APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting
ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, May 20, 2010 – 9:30am
Attendance
Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Matlock, Michael
	Gexa Energy
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

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

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	Alt. Rep for H. Durrwachter

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Burke, Tom
	ACES Power Marketing
	

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Woelfe, Eric
	Formosa Utility Ventures
	

	Wright, Christine
	PUCT
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Bauld, Mandy
	
	Via Teleconference

	Blevins, Bill
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Farley, Karen
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	Via Teleconference

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Reedy, Steve
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	Via Teleconference

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Showalter, Dana
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	Via Teleconference

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Trefny, Floyd
	
	Via Teleconference


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:31 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) 

April 22, 2010
Tom Jackson noted a date change on page six of the draft April 22, 2010 PRS meeting minutes.
DeAnn Walker moved to approve the April 22, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.
Alignment of Nodal Protocols
Kristi Hobbs noted that 11 alignment items are on the day’s agenda, and that approximately 10-15 more alignment items will likely be on the June 17, 2010 PRS agenda.  Ms. Morris noted the possibility that the June 17, 2010 PRS meeting would be a two day meeting.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)
Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 849, Suspension of Annual CSC Determination

Ms. Morris noted that PRR846 failed to receive Urgent status via e-mail vote.  ERCOT Staff requested that Urgent status be reconsidered, as the Commercially Significant Constraint (CSC) determination process will begin in July 2010.

Marguerite Wagner moved to grant PRR849 Urgent status.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer suggested that before the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) considers PRR849, a determination be made as to whether existing CSCs would be used in the event of a delay to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).    The motion carried unanimously.
Market Participants discussed whether Section 7.2.1, Process for Determining CSCs, should refer to carrying over existing CSCs in the event of an emergency or the delay of TNMID.  

Eric Goff moved to recommend approval of PRR849 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

TAC and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reviewed the disposition of revision requests considered at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting and the May 18, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  Ms. Morris also reported the resignation of ERCOT Board Chair Jan Newton.

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841

Ms. Morris noted that TAC remanded NPRR210 to PRS, and that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) voted to endorse the 3/25/10 PRS Report and directed that the QMWG continue review of Settlement-related issues related to implementing the proposal that Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) use the P50 in the Current Operating Plan (COP) and only allow WGRs to sell for Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) coverage at P80 level.  
Randa Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR210 as recommended by PRS in the 3/25/10 PRS Report.  Jennifer Bevill seconded the motion.  Ms. Stephenson noted that stakeholders may continue to file comments to NPRR210.  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that the market would be charged for revenue that Entities are not entitled to, and encouraged parties to provide block diagrams for TAC review on the two statistical methods.  Market Participants discussed that a subsequent NPRR might be filed; and that use of the P50 forecast in the COP is the most important component of NPRR210 and should advance.  Ms. Stephenson amended the motion to direct that language regarding P80 be grey-boxed.  Ms. Bevill seconded the amended motion.

Mr. Goff moved to table NPRR210 until after the lunch break.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

When discussion of Ms. Stephenson’s motion resumed, Market Participants reviewed proposed language revisions to the item; Ms. Stephenson noted that the revised language met the intent of her motion.  Market Participants discussed priority designations.

Kenan Ögelman requested that the motion be amended to assign a priority of High to the proposed grey-boxed language.  Ms. Stephenson accepted the amendment and Mr. Ögelman offered a second to the amended motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
In the interest of time, Troy Anderson noted that he would take questions regarding the posted project update and Project Priority List (PPL) summary.  No questions were offered.
NPRRs/System Change Request (SCR) with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”
NPRR222, Half-Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback (Companion to NPRR207)

Ms. Morris noted that WMS recommended a Nodal parking deck priority of High for NPRR222.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 4/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR222 to TAC and to recommend a priority of High.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

SCR756, Enhancements to the MarkeTrak Application
Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend a Nodal parking deck priority of High/Medium for SCR756.  Mr. Anderson noted that Nodal parking deck rankings are similar to PPL rankings and reviewed the definition of Critical.  Ms. Scott noted that the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) recommended a priority of Critical for SCR756 as Project 37291, Rulemaking Relating to Meter Tampering and Disconnection and Reconnection of Service for Customers with Advanced Meters, and Project 36536, Rulemaking to Expedited Customer Switch Timelines, are priority rulemakings for the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT); and that current workarounds cannot ensure that the required four hour timeline will be met.  Ms. Stephenson withdrew the motion.  

