DRAFT
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Tuesday, December 17, 2009, 2009 – 9:30am
Attendance
Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power & Light
	

	Boehnemann, Robin
	Exelon Generation
	

	Carr, Pam
	Stream Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Energy Trading
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Johnson, Eddie
	Brazos Electric Cooperative
	Alt. Rep. for B. Helpert

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Madden, Steve
	StarTex Power
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	Alt. Rep. for H. Durrwachter

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Crews, Curtis
	Austin Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Lange, Clif
	STEC
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Oswalt, Vicki
	Residential Consumer
	

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate & Associates
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	Via Teleconference

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	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) 

November 19, 2009
DeAnn Walker moved to approve the November 19, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)
Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 842, Addition of Generic Startup Cost and Minimum Energy Cost for Diesel

Ms. Morris reported that PRR842 had been granted Urgent status via PRS e-mail vote.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reported TAC tabling of PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs, and reminded Market Participants that the January 2010 TAC meeting had been rescheduled to Wednesday, January 6, 2010.  
Ms. Morris noted that the December 15, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting was abbreviated due to the ERCOT Annual meeting that same day, and that 40 percent of the 2010 ERCOT Board are new to the position.  Ms. Morris reported ERCOT Board approval of PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision with slight revisions; PRR824, Primary Frequency Response from WGRs; PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS; PRR839, Revised Resource Category Generic Fuel Costs, with slight revisions; PRR840, Update Trading Hub Conversion for 2010 Congestion Zones; and Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 196, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR827, Find Transaction and Find ESI ID Functions on the MIS.
Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a brief update, noting that permission had been granted to carry over funding from 2009 to 2010 for the Met Center Replacement project; that it is the first time such permission has been granted; and that the fund carry-over is limited to the Met Center Replacement project.  Eric Goff requested that a PRR805, Adding POLR Customer Class and AMS Meter Flag to the Database Query Function on the MIS, project initiation update be provided at the January 21, 2010 PRS meeting.

Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs)/System Change Request (SCR) with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”

Market Participants reviewed the parking deck to determine relative priorities and ranks for additional items.  Mr. Anderson suggested that while the ranking feature works well for the PPL, that it might be too much detail at this time for the parking deck, and that a priority might be sufficient for the time being.  Market Participants agreed that Mr. Anderson’s approach was reasonable, and suggested that the rankings be determined once the parking deck is populated and ERCOT is ready to begin Impact Analyses.

NPRR131, Ancillary Service Trades with ERCOT

Kristi Hobbs noted that ERCOT filed comments to NPRR131 for the sake of transparency, as there have been changes to the Nodal Protocol baseline and the Revision Description.  Market Participants discussed minor punctuation revisions to NPRR131.

Adrian Pieniazek moved to endorse and forward to TAC the 06/19/08 PRS Recommendation Report for NPRR131 as amended by the 12/08/09 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend a priority of High for NPRR131.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  Mr. Pieniazek opined that NPRR131 should be granted a priority of High based on the need for market efficiency and the hope that the move would result in lower prices.   Mr. Pieniazek added that Resource Entities cannot participate in the Day-Ahead Ancillary Service market without NPRR131.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies 

Ms. Walker stated her preference for hearing Marguerite Wagner’s opinion of ERCOT comments to NPRR156 before voting on the item, and opined that ERCOT-suggested revisions are larger than Ms. Wagner’s goal of carrying a zonal practice forward into the Nodal market.  Ms. Hobbs offered that the item was not urgent and may remain on the table for further discussion.  Market Participants discussed whether relevant data was to come from surveys already conducted by ERCOT, or if Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) would be responsible for providing the data.

Jay Teixeira stated that ERCOT comments are an effort to address the problem that there is a requirement that ERCOT post the information, but no requirement that ERCOT receive the information; and that gathering adequate information via survey is problematic.  Randy Jones noted that QSEs are not currently required to have a status point on Power System Stabilizers (PSSs), and that the QSE might not have the leverage to gather the information; and suggested that the item be tabled to allow time for further discussion within organizations.
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR156.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR181, FIP Definition Revision

Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of NPRR181 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend a priority of High for NPRR181.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

SCR755, ERCOT.com Website Enhancements
Mr. Bailey moved to recommend a priority of Medium and to endorse and forward the 12/08/09 COPS Recommendation Report for SCR755 to TAC.  Mr. Pieniazek 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
Ms. Stephenson opined that PRR826 is very complicated, with new requirements for self-serving Generation and Generation with less than 10MW, and is not the correct approach.

