APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, January 22, 2009 – 9:30am – 11:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	TXU
	

	Greer, Clayton
	J Aron and Company
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG 
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Barry, Victor
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Bruce, Mark
	MJB Energy Consulting
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Jackson, Pat
	Cities
	

	Salinas, Michael
	DTE
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Shaw, Billy
	IPA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittle, Brandon
	DB Energy
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mansour, Elizabeth
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja 
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Tucker, Carrie
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
PRS Chair Kevin Gresham called the meeting to order at 9:42 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Gresham directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  
Approval of Election Process

Brittney Albracht reported that the method of selecting PRS leadership must be determined annually, and reviewed the following proposed process: 

Election Process:

· Open floor for nominations for chair. 

· Close nominations for chair. 

· Vote on nominations for chair. 

· Voting: 

· Use ballots if more than one candidate, or if requested by PRS member.

· One vote per Entity. 

· Simple majority of votes wins (51%).

· If no simple majority is reached, take top two candidates and conduct another vote.  Continue until simple majority reached or acclamation of PRS.

· Open floor for nominations for vice chair. 

· Close nominations for vice chair. 

· Vote on nominations for vice chair (see voting above).

Randy Jones moved to approve the proposed PRS Leadership election process.  Scott Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Election of PRS Leadership 

Ms. Albracht opened the floor for nominations.

Mr. R. Jones nominated Mr. Gresham for 2009 PRS Chair, and Steve Madden for 2009 PRS Vice Chair.  Mr. Gresham and Mr. Madden accepted the nominations.
Mr. R. Jones moved that the nominations be closed and that Mr. Gresham and Mr. Madden be named 2009 PRS Chair and Vice Chair by acclamation.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

November 20, 2008

December 18, 2008

Market Participants requested the addition of DeAnn Walker to the attendee list for the December 18, 2008 PRS meeting.  

Ms. Walker moved to approve the November 20, 2008 PRS meeting minutes as posted, and the December 18, 2008 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)
PRR795, 90-Day Transmission Outage Scheduling Timeline – URGENT

PRR798, Update Trading Hub Conversion – URGENT

PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS – URGENT

Mr. Madden reported that PRR795, PRR798 and PRR799 had been granted Urgent status.

PRR793, WGR QSE Scheduling Metric – URGENT

Market Participants discussed whether disclosure of offset quantities for each zone should be addressed by a separate PRR; that the intent of PRR793 is to standardize Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR)-only Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) practices regarding energy schedules and Resource Plans; that Resource Plans and energy schedules should match so that ERCOT Operators know what to enter in the offset; and that it is hoped that consistency will lead to more improved offsets.  Victor Barry added that the offset is critical to the maintenance of stability.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR793 as amended by Reliant Energy comments.  Jennifer Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR794, Meteorological Data Required from QSEs Representing Wind-powered Generation Resources
Ms. Troutman moved to reconsider Urgency for PRR794.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

David Detelich moved to grant Urgent status for PRR794.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Participants discussed concerns regarding the use of the word “or” in ERCOT Protocols, particularly with regards to the assignment of responsibilities; that responsibility for providing data should be at the Resource level, and that contracts should specify the data required; and that WGRs should be required to provide data to ERCOT through a selected QSE, due to contractual issues and to minimize costs.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR794 as amended by Wind Coalition comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub

Mr. Gresham reported that TAC remanded NPRR169 to PRS to review the Impact Analysis.

Mr. Gresham reported that Mark Bruce and Shannon McClendon had been elected 2009 TAC Chair and Vice Chair, and that the Board expressed interest in procedures for addressing Urgent PRRs and NPRRs, and mechanisms for implementing items in the Nodal “parking lot” after the Nodal Market is implemented.  
Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
NPRRs with “Nodal Post Go-Live” Essentiality - Parking Lot Discussion 

Mr. Gresham noted that when the “parking lot” process was developed in 2007, it was discussed at that time that PRS would need to work with the Project Management Office (PMO) to develop a mechanism to extract items from the parking lot, being mindful of releases and their impacts, and requested that Market Participants return to the February 2009 PRS meeting prepared to discuss the issues.  Mr. Gresham also noted that PRS will need to address the disposition of “orphaned documents” to be posted to the Market Information System (MIS)..

PMO Update to PRS

Troy Anderson provided the PMO update, and reported as a follow-up that the outsourcing of data storage does not appear to be cost-effective for ERCOT, and that a revised 2009 PPL has been posted with five additional projects that are unexpected carry-overs, represented a nominal amount of funding. 
Non-Implemented Approved Zonal PRRs 

Troy Anderson presented the estimated impacts of new PRRs and NPRRs and System Change Requests (SCRs) that have been approved but not implemented, and noted that in most cases, less expensive and faster alternatives are being considered, and reviewed delivery options, assumptions and additional considerations.  Mr. Anderson noted challenges to additional resource procurement, as the work is highly specialized and requires specific knowledge; that approaches that limit system changes are preferable; and that Market Participant input regarding priorities is critical.

Market Participants discussed that some of the issues are TAC decisions; that approval by the Board directs implementation, and to allow approved items to die for lack of funding raises process issues; and that Market Participants are unaccustomed to providing rank and priority to projects absent a capability line.  Mr. Gresham requested that Mr. Anderson provide another update at the February 2009 PRS meeting.
Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR784, Delete Use of Boundary Generation Resources to Resolve CRE Congestion

PRR785, Timing for Required Black Start Unit Load Carrying Test 

PRR786, Modifications to EILS Settlement

NPRR135, Deletion of UFE Analysis Zone Language 


NPRR161, Clarification of Establishing Decision-Making Authority of Managed Capacity

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analyses for PRR784, PRR785, PRR786, NPRR135, and NPRR161 to TAC.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals
Mr. Anderson stated that NPRR146 was discussed by ERCOT staff and that they believe it is not essential for Go-live.  He requested that ERCOT be allowed additional time to review NPRR146.  
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR146.  Sandy Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR149, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA)

NPRR164, Resubmitting Ancillary Service Offers in SASM

NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub

Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR149, NPRR164, and NPRR169.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR787, Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR787 as amended by Luminant comments.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that there is current language in ERCOT Protocols to exempt Entities from unit contingencies; that PRR787 weakens a performance measure, and conversely, that PRR787 is a clarification of the performance measure, and that a violation does not occur until the third of six rolling months.  Mr. Pieniazek withdrew his motion.  
Mr. Madden moved to remand PRR787 to ROS.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR789, Removal of Grey Box Language Related to Lagged Dynamics Load Profiling Due to Unfunded Projects

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR789 as submitted.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR790, Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR790 as submitted.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR793, WGR QSE Scheduling Metric – URGENT

This item was taken up with the Urgency Votes agenda item.
PRR795, 90-Day Transmission Outage Scheduling Timeline – URGENT

Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for PRR795 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR798, Update Trading Hub Conversion – URGENT

Mr. Greer suggested that that ERCOT might want to develop a table for multipliers that resides outside of the ERCOT Protocols.  
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR798 as submitted and endorse and forward PRR798 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that a PRR should be developed to address Mr. Greer’s suggestion for a multiplier table.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS – URGENT

Chad Seely reviewed ERCOT comments to PRR799.  Market Participants discussed that the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) would work with key Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) and ERCOT leadership in reviewing Revision Requests; that the opinion as to the necessity for nodal implementation will be developed by ERCOT Staff; that Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Chairman Barry Smitherman was initially listed as author of PRR799, and that Urgent status was granted based on the author’s view of the issue, but that the Board is also keenly interested in PRR799; and that PRR799 will sunset with the implementation of the Nodal Protocols.

Mr. Bailey expressed concern that the TPTF vetting process is destroyed with PRR799.  Market Participants further discussed that SCRs with nodal impacts will also be subject to the PRR799 processes; that scope creep should also not come out of ERCOT recommendations; and that the PUCT and the Board desire more controls on the process to ensure timely delivery of the nodal project.
Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR799 as amended by ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Market Participants expressed concerns regarding the precedent of amending Revision Request authorship after Urgency has been granted.  The motion carried unanimously.
Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR156 as amended by the 12/11/08 PSEG comments.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments.  
Marguerite Wagner pointed out that NPRR156 was assigned an essentiality status of “Nodal approved post go-live”; that NPRR156 was essentially a synchronization NPRR with the zonal Protocols and that the proposed functionality would be live in the zonal Protocols on 2/1/09.  Ms. Wagner expressed concerns that since NPRR156 was “Nodal approved post go-live” the functionality would have to be suspended upon Nodal go-live and then again implemented post go-live.  
NPRR167, Options for Filing Verifiable Costs – QSEs or Resources 

Ino Gonzales presented ERCOT comments to NPRR167; Eric Goff spoke to Reliant comments.  Mr. Goff opined that many concerns with NPRR167 may be addressed via Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs).
Mr. Goff moved to reject NPRR167.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that absent NPRR167, there is no mechanism to submit verifiable costs to ERCOT; that some Generators expressed great concern regarding sharing information through QSEs; that the Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG) expended considerable effort to develop the language of NPRR167; and that approval of NPRR167 might necessitate addressing how Settlements and disputes are handled.  Mr. Gonzalez explained that the reason for the lack of detail and rules in the Nodal Protocols is because these are located in the Verifiable Costs Manual which ERCOT and Market Participants have been developing.  Mr. Detelich withdrew his second.  The motion to reject NPRR167 died for lack of a second.
Mr. Goff moved to remand NPRR167 to WMS.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that a QSE should not be penalized for a Resource’s responsibility; that the VCWG should speak to which technical aspects of the functions cannot be addressed by NDAs; and that compromise language might be developed to allow ERCOT to select the Entity.  The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Withdrawal

Mr. Gresham noted the withdrawal of SCR752, Nodal: Allow QSEs to Enter Outages for All Assets
Adjournment

Mr. Gresham thanked Market Participants for their continued support, and for their continued efforts, and adjourned the meeting at 1:48 p.m.

APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, February 19, 2009 – 9:30am – 11:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	TXU
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG 
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Brandon, Orlando
	FPL Energy
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	Collins, Bob
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	DeLeRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEPSC
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Hancock, Tom
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Jackson, Pat
	Cities
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEPSC
	

	Salinas, Michael
	DTE
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Shaw, Billy
	IPA
	

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate and Associates
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Kate Horne
	
	Via Teleconference

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Martinez, Adam
	
	Via Teleconference

	Mingo, Sonja 
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	


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

PRS Chair Kevin Gresham called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Gresham directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

January 22, 2009

Market Participants requested suggested typographical corrections.

Steve Madden moved to approve the January 22, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

PRR801, Manual TCR Adjustments
Mr. Gresham reported that PRR801 failed to garner Urgent status via an e-mail vote.  

Isabel Flores noted that PRR801 was filed to codify a practice instituted in mid-2008 and utilized through January 2009.  Ms. Flores commented that Protocols Section 7.5.3 states that ERCOT is to seek revenue neutrality but that a Market Participant had questioned whether the practice was clearly allowable under current Protocols; ERCOT Legal was consulted when the practice was first implemented and no issues were identified; and that PRR801 is filed for the sake of clarity and consistency.  Ms. Flores added that the January 2009 Transmission Credit Revenue (TCR) auction was oversold even with the adjustment and that the February 2009 auction was also oversold when no adjustment was made.  

Richard Ross asked why a process deemed appropriate and necessary was halted; and opined that ERCOT’s approach has been inconsistent and arbitrary.  Ms. Flores stated that the practice was suspended  until the Protocols were clarified.  Mr. Gresham also expressed concern that a practice deemed prudent by ERCOT was halted, but noted that PRR801 was not before PRS for consideration.  Market Participants agreed that the item deserved further discussion.

Ms. Flores noted that a procedure is being developed for review at the next Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) meeting.  Mr. Gresham added that Market Participants would have additional opportunity to comment on PRR801.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

NPRR135, Deletion of UFE Analysis Zone

NPRR161, Clarification of Establishing Decision-Making Authority of Managed Capacity

Mr. Gresham reported that NPRR135 and NPRR161 were tabled at the February 2009 TAC meeting pending assignment of essentiality status by the Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF).  
Mr. Gresham also reported the continued tabling of PR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment, and PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism, which were appealed at the February 17, 2009 Board meeting and subsequently remanded back to TAC.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS, Implementation

Troy Anderson reviewed implementation of recently-approved PRR799, and noted that an internal ERCOT mechanism is in place to collect information from Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) for the benefit of the ERCOT Chief Executive Officer’s (ERCOT CEO’s) determination.  Mr. Anderson also noted that with the implementation of PRR799, NPRRs not deemed critical for nodal implementation will still be transparent and will still be posted to the Market Information System (MIS); and that ERCOT Market Rules will notify the submitter should a NPRR not be deemed essential for nodal implementation.

2009 Project Funding Update

Mr. Anderson presented a project spending update, and reported that the following projects went live in January 2009:

· Retail Operations (RO) PR-70007_01, MarkeTrak Enhancements (SCR749)

· Corporate Operations (CO), PR-80003_01, Employee Performance Management

· CO PR-80038_01, ACL Audit Exchange

· CO PR-80036_01, ERCOT / TRE Accounting Structure

Nodal Parking Deck/PRR799 Discussion 

Mr. Gresham raised the concept of the Nodal Parking Deck and stated that under the “Managing Protocol Content” document, ERCOT is required to file an NPRR to gray-box an element that will not be accomplishable at nodal implementation, and to report to the market a timeline and cost for the eventual functionality.  Mr. Gresham noted that items may also enter the parking deck via Market Participant submissions; and that a parking deck is multi-dimensional and suggests a series of releases that begin with nodal implementation.  In addition to potential parking deck processes, Mr. Gresham encouraged Market Participants to consider the implications of gray-boxed language in post-nodal implementation releases, and whether gray-boxing policy should be refined in the future to address revisions as approved and awaiting funding and scheduling into a future release, and an expected implementation date.

Market Participants discussed that a method should be established to guarantee funding and implementation of gray-boxed language; that the current Protocols still have language that has been gray-boxed from the opening of the market; that gray-boxed language should carry a current priority assignment on its form; and that all subcommittees should work together to determine which gray-boxed items should be packaged together and scheduled into releases.

Market Participants further discussed that priorities constantly change, particularly in light of evolving reliability concerns and nodal market stabilization periods, that time and effort should not be spent prioritizing an incomplete list, and that the process should be as simple as possible; that the project list should be much more aggressively addressed, and that a process should exist for the revisiting and possible removal of long-standing items; and that Market Participants need to have a realistic expectation that gray-boxed language will become blackline language so that system and equipment needs may be adequately planned.  Market Participants cautioned that releases may not happen as scheduled, depending on shifting priorities; that the Project Management Office (PMO) should be given the flexibility to find synergies to efficiently manage resources; and that consideration should be given to allowing time for nodal stabilization before gray-box and parking deck processes are addressed.

Market Participants also discussed whether language should be developed to allow certain Protocols to be come effective upon approval, though not implemented in the system, to allow disputes to be filed by the injured party; that such a provision would pose financial risks; and that a process cannot be disputed if it is not in place.  Mr. Gresham noted that the suggestion would require changes to Protocol Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision.  Kristi Hobbs added that some NPRRs have been designated Nodal-approved Post Go-Live and will be gray-boxed if approved by the ERCOT Board unless otherwise directed.

Other Binding Documents

Adam Martinez noted that a list of other binding documents was developed in 2008 with the help of ERCOT Legal, management and directors as part of the release planning process for the MIS application, and requested PRS guidance as to what additional information might be required.  Ms. Hobbs added that ERCOT drew definitions from Nodal Protocol Section 1, Overview, in developing the list.

Market Participants discussed that a hyperlink to documents would be helpful; that transition documents should be added to the list; and a contact name for each document should be provided.  Market Participants expressed concern that some documents are deemed by ERCOT to be binding but are not readily available; that Market Participants should vote on what documents are to be binding; and that a description of who is bound by a document, and where the binding element is located, should be included on the list.  

Kate Horne stated that ERCOT would publish on the MIS the most current list of Other Binding Documents with hyperlinks and provide this information for the March 19th PRS meeting.  

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR789, Removal of Grey Box Language Related to Lagged Dynamics Load Profiling Due to Unfunded Projects
PRR790, Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request
Adrian Pieniazek moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analyses for PRR789 and PRR790 to TAC.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals

Mr. Anderson noted that NPRR146 had been closely reviewed for several months; that Market Participant input was included in the analysis; and that with the Board approval of PRR799, ERCOT’s position is that NPRR146 is not essential for nodal implementation and should be placed in a future release.  

Mr. Ross noted that NPRR146 is the first candidate for appeal under PRR799; that PRR799 effectively forces interested parties to file an appeal to receive a full Impact Analysis; that opposing ERCOT’s position is dependent on an item’s treatment in the parking deck, which is not currently defined..

