APPROVED
Minutes of the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, January 21, 2010 – 9:30am
Attendance
Members:

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Matlock, Michael
	Gexa Energy
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Boehnemann, Robin
	Exelon Generation
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Burke, Tom
	Luminant
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Johnson, Eddie
	Brazos Electric
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lange, Clif
	STEC
	

	McDree, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Oswalt, Vicki
	Residential Consumer
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Flores, Isabel
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Patterson, Mark
	
	Via Teleconference

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	


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) 

December 17, 2009
DeAnn Walker moved to approve the December 17, 2009 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reported that there were no items to consider for Urgent status.  Ms. Morris noted that some Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) had been filed in the previous week, and that PRS might want to discuss revisions to the approval timeline that might be needed in the future.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reported that Brad Jones and Kenan Ögelman were elected as 2010 TAC Chair and Vice Chair respectively; that PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs, was tabled at TAC and assignments were made to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) and the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) to review comments to PRR833; and that ERCOT was commended by the ERCOT Board for its management of the extreme cold weather event in early January 2010.  Ms. Morris also noted revisions requests approved by the ERCOT Board.
Election of 2010 PRS Chair and Vice Chair
Kristi Hobbs reported that the method of selecting PRS leadership must be determined annually, and reviewed the following proposed process: 

Election Process:

· Open floor for nominations for chair. 

· Close nominations for chair. 

· Vote on nominations for chair. 

· Voting: 

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

· One vote per Entity. 

· Simple majority of votes wins (51%).

· If no simple majority is reached, take top two candidates and conduct another vote.  Continue until simple majority reached or acclamation of PRS.
· Open floor for nominations for vice chair. 

· Close nominations for vice chair. 

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

Ms. Walker moved to approve the proposed PRS Chair and Vice Chair election process.  Gary Torrent seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Ms. Walker nominated Ms. Morris for 2010 PRS Chair.  Ms. Morris accepted the nomination and was named 2010 PRS Chair by acclamation.
Ms. Walker nominated Marguerite Wagner for 2010 PRS Vice Chair.  Ms. Wagner accepted the nomination and was named 2010 PRS Vice Chair by acclamation.
Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided an update regarding the status of PR90011, AMS Meter Flag, and preliminary 2009 project spending totals.  Mr. Anderson noted that the dramatic increase in the Commercial Operations (CO) category did not negatively impact other projects and was to correct licensing deficiencies with Oracle.  
Regarding the Met Center replacement budget, Mr. Anderson highlighted that the $20 million planned spend came in at just under $13 million, and that the remaining funds, by special agreement, are being carried over to 2010 in the same category.  Mr. Anderson added that most of the project budget is for building the backup control center in Bastrop and an additional data center in Taylor.
Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs)/System Change Request (SCR) with Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies

Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants that NPRR156 was previously tabled, that comments were filed, and that there was a question as to Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) responsibilities for Power System Stabilizer (PSS) data submission.  ERCOT Staff expressed concern that should ERCOT be directed to gather PSS data from surveys, that the survey respondent might not have access to all the requested data; that there is no Protocol requirement to respond to surveys; and that data in surveys might not be current.

Market Participants discussed that adding language requiring response to a survey might create additional difficulty for ERCOT in gathering responses for other surveys not specifically named in the Protocols; and that clarifying language might be developed to indicate that the PSS data sought is a point in time, rather than a Real-Time status.  Randy Jones added that the PSS data should be specific as to tuning parameters if the data is to be used for modeling purposes, and that the information might be provided at least via an annual attestation.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR156 for one month.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Durrwachter offered to draft clarifying language; Ms. Flores added that she would work with Mr. Durrwachter.  David Detelich noted that the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) requires generator models, one of which is a PSS model, and that units with a PSS should have already sent ERCOT the information.  Ms. Flores noted that she would discuss the item with ERCOT Staff.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses and Cost/Benefit Analyses
PRR837, Load Used in RMR Studies

NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies
ERCOT Staff requested that PRR837 and NPRR198 be tabled for one month to permit time for additional discussion; that there is concern that the Load used in doing the Reliability Must-Run (RMR) analysis is higher than in Real-Time, and that Transmission Operators are reviewing how the Load forecast is generated.  Ms. Walker added that the Transmission Operators submit data and that ERCOT creates the forecast.

Ms. Wagner moved to endorse and forward the respective 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Reports and Impact Analyses for PRR837 and NPRR198 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Eric Goff asked if ERCOT would reevaluate its existing RMR contracts if the Protocols are revised, and noted that the ERCOT Board recently discussed that RMR contacts may be exited with 90 days notice or with the agreement of both parties.  Ms. Flores answered that ERCOT is unlikely to revaluate existing RMR contracts until the contracts are up for renewal.
NPRR199, Shift Factors by Resource Node
Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR199 to TAC.  Scott Wardle seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR200, MMS DC Tie Schedule Data Resource
Mr. Wardle moved to endorse and forward the 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR200 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR201, Calculation of Transmission and Distribution Losses
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 12/17/09 PRS Recommendation Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR201 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR841, Revise Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF)

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR841 as amended by the 12/22/09 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
PRR843, Add Regional Planning Section to Protocols

Ms. Walker requested additional time for review of PRR843 to provide comment as the item would pose significant impacts to Transmission Owners.

Ms. Walker moved to table PRR843 for one month.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Ms. Walker opined that some language in PRR843 does not belong in the Protocols; and that some of the language is inaccurate.  Market Participants debated whether the Regional Planning Group (RPG) Charter language should be included in the Protocols or was instead properly classified as an Other Binding Document; that a change process for Other Binding Documents is needed; and that there are a number of documents that might properly be under the purview of transmission planners rather than opened to the entire market.  Ms. Walker expressed concern that the RPG lacks a stakeholder voting structure, and that Transmission Owners would prefer a structure for vetting, commenting and incorporating revisions.
Ms. Walker withdrew the motion to table PRR843 and moved instead to create a task force to discuss policy issues related to PRR843; refer PRR843 to the task force; and instruct the task force to provide a report at the February 18, 2010 PRS meeting.  Market Participants discussed that all Market Participants should be notified of the task force meeting; and that as many Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) as possible should provide comment to PRR843.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Walker agreed to lead the task force effort and send notice of the meeting to the market.

Review of Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) Language
NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements
Ms. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR203 as submitted.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR204, Update Generic Startup Cost for Reciprocating Engines
Mr. Goff asked whether NPRR204 should be reviewed by the Verifiable Cost Working Group (VCWG).  Mr. Wardle stated that he would oppose passage of NPRR204; that additional review should be given to actual costs; and that another Resource category might be required.  Mr. R. Jones countered that the item had been fully vetted and that the policy had been approved by the ERCOT Board.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of NPRR204 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two objections from the Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.

Notice of Withdrawal
There were no notices of withdrawal.
Other Business (see Key Documents)
Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment (NPRSA) Task Force Update
Ms. Morris noted that an NPRSA update is not anticipated in the near future.
2009 Accomplishments and 2010 Goals
Ms. Morris reviewed 2009 goals and accomplishments and draft 2010 goals.  Market Participants discussed that workshops have been held regarding Protocol traceability; that issues identified in each section of the Protocols are housed on the Nodal ERCOT Readiness (ERT) website; and that traceability NPRRs are unlikely to be submitted at one time.  Ms. Hobbs noted that some NPRRs will be submitted to address items cited in white papers and that transparency is being sought through the Protocol revision process. 

Change of March PRS Meeting from March 18 to March 25
Ms. Hobbs noted that the ERCOT Board rescheduled its March 16, 2010 meeting to March 23, 2010 in order to not conflict with Spring Break.  There were no objections to rescheduling the March PRS meeting to March 25, 2010.

NPRR206, Nodal Market Day-Ahead Market Credit Requirements
Mr. Greer moved to waive notice of NPRR206 in order to allow for discussion and possible consideration of NPRR206.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that Mike Cleary had communicated that should the market desire the functionality of NPRR206, that the item would need to be before TAC at the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting; that the item would be discussed at length at the January 22, 2010 Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) meeting; and that it would be prudent to discuss the merits of NPRR206, but refrain from taking action until a special PRS meeting.  Mr. Greer modified the motion to allow only for discussion of NPRR206.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Randa Stephenson reminded Market Participants that approximately one year ago, Luminant brought forward concerns regarding the over-collateralization of the Day Ahead Market (DAM); that work on the issue ceased due to delays in the Nodal project, but that discussions resumed in September 2009; and that the ERCOT Nodal team is now in the process of programming the Nodal credit system.  Ms. Stephenson added that the effort is only to reduce credit requirements in the DAM, to collateralize risks without harming participants in the DAM.  
Mark Patterson noted that ERCOT can perform netting currently in the Nodal Protocols, but that, upon preliminary review, some comments to NPRR206 begin to set the process in a problematic direction; that computational time would add to performance issues, is point-to-point, and would not be trivial; and that time is needed to execute the DAM.  Market Participants discussed that revised language to address concerns and minimize system impacts might be developed at the MCWG meeting.  Ms. Morris called for a special PRS meeting on January 26, 2010 to consider NPRR206.
2010 PRR Timelines
Ms. Hobbs reminded Market Participants of the 2010 PRR approval cycle for PRRs on a normal timeline; that NPRRs lack both an urgency vote process and a comment period timeline; and that when PRS first began considering NPRRs, a seven day window was requested between posting and PRS consideration. Ms. Hobbs noted that for NPRRs to be forwarded to TAC, they must have an Impact Analysis; that a certain amount of time is needed for Market Rules to review language; and that executives currently meet weekly for the CEO Review process.  Ms. Hobbs added for a revision request to be numbered and circulated, it must have been through the CEO Review process.
Market Participants suggested that the CEO Review process might be reconsidered; that certain situations might warrant expediting the CEO Review process; and asked how far in advance NPRRs should be submitted to Market Rules.  Ms. Hobbs reiterated that adequate time is needed to reach agreed-upon language; that items may be expedited, but that the requesting Market Participant should be prepared to make the case; and requested that items be submitted a week prior to the Wednesday CEO Review meeting to allow for adequate processing times.  Mr. Anderson added that each Friday, information is submitted to the ERCOT executive team in preparation for the following Wednesday’s CEO Review meeting.  Mr. Durrwachter appreciated the insight to the current process and opined that Market Participants will be able to work within the current process without amendment.
Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 11:16 a.m.

APPROVED
Minutes of the Special Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Tuesday, January 26, 2010 – 9:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Belk, Brad
	LCRA
	

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Burke, Tom
	Luminant
	

	Comstock, Read
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Harrell, Patty
	DC Energy
	Via Teleconference

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	Suez
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	Crescent Power
	Via Teleconference

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Moorty, Sai
	
	

	Patterson, Mark
	
	Via Teleconference

	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 9:38 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.  

Establishment of Emergency Condition Pursuant to TAC Procedures Section IV.D./Waive Voting Notice

Henry Durrwachter moved to declare an emergency condition pursuant to TAC Procedures and waive notice of vote in order to consider Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 206, Nodal Market Day-Ahead Market Credit Requirements.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR206

Randa Stephenson reminded Market Participants that approximately one year ago, Luminant brought forward concerns regarding the over-collateralization of the Day Ahead Market (DAM); that work on the issue ceased due to delays in the Nodal project, but that discussions resumed in September 2009; and that the ERCOT Nodal team is now in the process of programming the Nodal credit system.  Ms. Stephenson added that the effort is only to reduce credit requirements in the DAM, to collateralize risks without harming participants in the DAM.  

Ms. Stephenson noted that three proposals to reduce the potential over-collateralization of the DAM had been submitted.  Cheryl Yager added that ERCOT Staff did not have the opportunity to fully review the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) proposal, but that an initial review indicates that the MCWG proposal is too complicated and not implementable in time for the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  Mr. Greer recommended that Market Participants focus on proposals that may be implemented in time for Nodal market opening; Kenan Ögelman countered that some proposals over-collateralize the DAM, while other proposals under-collateralize the DAM, and contended that stakeholders’ hands would be tied should any proposal be prematurely removed from the table.

Shams Siddiqi opined that the late proposal offered by ERCOT Staff would not function, as Market Participants removed after the first run of the DAM would result in a different outcome in a second running.  Market Participants discussed whether all Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) associated with a Counter Party would be removed; that one method might result in a large number of virtual offers and bids and would choke the DAM; that the DAM requires a significant amount of time to run; and that the DAM uses complicated optimization software and might not be able to be run multiple times in a day.  

Ms. Stephenson opined that transactions would decrease; that Entities would be forced to better manage their credit; that the current Protocols might also force a large Entity out of the DAM; and that the argument that the method would force the market to clear higher is invalid.  Market Participants suggested that combining elements of the Reliant Energy Services proposal with the ERCOT proposal might yield the desired result.

Mr. Goff offered that the 01/26/10 Reliant Energy Services comments might serve as a starting place and that he would be open to any amendments that captured the sentiment of higher- versus lower-risk Entities.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT estimates that the systems for the proposal are implementable.  

In debating the three options, Market Participants discussed the potential for unintended consequences that might result by combining options; implications to bilateral trades; and that forms of credit might be considered in determining an Entity’s level of risk, as well as types of activities in which Entities engage.  
In reviewing Luminant’s DAM Credit Requirements NPRR presentation, Market Participants debated the possibility that pricing might not be indicative of the collateral actually required for a particular day and that credits might be inappropriately given; that history is not indicator of the future and that basing exposure on the historical 30-day difference between the DAM and Real-Time prices would be inaccurate; and that in the effort to make the market efficient, all risk cannot be eliminated without stifling the market with heavy over-collateralization.  

Market Participants discussed that the current Protocols use netting, but that the method consumes significant time; that running totals of possible reductions to be implemented upon a bid being inserted into the system might be a workable solution; and the differences between netting point-to-point in the DAM versus transactional risks between the Real-Time and DAM.  Market Participants also discussed that the “e” factor requires ERCOT to be subjective; that QSEs with two separate customers might have exposure from each customer, but that the QSE bears netted exposure; and that no proposal addresses all concerns.  

Market Participants offered language revisions to the 01/26/10 Reliant Energy Services comments.  Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants of the goal to advance a proposal to TAC, allowing a full week for additional review and comment.

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR206 as amended by the 01/26/10 Reliant Energy Services comments and as revised by PRS and to forward NPRR206 to TAC.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Ms. Stephenson encouraged Market Participants to submit comments to further address the “e” factor.  Mr. Ögelman stated that the motion is an effort to advance the design, expressed hope that netting would prove feasible, and added that he is not in complete agreement with the premise that the collateral requirements should be relaxed.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment.  
Ms. Morris opined that additional meetings regarding NPRR206 might be held before the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting and encouraged Market Participants to file comments through the established Revision Request process.  Mr. Goff added that, if possible, feedback from ERCOT as to the viability of netting would be appreciated.  Ms. Yager answered that some additional information regarding netting might be available by the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting, though might not be available in time for response comments from Market Participants.  

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 2:15 p.m. 

APPROVED
Minutes of the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, February 18, 2010 – 9:30am
Attendance

Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Helpert, Billy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Iannello, Charles
	Just Energy
	

	Landry, Jonathan
	Gexa Energy
	Alt. Rep. for M. Matlock

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	Alt. Rep. for D. Walker

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Wardle, Scott
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hancock, Tom
	GPL
	

	Jaussaud, Danielle
	PUCT
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lange, Clif
	South Texas Electric Coop.
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Troutman, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	McMahon, Patrick
	
	

	Mingo, Sonja
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Tucker, Don
	
	


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) 

January 21, 2010
January 26, 2010
Randy Jones moved to approve the January 21, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended, and the January 26, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution

Ms. Morris noted that PRR846 failed to attain Urgent status via PRS e-mail vote.  Mike Grimes re-urged that Urgent status be granted to PRR846, and expressed concern that the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process may be held hostage by either party refusing to take a meeting; and that there are business impacts to not knowing when a dispute will be settled. Mr. Grimes opined that PRR846 protects parties’ rights to a decision, as parties many not move issues forward to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) without first going through the ADR process. 

Mr. Grimes moved to grant PRR846 Urgent status.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the ADR process had been successfully utilized for many years without issue; that without a pressing issue, the item need not be granted Urgent status; and that an Entity’s right to due process is preserved as long as the Entity files the dispute with ERCOT Legal in a timely manner.  Mr. Grimes countered that the problem with the ADR process has not been recognized until now and should be corrected as soon as possible, and that a related Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) would also be filed.

Market Participants discussed that ERCOT is very responsive in the ADR process; and that appealing actions in regards to Revision Requests is an entirely different process.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reviewed items recently approved by the ERCOT Board, noting that NPRR206, Nodal Market Day-Ahead Market Credit Requirements, was approved, but that TAC would bring forward a process to set the “e” factors in April 2010.

TAC Leadership Retreat – Guiding Principles for Nodal Implementation
Ms. Morris opined that the vetting activity for NPRR206 was not an anomaly for 2010, noting the multiple stakeholder group meetings and the special PRS meeting of January 26, 2010 held to vet NPRR206, and that the year would continue to require rapid response to items; and invited Market Participant discussion regarding processes, additional standing meetings, and lessons learned.  Market Participants discussed that additional NPRRs would be coming for stakeholder consideration as a result of the Protocol traceability effort.