Mr. Goff moved to endorse and forward the 5/12/10 RMS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for SCR756 to TAC and to recommend a priority of Critical.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses and Cost/Benefit Analyses (see Key Documents)

PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned 
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 4/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for PRR845 to TAC.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.

PRR846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution 

NPRR213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution
Mike Grimes reviewed the 5/17/10 Horizon Wind Energy comments to implement different timelines for Settlement and non-Settlement issues in the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process.  Chad Seely expressed concern for ERCOT resources and opined that the comments place priority on non-Settlement ADRs, and that ERCOT senior management will not be able to fully vet issues before they are taken before the PUCT.  Ms. Wagner countered that the language appropriately advances issues to adjudication; that timelines may be extended upon the agreement of both parties; and that a faster timeline is created for some ADRs.  Mr. Seely asked what would happen in the event that parties could not reach a mutual agreement for timeline extension and expressed concern that ADRs would advance to the PUCT without prior discussion.  Market Participants discussed that a certain amount of triage might be appropriately applied to ADRs.  

Dan Bailey moved to endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report as amended by the 5/17/10 Horizon Wind Energy comments as revised by PRS, and the Impacts Analysis for PRR846 to TAC.  Bill Brod seconded the motion.  Ms. Walker recalled that ERCOT had previously agreed to some of the proposed revisions, but along a lengthier timeline; that Market Participants at times take six months to file an ADR and ERCOT should not be required to respond immediately; and that ERCOT resource issues should be taken into consideration.  Mr. Seely opined that the ERCOT-offered 60 day timeline is aggressive and fair, particularly since it is unknown what the Nodal market will bring; that the bifurcation of the ADR process would pose additional resource issues; and that the initial meeting is the primary vehicle to attempt resolution, requiring that ERCOT have time to meet with Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) and senior management and develop an initial position.
Ms. Wagner asserted that Market Participants’ cases before the PUCT would be weakened if ERCOT claims it had insufficient time to discuss the item.  Mr. Bailey and Mr. Brod accepted Ms. Wagner’s amendment for 20 Business Days.  Some Market Participants expressed concern that an Entity might be able to subvert the process and move the ADR directly to the PUCT.  ERCOT Staff noted that a longer timeline still preserves an Entity’s due process and the right to appeal at the Commission, and also allows ERCOT time to evaluate the issues across the necessary departments.  Other Market Participants opined that most issues that arrive at the ADR process have already been extensively discussed; and that ERCOT already has an established position when it states that an Entity is out of Protocol compliance.

Ms. Wagner moved to call for the question.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three objections from the Independent Generator, IOU, and Municipal Market Segments, and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
The initial amended motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR212, Disputing Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Costs

Mr. Ögelman noted that the 5/17/10 CPS comments to NPRR212 clarify the ability of a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) to dispute FOP if insufficient for cost recovery, should a unit offered into the Day Ahead Market (DAM) based on Fuel Index Price (FIP) and not selected is later selected in RUC and must run on fuel oil.  Market Participants discussed further language revisions.
Mr. Bailey moved to endorse and forward the 3/25/10 PRS Report as amended by the 5/17/10 CPS Energy comments as revised by PRS and Impact Analysis for NPRR212.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

NPRR217, Resolution of Alignment Item A58 - Use of Different Computational Modules
Mr. Bailey moved to endorse and forward the 4/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR217 to TAC.  Billy Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR221, Day-Ahead Market and Real-Time Market Default Allocation Changes
Ms. Stephenson moved to endorse and forward the 4/22/10 PRS Report, as amended by the 5/7/10 ERCOT comments, and Impact Analysis for NPRR221 to TAC.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment.
NPRR223, Resolution of Alignment Item A73 Removal of IMM and PUC Staff Nightly Report

Mr. Ögelman moved to endorse and forward the 4/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR223 to TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR225, Standard Cost Option in Verifiable Costs

Ms. Hobbs reviewed clarifying language offered by ERCOT.  Mr. Gonzalez noted that Market Participants would have until TNMID to switch from verifiable Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs to standard O&M costs; and reiterated that the issue is raised and advanced by Market Participants, rather than ERCOT Staff.
Mr. Bailey moved to endorse and forward the 4/22/10 PRS Report, as amended by the 5/11/10 ERCOT comments, and Impact Analysis for NPRR225, to TAC.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment and one abstention from the IREP Market Segment.
Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR847, Additional Exemptions for Uninstructed Resource Charge
Market Participants reviewed the 5/13/10 Formosa Utility Venture comments to PRR847.  Eric Woelfe noted an incident wherein Formosa operators followed a Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI) without question, though ERCOT did not intend for Formosa to operate below its costs and schedule, by which Formosa developed an Uninstructed Resource Charge (URC) as a result of following the instruction.  Mr. Woelfe added that the revised language exempts a single Resource QSE from receiving a URC following a (VDI, and would also exempt a QSE from being subject to URC during a Load Acting As a Resource (LaaR) event, up to the LaaR response deployment amount.  ERCOT Staff confirmed that ERCOT would manage the exemptions through the dispute process.
Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of PRR847 as amended by the 5/13/10 Formosa Utility Venture comments.  Ms. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR216, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel Commitments Previously Issued Through RUC
Mr. Goff moved to table NPRR216 until NPRR207 has been approved by the ERCOT Board.  Mr. Ögelman 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

