ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

10/27/05 Minutes


Attendance:

	Name 
	Representing

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT via phone

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL

	David
	Detullio
	Air Liquide

	Mark
	Dreyfus
	Austin Energy

	Jim
	Galvin
	Tenaska

	Jeff
	Gilbertson
	ERCOT

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Kevin
	Gresham
	Reliant

	Larry
	Gurley (phone)
	Tenaska

	Hal
	Hughes
	DME

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Don
	Jones
	TIEC

	Randy
	Jones (phone)
	Calpine

	Robert
	Kelly
	BEPC

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness (phone)
	ERCOT

	Sonja
	Mingo
	ERCOT

	Manny
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Kenan
	Ögelman
	OPC

	Philip
	Oldham
	TIEC

	Mark
	Patterson (phone)
	ERCOT

	Randa
	Stephenson
	TXU

	Walt
	Shumate
	Shumate & Associates

	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.  Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date
Troy Anderson presented the new Project Priority List (PPL) and reported that ERCOT has cancelled some ERCOT projects because they were either out of date or redundant.  A couple of projects were accelerated to ease the burden in 2006.  Specifically, Mr. Anderson reported that the projects to implement PRR569, Revision to Balancing Energy Payments from a Specific Resource and PRR548, Settlement for Mismatched Inter-QSE Energy Schedules have been initiated with expected delivery dates of December, 2005, and February, 2006.  Mr. Anderson explained that the PPL is available on the ERCOT website and that the new website will be more interactive.  The PPL may be accessed at:

http://www.ercot.com/Participants/SystemChangeProgram. 
3.  Review of CBAs for PRRs Previously Recommended for Approval by PRS and TAC
PRR 601 – 15-Minute Ramping for BES and Base Power Schedule (Remanded by TAC on 10/6/05)
Mr. Anderson presented the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and explained that he incorporated comments from Larry Gurley.  The CBA shows a reduction of MCPE, but otherwise the benefits are intangible.  Philip Oldham stated that it may be difficult to quantify the benefits, but the CBA should at least provide a range or estimate.  Manny Muñoz observed that this PRR would reduce cost of regulation service.  Randa Stevenson added that the PRR will also have positive impact on the Schedule Control Error (SCE).  Mark Bruce responded that there should be a way to quantify positive impact on SCE and resulting reduction on the need for Regulation Service.  Mr. Muñoz stated that the impact of a single PRR may be part of a larger package of benefits.  In this case, PRR601 implements Potomac recommendation No. 9.  The Potomac recommendations are tied together.  Larry Gurley maintained that the impact of this PRR on the balancing market results in a zero net benefit.  Hal Hughes questioned how much staff and/or market time should be spent researching and quantifying the benefits of this PRR.  Mr. Oldham reiterated the need for more detail on the benefits, even if they are intangible or non-quantifiable.  
Jim Galvin moved that the CBA, as revised by PRS, be passed on to TAC.  Mr. Hughes seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Independent REPs were not present for the vote.
PRR602 – Ancillary Service Obligation for DC Tie Exports
Gurley noted the challenge of quantifying the impact of this PRR on Ancillary Service (AS) obligation for exports over DC ties.  Mr. Oldham concluded that the impact on AS associated with the DC ties should be included in the CBA.  Mr. Gurley maintained that there is zero cost impact on the market.  Participants discussed whether PRR will impact regulation, responsive and non-spin service.  Participants agreed that Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS) should be excluded from this PRR to ensure that there be no increase in AS.  Mr. Muñoz committed posting comments to initiate the revision to exclude RPRS at TAC.
Jim Galvin moved that the CBA, as revised by PRS, be passed on to TAC.  Mr. Hughes seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Independent REPs were not present for the vote.
4.  Review of Cost Benefit Analyses and PRRS Recommended for Approval at October 20 PRS Meeting.
PRR619 – Day Ahead Procurement of LaaR for RRS
Mr. Oldham explained that the benefit of this PRR is that it eliminates credit risk and this benefit should be quantified.  Mr. Oldham further noted this PRR benefits multiple market segments.  Mr. Oldham requested help from ERCOT staff in quantifying these benefits.  Kevin Gresham stated that this PRR would correct a flaw in the market outcome.  Mr. Gresham suggested that the Credit Working Group (CWG) comments be used in the CBA.  Jim Galvin opined that perhaps this should be system change because it will conform ERCOT systems to the Protocols.  Mr. Muñoz stated that ERCOT should quantify costs of increased monitoring, or clarify or retract this statement in the ERCOT comments.  ERCOT Staff explained that this cost is minimal and the additional activities can be absorbed into current staffing.
Jim Galvin moved that the CBA, as revised by PRS, be passed on to TAC.  Mr. Hughes seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Independent REPs were not present for the vote.  ERCOT Staff agreed to evaluate the credit risk information and make an appropriate notation in the CBA.
SCR746 – Dynamic Rating Data to TSP Using ICCP Link
Mr. Greer questioned the ongoing cost for full-time employees reflected on the Impact Analysis (IA).  Jeff Gilbertson reported that the Reliability Operation Subcommittee (ROS) discussed how the PRR will result in increased perceived dynamic rating discrepancies that must be reviewed and increased Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) maintenance.  Dan Kelly requested that ERCOT research and quantify the cost impacts associated with the dynamic ratings over the last two years.  The group suggested using examples from ROS documentation.  Mr. Anderson committed to researching the IA and the dynamic rating issues and updating the CBA as appropriate.
Jim Galvin moved that the CBA, as revised by PRS, be passed on to TAC.  Mr. Hughes seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Independent REPs were not present for the vote.