Ms. Stephenson moved to reject PRR826 and NPRR190.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff noted that some issues raised by Market Participants continue to be worked through, requested that PRR826 be tabled indefinitely, and offered that ERCOT should know by February 2010 whether it wants to proceed with PRR826.  Ms. Stephenson amended the motion to table PRR826 and NPRR190 indefinitely.  Mr. Pieniazek seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR834, ERCOT Load Forecast Accuracy - Urgent
Ms. Stephenson moved to table PRR834 until after the Load forecasting workshop.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR837, Load Used in RMR Studies
NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies

Mr. Goff opined that the 11/12/09 PSEG TX comments to PRR837 are helpful, noting that ERCOT does not currently study the Load forecast, but rather the non-coincident peak, to determine RMR needs.
Mr. Pieniazek moved to recommend approval of PRR837 as amended by the 11/12/09 PSEG TX comments, and NPRR198 as amended by the 11/13/09 PSEG TX comments.  Robin Boehnemann seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

PRR842

Scott Wardle moved to recommend approval of PRR842 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Mr. Wardle suggested that the Diesel Resource Category should be bifurcated based on size, with different applicable heat rates for calculating minimum energy costs. Clif Lange noted that start-up costs and long-term negotiated agreements were reviewed; that bifurcating according to heat rate was considered and might be appropriate in the future; that the Nodal Protocols stipulate a 16.0 MMBtu/MWh heat rate, and it seems reasonable to carry that rate back into the zonal Protocols; and that Entities are only seeking to recover costs.  Mr. Bailey opined that the costs presented are minimal for the service provided.  Mr. R. Jones added that while the heat rates should be further explored, the units are at ERCOT’s disposal; that starts wear out equipment, creating a loss to the Entity; and that there is no such thing as a zero cost start.  Mr. Wardle countered that diesel units do not have the vibration of rotating equipment, and are designed to go on and off; and expressed concern that as more diesel units come into the market, costs will quickly add up.
The motion carried with two objections from the Consumer Market Segment and three abstentions from the Independent Generator, Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP), and Municipal Market Segments.

Review of Nodal Protocol Recommendation Report, Impact Analysis and Cost/Benefit Analysis
NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR194 to TAC.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR197, Section 21, Synchronization of Zonal Protocols
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Report as amended by the 12/10/09 ERCOT comments, and the Impact Analysis, to TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR190
This item was previously tabled.
NPRR198
This item was previously recommended for approval.
NPRR199, Shift Factors by Resource Node

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR199 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR200, MMS DC Tie Schedule Data Resource

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR200 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  
NPRR201, Calculation of Transmission and Distribution Losses

Mr. Goff stated his understanding that in 2006, ERCOT Staff had communicated to the Unaccounted For Energy Task Force (UFE TF) that monthly cases could be created.  Mr. Teixeira suggested that ERCOT may have had a different understanding at that time, as the software had not yet been developed; that the development of the base cases is a stakeholder process under the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS); and that the same cases as are developed today will be developed upon the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).
Eddie Johnson moved to recommend approval of NPRR201 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR202, Clarification of Network Operations Model and State Estimator Postings
Matt Mereness reminded Market Participants that six months ago ERCOT brought forward to TAC the Network Model posting issue related to Single Entry Model (SEM) Go-Live, with the issue that the Network Operations Model (NOM) contained actual Resource registration data which has historically been confidential.  Specific data of concern included data from the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) filed with ERCOT including operational Resource characteristics.  Mr. Mereness noted that addressing this issue at the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) has been an iterative process to determine which segments of data to post, and which segments to redact; that the intent of NPRR202 is to bring forth a NOM with redacted data; and related to posting of topology in the model was discussion and subsequent protocol language to redact Private Use Network (PUN) flows from the State Estimator report, noting that language already existed in the Nodal Protocols that ERCOT shall hourly post the State Estimator reports; and that there were discussions at NATF whether the 5000-bus report is too sensitive to be posted to the entire market.
Mr. Mereness acknowledged some Market Participants had concerns that posting the State Estimator report as required by Nodal Protocols contradicts P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region, which prescribed 60-day disclosures of other market data; reported that the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) has begun review of the detailed business processes that might be clarified with another NPRR; and that ERCOT Staff believes that policy decisions should move forward separate from considerations for administration of the NOM.  Mr. Mereness reminded Market Participants that market trials are imminent, and that ERCOT needs a policy decision so that the details of enacting the policy may be addressed. 

Mr. Wardle moved to recommend approval of NPRR202 as submitted.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  Mr. R. Jones expressed favor for recommending approval of NPRR202 with 12/16/09 NRG comments and read the 12/17/09 Calpine comments into the record:
Calpine urges stakeholders to consider and adopt the edits to this NPRR proposed by NRG on December 16, 2009.

Publishing the hourly State Estimator output file will lead to unintended commercial consequences.  Nodal Protocols at 6.5.7.1.13 (4) (a) attempt to protect from disclosure the current status of a Resource, however, (b) calls for publishing transmission flows into and out of the bus at the Resource’s point of interconnection.  By comparing transmission line flows through a generation only switching station not only the status of the Resource can be determined but also the unit’s output.  This is a violation of PUCT Subst. R. §25.505(f) (3) (B) (iii).

Other points we ask stakeholders to consider are:

1) ERCOT staff has informed stakeholders that no other LMP market in the nation publishes the State Estimator hourly snapshot.

2) ERCOT does not currently publish the Zonal market’s State Estimator output file to the market at large.

3) With hourly Resource statuses published to the market at large an entity losing a unit to a forced outage will likely encounter counterparty offers for replacement energy at very high prices not reflecting the true marginal conditions in the market.