Ms. Stephenson expressed concern that changes proposed to Section 6.5.7.1.11, Transmission Constraint Management, in NPR218 represents a significant change and asked where the concept of an emergency circumstance originated.  Matt Mereness answered that the concept was ERCOT’s and represents a first effort at a solution; reviewed the 5/17/10 ERCOT comments; and noted that ERCOT is open to language revisions.   Market Participants expressed concern that ERCOT, under “emergency circumstances”, could revise the methodology for setting maximum Shadow Prices and establish new Shadow Price caps without prior ERCOT Board approval; that the ability to do so would have major market impacts, as changing prices while Entities are taking positions inhibits the market and interferes with market design; and that the market needs to see volatility in the market in order to receive price signals.
Market Participants discussed that the price set by ERCOT might produce inappropriate results; that “emergency” is undefined; that the ERCOT stakeholder process demonstrated the agility to address similar issues in 2008; and whether a TAC and ERCOT Board approved methodology, similar to the Ancillary Service methodology, might be approved.  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern for a requirement that ERCOT and Independent Market Monitor (IMM) Staff would consult without stakeholder input, and noted that the item lacks language to address instances of disagreement even in the two-way consultation.  Mr. Goff suggested that clarification be given to “emergency circumstances.”

Ms. Stephenson moved to refer NPRR218 to the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) and WMS.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR219, 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

NPRR238, Resolution of Alignment Item A47, A59, A104, A105, A114, A115, A130, A188, and A189 - Provides Clarification and Updates to Network Operations Model Processes for Resource Entities

Bill Blevins requested that NPRR219 and NPRR238 be tabled to allow for the review of Section 3.3.2.1, Information to Be Provided to ERCOT, and the possible merging of revisions to the NPRRs.  Woody Rickerson suggested that consideration of the items be withheld until the disposition of NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals.
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR219 and NPRR238.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Ms. Walker noted that Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) continue to have issues that require discussion with ERCOT Staff.  Ms. Stephenson noted that most Market Participants are willing to accept a two week Nodal database upload and suggested that consideration should be given to removing the seven day switch capability.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW
Market Participants discussed that the title of NPRR220 is confusing and should be altered to contain the word “deployment”; that NPRR220 might require discussion beyond a title revision; that the item is currently before the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS); and that title clarification might be given at the June 17, 2010 PRS meeting.

NPRR224, Remove Dynamic Rating Requirements for Annual Planning Models
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR224 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR226, Procedure for Setting DAM Auction Credit Requirement Parameters
Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR226 as amended by the 5/19/10 WMS comments.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Ms. Jackson asked if ERCOT would have sufficient resources to reevaluate credit every two weeks.  Market Participants discussed that the DAM is over collateralized; that market trials are running without a full amount of offer curves resulting in high numbers; that the “e” factors will be fully incorporated in time for the 168-Hour Test; and that it was discussed at the May 19, 2010 WMS meeting that ERCOT will have sufficient staff to reevaluate credit as scheduled.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Power Marketer (IPM), and Municipal Market Segments.
NPRR227, Termination of Access Privileges to Restricted Computer Systems and Control Systems
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR227 as submitted.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR228, Resolution of Alignment Items A2, A80, A83 and A93 - As-Built Treatment and Settlement of Combined Cycle Generation Resources in ERCOT Market Systems

Mr. Mereness noted that NPRR228 reflects the Nodal systems as built, and suggested that the item might be tabled to allow Market Participants additional time for review.  Market Participants discussed that the recent combined cycle workshop was an information exchange rather than a consensus building forum; that default treatment for end-of-day operations and configuration status garnered much attention at the workshop; and that an upcoming workshop on the topic might provide additional items for consideration.

Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR228 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR229, Additions to Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms

Ms. Stephens moved to recommend approval of NPRR229 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR230, Resolution of Alignment Items A40, A108, A127 and A138 and Clarification/Updates to Load and Demand Forecast, Statement of Opportunities, and Long Term Wind Power Forecast

Walter Reid expressed concern that the proposed language in paragraph (4) of Section 3.2.1, Calculation of Aggregate Resource Capacity, seems inappropriately restrictive regarding WGRs, and opined that different forecasts for WGRs should be used, depending on the application of the analysis.  Mr. Blevins noted that ERCOT does not wish to be inappropriately restrictive and desires to use the appropriate number for the WGR to reflect the type of study being conducted, but expressed concern for increasing the burden to produce numbers of limited value.  Ms. Wagner agreed that the best forecast for the application should be used, and that ERCOT should specify the type of forecast it is using for each activity.  Mr. Reid added that the information should be posted in an appropriate place, rather than being stated in the Nodal Protocols.  Market Participants proposed language revisions.
Ms. Wagner asked if ERCOT Staff is confident that its forecasting tools are adequate to produce 36-month Load forecasts for each Resource.  Ms. Showalter offered that forecasting is better than randomly submitted values, as Entities methods might differ, and that ERCOT is more comfortable with historical analysis.  Ms. Wagner opined that it would be helpful to know how ERCOT arrives at numbers, without getting too granular.  Mr. Reid added that it would be helpful for ERCOT to publish in the Planning Guides how routine products are prepared.  Market Participants proposed further language revisions.
Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR230 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR231, Remove RMR Units from the Day-Ahead Market
Ms. Stephenson moved to table NPRR231.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that further discussion would occur at the QSE Managers Working Group (QMWG).  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR232, Clarification of Block Load Transfer Registration and Deployment
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR232 for one month.  Ms. Walker noted that interested parties would like additional time to review and provide comment to the item. Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR233, Clarifying Method of Enforcing CRR Auction Limitation on Market Submissions

Ms. Morris noted that there were a significant number of abstentions to the May 19, 2010 WMS vote to endorse NPRR233, and that there were recommendations to create a limited number of Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Account Holder affiliates, and allow the reallocation of bids if the maximum of 200,000 bids was not exceeded.  Mr. Goff noted that other markets successfully utilize bid fees; that the fees would not be revenue neutral and would add a new class of payers; and that while the 5/19/10 Reliant comments do not suggest fee amounts, they do add fee descriptions and settlement formulas.  Mr. Goff added that should the ERCOT Board and PUCT not adopt a fee schedule, the fees would be zero.  Ms. Stephenson noted that it is difficult to discuss the merits of a fee proposal without knowing the amount of the fee, and expressed that fees that are initially nominal might eventually come to be seen as a revenue stream and might rise to the point where bidding is cost prohibitive.

Market Participants discussed that fee proceeds might be directed away from the general revenue fund and instead go into a short pay fund; that to add a tax to a voluntary market might drive down the fee; and that it would be necessary to develop a process for setting the fee.  Market Participants further discussed that the number of CRR Account Holders might also be limited with credit collateral requirements; and that the fee process might be supportable through the miscellaneous invoice process.
Mr. Ögelman moved to recommend approval of NPRR233 as amended by the 5/19/10 Luminant comments for a two-step process with a six hour window to resubmit bids.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion and offered an amendment to include a limit of 10 CRR Account Holders per counter party.  Mr. Ögelman accepted Ms. Stephenson’s amendment.

Mr. R. Jones opined that the issue is the first major missed expectation where the Market Participants’ Protocol language was not adequately converted into scoping for the vendor; and that as a result the desired robust CRR market was being patched and constrained.  Ms. Wagner expressed concern that the item was not ripe for consideration, and that the result of the proposed motion would be unused bids.  Market Participants discussed that time is a consideration; that a fee-based approach would be a more market-driven solution; that Entities might create extra accounts to receive additional bids; and that a secondary market might be created to sell unused bids.  Mr. Ögelman withdrew the motion.
Mr. Ögelman moved to table NPRR233 for one month.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed impacts to credit; that the related market trials are rapidly approaching; and that consideration might be given to a fee that is variable throughout the year and would need to be structured differently than other fees.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR234, Resolution of Alignment Item A32, A147, A155, A159, and A187 - Clarify General Capacity Testing and Net Dependable Capability

