DRAFT
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, April 22, 2010 – 9:30am
Attendance
Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	Gexa Energy
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Black, Julie
	PUCT
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG
	

	Rowe, Evan
	PUCT
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Sempra
	

	Smith, Mark
	Chaparral Steel
	Via Teleconference

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	Via Teleconference

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Blevins, Bill
	
	Via Teleconference

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Yager, Cheryl
	
	


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) 

March 20, 2010

Brittney Albracht reviewed proposed amendments to the draft March 20, 2010 PRS meeting minutes. 
DeAnn Walker moved to approve the March 20, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Alignment of Nodal Protocols

Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants of revision request filing timelines.  Kristi Hobbs noted Market Participant concerns regarding alignment revision requests and expressed ERCOT’s preference for utilizing established stakeholder processes as much as possible, including workshops and meetings.  Ms. Hobbs noted that Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) requested a workshop for Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 219, Resolution of Alignment Items A33, A92, A106, and A150 - TSPs Must Submit Outages for Resource Owned Equipment and Clarification of Changes in Status of Transmission Element Postings; opined that helpful discussion came out of the workshop; and offered to schedule other workshops, or place an item on the next appropriate meeting agenda, when it is known that a particular alignment revision request is controversial.  Ms. Hobbs asked for Market Participants’ assistance in indentifying controversial items, and that Market Participants communicate specific concerns so that the correct Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) may be engaged for particular meetings or workshops.

Ms. Hobbs noted that it was suggested at the NPRR219 workshop that if a short-term workaround is feasible to avoid a system change, that a gray box to be implemented post Go-Live might be utilized to preserve the original intent of the Protocols.
Ms. Walker expressed appreciation for ERCOT’s approach to NPRR219 and opined that a workshop format is a productive and efficient way to address concerns.  Mr. R. Jones agreed with Ms. Walker and recommended that priority items be flagged to prevent them from falling below the cut line in a post Go-Live release.  Mr. R. Jones also recommended that a list of bullet points be provided in NPRR narrative sections to explain the original intent of the item and the compromise agreed to.  Regarding alignment items and future PRS meetings, Ms. Morris requested that Market Participants e-mail her with ideas to make the meetings as productive as possible while preserving due process.
Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)
No items were considered for Urgent status.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reviewed the disposition of revision requests considered at the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting; noted that no revision requests were presented for consideration at the April 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting; and reported ERCOT Board approval of the “e” values called for NPRR206, Nodal Market Day Ahead Market Credit Requirements.
NPRR207, Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback

Randa Stephenson reviewed the 4/22/10 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments to NPRR207, noting the proposal of a new process wherein ERCOT would not issue a Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) order until the last Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC) prior to the selected unit’s startup time.  Ms. Stephenson proposed additional language to allow ERCOT the flexibility to act for reliability and perform reliability planning, and to address concerns that Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) might increase their Three-Part Supply Offer or Energy Offer Curve for any hour in which a Resource had received a RUC Notification by allowing the Resource to decrease the offer or self-commit, but not increase the offer. 
Market Participants discussed that the RUC Notification would be an early indication that a unit might receive a RUC instruction; that Entities would not be covered for cost recovery in the event of a fuel purchase, as a RUC Notification is not a commitment and there is no “deselection”; whether ERCOT would be required to cancel a RUC Notification or let the notification expire; and that NPRR207 would be considered at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting, but that in the intervening weeks, ERCOT Staff and Market Participants would review the proposed language revisions for Settlement implications. 

Ino Gonzalez reiterated his understanding that the proposed language allows ERCOT to choose to not select a Resource; that the Resource will not receive a RUC instruction; that the QSE can self-commit another unit through HRUC; and that the intent is to not pose an impact to Settlement.  Mr. Gonzalez added that ERCOT might provide clarifying comments in time for the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting. 
Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR207 as amended by the 4/22/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS.  Barbara Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

NPRR210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841

Ms. Morris noted the TAC remand of NPRR210 to PRS, and that WMS discussed NPRR210 at length and requested that the QSE Managers Working Group (QMWG) review issues associated with requiring Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) to use the P50 in the Current Operating Plan (COP) while requiring WGRs to use the P80 for RUC coverage.  
Clayton Greer moved to table NPRR210.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided an update regarding 2010 project spending; Nodal parking deck items approved by the ERCOT Board; and Nodal parking deck items pending approval.  Mr. Anderson reported March 2010 implementation of Retail Operations (RO) PR-90024-01, POLR Rule and Expedited Switch, and System Operations (SO) PR-90002-01, Large Wind Power Production Ramp Forecasting, and those projects projected for implementation in April 2010.

