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

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

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Matlock, Michael
	Gexa Energy
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	OPUC
	Alt. Rep. for G. Torrent


Guests:

	Boehnemann, Robin
	Exelon
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Burke, Tom
	ACES Power Marketing
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Hancock, Tom
	Garland
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	McAndrews, Neil
	KPUB & SBEC
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Moast, Pat
	Texas Reliability Entity
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Roach, Temujin
	PUCT
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Woodard, Stacey
	LCRA
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	Via Teleconference

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Blevins, Bill
	
	Via Teleconference

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Coon, Patrick
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	Via Teleconference

	Seibert, Dave
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Wattles, Paul
	
	

	Yager, Cheryl
	
	Via Teleconference


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) 

June 17, 2010
Eric Goff recommended a revision to page four of the draft June 17, 2010 PRS meeting minutes. 
Mr. Goff moved to approve the June 17, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  DeAnn Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)
No items were considered for Urgent status.  Ms. Morris noted that July 23, 2010 was the posting deadline for Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) to proceed on a normal timeline, but that Urgent status PRRs may yet be filed.
TAC and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reviewed the disposition of revision requests considered at the July 20, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting and noted that TAC and the ERCOT Board certified the Network Operations Model go-live market readiness criteria on July 20, 2010,.  
Market Participants discussed ERCOT Board Interim Chair Michehl Gent’s opinion that objections and abstentions to TAC motions should be justified before the ERCOT Board; that there is no requirement in the ERCOT Bylaws, Protocols, or Procedures that such a justification be made; that Independent Board members are perhaps seeking additional information on issues and are interested in hearing Market Participants’ reasonings; and that Market Participants might engage their Market Segment’s ERCOT Board member, should they decide to offer justification.  Randy Jones opined that the request for justification might be an isolated incident rather than a new precedent and was made to solicit a specific discussion, as it was a procedural question rather than a technical question.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update, noting that four items have been added to the Nodal parking deck and that two items, including Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 208, Registration and Settlement of Distributed Generation (DG) Less Than One MW, now have a priority ranking of Critical.  Market Participants requested that the Nodal parking deck be posted to the ERCOT web site in a more accessible location, rather than as a tab on the PPL.
Marguerite Wagner asked when system decommissioning planning would begin and what systems will roll off as Nodal comes on line, and noted that there are various data retention requirements.  Kristi Hobbs answered that there is a project that specifically addresses decommissioning; Mr. Anderson offered to provide an update at the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting.  Mr. Anderson added that the 2011 Project Prioritization schedule will be delayed another month, as Requests For Proposals for data center hardware projects are out and the awaited information will significantly enhance 2011 PPL efforts, and that the 2011PPL would be brought for consideration at the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting.
NPRRs /SCRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” (Vote)

NPRR256, Synchronize Nodal Protocols with PRR787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards (formerly “Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards”)
Henry Durrwachter noted that comments to NPRR256 were filed by the Public Utility commission of Texas (PUCT) and the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE), and by Luminant, and suggested that a workshop for NPRR256 should be scheduled.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR256.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Guide Priority & Rank Assignments (Vote)
NOGRR034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions
Ann Boren noted that the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) unanimously recommended a priority of Medium for the proposed grey-box language in NOGRR034 at the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend a priority of Medium for the proposed grey-box language in NOGRR034.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Review Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses and Cost/Benefit Analyses (see Key Documents)
NPRR218, Resolution of Alignment Item A71 - Add Protocol Description of the Power Balance Penalty Factor used in the SCED 

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

NPRR233, Clarifying Method of Enforcing CRR Auction Limitation on Market Submissions

NPRR242, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR792

NPRR245, Protocol Synchronization and As-Built Clarification for RUC Shortfall Calculation
Adrianne Brandt moved to endorse and forward the respective 6/17/10 PRS Reports and Impact Analyses for NPRR218, NPRR228, NPRR233, NPRR242, and NPRR245 to TAC.  Mr. Goff 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
Ms. Boren noted that recommended revisions to Section 4.4.9.3, Energy Offer Curve, only clarify language and do not alter the intent of the language.
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 6/17/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis for NPRR236 to TAC.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

