DRAFT
Special Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Tuesday, November 29, 2011 – 9:30am
Attendance
Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Bevill, Rob
	Green Mountain Energy Company
	

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Burke, Tom
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Morris, Sandy
	LCRA
	

	Payton, Tom
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Varnell, John
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Edison Mission
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Residential Consumer
	


Guests:

	Blackburn, Don
	Luminant
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Carter, Kevin
	Duke Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Cochran, Seth
	DC Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Hastings, David
	SESCO
	

	Huerta, Miguel
	Chaparral Steel Midlothian
	

	Jackson, Tom
	Austin Energy
	

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Juricek, Michael
	Oncor
	Via Teleconference

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Custom Energy Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Moorty, Sai
	
	

	Nease, Nelson
	Nucor Steel TX
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG
	

	Power, David
	Public Citizen
	

	Priestley, Vanus
	Macquarie
	Via Teleconference

	Thomas, Meena
	PUCT
	Via Teleconference

	Trefny, Floyd
	CMC Steel Texas
	

	Watson, Markham
	Platts
	Via Teleconference

	Whittle, Brandon
	
	Via Teleconference

	Whitworth, Doug
	PUCT
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Ashbaugh, Jackie
	
	

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Day, Betty
	
	Via Teleconference

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	Via Teleconference

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Lavas, Jamie
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Peljto, Haso
	
	Via Teleconference

	Sills, Alex
	
	

	Spangler, Bob
	
	

	Tucker, Carrie
	
	Via Teleconference


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
PRS Chair Sandy Morris called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m. 
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Morris directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  
NPRR327, State Estimator Data Redaction Methodology (see Key Documents)
Alex Sills noted that the 11/23/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments were made upon clarifying language submitted in the 11/22/11 ERCOT comments, and that ERCOT Staff believes the 11/23/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments to be appropriate.  Market Participants reviewed the 11/23/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments; Troy Anderson presented a revised Impact Analysis.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to endorse the 11/17/11 PRS Report as amended by the 11/23/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments and revised Impact Analysis for NPRR327, and to recommend a priority of 2012 and rank of 480.  Mr. Cochran seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.  

Ms. Morris noted that a revised Business Case had not been submitted for NPRR327.  Ann Boren noted that the revised Business Case for NPRR327 could be considered at the December 15, 2011 PRS meeting.  Market Participants discussed that the motion was in order and did not require reconsideration.
NPRR351, SCED Look-Ahead Step 1:  Pricing: Calculate Non-Binding Prices and Basepoints for Initial Research into Look-Ahead SCED and allow Consumers to have a Forward Price Projection (formerly “Calculate and Post Projected Non-Binding LMPs for the Next 15 Minutes”) (see Key Documents)
Eric Goff reviewed discussion held at the November 28, 2011 Special WMS meeting regarding Look-Ahead Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) and noted that there are two approaches to the project; one proposed by ERCOT Staff that will develop infrastructure to pull, store, and study additional data, and will require the development of an algorithm, and the other proposed by the Independent Market Monitor (IMM) that would make use of the infrastructure, but would not use the ERCOT developed algorithm.  
ERCOT Staff noted that when NPRR351 was originally submitted, the Impact Analysis was developed based on simply adding functionality to SCED to derive a set of 15-minute forward prices, at a cost of $250,000; that no additional infrastructure would be required; and that no monitoring over weekends or Non-Business Hours was provided.  ERCOT Staff clarified that such a proposal, Option 1, is a standalone cost and a development exercise; and that a second proposal, Option 2, with a first and second phase, provides a path to a long-term market solution.