Mr. Ross moved to forward the PRS Recommendation Report to TAC and report to TAC that NPRR146 has been approved for post-nodal implementation as stated in the 02/18/09 ERCOT comments and therefore would be slated to be in a future release.  DeAnn Walker seconded the motion.  Mr. Ross noted that PRS is not rendering an opinion on the ERCOT comments.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR149, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA)

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies
Mr. Anderson requested that NPRR149 and NPRR156 remain tabled for one month to employ the ERCOT CEO determination process.  Ms. Walker expressed concern that NPRRs requested by ERCOT will be treated differently than NPRRs requested by Market Participants, and that the same standards should be applied to all requests.  Mr. Anderson assured Market Participants that the intent it to apply the same standards to all requests, and regretted any confusion.  There were no objections to continuing the tabling of NPRR149 and NPRR156.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)

PRR787, Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standard

Market Participants discussed that additional review of PRR787 is needed to consolidate and refine language to clarify the metric.

Randa Stephenson moved to table PRR787 until the March 19, 2009 PRS meeting.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR796, Resource Plan Performance Metric
Market Participants discussed the need for a post-event grace period for metrics applied to Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs).

Clayton Greer moved to refer PRR796 to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS).  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR797, Removal of Reference to ERCOT Business Process
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR797 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
PRR800, QSE Day Ahead Metric
Bob Collins requested that PRR800 be tabled to allow time for the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) to review and provide comments. 

Mr. Madden moved to table PRR800 until the March 19, 2009 PRS meeting.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that items that rise to the level of metrics need to be significant and meaningful; whether PRR800 provided a reliability benefit; and that perhaps a group should be formed to review metrics in total, rather than piecemeal.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Charges 
Ann Boren noted that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) had referred NPRR147 to the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG).  Mr. Gresham added that NPRR147 remains tabled at WMS.

NPRR167, Options for Filing Verifiable Costs – QSEs or Resources 
Ino Gonzalez noted that the Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG) is reviewing NPRR167.  Ms. Boren added that NPRR167 remains tabled at WMS.
Notice of Withdrawal

There were no notices of withdrawal.
Other Business

2009 PRS Goals
Mr. Gresham noted that a TAC leadership retreat is scheduled for March 6, 2009, and that 2009 goals would likely be discussed.  Mr. Gresham added that the 2008 PRS goal to improve handling of post-nodal implementation NPRRs would return to the 2009 goals list, and that additional discussion regarding aligning Nodal Protocols with North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards is needed.

ERCOT Websites Content Management Corporate Standard
Ms. Boren directed attention to ERCOT’s corporate standard establishing the parameters for posting content to ERCOT websites, and noted that the standard would become effective April 1, 2009.  Ms. Boren encouraged Market Participants to contact their Client Representative with any questions.

Adjournment

Mr. Gresham adjourned the meeting at 12:01 p.m.

APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, March 19, 2009 – 9:30am – 11:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	TXU
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	Reliant Energy
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG 
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	Collins, Bob
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Comstock, Reid
	Direct Energy
	

	Crozier, Richard
	Brownsville
	

	DeLeRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEPSC
	

	Greer, Clayton
	J Aron
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Spangler, Bob
	
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Conto, Jose
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Kate Horne
	
	Via Teleconference

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mansour, Elizabeth
	
	

	Martinez, Adam
	
	Via Teleconference

	Mingo, Sonja 
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Zani, Rachelle
	
	


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

PRS Chair Kevin Gresham called the meeting to order at 9:34 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Gresham directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Antitrust Training

Dave Seibert provided antitrust training. 

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Dan Bailey moved to approve the February 19, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  DeAnn Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 803, Revised Implementation Approach for PRR601 – URGENT 
PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process – URGENT
Mr. Gresham reported the PRR803 and PRR804 were granted Urgency.  

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

Mr. Gresham reported Board approval of PRR776, Automatic MCPE Adjustment During Intervals of Non-Spinning Reserve Service Deployment, and noted that PRR791, Shortage Pricing Mechanism, did not receive Board approval.  Mr. Gresham thanked Mark Bruce for his work in conveying to the Board the appeals process described in PRR804.
Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson reported that there are not unfunded market projects as of the March 2009 PRS meeting; discussed Year-to-Date 2009 project implementation; and reviewed the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Review Template.  

Regarding the CEO Review Template, Market Participants discussed that the entire document, rather than just CEO comments, should be posted for transparency and would improve the vetting process; that should the submitting party disagree with and appeal the CEO determination, the appeal could go before the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and would be subject to discovery; and that while not posted as a voting item, ERCOT Legal should note PRS consensus that the CEO Review Template should be posted.  Chad Seely stated that he would take PRS concerns under advisement.  Mr. Anderson noted that 28 NPRRs are currently under CEO review, three of which are complete, 13 are in flight, and 12 are new submissions.
Nodal Parking Deck Discussion

Mr. Anderson noted that a process is in development; that many factors weigh in to the timing of releases; and requested additional time to consult with Mike Cleary, with the intent of bringing an ERCOT position for PRS consideration in the coming month.  Mr. Gresham raised the question as to whether a more burdensome process than what currently exists is being created, and invited Market Participant comment via the PRS e-mail list serve.

Market Participants noted concerns expressed earlier as to how to make early corrections in light of market uncertainty; and briefly discussed the flow diagram submitted by Luminant.  Henry Durrwachter added that the chart was submitted to start a conversation, and that improvements are welcome.  Market Participants discussed at which committee the parking deck should be housed, and that certainty of parking deck language is needed before items are placed in it.

Mr. Gresham requested that several options for how the parking deck might operate, integrating Impact Analyses and Board approvals, with pros and cons for each option, be assembled, and that an open call be scheduled to discuss the options.

Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

Adam Martinez reported that a revised list of other binding documents is posted for Market Participant review, and includes links, owners, and the reason the document is believed to be binding.  Mr. Martinez added that elements listed as “to be determined” will be confirmed in time for PRS to consider the list at the April 2009 PRS meeting, and invited Market Participants to comment on the list in the interim.  Mr. Gresham thanked ERCOT Staff for the revised list, requested that a link to the most current version of the document be sent to the PRS e-mail list serve, and reminded Market Participants that the list is a work in progress and that comment should be sent to Mr. Martinez, Kate Horne, and Mr. Seely.
Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR797, Removal of Reference to ERCOT Business Process

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 149, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA)

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for PRR797 and NPRR149 to TAC.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies

Mr. Anderson noted differences between NPRR156 and PRR779, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies, specifically regarding the posting of Power System Stabilizer (PSS) tuning parameter values.  Market Participants discussed the timing of postings; differences in language regarding where the data is to be posted; expiration dates of confidentiality; and the need for further language clarifications.  There were no objections to leaving NPRR156 tabled.  
Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR768, TDSP Energy Storage for Reliability

Market Participants discussed whether language should be added to place limits on batteries based on size, siting, or factors.  

Kip Fox moved to recommend approval of PRR768 as amended by AEP comments.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.  
Mr. Fox moved that PRR768 be granted Urgent status.  Sandy Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR787, Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standard
Mr. Bailey moved to refer PRR787 to ROS with instruction to return PRR787 to PRS in one month.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed how disagreements in interpretation might be treated in the interim; that there is no current instruction for any group to review all metrics; and that discussion group announcements should be sent to PRS, ROS and WMS e-mail list serves.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR796, Resource Plan Performance Metric
Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of PRR796 as amended by ROS comments.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR800, QSE Day Ahead Metric
Bob Collins noted that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) would submit comments to PRR800.

Mr. Detelich moved to table PRR800 and instruct ERCOT to provide a statement of benefits associated with PRR800.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR801, Manual TCR Adjustments

ERCOT Staff reported some concern that requiring TAC approval of ERCOT’s procedure document would set a precedent for subjecting ERCOT procedures to the stakeholder process, but that it is understandable that Market Participants would have a keener interest in this procedure than others.  Mr. Bruce suggested placing the procedure language in Protocols, and reflecting the Protocols in the procedure, with the intent to prevent the procedure from being subject to TAC approval, while maintaining market transparency.

Jennifer Troutman moved to table PRR801.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR802, TCR Transition to CRR Refund Revision
Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of PRR802 as submitted.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR803, Revised Implementation Approach for PRR601 – URGENT
Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of PRR803 as submitted with a priority of 2-High and a ranking of 39.1.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed concerns regarding the implementation timeline; whether date-certain language would be advisable; that “upon system implementation” language would suffice until stakeholder input is sought regarding implementation timelines during the planning phase of the project.  Market Participants requested that ERCOT prepare to report to TAC any impacts to Ancillary Service procurement, and whether new units will be tested at 10 minute or 14 minute ramp rates.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process – URGENT
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR804 as amended by the 03/18/09 Reliant and Austin Energy comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR151, Clarify Definition of a Generator Output Breaker in the Outage Scheduler
Ms. Walker noted Centerpoint Energy’s intent to withdraw NPRR151.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR151.  Ms. Morris seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR157, Extending Black Start Service Bid Timeline
Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of NPRR157 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR158, EILS Self-Provision Formula Correction and Clarifications
ERCOT Staff requested that NPRR158 be tabled until Settlement timeline language could be added.

Mr. Bailey moved to table NPRR158.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

NPRR163, Removal of Late Fee Language
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR163 as submitted.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.   

NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697
Mr. Bailey moved to table NPRR165.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
NPRR166, Timing for Required Black Start Unit Load Carrying Test
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR166 as submitted.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

NPRR167, Options for Filing Verifiable Costs – QSEs or Resources
Market Participants discussed the need for affidavit language, and that language from the related white paper will be included in the Verifiable Cost Manual.

Mr. Bailey moved to approve NPRR167 as amended by WMS comments.  Ms. Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR168, Verifiable Costs Generation Corrections
Ms. Walker moved to refer NPRR168 to WMS for review.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  Market Participants expressed concerns regarding fuel cost recovery and properly compensating Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs).  The motion carried unanimously.
Review of System Change Requests (SCRs) (see Key Documents)
SCR754, Replace Email Delivery of WGRPP Forecasts (formerly “WGRPP Forecasts Posted on Zonal TML”)
Mr. Anderson reported that SCR754 had been granted Urgent status, and that SCR754 would be funded by the “Additional Zonal Projects Requested After Determination of New Nodal Go-Live Date” project on the PPL.

Mr. Detelich moved to assign a priority of 2-High and rank of 39.2 to SCR754.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

SCR755, ERCOT.com Website Enhancements
Ann Boren reported that SCR755 had been presented to TAC subcommittees as a courtesy, and would go to the Commercial Operations Subcommittee for recommendation, priority and rank before returning to PRS.  Mr. Gresham advised that PRS would take up consideration of SCR755 after COPS had considered it.

Notice of Withdrawal

There were no notices of withdrawal.
Other Business (see Key Documents)

2009 PRS Goals
Mr. Gresham requested a straw poll regarding the 2009 PRS Goals.  Voting Entities were unanimously supportive of the goals as published.

Adjournment

Mr. Gresham adjourned the meeting at 12:37 p.m.
APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, April 23, 2009 – 9:30am – 11:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG 
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Barnes, Bill
	J Aron
	Via Teleconference

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Boehnemann, Robin
	Exelon
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Castillo, Phyllis
	Reliant Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	Firestone, Joel
	Direct Energy
	

	Fox, Kip
	AEPSC
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jackson, Pat
	Cities
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	O’Neill, John
	Direct Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Silberman, Danny
	Austin Energy
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Trostle, Kay
	Chaparral Steel
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Bauld, Mandy
	
	Via Teleconference

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Coon, Patrick
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mansour, Elizabeth
	
	

	Martinez, Adam
	
	Via Teleconference

	McCoy, Roy
	
	Via Teleconference

	McIntyre, Ken
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja 
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	


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

PRS Vice Chair Steve Madden called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Madden directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the March 19, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 807, Clarify Definition of Messaging System

Mr. Madden noted that PRR807 did not receive Urgent status via e-mail vote. 

PRR800, QSE Day Ahead Metric

Market Participants discussed the ERCOT Board’s displeasure with delays to PRR800.
Ms. Walker moved to grant PRR800 Urgent status.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  Pat Moast noted that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) supports moving forward with PRR800 as quickly as possible and apologized for delays due to attention given to system changes.  The motion carried unanimously.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

Kristi Hobbs reported Board approval of PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeals Process and noted the request that stakeholders consider additional related items such as whether the tabling of an item might be appealed, and whether the ERCOT Board may vote on an item not considered by the lower committees.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson reviewed the proposed schedule for 2010 project prioritization and noted the development of a third generation Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA).  Market Participants discussed that benefits statements are helpful; that different evaluations for different years of a multi-year project will make prioritization more difficult, but will match the CBA time-span to the depreciation of the asset.  Market Participants expressed concern that different depreciation rates would give unfair advantage to certain types of projects; and that a pro forma industry standard cutoff point might be considered.

Nodal Parking Deck Discussion

Mr. Anderson presented the Nodal parking deck concept for Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) for PRS consideration.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the process is not intended for fixes urgently needed at market go-live, but rather for items that cannot be incorporated in time for market go-live.

Market Participants discussed that language that does not go all the way to the ERCOT Board cannot be considered certain; that items in the parking deck for more than two years should be reviewed before implementation, as conditions may have changed; that ERCOT would prepare an Impact Analysis when an item is transferred from the Nodal parking deck in preparation for consideration in the PPL; and that items would not be subject to a double review process, in which the entirety of the language would not be reviewed, but a summary of a release’s contents would be developed for the purpose of seeking funding.

Henry Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of the Nodal parking deck process with ownership at the ERCOT Board.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. R. Jones requested that a brief white paper on the Nodal parking deck process be developed.  Mr. Anderson and Ms. Hobbs offered to develop the white paper.

Update on CEO Review Process

Mr. Anderson reviewed the CEO Review form for NPRR167, Options for Filing Verifiable Costs – QSEs or Resources.  Mr. Fox suggested, for the sake of clarity, the addition of check boxes to indicate “needed for go-live”, “not needed for go-live”, and “no opinion”.
Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

Adam Martinez and Dave Seibert reviewed the revised list of Other Binding Documents (OBDs), noted that additional revisions continue to be received from internal resources and suggested that the document be considered for a vote at the May 2009 PRS meeting.  

Market Participants discussed that language for the approval of revised OBDs might need to be developed; that OBDs should be put in one format and a standardized change procedure should be prescribed; that all OBDs should be placed in the market guides, as Market Participants are used to referring to the market guides; and that document sponsors should have to make the case as to why placing a particular OBD in a market guide encumbers their work.  Market Participants also discussed that flexibility must be maintained for immediate response to give ERCOT the authority to take necessary actions.

Mr. Martinez noted that the Market Information System (MIS) build is scheduled to be released in July 2009, and that he will work with the MIS team to deliver a known OBD page and then manage changes.  Mr. Madden directed that the task force that originally considered the disposition of OBDs be revitalized.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR796, Resource Plan Performance Metric

PRR802, TCR Transition to CRR Refund Revision
Eric Goff moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analyses for PRR796 and PRR802 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR156 as amended by the 04/22/09 PSEG Texas comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Marguerite Wagner expressed concern that the Impact Analysis was not available.  Mr. Anderson noted that presenting an Impact Analysis directly to TAC is not without precedent, and that variations in the language have added to the review delay.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR157, Extending Black Start Service Bid Timeline

NPRR163, Removal of Late Fee Language

NPRR166, Timing for Required Black Start Unit Load Carrying Test

NPRR167, Options for Filing Verifiable Costs – QSEs or Resources
Mr. Fox moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analyses for NPRR157, NPRR163, NPRR166, and NPRR167 to TAC.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR787, Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standard

Randa Stephenson reviewed the history of PRR787, comments to PRR787 and recent work of the discussion group.  Brian Davison noted that only one QSE in 2008 received a violation for non-compliance, and opined that the 12 month average is not overly burdensome.  Market Participants expressed concern that some comments had not yet been vetted at the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS); and that some issues, such as forced deratings, require further discussion.  

Mr. Bailey moved to remand PRR787 to ROS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR800, QSE Day Ahead Metric
Ann Boren noted that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) endorsed PRR800 as submitted.  Market Participants discussed that the TRE comments are key to the Impact Analysis;  Mr. Anderson offered to work with the TRE to revise the Impact Analysis per their comments.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR800 as amended by CPS comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.

PRR801, Manual TCR Adjustments
Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of PRR801 as amended by WMS comments.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that that an effort will be made by the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) to develop a process utilizing the Nodal market Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) process; and that codifying a process for adjusting Transmission Congestion Right (TCR) auction quantities would provide transparency. The motion carried unanimously.  

PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS
Market Participants discussed that Reliant’s comments to PRR805 add two fields; that “patterns of use” is different than a Load Profile; and that some Market Participants consider the Load Profile to be proprietary information.