Ms. Stephenson expressed concern that language approved in NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process, was deleted by language proposed in NPRR234 and noted that Entities with coal units were concerned that ERCOT would test them while those units were limited due to wind.
Floyd Trefny explained that the High Sustained Limit (HSL) in the Nodal systems is the maximum capability of a unit; and that HSL has to be set at the maximum power production notwithstanding ramp rates.  Mr. Trefny added that the current Nodal Protocol language is inconsistent with how the Nodal systems have been implemented, and also cited problematic use of the terms HSL and Net Dependable Capability (NDC).  Market Participants discussed the possibility that two tests are needed, one for maximum capacity and one for ramp rate; Mr. Trefny noted that two tests are indeed described, along with a third that a QSE conducts to set its NDC, and concurred that the language could be clarified.
Ms. Walker moved to refer NPRR234 to WMS.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether the item might be taken up at the QMWG; that the language, as proposed, might place some Entities in violation of North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards; and that more time is needed to review the item.  Ms. Walker opined that the alignment item review process is working as designed; that ERCOT Staff is moving items into the stakeholder vetting process as soon as possible; and that the review timeline is unavoidably difficult.

Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT Staff did not come to the PRS meeting with any expectation that all alignment items would be advanced by PRS, but that the intent is to place items before stakeholders as soon as possible in order to begin the debate.  Mr. Ögelman expressed appreciation for ERCOT Staff efforts; and noted that some corrections cause additional consternation that simply require further consideration.  Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT Market Rules Staff would work with leadership to add the item to the QMWG agenda.  The motion carried unanimously.  
NPRR235, Resolution of Alignment Items A36 and A131 and Clarification of Miscellaneous Requirements
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR235 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

NPRR236, Resolution of Alignment Item A83 partially, A86, A87 partially, A88 partially, and A142 - Clarify Default Actions for Missing Data and Range of Valid Data Entries for Energy Offers

Market Participants discussed that there might be synchronization issues between NPRR236 and NPRR228, Resolution of Alignment Items A2, A80, A83 and A93 - As-Built Treatment and Settlement of Combined Cycle Generation Resources in ERCOT Market Systems.

Ms. Stephenson moved to table NPRR236.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR237, Resolution of Alignment Items A22, A143, A148, A153, A160 and A169 – Clarification of NERC Reliability Standards and MIS Posting Requirements

Ms. Walker asked why Section 6.5.2, Operating Standards, is included as an alignment item.  Mr. Trefny explained that Section 6.5.2 is to clarify that the Nodal Protocols do not conflict with the NERC Reliability Standards.  Ms. Walker opined that the NERC Reliability Standards supersede the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Greer offered that where the Nodal Protocols are stricter than the NERC Reliability Standards, the Nodal Protocols stand, and that the Nodal Protocols provide more detail than the NERC Reliability Standards.  Ms. Walker countered that conflicts between the Nodal Protocols and the NERC Reliability Standards should be addressed via the Regional Reliability Standards process.    
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR237 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Ms. Walker expressed concern that NPRR237 is not consistent with the law.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR239, Ramp Rate Limitation of 10% per minute of On-Line Installed Capability for Wind-powered Generation Resources

Mr. Dumas noted that ERCOT has found the 10 percent ramp rate to be a positive change, and opined that to alter the restriction from 10 percent to 20 percent would, theoretically, allow a WGR to completely ramp within one five-minute interval, rather than two five-minute intervals; and expressed concern that a WGR might go below the base point due to flat prices, resulting in the use of Regulation.  Mr. Reid countered that there is no commercial reason for a WGR to go anyplace other than the base point assigned by ERCOT, and that the base point at a 20 percent ramp rate limit will be a function of the price curve that the WGR provided to Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED).  

Mr. R. Jones opined that the 10 percent ramp rate is good for system reliability and allows ERCOT to keep up with system dynamics posed by intermittent renewable Resources, and asked if a different ramp rate would represent a system change in the SCED.   Mr. Dumas noted that a system change would not be required for SCED, as the ramp rate is controlled by the Resource, but expressed concern that ramp rates would not be smooth.

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR239 as submitted.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Mr. Dumas opined that introduced compliance language is broad, and that ERCOT lacks systems to run the required reports on a regular basis.  Mr. Dumas added that if a unit is causing issues on the system, ERCOT addresses the issue, but cannot monitor all units as described.  Mr. Grimes offered that the concern might be alleviated with an assurance from the WGR that it could stop at the base point provided by SCED.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments.
Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.
Other Business

Ms. Hobbs noted the possible reconfiguration of the stakeholder meeting schedule to switch the RMS and WMS meeting dates in 2011, but that doing so would impact the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) and RMS.  Mr. R. Jones opined that much is learned at WMS and that Market Participants would appreciate the additional time between WMS and PRS to review comments.
Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/05/20100520-PRS" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/05/20100520-PRS� 
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