Mr. Anderson noted that an environment freeze will go into effect Monday, May 3, 2010, as May 1, 2010 is a Saturday, and that an exception process has been established.  Mr. Anderson added that the environment freeze is currently scheduled to be lifted in February 2011, but is subject to change.   Mr. Anderson also noted that the TAC subcommittees have been apprised of the proposed 2011 PPL process and schedule, and that Continuous Analysis and Requirements Team (CART) lists and a summary funding request will be presented at the June 17, 2010 PRS meeting.
NPRRs/System Change Request (SCR) with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”
PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned 
Ms. Hobbs noted that PRR845 had a CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-live” however the 4/8/10 Retail Metering Working Group (RMWG) comments would result in a reconsideration of the CEO Determination to possibly “No Opinion”.  
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of PRR845 as amended by the 4/8/10 RMWG comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR222, Half-Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback (Companion to NPRR207)
Mr. Gonzalez noted that NPRR222 had a CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” due to system impacts.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR222 as submitted.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  Ann Boren noted that a Nodal parking deck priority and rank for NPRR222 will be recommended at the May 20, 2010 PRS meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses and Cost/Benefit Analyses (see Key Documents)
PRR846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 
NPRR213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution
Mike Grimes requested that PRR846 be tabled for one month and explained that the revision is not intended to disrupt the current Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process for settlement and billing, and that time is needed to develop language to clarify that the revision is intended to address Protocol interpretation disputes.
Marguerite Wagner moved to table PRR846 and NPRR213 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505

PUCT Staff reviewed the 3/25/10 PUCT Staff comments to NPRR209 and conveyed that there is a seeming conflict between P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region, and the Nodal Protocols that should be addressed, but did not stipulate that NPRR209 is the only way to resolve the conflict.  PUCT Staff added that the rule would not change unless the commission allows a rulemaking; PUCT Staff added that addressing the conflict with an NPRR initially would make sense.    

Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR209 to TAC.  Some Market Participants expressed concern that NPRR209 overreaches and would eventually prevent the publishing of Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) and asked PUCT Staff to specify which elements of NPRR209 are in conflict with the rule.  PUCT Staff declined to parse each data type, deferring to stakeholder expertise, and reiterated that to the extent that there is some data scheduled for disclosure that could lead to the calculation of Protected Information, revisions should be considered.

Market Participants debated whether various data types provide Resource status, and whether Resource status is Resource-specific information; whether NPRR209 over-reaches what is restricted by the rule; and that violation of a portion of the rule is violation of the entire rule.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.
Shams Siddiqi recommended rejection of the motion and opined that the Nodal market is about transparency; that NPRR209 hinders transparency; and that the conflict is properly argued at the PUCT rather than at PRS.  Mr. Greer countered that if transparency was indeed an argument for Nodal, it was never contemplated that that everything would be disclosed.  David Detelich asked if the PUCT Legal Staff reviewed the Nodal Protocols for potential rule violations.  PUCT Staff noted that the PUCT Commissioners, not the PUCT Staff, approve the Nodal Protocols and interpret rules, but that it did come as a surprise that some of the data contemplated in NPRR209 would be published.  PUCT Staff opined that there is no history of any awareness that the Nodal Protocols, as written, would be a violation of the rule, and invited Market Participants to meet with PUCT Staff, adding that Market Participants are in the best position to understand what data disclosures will and will not be problematic. 
Mr. Greer moved to call for the question.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment.

The motion to endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR209 to TAC carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR211, Modify RUC Capacity Short Charge to Use Final Energy Trades
Ms. Boren noted that the CEO Revision Request Review for NPRR211 had been revised to “No Opinion” and the Impact Analysis showed no impact..

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR211 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Morris noted a recommendation that NPRR211 be renamed to reflect its revised language.
Eric Goff moved to reconsider NPRR211.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Mr. Goff moved to amend the title of NPRR211 to “Clarify Capacity Obligations of Energy Trades” and endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS and Impact Analysis for NPRR211 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  
NPRR212, Disputing Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Costs
Ms. Boren noted CPS Energy concerns regarding ERCOT’s implementation interpretation.  Market Participants discussed that comments had not been received from CPS Energy; that NPRR212 need not be advanced urgently, as the process addressed is manual; and that the sponsor should be granted additional time to review the proposed language and provide comment.  

Mr. Detelich moved to table NPRR212.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR214, Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) High Sustained Limit (HSL) Update Process
Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR214 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.  