Market Participants discussed that guiding principles for Nodal implementation are in draft form for stakeholder comment; that an NPRR should demonstrate how it advances goals of the Nodal market; and that the principles will also be useful for educational purposes.  Market Participants suggested that the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Revision Request Review process might be improved by providing clarity as to how determinations are made, particularly in instances where no system impacts are indicated, but the item is deemed “not needed for go live”, or where ERCOT’s position has changed upon further review.  Kristi Hobbs encouraged Market Participants to make the case for the need for the revision request by being very descriptive in the forms.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (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 items pending ERCOT Board approval; and year-to-date 2010 project implementations.  Mr. Anderson reminded Market Participants that the ERCOT Board approved a budget holdover of approximately $6 million for the Met Center replacement project; and that once the ERCOT CEO deems an NPRR “not needed for go-live”, the item will be listed on the Nodal parking deck for tracking purposes.

Marguerite Wagner opined that the CEO determination for NPRR156 seems arbitrary, as NPRR156 has no system impacts, and stated that clarification as to why non-impact items are deemed “not needed for go-live” would be helpful.  Mr. Anderson answered that NPRR156 does indeed represent changes, as it contains elements not present in PRR779, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies. 

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

NPRR156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies
Mr. Durrwachter noted that the 02/11/10 Luminant comments to NPRR156 remove language requiring the posting of tuning parameters for installed Power System Stabilizers (PSSs), and the requirement for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) to provide tuning parameters except upon receipt of a written request from ERCOT.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR156 as amended by the 02/11/10 Luminant comments and as revised by PRS.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether statuses indicating PSSs are turned on also indicate that the PSS is tuned for local or interarea transfers, and if PSSs should be tuned for both; and whether QSEs or Resource Entities have the responsibility for submitting PSS status.  Market Participants offered additional language revisions.  The motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Wagner moved to recommend a priority of Medium for NPRR156.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff noted ERCOT’s reserved right to reassess its position in light of language changes to NPRR156; and that should a new Impact Analysis indicate that NPRR156 may be implemented before Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID), the priority for the Nodal parking deck would be nullified.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR207, Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback 
Ms. Clemenhagen noted the 02/17/10 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) comments to NPRR207 regarding the CEO Revision Request Review, and requested that those portions of NPRR207 that do not pose system impacts be implemented for TNMID.  ERCOT Staff clarified that the system impacts are related to both the Hour Start Unit deselection and Half Hour Start Unit Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Clawback portions of NPRR207.  Market Participants requested that NPRR207 be reconsidered by the ERCOT CEO for the extent of system impacts and whether either or both portions of the revision request could be implemented prior to TNMID.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR207 as submitted, to forward NPRR207 to TAC, and to recommend a priority of High.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
NPRR211, Modify RUC Capacity Short Charge to Use Final Energy Trades
Mr. Barnes reviewed the impetus for NPRR211, including giving clarity to bilateral trades; that some elements of NPRR211 as currently written could result in unintended consequences; and that Market Participants continue to offer comments to NPRR211.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR211 for one month.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Market Participants noted that stakeholders continue to develop language revisions for NPRR211, and that the issues would be best served by further discussion at WMS.  Mr. Greer amended his motion to refer NPRR211 to WMS.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the amended motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Review Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses and Cost/Benefit Analyses (see Key Documents)

PRR841, Revise Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF)

Mr. Detelich moved to endorse and forward the 1/21/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for PRR841 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 1/21/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR209 to TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR204, Update Generic Startup Cost for Reciprocating Engines 
Eric Goff reiterated that NPRR204 does not pose system impacts and suggested referring NPRR204 to WMS to confirm that the cap is appropriate; Scott Wardle expressed concern that Consumers might pay higher energy costs as a result of NPRR204.  Clif Lange reminded Market Participants that the amount is a cap and not necessarily what will be settled.

Mr. Bailey moved to endorse and forward the 01/21/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR204 to TAC.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. R. Jones noted that the reciprocating engines convert a private good to a public good, preserving frequency, and opined that the cap had clearly been carefully calculated.  The motion carried with one objection from the Consumer Market Segment.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR843, Add Regional Planning Section to Protocols

Ms. Wagner reported that the PRR843 Task Force met on February 3, 2010 to discuss the Regional Planning Group (RPG) charter, and development of a planning guide that would include the charter as an alternative to PRR843, and that the task force recommends assigning development of the planning guide to ROS and tabling PRR843 indefinitely.

Ms. Wagner moved to table PRR843 indefinitely.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. R. Jones reported that ROS is working to develop a planning guide.  Mr. Goff noted Market Participants’ recognition that the Regional Planning Group exists to provide stakeholders, beyond Transmission Owners, a voice in planning.  The motion carried unanimously. 

PRR844, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of PRR844 as amended by the 01/22/10 CenterPoint Energy comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned
Mr. Wardle sought clarification that Customers with a peak Demand of less than 700kW may still have an Interval Data Recorder (IDR) meter installed at their discretion; Kathy Scott confirmed Mr. Wardle’s understanding.

Ms. Scott moved to recommend approval of PRR845 as amended by the 02/09/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

NPRR205, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision
Ms. Scott moved to recommend approval of NPRR205 as amended by the 01/22/10 CenterPoint Energy comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR208, Registration and Settlement of Distributed Generation (DG) Less Than One MW
Ms. Boren noted that the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) and the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) endorsed the 01/29/10 Profiling Working Group (PWG) comments to NPRR208.

Ms. Scott moved to recommend approval of NPRR208 as amended by the 01/29/10 PWG comments.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments.

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

Adrian Pieniazek made a brief presentation refuting the 02/15/10 Luminant comments to NPRR209.  

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR209 as submitted.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mr. Bailey requested that PUCT Staff comment.  Danielle Jaussaud allowed that, at a first glance, posting the data in the State Estimator, whereby a Resource’s output may be calculated, might be a violation of the rule, but could not confirm at that time, and reported that PUCT Legal Staff was reviewing the item.  Ms. Jaussaud asked why stakeholders were only now bringing the issue forward, and if there had been some instance where gaming, by manipulation of the data, was suspected.  Mr. Pieniazek answered that the issue was only recently detected, but would have been noticed immediately, had the data been labeled differently; and that the data is not currently posted and so cannot be manipulated.

Ms. Jaussaud noted that during consideration of the Nodal Protocols before the PUCT, Luminant filed comments opposing the disclosure of this type of data, and inquired as to the reason for their position change. Randa Stephenson answered that the comments regarded different data, and that it was clear to Luminant that transmission flows were part of the Protocol negotiations, so that Entities may see what ERCOT is doing.  Ms. Stephenson opined that a Resource’s output cannot be easily calculated from the data in question, and will be off by a few MW if calculations are performed.

Mr. R. Jones noted that if the impedance of the transformer is known, it can be determined if an individual plant is on.  Mr. R. Jones added that prior to State Estimator, his organization had many Private Use Networks on the their system, and without analogue telemetry, but knowing the transmission flows to the buses, it could be easily determined what the units were producing.  Mr. Siddiqi noted that Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) will change when there is an Outage, and asked if it is illegal for ERCOT to post LMPs; opined that the data is important to understanding LMPs and which areas are getting close to congestion; and expressed concern that should the data not be posted, large Entities will still have access to the data, while small Entities will not.  Mr. Ogelman stated that if there is a legal question at the center of the debate, that the item should be tabled and the issue addressed by a body other than PRS.  

Market Participants discussed that the stakeholder process had addressed many issues involving legal questions, and that all items may be commented on by all parties, including various legal staffs; and that all Entities would like to make business decisions based on information, but that some information is not appropriately shared in Real-Time.  Seth Cochran opined that Mr. Pieniazek had amply demonstrated that a Resource’s output may closely be calculated by manipulation of the data in question; and that other LMP markets do not post this type of data.  Ms. Jaussaud added that it would be helpful for PUCT Legal Staff to have a list of the data for which protection is sought, and how the calculations were made.  Market Participants asked how information might be submitted to the PUCT in this instance; Ms. Jaussaud offered that comments would be submitted to NPRR209, and that the PUCT Legal Staff would review those comments.

Mr. R. Jones reminded Market Participants that ERCOT has made the commitment that before and after TNMID, there will be an external auditor of the LMP function, and suggested that stakeholders ask if that functionality might be available for market trials.  Liz Jones offered that the PUCT is the only body able to render an opinion on the application of PUCT rules, and suggested that Market Participants decide if they wish to engage the revision request process or seek a declaratory order through the PUCT process.  Market Participants discussed that seeking a declaratory order is a fairly simple process and that a declaration would only be needed in advance of market trials.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR209.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Cooperative and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

NPRR210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841
Mr. Greer opined that using the P50 forecast for RUC determination and the P80 forecast for RUC coverage moves the system past the over-commitment potential without over-benefiting Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) for coverage they are not providing; and that revised language regarding what can be counted for capacity purposes of determining RUC Make Whole Charges would be not more restrictive than current rules.

Walter Reid expressed concern that wind forecasts used for RUC and Settlement purposes would be inconsistent, should NPRR210 be approved.  Dan Jones noted that a P50 forecast for RUC was recommended in the 2008 General Electric study on the impact of wind generation on Ancillary Service requirements, but that a P80 forecast seems to be more representative of actual RUC participation.  Mark

Soutter opined that using one value for commitment and another value for credit moves more RUC costs onto WGRs; Mr. Greer countered that the two numbers will move together, and as forecasting improves, will get closer to each other.  Mr. Detelich disagreed, saying that AWS Truewind has communicated that the P80 forecast will always look like P80, and that AWS Truewind does not try to be 100 percent accurate.  Mr. Greer added that reserves, consequently, are procured to cover the variability of the wind.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR210 as amended by the 02/11/10 Luminant comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and three abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP), IOU, and Municipal Market Segments.

Mr. D. Jones recommended that follow-up be conducted to see if there is a mechanical issue with NPRR210, and if there is a problem with utilizing the P50 forecast, where and when would that issue be considered.
NPRR212, Disputing Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Costs
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR212 as amended by the 02/17/10 WMS comments.  Ms. Scott seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Notice of Withdrawal
Ms. Morris noted the withdrawal of SCR757, Real-Time Wind Production by Zone.

Other Business (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants that the next PRS meeting is scheduled for March 25, 2010 to accommodate Spring Break.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 12:51 p.m.
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. and welcomed Alice Jackson of Occidental Chemical Corporation as the newly seated Consumer Market Segment representative.
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) 

February 18, 2010

Randy Jones moved to approve the February 18, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

Antitrust Training

Dave Seibert provided Antitrust training.

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 noted ERCOT Board approval of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 837, Load Used in RMR Studies; PRR841, Revise Total ERCOT Wind Power Forecast (TEWPF); Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 156, Transparency for PSS and Full Interconnection Studies; NPRR169, Clarify the Calculation and Posting of LMPs for the Load Zone and LMPs for each Hub; NPRR198, Load Used in RMR Studies; NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements; and NPRR204, Update Generic Startup Cost for Reciprocating Engines.  Ms. Morris added that the ERCOT Board gave some discussion to ERCOT’s approach to Reliability Must Run (RMR) studies.

Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market

Kip Fox reviewed AEPs comments to the draft Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market recommending additional language to ensure that responsibilities are assigned to entities with the proper authority.  Market Participants discussed the purpose of the document, whether the document will become binding in any way, or whether the principles are just suggested items for consideration as NPRRs are developed.  Kristi Hobbs offered that the document would serve as a guide in the development of NPRRs, as well as a communication and education tool.

Mr. Bailey expressed concern with including “compliance with rules” in the draft document, noting that the stakeholders always seek to be compliant, but that there is some concern that the current Nodal Protocols, in some instances, are possibly already out of compliance with various rules.  Mr. Bailey requested that PRS not endorse the document, but rather that the discussion, AEP’s comments, and his concerns, be conveyed to TAC by Ms. Morris.  Other Market Participants echoed Mr. Bailey’s concerns.  Noting that PRS would not take any action on the item, Ms. Morris encouraged Market Participants to submit their concerns and comments to TAC.  

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (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 noted that NPR156 and NPRR169 were removed from the Nodal parking deck since both could be implemented prior to Nodal Go-live as approved by the ERCOT Board; System Change Request (SCR) 757, Real-Time Wind Production By Zone, was withdrawn by the submitter.  Regarding NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals, Ms. Hobbs noted that should TAC accept comments currently being developed by ERCOT, the item would return to the ERCOT CEO Revision Request Review process, and that its pending place in the Nodal parking deck would be nullified if its determination is revised.

Mr. Anderson noted projects implemented in February 2010, and reported that two System Operations (SO) projects – SO PR-50029_01, Improvements to VSA/DSA Phase II, and SO PR-90002-01, Large Wind Power Production Ramp Forecasting – were moved to March 2010, due to Nodal resource constraints.   Mr. Anderson added that SO PR-9000201, Large Wind Power Production Ramp Forecasting has already gone live, but was briefly delayed.

Mr. Anderson provided a preview of the 2011 Project Prioritization List (PPL) process and considerations due to Nodal.  Clayton Greer expressed concern that anticipated limited release schedules would restrict stakeholder ability to correct design flaws.  Mr. Anderson noted that 2011 will focus on Nodal stabilization, with system changes being implemented in a coordinated effort, but that emergencies will be treated as such.  Liz Jones noted that Mike Cleary has communicated at length that Market Participants should expect system changes to be few and seldom, and acknowledged that the approach will be different than what stakeholders have become accustomed to. 

Market Participants discussed that ERCOT has the responsibility to account for energy in the ERCOT market; that a definition for stabilization would be helpful; and whether ERCOT and Market Participant issues will be addressed in the same manner.  Mr. Anderson assured Market Participants that ERCOT will not use a multi-month process to avoid addressing an issue; that market issues are given preference to internal ERCOT issues; and that he would work to enhance the level of detail in the PPL process as 2011 draws near.  

Mr. Greer noted some discussions regarding adding an independent board review to the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process to address some issues before they are advanced to the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).  Mr. R. Jones opined that Market Participants should communicate to Mr. Cleary that stakeholders expect the same level of care for the Nodal market as was provided for the zonal market; and that while it is fair to expect that there will be negative impacts due to errors in the Nodal Protocols that cannot be addressed during system stabilization, Market Participants should also work to set expectations that issues be addressed promptly and thoroughly.  Mr. Anderson thanked Market Participants for the feedback, and assured them that ERCOT will continue to work with stakeholders to address issues.

NPRRs/System Change Request (SCR) with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live”
NPRR211, Modify RUC Capacity Short Charge to Use Final Energy Trades

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR211 as amended by the 03/25/10 WMS comments.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  Mandy Bauld noted that due to language revisions recommended by WMS, the CEO Determination for NPRR211 would be reconsidered.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

PRR844, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision

NPRR205, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) Definition Revision

DeAnn Walker moved to endorse and forward the 2/18/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for PRR844 and NPRR205 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned
Eric Goff moved to table PRR845.  Mr. Goff noted that PRR845 received a CEO Revision Request Review determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” and that the submitter had requested tabling the item.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the Retail Metering Working Group (RMWG) is considering modifications that might permit implementation of PRR845 before the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR208, Registration and Settlement of Distributed Generation (DG) Less Than One MW
Ann Boren reviewed administrative language revisions proposed in the 03/03/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR208.  Market Participants offered additional language revisions.

Mr. Goff moved to endorse and forward the 02/18/10 PRS Report as amended by the 03/03/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS, and the Impact Analysis for NPRR208 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed aggregated reporting for any Distributed Generation (DG) between 50kW and 1MW per Load zone; that due to the possibility of DG proliferation, registration thresholds must be revised based on reporting; that Interconnection Agreements are required by the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) of DG; and that TSPs have the requirement to report the DG.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
NPRR212, Disputing Fuel Oil Price (FOP) Costs

David Detelich expressed concern that ERCOT might not implement NPRR212 as intended by the author of NPRR212; that there is the potential for a gap in the costs a Generator might recover; and that the author requests additional time to develop the item.
Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR212.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language (see Key Documents)
PRR846, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution

Mike Grimes stated that PRR846 was filed to provide clarification to the ADR process; and that the ADR process is triggered by a meeting, but that there is no current requirement for the meeting to be held within a certain time.  Mr. Grimes opined that there is a business risk if Entities are not able to start the ADR process in a timely matter, as it is unknown when the dispute will be resolved; and that PRR846 will expedite resolutions.  Mr. Grimes added that PRR846 suggests that initial meetings be required to occur within 17 days; that ERCOT filed comments requesting 60 days; and that Horizon Wind Energy filed comments suggesting 20 days.  Mr. Greer noted that 20 regular calendar days might prove difficult, particularly during holidays, and asked if 30 days would suffice.  Mr. Grimes granted that 30 days would be satisfactory.  

ERCOT Staff noted that the most aggressive meeting schedule utilized by other Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs) is 45 Business Days, and as a result ERCOT recommended 60 calendar days, and added that as ERCOT Legal does not follow Settlement issues, time is needed to gather information from Wholesale Client Services, prepare memos, and have internal conversations with senior ERCOT Staff and Subject Matter Experts (SMEs).  Mr. Goff opined that the timeline should be longer, per ERCOT’s suggestion, as it can be difficult to coordinate the executive calendars.  Chad Seely added that communication to schedule the initial meeting is informal; that parties may stay in communication and agree to advance to the next time period in a continued effort to set a meeting; and that once the meeting occurs, ERCOT’s position has been made clear, and the Letter of Denial begins the timeline for the PUCT.

Mr. Bailey expressed concern for meeting the 20 day timeline in the initial days of the Nodal Market due to anticipated high volumes of issues, adding that even the 60 day timeline might prove challenging, and opined that should the timeline be missed and the dispute advance, it is possible that the PUCT might still want the issue to have been heard first at the ERCOT level.  Mr. Bailey added that it has been his experience that Market Participants frequently need time to gather additional information, and that many issues come up in the market that were previously believed to have been adequately addressed in the Protocols.