NPRR237, Resolution of Alignment Items A22, A143, A148, A153, A160 and A169 – Clarification of North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards and MIS Posting Requirements
Ms. Boren noted that the 7/9/10 ERCOT comments offer language clarification and further alignment of the Nodal Protocols with as-built systems.
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 6/17/10 PRS Report as amended by the 7/9/10 ERCOT comments and the Impact Analysis for NPRR237 to TAC.  Billy Helpert seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language 
There were no PRRs submitted for review.
Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Changes

It was discussed that the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS), the sponsor of NPRR147, will be withdrawing the item, and that no PRS action is needed.

NPRR216, Allow ERCOT Option to Cancel Commitments Previously Issued Through RUC

Ms. Boren noted that with the recent ERCOT Board approval of NPRR207, Unit Deselection (formerly “Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback”), NPRR216 may either be withdrawn or rejected, adding that PSEG TX filed comments on July 13, 2010.  Ms. Wagner added that her organization is seeking information as to how ERCOT uses Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) to procure Ancillary Services.  Mr. Goff opined that NPRR207 is a cleaner approach and was filed partially in response to NPRR216.
Mr. Goff moved to reject NORR216.  Mr. Detelich 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

Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR219 for two months.  Ms. Walker noted that CenterPoint Energy is working with ERCOT Staff to develop a Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) to address CenterPoint Energy concerns regarding reports on Outages, and stated her preference that the NOGRR and NPRR219 be considered at the same time.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs expressed concern that a time-specific motion might actually delay the items.  Ms. Walker amended the motion to table NPRR219 without time-specificity.  Ms. Brandt seconded the amended motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW
Market Participants discussed tabling NPRR220 to allow additional time for WMS to review the item.

Mr. R. Jones moved to table NPRR220 for one month.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR231, Remove RMR Units from the Day-Ahead Market

Mr. Bailey opined that NPRR231 is an administrative fix to a reliability issue.   It was noted that WMS discussion of NPRR231 included the continuation of Reliability Must Run (RMR) units in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) when ERCOT determines a reliability need, and submittal and adjustment of Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs for RMR units.  Market Participants reviewed the 7/20/10 Potomac Economics comments.
Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR231 and request that ERCOT Staff bring back a business process for how RMR units will be used in the DAM.  Mr. Bailey reminded Market Participant that studies are conducted to develop RMR exit strategies; noted that it is an economic solution to pick up an RMR unit in the DAM; and asked why a unit would be designated RMR in the first place if it is economic and running.  Ms. Wagner withdrew the motion in order to allow for more discussion.

Shams Siddiqi opined that it does not matter how much Load is offered into the DAM, as ERCOT will offer in the unit based on its own evaluation of Real-Time reliability needs.  Mr. R. Jones added that if the goal is to make the DAM and Real-Time market provide price convergence for virtual schedules and bidding, the DAM topology should be made to look as much like Real-Time as possible, and that strict business practice rules for how units will be bid in, including ERCOT’s latitude, should be developed.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR231 as amended by the 7/21/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS, and requested that ERCOT Staff report back how they will manage RMR units in the DAM.  Mr. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether Entities would be disadvantaged by ERCOT for a reliability need; that ERCOT should describe to WMS what it considers in making its decisions regarding RMR units in the DAM; and that ROS and WMS should consider in a year whether O&M costs are being appropriately captured by the formula.
Ino Gonzalez proposed language revisions to allow ERCOT to change costs it believes are too high or too low.  Market Participants expressed concern that Resource owners have spent much time reviewing their costs in the last year, and opined that ERCOT should not adjust a unit’s costs based on other Resources.  Randa Stephenson noted that Entities provide the best possible estimate, that there is no incentive to inflate cost estimates, and that invoices are later submitted to cover only actual costs; and expressed concern that Mr. Gonzalez’s proposed language is in opposition to all previous efforts on the topic, and that ERCOT is unlikely to have better information as to a unit’s potential costs than the units owners.  Mr. Gonzalez expressed concern that purchases in the DAM and capacity shorts will be penalized if cost estimates are not accurate.
Ms. Wagner proposed that language be revised to make the costs subject to the verifiable cost process in order for ERCOT to have accurate data in a timely manner.  Kenan Ögelman noted that the verifiable cost process is very different from the RMR contract process; that if RMR estimates are off, the unit owner is eventually made whole, but impacts to Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) and Settlement, though likely slight, are not corrected; and that consideration might be given to requiring RMR unit owners to update their cost estimates more frequently.
The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Generator and Municipal Market Segments.