Mr. Fox moved to recommend approval as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the IPM Market Segment.
PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs
Frederick spoke to PRR806

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR806 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR807, Clarify Definition of Messaging System

Patrick Coon reported that the Market Operation System (MOS) has been discovered to be exclusively designed for QSEs with generation and does not send the award in accordance with Protocol to the bidding QSE if it is not in the parent table.  Mr. Coon noted that fixing the parent table would be costly and pose risks to other functions and offered that posting the award for regular queries by bidding QSEs would be less costly and allow access to the Real Time awards generated by the MOS.  

Mr. Coon also noted that ERCOT filed a Protocol violation with the PUCT; that PRR807 is mitigation; and that the fix would end with the zonal market.

Adrian Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR807 as submitted.  Billy Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUC Rules
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR808 as amended by J Aron’s comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR809, OOMC Startup Costs Clarification & Modification
Market Participants discussed varying possible interpretations of the revision; that some language intended for clarification actually adds to the confusion; and that the revision codifies a process and incorporated “max zero” logic into the settlement formula that calculates the price for start-up costs.

Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of PR809 as amended by Luminant Energy and Reliant Energy comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR141, TSP and/or DSP Energy Storage for Reliability
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR141 as amended by Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF) comments.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR165 and direct ERCOT staff to review the language for consistency with the most current Protocol language.  After some discussion, Ms. Walker withdrew her motion.  Market Participants discussed the impacts of multiple revisions addressing the same Protocol sections, including the possibility of irreconcilable versions.
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR165 until NPRR156, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals, is approved by the ERCOT Board.  Scott Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR170, Synchronization of PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR170 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR170 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR172, Synchronization of Section 15 with PRR782, Clean-up an Corrections to Terminology and Transaction Timings in Protocol Section 15, Customer Registration
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR172 as submitted.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR173, Reduce the Minimum Quantity for Ancillary Service Offers
Mr. Wardle moved to recommend approval of NPRR173 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR174, FIP Modifications in Verifiable Startup and Minimum Energy Cost and Recovery of Exceptional Fuel Costs During RUC Intervals

Market Participants discussed that the 10% adder should be advanced and the dispute concept given further consideration; that the Nodal market lacks a mechanism to collect additional monies for incremental costs; and that the concept of uplift and disputes is foreign to the original Nodal market design.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to remand NPRR174 to WMS for further discussion as to how to settle disputed charges.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the 10% adder has been thoroughly vetted; that the value of “Y” has not been determined; that there is no way to directly uplift a payment without making a system change; and that the Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG) should further review the item.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.
Notice of Withdrawal

NPRR151, Clarify Definition of a Generator Output Breaker in the Outage Scheduler

System Change Request (SCR) 750, Upgrade ERCOT’s Systems so Users Can Upgrade to Internet Explorer 7.0 and Beyond
Mr. Madden noted the withdrawal of NPRR151 and SCR750.  There were no objections.
Adjournment

Mr. Madden adjourned the meeting at 2:05 p.m.
APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, May 21, 2009 – 9:30am – 11:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Boehnemann, Robin
	Exelon Generation
	

	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	Alt. Rep. for D. Walker

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögleman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	Alt. Rep. for D. Detelich

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	


Guests:

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Huynh, Thuy
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Prentice, Rob
	Topaz Power
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Trevino, Melissa
	Oxy
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	Via Teleconference


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Bauld, Mandy
	
	Via Teleconference

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mansour, Elizabeth
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	


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

PRS Vice Chair Steve Madden called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Madden directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  
PRS Leadership Election

Brittney Albracht opened the floor for PRS Chair nominations.  Gary Torrent nominated Sandy Morris for PRS Chair.

Randy Jones moved to elect Sandy Morris as PRS chair.  Mr. Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Henry Durrwachter requested that his affiliation on the attendee list be corrected.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to approve the April 21, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Mark McMurray seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 809, OOMC Startup Costs Clarification & Modification 

Eric Goff proposed that Urgent status be granted to PRR809.  Rob Prentice requested that discussion of PRR809’s language be postponed to later in the meeting.  
Mr. Goff moved to grant PRR809 Urgent status.  Mr. McMurray seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR811, Real Time Production Potential

Mr. Goff moved to grant PRR811 Urgent status.  Market Participants discussed that a technology review for software is needed, and expressed concern regarding implementation timelines.  The motion did not receive a second.
Mr. R. Jones moved to table PRR811 until the June 2009 PRS meeting.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the tool is only experimental and might provide another way to anticipate the impact of units being released from Out of Merit Order (OOM) down instructions; that a technical conference is being planned; and that the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) will discuss implementation issues.  The motion carried unanimously.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reviewed items that TAC recommended for ERCOT Board approval; and reported on the ERCOT Board discussion of the proposed Nodal parking deck procedure, noting that the ERCOT Board referred the item to the Special Nodal Program Committee for further discussion.  Ms. Morris encouraged Market Participants to participate in Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) conference calls and meetings, particularly with regard to Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 147, DAM Short Pay Changes.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update; and reviewed version three of the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), noting that the ERCOT Board desires improved indications of direct savings; and common PPL and project funding questions.  

Mr. Anderson also reviewed 2009 and 2010 capital projects for data centers, noting that data center projects represent a majority of the spending; that hardware end-of-life issues are being addressed, as well as requirements for the Nodal market.  Mr. Anderson added that the new data center is scheduled for completion in the fall, that it is anticipated to be needed to perform the cutover to Nodal, and offered to bring additional information to the June 2009 PRS meeting.

ERCOT's Internal Review Process for Revision Requests

Kristi Hobbs called attention to ERCOT’s new internal process for Revision Requests, noting that the process for NPRRs described in PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS, will be similarly deployed for PRRs and Market Guide Revision Requests .  Ms. Hobbs noted that the additional review would not be conducted prior to posting, so as not to delay the process, but will be conducted during the 21-day comment period; that should impacts be determined, comments will be filed; that particular attention will be given to impacts to Nodal resources and synchronization issues; and that all Revision Requests will now receive a Chief Executive Officer (CEO) determination.

Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

Dave Seibert presented the list of Other Binding Documents.  Market Participants discussed that the list is indefinite; that many of the documents do not have a clearly defined owner or a revision process; that it is unknown how a document is determined to be binding or not binding; and that consideration should be given to incorporating many of the documents into the Nodal Protocols or the Operating Guides in order to make use of current revision processes.  Mr. Madden requested that a meeting be held to resolve the outstanding issues and encouraged broad participation in the meeting. .  Mr. Seibert requested that either he or Chad Seely be included in the Other Binding Document meetings to represent ERCOT Legal.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR801, Manual TCR Adjustments

PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs
PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUC Rules
NPRR141, TSP and/or DSP Energy Storage for Reliability

NPRR170, Synchronization of PRR806, Re-Registration of Market Participant Due to Mass Transition of ESI IDs

NPRR171, Synchronization of PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS

NPRR172, Synchronization of Section 15 with PRR782, Clean-up an Corrections to Terminology and Transaction Timings in Protocol Section 15, Customer Registration

NPRR173, Reduce the Minimum Quantity for Ancillary Service Offers
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses for PRR801, PRR806, PRR808, NPRR141, NPRR170, NPRR171, NPRR172, and NPRR173 to TAC.  Mr. McMurray seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS

Mr. Anderson noted that an in-depth resource analysis is underway, and that he hopes to return soon with more information on the delivery timeline.  

Mr. Madden moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and CBA for PRR805, with the recommended project priority of 2-High and a rank of 32, to TAC.  Mr. McMurray seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR807, Clarify Definition of Messaging System

Mr. Anderson noted that PRR807 would have minor impact with an anticipated less-than-40-hour effort, and so does not qualify for a project, but would instead be implemented as a System Investigation Report (SIR).

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for PRR807 to TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR809, OOMC Startup Costs Clarification & Modification
Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants that PRR809 had been granted Urgent status.  Mandy Bauld reviewed Topaz Power comments to PRR809.  Mr. Durrwachter expressed concern regarding the removal of language regarding Quick Start Resources.  Mr. Goff expressed a desire to see PRR809 implemented in time for summer 2009, and suggested that additional comments to PRR809 could be filed at TAC.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report, as amended by ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS, and the Impact Analysis for PRR809, to TAC.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR787, Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standard
Randa Stephenson reviewed Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) comments to PRR787, noting concerns that exemptions might be abused.  Ms. Stephenson also reviewed Texas Regional Entity’s (TRE) comments to PRR787, noting that ROS did not have the benefit of reviewing TRE’s comments.  Market Participants discussed the difficulty of quantifying “questionable exemption request”; that the current TRE Staff motive to prevent poor performers from gaining protection from violation is appreciated, but that vague language might not be as judiciously enforced by successors; and that excessive-but-provable events, while unfortunate, will be demonstrated to be non-violations by virtue of the enforcement function.

Market Participants debated whether the TRE would be overwhelmed with exemption requests; and discussed that the market incents control performance and correct start-up; and that efforts to cover contingencies that most Entities will never approach engenders vague language.

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of PRR787 as amended by the 5/19/09 ROS comments and as revised by PRS.  Seth Cochran seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, and Municipal Market Segments.  

PRR810, Remove McCamey Congestion Management
Thuy Huynh reviewed PRR810 language.  In response to Market Participant questions, Ms. Huynh noted that there would be no benefit to dynamically rating all of the lines impacting McCamey before removing Protocol language, as the existing constraints are not directly related to McCamey; and that due to more effective management of units in the West zone, there should not be an increase in Local Congestion.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR810 as submitted.  Kenan Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

PRR811, Real Time Production Potential 
Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants that PRR811 had been tabled earlier in the day.

PRR812, Wind Generator Forecast for Scheduling Metric

Market Participants discussed whether PRR812 satisfies the ERCOT Board’s desire for performance metrics for Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs); and whether PRR812 provides a meaningful metric.  Walter Reid noted that ERCOT Operations staff participated in the development of PRR812 and is supportive.  Mr. R. Jones countered that PRR812 is not a meaningful metric and not responsive to the ERCOT Board’s request for a real time metric, and that WGRs should update their performance forecasts, just as legacy resources update their Resource plans. 

Mr. R. Jones moved to reject PRR812.  Mr. McMurray seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the metric was imperfect but was a step in the right direction and could be improved over time.  The motion to reject PRR812 failed via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of PRR812 as amended by Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR158, EILS Self-Provision Formula Correction and Clarifications

Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR158 as amended by COPS comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR175, Hub Bus Clarification
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR175 as submitted.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR176, Resource Status Input to RUC and Ancillary Service Awards from RUC
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR176 as amended by Luminant comments.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of CEO Determinations – Not Necessary for Go-Live  

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies
Marguerite Wagner expressed her appreciation for the CEO review and determination, and agreed that NPRR156 is not needed for go-live if ERCOT continues posting full interconnection study and PSS information, but expressed concern that the affirmation that ERCOT’s current posting practice will continue into Nodal is not formally documented. 

Market Participants discussed potential impacts of boxed language in Nodal Protocols; and that repeat surveys might have impacts to Nodal and non-Nodal resources.  Ms. Wagner noted that the ERCOT CEO determined NPRR156 to not be necessary for Nodal go-live; that she did not intend to appeal the determination; and that she believes ERCOT is acting in good faith in stating that ERCOT will continue to post the full interconnection study and Power System Stabilizer (PSS) information, as it is currently posted, in the Nodal market.  Mr. Teixeira affirmed the intention.

Mr. R. Jones moved to table NPRR156.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 11:55 a.m.
APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting
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	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Mass, Annette
	PUCT
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Nieto, Lorenzo
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	Troutman, Jennifer
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	Via Teleconference
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

PRS Vice Chair Steve Madden called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Mr. Madden directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Randy Jones moved to approve the May 21, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis 

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards (formerly “Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards”)
Victor Barry expressed concern that PRR787 would result in a large volume of exemption requests and strain Texas Regional Entity (TRE) resources, but offered to assume that the initial estimates are high and requested that Market Participants reconsider the item should the workload become burdensome.  Mr. Durrwachter stated that the 06/17/09 Luminant comments added clarifying language so as to not impact the Outage Scheduler.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR787 as amended by the 06/17/09 Luminant comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants debated phasing in a 12 month rolling period; when the initial rolling period should begin; and the actual effective date.  Market Participants also discussed that Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) are required to notify ERCOT of a loss of turbines; and that machine unavailability has different implications than wind unavailability.

Ms. Whittington stated that the 12 month rolling period should be from the effective date of PRR787, and noted that a violation found to be prior to the effective date of PRR787 would be assessed under the Protocols that were effective at the time of the violation.

Mr. Durrwachter and Mr. R. Jones accepted friendly amendments to the motion to recommend approval of PRR787 as amended by the 06/17/09 Luminant comments and the 06/08/09 Wind Coalition comments, and as revised by PRS.  The amended motion carried unanimously.
Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

PRR814, NOx Emissions Allowance Index Price (NOxEAIP) – URGENT 
Mr. Durrwachter stated that Luminant Energy was in discussions with ERCOT to address issues raised by PRR814.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table PRR814.  DeAnn Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR815, CSC Process Clarification – URGENT
Mr. Madden noted that PRR815 had been granted Urgent status.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

Mr. Madden reviewed revision requests approved by the ERCOT Board, and noted discussion of the Capacity Demand Reserve (CDR) report and the projected $5.6 million 2009 ERCOT budget shortfall.  Mr. Madden reported that Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Commissioner Donna Nelson called for all options to mitigate the budget shortfall to be considered; that the Special Nodal Program Committee will review the Nodal parking deck for an additional month; and that PRR801, Manual TCR Adjustments, was remanded to PRS to discuss monthly revenue neutrality.
PRR801
It was noted that WMS endorsed the statement that monthly revenue neutrality does not include annual TCR auction revenues.  

Eric Goff moved to recommend approval of PRR801 as amended by the 06/17/09 WMS comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update and reported a recommended change to the 2010 PPL schedule.  Mr. Anderson noted that delaying PRS and TAC approval of the 2010 PPL allows ERCOT one extra month to perform detailed resource analysis of proposed 2010 projects to ensure feasibility and limit impacts to Nodal delivery.

Mr. Anderson addressed the projected 2009 ERCOT budget shortfall, and noted that projects are funded by a revenue-to-debt ratio of 40/60, while Operations and Management (O&M) items are 100 percent funded by the ERCOT Administrative Fee.  Mr. Madden recommended that a visual aid be created to demonstrate why the projected 2009 ERCOT budget shortfall would not likely be remedied by project cuts.  Mr. Anderson added that the process implemented by PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS, is limiting additions to the PPL as Nodal delivery approaches.

Other Binding Documents  (see Key Documents)

Dave Seibert noted that at the June 3, 2009 Other Binding Document discussion, stakeholders expressed concern that the change control process for Other Binding Documents is vague in Nodal Protocol Section 1.1(2)(b) and expressed apprehension at approving Other Binding Documents as currently prescribed.  Mr. Seibert reported that approximately 12 documents had been added to the Other Binding Documents list, welcomed Market Participant input as to additional documents that might be included, and noted that the next meeting had not yet been scheduled, but would likely take place in the coming weeks.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 158, EILS Self-Provision Formula Correction and Clarifications

NPRR175, Hub Bus Clarification

NPRR176, Resource Status Input to RUC and Ancillary Service Awards from RUC 

PRR810, Remove McCamey Congestion Management

Mr. Goff moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses for NPRR158, NPRR175, NPRR176, and PRR810 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Anderson noted that PRR810 is still under review for potential impacts to the Nodal market.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

PRR812, Wind Generator Forecast for Scheduling Metric
Market Participants discussed that TAC recently agreed, via endorsement of the Texas Renewable Integration Plan (TRIP), to not address wind issues that post impacts to Nodal projects; that reporting frequency might prove onerous for ERCOT; and that without follow-up, the process prescribed for WGRs is worthless as a performance metric.  John Adams suggested that language be revised to allow ERCOT to do analysis, but to not require the analysis for every WGR for every hour.  

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR812 as submitted.  Market Participants discussed the need for TAC direction as to which directive is more important: renewable energy metrics or considerations to Nodal impacts; and that any language revisions could require a revised Impact Analysis and another review by the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) for Nodal impacts. Ms. Walker withdrew her motion.
Mr. R. Jones opined that use of the word “may” is not suitable for a metric; does not promote a level playing field; and results in no performance expectation.
Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of PRR812 as revised by PRS with the recommendation to change “shall” to “may” and convey to TAC and the ERCOT Board that WMS and Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) recommended the metric with “shall” language, but that ERCOT CEO has determined Nodal resource impacts with this language; and that PRS request that the ERCOT Board determine the priority of renewable energy metric versus impacts to Nodal.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR811, Real Time Production Potential 
Mr. Madden reported that WMS recommended tabling PRR811 in order for the QMWG to study data collection methods; Jennifer Troutman added that QMWG did indeed recommend tabling, but WMS did not take action on PRR811. 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table PRR811.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  Mr. Goff noted that WMS declined to table PRR811 after a lengthy discussion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

Mr. Goff stated for the record that given the discussion at the June 17, 2009 WMS meeting, PRR811 did not seem to require further revision and should not be delayed, and that he regretted the action of PRS to table PRR811.
PRR815, CSC Process Clarification – URGENT
Isabel Flores noted that ERCOT Staff was amenable to PUCT Staff comments to PRR815.  Market Participants discussed that implementation of PRR815 by beginning of the 2010 Commercially Significant Constraint (CSC) selection process requires that the item be considered at the July 2009 Board meeting.   Ms. Troutman read the following into the record:

While many of the changes made by ERCOT make sense and add some clarity, effectively the changes simply document in the Protocols what ERCOT did during the 2009 CSC approval process as opposed to evaluating the policy decision and applying it universally to the overall process.   Additionally, AEP would like for ERCOT to address the following questions:
1. In the event there are two CSCs where the CSC is the overloaded element, the new language seems to call for a post contingency analysis for two CSCs.  What is ERCOT's intent in such a situation?  To remove both elements simultaneously or conduct several impact analyses?  If the latter, how will the clustering of two cases be handled?