Marguerite Wagner expressed appreciation for a defined meeting timeline, but added that the language proposed by Horizon Wind Energy suggests that parties are not negotiating in good faith, that the short timeline would allow determined Entities to advance to the PUCT without attempting to resolve the issue at the ERCOT level.  

Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of PRR846 as amended by the 03/17/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Grimes noted that in the interest of advancing PRR846, Horizon Wind Energy would accept the ERCOT-proposed 60 days.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)
NPRR209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505

Mr. R. Jones opined that the 03/25/10 PUCT Staff comments to NPRR209 make clear that, in the opinion of PUCT Staff, publishing certain State Estimator data would be in violation of P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, Resource Adequacy in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Power Region.

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of NPRR209 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants debated that the comments state that only some of the data risks violating the rule, and that other data that does not risk violation might appropriately be published; and that the information was extremely technical and perhaps not entirely understood by the commenter.  Randa Stephenson argued that PUCT Staff opinion is not the opinion of the PUCT Commissioners and has no legal weight; and that the data is the only way for Entities to have transparency to understand Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs).
Mr. R. Jones reiterated that the authors of NPRR209 have serious concerns regarding the future of competition among Resources in the ERCOT market; that other types of Market Participants are maintaining confidential data; that the market should not be so transparent as to negate any reason to develop tactical advantages to deliver improved products to the market; and that it is unlikely that the PUCT Commissioners will provide comment to any revision request.  Mr. Cochran recalled that at the February 18, 2010 PRS meeting, Market Participants agreed to seek the PUCT Staff opinion, and that should that opinion indicate likely risk of rule violation, the stakeholders would not want to prevent NPRR209 from advancing.  Ms. Stephenson added that a declaratory order was also discussed, and that there was no agreement that an opinion rendered by the PUCT Staff would be binding.

Mr. Bailey expressed concern for the loss of transparency promised by the Nodal market.  Mr. R. Jones countered that no other market provides the data in question on an hourly or even weekly basis; and opined that language to allow the publication of the data was not an intentional overstep, but rather an unintentional oversight and that NPRR209 should not be viewed as a radical revision to the Nodal Protocols.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR213, Deadlines for Initiating Alternative Dispute Resolution
Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of NPRR213 as amended by the 03/18/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR214, Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) High Sustained Limit (HSL) Update Process
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR214 as amended by the 03/16/10 Luminant comments.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the ability to update the High Sustained Limit (HSL) in one Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) cycle.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

NPRR215, Resolution of Alignment Item A151 - Removal of Posting Requirement for RMR Services
Ms. Wagner expressed concern that ERCOT would remove the requirement to post RMR energy deployments and requested that a manual workaround be developed and employed until such time as the original Protocol language could be implemented.  Mr. Goff noted that the 03/22/10 Reliant Energy comments graybox the language so the functionality might be implemented after TNMID.  John Adams noted that the language calls for posting every hour for the previous hour.  Ms. Wagner noted that the data is not needed in Real-Time for the interim go live work around, and that she would amend her comments.  Mr. Adams suggested that Market Participants work with ERCOT to determine the needed timeline and to minimize the amount of work required to produce the most useful information.

Ms. Hobbs noted that transparency is the goal of alignment NPRRs; that there will be different categories of alignment NPRRs to differentiate between alignment items and ideas for market improvements; and that consideration should be given to reviewing alignment NPRRs on a case-by-case basis after Market Participants have debated the need or desire for a particular functionality.  

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR215 for one month.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  Ms. Walker expressed concern that alignment NPRRs demonstrate that a system has been built that does not align with the stakeholder approved Nodal Protocols; Ms. Morris suggested that a discussion regarding the alignment process be held at the April 22, 2010 PRS meeting.  Ms. Hobbs requested clarification as to what information might be sought in the discussion, so that the correct personnel might be engaged, and noted that the Protocol traceability effort was used to identify issues that were missed or misinterpreted.

Ms. L. Jones opined that alignment seems to mean that ERCOT will not be performing certain functions and that others might have to; and suggested that stakeholders consider what might be the next-best solution now that it is clear that some functionality will not be available.  Ms. L. Jones added that she does not advocate that the immediate conclusion be that Market Participants attend to those functions that ERCOT cannot, but that the conversation should be held as to who is the best class of Market Participants to address particular needs.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) reviewed many of the alignment items, and asked that the transparency of the record be preserved through comments and the established processes.

Mr. Greer suggested that a process is needed for manual workarounds; Mr. Durrwachter expressed a preference for the established NPRR process, for the sake of transparency. Ms. Morris suggested that a workaround process discussion be held at the April 22, 2010 PRS meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Withdrawal
NPRR210, Wind Forecasting Change to P50, Synchronization with PRR841
Ms. Morris noted that a Request for Withdrawal, submitted for NPRR210, is pending before TAC.  

Ms. Stephenson moved that PRS reject the withdrawal of NPRR210.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs noted that PRS previously recommended approval of the language, and so approval for withdrawal must be granted at the TAC level.  Ms. Stephenson withdrew the motion.

Mr. Durrwachter moved that PRS recommend that TAC reject withdrawal of NPRR210 and direct ERCOT to file the Impact Analysis.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Market Participants debated the use of the P50 and P80 forecasts, and noted that ERCOT Staff had expressed concern regarding potential impacts related to the use of a P80 forecast for calculating Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) Make-Whole Charges, while a P50 forecast is used for RUC.  

Mr. Durrwachter revised the motion to move that PRS endorse and forward the 02/18/10 PRS Report for NPRR210 as revised by PRS to TAC.  Mr. Goff seconded the revised motion.   Ms. Hobbs noted that the Protocols allow submitters of revision requests to request withdrawal of revision requests until the item is approved by the ERCOT Board, and that it is the next voting body that considers the request for withdrawal.  Mr. R. Jones opined that PRS should give two recommendations to TAC; that the potential for windfall credits in the Day Ahead Market (DAM) should be examined; that the item should be tabled for one month; and that the language will have far-reaching effects to prices and RUC commitments.  

Mr. Greer opined that some mechanism is needed to correct for an Entity being paid for service the Entity does not provide.  Ms. Boren reminded Market Participants that the Request for Withdrawal of NPR210 will be considered at the April 8, 2010 TAC meeting.  Mr. Belk requested that it be communicated to TAC that PRS recommends TAC rejection of the Request for Withdrawal.

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

The motion to endorse and forward the 02/18/10 PRS Report for NPRR210, as revised by PRS, to TAC carried with one objection from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment and four abstentions from the Consumer, IOU (2), and IPM Market Segments.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 12:24 p.m. 
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	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 4/21/10 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.

APPROVED
Minutes of the 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.
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

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

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Billy Helpert offered typographical corrections.

DeAnn Walker moved to approve the May 20, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Helpert 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.

TAC and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris noted ERCOT Board Member Andrew Dalton’s concerns regarding the Nodal parking deck and that he sought additional clarification.  Kristi Hobbs reported that Mr. Dalton is concerned that additional issues seem to be piling on; that the effort seems contrary to messages that changes cannot be made to the Nodal systems; and that a rational process is needed to address the volume of Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs); and that she communicated that a number of revision requests are actually alignment items.    

Ms. Morris reviewed the disposition of revision requests considered at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.  

Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update, and highlighted a change in the project prioritization schedule, noting that ERCOT Finance had recently decided to delay submission of the 2011 budget by two months.  Mr. Anderson noted that an effort is underway to reduce the 2011 project costs to minimize the impact to the ERCOT funding requirements, and that projects will likely be limited to critical items.  Clayton Greer opined that there will be Settlement issues and questioned whether the budget forecasts are realistic; Mr. Anderson noted that Settlement issues will be part of stabilization efforts.  Mr. Anderson reported that no Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE) projects are anticipated in 2011.

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

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 847, Additional Exemptions for Uninstructed Resource Charge 

Ino Gonzalez reviewed the 6/7/10 ERCOT comments to PRR847 and explained that Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) with one Resource are exempted from Uninstructed Resource Charges (URC) if the QSE received a Verbal Dispatch Instruction (VDI) from ERCOT.  Ann Boren noted additional clarifying language for the URC process.
Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report, as amended by the 6/7/10 ERCOT comments as revised by PRS, and Impact Analysis for PRR847 to TAC.  Marguerite Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR224, Remove Dynamic Rating Requirements for Annual Planning Models
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR224 to TAC.  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. Boren noted the administrative revision to remove the acronym “TNMID” which is not listed in Protocol Section 2.2, Acronyms and Abbreviations.
Henry Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis for NPRR226 to TAC.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments.

NPRR227, Termination of Access Privileges to Restricted Computer Systems and Control Systems 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR227 to TAC.  Ms. Walker seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR229, Additions to Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms

Ms. Boren noted that the acronym HWR for High Winter Ratio should be added to Protocol Section 2.2.

Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS and Impact Analysis for NPRR229 to TAC.  Mr. Helpert 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
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR230 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR235, Resolution of Alignment Items A36 and A131 and Clarification of Miscellaneous Requirements 
Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR235 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Walter Reid spoke to the 6/10/10 Wind Coalition comments, opining that a ramp rate limitation of 20 percent would be commercially consistent, and that no party has asserted that 20 percent poses reliability issues.

David Detelich moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report as amended by the 6/10/10 Wind Coalition comments and the Impact Analysis for NPRR239 to TAC.  Michael Matlock seconded the motion. John Dumas expressed concern that Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) would go below base points, perhaps all the way to zero, and that regulation would be called upon.  Mr. Dumas was amenable to the 20 percent limitation if there were enhancements to Base-Point Deviation Charges and Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) requirements, but noted that neither could be accomplished prior to Nodal Go-live due to required system changes, and as such, opined that the 10 percent limitation should be maintained until after Nodal Go-live.

Mr. Goff expressed reluctance to alter the current limitation until operation experience is gained in the Nodal market.  Mr. Dumas noted that there is no metric on base point deviation or GREDP to prevent WGRs from over-controlling; that currently, a metric only exists for ramp rate; and that it is unknown at this time the kind of control WGRs will have.  Dan Bailey expressed concern that more swing would be introduced to the system; that more Ancillary Service will be required; that all generators have some characteristic that they have to mute; and that consideration might be given to tabling the item.  

Ms. Morris requested a roll call ballot.  The motion failed via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 5/20/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR239 to TAC.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer (2) and Municipal Market Segments.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

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

Ms. Morris noted that PRS had previously determined to reject NPRR216 once NPRR207, Unit Deselection (formerly “Hour Start Unit Deselection and Half Hour Start Unit RUC Clawback”), was approved by the ERCOT Board, adding that as NPRR207 is currently tabled at the ERCOT Board, no action is immediately needed on NPRR216.

NPRR218, Resolution of Alignment Item A71 - Add Protocol Description of the Power Balance Penalty Factor used in the SCED
Ms. Morris noted the 6/16/10 WMS comments that endorsed NPRR218 as revised by WMS; Ms. Hobbs requested an additional administrative revision.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR218 as amended by the 6/16/10 WMS comments as revised by PRS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
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 requested that NPRR219 be tabled for an additional month to allow time to review the 6/16/10 ERCOT comments.  Ms. Walker agreed that most of the recommended language is consistent with determinations made at the NPRR219 workshop, but noted that there might be implications associated with the language regarding Private Use Networks.
Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR219 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW

Mr. Greer moved to remand NPRR220 to WMS.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer opined that there are wholesale market issues involved with NPRR220 and expressed concern for depression of balancing energy prices.  Mr. Greer added that NPRR220 only eliminates the need for ERCOT to submit a report; that there is no reliability issue at stake; that Responsive Reserve Service (RRS) will be placed into the balancing energy stack without declaration of an Energy Emergency Alert (EEA), and will depress market prices.  Market Participants discussed that SMEs will be available at the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) meetings, but will likely not be available at other stakeholder forums; that it is important for subcommittees to speak to the issues regardless of the new efforts at efficiency; and that any NATF decision is reported to TAC within four Business Hours for the purposes of quick response and transparency.  

Mr. Greer amended the motion to refer NPRR220 to the NATF.  Mr. Bailey seconded them motion.  Mr. Greer recommended that notice of the discussion also be sent to WMS.  Mr. Blevins noted there is a technical issue associated with the 500MW limit.  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
Market Participants discussed power augmentation; registration of separate configurations; and that power augmentation methods may only be included as part of one or more of the registered Combined Cycle Generation Resource configurations.  Market Participants offered various language revisions.

Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR228 as amended by the 5/18/10 ERCOT comments as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR231, Remove RMR Units from the Day-Ahead Market

Ms. Morris reviewed the 6/16/10 WMS comments recommending that Reliability Must-Run (RMR) units be available in Day-Ahead Reliability Unit Commitment (DRUC) and Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC), and that ERCOT remove units from the Day Ahead Market (DAM) through a workaround that does not impact Nodal Go-live, and noted that WMS did not recommend a mechanism.  ERCOT Staff offered that it is possible to alter the Nodal market design to remove RMR units from the DAM while ensuring that they may still be selected in DRUC and HRUC, but that further testing would have to be completed, and that results would be communicated at NATF.  

Randa Stephenson noted that a decision would also be needed regarding costs associated with the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) charges for RMR units; that currently there are not start-up costs, and that 200% of generic costs are being proposed.  
Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR231 to NATF.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Durrwachter requested that the NATF return a recommendation to the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments.
NPRR232, Clarification of Block Load Transfer Registration and Deployment

Market Participants discussed the 5/18/10 Brazos comments, the 6/7/10 CenterPoint Energy comments, and the 6/16/10 ERCOT comments, and whether exemptions for Block Load Transfers (BLTs) of certain sizes should be granted.  Ms. Wagner noted that BLTs are frequently employed with Mexico and questioned whether they would continue to be employed in the Nodal market.  Patrick Coon noted that if the BLT is modeled and the Load leaves ERCOT, it is treated as a Resource and a Locational Marginal Price (LMP) will be calculated.

Mr. Helpert moved to table NPRR232 for one month.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

The 5/19/10 Luminant comments and the 6/14/10 ERCOT comments were considered.

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR233 as amended by the 5/19/10 Luminant comments as revised by PRS.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed language revisions to provide a limit for each Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) Auction of 10,000 transactions per CRR Account Holder; to provide a cure period if the total transaction limit is exceeded; and to limit Counter-Parties to a total of three CRR Account Holders.  Mr. Mereness clarified that a Market Notice would be sent if the transaction limit is exceeded and that all participants would have an opportunity to rebid.  Mr. Goff opined that use of a bid fee would add discipline and that ERCOT should include the fee request in its upcoming rate case.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR234, Resolution of Alignment Item A32, A147, A155, A159, and A187 - Clarify General Capacity Testing and Net Dependable Capability
John Adams requested that NPRR234 be tabled for one month to allow additional time to examine recently added language regarding solid fuel units.  Market Participants requested that NPRR234 and its Impact Analysis be considered at the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR234 to NATF.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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. Walker moved to recommend approval of NPRR236 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter 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 moved to recommend approval of NPRR237 as amended by the 6/8/10 CenterPoint comments.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) 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 moved to table NPRR238 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR240, Proxy Energy Offer Curve
Ms. Morris noted that a WMS call to discuss NPRR240 was scheduled for June 21, 2010.  

Mr. Goff moved to table NPRR240.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

Vanessa Spells explained that the Aggregate Incremental Liability (AIL) calculation in Nodal is comparable to the calculation in zonal and is based on historical numbers.  Market Participants suggested that the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) review the proposed language.

Ms. Stephenson moved to refer NPRR241 to WMS.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Ms. Spells noted that ERCOT systems are not currently capable of doing both the AIL and Estimated Aggregate Liability (EAL) calculations.  Market Participants discussed the use of software-specific language and potential file formats for the posting of Credit Monitoring and Management (CMM) reports.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR242, Synchronization of Nodal Protocols with PRR792

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR242 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.  

NPRR243, Load Resource Disqualification, Unannounced Testing, and Compliance
Mr. Goff reported that the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) would meet on June 18, 2010 to discuss possible revisions to NPRR243 language in response to suggestions made by Texas RE and Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Staff.

Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR243.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents
Market Participants expressed concern with proposed NPRR244 language and requested additional time to review the item and file comments.

Ms. Walker moved to table NPRR244 for one month.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  Market Participants requested that ERCOT clarify what constitutes urgent circumstances, and that Market Participants be allowed to review and comment on the list of Other Binding Documents.  Ms. Hobbs noted the Protocol requirement that Other Binding Documents be posted to the Market Information System (MIS), and that the proposed language is intended to keep the list of documents encompassing.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR245, Protocol Synchronization and As-Built Clarification for RUC Shortfall Calculation
Ms. Hobbs noted that the purpose of NPRR245 is to correct Settlement equations to be consistent with other revisions made as part of NPRR050, Clarifications for HSL Values for WGRs and WGR Values to be Used in the RUC Capacity Short Calculation, and as-built systems.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR245 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Generator Market Segments.
NPRR246, Requirement for Resource Entities to Update Resource Parameters

Mr. Durrwachter reviewed the 6/14/10 Luminant comments and proposed that both QSEs and ERCOT be obligated to enter data within ten Business Days.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR246 as amended by the 6/14/10 Luminant comments.  The motion did not garner a second.  Mr. Durrwachter expressed concern that Market Participants do not receive any notice that data, such as Resource Asset Registration Forms (RARFs), have been entered into the ERCOT model. 
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR246 for one month.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  Mr. Detelich added that it is unknown whether Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) are correctly entered into the model and that feedback is needed.  Market Participants discussed which parties are responsible for entering NOMCRs and RARF data.  Ms. Wagner offered that ERCOT is developing a business process for data updates and that it would be useful for QSE Managers Working Group (QMWG) and NATF to review the issue.  