4) The point was made at the most recent NATF meeting that unit statuses and output levels are currently used by the market and provided by subscriber services.  Accepting that premise, what is the compelling reason for ERCOT to place itself in the role of those subscription service providers when the amount of market reports that ERCOT can produce is already constrained.

5) Market transparency is important but market participant transparency, particularly where Resources are concerned, can provide an avenue for tacit collusion.  Transparency of individual market participant behaviors should be left to those tasked with the market monitoring function.

6) Lastly, one other prevailing position at NATF asserts that this State Estimator reporting requirement has been in the Nodacols from the beginning of the market’s design being committed to paper and ultimately approved by the PUCT and therefore should not be opened up and changed.  That premise accepted, how do we explain the comprehensive changes we have made to the DAM and its default provisions, the Verifiable Cost provisions, or any of the other 201 NPRRs already posted?  Or for that matter, how do we justify opening this part of the Protocols up just to remove the oversight on the PUN issue?

Mr. R. Jones thanked Market Participants for their attention to the 12/17/09 Calpine comments to NPRR202 as the item moves forward to TAC, and concluded by saying that to publish State Estimator data would be an enormous divergence as to how Resource information is managed.

Mr. Pieniazek stated his preference that NPRR202 be advanced as amended by the 12/16/09 NRG comments; that posting the data will allow for the calculation of Resource output, which is supposed to be confidential for 60 days; and that to not redact Real-Time transmission flows could lead to tacit collusion and enable gaming in the Nodal market.  Mr. Pieniazek asked that the motion be amended to include the 12/16/09 NRG comments.

Mr. Wardle countered that much work has gone into NPRR202; that efforts were made at NATF to address main concerns; and that the achievements at NATF should not be jeopardized.  Curtis Crews added that Austin Energy would be happy to address business processes in another NPRR.  Market Participants reiterated that Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) should receive all data.
Kenan Ögelman opined that the issue is keeping information from the market, or providing as much information as possible to ensure efficiency; that to redact data per the 12/16/09 NRG comments would provide less information as to how Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) are calculated, and how ERCOT is managing Congestion, and would reinstate the “black box” of the zonal market; and that without the data, additional costs will be borne by Loads.  Mr. Ögelman added that redacting data would mean that information would be in the hands of the few rather than the many.  Ms. Stephenson echoed Mr. Ögelman, adding that many reports will be delayed at TNMID, and that publishing the full data assists Market Participants in understanding LMPs.  Mr. Wardle reiterated that the NATF agreed that much of the RARF data should be confidential; and that NPRR202 provides a redacted State Estimator model for the market. 

Ms. Walker requested that time be given to review of the language to ensure that sufficient data would be provided to the TSPs.  Mr. Goff reminded Market Participants that the West-to-North stability limit, based on transmission and Resource outages, was not disclosed by ERCOT as the information would allow Market Participants to calculate Real-Time information.  Mr. Goff opined that “bugging” trading floors could also lead to more efficient solutions, but that more information is not always appropriate. 

Market Participants debated whether subscriber services are accurate.  Mr. Bailey stated that transparency is the focus of the Nodal market, and redacting information jeopardizes transparency.  Mr. R. Jones stated that Calpine was an early advocate of the Nodal market, but that the Nodal Protocols did not initially over-reach into Market Participant transparency; that an industrial customer’s competitive position might be determined simply by looking at their tie line values; and that the Resources are in an unenviable legal position between their industrial customers and the market, as the Resource must complete the RARF.  Asked how other Independent System Operators (ISOs) treat State Estimator data, Mr. R. Jones answered that market peers participating in other ISOs expressed dismay that the ERCOT market would divulge the information.
Mr. Pieniazek contended that while some Entities state that they require the complete data in order to bring problems to the attention of ERCOT, Entities will only bring forth issues that are to their commercial advantage; that altruistic claims are false; and that the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) is in place to monitor LMP issues.  Mr. Pieniazek suggested that consideration be given to delaying data publishing by a sufficient amount of time to allow Entities to unwind a position.
Mr. Wardle amended his motion to recommend approval of NPRR202 as revised by PRS and to forward NPRR202 to TAC.  Mr. Bailey seconded the amended motion.  Mr. Wardle added that, while a source of contention, NPRR202 contains no issues that all Market Participants did not previously agree require addressing.  The motion carried on roll call vote with three objections from the Independent Generator (2) and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments, and three abstentions from the Cooperative (2) and IPM Market Segments.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.
Other Business (see Key Documents)
Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment (NPRSA) Task Force Update

Mr. Morris noted that no NPRSA update was available and requested that the item be advanced to the January 21, 2010 PRS agenda.

2009 Achievements and 2010 Goals

Ms. Hobbs reviewed 2009 PRS goals.  Market Participants agreed that the 2009 PRS goals had been achieved.

2010 Timeline Review

Ms. Hobbs reviewed PRR submission timelines for 2010, encouraged awareness of effective dates  prior to submitting PRRs as time may be better spending of the submission of NPRRs instead.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 11:45 a.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/12/20091217-PRS" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/12/20091217-PRS� 
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