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NOTES OF THE

TEXAS REGIONAL ENTITY
LSERWG Meeting
Room 206B, MET Center, 7620 Metro Center Drive, Austin, TX 78744
April 30, 2009
Meeting Attendees
	Name
	Company
	Function
	In Person
	On the Phone

	John Brockhan
	CenterPoint
	DP, TO
	X
	

	Tim Soles
	Oxy
	QSE
	X
	

	DeAnn Walker
	CenterPoint Energy
	DP, TO
	X
	

	Jimmy Sikes
	City of Georgetown
	DP, TO
	X
	

	Matt Pawlowski
	NextEra
	QSE
	X
	

	Mike Sonnelitter
	NextEra
	QSE
	X
	

	Robert Kelly
	Brazos Electric Coop
	TO
	X
	

	Tompall Glaser
	LCRA
	QSE
	X
	

	Eddy Reece
	Rayburn
	DP
	X
	

	Laura Zotter
	ERCOT
	ISO
	X
	

	Brad Cox
	Tenaska Power Services
	QSE
	X
	

	Ron Krautz
	Austin Energy
	TO
	X
	

	David Carpenter
	Brazos Electric Coop
	TO
	X
	

	Jerry Ward
	Luminant
	QSE
	X
	

	Michael Quinn
	Oncor
	TO
	X
	

	Cesar Seymour
	Suez
	QSE
	X
	

	Dana Showalter
	ERCOT
	ISO
	X
	

	Matt Morais
	ERCOT
	ISO
	X
	

	Glenn Pressler
	LCRA
	
	
	X

	Gaston Mejia
	BP Energy
	
	
	X

	Ronnie Hoeinghaus
	Garland Power & Light
	
	
	X

	Thad Ness
	AEP
	
	
	X

	Brett Perlman
	EnerNOC
	
	
	X

	Paul Ackerman
	Constellation
	
	
	X

	Jeff Brown
	
	
	
	X

	Ken Jennings
	
	
	
	X

	Pat Escobedo
	
	
	
	X

	Tony Sheikhi
	Texas RE
	
	X
	

	Sarah Hensley
	Texas RE
	
	X
	

	Susan Vincent
	Texas RE
	
	X
	

	Derrick Davis
	Texas RE
	
	X
	

	Judith James
	Texas RE
	
	X
	


Tony Sheikhi called to the meeting to order at approximately 9:00 a.m.  The goal for the meeting was to review the documents posted to the meeting site:  NERC JRO Co-Registrant Application LSE, a sample NERC JRO Co-Registrant Type 2 Agreement and the NERC LSE Standards Applicability Matrix with Entity Consensus.  The Antitrust Admonition was reviewed.
The sample JRO Co-Registrant agreement was reviewed.  Texas RE is still looking for language that clarifies how an entity can join or exit the JRO as well as other terms of the agreement.    TOs have expressed concern over how the agreement will progress if ERCOT does not agree to sign.  Texas RE explained that the agreement has been set up as if ERCOT does not agree to participate in JRO, and if that is the case, then it would be Texas RE’s responsibility to register ERCOT.  
LAARs biggest concern was in notifying their QSE if they cannot deploy, will the LAAR be responsible.  Texas RE has clarified that the QSEs not being responsible for actual performance of LAAR wouldn’t be a gap in ERCOT function because there are protocols with penalties to cover this.  Texas RE will try to get NERC to agree to this.  

A question was raised as to which functions will be included in the JRO.  Texas RE answered that they are Transmission Owners, QSEs that represent LAAR or EILS and had a total peak load of 25 MW or more, and ERCOT.  None of the functions QSEs will be registered for is doing anything that limits ERCOT’s responsibility.  
The concern was raised that ERCOT may not sign the agreement and how gaps will be covered in that case.  Texas RE is still in discussions with ERCOT as to the specifics of their participation but did not want to delay the ability to get consensus from the market.  
Texas RE did not get detailed comments from ERCOT as to how they perform the requirements in different capacities, Texas RE will seek approval from NERC on showing how the requirements are met under ERCOT’s existing registrations.  If there are any functions that are not covered, Texas RE would need to register who is responsible as a separate full registration.  

Deeann Walker with CenterPoint asked if CenterPoint can agree to what functions it is responsible for but other TOs do not, how does that affect CenterPoint?   Texas RE said if not all applicable TOs agree to sign, it would be Texas REs responsibility to register other TOs separately from JRO.  The entire market doesn’t have to agree to have the agreement in place.

The question was raised about QSEs being registered and Texas RE answered that they are registered ERCOT-wide, not by region.  
Item 4a in the JRO Co-registrant agreement refers to when new standards come into effect and Texas RE clarified that if a new standard comes out, entities in the JRO will be responsible for complying with it unless they can agree to an allocation before the standard goes live. If a new standard comes out, all market participants are going to be asked to come back to the table to determine who has what actions to support the new requirements.  The general rule is that if there is a new standard and there’s a JRO agreement, and there isn’t an agreement on who does what in the JRO, then everyone is responsible.  