Liz Jones noted a recent Steady State Working Group (SSWG) discussion on RARF data as used for the market, operations, and planning, and the need to vet the data as it feeds into the models, and questioned whether there is some disconnect between the provider of the data and the user of the data.  Market Participants requested that a meeting be held to review data flows, where data submissions are being used, and which parties have access to the data.  Ms. Hobbs encouraged Market Participants to send her specific questions so that the appropriate SMEs could be consulted.  The motion carried unanimously.
Notice of Withdrawal
PRR826, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes  

Ms. Morris noted that PRS need not vote regarding the withdrawal of PRR826.  Ms. Boren added that NPRR190, Clarification of Resource Definitions and Resource Registration of Self-Serve Generators for Reliability Purposes, is still active and under review by ERCOT Legal Staff.
Other Business

SCR741, Multi-Day Scheduling Capability

Ms. Boren reminded Market Participants that SCR741 was submitted by Entergy in 2004 and that no action had been taken on the item.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to reject SCR741.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment (NPRSA) Task Force Update
Ms. Walker reported that through work regarding Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 028, Synchronization - Backup Control Plan Submission Process, it became clear that the NPRSA should be reinvigorated, and that review should be given to how both Protocols and Operating Guides interact with North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards.  Market Participants discussed that the Texas RE already plans to participate in the task force and a formalized arrangement is not required; that the efforts of the task force will occur pursuant to state rather than federal jurisdiction; and that the charter of the NPRSA might bear revisiting.  Market Participants discussed whether the task force would report to ROS or PRS, or if it would report jointly; and resolved that the task force would be a joint taskforce of ROS and PRS.  .  Ms. Jones expressed hope that related NPRRs and NOGRRs would be able to advance in tandem.

Draft NPRR Removal of Loads from Pre-1999 NOIE Load Zone 

Ms. Morris yielded the chair to Ms. Wagner for Neil McAndrews’ introduction of a draft NPRR for removal of Loads from Pre-1999 NOIE Load Zone.  After some discussion of Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) allocation, Market Participants requested that the draft be posted and that interested parties review the item in preparation for the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting.

Market Transition

Ms. Hobbs noted efforts to transition the various Nodal revision requests from the Nodal website to the ERCOT website in preparation for Nodal Go-live; that use of the Nodal “N” prefix will be retained for revision requests for archiving purposes; and that there is no intention at this time to purge the website of any archived material.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the meeting at 2:15 p.m.
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

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

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:35 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) 

July 22, 2010
Brittney Albracht noted a correction to page three regarding the name of the Texas Reliability Entity.

Henry Durrwachter moved to approve the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Billy Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment was not present for the vote.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 850, Weather Responsiveness Determination for Interval Data Recorders

Ms. Morris noted the PRR850 had already been granted Urgent status in an e-mail vote.  Don Tucker noted that without PRR850, the eight days required to perform weather sensitivity tests for both Interval Data Recorder (IDR) and Advanced Meters will jeopardize ERCOT’s ability to complete core Settlement runs by consuming ERCOT system processing time; that a synchronizing Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) would be submitted; and that the Profiling Working Group (PWG) and the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) had been consulted and confirmed that the intent of the market was to consider IDR Meters only for weather responsiveness tests.  Troy Anderson added that the item would require a minor change to Lodestar at a very minor cost.
Daniela Hammons moved to recommend approval of PRR850 as submitted and forward PRR850 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Alice Jackson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.

TAC and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris noted the disposition of revision requests at the August 17, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
2011 PPL

Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update, noting that dates listed in relation to 2010 project implementations represent Go-live dates and not project completion dates.  Mr. Anderson reported that the Nodal parking deck list is now posted to the main Nodal Program Office page (http://nodal.ercot.com/docs/po/index.html) and is updated several times each month, and reminded Market Participants of the prioritization guidelines.  

Mr. Anderson reported that a request for approval of the 2011 PPL will be deferred in order to allow time to better articulate how a change might be slotted for Nodal stabilization versus a future release, and to build market confidence that there is a proper level of funding and staffing for post Nodal Go-live, stabilization, and steady-state operations.  Mr. Anderson noted that the purpose of stabilization is to address immediate issues and opined that stabilization efforts will subside in mid-2011, with the first major release in 2012.  

Eric Goff expressed concern that projects are not being ranked for a first release; Mr. Anderson was supportive of the concept of a draft first release, adding that one major and one minor release each year beginning in 2012 might be something for consideration, and that the CEO Revision Request Review statement might evolve into a statement regarding whether an item is needed for stabilization, or for a first or subsequent release.

Mr. Anderson reviewed the three primary components of the project funding request.  Liz Jones noted ERCOT’s budget constraints and expressed concern that $5 million is inadequate to address items that are deemed not needed for Nodal Go-live, but that are very important nonetheless, and in some cases are defect corrections.  Mr. Anderson reminded Market Participants that some corrections might fall into the $12-16 million stabilization category; that the $5 million is tertiary funding, and for items slotted for the first major release.

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”)
Mr. Durrwachter noted that the possibility of a workshop for NPRR256 continues to be discussed, and suggested that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) review NPRR256, in addition to the Real-Time Expectations White Paper.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR256 to NATF.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
NPRR260, Providing Access to MIS Secure Area to MIS Registered Users

Shams Siddiqi presented NPRR260 for PRS consideration, noting the purpose was to allow Entities such as consultancies and universities, access to the Market Information System (MIS) Secure Area by creating a new type of Market Participant – the Independent MIS Registered Entity.  Mr. Siddiqi contended that the addition of the new Market Participants would not pose credit risks and would be a solution to the design of the MIS, which restricts access to the MIS Secure Area to registered Market Participants only.   

Market Participants debated whether blanket registration provides sufficient security, given the sensitive information available on the MIS Secure Area; that Nodal might be operated for a few months before additional access is granted; and that providing additional access might have unintended consequences, particularly to ERCOT systems and cost centers.  ERCOT Staff noted impacts to the Siebel and Market Participant Identity Management (MPIM) systems.  Mr. Siddiqi expressed concern that consultants are currently working to build systems, and are having to access systems via client Digital Certificates, which some Entities are hesitant to share, or are in extremely limited supply, even for the client.

Market Participants discussed the cost implications to software development when only certain Entities have access to information; the possibility of a financial component for MIS Secure Area access;  impacts to data request prioritization; and accessibility to public data that will be transferred to the MIS Secure Area at Nodal Go-live.  

Marguerite Wagner moved to table NPRR260.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed whether the item should be tabled indefinitely; that financial requirements should be given more discussion; and that it would be helpful to the future discussion if Entities would identify the data to which they might lose access.  Ms. Jackson stated that Entities maintain access agreements with consultants as a matter of course, and was not convinced that the particular burden is insurmountable.  Mr. Siddiqi opined that the client should not have to vouch for all of a consultant’s employees; Ms. Jackson countered that exactly such issues are addressed contractually all the time.  

Mr. Siddiqi expressed concern that consultancies would be forced to become Market Participants, and that the impacts of such a policy are unknown.  Ms. Wagner opined that consultancy access to the MIS Secure Area would have cost impacts to ERCOT, and therefore financial requirements should be in place.  Patrick Coon agreed to consider the potential impacts to ERCOT and to suggest possible workarounds at the September 23, 2010 PRS meeting.  Ms. Wagner accepted Mr. Goff’s amendment that NPRR260 be tabled for one month.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
System Change Request (SCR) 759, acLineSegment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager

Ms. Morris noted that the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) recommended that SCR759 be assigned a priority of High.  Market Participants reviewed the guideline for High priority items.  Ms. Jones noted that SCR759 is one of the fixes for the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and Outage Scheduler; and that while there is not an immediate and obvious value for non-Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), the item is intended to provide improved data and system management.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend a priority of High for SCR759.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
Guide Priority & Rank Assignments (Vote)

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 050, Resolution of Reporting Issues Related to NPRR219 – URGENT
NOGRR050 was taken up in Agenda Item #11, Review of NPRR Language.

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

NPRR232, Clarification of Block Load Transfer Registration and Deployment

Ms. Hammons moved to endorse and forward the 7/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR232 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.

NPRR240, Proxy Energy Offer Curve

Ann Boren noted that the revised Impact Analysis and revised CEO Revision Request Review incorporated assessment of the grey-boxed language; the revised Impact Analysis reflected no impacts for the non-grey-boxed language; and that the impacts for the grey-boxed language would be assessed at a later date.    

David Detelich moved to endorse and forward the 7/22/10 PRS Report and revised Impact Analysis for NPRR240 to TAC, and to recommend a priority of High/Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
NPRR243, Load Resource Disqualification, Unannounced Testing, and Compliance
Ms. Boren noted that the 8/2/10 TIEC comments to NPRR243 propose only a minor modification to the 7/28/10 ERCOT comments.  ERCOT Staff expressed support for the 8/2/10 TIEC comments.

Mr. Detelich moved to endorse and forward the 7/22/10 PRS Report, as amended by the 8/2/10 TIEC comments, and the Impact Analysis for NPRR243, to TAC.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.

NPRR246, Requirement for Resource Entities to Update Resource Parameters

ERCOT Staff requested that NPRR246 be tabled for one month to allow additional time to review proposed timelines.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR246 for one month.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
NPRR251, Synchronization of PRR845, Definition for IDR Meters and Optional Removal of IDR Meters at a Premise Where an Advanced Meter Can be Provisioned

It was noted that a priority of High was prematurely assigned at the July 22, 2010 PRS meeting.  
Mr. Helpert moved to endorse and forward the 7/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR251, to TAC and to recommend a priority of High to the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.

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

NPRR247, Retail Market Testing Updates Due to the Merger of the TX SET and TTPT Working Groups  

NPRR249, Resolution of Alignment Item A155 and A159 – Removal of Text Reason Requirement (formerly “Removal of Text Reason Requirement”)

NPRR252, Synchronization of PRR758, Clarification of Language Related to Generation Netting for ERCOT Polled Settlement Meters

NPRR254, Updates to Protocol Sections 14 and 18

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the respective 7/22/10 PRS Reports and Impact Analyses for NPRR241, NPRR247, NPRR249, NPRR252, and NPRR254 to TAC.  Ms. Hammons seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend a priority of Medium for the grey-boxed language for NPRR241.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
NPRR250, Suspension of Annual Profile ID Validation With Advanced Meter Deployment 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 7/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR250 to TAC.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
NPRR231, Treatment of RMR Units in the Day-Ahead Market (formerly “Remove RMR Units from the Day-Ahead Market”)

Ms. Wagner opined that the e-mail summary sent by ERCOT regarding the operator process used to determine the need for a Reliability Must-Run (RMR) unit for Day-Ahead Operations was not sufficiently detailed.  Mr. Goff questioned whether a business process would impact operations.  Mr. Wagner offered that if events do not unfold as expected, RMR units could displace other units in the Day-Ahead Market (DAM).

Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR231 for one month to allow time to develop a more detailed business process.  Market Participants discussed whether the business process is rightly confidential, and whether Ms. Wagner’s motion was resolvable.  No second was offered.
Mr. Goff moved to endorse and forward the 7/22/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR231 to TAC.  Mr.  Detelich seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was requested.  The motion carried via a roll call vote.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Review of PRR Language 

PRR850 was taken up under Agenda Item #4, Urgency Vote.
Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

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
NOGRR050, Resolution of Reporting Issues Related to NPRR219 – URGENT
Bill Blevins requested that NPRR219 be tabled to allow additional time to review the 8/18/10 TIEC comments.  Mr. Blevins agreed with granting Urgent status to NOGRR050 and noted that ERCOT Staff would submit comments to remove additional Outage reporting requirements, as a system change would be required to provide correct reporting.  Mr. Blevins opined that as the required changes will not be completed before Nodal Go-live, the requirements are best removed, as some Entities might act on behalf of other Entities based on inaccurate reports.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR219 and NOGRR050 for one month.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  
NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW

Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of NPRR220 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Mr. Blevins noted that two representatives from the Independent Generator and IPM Market Segments expressed concern for market design issues at the August 18, 2010 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) meeting.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

Mr. Detelich moved to forward NPRR220 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
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. Boren noted that ERCOT Staff filed comments to NPRR238 to reflect discussion with TIEC, Calpine and CenterPoint Energy.

Ms. Hammons moved to recommend approval of NPRR238 as amended by the 8/12/10 ERCOT comments.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  Ms. Hammons and Ms. Jackson accepted Ms. Morris’ amendment to forward NPRR238 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Market Participants discussed whether Resource Entities must submit Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCR).  Ms. Jackson noted that Resource Entities submit the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) update, and that based on the updated information, ERCOT generates the NOMCR.  Mr. Goff suggested that that specific language be reflected in the item.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents

Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR244 as amended by the 8/4/10 PSEG TX comments.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  Mr. Goff opined that the new information does not relate to Other Binding Documents.  Ms. Wagner suggested that ERCOT Staff address the placement with an administrative revision; Kristi Hobbs requested specific direction.  Ms. Jones expressed continued concern that Market Participants are confusing needed information with the concept of Other Binding Documents.  Market Participants expressed concern for a change control process for Other Binding Documents.    

Ms. Wagner moved to table the item until after the lunch recess.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

Consideration of the motion resumed.  Ms. Jones stated respect for the PSEG TX goals, but was troubled by the use of NPRR244 to achieve those goals, and requested that the 8/4/10 PSEG TX comments not be adopted.  Mr. Goff expressed concern that the proposed language was too broad and would not be supported at TAC.  ERCOT Staff expressed confusion as to how to comply with the proposed language in the 8/4/10 PSEG TX comments, and noted the possibility of the creation of conflicting obligations of confidentiality and publishing.  Mr. Goff requested that an Other Binding Document process be discussed at the September 23, 2010 PRS meeting and that ERCOT provide a comprehensive Other Binding Document list for review.  Ms. Hammons offered that any document that will be as binding as the Protocols should have as transparent an approval process as the Protocols.  The motion carried via roll call vote. The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
NPRR248, Removal of Loads from Pre-1999 NOIE Load Zone 

Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of NPRR248 as amended by the 8/12/10 LCRA/Kerrville-San Bernard comments and to forward NPRR248 to TAC.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  Mr. Durrwachter asked about the disposition of Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs) should a Non-Opt-In Entity (NOIE) move to a Competitive Load Zone.  ERCOT Staff opined that language should be clarified in Section 3.4.2, Load Zone Modifications, to create an exception to ERCOT Board approval to Load Zone modifications and the 36-month waiting period, and expressed a preference for transparency by bringing alterations to the ERCOT Board, even if on a lesser timeline than 36 months, so that the entire market is notified.

Neil McAndrews opined that Entities that terminate their power supply contract are no longer members of the Load Zone.  ERCOT Staff expressed concern for effects of the proposed language to the stability of Load Zones post Nodal Go-live.  Ms. Wagner opined that it is untenable for NOIEs to switch Load Zones but keep PCRRs for five years, as the intent is that Entities keep their PCRRs until the actual termination of the power supply agreements, which have a five-year termination notice.  Ms. Wagner added that Entities are choosing to not opt into competition, but want the benefit of a broad Load Zone and to retain PCRRs until the termination of their contracts.  Stacey Woodard noted that the 90 day option came from the stakeholder process; and that LCRA would still bear the risk, and so the PCRRs would not go away until the contract terminates.  Market Participants discussed the ramifications of a long notice period.  

Market Participants discussed that tabling NPRR248 would not be suitable due to stakeholder process timelines; and that it would be helpful to have some transparency around PCRR contracts.  ERCOT Staff stated that if the sink for the relevant PCRRs is going to be the LCRA Load Zone, paragraph (f) of Section 7.4.2, PCRR Allocation Terms and Conditions, will need to be revised.  ERCOT Staff agreed to submit comments with proposed revisions prior to the 9/2/10 TAC meeting.  ERCOT Staff indicated that it conducted a preliminary analysis of the impacts associated with implementing NPRR248, finding no significant impacts, and that a formal Impact Analysis would be completed prior to the 9/2/10 TAC meeting.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to call for the question.  Ms. Hammons seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

The original motion carried via roll call vote.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)  

NPRR255, Resolution of Alignment Item A81 - DRUC Timing and Execution when DAM is Delayed or Aborted
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR225 as submitted.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

NPRR257, Synchronization with Nodal Operating Guide Section 9, Monitoring Programs
Ms. Boren noted that no comments were received for NPRR257; and that the item is for synchronization and is needed for Nodal Go-live.  Mr. Durrwachter opined that Luminant concerns with the item would be best resolved at NATF. 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to refer NPRR257 to NATF.  Ms. Stephenson suggested that grey-boxing of some performance monitoring reports requires further discussion.  Ms. Hobbs clarified that the list of reports was built from NOGRR025, Monitoring Programs for QSEs, TSPs, and ERCOT, and is meant to align what ERCOT Staff and Market Participants agreed upon in the Nodal Operating Guides.  Ms. Stephenson offered to provide specific concerns via comments, and noted that it had been learned in the Nodal market trials that many Entities need certain reports to do shadowing and meet compliance requirements.  Mr. Bailey seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  
NPRR258, Synchronization with PRR824 and PRR833 and Additional Clarifications

Market Participants expressed concern that Controllable Load Resources would be required to provide Primary Frequency Response, even when not providing Responsive Reserve (RRS) Service, due to proposed deleted language.  ERCOT Staff suggested that Controllable Load Resources can reduce the MW used, thereby providing RRS.  Mr. Reid opined that such a scenario is a major commercial change not intended by Market Participants, and that there is no reliability argument for such a scenario.  ERCOT Staff clarified that the proposed scenario was proposed by the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG).  