NPRR232, Clarification of Block Load Transfer Registration and Deployment
Ms. Walker noted that ERCOT Staff agreed to amend the 7/15/10 ERCOT comments to clarify that the approval requirement is tied to Block Load Transfer (BLT) registration.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR232 as amended by the 7/15/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Ms. Wagner noted that the 7/12/10 PSEG TX comments provide transparency to the BLT process.  Ms. Walker opined that the information is already provided in another form.  ERCOT Staff explained that in the Nodal market, the total amount of dollars in BLT will also be available in publicly available extracts.  Ms. Wagner recalled that, historically, ERCOT has had an Entity manage the tie and payments are made to the Entity when the tie is used; Ms. Wagner stated that her intent is to get reporting where such contracts exist, and that there is currently no process for such reporting.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

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

Ms. Walker noted that the 7/12/10 CenterPoint Energy comments add the requirement for Resource Entities and Private Use Networks to also submit information, and that CenterPoint Energy believes the requirement for Resource Entities and Private Use Networks were within the original intent of the NPRR but were omitted in a drafting oversight.  Mr. R. Jones objected to having Resource Entities in the process at this point in market development and stated that Calpine’s current internal processes work well and does not lack coordination with ERCOT, Resource Entities, and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs).  
Ms. Walker stated that CenterPoint Energy is not trying to change the process and perhaps misunderstood ERCOT’s process.  Woody Rickerson noted ERCOT’s intention that Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) submissions are also to be submitted according to the Section 3.10, Network Operations Modeling and Telemetry, 90-day deadline, and opined that CenterPoint Energy’s proposed language is consistent and does not change the Resource Entity process.  Mr. Rickerson added that the current process works but is not stated explicitly, and that the intent of language revisions is to make the Nodal Protocols reflect practice.  Mr. R. Jones opined that the language is still vague as to which Entities use the Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) process and which do not.  

Mr. R. Jones moved to table NPRR238.  Alice Jackson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR240, Proxy Energy Offer Curve
Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR240 as amended by the 7/21/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that NPRR240 will be considered again by PRS to assign priority to the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR241, Aggregate Incremental Liability (AIL) Calculation and Credit Reports Publish Corrections

Ms. Jackson opined that the removal of Flowgate Rights from credit monitoring is premature, as the potential to have a flowgate identified still exists in the Protocols.  Cheryl Yager offered that Flowgate Rights credit reports may be reinserted, but that it should be understood that nothing is being posted.  It was also discussed that grey-boxed language introduces a change from a Microsoft XLS to Extensible Markup Language (XML) format for the viewing of Credit Monitoring and Management Reports on the Market Information System (MIS). 
Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR241 as amended by the 7/21/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR243, Load Resource Disqualification, Unannounced Testing, and Compliance
Regarding a requirement that Load Resources other than Controllable Load Resources providing Responsive Reserve (RRS) must return to at least 95 percent of the Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility for RRS following a recall instruction, Ms. Jackson opined that the phrase “as soon as practical” is vague and provides ERCOT no benefit.  Market Participants noted that the phrase was discussed by WMS and that ERCOT Staff expressed concern that Resources might wait until the last minute to return, should the phrase be eliminated; and that the phrase makes assessment of Protocol violation difficult.
Paul Wattles noted that the NERC standards require restoration within 90 minutes, and that while the proposed Nodal Protocol language retains the three hour requirement, should Entities not return as soon as possible, ERCOT might risk being in violation of NERC’s 90 minute requirement.  Ms. Jackson offered to reconsider the language should ERCOT ever violate the 90 minute requirement.