There was concern that this would make the entities within the JRO liable for another party’s failure to comply. Texas RE stated that the reason for JRO is so they won’t be and the agreement will also have an opt-out clause.  The opt-out language needs to be clear so entities don’t end up with responsibilities they don’t actually perform.  Part of Texas RE’s responsibility is to be watching for who really is responsible, so entities that opt out of the JRO aren’t necessarily off the hook for new requirements.  Due to the multi-year window in getting a standard approved, entities will be aware far in advance if there are any new standards coming with LSE applicability.
When this JRO document goes into effect, Texas RE has an ongoing maintenance task as standards change and agrees to continue to facilitate changes.  Texas RE Standards Development would watch for any new LSE going in.  

There should be an effort by market to comment on any standards and get LSE function removed.  Currently there are two changes proposed to LSE standards at the NERC level, one changes requirement #, one removes applicability.  Other regions are working to get the LSE applicability removed as well.
Texas RE will incorporate some of the standards-specific comments and the language that Liz Jones circulated to the working group into the agreement.  That version will be sent to the LSERWG distribution list for comments and proposed language from entities.  The current example is an agreement between two companies and it will need to be changed for this mass JRO.  This will be one document signed off by all participating entities.  
Texas RE stated that the intent of the JRO is each of party to have limited responsibility and not be concurrently registered.  The only exception is when a new standard has to come out, there has to be a way to deal with it.  Once the agreement has been accepted, only those responsibilities outlined in the agreement will be audited to for the applicable standards.  If there is a gap, it is Texas RE’s responsibility.

Doc Kelly with Brazos Electric Coop brought up the issue of some responsibilities that can only be done by end DPs.  Texas RE stated that the assumption is that TOs are responsible for DPs.  If that is not the case, we need to know and decide what to do with the DPs.  If TOs are saying they cannot perform some of the requirements because of a DP, we need to know that so we know what is missing.   

Paul Ackerman with Constellation stated that NERC and FERC have been clear as to the status of demand response aggregators and whether or not they should be brought into registration criteria.  His concern is that in addressing this issue the ERCOT market is getting in front of that effort and establishing a precedent where NERC is looking at what is the appropriate threshold for requiring demand response aggregators to be subject to NERC requirements and that entities signing this JRO would be volunteering to be registered where it’s not actually required.   

Doc Kelly raised the question of whether this JRO will accelerate the implementation date for some standards (ex. CIP standards) if they are registered as an LSE.  Texas RE stated that the CIP implementation plan has a date for new registered entities.  TOs are already in process under the CIP standards.  TOs are currently not responsible under CIP-001 and it does not have an implementation plan.  For newly registered entities, there will be an effective date included in the JRO to ensure enough lead time for the entities to be ready.

Discussion came up about once the matrix is done and the JRO is in place.  When an entity participating in the JRO is being audited by Texas RE and NERC for a standard covered in the JRO, it is the intention the contract, detailing entity obligation, covers compliance.  In this situation is where entities could respond with “NA-JRO” for the requirements that they are not responsible for and the audit team will have the document to support that.  

If Texas RE accepts the JRO, we are reflecting to NERC there are no gaps.  If there is a gap in JRO, TRE will deal with that separately.  Entity responsibilities are locked for existing standards at the time of JRO.  

Texas RE Internal compliance staff think the performance of LAAR and EILS is critical to performance of reliability.  Compliance will be requiring QSEs to be compliant on communication obligations, but the performance requirements within ERCOT market are being considered.  We are seeking to see if the regional rule is enough for NERC.  It could be carved out of the JRO if NERC agrees.  
Tony presented the standards applicability list that will be sent to NERC.  It will be modified to show LSE, will look like spreadsheet that’s been worked on, and comments can be included if entities desire it.  

Texas RE clarified that comments should be submitted as actual agreement language.  

The applicability matrix will be the document that is attached to agreement that sets out who does what.  Stakeholder comments and Compliance Evidence comments will be removed.  The language we see the agreement having are the “JRO consensus comments” in the spreadsheet and entities should focus on changes to that language.   JRO consensus comments should lay out how requirements are met as that is what entities will be audited on.  Demonstration of compliance is still flexible.  The language specifies what part of the requirement each entity is responsible for.  

Doc suggested breaking out Wholesale and Retail DPs as applicable entities.  Susan asked for a couple of examples of how that would work.  

The next step is for Texas RE to send the most recent version of the applicability matrix and the draft agreement to the working group for entity comments.  Entities should disregard some comments where we say the requirements are NA because they are the two IROs in process and they have not been FERC approved yet.  Regarding the language on the backend, Texas RE will talk to ERCOT about detailed issues.   Texas RE will combine submitted language, still need opt-out language and will include some categories of things that should be included.  
The timetable for the whole document is that we are hoping to have something done by June.   We talk to NERC a lot so they are aware of the complexity.  The draft of the contractual language and the matrix will be sent to the group in approximately a week.  Entities will have two weeks after receiving the documents before the next meeting to send in comments and proposed language.  
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