DRAFT
Special Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) Meeting

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

Monday, January 9, 2012 – 9:30am
Attendance
Members:

	Bailey, Dan
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Brod, Bill
	AES
	

	Burke, Tom
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	De Almeida, Joe
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	Alt. Rep. for T. Payton

	Detelich, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Lee, Jim
	Direct Energy
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	Via Teleconference

	Varnell, John
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	Edison Mission
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Residential Consumer
	


Guests:

	Anklam, Robert
	Cargill
	Via Teleconference

	Bevill, Rob
	GMEC
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Claiborn-Pinto, Shawnee
	PUCT
	

	Clemenhagen, Barbara
	Topaz Power
	Via Teleconference

	Cochran, Seth
	DC Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Coleman, Katie
	TIEC
	

	Frazier, Amanda
	Luminant
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPR-GDF Suez NA
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	Via Teleconference

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	Via Teleconference

	Juricek, Michael
	Oncor
	Via Teleconference

	Kimbrough, Mandy
	Luminant
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	CES
	

	Lange, Clif
	STEC
	

	Looney, Sherry
	Luminant
	Via Teleconference

	McMurray, Mark
	Direct Energy
	Via Teleconference

	McPhee, Eileen
	City of Eastland
	

	Oldham, Phillip
	TIEC
	

	Perry, Kim
	STEC
	Via Teleconference

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG
	

	Priestley, Vanus
	Macquarie
	Via Teleconference

	Reed, Cyrus
	Sierra Club
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	Via Teleconference

	Sandidge, Clint
	Noble Energy Solutions
	Via Teleconference

	Trayers, Barry
	Citi
	Via Teleconference

	Watson, Markham
	Platts
	Via Teleconference

	Wester, John
	Austin Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Whittle, Brandon
	
	Via Teleconference

	Whitworth, Doug
	PUCT
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Bigbee, Nathan
	
	Via Teleconference

	Boren, Ann
	
	

	Coon, Patrick
	
	Via Teleconference

	Deller, Art
	
	Via Teleconference

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Gonzalez, Ino
	
	Via Teleconference

	Hobbs, Kristi
	
	

	Magness, Bill
	
	

	Roark, Dottie
	
	Via Teleconference

	Shaw, Pamela
	
	Via Teleconference

	Thompson, Chad
	
	Via Teleconference

	Tucker, Carrie
	
	Via Teleconference


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.
Ann Boren called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m.; noted that 2012 PRS leadership would be elected at the regularly scheduled January 19, 2012 PRS meeting; and requested a volunteer to serve as chair pro tem.  Market Participants requested that Ms. Boren chair the meeting; there were no objections.
Antitrust Admonition
Ms. Boren directed attention to the Antitrust Admonition, which was displayed.  A copy of the Antitrust Guidelines was available for review.  
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 421, Clarification of RMR Notifications (see Key Documents)
Marguerite Wagner reminded Market Participants that NPRR421 language was recommended for approval, as amended by the 11/9/11 Luminant Energy Company LLC comments and as revised by PRS, at the November 17, 2011 PRS meeting; that she had since met with ERCOT Staff to discuss their concerns with the language; and encouraged Market Participants to advance NPRR421 for the sake of transparency into the Reliability Must-Run (RMR) decision-making process.  Ms. Wagner requested that ERCOT submit its proposed revisions in the form of comments for Market Participants to review prior to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) consideration of NPRR421.
ERCOT Staff reviewed its proposed revisions to eliminate or refine notice requirements; to extend the time required for the development of the RMR study cases; and to state that a Resource Entity may rescind a Notification of Suspension of Operations at any time before the first day on which operations would have been suspended.  ERCOT Staff noted that language regarding rescission of Notification of Suspension of Operations is offered as a way to clarify notice issues in the RMR process, but that NPRR421 did not originally include such language; and that the proposed language is an effort to address an issue raised at the January 5, 2012 TAC meeting.   
Clayton Greer opined that the proposed language regarding rescission is problematic and expressed concern that a lack of limitation on the right to rescind the Notice of Suspension of Operations might lend unmitigated market power to a unit.  Market Participants discussed whether a lack of limitations would render the officer-signed Notice affidavit useless; that Generation Resources might rescind “mothball” status in an effort to gain an RMR contract; and that while the rescission related to Luminant Monticello Units 1 and 2 was justifiable and undertaken as the result of actions by a regulatory body, the situation as a whole rather than that specific instance should be considered.  Some Market Participants did not object to Entities rescinding notice before the date operations were to be suspended, and that rescissions received by ERCOT should be forwarded to the market, but observed that the question might better be considered in a separate NPRR.
In review of the Impact Analysis, ERCOT Staff noted that the Impact Analysis reflects increased staffing needs due to the added notice requirements and other work that would be required pursuant to NPRR421.  It was discussed that the analysis required in NPRR421 adds to the current workload where there is already a staffing need; that it is unknown how often the analysis will need to be performed; that ERCOT reviewed processes for ways to reduce the impact; and that the notice provided to the market is not a template form but contains specific data written by a Subject Matter Expert.  Market Participants debated whether to adopt the draft ERCOT comments or to request ERCOT Staff to file comments in time for the February 2, 2012 TAC meeting. 
Ms. Wagner moved to endorse and forward the 11/17/11 PRS Report and Impact Analysis for NPRR421 to TAC.  Bob Wittmeyer seconded the motion.  It was discussed that a priority and rank was not required as NPRR421 carries only a staffing impact.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the Consumer and Municipal (2) Market Segments.

