR-related actions by subcommittees, TAC and the ERCOT Board.  PRS discussed where an appeal process for non-PRR-related appeals should properly reside and noted that this is the subject of on-going discussion by the ERCOT Board.  Participants also discussed which materials developed during an appeal will made available to the Public Utility Commission (PUC) and whether ERCOT should be obligated to submit those records to the PUC.  ERCOT Legal responded that there are already procedures in place for discovery and developing a record at the PUC, such as PUC Procedural Rules and the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and that any party has the right to avail themselves of those procedures.  Mr. Bruce agreed, noting that the decision to submit documentation should be up to the appellant.  Bob Helton questioned why ERCOT would be hesitant to submit existing documentation outside the Request for Information (RFI) process. 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR753 as revised by PRS.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the Independent Generator (IG) Market Segment.

PRR754, Resource Settlement Due to Forced Transmission Outage
Mr. Bruce reviewed ERCOT Staff comments.  Scott Wardle commented that, in the event an outage occurs through a substation and the Transmission Facility is owned by a generator, this PRR may present a number of gaming possibilities.  Mr. Wardle also expressed dismay regarding the amount of money that would be paid for Out-of-Merit Energy (OOME) and stated that he had serious concerns over this PRR in general.  Mr. Bruce responded that he would be willing to put time constraints in the PRR to address major events and fix the definition to address issues with a Generator owning Transmission Facilities.  Mr. Bruce explained that the PRR was designed to address the situation where the transmission event creates Congestion, results in an OOME instruction, and impacts generation.  Mr. Wardle stated that this proposal constitutes a subsidy not available to Load.  Christie Hauk suggested referring this PRR to the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS).

Mr. Bruce moved to recommend approval off PRR754 as revised by ERCOT Staff comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  This motion was withdrawn following the discussion.  

Mr. Bruce moved to send PRR754 to WMS to address the policy issue of whether this PRR is consistent with the intent of the ERCOT Protocols, to properly define the affected facilities, to delineate the appropriate timeframe for the Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI), and to report back at the next PRS meeting.  The motion passed with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

PRR756, Distributed Renewable Generation
Mr. Gresham proposed revisions to conform the language with issues related to the 50 kV cap and the definition for Distributed Renewable Generation (DRG).  Ms. Walker reported that PUC Staff had proposed a strawman, including a definition for DRG.  David Smith responded that the strawman reflects the definition used in the Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA).  Mr. Starr explained that this PRR is the product of the Profile Working Group (PWG) and was developed to meet statutory timelines.  This PRR presents profiling solutions to the statutory DRG requirements.  Mr. Wardle stated there is an issue with how credit for generation will be applied; specifically, application of credit from off- to on-peak hours will create Unaccounted for Energy (UFE).  Mr. Starr disputed this statement because there will be different profiles for wind and solar, and the amounts will be small.  Liz Jones added that anything greater than 50 kW must be metered with an Interval Data Recorder (IDR).  Participants opined that this PRR represents the best compromise to address small installations as required by statute, but recognized that there may be an issue of size of individual installations and size of population of such installations.  Mr. Wardle suggested that the aggregate amount subject to profiling be capped.  Ms. Jones suggested a cap of 10 MW, which is similar to the cap for modeled generation under the Nodal market design.  Participants directed ERCOT Staff to monitor when this 10 MW threshold has been reached and directed the PWG to evaluate whether profiling is still an appropriate methodology and provide an annual or bi-annual analysis of the impact of small DRG.  PWG is to provide this report to the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS).  Mr. Wardle agreed to this proposal.  

Mr. Gresham moved to recommend approval of PRR756 as revised by Reliant comments.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

PRR758, Clarification of Language Related to Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters
Mr. Durrwachter reviewed the comments submitted by Luminant.  Mr. Durrwachter reported that it is ERCOT Staff’s interpretation that in cases of multiple unit sites, if one unit goes down, the output cannot be netted against the other unit.  Luminant disagrees that this applies during the construction of a Generation unit because the association is with the site, not with the specificunit.  ERCOT Legal clarified that the issue is whether temporary Loads (such as construction Load to build a new unit can be considered “associated Load” under the ERCOT Protocols and that ERCOT Staff welcomes a PRR to clarify this issue.  Mr. Wardle questioned whether this PRR will affect Private Use Networks (PUNs) and that, if so, this PRR may adversely affect many Market Participants.  Randy Jones asked whether there is a distinction between construction Load and maintenance Load.  Participants responded that maintenance Load would need to be metered separately as well.  Participants expressed support for this PRR because it facilitates new generation being added to the ERCOT System.  
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR758 as revised by Luminant comments and PRS.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment).

8.  Review of NPRR Language

NPRR104, Correction and Clarification for Real Time Settlements and Ancillary Service Net Obligations
NPRR105, Section 23, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols
NPRR106, Section 24, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols
NPRR107, Nodal Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS)
NPRR109, Section 18, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols
NPRR110, Section 20, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols
NPRR111, Timelines for Response by ERCOT to TSP Requests
NPRR113, Load Resource Type Indicator for Ancillary Service (AS) Trades and Self-Arranged AS
Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR104, NPRR105, NPRR106, NPRR107, NPRR109, NPRR110, NPRR111, and NPRR113 to the TPTF.  Mr. Wardle 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
Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR097 and have ERCOT Staff compile a consolidated version that includes the NPRR097 Task Force comments dated February 18, 2008 and the TPTF comments dated March 7, 2008.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR108, Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Clarification

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR108 as submitted.  Ms. Hauk seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

NPRR112, Emergency Base Point Price Deviation

PRS noted the abstentions by the Consumer and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments during the TPTF vote.  Mr. Barnes reviewed the substance of NPRR112 and explained that it corrects the gap when an Offer falls outside the emergency base point curve.  Mr. Wardle questioned why an Entity would not submit an Energy Offer Curve up to the cap or High Dispatch Limit (HDL).  Mr. Barnes responded this NPRR represents the methodology chosen by the TPTF and is consistent with how the Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) mitigates.  Participants also discussed that ERCOT has the ability to dispatch above what is offered.  Ino Gonzalez reiterated that these issues were fully vetted at TPTF.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR112 as submitted.  Ms. Hauk seconded the motion.  The motion passed with three abstentions from the Consumer and the IPM (2) Market Segments.

9.  Requests for Withdrawal
PRR755, Demand Response Program

Mr. Gresham reported that PRR755 has been withdrawn prior to PRS consideration.

10.  Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date
Troy Anderson gave the 2009 Project PPL update.  The update included information regarding:

· The project prioritization schedule;

· The project approval status by program area;

· The project budgets and counts by program area;

· The project budget history by program; and

· Project prioritization notes and comments.

Mr. Anderson explained that the proposed list has been taken to each subcommittee for consideration.  Mr. Bruce clarified that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) did not approve the list; rather it endorsed the list while expressing concerns over proposed funding levels.

Mr. Gresham noted that the list and associated proposed budget does not include an increase in funding to cover contingencies for post-nodal go-live.  Mr. Anderson explained that such contingencies should be covered by rebalancing between the Continuous Analysis and Review Teams (CARTs).  

Mr. Bruce moved to endorse the concept and approach of the initiatives to develop the 2009 Project Priority List, while expressing concerns that, at this point in time, there are a lot of unknowns, particularly as they relate to the proposed funding levels.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the IOU Market Segment.  The Consumer Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

11.  Other Business

None
Future PRS Meetings
· April 18, 2008
· May 22, 2008
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