Market Participants discussed the difference in projected costs associated with Options 1 and 2.  It was noted that Option 1 is projected to be less expensive to implement than Option 2 but Option 1 would not be directly applicable to the Look-Ahead SCED project.  Floyd Trefny offered that the language proposed in the 10/11/11 ERCOT comments to NPRR351 is suitable to that proposed in the original NPRR irrespective of whether ERCOT implements NPRR351 with Option 1 or Option 2.  Dan Bailey expressed concern that endorsing Option 2 might indicate endorsement of the full Look-Ahead SCED project.  
Mr. Bailey moved to recommend approval of NPRR351 as amended by the 10/11/11 ERCOT comments and to endorse implementation Option 1.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  IMM Staff asked if any portion of Option 1 might be leveraged for any form of Look-Ahead SCED.  ERCOT Staff reiterated that Option 1 is not extendable to any form of Look-Ahead SCED; that a separate application would have to be built; that should Option 2 be implemented and the IMM approach to Look-Ahead SCED be selected, it would likely not be available for Summer 2012.  
IMM Staff observed that only the ERCOT approach for Option 2 would allow phase 1 of Look-Ahead SCED to be available for Summer 2012, and that after such an investment, the approach would have to be implemented and then deemed undesirable before any change would be made.   ERCOT Staff reiterated that if Option 2 is approved, it will only set the parameters for phase 1 of the Look-Ahead SCED project, and that modifications could be made to the overall Look-Ahead SCED approach, such as those proposed by the IMM.  
Bob Wittmeyer moved to amend the motion to recommend approval of NPRR351 as amended by the 10/11/11 ERCOT comments and to endorse implementation Option 2.  Market Participants discussed whether NPRR351 might be recommended for approval without giving tacit approval of a Look-Ahead SCED project; that it is unknown at this time how much of the ERCOT approach to Option 2 might be salvaged should the IMM approach to Option 2 be eventually selected; that Look-Ahead SCED, in some form, is likely in the ERCOT market’s future and that Option 2 allows for the development of the necessary infrastructure.  Clayton Greer opined that NPRR351 is fundamentally flawed, and that neither Option 1 nor Option 2 should be implemented at this time.  Marguerite Wagner expressed concern that stakeholders are being asked to approve market design changes without fully understanding the implications.  Tom Payton opined that additional Loads will not respond under Option 1, but only that those Loads already responding will respond more frequently; and that Option 2 provides information one hour in advance and might attract Loads that cannot move quickly, and as such provides a better opportunity than Option 1 for additional Load participation.
Market Participants discussed the importance of implementing NPRR351 by Summer 2012; debated whether it would positively impact peaks with more passive Load Response; and how such considerations affect when a final decision on NPRR351 must be made.  Mr. Greer opined that NPRR351 would only assist on days when high prices are not expected, and as such is needed in April or May, not Summer 2012.  ERCOT Staff and IMM Staff encouraged stakeholders to move NPRR351 forward so that ERCOT can begin the implementation phase.  Rob Bevill seconded the motion to amend the motion.
Market Participants debated whether Loads would respond to pricing information, and to what extent.  ERCOT Staff offered that it seeks to do everything possible to encourage passive Load response of any degree.  Seth Cochran opined that ERCOT provides power watches and warnings on high-Demand days sufficient to stimulate Load response; Mr. Trefny countered that second-and third-tier would-be responders do not necessarily closely monitor such notices, but that prices are the universal signal as to the seriousness of a situation.  David Power offered that his organization has spoken to a number of Entities that would like to participate in Demand response but will not build a system around a peak event, rather they require information and infrastructure to make the case for the capital investment.    Mr. Power added that Option 2 allows such Entities the other opportunities to participate and also be available at peak times.  
Mr. Bailey moved to call for the question on the motion to amend.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the Municipal Market Segment.

The motion to amend the motion in order to recommend approval of NPRR351 as amended by the 10/11/11 ERCOT comments and to endorse implementation Option 2 carried with two objections from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) and Municipal Market Segments, and three abstentions from the Independent Generator, IREP, and Investor Owned Utility Market Segment (IOU) Market Segments. 

Mr. Bailey observed that $500,000 was allocated in the 2012 draft budget because the ERCOT Board saw merit in Look-Ahead SCED; that the IMM is supportive of Look-Ahead SCED in some form; and that Public Utility Commissioner of Texas (PUCT) Commissioner Kenneth Anderson has indicated interest in forward pricing.  ERCOT Staff added that PRS and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) had advanced the draft budget that included the allocation, and that the project would be funded out of the ERCOT Administrative Fee.
The amended motion to recommend approval of NPRR351 as amended by the 10/11/11 ERCOT comments and to endorse implementation Option 2 carried via roll call vote with three objections from the Independent Generator and IPM (2) Market Segments and two abstentions from the IPM and IOU Market Segments.  
Market Participants discussed whether NPRR351 should be granted Urgent status.  Tom Burke asked if ERCOT needed a specific approval date; ERCOT Staff offered that the sooner language is advanced the better, should there be any appeals filed, and due to the resource investment required.
Mr. Burke moved to grant NPRR351 Urgent status.  Mr. Bailey seconded them motion.  The motion to grant Urgent status carried via roll call vote with seven objections from the Consumer, Independent Generator (2), IPM (3) and IOU Market Segments and two abstentions from the Consumer and IOU Market Segments.  
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to recommend a priority of 2012 and rank of 100, to forward NPRR351 to TAC, and to endorse the Business Case as set forth in the 9/20/11 Trefny-Crockett comments.  Mr. Burke seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two objections from the Consumer and IPM Market Segments and five abstentions from the Independent Generator (2), IPM and IOU (2) Market Segments.  

Other Business

NPRR421, Clarification of RMR Notifications

Ms. Morris reported Ms. Wagner’s request to consider NPRR421 and noted that to do so would require that PRS vote to waive notice.  Ms. Wagner noted that she worked with ERCOT Staff to develop comments and expressed disappointment that the comments were still in review as ERCOT had not resolved their concerns with proposed language.  Ms. Wagner opined that the forthcoming comments offer language improvement and the Impact Analysis should be developed on that improved language.  Ms. Wagner added that she considered NPRR421due to mothballing issues, and suggested that NPRR421 be considered for Urgent status at the December 15, 2011 PRS meeting; Ms. Boren noted that NPRR421 is already on that PRS agenda.
Adjournment

Ms. Morris adjourned the November 29, 2011 Special PRS meeting at 11:55 a.m.
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