 
2. In the event that a stability interface limit is identified as the CSC, which is by definition is a family of lines, which line will be used as the basis of clustering?  Or how will the impact factors for the multiple lines be considered?

  
3. If consistency with post contingency operations is important, then for instances where the CSC is the contingent element (the element who's outage leads to overloads on other elements), why is the impact factor on that CSC even relevant?
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR815 as amended by PUCT Staff comments.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the IOU Market Segment.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR165 as amended by ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR168, Verifiable Costs General Corrections
Ino Gonzalez noted that WMS did not take action on NPRR168 at their June 2009 meeting, but had previously endorsed the concept of NPRR168, despite lacking determination of the proxy heat rate.  Mr. Gonzalez opined that NPRR168 could go forward, and that the heat rate calculation could be added to the Verifiable Cost Manual.  Mr. Madden added that NPRR168 is not actionable at PRS until  WMS provides a recommendation.

NPRR174, FIP Modifications in Verifiable Startup and Minimum Energy Cost and Recovery of Exceptional Fuel Costs During RUC Intervals
Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of NPRR174 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR177, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR177 as amended by J Aron’s comments.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR178, Regulation Reduction (GS-FR3) and Reg-Up/Reg-Down Allocation to QSEs
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR178.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
NPRR179, ERCOT Polled Settlement Load Data
Mr. Madden moved to refer NPRR179 to the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS).  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR180, Reconciliation of CRR Related Protocol Language
Tom Jackson moved to recommend approval of NPRR180 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR182, Non-Protocol Postings on the Market Information System
Adam Martinez explained that the Nodal Protocols as currently written only allow ERCOT to post information to the Market Information System (MIS) if it is required by the Nodal Protocols and that NPRR182 would allow ERCOT to continue to post documents on the MIS that are required by the Market Guides but are not specifically called for in the Nodal Protocols.  Market Participants inquired about the addition of the State Estimator Standards to the list of Other Binding Documents.  Ms. Hobbs clarified that the State Estimator Standards include documents to be posted to the MIS and that by including the State Estimator Standards to the list of Market Guides will allow for the MIS postings to be allowed under Nodal Protocols.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR182 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of NPRRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”
NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR181 until resolution of issues associated with the NPRR parking deck procedure.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of Withdrawal

There were no notices of withdrawal.

Adjournment

Mr. Madden adjourned the meeting at 12:25 p.m.
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the June 18, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 816, CRE Determination Criteria – URGENT
Ms. Morris noted that PRR816 was granted Urgent status via e-mail vote.
PRR818, OOMC for Quick Start Units
Rob Prentice requested that PRR818 be granted Urgent status relating the reason for Urgency to instances that Quick Start Units are disadvantaged for responding to Out of Merit Capacity (OOMC) instructions during Settlement Intervals that the Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) clears high and opined that the ERCOT Protocols inadvertently disadvantage Quick Start Units; that complicated and substantive issues remain to be discussed; and that consideration should be given to forming a quick start working group or task force.

Mr. Prentice moved to grant PRR818 Urgent status.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Participants discussed tabling PRR818 for one month to allow the appropriate parties to develop additional language; that a broader set of issues for Quick Start Units, including implications to the Nodal Market, might need to be addressed by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS); and that some issues have implications to the Nodal Market.

Mr. Greer moved to table PRR818 for one month.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR819, Changes to Support Revisions to the PUCT POLR and Expedited Switch Rules
Ms. Walker moved to grant PRR819 Urgent status.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR819 as submitted, with effective dates as recommended by RMS comments.  Mr. Madden seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR820, Definition for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider – URGENT
Ms. Morris noted that PRR820 was granted Urgent status via e-mail vote. 

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR820 as amended by CenterPoint Energy comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities

Victor Barry requested Urgent status for PRR822, and noted that the Texas Regional Entity Board (TRE Board) directed TRE Staff to write the PRR and request Urgent status.

Ms. Walker moved to grant PRR822 Urgent status.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
Market Participants expressed concern that PRR822 comingles North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards and ERCOT Protocols; that stakeholders are already compliant with much of PRR822 via NERC and Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Standards; that PRR822 is too broad and vague to be implemented effectively and within a short timeline; and that additional vetting is required for operational and resource concerns.

Ms. Walker moved to refer PRR822 to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS).  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. Barry noted that in response to a recent event given coverage in the national press, the TRE Board is seeking to strengthen reporting requirements for similar events while not overburdening Entities, and is open to alternatives.  Mr. Barry also noted that CIP requirements are not currently enforceable because they are in the non-auditory stage; that efforts were made to avoid NERC definitions and language and make PRR822 ERCOT-specific.  

Market Participants discussed how to bring the item to the attention of the Regional Standards Committee (RSC); that the CIP Standards continue to evolve; that a methodology for determining critical assets has not been determined; and that as many NERC members are struggling with how the Standards will be applied and enforced at the NERC level, the same would be true at the ERCOT level.  Liz Jones stated that while Oncor understands that concurrent jurisdiction exist at the state and federal level, extreme caution should be exercised where there is the potential to have competing and conflicting regulation.  Ms. L. Jones urged that PRR822 be referred to ROS for an examination of controls currently in place, what controls might need to be added, and a determination of the best forum to address issues.  The motion carried unanimously. 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

PRR812, Wind Generator Forecast for Scheduling Metric
Ms. Morris noted that TAC remanded PRR812 to PRS to resolve several issues including whether or not the word “metric” should be removed from the title of the PRR; necessary revisions to PRR812’s description; a process by which an Entity may resume use of its own forecasts, per comments by Direct Energy; and turbine outage information.

Market Participants discussed that the intent of PRR812 is to use the best information available to assist ERCOT Operations and that the language codifies the obligation of Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) to update schedules and output plans hourly; and that the need for the language of PRR812 expires upon implementation of the Nodal Market.  Ms. Morris cited Market Participant concerns regarding the potential for arbitrary and discretionary enforcement of PRR812; impacts to Nodal resources if “shall” rather than “may” language is used in the revision; and the inherent conflict between the ERCOT Board’s mandate to develop meaningful metrics for WGRs and potential impacts to Nodal implementation.

Market Participants debated whether PRR812 would be effective or meaningful without metric language.  ERCOT Staff noted that revisions to remove metric language still result in a toll to assist ERCOT Operations in minimizing Schedule Control Error (SCE).  Kenan Ogelman added that the ERCOT Board specifically requested a metric, and that the reasons for removing metric language from PRR812 should be clearly communicated to the ERCOT Board.  Regarding enforcement, Mr. Barry noted that a WGR would only be in violation of PRR812 for failing to switch to using the AWS Truewind forecast upon direction from ERCOT.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR812 as amended by Direct Energy comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment, and one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 176, Resource Status Input to RUC and Ancillary Service Awards from RUC
Mr. Durrwachter withdrew Luminant comments to NPRR176 to avoid potential system impacts and in consideration of the Nodal implementation schedule.  Market Participants offered language revisions to clarify a QSE’s Ancillary Service Supply Responsibility.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR176 as amended by ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update and presented the 2010 PPL for PRS consideration.  Mr. Anderson noted that the 2010 PPL strongly reflects the focus on Nodal implementation and highlighted the May 1, 2010 lockdown of the production and testing environments in order to minimize risks to Nodal implementation.  

2010 PPL (Vote) 
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse the 2010 PPL as presented.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

ERCOT Staff reported that Ms. L. Jones will draft an NPRR to refine the definition of Other Binding Documents.  

PRR Metric Discussion

Mr. Barry recommended that all ERCOT Protocols and Operating Guides include definitions of metrics to be monitored by the TRE; definitions of explicit pass/fail criteria; the monitoring method to be used by the TRE; the responsible Entity for developing and maintaining any reporting applications; and the availability of resources to develop system application for monitoring and identifying possible violations.  

Mr. Barry opined that many PRRs and OGRRs are too generic to indicate to the TRE what should be considered a compliance failure, and added that while the Nodal Protocols address TRE concerns in these areas, an interim solution is needed for the zonal Protocols.  Mr. Barry added that the TRE is requesting guidance from the market as to how to enforce the Protocols, and that a stakeholder-developed metric review process within each PRR allows stakeholders to determine metric compliance monitoring regimes, and would not only be most cost-effective for Entities, but would assist the TRE in directing its efforts.
Ms. Walker agreed with the premise that metrics are best developed within a given PRR, but opined that as the ERCOT Board has been clear that there will be no gray boxed language in the Nodal Market, time is not well spent on efforts that will likely result in gray boxed language due to the potential impacts to ERCOT resources and Nodal implementation.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697
ERCOT Staff noted that only true-up information would be provided and that storage would be reduced to six months; that the Impact Analysis for NPRR165 is in development; and that NPRR165 is in the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Revision Request Review process.
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR165 as amended by the 06/30/09 ERCOT comments and to table NPRR165 pending the Impact Analysis and CEO Revision Request Review.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR174, FIP Modifications in Verifiable Startup and Minimum Energy Cost and Recovery of Exceptional Fuel Costs During RUC Intervals

NPRR177, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR808, Clean-up and Alignment of RECs Trading Program Language with PUCT Rules

NPRR178, Regulation Reduction (GS-FR3) and Reg-Up/Reg-Down Allocation to QSEs 

NPRR180, Reconciliation of CRR Related Protocol Language

NPRR182, Non-Protocol Postings on the Market Information System 
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses for NPRR174, NPRR177, NPRR178, MPRR180, and NPRR182 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR811, Real Time Production Potential 
Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of PRR811 as amended by the 07/22/09 WMS comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that PRR811 requires that a WGR shall transmit a Real Time Production Potential via the QSE selected for that purpose.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR813, FIP Definition Revision
Mr. Durrwachter noted that Luminant would withdraw PRR813. 

PRR814, NOx Emissions Allowance Index Price (NOxEAIP) – URGENT
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR814 as amended by the 07/23/09 ERCOT comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that PRR814 is consistent with Nodal Protocol language, but also reflects minor differences in how fuel costs are handled in the zonal and Nodal Markets.  ERCOT Staff noted that the new methodology will allow more verifiable cost disputes, and that impacts to resources are unknown at the time.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR816, CRE Determination Criteria – URGENT
Ms. Morris moved to recommend approval of PRR816 as amended by the Congestion Management Working Group (CMWG) comments.  Jennifer Troutman seconded the motion.  Jeff Brown reviewed Shell Energy comments proposing that Closely Related Element (CRE) candidates that fail two tests be presented to ROS and WMS for the creation of operational mitigation plans to reduce Local Congestion.  Market Participants discussed that that CMWG considered the concept, but determined to not apply all four tests would represent a shift in policy.  ERCOT Staff stated belief in its continued flexibility to propose CRE candidates that pass the CRE criteria in Sections 7.2.3.1.2 and 7.2.3.1.3 but fail the CRE criteria in Sections 7.2.3.1.1 and 7.2.3.1.4. even with language proposed by CMWG comments.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR817, Cease Late Payment Charges for Defaulted Entities
Mr. Madden moved to recommend approval of PRR817 as submitted.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Charges
Mr. Morris noted that NPRR147 is still being considered at WMS.

NPRR168, Verifiable Costs General Corrections
ERCOT Staff noted that WMS had determined that the proxy heat rate be calculated and posted twice per month, and also noted a typographical correction.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR168 as amended by WMS comments and as revised by PRS.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR183, Synchronization of PRR790, Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request

NPRR184, Section 2, Addition of Definitions and Acronyms from Zonal Protocols and Clarifications
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR183 and NPRR184 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR185, Cancellations of RUC-Committed Resources
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR185 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR186, Naming Convention Clarification
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR186 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR187, Definition for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR187 as amended by CenterPoint Energy comments and forward to TAC.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff noted the preliminary Impact Analysis showed no impacts and could be forwarded to TAC to maintain the same timeline as the Urgent PRR820, Definition for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider.

NPRR188, MVA for SCED Input
Ms. Morris noted that extensive comments to NPRR188 were filed by Austin Energy.  

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR188 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants debated whether or not the current Nodal Protocols required Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to submit MVA data to ERCOT for MVA calculations.  TSPs argued that with the current Nodal Protocol language, TSPs would have to provide MVA data to ERCOT; and that the language is not consistent with the original intent.  ERCOT Staff stated that the submission of the data by TSPs is less burdensome to the TSPs than to have ERCOT calculate the MVA; that ERCOT’s data aggregation process has been designed to rely on TSPs to provide the MVA data; and that consideration must be given to the potential impacts of altering the language.  ERCOT Staff reiterated that the requirement for TSPs to provide this data is clearly stated the current Nodal Protocols.  Market Participants noted that the debate centers not on technology, but policy, and where the responsibility lies to provide MVA data.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  
Notice of NPRRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”

Ms. Morris noted that there were no NPRRs with a CEO determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” for the month.
Notice of Withdrawal

NPRR179, ERCOT Polled Settlement Load Data
Ms. Walker reiterated her concerns regarding how NPRRs submitted by ERCOT Staff are processed, and noted that NPRR179 had received a CEO determination of “Needed for Go-Live”.  Mr. Goff added that NPRR179 would reduce the amount of data stored in ERCOT systems.  Mr. Anderson explained that not every issue precisely fits the determination categories, and that NPRR179 was granted the ”Needed for Go-Live” determination as it provided a positive impact on data storage.  Market Participants discussed that the issue addressed by NPRR179 is not urgent; that the function removed by NPRR179 is still in use by some Market Participants; and that ERCOT does not file ERCOT-sponsored NPRRs that receive a CEO determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 1:53 p.m.
APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Tuesday, August 25, 2009, 2009 – 9:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Carpenter, Jeremy
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Davis, Ian
	Topaz Power
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Emery, Keith
	Tenaska
	

	Firestone, Joel
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant 
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon
	

	Harrymin, Carla
	BP Wind
	

	Hellinghausen, Bill
	Eagle 
	

	Holly, James
	BP Wind
	

	Huynh, Thuy
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jarvis, Tracy
	AES Buffalo Gap Wind
	

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	McAndrew, Thomas
	Enchanted Rock
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Payton, Tom
	Occidental
	

	Prentice, Rob
	Topaz
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Thompson, Clark
	Enchanted Rock Reliability
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mansour, Elizabeth
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Reedy, Steve
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	

	Surendran, Resmi
	
	Via Teleconference


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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the July 23, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reported that there were no items requiring consideration for Urgent status.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

TAC Procedures – Notification

Ms. Morris noted a proposal to require a seven day posting period for all materials associated with a voting item, and stated particular sensitivity for implications to revision request comments.  Ann Boren noted the 21-day comment period detailed in Section 21 of the ERCOT Protocols; stated that a new 7-day posting requirement may be prescribed in revised TAC Procedures or a Protocol revision; and explained that any revisions to the TAC Procedures would advance to the ERCOT Board in the same month, without PRS review.  Market Participants determined to await TAC revisions to the TAC Procedures.  Ms. Morris also noted that the Parking Deck concept proposed by TAC was passed by the ERCOT Board.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update and reported that TAC endorsed the 2010 PPL with the addition of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS, immediately above the capability line.  Market Participants requested that the market be notified as the project nears initiation so that expectations may be set; and expressed concern that the capability line will move up the deck and adversely affect PRR805.  Mr. Anderson suggested that other items might be considered for removal before PRR805; and that the 2010 PPL would come before PRS should it require reprioritization.  

Mr. Anderson also reported that all options are being considered to limit the Administrative Fee increase, but that many items on the 2010 PPL are not optional; that while he could not guarantee that the project budget would remain unaffected, it has been communicated that the project budget is very bare; and that he would advocate for the project budget on behalf of PRS.

Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

Dave Seibert reported that a draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Other Binding Documents is being drafted; and that another meeting would be held to review the draft before language is presented for PRS consideration.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR817, Cease Late Payment Charges for Defaulted Entities 

NPRR168, Verifiable Costs General Corrections

NPRR183, Synchronization of PRR790, Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request

NPRR185, Cancellations of RUC-Committed Resources

NPRR186, Naming Convention Clarification

NPRR188, MVA for SCED Input
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward to TAC the 07/23/09 PRS Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses for PRR817, NPRR168, NPRR183, NPRR185, NPRR186, and NPRR188.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR811, Real Time Production Potential

Market Participants discussed that implementation of the revision with “shall” language would, from an ERCOT perspective,  could potentially impact Nodal resources; that experience with the calculation in the zonal market would benefit the nodal market where accurate High Sustainable Limit (HSL) is even more important; and that “shall” language requires a comparison for every interval and is extremely burdensome.  Mr. Bruce suggested that striking all language after the first sentence would allow data to be gathered for later review, and would address implementation concerns regarding impacts to Nodal resources; Mr. Dumas concurred.

Market Participants expressed concern regarding the ERCOT Board’s direction to develop metrics for Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs); discussed that language addressing “reasonable efforts” requires further refinement; and recommended language revisions.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR811 as revised by PRS.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that a metric may be established after a certain amount of data is collected.  Mr. Bruce suggested that a group be designated to review data gathered and develop a meaningful metric.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR165, Synchronizing Section 1 with PRR697

Kristi Hobbs recommended clarifying language revisions to NPRR165.
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 07/23/09 PRS Action Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis for NPRR165 to TAC.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR184, Section 2, Addition of Definitions and Acronyms from Zonal Protocols and Clarifications

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 07/23/09 PRS Recommendation Report, as amended by ERCOT comments, and the Impact Analysis for NPRR184 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR818, OOMC for Quick Start Units – URGENT

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR818 as amended by Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision
Market Participants discussed the implications of disallowing consideration of material posted for less than seven days; that to preclude consideration of late-breaking information would hamper the stakeholder process; and that PRR821 should be tabled pending the approval of revisions to the TAC Procedures.

Mr. Greer moved to table PRR821 for one month.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR823, Clarifying Language for Resource 12-Month Rolling Planned Outage Schedule
Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of PRR823 as amended by CenterPoint comments.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR824, Primary Frequency Response from WGRs
Market Participants noted the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) request that PRR824 be tabled for one month to allow additional time to review the definitions for Primary Frequency Response and Governor. 

Mr. Bruce moved to table PRR824 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR825, Distributed Energy Resource Participation in Responsive Reserve Service Markets

Mr. Greer moved to recommend rejection of PRR825 and to refer the topic of Distributed Energy Resource participation in the Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) market to WMS and the newly formed Quick Start Task Force (QSTF).  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer stated that Distributed Energy Resources are not providing the same service the Loads acting as a Resource (LaaRs) are providing; and that this did not reflect the correct usage of RRS.  

Mr. Bruce requested that Mr. Greer withdraw his motion, stating that a process is underway to develop new legislation to address distribution level reliability concerns associated with hurricanes, and that PRR825 proposes a potentially new application to meet these requirements; and opined that the issue should remain in the stakeholder process in order to facilitate discussion and revision.

Thomas McAndrew argued that Distributed Energy Resources respond to frequency and have the same technical characteristics as LaaRs and would be a subset of LaaRs; and would help ERCOT in solving local reliability issues and manage frequency through RRS.  Market Participants discussed that Distributed Energy Resources behave not as a LaaRs but as generation; that further discussion of the topic is desirable, but that PRR825 requires rewriting in its entirety; and that rejection of PRR825 does not end the discussion of Distributed Energy Resources
The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment and two abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) and Municipal Market Segments.

PRR826, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes
NPRR190, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes

Phillip Oldham reported that discussions between TIEC and ERCOT are ongoing, and that both organizations support tabling PRR826 and NPRR190 to refine proposed language revisions in order to avoid unintended consequences.

Mr. Pieniazek moved to table PRR826 and NPRR190 for one month.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Oldham noted that the revision requests were an effort by ERCOT to gather information requirements on units that do not participate in the system, but that the language requires further refinement.  Market Participants discussed that existing rules cover most instances and should be enforced to address the few Entities that are ignorant of requirements.  Patrick Coon added that there are units that do not participate in the market, are not injecting energy into the ERCOT Transmission Grid, but have transmission attachments, and that ERCOT would like to be able to coordinate with those units in the event of an emergency.  The motion carried unanimously.
Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR189, Ancillary Service Deployment Clarification
Market Participants expressed concern that proposed changes in NPRR189 were not consistent with NPRR192, QSE Energy and Ancillary Service Compliance Criteria.  Resmi Surendran clarified that NPRR189 was submitted to reflect how the Nodal systems have been built.  

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR189 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Randa Stephenson noted that language reflects deployment to the obligation amount within 30 minutes of a Dispatch Instruction, and not within 20 minutes to the HSL.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR191, Synchronization of PRR819, Changes to Support Revisions to the PUCT POLR and Expedited Switch Rules
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of NPRR191 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR192, QSE Energy and Ancillary Service Compliance Criteria

Market Participants expressed concerns that NPRR192 changes Non-Spinning Reserve Service (NSRS) into a Quick Start service.  Mr. Dumas explained that the way Non-Spin is deployed in the zonal and nodal markets is fundamentally different; and that in nodal, a unit must be at Low Sustainable Limit (LSL) and allow Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) to dispatch all energy in 30 minutes or less; that it was not the intent to redefine the service.

Market Participants discussed that ERCOT can run SCED any time it chooses; that one hour minimum run times are problematic in non-attainment areas; and that a least a two hour minimum run time would assist units in maintaining required emission averages.  Mr. Dumas clarified that ERCOT can indeed manually execute SCED if a problem arises, but that it would be impractical for Operators to monitor all units individually.

Market Participants reviewed comments to NPRR192 and expressed concern that many stakeholders do not understand the impact of the metric; that the GREDP calculation will have impacts to all Generation; and will have to be met on a unit by unit basis; that those units on the margin will have to adjust their ramp rates downward to meet the metric, which seems counter to the needs of ERCOT; and will have pricing and reliability impacts.  Don Blackburn opined that the GREDP is not a good calculation for how units follow base points, and that to define a correct metric for base points requires testing.
Market Participants discussed placing variables in the Protocol language; that the variables should be defined in the motion; that variable definitions would be posted to the Market Information System (MIS); and that TAC may review and revise the variable as necessary before Nodal implementation.  Market Participants also discussed GREDP compliance during Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) events; that most EEA events are longer than 30 minutes, and usually more than one hour in duration; and that consideration might be given to addressing the maximum number of intervals that may be failed during an EEA event

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR192 as amended by CPS Energy comments and as revised by PRS; with preliminary values of X=5%, Y=5MW, and Z=10% to be reevaluated and modified as necessary by TAC and the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) beginning two months prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID) and as necessary after the TNMID.  

Market Participants discussed timeline implications and the need to maintain the flexibility to change variables balanced against the need to fully vet proposed changes via the appropriate process; that results of the 168 Hour Test might not be available in time to make appropriate adjustments; and that the TRE might be flexible in increasing their level of enforcement in order to allow time for corrections, as long as frequency is unaffected.

Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and IOU Market Segments.
NPRR193, Application of Nodal Implementation Surcharge in Verifiable Costs
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of NPRR193 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process
Mr. Durrwachter spoke to Luminant comments and expressed concern that the current process for testing units is an applied ramp rate test due to the time limits; and poses problems for supercritical solid-fueled units that are base loaded and not designed to move quickly.  Mr. Durrwachter added that the test was developed to determine the amount of capacity available to ERCOT within a given time, and was not a test of maximum generation; that nuclear units are excluded as they do not ramp quickly; that lignite units will have difficulty passing the test if they are tested at or near LSL; and questioned whether there is a different timeline needed for solid fuel units, or if a test should be conducted for full capability when operating at or near HSL.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR194 to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS).  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Mr. Dumas noted that the timeframe was designed to allow 30 minutes for half-loaded units to reach HSL; that the 30 minute timeframe was chosen to address fuel limitations; that for units at LSL, the unit must reach HSL or a percentage of HSL within one hour; and that NPRR194 is a synchronization of a highly successful testing regime that has driven much uncertainty from the market.

Market Participants discussed that the test allowed for the elimination of the Reserve Discount Factor (RDF); that testing requires only performance to the current HSL; and that Resources may adjust their HSL throughout the day.  Mr. Pieniazek withdrew his second.
Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR195, Removal of McCamey Congestion Management from Nodal Protocols
Market Participants discussed whether Flowgate Rights (FGRs) should be removed from the revenue congestion model; that NPRR195 is a synchronizing revision for removal of what was characterized as “The McCamey Solution”; and that removal of flowgates as a whole might be better accomplished with a separate NPRR.

Mr. Helpert moved to recommend approval of NPRR195 as submitted.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of NPRRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”

Ms. Morris noted that there were no NPRRs with a CEO determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” for the month.
Notice of Withdrawal

Ms. Morris noted the withdrawal of PRR813, FIP Definition Revision.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 2:47 p.m.
APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Tuesday, September 17, 2009, 2009 – 9:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power & Light
	

	Bivens, Danny
	OPUC
	Alt. Rep. for G. Torrent

	Boehnemann, Robin
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	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Helpert, Billy
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	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Madden, Steve
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	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
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	CenterPoint Energy
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	Iberdrola
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
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	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra
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	TIEC
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Davison, Brian
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	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Dickson, Andrew
	Duke
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	Reliant 
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	Morgan Stanley
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Harryman, Carla
	BP Alternative Energy
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Jarvis, Tracy
	AES Corp 
	

	Jones, Dan
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	Jones, Liz
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	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra
	

	Liebmann, Diana
	Horizon
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Nease, Nelson
	Nucor Steel
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Ross, Richard
	AEPSC
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Smith, Mark
	Chaparral
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Woodson, Patrick
	E.ON
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Reedy, Stephen
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	


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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Henry Durrwachter recommended clarifications regarding the discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process.
Randy Jones moved to approve the August 25, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended by PRS.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 828, Remove QSE SCE Performance Exemption for QSEs with only Uncontrollable Renewable Resources On-line - URGENT


PRR829, Total Transmission Capacity Correction - URGENT

PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement - URGENT

PRR831, Annual Transmission Congestion Rights (TCR) Auction Amount – URGENT

Ms. Morris reported that PRR828, PRR829, PRR830, and PRR831 had been granted Urgent status.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reported TAC approval of revised TAC Procedures, noting the new requirement that all participants at ERCOT stakeholder meetings clearly identify themselves and the party they are representing at that specific meeting.  Ms. Morris reviewed revision requests approved at the September 15, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting, and noted that TAC Chair Mark Bruce addressed issues associated with performance requirements versus metrics.  Ms. Morris added that the ERCOT Board expressed a preference for metrics, but will accept performance requirements at this time in consideration of constraints posed by the Nodal project.
Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update; reported that there are no unfunded market projects at this time, noting that “unfunded” does not include parking deck items; and reviewed revisions to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Revision Request Review Form.

Parking Deck (Possible Vote)
Mr. Anderson reviewed the history of the parking deck concept; reported that changes to the Nodal systems post-Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TMNID) will be managed in structured releases, with the parking deck serving as input to release planning.  Mr. Anderson reviewed data elements to be captured during the Market Participant approval process, and requested stakeholder input.

Mr. Anderson reported that a complete list of parking deck items from each TAC subcommittee has not been compiled.  Mr. Bruce recommended that the subcommittees be consulted as to which items should populate the parking deck list, with discussion at PRS as to item priority and ranking, and asked for Mr. Anderson’s insight regarding ERCOT’s plan for subsequent iterations of the nodal market and engagement with the stakeholder process via TAC and the subcommittees.  Mr. Anderson noted there is some limited discussion as to timing of post-TNMID releases and a five-year funding plan.

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that Mike Cleary has consistently conveyed that achieving TNMID is its own project and that stabilizing the Nodal market is a separate project. Mr. Bruce noted that although Mr. Cleary has expressed concern that Market Participants might not be giving adequate consideration to the evolution of the Nodal market as they bring forward revision requests, suggesting that there should be a coordinated view of the next Nodal market iteration, possibly requiring a Texas Nodal Team (TNT)-style process, Mr. Bruce stated that, in his view, it would be inaccurate to characterize ERCOT as lacking a plan or a vision regarding the evolution of the Nodal market.

Eric Goff opined that, given various constraints, the parking deck process is an excellent primary tool to address market evolution, as it groups revision requests into thoughtful releases for market design.  Clayton Greer echoed Mr. Goff and stated that Independent ERCOT Board members should be reminded that Market Participants have already worked through at least one market launch and stabilization; and that the Nodal market will have thoughtfully clustered revisions for systems.  Ms. Morris noted that the item would be considered further at the November 19, 2009 PRS meeting.

Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

Dave Seibert reported that the draft NPRR for Other Binding Documents is currently under internal review and includes provisions to address the change control process.
Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR811, Real Time Production Potential
Billy Helpert moved to endorse and forward the 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for PRR811 to TAC.  DeAnn Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR823, Clarifying Language for Resource 12-Month Rolling Planned Outage Schedule

NPRR189, Ancillary Service Deployment Clarification

NPRR191, Synchronization of PRR819, Changes to Support Revisions to the PUCT POLR and Expedited Switch Rules

NPRR193, Application of Nodal Implementation Surcharge in Verifiable Costs

NPRR195, Removal of McCamey Congestion Management from Nodal Protocols
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the respective 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses for PRR823, NPRR191, NPRR193, and NPRR195 to TAC; and to endorse and forward the 08/25/09 PRS Recommendation Report, as amended by the 09/17/09 ERCOT comments, and Impact Analysis for NPRR189 to TAC.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision

In response to Mr. Goff’s question, ERCOT Staff clarified that PRR821 does not require additional language revisions in order to incorporate the Nodal parking deck process.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR821 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems, and Facilities – URGENT 
Mr. Barry reiterated the intention of PRR822 stating that this revision was in response to a directive by the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Board; expressed concern that the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) comments to PRR822 actually results in a co-mingling of the ERCOT Protocols and North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards and limits compliance requirements to effectively 41 Entities in ERCOT; and opined that comments supplied by CPS Energy matches the intent of the TRE Board in the creation of PRR822.  Market Participants expressed appreciation for the efforts of CPS Energy in responding to the TRE Board’s concerns regarding revisions to PRR822; requested additional time to review comments for unintended consequences; and offered to participate in a special PRS meeting for the timely consideration of PRR822.

Scott Wardle moved to table PRR822 and to convene a special PRS meeting prior to the next TAC meeting.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that PRS would need to consider PRR822 in time for ERCOT to develop an Impact Analysis and perform a CEO Revision Request Review, and to post supporting materials in time for TAC consideration; and that the Impact Analysis should include not only implementation costs, but costs for ERCOT’s ongoing compliance.  Ms. Morris requested that comments to PRR822 be submitted as soon as possible, and noted that the date for the special PRS meeting would be announced before the day’s adjournment.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR824, Primary Frequency Response from WGRs

Market Participants discussed operational implications of primary and secondary frequency response and that responsibility transfer involves secondary frequency response; that nuclear units are subject to Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements and provide a different type of governor response; and that there are a variety of technologies with varying capabilities.  Mr. Bruce suggested that Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) in the planning and development phases should be addressed first, with a subsequent PRR addressing existing WGRs.  Mr. R. Jones stated that reliability issues are at hand; that the idea of performing a system assessment to determine which wind generators should provide governor response is a bad idea due to the changing, growing system and that it would be more conducive to establish requirements for capability so that there is always coverage from an obligation standpoint.  Mr. Dumas agreed that a study is not needed to confirm the need for primary frequency response, and added that should WGRs have governor response during light Load periods, ERCOT would have improved capability to integrate more wind, and that better primary frequency response will minimize the action needed to be taken through Regulation Service.
Market Participants also discussed whether Urgent status should be considered for PRR824 in order to maintain the December 2009 effective date; that the Nodal Operating Guides will also need clarification regarding performance and compliance; and how to relate the 5% droop to the number of turbines that constitute WGRs.  Mr. Barry added that renewable technologies must provide primary frequency response, with the recognition that those technologies have different operating conditions; and cautioned any Entity planning to install WGRs in Texas that cannot provide primary frequency response does so at its own risk.