Ms. Jackson moved to recommend approval of NPRR243 as amended by the 7/21/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents

Dave Seibert noted that the proposed NPRR244 language adds a review process to the Other Binding Document provision and is a result of conversations with Market Participants.  Market Participants discussed that before documents are determined to create a Market Participant’s binding obligation, they must be vetted through a formal process providing Market Participants an opportunity to comment; and that the list of Other Binding Documents, as proposed, is not comprehensive.  Mr. Seibert commented that if PRS was the responsible for reviewing the contents of the Other Binding Documents list, this would both provide the market with the opportunity to vet the documents and provide PRS the flexibility to make any changes to list as it deems necessary, and consequently would address Market Participants’ concerns for ensuring a complete Other Binding Documents list.  

Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR244 as amended by the 7/13/10 CenterPoint Energy comments and the 7/13/10 PSEG TX comments.  No second was offered.
Market Participants discussed the meaning of “job aids” and whether such internal documents would be properly included in the list of Other Binding Documents; that internal document contain confidential information that would improperly become public if the internal document was designated as binding; that the intent is to capture all the rules by which relations are governed, and not ERCOT’s internal processes; that review of the list will likely occur more frequently than once each year, but that it must occur at least once each year; and that the list in the NPRR need not be exhaustive, just exemplar, as the actual list of Other Binding Documents would reside on the MIS.  
Ms. Wagner opined that some internal ERCOT processes, such as how criteria are developed for RMR exit, are binding, as there are market impacts.  Market Participants discussed whether the list of documents should be approved at PRS or sent to TAC for approval.  Mr. R. Jones noted a consistent concern is that Market Participants are not sure what ERCOT’s approach will be from shift to shift; and opined that consistency requires a standards and training, and that to prevent the list from being outsized, PRS should consider the characteristics of the document and whether it impacts outcomes of the market – commercially or operationally – or if it just provides instruction to the operator.  Ms. Wagner offered to work with ERCOT Staff to identify additional items for the Other Binding Documents list.  

Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR244 for one month.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR246, Requirement for Resource Entities to Update Resource Parameters
Mr. Durrwachter spoke to the 6/14/10 Luminant comments to NPRR246 and expressed concern that Entities with many units would not be able to update their Resource Parameters within five Business Days, but that ten Business Days would be agreeable, and that there is not a requirement for ERCOT to confirm receipt of the updated information, or to send confirmation that ERCOT systems have been updated.  ERCOT Staff agreed to ten Business Days for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) or Resource Entities to update and submit their Resource Parameters, and that ERCOT would update ERCOT systems and databases within ten Business Days of receipt of the information.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR246 as amended by the 6/14/10 Luminant comments.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR247, Retail Market Testing Updates Due to the Merger of the TX SET and TTPT Working Groups  
Ms. Hobbs noted that the 7/8/10 ERCOT comments offer clarifying language regarding testing responsibilities.

Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR247 as revised by the 7/8/10 ERCOT comments.  Michael Matlock seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR248, Removal of Loads from Pre-1999 NOIE Load Zone 
Ms. Morris noted that she would not be chairing the discussion of NPRR248, and in the absence of PRS Vice Chair Ms. Wagner, requested that Ms. Boren facilitate discussion.  Mr. Wittmeyer recused himself from the discussion, noting that in his role as consultant he had been assisting San Bernard Electric in drafting the language and therefore would not be voting on this item as a Consumer Market Segment representative; Mr. Wittmeyer excused himself from the room.  Ms. Brandt expressed appreciation for efforts to make the language more neutral.
Ms. Brandt moved to recommend approval of NPRR248 as amended by the 7/21/10 LCRA comments.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion. Market Participants reviewed the 7/21/10 LCRA comments.  Some Market Participants expressed concern that that the NPRR seems to require Entities to surrender Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) upon moving from a Non-Opt-In Entity (NOIE) Load Zone.  Ms. Brandt opined that the language does not force any Entity to do anything, but rather indicates that what will happen once certain conditions are met; Ms. Brandt added that how an Entity terminates its power supply management is not contemplated in the language.
Market Participants discussed implications of the proposed language to mandatory Load Zones; the 36-month notice requirement for ERCOT Board approval of change to Load Zones, and Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) auctions; whether other NOIEs would be required to surrender PCRRs should they decide to move to another Load Zone; and whether any Entity would be forced into a competitive zone against its wishes.  Market Participants debated whether LCRA must stay in the Load Zone in perpetuity, or if, in the Nodal Market, it may switch upon approval, after 36 months; Mr. Ögelman opined that the threshold issues is whether a member of a NOIE group may leave the Load Zone and enter a competitive Load Zone.  

Market Participants proposed various language revisions.  Ms. Stephenson expressed concern an Entity wishing to move to a competitive Load Zone will essentially be a captive customer, and that no suppliers will provide competitive bids 36 months out, making contracting extremely difficult.  
Ms. Brandt withdrew her motion to recommend approval of NPRR248 as amended by the 7/21/10 LCRA comments, and moved to table NPRR248.  Neil McAndrews expressed concern that delaying consideration of the item would impact notification timelines.  Ms. Morris requested that comments be submitted addressing the timeline, and that the comments request ERCOT to perform an Impact Analysis so that the schedule may be maintained.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Generator and Municipal Market Segments.

Mr. McAndrews requested that ERCOT perform an Impact Analysis in time for the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting; Ms. Wagner asked how an Impact Analysis might be performed when language is not settled.  Ms. Boren suggested that should language change, the Impact Analysis regarding ERCOT systems would be updated between the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting and the September 2, 2010 TAC meeting.

NPRR249, Removal of Text Reason Requirement 

John Adams explained that NPRR249 removes the text requirement for QSEs with Resources to send to ERCOT when a Resource’s telemetered High Sustained Limit or Low Sustained Limit deviates from a normal high or low limit.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR249 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs noted that NPRR249 addresses alignment items A155 and A159.  Mr. Durrwachter suggested that the item be retitled as “Resolution of Alignment Item A155 and A159 – Removal of Text Reason Requirement” for consistency with other alignment items. Mr. Durrwachter amended the motion to recommend approval of NPRR249 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR250, Suspension of Annual Profile ID Validation With Advanced Meter Deployment 
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR250 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR251, Synchronization of 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 recommend approval of NPRR251 as submitted with a recommended priority of High for the proposed grey-box language.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
NPRR252, Synchronization of PRR758, Clarification of Language Related to Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR252 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR253, CRR Balancing Account Invoice and Settlement and Billing Dispute Process
Ms. Brandt suggested that though the proposed revisions are administrative, that COPS review NPRR253 if time allowed.
Ms. Brandt moved to refer NPRR253 to COPS.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  

NPRR254, Updates to Protocol Sections 14 and 18
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR254 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR255, Resolution of Alignment Item A81 - DRUC Timing and Execution when DAM is Delayed or Aborted
Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR255 to the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF).  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  Ms. Stephenson requested that the proposed timelines be reviewed. The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Withdrawal
Ms. Morris noted the withdrawal of NPRR234, Resolution of Alignment Item A32, A147, A155, A159, and A187 - Clarify General Capacity Testing and Net Dependable Capability

Other Business

Joint Task Force for Nodal Protocol and Guide Review

Ms. Morris noted that at the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting, ROS voted to endorse the creation of a joint PRS and ROS task force to review Nodal Protocols and Nodal Guides in light of the NERC Reliability Standards.  Ms. Morris added that Frank Owens offered to chair the task force if other leadership could not be found, and encouraged volunteers from PRS to participate in the task force.  

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting at 2:47 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/07/20100722-PRS" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/07/20100722-PRS� 
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