Mark Bruce expressed appreciation for the work of PDCWG, but noting commercial and operational issues, requested that ROS vet the NPRR.  Ms. Jackson requested that ERCOT Staff provide further explanation of the intent of the proposed revisions.  

Ms. Jackson moved to refer NPRR258 to ROS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  
NPRR259, Resolution of Alignment Items A175 and A176 - Settlement of Generation Resources Dispatched to Meet System Reliability Requirements

Ms. Jackson asked if the proposed language overrides established rules for declaring a Reliability Unit Commitment (RUC) dispatch.  Ino Gonzalez noted that all Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs) to units will be considered RUCs, as there is no other way to settle a VDI than RUC, and there are no other dispatch instructions than ERCOT dispatch instructions.  Ms. Hobbs noted that it is not a RUC if a unit voluntarily comes on line when the alert goes out that reserves are low.  Matt Mereness added that the language is intended to clarify the possibility of non-RUC commitments of Generation Resources for reliability purposes under emergency advisories.  

Mr. Gonzalez noted that the commitment will be treated as a RUC deployment for the purposes of settlement.  Ms. Wagner expressed concern for the language in light of the revision proposed by NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500MW.  Market Participants discussed that the language required clarification.
Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR259.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  

NPRR261, Revision of Data Submission Timeline for Network Model

Rob Bevill moved to recommend approval of NPRR261 as submitted.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.

NPRR262, Protocol Synchronization for Nodal Implementation Surcharge
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR262 as submitted.  Mr. Helpert seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.
NPRR263, Resolution of Alignment Item A99 - Settlement Point Price Calculation When Busses are De-energized

Ms. Jackson requested that ERCOT provide additional details regarding how prices will be assigned to de-energized Electrical Busses.  Mr. Gonzalez reviewed Overall MMS System and Other Processes Requirements (09Q1) v3.0:

For posting purposes, as a post processing for DAM and SCED, MMS shall assign LMPs to de-energized Electrical Buses by following heuristic rules applied in specified order as listed below:
1.     Use average LMP for Electrical Buses within the same station having the same  voltage level as de-energized Electrical Bus, if exist

2.     Use average LMP for all Electrical Buses within the same station, if exist

3.     Use system lambda.
Note: 
If Network Topology processor determines that an Electrical Bus is not in an energized electrical island, then this Electrical Bus is a de-energized Electrical Bus.
Ms. Jackson moved to table NPRR263 for one month.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Mr. Goff opined that price formation issues should be addressed in the Protocols rather than in requirements.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  
NPRR264, Clarification of Nodal Protocol Requirements for Generators With Multiple Points of Interconnection
Mr. Bruce, representing NextEra Energy, noted that the policy issues associated with NPRR264 have been vetted across the stakeholder process, and opined that the issues raised now by ERCOT Staff have been settled.  Oncor Staff expressed concern that as well vetted as the language is, it may create a choice for TPSs between Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) having a new interconnect, or the TSP building Greenfield transmission lines.  It was requested that additional time be permitted to develop exception language for TSPs with Special Protection System (SPS) obligations.  Mr. Bruce requested that Oncor submit language explaining the concern in detail.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR264 for one month.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff noted that the 8/18/10 ERCOT comments represent new issues not contemplated during the Multiple Interconnections for Generators Task Force (MIGTF) discussions that resulted in NPRR264; that the Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) study is now complete; and that there are reliability concerns, such as WGRs not having this capability changing their interconnection.  Mr. Reid agreed with the 8/18/10 ERCOT comments, noting that there are challenges to reconnecting; and that TSPs cannot reconnect the Generator if it causes a reliability issue.  

Mr. Bruce noted that there is a time coming where units will switch at the direction of ERCOT and TSPs as part of Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ); and that there is a process in place to consider reinterconnections.  Mr. Bruce argued that the precise issues ERCOT Staff addressed in the 8/18/10 ERCOT comments are the same issues discussed over the course of eight months; that ERCOT was a party to those discussions; and that there is much more at issue than the voluntary decisions of a few WGRs.  The motion carried unanimously.  The IPM Market Segment was not present for the vote.  
Notice of Withdrawal
Ms. Morris noted the withdrawal of NPRR147, DAM Short Pay Changes; and PRR838, Fast Response Distributed Energy Resource (DER)

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting at 2:50 p.m.
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:30 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.  

Ms. Morris noted that the meeting would be Billy Helpert’s last PRS meeting, as Mr. Helpert would be retiring on October 1, 2010.  Market Participants joined Ms. Morris in congratulating Mr. Helpert and expressing their appreciation for his service.

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

August 19, 2010

Henry Durrwachter moved to approve the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Daniela Hammons seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

There were no items to consider for Urgent status.

TAC and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris noted the disposition of revision requests at the September 21, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

TAC Committee Structure Review 

Ms. Morris reported that TAC discussed the restructuring of subcommittees, and invited input on the utility and format of PRS.  Ms. Morris encouraged Market Participants to file individual comments on the topic if they did not wish to comment at the meeting.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
2011 PPL 

Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update and presented the 2011 PPL for PRS consideration.  Mr. Anderson reminded Market Participants that they would be involved in Nodal parking deck assessment discussions, and that while details were still being developed, it is anticipated that the first major post-Nodal stabilization release will take place in late-Spring 2012.  

Mr. Anderson reiterated that the entire Nodal parking deck would be reevaluated, and that there could be as many as two sizable releases each year, and that Nodal system stabilization will be the primary focus of 2011.  Mr. Anderson reported that there are now two components to ERCOT’s 2011 project funding request: Data Center hardware purchase and installation, and other critical and high priority projects that have limited resource impacts.  

Market Participants discussed that some Nodal parking deck items would be suitable candidates for stabilization; Mr. Anderson noted that ERCOT will likely propose a certain subset of Nodal parking deck items for stabilization.  Clayton Greer recommended that stakeholders make a preliminary evaluation of the Nodal parking deck and suggest items that ERCOT include in its initial proposal to Market Participants.

Kristy Ashley expressed frustration that user interfaces repeatedly requested by Exelon Generation will not be available at Nodal Go-live.  Ms. Ashley reminded Market Participants that she regularly expressed concern at Texas Nodal Team (TNT) meetings that should the interfaces not be available the first day of the Nodal Market, that stakeholders would not have Real-Time access to data that is needed for transparency and the ability to respond to market events.  Ms. Ashley expressed hope that a portion of the approximately $100 million in contingency funds would be used to build the interface project.  Mr. Anderson noted that he would add the item to the end of the Nodal parking deck for tracking purposes.  Jackie Ashbaugh added that interfaces are not part of the Nodal Protocols, but that a series of dashboards that were not available during market trials will be deployed and available as of October 12, 2010 on the Market Information System (MIS).

Mr. Greer moved to endorse ERCOT’s proposal to fund 2011 Projects in the amount of $45.2 million, including $1-2 million to support Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and market requests; and to stipulate that it is understood that requested amounts for the Data Center Hardware projects may be revised based on a change in funding approach; and that other ERCOT projects are also subject to change as the ERCOT budget process nears completion.  Eric Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

Guide Priority & Rank Assignments (see Key Documents)

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 050, Resolution of Reporting Issues Related to NPRR219 – URGENT

Mr. Helpert moved to table NOGRR050 until the 10/4/10 Special PRS meeting.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  It was discussed that tabling NOGRR050 would allow the item to be considered at the same time as 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.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents

Market Participants expressed concern that to name specific Other Binding Documents in the Protocol language, rather than to simply reference the Other Binding Documents List, would require revision requests to alter the list of Other Binding Documents; suggested that the established Protocol revision request process might be employed to revise the Other Binding Document List; and proposed language revisions to affect the clarifications.  Kristi Hobbs noted that NPRR244 contains grey box language that requires a priority assignment. 

Marguerite Wagner moved to endorse and forward the 8/19/10 PRS Report as amended by the 9/13/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS and the revised Impact Analysis for NPRR244 to TAC; and to recommend a priority of High/Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.

Other Binding Documents List

Liz Jones expressed appreciation for ERCOT Staff efforts in developing the draft list and recommended that items be removed from the list should anyone object to their inclusion; and that those documents be subject to further discussion and written comment.  Market Participants discussed whether the list need be approved at the day’s meeting, or if the vote may be delayed to a later PRS meeting; that some items on the list are forms for applications and agreements and are included in the list to ensure that the forms are not changed without stakeholder knowledge; that there will be documents that are binding in a contractual sense that are not included in the list; and that a written objection to including a specific document on the list will provide insight for consideration by stakeholders that might not otherwise notice the documents inclusion.

Market Participants debated the inclusion of several documents, including Telemetry Standard, ICCP Communication Handbook, and Ancillary Service Methodology.  Ms. Hobbs noted that a column would be added to the document to indicate whether a particular document has an internal change control process; and requested that the list be considered at the October 4, 2010 Special PRS meeting. 

NPRR246, Requirement for Resource Entities to Update Resource Parameters

Mr. Goff moved to endorse and forward the 8/19/10 PRS Report as amended by the 9/7/10 Luminant comments and Impact Analysis to NPRR246 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment.

NPRR255, Resolution of Alignment Item A81 - DRUC Timing and Execution when DAM is Delayed or Aborted

Bob Spangler noted that ERCOT would have to file comments to modify the process described in NPRR255; that ERCOT would like to use the Supplemental Ancillary Service Market (SASM) software package and therefore will provide comments consistent with the application itself.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR255 until the October 4, 2010 Special PRS meeting.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR261, Revision of Data Submission Timeline for Network Model

Mr. Anderson noted that there are minor system impacts associated with the implementation of NPRR261, but that no project will be required.  

Alice Jackson moved to endorse and forward the 8/19/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for  NPRR261 to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

NPRR262, Protocol Synchronization for Nodal Implementation Surcharge

Ann Boren noted a proposed revision to delete the subscript ‘r’ from the NIS calculation.  Pamela Shaw explained that there is no Generation Resource associated with a Non-Modeled Generator; and that should the Generator become modeled, it is given a Resource assignment.  Mr. Detelich added that the particular types of Generators are typically Distributed Generation and will never be modeled.  Market Participants proposed revisions to the calculation formulas. 

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 8/19/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis for NPRR262 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of  Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs) Language 

There were no PRRs for review.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

NPRR266, Installed Capacity of Unregistered Distributed Generation (DG)

NPRR268, Posting Requirements of Verifiable Costs Documents

NPRR270, Defining the Variable Used in the Wind Generation Formula

NPRR271, Synchronization to PRR850, Weather Responsiveness Determination for Interval Data Recorders

NPRR276, MIS Posting Requirement for the Network Operations Model Load Schedule

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR266, NPRR268, NPRR270, NPRR271, and NPRR276 as submitted.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  It was discussed that a style correction to NPRR271 would be addressed administratively.  The motion carried unanimously.  

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

Ms. Jackson requested additional time to review the 9/21/10 ERCOT comments.  

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR190 until the next PRS meeting.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR219

Ms. Hammons moved to table NPRR219 until next PRS meeting.  Market Participants debated whether language might be sufficiently reviewed and understood by the day’s end so that a recommendation might be forwarded to the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting.  Ms. L. Jones noted that concerns were raised at the September 16, 2010 ROS meeting regarding possible conflicts with the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) registration and federal Reliability Standards that require additional review; that the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) are developing comments to NPRR219; and that there has not been time to fully assess language revisions proposed by the 9/22/10 TIEC comments.  Ms. Morris noted that the motion to table had not received a second and requested the pleasure of PRS.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR219 until the 10/4/10 Special PRS meeting.  Ms. Hammons seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR253, CRR Balancing Account Invoice and Settlement and Billing Dispute Process

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPR253 as amended by the 9/16/10 COPS comments, and to forward NPRR253 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR257, Synchronization with Nodal Operating Guide Section 9, Monitoring Programs

Ms. Boren noted that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) recommended approval of NPRR257 as submitted; that ERCOT subsequently filed comments to NPRR257; and that should the item be tabled, it would later have to be expedited to TAC.  Randa Stephenson noted that ERCOT needs confirmed language as soon as possible, and that there might be impacts to taking language out of grey boxes.  Ms. Stephenson added that no reports are being deleted, but rather are being grey boxed.  

David Maggio clarified that ERCOT intends to provide the reports, but that there is a delay in their provision until after Nodal go-live.  Mr. Maggio added that ERCOT Staff maintains a list of dates on the MIS when the reports will be made available.  

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR257 as amended by the 9/16/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer noted that he would prefer to recommend approval, but without prejudice, as he and other Market Participants are not pleased with the item.  The motion carried with one objection from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segment, and two objections from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR258, Synchronization with PRR824 and PRR833 and Additional Clarifications

Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR258 as amended by the 9/22/10 PSEG TX comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the 9/22/10 PSEG TX comments.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR259, Resolution of Alignment Items A175 and A176 - Settlement of Generation Resources Dispatched to Meet System Reliability Requirements

Mr. Greer expressed concern that the reference to “all Dispatch Instructions” is vague, noted that Entities may receive may Dispatch Instructions that do not result in Reliability Unit Commitments (RUCs).  Ms. Wagner expressed her preference for language that requires ERCOT to use market tools as long as practicable, and then report when market tools are not used.  Market Participants proposed language revisions to make explicit ERCOT’s responsibility to exhaust market solutions without jeopardizing reliability before issuing the relevant Dispatch Instructions.

Ms. Wagner moved to recommend approval of NPRR259 as amended by the 9/1/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR263, Resolution of Alignment Item A99 - Settlement Point Price Calculation When Busses are De-energized

Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR263 until the next PRS meeting.  Ms. Jackson seconded the motion.  Ms. Wagner requested that ERCOT incorporate the pricing mechanism into the Nodal Protocol language in time for the next PRS meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR264, Clarification of Nodal Protocol Requirements for Generators With Multiple Points of Interconnection

Walter Reid expressed concern for policy issues associated with NPRR264, opining that any Entity wishing to change their Point of Interconnect (POI) of their own accord is fairly subject to new requirements, but that and Entity required by ERCOT to change its POI should not be subject to new requirements. 

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR264 and to request that the ERCOT CEO reevaluate whether NPRR264 is needed prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date.  Bill Brod seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR265, MIS Secure Area Posting of Resource Category – As-Built Clarification

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR265 as amended by the 9/17/10 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR267, Allow ERCOT to Manage Operations Model Pseudo Devices

Market Participants discussed that pseudo devises are infrequently used; that no other Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) uses pseudo devises; and that there is no current NERC requirement to model pseudo devices.  Woody Rickerson noted that there are three types of data base loads – scheduled, supplemental and emergency – and that ERCOT would manage pseudo devises through the agreed process of supplemental data base loads.

Kip Fox moved to recommend approval of NPRR267 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Fox requested that ERCOT modify the “Network Operations Modeling Expectations for TSPs, REs, and QSEs” white paper to align with NPRR267.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR269, Synchronization of PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR269 as amended by the 9/20/10 Luminant comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Ms. Jackson noted that PRR830 is pending appeal at the PUCT and recommended amending the motion to synchronize language pending revisions that might be required by a Commission Order.  ERCOT Staff noted that NPRR269 is a synchronizing item, and that ERCOT Protocols are routinely amended per Commission Orders via the revision request process.  

The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment, and three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, and Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segments.

NPRR272, Definition and Participation of Quick Start Generation Resources

Jennifer Bevill noted that NPRR272 was discussed at the September 22, 2010 WMS meeting; that WMS referred the item to the Quick Start Task Force; and that WMS will resume discussion of NPRR272 at the October 4, 2010 Special WMS meeting.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR272 until the October 4, 2010 Special PRS meeting.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR273, Allow Use of the ONTEST Resource Status to Indicate Resource Startup, Shutdown and Test Operations

Ms. Stephenson spoke to the 9/22/10 Luminant comments to NPR273 and noted that Luminant considers the item an interim solution and would like new Real-Time Resource status codes for start-up and shut-down.  Market Participants discussed that when units are in the start/shut-down sequence they cannot provide Ancillary Service; and that ERCOT requested at the September 22, 2010 NATF meeting that Ancillary Service responsibilities be adjusted before the top of the hour.  Ms. Wagner suggested that language be revised to state that a unit many not provide Ancillary Service if it is showing an On Test status.

John Varnell opined that the language also needs to cover Combined Cycle units in transition; Ms. Wagner added that in transition, there in an increment wherein a unit cannot be dispatched.

Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of NPRR273 as amended by the 9/22/10 Luminant comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR273 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Ms. Wagner opined that NPRR273 is not the complete solution for Combined Cycle units.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.   

NPRR274, Generic Startup Costs for Combine Cycle Generation Resources - Removal of Temporal Constraint

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR274 as submitted.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed the dollar amount selected for the Startup Offer Generic Cap for Combined Cycle Generation Resources.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.  