Mr. Bruce requested 30 days to work through compliance issues and stated that an NPRR would be required to address future concerns, rather than a PRR that will only be in effect for 14 months prior to the Nodal market.  Market Participants discussed the benefits of advancing prospective requirements.  Mr. R. Jones stated that ERCOT faces uncertainty in trying to recover from a frequency event and suggested that consideration should be given to making primary frequency response a paid service.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR824 as amended by the 09/16/09 CPS Energy comments and as revised by PRS.  Jennifer Troutman seconded the motion.  Mr. Ögelman stated that he would submit a separate PRR to address retrofitting.  Mr. Bruce requested an effective date of January 1, 2010 for PRR824 to maintain a consistent prospective application; and noted that NextEra would abstain from the vote in order to preserve the right to address compliance language at a later date.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
PRR826, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes,
NPRR190, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes
Mr. Greer moved to table PRR826 and NPRR190 for one month.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR827 as amended by the 09/02/09 Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (TX SET) Working Group comments.  Ms. Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR829, Total Transmission Capacity Correction – URGENT
Ms. Walker expressed frustration that only ERCOT-sponsored revision requests to address synchronization of terminology in the Protocols with NERC standards have been allowed to proceed through the stakeholder process; and stated that ERCOT Staff has assured her that they will work with Market Participants to move forward in a comprehensive effort to review Protocol terminology rather than a piecemeal effort.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR829 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.
PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement – URGENT

Ms. Morris noted a request from the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) that PRR830 be tabled and referred to ROS; and also noted a current related appeal before the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).  Diana Liebmann stated that Horizon Wind Energy is an appellant in the contested case which is continuing on the same issues raised in PRR830; that abatement of the contested case regarding Reactive Power occurred in February 2009 to resolve the issues was unsuccessful; and that ERCOT withdrew its Protocol interpretations and that interpretation is not binding on the market.  Ms. Liebmann stated that WGRs desire a prospective requirement that will not require substantial capital investment in retrofits to existing generation that has already been financed and, Ms. Liebmann opined, complies with the Protocols as written.  Ms. Liebmann stated that PRR830 should not proceed as these issues are before the PUCT and should be addressed there.  Mr. Bruce noted ROS’ request for time to review definitions.

Mr. Bruce moved to table PRR830 pending resolution of the contested case currently before the PUCT; and to request that ROS deliberate and file comments to PRR830.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Mr. Dumas stated that ERCOT’s interpretation of the Protocols stands; that PRR830 provides a framework for what ERCOT believes is required; and that ERCOT has no issue with ROS reviewing PRR830.  

Market Participants discussed that any fundamental change to voltage support should be reviewed by ROS, but debated whether or not ROS would be able to provide any additional insight without new information; and that ERCOT may report Entities not compliant with its current Protocol interpretation.  Chad Seely stated that PRR830 has no relation to the PUCT docket and is a stand-alone issue.  Ms. Liebmann stated that PRR830 language is more stringent; would require multi-million dollar retrofits; and would be applicable to all WGRs, many of which are currently exempt from such requirements, and would inordinately impact one portion of the market.  Katie Coleman countered that Entities continually encounter new environmental standards, and that applying new standards via a PRR that require retrofits does not make the standard retroactive.

Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants of procedural concerns and that the author of PRR830 is party to the contested case; and cautioned that the market should not act when a ruling of the PUCT is imminent.  Mr. Seely opined that PRR830 could proceed independently of the contested case.  Ms. Morris requested that a roll call vote be taken.  Mr. Bruce stated that, in the interest of expediency, he would withdraw the motion.
Mr. Bruce moved to table PRR830 for one month and to encourage ROS to provide comments on PRR830.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants asked if ERCOT would be amenable to the tabling of PRR830; Mr. Dumas answered that ERCOT would be amenable to a one month delay only.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR831, Annual Transmission Congestion Rights (TCR) Auction Amount – URGENT
Adrianne Brandt stated that some Entities prefer to hedge risk with TCRs and asked what prompted ERCOT to select 25% as the appropriate level for the amount of TCRs sold in the annual TCR auction.  Isabel Flores stated that TCRs would still be oversold at 25% but in consideration of other Commercially Significant Constraints (CSCs) did not want to go lower than 25%.  Ms. Brandt suggested that 25% be replaced with 30% for the annual auction.

Ms. Brandt moved to recommend approval of PRR831 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed other percentages; that the annual TCR auction does not take outages into account and that something might be sold that is not available; and that 25% might not offer enough supply to Entities that wish to hedge with the annual product.  Brandon Whittle opined that Consumers should not subsidize Entities’ chosen hedging strategy.  Mr. Wardle asked if ERCOT took into account the way West-to-North would be addressed in 2010; Ms. Flores responded that a better estimate cannot be made until the Closely Related Elements (CREs) are known.

The motion carried with two objections from the Independent Generator and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments, and three abstentions from the Consumer, IPM and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

PRR828, Remove QSE SCE Performance Exemption for QSEs with only Uncontrollable Renewable Resources On-line - URGENT

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR828 as submitted.  Robin Boehnemann seconded the motion.   Mr. R. Jones stated that the value that wind brings to the ERCOT System is undisputable, but that the Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) sets prices and that wind does not provide free energy; and that WGRs have responsibilities towards reliability.  

Mr. R. Jones expressed frustration that comments offering compromise or grandfathering language were not submitted; and stated that PRR828 is not complex, but only discontinues what is characterized as a temporary exemption from Schedule Control Error (SCE) metrics that has been extended to WGRs; and that subsequent WGR metrics are beyond the scope of PRR828. Mr. R. Jones added that PRR828 has no system impact and disputed that the issue should be before the ERCOT Board or PUCT, as Market Participants instated the exemption; and opined that maintaining exemptions hamper the development of appropriate metrics.

Mr. R. Jones stated that most WGRs demonstrate some ability to achieve metric-level control and that performance gaps for other WGRs must be closed; that consideration should be given to billing WGRs for costs associated with wind performance issues, rather than socializing costs via the ERCOT Administrative Fee. 

In reference to the presentation given by Mr. R. Jones, Mr. Bruce asked if the two highest and lowest performing WGRs were the same Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs), and if consideration had been given to the geographic location of the units, the number of turbines, or the amount of MWs produced.  Mr. R. Jones noted that the highest performances were not necessarily the same QSEs but that there were some repeat performers; that the low performers were fairly consistently the same QSEs; and that consideration had not been given to location, turbines, or MWs, but neither had those considerations been given to non-WGR QSEs. 

Mr. Bruce noted that the written record of ERCOT Board discussions do not reflect a call for the action proposed by PRR828 and opined that the directive to develop wind metrics is a different issue.  Mr. Bruce added that the TRE Board has stopped reviewing SCE metrics for WGR-only QSEs; and that the TRE Staff reported that SCE is not the appropriate metric for wind, but a replacement metric has not been identified as this time.  Mr. Bruce reminded Market Participants that a performance metric regarding ramp rates had been developed for most installed WGRs; that much incremental progress has been made on wind issues in the past two years; and that PRR828 exposes Entities to significant regulatory and compliance risk without providing any reliability benefits.  Mr. Bruce added that the ERCOT Board’s preference for metrics is tempered by the understanding that TNMID is the first priority, and that the ERCOT Board agreed with recent PRS and TAC decisions to take additional time to develop correct metrics.  

Dan Jones expressed concern that Mr. R. Jones presentation might influence some individuals that are unfamiliar with the issues; that the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) does not have a position as to which parties should bear costs associated with wind, but that should PRR828 cause even one WGR to leave the market, there would be efficiency impacts; and that ERCOT has a centralized market for efficiencies.
Mr. Bailey stated that though he initially supported PRR828, after further consideration he does not believe that reliability issues will be solved; but that wind interests are clearly causing Ancillary Service costs being born by Loads; and that WGRs are obligated to pay for the risks and associated costs that they bring to the ERCOT System.  Mr. Barry opined that exemptions were granted without a full understanding of the evolution of the ERCOT Transmission Grid; that as WGRs are challenged in providing according to plan, if reliability were the only consideration, wind would never be put on the ERCOT Transmission Grid; that a line must be drawn to stop the installation of facilities that run free with the wind unless the market funds a compensation mechanism; and that PRR828 might not be the correct response, but that wind cannot continue to operate as they have been when ERCOT is faced with 25GW of wind on the ERCOT Transmission Grid.

Market Participants discussed that additional consideration should be given to Ancillary Service cost causation; that reliability is at risk without primary frequency response capability; and that the Nodal market will address some issues associated with wind, but TNMID is more than a year away.  Mr. Bruce stated his commitment to continue to work to develop meaningful metrics for WGRs.  Mr. R. Jones reiterated that PRR828 is an effort to remove wind’s exemption from SCE and require the same responsibilities of all Generators.  Mr. Bailey asked for a commitment from wind interests to participate in a task force to consider cost allocation, should PRR828 not be recommended for approval. 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to call for the question.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

The motion to recommend approval of PRR828 as submitted carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Several Market Participants inquired as to the possibility of reconsidering the motion.  Mr. Seibert reminded Market Participants that a motion to reconsider must be made by a prevailing party to the initial motion.

Mr. Helpert moved to reconsider the vote regarding PRR828.  Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that a motion to reconsider may only address the previously decided question; that a motion to reconsider is an extraordinary action; that the movant must be party to the prevailing side, but that any party may provide a second to the motion to reconsider; that should PRR828 carry, QSEs would be in compliance jeopardy; and that cost allocation has twice been considered by a task force to no avail.   Mr. Bruce stated that he would be supportive of a subsequent motion regarding the possible formation of a task force and pledged that NextEra would be engaged in the discussion; and encouraged any interested party to bring forward a PRR proposing a methodology for allocation.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Seibert reminded Market Participants that the effect of the adoption of the motion to reconsider is immediately to place before the assembly again the question on which the vote is to be reconsidered, in the exact position it occupied the moment before it was voted on originally. 

Upon reconsideration of Mr. R. Jones’s motion to recommend approval of PRR828, as submitted, and Ms. Boehnemann’s second, the motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. R. Jones expressed disappointment that the motion failed upon reconsideration and encouraged Entities with WGRs to deliver on promises to address meaningful metrics for wind.  Mr. Bailey stated that he would be very disappointed to not see immediate action by wind interests.

Mr. Helpert moved to recommend to TAC that a task force be established under TAC or the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) to consider the allocation of Ancillary Services costs according to cost causation regarding WGRs.  Mr. Ross seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the need to develop and file a PRR quickly; that the scope of the task force should be limited to how to assign Ancillary Service costs caused by WGRs; and that a PRR may be filed independent of any task force, and that TAC may then form a task force or refer the PRR to the appropriate subcommittee.  The motion carried with one abstention from the IOU Market Segment. 

Mr. Greer asked if the motion to establish a task force was in order or required notice of vote to be waived.  Mr. Seely opined that the motion was in order and stemmed from the notice of vote for PRR828.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR196, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS

Ms. Troutman moved to recommend approval of NPRR196 as amended by the 09/02/09 TX SET Working Group comments.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of NPRRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”

NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub

Mr. Goff expressed appreciation for the CEO review process, but stated that NPRR169 was filed prior to PRR799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS.  Mr. Goff acknowledged the challenges associated with generating Impact Analyses, and stated that to the extent that one for NPRR169 is available, the market would appreciate the opportunity to review it.  Mr. Anderson noted that there is an estimate for the initial coding work, but that concerns are largely centered around system degradation in attempting the change; and that he would take the request back for internal discussion and a determination if any analysis might be brought forward.

Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.
Other Business

PRR754, Resource Settlement Due To Forced Transmission Outage (Possible Vote)
Ms. Morris noted that prior to passage of PRR804, Revisions to Section 21 Appeal Process, PRR754 failed to be recommended for approval, and conveyed ERCOT Legal’s request for formal rejection of PRR754.  Kristi Hobbs added that the motion to recommend approval of PRR754 failed due to a lack of Market Segment vote majority, and that no appeal was filed.  

Mr. Wardle’s motion to reject PRR754 failed for lack of a second.  Market Participants discussed that additional time should be allowed to review the background information and issues associated with PRR754.
Mr. Bruce moved to table PRR754.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment. 

Special PRS Meeting
Ms. Morris announced that PRS would convene at 8:00 a.m. on Tuesday, September 22, 2009 at ERCOT Austin to consider PRR822.  Ms. Morris urged Market Participants to file comments to PRR822 as soon as possible.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 3:45 p.m.
APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Establishing an Emergency Condition Pursuant to TAC Procedures Section IV.D.
Henry Durrwachter moved to declare an emergency condition pursuant to TAC Procedures and to waive notice of vote.  Scott Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems, and Facilities – URGENT 
Ms. Morris noted that several Entities filed extensive comments to PRR822.  Market Participants discussed that the 09/21/09 Luminant Energy comments significantly reformatted PRR822, consolidated other comments and removed redundancies, and would serve as a reasonable baseline.  Market Participants debated whether violations and non-violations should be defined in the document; and whether PRR822 should be a Regional Standard rather than an ERCOT Protocol.  Jim Brenton noted that there are ongoing discussions regarding Protocol enforcement and where the responsibility lies.  Mr. Brenton opined that PRR822 should be maintained as a non-statutory state level issue.  Victor Barry added that PRR822 was submitted by the TRE; was intended to be a non-statutory Protocol; and should not be comingled with NERC Standards.

Market Participants discussed that some grey areas remain regarding the enforcement of the Protocols, that the ERCOT Board has yet to determine the jurisdiction, and that neutral wording such as “compliance enforcement authority” might be employed; and that TRE receives the reports, but the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) enforces the Protocols.  Adrian Pieniazek asked Mr. Barry if he could foresee TRE submitting Protocol revisions should the TRE become responsible for overseeing North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) compliance rather than Protocol compliance.  Mr. Barry stated that, should TRE again be directed to file a Protocol revision, TRE would likely decline to do so.

In reviewing the 09/21/09 Luminant Energy comments to PRR822, Market Participants discussed that ERCOT would be subject to PRR822; that some small Entities with facilities pose no risk to the ERCOT System and would be unduly burdened by broad PRR822 language; and that other Entities have nothing to do with the operation of the ERCOT System and should not be required to be compliant with PRR822.  Mr. Brenton added that ERCOT has assets it deems very critical, and will work towards exemplary compliance to PRR822.  Eric Goff opined that the 09/18/09 LCRA comments to PRR822 regarding risk based assessment are appropriate.  A debate ensued regarding whether PRR822 should include risk based assessment language.  

Mr. Barry stated that PRR822 was originally filed by the TRE to address reliability issues and assets not addressed by NERC requirements; that the NERC system for risk based assessment is still being addressed at the national level; and that should a risk based assessment methodology be included in PRR822, many pieces of the ERCOT System would be left unprotected.

Market Participants discussed that PRR822 should be streamlined and in concert with the NERC risk based assessment; that the NERC methodology, while still being developed, is the standard currently employed by Entities; and that to use a different methodology in PRR822 would be confusing for compliance and enforcement efforts.  Market Participants debated whether PRR822 would be rejected by the ERCOT Board should it include a risk based methodology; that a list of types of facilities that must be addressed might be generated, apart from the discretion of individual Market Participants; and that a sufficient list of facilities would not be accomplishable in a short time frame. Market Participants argued that perfect security is neither possible nor affordable, and that consequently, development of a list of facilities for inclusion in PRR822 would also rely on a risk based assessment.

Market Participants reviewed language regarding Generation Resources, Transmission substations; control and dispatch centers; special protection devices; systems and facilities critical to System restoration and automatic Load shedding.  Market Participants discussed the perils of mixing NERC functionality with the ERCOT Protocols; that the ERCOT Board looks to the TAC subcommittees to make recommendations based on expertise; and that the ERCOT Board should have the benefit of hearing why stakeholders believe a risk based approach is an appropriate methodology for PRR822.  Mr. Barry added that PRR822 is requiring Market Participants to put processes in place to protect their own assets and to report any violation of these processes; that the requirements of PRR822 are not onerous; and that currently there are organizations using risk based assessment to erroneously declare that they have no critical assets.  Mr. Barry noted that currently only 41 Entities within ERCOT are declaring that they have critical assets.  

Market Participants expressed concern that all Market Participants are being prevented from employing risk based assessments because some Entities refuse to declare owning critical assets; that the TRE should take within its investigatory authority the right to discuss potential critical assets owned by non-declaring Entities; and that insertion of the word “reasonable” regarding risk based assessments, per Mr. Barry’s suggestion, might advance the discussion.

Market Participants proposed language revisions regarding the applicability of PRR822 to Transmission and Distribution lines; “bulk ERCOT System”; timelines for termination of access; and the implications of various facility and regular business hours.  Market Participants debated the inclusion of Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) and Loads Acting as a Resource (LaaRs) as critical to system operation; that maintaining violation language in PRR822 creates a precedent; and that Public Switch Networks should be addressed, as Market Participants should not be held accountable for breaches to technologies that they do not control.  Mr. Brenton opined that such breaches were outside the intent of TRE and PRR822.

Market Participants also discussed that the TRE and the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) have access to confidential data, and that the TRE and IMM would be subject to PRR822, to the extent that the TRE is not currently fully separated from ERCOT, and that the IMM is a contractor.  Kristi Hobbs added that the definition of ERCOT should be reviewed.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR822 as amended by the 09/21/09 Luminant Energy comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Mr. Goff suggested that Market Participants file comments attesting to the accuracy and appropriate nature of PRS’ action.   