SCR747 – Removal of Price Administration for Zonal Congestion
Mr. Anderson explained the impacts and benefits of this SCR.  Mr. Greer observed that it is difficult to quantify the correction of market distortions.  Mr. Muñoz stated that the CBA should include the value of the reduction in settlement disputes.  Mr. Hughes observed that this SCR satisfies P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.503, Oversight of Wholesale Market Participants.  Mr. Anderson agreed to review the savings resulting from SCR747 to confirm whether settlement disputes would be reduced.  Mr. Anderson also agreed to add a statement about P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.503 in the CBA.
Jim Galvin moved that the CBA, as revised by PRS, be passed on to TAC.  Mr. Hughes seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Independent REPs were not present for the vote.
5.  Review of Project Criteria
In reference to prioritization generally, Mr. Greer questioned why projects addressing audit points should always have priority over market projects.  Mr. Hughes expressed general frustration with the process.  Mr. Hughes reported being comfortable with setting the priorities for PRRs, but most of the projects on the PPL are not the result of PRRs.  The majority of (non-PRR) projects only have a one-sentence description.  Therefore, PRS cannot be asked to prioritize the entire list.  Mr. Gresham responded that TAC has requested that PRS prioritize projects related to PRRs, but such prioritization cannot occur outside the context of the entire list.  Mr. Hughes responded that PRS not address the entire list since only a few people were present at the meeting.  Mr. Greer opined that the Board should ultimately make the decision of ranking of the projects.  Mark Dreyfus and Randy Jones stated that the criteria are a good tool, but agreed that a disinterested third party or the Board needs to make the final decisions.  Mr. Jones stated that it is legitimate to question why a high priority is assigned to all audit driven projects.  
Mr. Dreyfus expressed the hope that the criteria will make the process more transparent.  Mr. Bruce added that rankings of ERCOT projects need to be more transparent and the deliberations should be communicated to the market.  Mr. Anderson responded that ERCOT projects are subject to scrutiny and evaluated against other ERCOT and market projects.  Mr. Anderson proposed that the Program Management Office (PMO) develop a one-page summary with more information.   Mr. Anderson added that the new ERCOT website will be more interactive and that the PPL will be easier to use.  Mr. Hughes requested that the lack of information be elevated to TAC and BOD as larger problem/process issue.
Mr. Anderson also explained that the criteria were developed in the past as a response to system break downs.  Mr. Anderson reported that the criteria ownership lies with ERCOT.  Therefore, the documents (i.e. the criteria) that have been developed thus far will be used as input to a final ERCOT document.  Ultimately approval lies with the ERCOT leadership.  Mr. Anderson expressed appreciation for PRS’ work and committed to bringing the document back for additional PRS input.  Mr. Anderson anticipated having the criteria finalized by January, 2006.  As PRS did not have a final draft of the criteria, participants delayed review of the PPL. 
Next Participants reviewed the comments posted by Air Products and Chemicals (APC).  Participants disliked the concept of nesting a table within the Segment Impacts and Benefits table on the PRR form, but agreed that the table offered by APC could be used as a tool during the CBA discussions.  The participants further agreed that the APC’s proposed wording in (1a) is superfluous because all PRRs are developed to resolve current or potential market problems.  PRS consented to forward the criteria, with the table, to TAC as a discussion point.

6.  Review of Project Priorities on PPL and Assignment of Priorities in #4.
PRR619 – Day Ahead Procurement of LaaR for RRS

Ms. Stephenson noted that this PRR received six abstentions at a prior vote and questioned whether assigning a high rank will affect the standing of other projects on the PPL.
Mr. Galvin made a motion to assign this PRR a priority of 1.1 and ranking of 17.5.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  The motion failed with only two yea votes from the Independent Power Producers.  Then Ms. Stevenson made a motion to assign a priority of 2.1 and ranking of 106.5.  This motion was seconded by Mr. Greer.  The motion passed with four opposing votes from the Municipal (1), Consumer (1) and Independent Power Marketer (2) segments.  The Independent REPs were not present for of these votes.
SCR746 – Dynamic Rating Data to TSP Using ICCP Link
Robert Kelly stated that he believed that once ERCOT researches, quantifies and incorporates the cost impacts associated with the dynamic ratings in to the CBA, the benefits will be raised to more than justify the costs.
Mr. Kelly made a motion to assign a priority of 1.1 and ranking of 9.5.  This motion was seconded by Mr. Hughes.  The motion passed with one opposing vote from Consumer segment and two abstentions from the Investor Owned Utility and Independent Power Marketer segments.  The Independent REPs were not present for of the vote.
SCR747 – Removal of Price Administration for Zonal Congestion
Mr. Greer made a motion to assign a priority of 1.1 and ranking of 9.25.  This motion was seconded by Ms. Stephenson.  The motion passed unanimously.  The Independent REPs were not present for of the vote.
7. Other Business
Mr. Hughes offered a set of bullet points that outline the issues and problems experienced by PRS in carrying out the task of developing the criteria and assigning priority rankings to projects.  PRS revised the bullets to include that the Public Utility Commission should complete CBAs for the projects it sponsors and ERCOT should provide a better description and justification of its projects. Nieves López suggested that a better distinction should be made between projects predicated by a Commission order and projects requested by Commission Staff.  Mr. Gresham committed making the document part of the report to the Board.
8.  Future PRS Meetings
Thursday, November 17, 2005
Thursday, December 22, 2005
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