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR847, Additional Exemptions for Uninstructed Resource Charge

Mr. Gonzalez explained that PRR847 is intended to provide relief from Unrestricted Resource Charges (URC), but that URC cannot be eliminated as currently proposed in PRR847 without a system change.  Mr. Gonzalez added that URC is calculated ERCOT-wide and that it is not feasible to calculate it manually.  Mr. Greer stated that without a manual workaround, Market Participants are left only with a dispute process, and opined that rejection of PRR847 does not constitute rejection of the concept.   
Market Participants asked whether the partial solution proposed in the 4/21/20 ERCOT comments might be implemented manually; Mr. Gonzalez answered that ERCOT could not verify that URC was calculated according to the Protocols, since units would be moving up and down.  Mr. R. Jones offered that when URC develops from a Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI), the Market Participant should be able to enter the dispute process with the presumption that URC will be relieved; Mr. Gonzalez concurred, but expressed concern for ERCOT’s authority to grant the dispute.  It was agreed that additional time is needed to develop a workable solution.
Mr. R. Jones moved to table PRR847.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR848, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel RPRS Capacity Commitments
Ms. Morris noted that at the recommendation of QMWG, the 4/21/10 WMS comments recommended rejection of PRR848.  
Mr. Greer moved to reject PRR848.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer noted that the proposed language provides no mechanism for Entities to recover fuel costs.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR215, Resolution of Alignment Item A151 - Removal of Posting Requirement for RMR Services

Ms. Hobbs reported that ERCOT filed a Request for Withdrawal for NPRR215, as the intent of the item was to delete what was initially believed to be a redundant requirement, but is now clear that the posting of units’ actual dispatch MWh information is not redundant, due to the timing of the posting.  Ms. Boren added that a vote of PRS regarding NPRR215 would not be necessary.
NPRR216, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel Commitments Previously Issued Through RUC
Mr. Goff moved to table NPRR216 until after discussion of NPRR207.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

After consideration of NPRR207, Mr. Goff opined that NPRR216 is no longer required.  Ms. Stephenson requested that NPRR216 be tabled until PRS review of the Impact Analysis of NPRR207.
Mr. Goff moved to table NPRR216.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR217, Resolution of Alignment Item A58 - Use of Different Computational Modules
Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR217 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR218, Resolution of Alignment Item A71 - Add Protocol Description of the Power Balance Penalty Factor used in the SCED
Matt Mereness noted that transmission constraint and power balance may have discrete penalty factors, and that a whitepaper is forthcoming.  Market Participants expressed confusion as to the meaning of the term “policy” in the proposed language, and discussed that a documented procedure for setting maximum Shadow Prices would be beneficial.  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern for setting policy in the Nodal Protocols, adding that it would be a diversion from current practice, and suggested that instead, language should be inserted to refer to a procedure to be approved by stakeholders.  Ms. Hobbs added that ERCOT will provide comments to NPRR218 in time for the May 20, 2010 PRS meeting.

Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR218.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. Siddiqi opined that the procedure should be codified in an ERCOT Board-approved document. The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR219
Ms. Walker referenced the Market Participant workshop for NPRR219, and noted that comments to NPRR219, as well as an attendant SCR, are still in development.
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR219.  Liz Jones noted that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) is in the process of reviewing and registering Entities with transmission elements, and opined that the activity has had surprising, and potentially unintended, impacts for TSPs with local control centers.  Ms. L. Jones added that NPRR219 would codify the outage scheduling relationship between Transmission Operators and TSPs with local control centers.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW

Ms. Jackson asked if NPRR220 had been analyzed for frequency overshoot.  Bill Blevins noted there are no concerns as the system is designed to automatically deploy Responsive Reserves as needed.  Mr. Blevins added that the use of the term Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) is problematic and will result in audits should Operators be required to declare an EEA in order to deploy 500 MWs of Responsive Reserve.  
Mr. Blevins added that if an EEA is declared, ERCOT would have to explain to NERC why all other reserves were not deployed; that steps already exist requiring EEA declaration, and that the language adds another step; and that ERCOT has the ability to set an automatic deployment limit, but to declare an EEA to advance to the next step is problematic language.  Market Participants questioned whether products such as Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) will ever be used if Responsive Reserve is used to restore frequency without declaring an EEA.
Participants suggested ROS review the language to consider a review of the entire EEA process, whether there is a more appropriate number than 500 MW for declaring an EEA and whether products which are only used during an EEA, such as EILS, will ever be used if Responsive Reserves are used to restore frequency without declaring an EEA.  Mr. Blevins welcomed stakeholder input.

Mr. Bailey moved to refer NPRR220 to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS).  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR221, Day-Ahead Market and Real-Time Market Default Allocation Changes

Market Participants discussed whether the security withholding of each short-paying Invoice Recipient in paragraph (b) of Section 9.19, Partial Payments by Invoice Recipients, should be 95 percent, rather than five percent; that intent of the withholding is an administrative simplification and allows ERCOT to pay the smaller invoices as they are presented, rather than continually short-paying the market; whether the term “security” or “posted collateral” should be used; and whether ERCOT “may” or “will” withhold a certain amount.  
Ms. Jackson expressed concern with spreading the risk of default in the DAM across the entire market, particularly in light of reduced credit requirements.  Mr. Greer opined that the allocation must be made to the broader market, as the DAM is voluntary, and should risk be allocated only to the DAM, Entities will not participate in the DAM.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR221 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment, and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.  