NPRR275, Clarify QSE's Ability to Make Changes to Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility In Real Time 

Mr. Greer moved to reject NPRR275.  Ms. Stephenson seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff recommended that the sponsor of NPRR275 be contacted before the vote was taken.
Mr. Greer moved to table the motion until the sponsor of NPRR275 could speak to the item.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

John Adams explained that NPRR275 is a proposed clarification to the Nodal Protocols, and cautioned that if the market determines that ERCOT’s approval is not needed to move Ancillary Service between Resources, there is no process to assure deliverability of Ancillary Service.  The motion to reject NPRR275 carried unanimously.
NPRR277, Removal of NPRR119 Language for LDL Calculation

Market Participants discussed the 9/20/10 Luminant comments to NPRR277.  Mr. Maggio expressed concern regarding language proposed by Luminant as it could result in control issues between Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and ERCOT.  Mr. Maggio explained that changes are required to Generation Resource Low Ancillary Service Limit (LASL) Resource Limit Calculator (RLC) to align with system coding.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR277 as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR278, Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) Modifications to Correct Self-Provision Settlement Equations, to Accommodate Advanced Metering Infrastructure, and other Clarifications

Mr. Goff moved to remand NPRR278 to WMS.  Market Participants debated whether to remand the item to WMS or to table the item at PRS and allow WMS time to comment. Ms. Wagner noted that language revisions were needed regarding the use of “shall” and “may.”  Paul Wattles expressed hope that the item would receive ERCOT Board approval in time to incorporate technical changes for the February 2011 contract period.  Mr. Goff requested that the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) and WMS provide comment to NPRR278.  The motion did not receive a second.
Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR278.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR279, Resolution of Alignment Item A144 - Clarify Posting of MCPC for DAM and SASM 

Ms. Wagner opined that NPRR279 was not ready for consideration absent explanation of the procedure ERCOT will use to revise prices.

Ms. Wagner moved to table NPRR279.  Mr. Dumas offered to discuss price validation, noting that should a software issue be identified during DAM or SASM clearing, or a step missed in the process, ERCOT would be able to provide a correction before 1600 the next day.  Ms. Wagner asked how ERCOT would develop the price, and if the previous day’s market would be re-run.  

Steve Reedy noted that the process would be situation specific; that the market would be notified that ERCOT is examining prices and would prepare a packet for presentation to the ERCOT Board; and that if the ERCOT Board granted approval, ERCOT would send a Market Notice with the new prices for the day in question.  Ms. Wagner opined that many market components would be affected; that a written process would be helpful; and that the item should be tabled to provide time for additional discussion.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.
Market Participants discussed that as much information as possible should be provided to the market as soon as possible; and that ERCOT would need to add resources to achieve certain analysis timelines.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRRs /SCRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” (see Key Documents)

NPRR256, Synchronize Nodal Protocols with PRR787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards (formerly “Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards”)

Mr. Maggio noted that the exemption related to Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) scoring in paragraph (6)(c) of Section 8.1.1.4.1, Regulation Service and Generation Resource/Controllable Load Resource Energy Deployment Performance, could not be automated without system impacts and would need to be grey-boxed until after Nodal go-live.  

Ms. Stephenson moved to recommend approval of NPRR256 as amended by the 9/22/10 NATF comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Maggio also noted that the five-minute intervals where Force Derates are excluded will not be captured in the automated reports issued pursuant to Section 8.1.1.4.1.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments.  
NPRR260, Providing Access to MIS Secure Area to MIS Registered Users

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR260 as amended by the 9/17/10 ERCOT comments.  Ms. Jackson expressed concern for financial impacts associated with granting access to non-paying Entities.  Mr. Greer withdrew the motion, but reminded Market Participants that fee implementation requires vetting through the budget process currently underway, and approval at the Commission level.

Ms. Jackson moved to table NPRR260.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Shams Siddiqi expressed concern that failure to grant access to the MIS Secure Area to Entities addressed in NPRR260 would result in a greater burden to ERCOT imposed by those Entities repeatedly contacting ERCOT Client Relations.  Mr. Siddiqi added that Entities currently have access to planning data now and perform a service in the form of free analysis.  The motion carried with one abstention from the IPM Market Segment.
Other Business (see Key Documents)

Other Binding Documents List Review 

The Other Binding Documents list was considered with NPRR244.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the September 23, 2010 PRS meeting at 3:22 p.m.

APPROVED
Special Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, October 4, 2010 – 9:30am

Attendance

Members:

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	Gexa Energy
	Alt. Rep. for M. Matlock

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Gonzales, Daniel
	City of Eastland
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	Via Teleconference

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Shinkawa, Paul
	LCRA
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Warren, John
	LCRA
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Matlock, Robert
	
	Via Teleconference

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Reedy, Steve
	
	

	Spangler, Bob
	
	

	Surendran, Resmi
	
	


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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 1:07 p.m. 
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Guide Priority & Rank Assignments (see Key Documents) 

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 050, Resolution of Reporting Issues Related to NPRR219 – URGENT

Ann Boren noted that the 9/16/10 ERCOT comments propose grey-boxing all of Section 9.2.3.

DeAnn Walker moved to recommend approval of NOGRR050 as amended by the 9/16/10 ERCOT comments with a recommended priority of Critical for the grey-boxed language.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

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

NPRR255, Resolution of Alignment Item A81 - DRUC Timing and Execution when DAM is Delayed or Aborted

Matt Mereness explained the 9/30/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR255.  Randa Stephenson expressed Luminant’s support of the 9/30/10 ERCOT comments, and noted that Luminant would like to consider adopting the approach set forth in NPRR255 for all Supplemental Ancillary Services Markets (SASMs), but would wait until after Nodal Go-live to consider a separate NPRR.  
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 8/19/10 PRS Report as amended by the 9/30/10 ERCOT comments and Impact Analysis for NPRR255 to TAC.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  

NPRR259, Resolution of Alignment Items A175 and A176 related to the commitment of Generation Resources to Meet System Reliability Requirements

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 9/23/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR259 to TAC.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

NPRR274, Generic Startup Costs for Combine Cycle Generation Resources – Removal of Temporal Constraint

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 9/23/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR274 to TAC.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Review of Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) Language (see Key Documents)

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

Robert Matlock explained that ERCOT is able to use a mimic function to enter Outages on behalf of an Entity; that if equipment is not listed under the Transmission Service Provider (TSP) being mimicked, the equipment will not appear in the Outage Scheduler.  Liz Jones questioned the possibility of listing all Resource Transmission Elements under ERCOT, and listing ERCOT as a pseudo-TSP.
Paul Shinkawa asked if ERCOT, when mimicking a TSP, has the consent of that TSP to enter Outages on their behalf.  Mr. Matlock noted that if the TSP requests that ERCOT enter Outages on their behalf, they have done so; however, it is not a common practice due to liability reasons.  Ms. Walker noted that liability concerns are the exact reason that TSPs do not want to enter Outages on behalf of Resources and Private Use Networks (PUNs), and that ERCOT is passing its liability on to TSPs.  John Warren asked if the system is robust enough to create one additional TSP in order to enter Outages on behalf of those Entities that need assistance. 

Ms. Walker moved to reject NPRR219.  Market Participants discussed the impacts of rejecting NPRR219, and that Resources might be required to report on items that they are unable to access in the Outage Scheduler.  Ms. Walker withdrew the motion to reject NPRR219, and expressed frustration that ERCOT seems to be passing liability and Resource demands on to the TSPs.  Eric Goff echoed Ms. Walker’s frustration, adding that the issue with the as-built systems limiting ERCOT’s capability has been known for two years.  Ms. L. Jones concurred with Katie Coleman’s assessment that unless ERCOT performs entries, Resources will not have access.  Market Participants also expressed concern for North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) compliance issues.
Marguerite Wagner moved to table NPRR219.  Ms. Wagner expressed concern for the lack of delegation agreements and expressed hope that ERCOT would be able to create a TSP role in the coming weeks.  Kristi Hobbs noted that some Sections of the Nodal Protocols under review in NPRR219 would become effective on November 1, 2010 and expressed concern for potential compliance issues.  

Market Participants discussed the need for an Impact Assessment; whether or not there are ERCOT system limitations pertaining to ERCOT’s capability to enter Outages on behalf of Resources; that the TSPs had tentatively agreed to the 10/1/10 Oncor comments; and that ERCOT’s ability to enter Outages on behalf of a TSP or QSE was recent knowledge.  The motion to table did not receive a second.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR219 as amended by the 9/22/10 TIEC comments, the 10/1/10 Oncor comments, and the 10/4/10 AEP comments.  Ms. Boren noted that the 10/1/10 Oncor comments were to the original NPRR219 language, before subsequent work was done.  Ms. L. Jones noted that Oncor was addressing the narrow issue of liability, and not the broader issue of ERCOT ability.  It was discussed that ERCOT may use a mimic function to make entries on behalf of a TSP; and debated whether Market Participants would prefer that ERCOT create mimic roles for TSPs and Resources.  Market Participants expressed concern for substantial indemnity and guarantee requirements.  
Mr. Durrwachter accepted Mr. Goff’s amendment to the motion to recommend approval of NPRR219 as amended by the 9/22/10 TIEC comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR219 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Gedrich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed data entry timelines, and whether forced Outages would impact transmission equipment entry requirements.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend a priority of Critical for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Market Participants requested that ERCOT have a clear explanation of its capabilities and system limitations regarding entering Outages by the October 7, 2010 TAC meeting.
NPRR272, Definition and Participation of Quick Start Generation Resources

Barbara Clemenhagen reviewed the discussion of NPRR272 at the October 4, 2010 Special WMS meeting, noting that quorum was lost before a vote could be taken, but that Market Participants had developed some revised language, and that some elements of the language remain somewhat controversial and require further discussion.  Ms. Hobbs reminded Market Participants that should NPRR272 be delayed, a special filing would be required, as some Sections of the Nodal Protocols become effective at the end of November 2010.  Ms. Clemenhagen reiterated that she would prefer that NPRR272 be tabled to allow for additional discussion at WMS.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR272.  Bill Brod seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR263, Resolution of Alignment Item A99 - Settlement Point Price Calculation When Busses are De-energized
Ms. Hobbs noted that the 9/29/10 ERCOT comments added conforming language from 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. Wagner raised concerns regarding the open ended nature of the Combined Cycle Generation Resource commitment in the Day- Ahead Market (DAM).  Bob Spangler noted that the decision was made to honor the minimum run time for Resources and not strike a Resource that would violate a minimum run time for that day; that Resources must be in a configuration that ERCOT can determine what the minimum run time is; and that if ERCOT cannot determine the minimum run time for a configuration, ERCOT will not select the unit.
Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR263 as amended by the 9/29/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR263 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Ms. Wagner stated that the conforming language remains confusing.  Ms. Clemenhagen suggested that a reference in the Resource Asset Registration Form to a unit’s configuration would be helpful.  Mr. Spangler suggested that, as NPRR228 has been approved, that further revisions might be more appropriately addressed in a separate NPRR.  Ms. Hobbs offered that ERCOT Staff might be able to propose some clarifying language for TAC consideration.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
NPRR264, Clarification of Nodal Protocol Requirements for Generators With Multiple Points of Interconnection

Ms. Morris noted that no action on NPRR264 was needed at this time.  The item was not taken up.

NPRR279, Resolution of Alignment Item A144 - Clarify Posting of MCPC for DAM and SASM

Market Participants discussed comments filed to NPRR279 and offered language revisions.  Ms. Stephenson noted that ERCOT considers Notice and investigation as distinct actions; and reiterated concerns expressed at the October 4, 2010 Special WMS meeting that ERCOT should provide Notice to all Market Participants at the same time.  

Steve Reedy noted that the purpose of NPRR279 is to conform the Nodal Protocols to the as-built Nodal systems.  Market Participants discussed issues associated with the dispute timeline; that the opportunity to dispute should be available up until the price is final; and that guidelines for how ERCOT will conduct the price change process should be codified.  Ms. Hobbs reminded Market Participants that should NPRR279 be delayed, a special filing would be required, as some Sections of the Nodal Protocols become effective at the end of November 2010.  
Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR279 as amended by the 10/4/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR279 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mr. Goff requested that ERCOT develop an NPRR to address procedures for price revisions.  Mr. Goff added that issues regarding the dispute timeline also need to be addressed.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR280, Move Shift Factor Posting Requirement to Real-Time

NPRR284, Cost Allocation Zones as they relate to NOIE Load Zones – As Built Systems

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR280 as submitted, and NPRR284 as submitted, and to forward NPRR280 and NPRR284 and the respective Impact Analyses to TAC.  Mr. Brod seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Other Binding Documents List Review (see Key Documents)

Ms. Hobbs noted the addition of a column on the list to indicate whether a particular Other Binding Document has its own change control process, and a column for notes regarding change controls; and that an Other Binding Document revision request process will likely be created for items on the list that do not have their own change control processes.  Ms. Walker expressed concern as to whether ERCOT will be able to comply with the Principles of Consistency document, given the early date the document was written.  Ms. Hobbs noted that the document could be removed from the list at the market’s direction.

Ms. Walker moved to approve the Other Binding Documents list as amended by PRS to remove Principles of Consistency and the ICCP Communication Handbook.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the ICCP Communications Handbook was at one time housed in the Operating Guides, but was removed, and might at some point be returned to the Operating Guides.  

Ms. Wagner expressed disappointment that procedural documents, such as desk procedures, were not included in the Other Binding Documents list, and requested that placeholders be inserted into the list.  Chad Seely reminded Market Participants of the revisions made through NPRR244, Clarification of Other Binding Documents, that clarified the distinction between Other Binding Documents and ERCOT internal procedures as well as listed the documents that ERCOT would be required to post upon its review of the items for confidential information.  

Market Participants reiterated that any document that binds Market Participants needs to be reviewed by Market Participants and posted as an Other Binding Document.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.
Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the October 4, 2010 Special PRS meeting at 3:25 p.m.

APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, October 21, 2010 – 9:30am

Attendance

Members:

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Burke, Tom
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	Gexa Energy
	Alt. Rep. for M. Matlock

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

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

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

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


Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP Energy Partners
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Daniel, Jim
	Tex-La Elec. Coop.
	

	Glaser, Tompall
	LCRA
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Jaussaud, Danielle
	PUCT
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Kruse, Brett
	Calpine
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Nease, Nelson
	Tex-La Elec. Coop.
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas 
	

	Priestly, Vanus
	Macquarie
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Varnell, John
	Tenaska
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	Via Teleconference

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Maggio, David
	
	

	Reedy, Steve
	
	

	Surendran, Resmi
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	

	Wattles, Paul
	
	

	White, Steve
	
	Via Teleconference


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) 

September 23, 2010

October 4, 2010

Consideration of the draft minutes was deferred to the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

There were no items to consider for Urgent status.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reported ERCOT Board certification of Nodal Market Go-Live on December 1, 2010 and noted the disposition of revision requests considered at the October 19, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting. 

TAC Committee Structure Review (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris noted that the revision request timeline will change as of December 1, 2010 and that Market Participants will have use of Urgent status for Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs.)
Encourage the Posting of Comments Seven Days In Advance of a Meeting

Ms. Morris invited discussion of a deadline requirement for the posting of comments.  Market Participants discussed that it would be helpful to consider how Entities might file comments earlier in the process, or to give discussion priority to comments filed timely; that care should be taken not to damage the ability to vet comments; and that initial comments filed seven days before a PRS meeting usually generate response comments.

Review Meeting Calendar for Efficiencies

Kristi Hobbs reviewed the proposed 2011 meeting schedule; suggested that the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) and Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) trade their traditional meeting days in order to allow PRS more time to review WMS comments to revision requests; and invited Market Participant input regarding the schedule.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Project Management Office (PMO) update and highlighted the acceleration of some portions of Data Center projects.  Clayton Greer offered that PRS might need to be familiar with the contingency portion of the budget, as many projects will be undertaken during Nodal stabilization.  Mr. Anderson noted that a final vote on the 2011 ERCOT Budget is expected in November 2011. 

Regarding the prioritization of Nodal stabilization projects in 2011, Mr. Anderson conveyed Mike Cleary’s directive for transparency regarding all work that will be done, and noted that a single list will be created for every item regarding stabilization to indicate which projects would be included in a first major release and future releases, and which projects might qualify as a stand-alone project; and that the initial list would be presented to TAC as a recommendation.  Mr. Greer suggested that a draft of the initial list be discussed at the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting, if possible.  Mr. Anderson expressed concern that Subject Matter Experts should be focused on Nodal implementation efforts, and welcomed Market Participant input regarding the initial list.  

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

NPRR256, Synchronize Nodal Protocols with PRR787, Add Non-Compliance Language to QSE Performance Standards (formerly “Add Violation Language to QSE Performance Standards”)

David Maggio noted that ERCOT is amenable to the 9/30/10 STEC comments, and proposed a simplification for calculating Dynamically Scheduled Resource (DSR) performance; Mr. Maggio noted that the proposed simplification might be considered when grey-boxed language is made effective, rather than making revisions to the language at present.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 9/23/10 PRS Report as amended by the 9/30/10 STEC comments and as revised by PRS, and the Impact Analysis for NPRR256 to TAC; and to recommend a priority of Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  Market Participants requested that ERCOT and STEC discuss the calculation and submit comments for TAC consideration.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.
NPRR257, Synchronization with Nodal Operating Guide Section 9, Monitoring Programs

Henry Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 9/23/10 PRS Report as amended by the 10/19/10 ERCOT comments, and the revised Impact Analysis for NPRR257 to TAC; and to recommend a priority of High/Medium for the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR258, Synchronization with PRR824 and PRR833 and Additional Clarifications

Ann Boren noted that Non-Spinning Reserve should be referenced as “Non-Spin” rather than “NSRS.”  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse and forward the 9/23/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS, and the Impact Analysis to NPRR258 to TAC; and to recommend a priority of High/Medium to the grey-boxed language.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR269, Synchronization of PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement

Market Participants discussed the 10/21/10 ERCOT comments to modify the usage of “Point of Interconnection (POI)” and the differentiating “interconnection point”; and whether NPRR269 should be delayed pending the appeal of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement, at the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).  
Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 9/23/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS, and the Impact Analysis for NPRR269 to TAC.  Marguerite Wagner seconded the motion.  It was discussed that NPRR269 is a synchronizing item to language that currently resides in the zonal Protocols; whether “Point of Interconnection” and “interconnection point” are sufficiently differentiated; and that POI should include ERCOT-Polled Settlement (EPS) Meters.   It was reiterated that the purpose of NPRR269 was to synchronize the Nodal Protocols with the zonal Protocols and that any language changes that stem from the final resolution of the appeal of PRR830 will be incorporated into the Nodal Protocols by way of another NPRR.  The motion carried with four abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, IPM, and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.
NPRR265, MIS Secure Area Posting of Resource Category – As-Built Clarification

NPRR266, Installed Capacity of Unregistered Distributed Generation (DG)

NPRR267, Allow ERCOT to Manage Operations Model Pseudo Devices

NPRR268, Posting Requirements of Verifiable Costs Documents

NPRR270, Defining the Variable Used in the Wind Generation Formula

NPRR271, Synchronization to PRR850, Weather Responsiveness Determination for Interval Data Recorders

NPRR276, MIS Posting Requirement for the Network Operations Model Load Schedule

NPRR277, Removal of NPRR119 Language for LDL Calculation

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the respective 9/23/10 PRS Reports and Impact Analyses for NPRR265, NPRR266, NPRR267, NPRR268, NPRR270, NPRR271, NPRR276, and NPRR277 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Review of PRR Language 

There were no PRRs for review.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

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

Ms. Jackson moved to table NPRR190 until the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Eric Goff requested an explanation as to the necessity of NPRR190.  ERCOT Staff stated that NPRR190 would capture generators in the Network Model and offered to schedule a discussion with interested parties.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR264, Clarification of Nodal Protocol Requirements for Generators With Multiple Points of Interconnection

Mr. Goff noted that WMS discussed NPRR264 but was unable to resolve outstanding issues, and recommended that PRS table NPRR264 until Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) requirements are better understood.