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 10:30 a.m.
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	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Jones, Randy
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	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
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	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Torrent, Gary
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	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
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	Allen, Thresa
	Iberdrola
	

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra
	

	Burt, Matthew
	RES Americas
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Harryman, Carla
	BP Alternative Energy
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Robinson, Lane
	Bluarc/Babcock Brown
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Taylor, William
	Calpine
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	NextEra
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Lasher, Warren
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Seibert, Dave
	
	


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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

September 17, 2009

Mark Bruce and Mike Grimes offered revisions to the draft September 17, 2009 PRS meeting minutes.

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the draft September 17, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended by Mr. Bruce and Mr. Grimes, and as revised by PRS.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
September 22, 2009 

Ms. Walker moved to approve the draft September 22, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 834, ERCOT Load Forecast Accuracy – URGENT 
PRR835, Reactive Capability Requirement – URGENT

PRR836, Revised Minimum Ramp Rate for Balancing Energy Service Down to Comport with PRR803 – URGENT

Ms. Morris reported that PRR834, PRR835, and PRR836 had been granted Urgent status via PRS email votes.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reported that TAC recommended approval of PRR822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities, after a long discussion, and noted that the ERCOT Board removed physical facilities language from PRR822 before approving it.  Ms. Morris also reported that Trip Doggett will serve as interim ERCOT Chief Executive Officer (CEO).
Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Parking Deck (Possible Vote)
Kristi Hobbs reviewed the nodal parking deck concept and noted that PRS would vote on recommended NPRR language as well as recommend priority and rank for NPRRs and System Change Requests (SCRs) that received a "Needed prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date" status from the CEO revision request review process.  Ms. Hobbs noted that some revision requests are ready for parking deck consideration; encouraged Market Participants to review the parking deck within their organizations; and added that it would be the pleasure of the PRS as to when revision requests are addressed, though it is requested that large numbers of items not be delivered to the ERCOT Board at once.  Mr. Bruce offered that subcommittees should not be concerned with overwhelming TAC with parking deck items, adding that TAC would take the opportunity to consider issues strategically and might take action to table items as necessary.

Other Binding Documents (see Key Documents)

Dave Seibert reported that the draft Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) for Other Binding Documents is currently under internal review, and encouraged Market Participants to contact him with any questions.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision
Ann Boren reviewed ERCOT comments to PRR821, noting clarifications to what actions might be taken before a PRR is deemed rejected.

Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report as amended by the 09/29/09 ERCOT comments and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Adrian Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR824, Primary Frequency Response from WGRs

Market Participants discussed that PRR824-related Operating Guide Revision Requests (OGRRs) would soon be submitted; and proposed language revisions for clarifications and administrative items.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS
NPRR196, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS 
Regarding PRR827, Ms. Hobbs recommended deleting “Public Area” from the language referencing “MIS Public Area” as the term “Public Area” applies to the Nodal Protocols.  Ms. Hobbs also informed PRS that the black line language in the 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report was incorrectly updated and would be corrected with the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report to properly reference the grey-boxed language for PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS.

Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis for PRR827 to TAC; and to endorse and forward the 09/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report and the Impact Analysis for NPRR196 to TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR826, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes
NPRR190, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes
ERCOT Staff reported that internal work continues on some of the issues raised by Market Participants regarding PRR826, and requested that it be tabled for an additional month.
Scott Wardle moved to table PRR826 and NPRR190 for one month.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement – URGENT
John Dumas noted that PRR830 was discussed at length at the October 15, 2009 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) meeting; and stated that PRR830 does not represent a changed philosophy of what ERCOT believes the current Protocols require; that PRR830 provides a framework for existing Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) to install devices to become compliant with the current Protocol requirements; and that PRR830 also provides a definition for modeling WGR turbines.  Mr. Dumas added that aggregate modeling of turbines of different sizes and characteristics result in reactive curve inaccuracies when various turbines are, for example, down for maintenance.  Mr. Dumas noted that modeling only like turbines, which will have like Unit Reactive Limit (URL) capabilities, addresses turbine availability status and provides an accurate representation of each WGR's Reactive Power capability.  Mr. Dumas noted that PRR830 allows existing machines to meet requirements with static devices.

Mr. Bruce suggested that a revised WGR definition be limited to a specific use, and expressed concern that a broadly applied revised WGR definition would yield many unintended consequences to compliance reporting, settlement, and financial arrangements; and asked if there were methods to address modeling concerns via telemetry.  Mr. Dumas answered that ERCOT believed the revised WGR definition would be appropriately applied throughout ERCOT Protocols; that telemetry addresses Mega Volt-Amperes reactive (MVAr) and MW output, rather than modeling; and that modeling affords the running of power flow studies to simulate line and unit loses.  Mr. Dumas clarified that he is not privy to Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) processes, settlement contracts, and financial arrangements, but is answering from the prospective of Protocol requirements and modeling considerations.

Mr. Bruce asked how Voltage Profiles were determined, and if the process is described in the Operating Guides or other documents.  Mr. Dumas answered that the Voltage Profile is defined in the ERCOT Protocols; that ERCOT works with Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) and Market Participant groups within ROS twice each year to run studies to establish a default voltage schedule; that Entities that do not know their voltage schedule should contact ERCOT, but it is known that the number will be between 0.95 and 1.05, based on system conditions; and that units need the capability to supply a 100 MW machine plus or minus 33 MVAR at the Point of Interconnection.  Mr. Dumas opined that PRR835 represents a change in philosophy in positioning the MVAR requirement as a sliding number along output levels.

Mr. Bruce noted that PRR835 was filed by NextEra; that there was some discussion at the October 15, 2009 ROS meeting as to whether PRR835 should be withdrawn and filed as comments to PRR830; that NextEra believes PRR835 is the better solution and will not withdraw PRR835; and that NextEra will work to achieve some middle ground between the two PRRs.  Mr. Bruce expressed hope that PRS would be reluctant to recommend approval of PRR830, and opined that ERCOT makes recommendations in PRR830 that do not take into consideration extended market effects. 

Mr. R. Jones countered that ROS held a robust discussion of PRR830 and voted overwhelmingly to endorse PRR830; that there are commercial issues involved with PRR830, in addition to reliability concerns; and that fundamentally, voltage support is a community service.  Mr. R. Jones recalled that when the Standard Generation Interconnection Agreement (SGIA) was developed, compromises were struck to require Load to pay for Transmission costs according to Load Ratio Share (LRS) in exchange for Generators supplying voltage support for the system without compensation.  Mr. R. Jones added that Generators are only compensated for Reactive Power when they are asked to back down real power and are paid an opportunity cost; and that when Generators do not provide their portion of the voltage support obligation, risks and costs are transferred to Load via Out Of Merit (OOM) actions and Transmission Cost of Service (TCOS).  Mr. R. Jones opined that PRR830 is appropriate and timely, and that without PRR830, the ERCOT System will become a dumping ground for outdated machines.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR830 as endorsed by ROS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Reid opined that a full discussion of PRR830 language and concepts had not been held; that clear guidance for new WGRs is needed to ensure voltage support; that PRR835 is more appropriate; and that PRR830 will require WGRs to spend funds to supply a rectangle that will not be used.  Mr. Reid added that approval of PRR830 would eliminate language that, he opined, describes the triangle; and would subvert the process underway at the PUCT regarding PUCT Docket No. 36482, Appeal of Competitive Wind Generators Regarding the Electric Reliability Council of Texas' (ERCOT) Interpretation of the Reactive Power Protocols.  Mr. Seely clarified the current procedural posture, stating that there was an order to dismiss Docket No. 36842; that WGRs have filed an appeal of the dismissal; and that there is a timeline for ERCOT to respond to the motion to appeal.  Mr. Seely added that the proposed language in PRR830 may require retrofits for existing WGRs but is not retroactive.  

Mr. Dumas noted that the obligation to provide the rectangle is defined in Protocol Section 6.5.7.1, Generation Resources Required to Provide VSS Installed Reactive Capability.  Mr. Reid argued that language proposed to be struck by PRR830 makes interpretation of a legal document.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT Protocols are continually revised and clarified.  Mr. Grimes opined that WGRs came to Texas due to favorable grid access rules; and that PRR830 changes requirements and could have a chilling effect on other WGRs entering the ERCOT market.  Mr. Grimes noted that Horizon Wind Energy discovered that they had been operating in contravention to ERCOT Protocols; sought clarification of requirements to ensure compliance; and installed additional reactive capability per the TDSP. Mr. Grimes also noted that per the 10/22/09 Vestas comments, Vestas owns units that provide Reactive Power via static and dynamic devices.  Some Market Participants opined that ERCOT may set the Voltage Profile, but should not mandate how the profile is achieved; and that Entities should be allowed to demonstrate the viability of hybrid solutions for providing Reactive Power.

Mr. Greer cited Protocol Section 6.5.7.1 (2) as requiring 0.95 installed through the entire capability of a unit, regardless of restrictions on deployment.  Mr. Detelich stated that he would be amenable to a proven hybrid solution for providing reactive capability, and would be opposed to requiring existing WGRs to separate and resubmit Resource Asset Registration Forms (RARFs).  Ms. Wagner expressed concern that different requirements at each Point of Interconnection makes planning difficult, adversely impacts Consumer costs, and has fairness and grid stability implications.

Mr. Bruce stated that PRR835 sets a minimum standard but allows for the imposition of additional standards, and that each unit that is connected to the grid has undergone three studies; and opined that PRR830 is short-sighted for not addressing other technologies such as solar and storage, and is bad policy.  Mr. Bruce drew similarities between PRR830 discussions and the disposition of OGRR208, Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) Requirement; argued that a lack of data erodes the reason for the process; and questioned why another 30-60 days could not be taken to further debate the issues.  Mr. Bruce expressed concern that another appeal before the PUCT would spotlight deficiencies in the stakeholder process and would cost time, effort and money for all parties.  Mr. Bruce suggested that PRS generate a list of questions for consideration by ROS.

Mr. R. Jones opined that PRR835 tacitly admits that the rectangle is the requirement, as the rectangle will be required upon assessment; and complained that the ROS discussion of PRR830 was mischaracterized as incomplete.  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that an assessment methodology would result in dueling studies by various consultancies and additional delays; and that eventual installation of additional Reactive Power capability would fall to TDSPs as a result.  Mr. R. Jones noted that ERCOT’s and other Entities’ lack of study horsepower has been cited in numerous forums; and recalled discussions held at the development of interim requirements where it was made clear that the obligation for Reactive Power was not proportional to output, that the shape was rectangular and not conical.

Mr. Reid complained that the issues underlying PRR830 had not been remanded to a working group or task force; and that while modeling issues must be addressed, altering the definition of WGR has far-reaching impacts, including impact to the use of the word “units”.  Liz Jones reminded Market Participants that the discussion of PRR830 at the October 15, 2009 ROS meeting consumed at least three hours, and opined that the characterization of the ROS discussion of PRR830 was disrespectful of the members of ROS who brought their experience and perspective to the meeting and held the discussion they felt was necessary.  Ms. L. Jones requested recognition of the difference between dynamic and static capacity on the system, and that they are not perfectly substitutable, depending on system conditions.

Ms. L. Jones rejected the notion that ERCOT and Market Participants are doomed to repeat history as it pertains to an appeal, noting that PRR830 discussions and votes do not have an 11th hour element; that Order 15 is on appeal and that parties believing that ERCOT should be precluded from taking action should make that case to the PUCT; that it has not been ERCOT’s habit to not take action; and that ERCOT has usually been directed to act affirmatively.  Ms. L. Jones concluded that PRS should take the action it deems appropriate.

Mr. Grimes registered his objection to the characterization that WGRs are trying to push costs to other parties; and added that Entities will provide additional equipment that is demonstrated to be necessary, but does not wish to undertake costs based on presumed needs.

Mr. Greer stated that good voltage response is needed where Load is heavy, but internal Generation is lacking, and where there is an excess of Generation and low Load.  Mr. Greer noted that a 400 mile capacitor is about to be installed in West Texas, and that grid conditions will vary tremendously with lines continuously in and out of service; and opined that any study may be generated to demonstrate any need.  Mr. Greer concluded that as grid conditions are dynamic, reactive response should be solid at all times.

Mr. Dumas agreed with Ms. L. Jones that OGRR208 and PRR830 are completely different, noting that when OGRR208 was contested, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Order 661A was not being applied in Texas, and as it was considered a new requirement, some consideration was given to studies.  Mr. Dumas added that PRR830 does not represent a new requirement, and should not be delayed due to Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) build-out and coming WGR installation; that ROS has provided input as requested; that standards equalize the playing field and planning process; and that PRR830 should move forward at this time.

Ms. Wagner opined that while other regions have a different construct for connecting Generation, the ERCOT interconnection system is successful due to consistent standards; and added that NextEra was granted time to present PRR835 considerations at the October 15, 2009 ROS meeting, and that votes were not swayed.

Warren Lasher noted that on a recent call, the New England Independent System Operator manager of renewables integration stated their proposed Reactive Power requirement for the rectangle, rather than the cone; that there is increased interest for WGRs in South Texas where Private Use Networks (PUNs) and Load issues will be at play; that a reactive study for CREZ lines will commence that very week; and that assumptions will have to be made as to whether units will provide the cone or the rectangle.  Mr. Lasher stated his conviction that to assume that the requirement is cone shaped would yield a different answer.  

Dan Jones asked what underlying assumption – whether the cone or rectangle requirement – supported the multimillion dollar decision in the CREZ proceeding.  Mr. Lasher stated that all analysis was executed using the rectangle assumption.  Mr. Wybierala stated that PRR835 was proposed to provide flexibility going into CREZ.  Mr. Lasher allowed that per-unit requirements based on studies seems appropriate, but leads to equity issues at minimum, and that permutations grow so quickly that the methodology does not make sense and is impractical and extremely difficult to implement.

Mr. Bruce stated that the ROS comments did not alter the language of PRR830, and that the motion should be stated “as submitted by ERCOT”; Mr. R. Jones countered that “as endorsed” was not an illegal motion element and would remain in the motion.  Kevin Gresham clarified that E.ON does not agree that the rectangle, as opposed to the cone, is the requirement, but would abstain from the vote.

The motion carried on roll call vote with seven objections from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and five abstentions from the Independent Generator (2), Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (2), and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents)

Ms. Morris requested that interested parties file comments to PRR830 prior to the November 5, 2009 TAC meeting.

PRR832, Deletion of Schedule Control Error (SCR) Posting Requirement
Mr. Dumas reported that in reviewing the ERCOT Protocols, it was discovered that the report referred to in PRR832 was never implemented and does not exist.  Mr. Dumas expressed concern that to create the report would remove resources from Nodal efforts, and recommended deleting the requirement.  Pat Moast stated that while the TRE does not agree with the possible implication that what is proposed for removal has a substitute that the TRE produces, the TRE does not oppose the ERCOT proposal.

Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of PRR832 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Mr. Moast stated that the TRE had no language modification to propose.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs
Mr. Dumas clarified that ERCOT will interpret “technically infeasible” as relating to whether turbines are able to pitch their blades or physically respond to control signals; and that clarification is needed regarding “on” or “prior to” January 1.  Mr. Reid opined that such interpretation would have significant investment impacts, as many turbines are not part of a central control system.  Mr. Dumas added that PRR833 only requires ERCOT consideration as to whether WGRs can technically be equipped with Primary Frequency Response, not consideration of dollar figures.

Mr. Reid opined that PRR833 would remove all Type 1 and Type 2 turbines from operation with no supporting study and that PRR833 is retroactive in nature.  Mr. Gresham thanked Mr. Dumas for clarifying ERCOT’s likely interpretation; stated that organizations would need to further consult with their engineering and construction resources; and opined that without a study, required retrofits would be for only possible enhancements to reliability.  Mr. R. Jones disagreed that enhancements to reliability would only be potential; and opined that any additional governor response that is tuned properly affords better reliability, and that the obligation has always been in place for all units.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR833 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce argued that Protocol Section 5.9.1.1, Governor in Service, does not address what is to be done with a Resource that does not have or cannot have a governor; and expressed dismay that a TSP would interconnect a Generator, that ERCOT would accept a RARF, and that units would be in operation for eight years before learning of compliance issues.  Mr. Bruce noted that nuclear units operate differently than other units, but that pains are not taken to minutely define the differences, and opined that another section is needed in the ERCOT Protocols to address Generation units without governors.  Mr. Bruce suggested that issues associated with PRR833 be approached in the same manner as ramp rates, and that PRR833 be tabled so that further work may be done. 

Mr. R. Jones opined that language that is solely prospective creates different classes of WGRs.  Mr. Grimes offered that the speed with which a unit is able to feather blades might also be a feasibility consideration, and questioned how capability might be demonstrated; Mr. R. Jones noted that officer attestations are accepted in other areas of ERCOT and might be applicable in this instance.  Mr. Dumas reminded Market Participants that the language references only “technically infeasible”; that costs are not listed as a consideration, that ERCOT is not suggesting that costs should be a consideration and is not taking a position on costs; and that he raises ERCOT’s likely interpretation in an effort to avoid ambiguity and any eventual argument that the capability is “technically infeasible” because of cost.