Mr. Greer noted that he would submit a Request for Withdrawal for NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Changes.

NPRR223, Resolution of Alignment Item A73 Removal of IMM and PUC Staff Nightly Report
Ms. Hobbs noted that PUCT Staff and Independent Market Monitor (IMM) Staff were amenable to ERCOT removing the nightly reporting requirement, as those Entities have access to ERCOT databases and may retrieve data at anytime.

Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR223.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR224, Remove Dynamic Rating Requirements for Annual Planning Models

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR224.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer questioned why Dynamic Ratings should not be used in the Annual Planning Models and opined that available capacity would be taken off the system as a result.  Wes Woitt noted that the current cases are used for planning purposes and only have static ratings, and opined that future cases require static ratings.  Mr. Woitt added that the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) supported the language removal.  ERCOT Staff countered that its intent was that Dynamic Ratings be used as much as possible; that TSPs submit Dynamic Ratings and which lines are used; and that the practice of using static ratings for planning and Dynamic Ratings for operations should be discontinued in favor of using the TSP ratings and selecting temperatures.  Mr. Woitt expressed concern for meeting the NERC Reliability Standards for facility ratings.  ERCOT Staff concurred, added that a temperature would have to be selected for each Zone. 
Mr. Goff expressed concern that NPRR224 was not considered at ROS.  Ms. Hobbs noted that working groups are not prevented from submitting revision requests without approval of the subcommittee.  Mr. Greer countered that working groups do not have voting structures, and that items submitted in the name of a stakeholder group seem to have the imprimatur of that group.  Ms. Hobbs cautioned that the revision request process will be slowed as a result.
Mr. Siddiqi asked if another model is being developed for the annual CRR auction.  Ms. L. Jones noted that the CRR model is intermediate between the operations and planning model and is not without oversight, parameters, and exhaustive discussion; and opined that the proposed language represents a significant change for the use of Dynamic Ratings in the planning model.  Mr. Goff expressed concern for procedural issues as the item had not been considered by ROS.
Ms. Walker amended the motion to refer NPRR224 to ROS.  Mr. Goff seconded the amended motion.  Ms. Walker disagreed that there is a procedural issue, noting that SSWG is a working group of ROS and that ROS should have awareness of the issue, and expressed concern for impacts to the subsequent generation of planning models. The motion carried unanimously. 
NPRR225, Standard Cost Option in Verifiable Costs
Market Participants reviewed the 4/22/10 WMS comments and the 4/22/10 CPS Energy comments.  Kenan Ögelman offered additional revisions to the 4/22/10 CPS Energy comments.  Market Participants discussed application of the terms “aeroderivative,” “Diesel,” and “reciprocating engines”; that units are not required to submit verifiable costs, or select to use standard costs, until the unit has received five RUC instructions; that units may update their costs on a daily basis; that standard costs may be selected only once, and that once verifiable costs have been selected, a unit may not return to the use of standard costs; and whether the standard costs as presented are appropriate.
Mr. Ögelman noted that some Entities have already submitted verifiable costs, and that there is the intent that those Entities should have the right to reexamine, since the proposed language was not in place when those verifiable costs were submitted.  Ms. Hobbs noted that this section of the Protocols is not yet in effect, and that review will be given to the issue.   Market Participants discussed that use of standard costs has been driven by Market Participant concern for time, both for Entities gathering data and ERCOT in verifying data, and the fact that some Market Participants are contractually restricted from divulging some data. 
Market Participants further discussed that the IMM may at any time raise questions regarding standard costs; that stakeholders may submit subsequent NPRRs to address standard costs; that there are provisions for inflation; that additional provisions restrict Generators from switching between verifiable and standard costs, but that additional consideration should be given to closing an unintentional gaming opportunity wherein a unit might switch between the standard QSE and the sub QSE.  
Ms. Boren noted that ERCOT Staff would submit comments to NPRR225 to address administrative revisions.
Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR225 as amended by the 4/22/10 CPS Energy comments and as revised by PRS.  Ms. Clemenhagen seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment and two abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.
Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.

Other Business

ERCOT.com Cutover (Zonal to Nodal)

Ms. Boren reported that ERCOT Staff is working to move nodal.ercot.com information and functionality to ercot.com in preparation for TNMID. Market Participants discussed that the currently available revision request document tabs on nodal.ercot.com and ercot.com are widely utilized and should be preserved, and that zonal information should be archived and accessible after TNIMD.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 3:04 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/04/20100422-PRS" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/04/20100422-PRS� 
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