Mr. Goff moved to table NPRR264 until the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Market Participants noted the expectation that ERCOT Staff would offer resolutions to outstanding issues at the November 17, 2010 WMS meeting.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR272, Definition and Participation of Quick Start Generation Resources

Market Participants discussed the 10/20/10 WMS comments to NPRR272, the revised White Paper, and priority for the grey-boxed language.  Market Participants proposed further revisions to NPRR272 and the White Paper.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR272 as amended by the 10/20/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS; to recommend an initial value of two for the “q” variable; to recommend a priority of High for the grey-boxed language; to endorse the White Paper as amended by the 10/20/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS; and to forward NPRR272 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  It was discussed that consideration should be given to the designation of variable names, in order to avoid confusion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
NPRR278, Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) Modifications to Correct Self-Provision Settlement Equations, to Accommodate Advanced Metering Infrastructure, and other Clarifications

Paul Wattles requested that NPRR278 be expedited to TAC for consideration to allow time to establish technical requirements in advance of the January 2011 procurement for the EILS Contract Period beginning February 1, 2011.  Market Participants reviewed revisions to the language regarding “may” and “shall” as it pertains to Loads found to be dually committed; and a correction to a billing determinant name in Section 6.6.11.2, EILS Capacity Charge.

Jennifer Bevill moved to recommend approval of NPRR278 as amended by the 10/20/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR278 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR283, Clarification of PCRR Allocation Eligibility 

Nelson Nease noted the possibility, in the Nodal Market, for congestion charges for power imported over a Direct Current (DC) Tie, and argued that the situation allows for Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Right (PCRR) allocation; Market Participants discussed whether energy imported over a DC Tie constitutes a Generation Resource for the purposes of PCRR availability under Section 7.4.1, PCRR Allocation Eligibility.   Market Participants expressed concern that language is being broadened; whether PCRR provisions were drafted under the expectation that the associated contracts would expire, or would be deemed Evergreen; and that further discussion should be taken up by WMS.  
Ms. J. Bevill moved to refer NPRR283 to WMS to discuss whether the DC Tie import in question is a Generation Resource for purposes of PCRR allocation; and the expected duration of pre-1999 contracts and PCRR implications.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR285, Generation Resource Base Point Deviation Charge Corrections

David Detelich noted that the 10/20/10 WMS comments to NPRR285 did not capture all revisions proposed in the 10/18/10 ERCOT comments, as intended, and that the 10/20/10 WMS comments should be so revised by PRS.

Ms. Wagner expressed concern that more than 9700MW of generation is being excluded from Base Point Deviation Charges.  Walter Reid expressed support for Base Point Deviation Charges and Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) upon the implementation of the Nodal Market, and opined that Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) performance in the Zonal Market indicates that WGRs will perform well in the Nodal Market.

Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of NPRR285 as amended by the 10/20/10 WMS comments and as revised by PRS; to assign a priority of Critical for the grey-boxed language; and to forward NPRR285 to TAC.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

NPRR286, DAM Credit – Non-Business Day Processing

Market Participants discussed that the Credit Working Group (Credit WG) and the Market Credit Working Group (MCWG) were in consensus regarding changing the percentile for the credit exposure increase.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR286 as amended by the 10/18/10 Austin Energy comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR286 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Tom Burke seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.
NPRR287, Real-Time Market Price Delivery Consistency
Mr. Greer moved to waive notice in order to consider NPRR287.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Market Participants discussed timing differences between Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) and web services for the receipt of Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs); the importance of all Market Participants receiving LMPs simultaneously; that Market participants have built systems in anticipation of receiving LMPs via ICCP; that solutions outside of ICCP, such as TIBCO, might be utilized, as middleware does not have to be integrated; and that ERCOT should develop methodology to support the ICCP feed for interested Entities.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR287 and to request that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) work with ERCOT Staff toward a better solution.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants also discussed the use of Extensible Markup Language (XML) data acquisition protocol; that parties with better access to data will have greater trading capacity; that price mitigation will be in place the first 45 days of the Nodal Market and that it is not necessary that a solution be in place on December 1, 2010; and that taking data away from Entities already receiving it would not be feasible.  

ERCOT Staff explained that ICCP is being used for dispatch purposes and that 29 Entities have ICCP connection and have Generation or Load Resources; and expressed a preference for a timeline by all Entities receive pricing information via webservices.  Market Participants expressed concern that some Market Participants are receiving information more quickly that other Market Participants; ERCOT Staff expressed the preference that, in the long term, ICCP be used only for dispatch purposes, and noted concerns for adverse affects to critical reliability functions.  Market Participants reiterated concerns for equity issues; noted that systems are built to allow ICCP access for 500 users; and suggested that further discussion be taken up at NATF.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR288, Selection of CRR Load Distribution Factors for Use in CRR Monthly and Annual Auctions 

Steve Reedy explained that the proposed language would allow ERCOT the flexibility to use Load distribution factors developed for the DAM, rather than the planning cases, which would result in an improved model for use in the CRR auction.  Market Participants discussed that ERCOT should have the flexibility to use the most accurate data available, though expressed concerns regarding making the revisions before Nodal Go-Live without testing, as the testing environment is not available.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to waive notice in order to consider NPRR288.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR288 as submitted and to forward NPRR288 and the Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and IPM Market Segments.

NPRRs /SCRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” (see Key Documents)

NPRR260, Providing Access to MIS Secure Area to MIS Registered Users

Mr. Wittmeyer moved to recommend approval of NPRR260 as amended by the 9/17/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Detelich seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, and IPM Market Segments.  

NPRR281, Replace 7-Day Forecast Requirement for QSEs Representing WGRs

Ms. J. Bevill reviewed the 10/20/10 AEP Energy Partners comments.  It was debated whether ERCOT routinely provides long-term WGR profiles on the ERCOT Planning and Operations Information website and that this NPRR was submitted in an effort to maintain a consistent process for providing these profiles.

Mr. Detelich moved to recommend approval of NPRR281 as amended by the 10/20/10 AEP Energy Partners comments and as revised by PRS, and to forward NPRR281 to TAC.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  

NPRR282, Dynamic Ramp Rates Used in SCED

It was noted that the concept of NPRR282 is based on NATF discussions.  ERCOT Staff explained that the 10/20/10 ERCOT comments were intended to highlight other options presently available for Market Participants to update ramp rates in Real-Time.

Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR282 as amended by the 10/18/10 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Municipal Market Segment.

Notice of Withdrawal
PRR834, ERCOT Load Forecast Accuracy

PRR843, Add Regional Planning Section to Protocols

Ms. Morris noted the withdrawal of PRR834 and PRR843.  It was noted that PRR843 will be filed as an NPRR.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the October 21, 2010 PRS meeting at 3:00 p.m.

APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, November 18, 2010 – 9:30am

Attendance

Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Burke, Tom
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Matlock, Michael
	Gexa Energy
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra
	

	Franklin, Clifford
	Westar Energy
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Hammons, Daniela
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jaussaud, Danielle
	PUCT
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	McKeever, Debbie
	Oncor
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas 
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Adams, John
	
	

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Sills, Alex
	
	Via Teleconference

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	


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

PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:37 a.m. 
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  

Approval of Draft PRS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

September 23, 2010

October 4, 2010

October 21, 2010

Clayton Greer moved to approve the September 23, October 4, and October 21, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as posted.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Ms. Morris reminded Market Participants that urgency items are a possibility for the December 16, 2010 PRS meeting; Kristi Hobbs added that as of December 1, 2010, the revision request process reverts back to a 21-day comment period, that Nodal Protocol Revision Requests (NPRRs) are eligible for Urgent status, and that items will no longer be subject to a formal CEO Review process.  
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris reported the TAC remand of NPRR275, Clarify QSE’s Ability to Make Changes to Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility In Real Time, to PRS.
NPRR275
Ann Boren recommended an administrative correction to NPRR275.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR275 as endorsed by the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) and as revised by PRS.  Kenan Ögelman seconded the motion.  Marguerite Wagner requested that 9/22/10 PSEG TX comments be incorporated for the validation of the deliverability of Ancillary Services from Resources for the next Operating Period; and expressed concern that without the amended language, the validation period is unclear.  Mr. Greer stated his understanding that the definition of deliverability is being addressed in a separate forum; Ms. Wagner withdrew her request.  Eric Goff offered that it is unknown how ERCOT will validate the deliverability of Ancillary Services except for the Hourly Reliability Unit Commitment (HRUC), and suggested that it might be specified that HRUC is being used and not Real-Time, as HRUC would specify the study period, which is the remainder of the day.  Mr. Greer withdrew the motion.
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR275 as amended by the 11/16/10 Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) comments and as revised by PRS.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.
TAC Committee Structure Review (see Key Documents)

Encourage the Posting of Comments Seven Days In Advance of a Meeting

Ms. Morris reiterated the TAC request that PRS consider the development of a deadline requirement for the posting of comments.  Mr. Greer expressed concern that comments not posted seven days prior to a meeting would instead be presented at the meeting.  Ms. Morris offered that comments are best made in writing, and that while discussion should be encouraged at PRS, should the comment period be closed at seven days prior, response comments would likely be forming in the intervening days and would not come to light until the meeting.  

Mr. Durrwachter opined that a seven day deadline is arbitrary and would not be beneficial at the subcommittee level, adding that organizations’ Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) frequently cannot be consulted in time to conform to a seven day deadline.  Market Participants discussed that comments generate other comments, and that a comment deadline would be difficult to enforce.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Business Integration (formerly Project Management Office) update and reviewed a draft of the merged 2011 Nodal PPL, as well as options for target delivery dates for stabilization release groups.  Mr. Anderson noted that each release group will likely have a focus area; that Market Participants will be asked to suggest Nodal parking deck items as potential stabilization items in discussions at December 2010 and January 2011 subcommittee meetings; and that it will incumbent upon ERCOT Staff to opine as to which release group might best accommodate a parking deck item.  

Market Participants discussed that a number of workarounds are labor intensive and not suitable for long-term use, and suggested that Mr. Anderson should capture in the tracking document information about workarounds and the desirability of correction by system change; whether the entire list of defects would be included in the tracking document; that a column indicating even the broadest cost estimates would be helpful in ranking items; and that is would be helpful to have a plan for how Market Participants will be engaged in the process.  Mr. Anderson noted his intent to include the defect list in the document, though there remains to be some determination as to which elements may be placed in the public domain; that he welcomes input as to how to adequately involve and notify Market Participants regarding defect corrections; and that the level of interaction achieved during market trials should not end with Nodal Go-Live.  

Mr. Anderson also noted that ERCOT will make an effort to highlight in the document where it is believed additional information or a source document is needed to flesh out requirements; that Impact Analyses are already in development for known Critical items; and that ERCOT will offer another draft for Market Participant consideration at the December 16, 2010 PRS meeting.

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

There were no Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses, or CBAs for review.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

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

Alice Jackson moved to table NPRR190.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Ms. Jackson noted that a conference call was held to discuss Market Participant concerns regarding NPRR190, and that additional analysis and discussion is needed regarding registration requirements and the implications of the use of the term “Resource” in NPRR190.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR264, Clarification of Nodal Protocol Requirements for Generators With Multiple Points 

Walter Reid noted that ERCOT’s presentation of the results of the Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) Reactive Study is pending, and requested that NPRR264 be tabled to allow additional time for ERCOT and Market Participants to develop a solution.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR264 for one month.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR283, Clarification of PCRR Allocation Eligibility

Ms. Morris noted that NPRR283 remains at WMS pending information from ERCOT and the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) regarding the process for determining eligibility for, amount of, and duration of Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs.)
NPRR287, Real-Time Market Price Delivery Consistency 

Matt Mereness requested that NPRR287 remain tabled, as ERCOT continues to investigate options for the display of Real-Time Market (RTM) prices several seconds following the completion of each Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) run; and that it might be possible to enhance webservices to a point exceeding telemetry times.

Mr. Goff noted that Inter-Control Center Communication Protocol (ICCP) is available to Market Participants that choose to spend the money, and that NPRR287 is no longer needed.  Adrianne Brandt stated that the focus of activity now is the development of technology that creates a level playing field; and that as NPRR287 only removes ICCP availability from QSEs, it is no longer needed.  Mr. Mereness reiterated that ERCOT is bringing a solution that might be as fast as ICCP, but if not, the policy issues will remain to be addressed.  

Market Participants expressed concern for impacts to systems that were built in the anticipation of receiving Locational Marginal Prices (LMPs) via ICCP.  Seth Cochran expressed concern that ICCP delivery poses a significant barrier to market entry for small Entities, due to required Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) links and reoccurring charges.  Mr. Goff countered that ICCP is only a communication protocol; doesn’t require installation of an Energy Management System (EMS); and is now available to anyone.  Market Participants discussed that the current language applies pressure to seek a solution.  Mr. Ögelman moved to table NPRR287 for one month.  Tom Burke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR289, Clarify Use of Raise/Lower Block Status Telemetry

Market Participants discussed that the proposed language changes the way Raise/Lower Block Status is used and might require additional discussion; that some facilities may use the status blocks for non-emergencies; and that the language is part of the Real-Time expectations document discussed at NATF.  Alex Sills noted that NPRR289 is in response to questions raised during Nodal market trials and documents when the status flags should be used and the implications of using them.  Randy Jones questioned the use of the term “crisis” and asked how applicable the language would be for Combined Cycle units moving between configurations.     

Mr. Goff moved to refer NPRR289 to WMS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Sills opined that the language is not applicable to Combined Cycle units in transition or to any scheduled plant blocks, and should only be used in dire circumstances due to the Real-Time implications.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR291, Reduce the Comment Period for NPRRs and SCRs

Ms. Hobbs noted that NPRR291 is the result of discussion regarding the structure of TAC and reduces the initial comment period for NPRRs and System Change Requests (SCRs) to 14 days.  

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR291 as submitted.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR292, Add Key Provisions of RPG Charter to Protocols

Mr. Durrwachter noted that the Planning Working Group (PLWG) was charged with moving intact pieces of the Regional Planning Group (RPG) charter into the Nodal Protocols, so that the language might then be altered via established stakeholder processes.  Mr. Durrwachter also noted that several parties have filed comments to delete portions of the charter language from NPRR292, and opined that while various recommendations might have merit, it would be premature to make such removals without discussion by the appropriate stakeholder groups. 

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR292 as submitted.  Bill Brod seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer opined that WMS should first review the economic planning criteria issues.  Ms. Wagner reviewed the 11/15/10 PSEG TX comments to NPRR292.  Market Participants expressed confidence that there is a commitment to review the economic planning criteria and discussed that the RPG charter should be moved into the Nodal Protocols intact and as soon as possible so that interested parties may submit revision requests to address modifications.  Mr. Reid supported moving the charter into the Nodal Protocols intact so as to advance revisions at the will of Market Participants.  
Liz Jones advised Market Participants that the decision to engage in a two step process – to insert intact language, and then make revisions – was the result of thoughtful discussion by the PLWG as to how to organize a multitude of disparate documents, and encouraged Market Participants to be mindful of the work of the PLWG and refer discussions of merits to the appropriate groups.  The motion carried with two objections from the Independent Generator and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments.
NPRR294, Texas SET 4.0 Including: Acquisition and Transfer of Customers From One REP to Another; Meter Tampering Transactional Solution

Jennifer Frederick noted that new requirements have been identified for Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (Texas SET) 4.0 and requested that NPRR294 be tabled to allow time to incorporate necessary revisions.

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR294.  Mr. Ögelman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR295, Synchronization of Protocol for Generation Resource Designation as Mothballed or Decommissioned

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR295 as submitted and to forward NPRR295 and its Impact Analysis to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRRs /SCRs with CEO Determination of “Not Needed for Go-Live” (see Key Documents)

Prioritization

NPRR260, Providing Access to MIS Secure Area to MIS Registered Users

Ms. Boren proposed the addition of the acronym for Independent Market Information System Registered Entity (IMRE).

Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 10/21/10 PRS Report as revised by PRS and the Impact Analysis for NPRR260 to TAC, and to assign NPRR260 a priority of Medium.  Mr. Brod seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.  

NPRR282, Dynamic Ramp Rates Used in SCED

Mr. Goff moved to endorse and forward the 10/21/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR282 to TAC, and to assign NPRR282 a priority of Critical.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

SCR760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models

DeAnn Walker moved to recommend a priority of Critical for SCR760, and to endorse and forward the 11/11/10 ROS Report for SCR760 to TAC.  Ms. Brandt seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer expressed concern regarding the implementation of SCR760.  Mr. Anderson noted that an Impact Analysis is in development; Ms. Hobbs added that the Impact Analysis would likely not be available seven days before the December 6, 2010 TAC meeting.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Generator, and the IPM Market Segments.

Language Consideration

NPRR290, ERCOT Publication of DAM PSS/E Files

Market Participants requested an update regarding ERCOT’s ability to post the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) data files in Power System Simulation for Engineering (PSS/E) format.  Mr. Mereness reviewed three options, their benefits, and impacts, if any.  

In Option 1, ERCOT would continue manual PSS/E postings as-is until outside vendor(s) can consume Common Information Model (CIM) file and translate to PSS/E format for interested QSEs.  Option 1 would have minimal costs to support part-time for the coming weeks or months until tools are available to the market; has naming and operational alignment with Network Operations Model and the CIM file holds more key data that PSS/E files; and incremental changes to the model are also in CIM format, so QSEs can consumer difference and produce updated PSS/E models before the DAM runs.  
Option 2 would leverage Siemens Topology Processor to create PSS/E files with model postings, and would have medium impacts, as it would potentially require some Siemens work, automation, and new posting mechanics.  

In Option 3, the vendor would enhance and productionize the ABB exporter to create files with every DAM solution; every DAM posting would be daily and include outages, but the file would be posted after-the-market.  Impacts for Option 3 would be significant, as vendor development is needed.  

Market Participants discussed the possibility of using the Siemens topology processor to produce weekly model files in PSS/E format, and alter DAM posting of Outages to be PSS/E compliant to allow Market Participants to merge model files with Outages more easily; this proposal was characterized as Option 4.   Mr. Mereness noted that without NPRR290, ERCOT can continue for a short time to bridge the process via the manual workaround, not on a daily basis, but rather whenever there is a model load.  
Mr. Burke moved to table NPRR290 for one month; direct ERCOT to implement the manual workaround based on the model load schedule as done in Nodal market trials and as resources allow; and to provide estimated costs for the various options for implementation.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  Mr. Mereness clarified that the manual workaround is not employed daily, and that that per the motion, the practice employed during market trials would continue, in that each time ERCOT makes a model load, at some point a PSS/E file will be issued, but not necessarily the same day.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR293, Requirement to Post CRR Option and Obligation Quantities Cleared in DAM or Taken to Real Time

Ms. Stephenson noted that a separate NPRR would be filed to address the posting of Point-to-Point (PTP) Options in Real-Time, so as not to halt the progress on the posting of PTP Obligations.  It was discussed that the item would not be implemented in time for the December 1, 2010 Nodal Go-Live; that the posting should be tied to the DAM process, rather than a specific time, in the event that the DAM is delayed; and that the title and description of NPRR293 should be revised.  Mr. Anderson reviewed priority designations.

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR293 as amended by the 11/17/10 Luminant Energy comments and as revised by PRS; to assign NPRR293 a priority of High; and to forward NPRR293 to TAC.  Mr. Brod seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Other Business

Ms. Walker asked why terms such as “CEO determination” continue to be used, as it presumed that nothing further will be deemed needed for Nodal Go-live.  Ms. Hobbs reminded Market Participants that the Zonal Protocols remain in effect and call for the determination; that the Nodal Protocols will become effective on December 1, 2010; and that the Nodal Protocols lack such requirement. 

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting at 12:30 p.m.

APPROVED
Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Thursday, December 16, 2010 – 9:30am

Attendance

Members:

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Burke, Tom
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Torrent, Gary
	OPUC
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	


Guests:

	Bevill, Jennifer
	AEP
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Daniel, Jim
	Tex-La Electric Cooperative
	

	Frederick, Jennifer
	Direct Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Hampton, Brenda
	Luminant
	

	Jaussaud, Danielle
	PUCT
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Nease, Nelson
	Tex-La Electric Cooperative
	

	Patrick, Kyle
	Reliant
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Siddiqi, Shams
	LCRA
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Stewart, Roger
	LCRA
	

	Varnell, John
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	DME
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Blackmer, Kelly
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Tindall, Sandra
	
	


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) 

November 18, 2010

Brittney Albracht reviewed two typographical corrections to the draft November 18, 2010 PRS meeting minutes. 

Henry Durrwachter moved to approve the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting minutes as amended.  Tom Burke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Urgency Votes (see Key Documents)

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 302, Correct Fuel Type Language for Mitigated Offer Cap – URGENT

Ms. Morris reported that NPRR302 had been granted Urgent status and would be considered later in the agenda.
Other Binding Document Revision Request (OBDRR) 001, Texas SET Implementation Guides Revision Process

Ms. Morris reported that OBDRR001 failed to gain Urgent status via an e-mail vote.  Jennifer Frederick noted that OBDRR001 creates a new section to include a change control process in the Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (Texas SET) Implementation Guides.  It was noted that this was a formality to document the current change control process for the Texas SET Implementation Guides.   Kyle Patrick requested that OBDRR001 be granted Urgent status, as items affected by OBDRR001 are in process and could be addressed by RMS rather being sent through PRS, TAC and the ERCOT Board.   

Eric Goff moved to waive notice for OBDRR001.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Goff moved to grant OBDRR001 Urgent status.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of OBDRR001 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and ERCOT Board of Directors (ERCOT Board) Reports (see Key Documents)
Ms. Morris noted some confusion among ERCOT Board members as to the way comments are shown in NPRRs, and suggested that review be given to the way edits are incorporated into the language.  Kristi Hobbs reported that there had been some discussion with ERCOT Board members; noted that consideration will be given to how revision request language is presented for their review, and welcomed Market Participant input.  Ms. Hobbs added that many ERCOT Board members read material printed in black and white, and might only need tips as to how to best view edits.  Ms. Hobbs noted that ERCOT Board members are seeking to understand the history of an item, and to fully understand why any particular revision request is needed, and encouraged Market Participants to provide robust descriptions and reasons for the revision.  

Market Participants discussed that cost and benefit sections for an NPRR should also be thoroughly completed and whether consideration might be given to consolidating all comments into one author for the TAC Report to the Board, for ease of review.  Marguerite Wagner questioned whether combining comments would be beneficial, and opined that the ability to view authorship provides transparency to the process.

Project Update and Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson provided a Business Integration update and highlighted the ERCOT Board-accelerated spend on hardware to populate the Bastrop Control Room and the additional Data Center in Taylor.  Mr. Anderson noted that prioritization of NPRRs in the Nodal parking deck is underway and noted the enhanced process for all projects to include a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), as was conducted in the past.  Mr. Anderson reported that ERCOT Staff will be conducting calls with the market seeking input on project costs and benefits, and noted that the ERCOT Board will be intensely focused on the benefits of projected spending efforts.  Walter Reid asked if there is any potential for items in the Nodal parking deck to be completed prior to stabilization and 2012.  

Mr. Anderson offered that there is a potential for Nodal parking deck items to be completed before 2012 or as part of the stabilization effort; that the prioritization effort, though enhanced, is formed around the process familiar to Market Participants; and that he would be open to reinstating the CBA review board to reach out to Entities impacted by various items.  Mr. Anderson reiterated that ERCOT Staff is looking to execute on projects in a manner that poses the least system disruption while offering maximum benefits, even if that means dividing NPRRs into different projects.  

DeAnn Walker urged that all items in the Nodal parking deck be treated equally.  Ms. Wagner opined that dividing items into different projects has merit, but expressed concern for unintended consequences.  Mr. Greer added that ERCOT Staff and Market Participants should be mindful that some items are the result of compromise.  John Varnell stated that reliability projects should be granted higher priorities.  

Ms. Walker asked for an update regarding defects.  Mr. Anderson noted that he has been in internal discussions regarding the master list of defects; which information is suitable for publishing; and that a description field that is meaningful to most viewers will be included as a tab in the document used for prioritization.  Mr. Anderson added that the deferred defect process is largely being addressed as an internal activity, but that he welcomes input from Market Participants.  

Review Recommendation Reports, Impact Analyses and CBAs (see Key Documents)

NPRR275, Clarify QSE’s Ability to Make Changes to Ancillary Service Resource Responsibility In Real Time 
Mr. Greer moved to endorse and forward the 11/18/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR275 to TAC with a proposed effective date of March 1, 2011.  Jennifer Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Consumer and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments.

NPRR291, Reduce the Comment Period for NPRRs and SCRs

Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 11/18/10 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR291 to TAC.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR292, Add Key Provisions of RPG Charter to Protocols

Ms. Walker moved to endorse and forward the 11/18/10 PRS report and Impact Analysis for NPRR292 to TAC.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Goff suggested that TAC consider amending the Regional Planning Group (RPG) Charter concurrent to the approval of NPRR292 to avoid maintaining duplicative language.  Mr. Greer stated his understanding that other documents would be retired as language became effective in the Nodal Protocols and Planning Guides.  Ms. Hobbs reminded Market Participants that revisions to the RPG Charter must be approved by the ERCOT Board, but offered to review the process for efficiencies; Mr. Greer suggested that a bulletin be issued to the market indicating the dates documents or sections of documents would no longer be effective.

Review of NPRR Language (see Key Documents)

NPRR264, Clarification of Nodal Protocol Requirements for Generators With Multiple Points of Interconnection

Ms. Morris noted that ERCOT Staff continues to develop proposed revisions to NPRR264.

Mr. Burke moved to table NPRR264 for one month.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR283, Clarification of PCRR Allocation Eligibility

Mr. Goff noted that much of the discussion of NPRR283 at the December 15, 2010 Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) meeting related to the views of the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) and ERCOT on the duration of Pre-Assigned Congestion Revenue Rights (PCRRs), and that consideration was given to advancing NPRR283 while taking up the broader issues in another forum.

Mr. Goff moved to recommend approval of NPRR283 as amended by the 12/15/10 WMS comments.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer, Independent Power Marketer (IPM), and IOU Market Segments.

NPRR287, Real-Time Market Price Delivery Consistency 

Mr. Goff noted that, as any Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) may acquire an Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP) link with ERCOT, or now receive prices via the Market Information System (MIS) at approximately the same speed as ICCP, NPRR287 is no longer necessary.  Mr. Goff added that if the current solution later proves to be insufficient, a new NPRR may be filed at that time.

Mr. Burke moved to reject NPRR287.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR289, Clarify Use of Raise/Lower Block Status Telemetry

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR289 as amended by the 12/15/10 WMS comments.  Ms. J. Bevill seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR290, ERCOT Publication of DAM PSS/E Files 

Ms. Morris noted that ERCOT is continuing to provide information on a limited basis.  Ms. Hobbs added that analysis continues and information regarding options discovered to-date is forthcoming.  

Mr. Durrwachter moved to table NPRR290 for one month.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Mr. Goff questioned the necessity of NPRR290 at this time, and whether ERCOT resources are best used on the effort.  Ms. Stephenson requested that ERCOT options be given review, and noted that the file gives insight as to how Outages affect the Day-Ahead Market (DAM).  The motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Hobbs previewed an e-mail that would shortly be distributed to the PRS listserve:
Due to nodal go-live, ERCOT delayed starting the analysis for NPRR290 until this week, specifically to begin understanding the market challenges with Common Information Model (CIM) postings, investigating implementation options outside of CIM, and cost impacts of NPRR290 alternatives.  There are no formal comment or cost estimates to be shared at this time, but the following information is offered on the PRS-described options.  ERCOT will continue its work on this issue in terms of impacts and formal comments for January.  It is also of note that ERCOT has already agreed to continue manual postings reflective of the model-load schedule on a best-effort basis through January 2011.

Option 1. Withdraw NPRR and focus efforts on market consumption of CIM posting of model

· Protocols-No change to protocols

· Continue interim manual posting process of ERCOT staff of PSS/e file from ABB/Market Management System (MMS) long enough for Market Participants and vendors to establish tools to convert CIM to Power System Simulation for Engineering (PSS/e) files.
· Benefit of no additional ERCOT project costs, model available to market prior to DAM, preserves concept of consistent model posting (rather than post-MMS processed model).

· ERCOT consideration of WebEx to host training of CIM model and support Q&A.

· No project cost

Option 2. Weekly Siemens PSS/e file

· Protocols-Change NPRR290 to focus on Nodal Protocols Section 3, Management Activities for the ERCOT System, to reflect posting operations model in CIM and PSSe formats with each model load 

· Benefit of leveraging existing Siemens software platform to create PSSe model, would be consistent model, and information available prior to DAM

· Project costs likely smaller since using existing platform

Option 3. PSS/e model file and PSS/e compliant Outage data 

· Protocols- Change NPRR290 to reflect posting before DAM of full model PSSe file and daily PSSe/e compliant Outage files

· Option 3a- Daily PSS/e model file inclusive of outages 

· Option 3b- Weekly PSS/e model file and daily outages in incremental PSS/e compliant file

· Same benefit of leveraging existing Siemens software platform, consistent model, and model available prior to DAM

· Project costs of Option 2 costs plus development cost of outage functionality

Option 4. ABB Daily PSS/e file

· Protocols – Original NPRR290

· Benefit- Framework used in market trials and being supported manually by ERCOT Staff on weekly basis to export model from MMS after each DAM, with NPRR increasing frequency and adding data elements to have posted daily.

· PSS/e file would always be after DAM

· PSS/e would not be 100 percent consistent with CIM file due to some MMS naming conventions

· Project cost for ABB to enhance and support model export functionality

Ms. Morris noted that there would be further discussion of the issue at the January 20, 2011 PRS meeting.

NPRR294, Texas SET 4.0 Including: Acquisition and Transfer of Customers From One REP to Another; Meter Tampering Transactional Solution

Jennifer Frederick requested that NPRR294 remain tabled.  Ms. Morris noted that NPRR294 would automatically return on the January 20, 2010 PRS agenda.

NPRR296, Remove Posting Requirement for the Annual Planning Model for the CRR Auction

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR296 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR297, Add Administrative NPRR Process to Nodal Protocols

Mr. Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR297 as submitted.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Ms. Hobbs clarified that NPRR297 will allow ERCOT Staff to make revisions such as correcting acronyms, references, and typographical errors through administrative NPRRs, but would not necessarily end EROCT Staff offering comments to NPRRs in the process to make administrative revisions. Mr. Greer added that grammatical changes are specifically excluded from Administrative NPRRs, but that Administrative NPRRs offer another avenue for non-substantive revisions.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR298, New Definitions Related to Black Start

Adrianne Brandt expressed concern that the term North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) “policy” is vague and might introduce confusion, and suggested that NERC “Reliability Standards” be substituted.  Mr. Reid questioned the necessity of the Nodal Protocols expressly stating that Market Participants are required to comply with the Operating Guides.  Market Participants discussed whether “NERC Reliability Standards” should be defined in the ERCOT Nodal Protocols.  

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR298 for one month.  Mr. Burke seconded the motion.  Mr. Detelich asked if the intent is to ensure compliance with all NERC Reliability Standards before bids are awarded.  Kelly Blackmer noted that the primary focus of NPRR298 was to include definitions for the terms “Blackout” and “Partial Blackout.”  Ms. Morris encouraged the Operations Working Group (OWG) to review NPRR298 again.  The motion carried unanimously.
NPRR299, Remove Requirement for ERCOT Board Approval of PUCT, IMM, and FERC Required Reports

Mr. Greer moved to table NPRR299.  Ms. Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NPRR302, Correct Fuel Type Language for Mitigated Offer Cap – URGENT

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NPRR302 as submitted.  Dan Bailey seconded the motion.  Ms. Jackson expressed concerns that NPRR302 now contains an inappropriate level-set, and that the item was originally submitted only to adjust language for fuel type.  Market Participants discussed heat rates for various fuel types; and that NPRR302 will prevent the Mitigated Offer Cap from being set based on Fuel Oil Price (FOP) for units that do not use fuel oil.  Concern was expressed that if Fuel Index Price (FIP) increases to a level higher than FOP, the Mitigated Offer Cap for oil-burning units should not be based on FIP.  Mr. Goff opined that resolving this issue for fuel oil burning units would result in significantly greater impacts to ERCOT than the solution proposed in NPRR302.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.
Other Business

Mr. Greer asked about the progress of System Change Request (SCR) 760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models.  Ms. Walker noted that the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) need some time to quantify the costs of not implementing SCR760, as well as time to assess information that continues to come in, and to develop a list of benefits derived from SCR760, and that it will be requested that TAC table SCR760 again.   

Ms. Walker added that work continues on the item and with Planning go-live; that the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) discussed three options, among them ERCOT’s preference to use the Planning cases coming out of the Topology Processor with TSPs making corrections; that SSWG prefer to use output from Model on Demand without the Topology Processes output; and that two options will be presented for consideration at the January 13, 2011 ROS meeting.  Ms. Walker noted that the issue might take as long as two years to resolve.  Mr. Greer expressed concern for what plan might be in place for April 1, 2011.

Ms. Morris and Ms. Wagner thanked PRS representatives, Market Participants, and ERCOT Staff for their efforts during 2010.

Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the December 16, 2010 PRS meeting at 11:20 a.m.
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