Mr. R. Jones opined that PRR833 should move forward; noted that additional language regarding technical infeasibility has not been provided during the comment period to date; and stipulated that improvements in system performance are due to thermal Generators providing governor response.  Mr. R. Jones acknowledged that portions of PRR833 language remain challenging; recommended interested parties offer comments with improved language for consideration at the November 5, 2009 TAC meeting; and offered that should suitable revisions not be achieved at TAC, he would move to remand PRR833.

Mr. Gresham offered appreciation for ERCOT’s efforts to avoid ambiguity, but clarified that new information was provided at the day’s PRS meeting.  Mr. Bruce expressed concern that new language would be sent to TAC without prior vetting by task forces, working groups and subcommittees, and opined that the appropriate action would be to reject the motion on the floor and then approve a subsequent motion to table PRR833.  Mr. R. Jones countered that the base language for PRR833 came out of the Operations Working Group (OWG).  The motion carried on roll call vote with four abstentions from the Independent Generator, IOU, and IPM (2) Market Segments.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
PRR834, ERCOT Load Forecast Accuracy – URGENT
Mr. Durrwachter noted that the newly revised ERCOT Ancillary Service procurement methodology is proceeding through the stakeholder process and might address some of the issues related to PRR834.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table PRR834 for one month.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

PRR835, Reactive Capability Requirement – URGENT
Mr. Greer moved to reject PRR835.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried on roll call vote with six objections from the Independent Generator (5) and IPM Market Segments, and five abstentions from the Independent Generator (2), IPM (2) and IOU Market Segments.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
PRR836, Revised Minimum Ramp Rate for Balancing Energy Service Down to Comport with PRR803 – URGENT
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR836 as submitted.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR194 for one month.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed how the benefits of driving uncertainty from the system, achieved via PRR750, Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing, might be retained in the Nodal market; that ERCOT needs to ascertain that the numbers provided in Real Time Reserve monitoring are achievable in an emergency without risking damage to units that might have just been backed down for Responsive Reserve Service (RRS); whether telemetered High Sustainable Limit (HSL) might be used rather than Current Operating Plan (COP) HSL; and whether ERCOT might consider running the test when a unit is already at 80 percent of Load.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” (Possible Vote)

NPRR131, Ancillary Service Trades with ERCOT

NPRR153, Generation Resource Fixed Quantity Block

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies

NPRR164, Resubmitting Ancillary Service Offers in SASM

NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub

NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision
Market Participants discussed methods for advancing parking deck items, and determined to sort items into vetted and approved categories for the November 19, 2009 PRS meeting, with remaining items to be taken up at the December 17, 2009 PRS meeting.

Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.

Other Business

PRR754, Resource Settlement Due To Forced Transmission Outage (Possible Vote)
Ms. Morris noted that PRS refrained from voting to reject PRR754 at the September 17, 2009 PRS meeting, as Mr. Bruce had submitted PRR754 and was absent at the time PRR754 would have been considered for rejection.  Mr. Bruce expressed his appreciation for the delay, stated that discussions had been held with affected parties in the intervening month, and that PRR754 may be disposed of at the will of PRS.

Mr. Helpert moved to reject PRR754.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with on objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and four abstentions from the Independent Generator, IOU (2), and IPM Market Segments.

Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment (NPRSA) Task Force Discussion
Ms. Walker noted that the NPRSA TF was formed the previous year to address misalignments between terminology in the Nodal Protocols and the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards; that while ERCOT had not asked her to halt efforts, concerns for system impacts were expressed, and items were regularly routed to the now-disbanded Transition Plan Task Force (TPTF); that ERCOT had filed PRRs and NPRRs to address some terminology issues that would affect ERCOT specifically, but that efforts to address terminology affecting all Market Participants had not advanced; and that she had received recent assurances from ERCOT to assist in a renewed effort to address needed terminology revisions in a comprehensive rather than piecemeal effort.

Market Participants expressed concern for any effort that might be interpreted as potentially detrimental to the Nodal schedule; the potential for fines and compliance issues due to confused terminology; and the difficulty of reviewing a potentially 25-Section NPRR.  Mr. R. Jones recommended that consideration should be given to developing a comprehensive review schedule of when each Section would be edited, as well as a master translation table.  Ms. Morris reinstated the NPRSA TF and directed that an approach for moving forward be discussed at the November 19, 2009 PRS meeting.

PRR837, Load Used in RMR Studies
Ms. Wagner stated that PRR837 provides guidance for ERCOT regarding the forecast to use for Load forecasts and Reliability Must Run studies.  Market Participants discussed potential Congestion implications; and that the peak determined by the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) is not necessarily coincident with the ERCOT peak.

2010 ERCOT Membership/Market Segment Elections

Brittney Albracht reminded Market Participants that the ERCOT Membership date-of-record is Friday, November 13, 2009; that Market Segment Representative elections for the ERCOT Board and all committees and subcommittees will begin on Monday, November 16, 2009; and that a potential ERCOT Bylaws revision will prevent ERCOT Board members from serving and voting on TAC or any TAC subcommittee.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 3:00 p.m.

APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Tuesday, November 19, 2009, 2009 – 9:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Boehnemann, Robin
	Exelon Generation
	

	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Hancock, Tom
	Garland Power & Light
	Alt. Rep. for D. Bailey

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Trevino, Melissa
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	Alt. Rep. for S. Wardle

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	McAndrew, Thomas
	ERRS
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	NextEra
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Maggio, David
	
	Via Teleconference

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	Via Teleconference

	Seely, Chad
	
	


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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

October 22, 2009
DeAnn Walker noted that Randy Jones had abstained from the vote to approve the September 17, 2009 PRS meeting minutes.

Ms. Walker moved to approve the October 22, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 839, Revised Resource Category Generic Fuel Costs – Urgent

PRR840, Update Trading Hub Conversion for 2010 Congestion Zones – Urgent 

Ms. Morris reported that PRR839 and PRR840 had been granted Urgent status via PRS email votes.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reported TAC recommendation and ERCOT Board approval of PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement, and PRR836, Revised Minimum Ramp Rate for Balancing Energy Service Down to Comport with PRR803, and noted extensive discussion of PRR830 at both TAC and ERCOT Board meetings.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a brief update, noting that some funding had been shifted from the Met Center Replacement project, which revised projections indicated would be under-spent, to the Information Lifecycle Management (ILM) project, which needed additional funding to continue advancement in 2009.  Mr. Anderson added that the funding shift does not affect either projects’ total budgets, and that there is no risk of exceeding the total annual budget.
Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”

Market Participants discussed methods for advancing parking deck items to TAC.  Ms. Morris noted that several revisions requests had already been fully vetted, and that others require additional revision due to baseline changes.  Kristi Hobbs reviewed items for which ERCOT would submit comments for PRS consideration, and items not requiring further revision.  Ms. Hobbs noted that items would remain on the Project Priority List (PPL) until release planning, and that upon release planning, priority and rank would be reviewed again by PRS and revised at that time if necessary.
NPRR131, Ancillary Service Trades with ERCOT
NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies
Ms. Hobbs noted that since NPRR131 was placed in the parking deck, changes to the baseline had been made, and that ERCOT would file comments to update the baseline.

Henry Durrwachter moved to table NPRR131 and NPRR156.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Adrian Pieniazek briefly explained the purpose of NPRR131, inquired if there was a workaround for NPRR131, and agreed to further discussion at the December 17, 2009 PRS meeting.  Ms. Hobbs added that Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) would be prepared to address questions.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR153, Generation Resource Fixed Quantity Block
NPRR164, Resubmitting Ancillary Service Offers in SASM

NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 10/23/08 PRS Recommendation Report for NPRR153 to TAC with a priority of Medium and rank of 2; the 11/20/08 PRS Recommendation Report for NPRR164 to TAC with a priority of Medium and rank of 2; and the 12/18/08 PRS Recommendation Report for NPRR169 to TAC with a priority of High/Medium and a rank of 1.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that priority designations of Critical will be extremely rare; and that ranks may be re-determined in relation to other items as they are added to the parking deck.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR181 for one month.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis (see Key Documents)
PRR832, Deletion of Schedule Control Error (SCR) Posting Requirement

David Detelich moved to endorse and forward the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for PRR832 to TAC.  Tom Hancock seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs 

Ms. Morris noted robust discussion of PRR833 in the prior month.  Ms. Hobbs reviewed the 11/12/09 ERCOT comments to PRR833.

Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse and forward the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report for PRR833 as amended by the 11/12/09 ERCOT comments, and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Todd Kimbrough requested that PRR833 be tabled for 30 days, stating that talks continue with vendors to determine what is technically feasible.  Mr. R. Jones declined to amend the motion.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Kenan Ögelman opined that tabling PRR833 would not adversely affect the timeline, as PRR833 is a backcast, and affirmed Mr. Greer’s understanding that ERCOT clarified at the October 22, 2009 PRS meeting that costs would not figure into ERCOT’s interpretation of “technically infeasible.”

Mr. R. Jones asserted that PRR833 is constructed with timelines that give ample time for compliance or reversal, should continued talks with vendors provide clarity as to technical infeasibility; has a liberal safety valve in that language is vague as to how ERCOT will allow a Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) to prove technical infeasibility; and that there is no value in delaying the language.  Mike Grimes opined that a standard for technical infeasibility had not been developed, and requested an additional 30 days to develop language in order to save time and effort on ERCOT’s behalf.  Mr. Greer noted that should ERCOT pronounce technical feasibility after meeting with a WGR, that there is an appeals process available through the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).  

Mr. Kimbrough stated that NextEra was already in talks with vendors and manufacturers, and opined that correct language is preferable to fast language.  Mr. Pieniazek stated that he would be willing to support tabling should ERCOT not take issue, but added that PRR833 had been available for comment for some time, and opined that determining feasibility should not take too long.  Market Participants discussed possible tabling of the motion to allow time for other SMEs to join the discussion.   

Mr. R. Jones moved to table the motion.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Clayton Greer moved to remove the motion from the table.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Greer asked if an Entity would be able to appeal an ERCOT pronouncement of technical feasibility.  Chad Seely stated that the appeal would go through the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process described in ERCOT Protocol Section 20, Alternative Dispute Resolution Procedure, and if denied, that the Entity could appeal denial of the ADR before the PUCT; and that the length of the process would depend on the issue.  Mr. Grimes stated that the wind community is seeking the most efficient method; Mr. Greer offered that the first appeal to the PUCT might result in instructions that would help define feasibility.  Mr. Seely opined that efficiency would be served by the development of revision language for ERCOT to review; and that a 30 day delay of the item would not be problematic for ERCOT Staff.  Ms. Morris granted Mr. R. Jones’ request for a five minute recess for caucusing.

Mr. R. Jones offered to withdraw his motion and instead move for a 30 day table upon a pledge from one WGR that revision language addressing technical infeasibility would be submitted in 30 days, with the provision that the narrow scope of language addressing technical infeasibility would be taken up at that time.  Mr. Kimbrough stated that NextEra Energy is acting in good faith, is in discussions with vendors, and is seeking good engineering solutions, but cannot predict what language might be developed.  Mr. R. Jones opined that WGR meetings with vendors is not material to language revisions.  Walter Reid countered that there is such diversity of equipment that developing language is difficult.

Liz Jones encouraged Market Participants to consider the body of law and terminology already developed by the environmental community as a resource in drafting a standard for technical feasibility.  Mr. Reid suggested that should it not be possible to determine technical feasibility in 30 days, that language might be developed to legally capture the issue, if it cannot be captured from a technical aspect. John Dumas reiterated that with the current proposed language ERCOT cannot pronounce technical infeasibility based on costs.  Mr. Pieniazek stated that he is unsympathetic to the cost issue, as there is a cost to other types of generation for every MW of generation that does not provide Primary Frequency Response.  

Market Participants discussed that the review of technical aspects should be left to ERCOT; that PRS reviews and approves language; and that language should provide ERCOT flexibility in determining technical infeasibility.  Mr. R. Jones added that upon hearing further comment from the wind community, he was inclined to maintain his original motion.  Ms. Walker reiterated her second to the motion.

Ms. Hobbs read from ERCOT Protocols Section 21.4.3, Protocol Revision Subcommittee Review and Action:
If a motion is made to recommend approval of a PRR and that motion fails, the PRR shall be deemed rejected by PRS unless at the same meeting PRS later votes to recommend approval of or refer the PRR.  The rejected PRR shall be subject to appeal pursuant to Section 21.4.11.1, Appeal of PRS Action.
Ms. Hobbs clarified that tabling is not an option should the motion to endorse and forward the PRS Recommendation Report fail.  Market Participants discussed timelines; tabling PRR833 at PRS versus at TAC.  Mr. Reid opined that there was no lack of commitment from the wind community to develop language, but that what is required is unclear.
The motion to endorse and forward the 10/22/09 PRS Recommendation Report for PRR833 as amended by the 11/12/09 ERCOT comments, and the Impact Analysis to TAC carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Greer asked if the wind community would be able to appeal the decision of PRS at TAC.  Ms. Hobbs noted that revisions to ERCOT Protocols Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision, will be considered by the ERCOT Board, and recommended that interested parties file comments before the December 3, 2009 TAC meeting, opining that the option would allow Market Participants an additional opportunity to be heard and have further discussion.  Mr. Kimbrough stated that though the effort has already begun, two weeks might be too little time to write a definition for technical feasibility, noting that much of the effort would be directed to model-by-model issues.  Mr. Greer opined that the definition should not include model-by-model approaches.  Mr. Kimbrough added that he did not disagree with Mr. Greer, but that Entities are trying to get a good engineering understanding of the issues.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR826, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes
NPRR190, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes
ERCOT Staff requested that PRR826 be tabled to allow time for additional work on issues raised by Market Participants.

Mr. Greer moved to table PRR826 and its companion NPRR190.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR834, ERCOT Load Forecast Accuracy – Urgent

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table PRR834 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR837, Load Used in RMR Studies
NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies
ERCOT Staff requested that PRR837 be tabled as discussions are ongoing with the sponsor regarding potential revisions.

Mr. Greer moved to table PRR837 and its companion NPRR198.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR838, Fast Response Distributed Energy Resource (DER)

Mr. R. Jones noted the possibility that the sponsor would be constructing a field test of the technology addressed by PRR838.

Mr. R. Jones moved to refer PRR838 to ROS with instructions to have the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) assist in constructing the DER operational prototype test, to provide transparency to Market Participants on the type of the test and to report the results to ROS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR839, Revised Resource Category Generic Fuel Costs – Urgent

Jennifer Troutman noted that Comisión Federal de Electricidad (CFE) is not being compensated for all emergency transfer costs, and that PRR839 is offered to address those concerns and bring compensation practices in line with the Nodal Protocols.  Ino Gonzalez noted that ERCOT will not attempt to verify costs of generation in Mexico, and that in the event that power is imported under emergency conditions, AEP will submit an invoice and ERCOT will pay the invoice.  Market Participants discussed whether there should be any implication of verifiable costs in the revision request.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR839 as amended by the 11/18/09 AEP Energy Partner comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Municipal Market Segments.

Ms. Troutman noted that some revision language had been inadvertently omitted.  Ms. Morris suggested that additional comments be filed before the December 3, 2009 TAC meeting, or that a motion to reconsider PRR839 be offered before conclusion of the day’s business.

Mr. Greer moved to reconsider PRR839.  Ms. Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR839 as amended by the 11/18/09 AEP Energy Partners comments and as revised by PRS.  Ms. Troutman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Municipal Market Segments.  

PRR840, Update Trading Hub Conversion for 2010 Congestion Zones – Urgent 

Matt Mereness explained that PRR840 is being submitted to provide the correct Congestion Zone to Trading Hub conversion factor for 2010.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of PRR840 as submitted.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR190, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes

This item was previously tabled.
NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process

Mr. Durrwachter noted that Luminant Energy had discussions with ERCOT subsequent to the submission of its 11/17/09 comments, and based on those discussions, proposed an additional revision to Section 8.1.1.2.  Mr. Dumas noted that the proposed revised language would apply only in instances where a test is failed and a retest is needed.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR194 as amended by the 11/17/09 Luminant Energy comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR197, Section 21, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols

Ms. Hobbs noted that comments will be filed to synchronize NPRR197 with any additional changes to PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR197 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies

This item was previously tabled.
Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.

Other Business

Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment (NPRSA) Task Force Update

Ms. Walker reported that NPRSA had no progress to report at this time.

Texas Admin Survey

Mr. Morris invited Market Participant input regarding the potential internet broadcast and archiving of stakeholder meetings by Texas Admin, and opined that Project 37262, Rulemaking Proceeding Concerning Internet Broadcast of Meetings of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas, might provide direction regarding policy considerations, and that potential business decisions would be for Texas Admin.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 11:45 a.m.
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