NPRR432, Deployment of Resources to Alleviate Imminent Emergency Conditions (see Key Documents)
ERCOT Staff reviewed the 1/6/12 ERCOT comments to NPRR432; highlighted language regarding notices; noted that an Entity cannot be compelled to enter into the contract; and reiterated that ERCOT seeks to minimize this type of procurement and deployment.  ERCOT Staff noted that it was not prepared to include language pertaining to the clawback of capital expenditures without further discussion of the concept, which it invited.  Market Participants requested clarification as to the conditions under which ERCOT may make a procurement as described in NPRR432.  Randy Jones noted that Entities need to understand when to anticipate other Resources coming On-Line; expressed concern for impacts to trading; and opined that discussions held in previous years relating to RMR still pertain to outside-the-market acquisitions.  Mr. R. Jones added that units contemplated in NPRR432 are RMR units, and that Protocol language already exists for RMR units.

ERCOT Staff noted that debates regarding triggering conditions were held internally and at the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) and that while all parties desire as much certainty as possible, it is inherently difficult to predict what emergency condition or combination of conditions would precipitate extraordinary action, and that an event might pass before the imminence of the threat arises; but that once ERCOT believes a condition exists, it must justify the procurement.  ERCOT Staff added that actions might be undertaken with Resources that do not necessarily fit the RMR construct; that ERCOT will be in communication with the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT); and that ERCOT requests flexibility in responding to situations as they arise.  Bob Helton opined that NPRR432 should be restricted to Mothballed Generation Resources and engaged in only dire circumstances.  
Market Participants discussed use of a clawback of capital expenditures should a Resource decide to participate in the energy or Ancillary Service markets at the conclusion of its contract period; that lack of a clawback might provide perverse incentive for units to not perform maintenance and remain out of the market; and the possible procurement timeline after ERCOT identifies an imminent condition and announces its intent to pursue a contract.  Ms. Wagner expressed concern for lack of a definition regarding what constitutes an “imminent” emergency condition; ERCOT Staff noted that Emergency Condition is a defined term, and that while it is sympathetic to the desire for a triggering condition, “imminent” is a judgment call; is very difficult to define; and will often be different in each situation.  Ms. Wagner offered that the issue seems to be more one of Resource adequacy and suggested that parameters be added regarding timeframes to address potential seasonal needs.
Market Participants discussed whether discussions regarding the procurement of Resources contemplated in NPRR432 would be held in public ERCOT Board meetings or in closed Executive Sessions; that Resources, while not compelled to enter the contract, will likely try to answer a call from ERCOT for capacity, and so clawbacks should be given careful consideration so as not to harm Resources that did not intend and budget to participate in the market; and the various forms that a clawback might take, as well as payment timelines.   Market Participants requested that as much discussion as possible be held in public forums, and that the discussion forum be codified to the extent possible; and that clarity be given to contract durations, so that such procurements do not become an alternative to regular RMR contracts.
Market Participants also discussed that review should be given to current Demand response and Load Resource products to ensure that all possible MWs are being engaged; how Resources procured per NPRR432 would be settled; whether the construct of NPRR432 makes ERCOT a competitor in creating Generation by eliminating risk factors for procured Resources; and whether NPRR432 should or should not be limited to Mothballed Generation Resources.  Market Participants proposed language revisions.
Henry Durrwachter moved to recommend approval of NPRR432 as amended by the 1/6/12 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS and to direct that NPRR432 return to the 1/19/12 PRS meeting for consideration.  David Detelich seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed proposed language revisions and requested that additional comments be provided in time for the January 19, 2012 PRS meeting.
Mr. Durrwachter moved to call for the question.  John Varnell seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

The motion to recommend approval of NPRR432 as amended by the 1/6/12 ERCOT comments and as revised by PRS and to direct that NPRR432 return to the January 19, 2012 PRS meeting for consideration carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment and two abstentions from the Independent Generator and Municipal Market Segments.

Adjournment

Ms. Boren adjourned the January 9, 2012 Special PRS meeting at 2:34 p.m.
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