ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

10/07/05 Minutes


Attendance:

	Name 
	Representing

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT via phone

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL

	Mark
	Dreyfus
	Austin Energy

	Henry
	Durrwachter
	TXU

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Kevin
	Gresham
	Reliant

	Richard
	Gruber
	ERCOT

	Kristi
	Hobbs
	ERCOT

	Hal
	Hughes
	DME

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Randy
	Jones
	Calpine

	Robert
	Kelly
	BEPC

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Debbie
	McKeever 
	TXU Delivery

	Manny
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Tom
	Payton
	RRI

	Tommy
	Weathersbee
	ERCOT

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT


1.  Anti-Trust Admonition

The Anti-Trust Admonition was displayed for the members.  Kevin Gresham read the Admonition and reminded the members that paper copies are available.

2.  TAC and Board Reports
Mr. Gresham reported on TAC and the Board’s continued interest in the manner in which priority rankings are assigned and the development of the Project Priority List.  Mr. Gresham reported that TAC expects PRS to develop criteria against which to judge new PRRs that takes in to consideration the transition to a Nodal market design.  Mr. Gresham expressed the hope that PRS be able to present a work product at the next TAC meeting.
3.  Criteria for Review of PRRs Relative to Nodal Market Design and Transition Period
Clayton Greer stated that there should be process to change the Nodal protocols.  Randy Jones countered that there should be a moratorium on any changes to the Nodal protocols.  Brad Belk argued that the Market must have the ability to fill in gaps or address mechanical problems as they emerge.  Mr. Gresham explained that the Transition Project Task Force (TPTF) under TAC has the charge to guide the Nodal transition, including addressing any mechanical problems or gaps in the protocols.  Hal Hughes agreed with Mr. Gresham that future PRRs should not come from individuals, but should be developed by this taskforce.
The group moved its focus on the treatment and prioritization of PRRs during the transition period between now and 2009.  Mr. Hughes proposed a modified Delphi technique by which to evaluate the merits of PRRs.  Based on this technique, the group developed the following criteria in order of weight:
1.
Projects required by Statute, PUCT order, NERC compliance, or critical reliability of grid operations, IT infrastructure, or commercial settlement

2.
Project with a high "value" to all market segments

3.
Project with a high "value" to one or two segments, or ERCOT

4.
Projects with a medium "value" for all segments

5.
Projects with a medium "value" for only one segment or ERCOT

“Value" would be determined by the Cost benefit Analysis (CBA), longevity (e.g. modification is long term or short term, and/or extend to Nodal market), and qualitative considerations such as:

· Potential to conflict with ERCOT resources devoted to other projects

· Subcategory (IT infrastructure, grid operations, commercial settlement) and level of criticality (critical/high/medium/low) for reliability projects 

· Straw vote information on priority

· Direct benefit to Customers

· Impact on existing approved and prioritized projects

· Risk exposure as defined by risk management program

Participants noted that a proposal could have a high CBA score but may receive a low priority ranking (i.e. PRR567) because the cost will affect available resources and viability of other projects.  Therefore the priority form should be dynamic to reflect changing circumstances.  Participants requested that ERCOT create a box on the Impact Analysis form to indicate whether a proposed project will place other (approved) projects at risk.  Participants discussed that documentation should reflect whether a project with high benefit potential was not implemented because it was not affordable under the current fee.  
As an alternative, participants also discussed the possibility of a mechanism to allow for participant funding.  Participants agreed the concept had merit but needed further exploration and should be discussed at a separate meeting.  Finally, participants stressed that ERCOT must better present the necessity of its projects.
Henry Durrwachter inquired as to how these criteria can be converted in to a numeric score.  Mark Dreyfus responded that it would not be purely objective; it is more like utility rate making in that it is both art and science.
4.  Review Project Priority List
Mr. Belk questioned whether the Project Priority List (PPL) will become a fixed list, or whether the list may change as priorities shift.  Mr. Hughes and Kenan Ögleman stressed that there should sufficient flexibility to allow new proposals with greater value to move forward.  Participants agreed that this is necessary, but may create market uncertainty.  
5. Other Business
None
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