ERCOT PROTOCOL REVISION SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

02/09/06 Draft Minutes


Attendance:

	PRS Members
	
	

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL

	Kevin 
	Gresham
	Reliant Energy

	Billy
	Helpert
	BEPC

	
	
	

	Participants
	
	

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT 

	Ann
	Boren
	ERCOT

	Henry
	Durrwachter
	TXU

	Jeff 
	Gilbertson
	ERCOT

	Kristi
	Hobbs
	ERCOT

	Hal 
	Hughes
	DME

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Elizabeth
	Mansour
	ERCOT

	Debbie
	McKeever 
	TXU Delivery

	Sonja
	Mingo
	ERCOT

	Manny 
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Diana
	Zake
	ERCOT

	Tommy
	Weathersbee
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Stephany
	
	FirstChoice Power (via telephone)


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.  2006 PRS Goals
Manny Muñoz inquired about the status and process of synchronizing the Nodal protocols with the protocols that were approved after September 1, 2005.  Members noted that the new PRR form requires that the Sponsor indicate whether the proposed revision will apply to the Nodal market, as well as the zonal market.  Mark Bruce noted that there has not been a process to ascertain whether the Nodal redline is correct.  Mr. Muñoz expressed the need for a special PRS-Nodal meeting.  Participants noted that there has been a reduction in Zonal PRRs, and evaluated the potential volume of PRRs relating to the Nodal market.  Participants discussed that these PRRs would come from five sources: 
1. PRRs resulting from the ERCOT staff discussions with the Transition Plan Taskforce (TPTF); 
2. Changes recommended by the TPTF as a result of the design process (value engineering);

3. The synchronization of the Nodal protocols with PRRs that were approved between April 2004 and September, 2005;

4. The synchronization of the Nodal protocols with PRRs that were approved since October, 2005; and
5. PRRs developed to implement the provisions of the Commission’s Order in P.U.C. Docket No. 31540, Proceeding to Consider Protocols to Implement a Nodal Market in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas Pursuant to P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.501.  
Participants inquired as to how these PRRs would be processed.  Mr. Gresham reported that this was an issue that was raised during the hearing phase of Docket No. 31540.  PRS concluded that these PRRs should generally be processed pursuant to Protocol Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision.  PRS agreed that the timeline as prescribed in Section 21, however, should be adjusted.  Once approved by the ERCOT Board, the Nodal Protocols would be subject to appeal at the Commission.  Mr. Bruce inquired whether a date has been set for the Order in Docket No. 31540 and for the “pens-down” copy for the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Gresham reported that Parviz Adib had indicated that an Order can be expected by the end of the month.  Mr. Gresham speculated that the issues to be addressed in the Order, such as the AGC and the network modeling, will not have a major impact on the market model.  Diana Zake reported that Ron Hinsley is working on a presentation that will provide further information on the timeline and implementation strategy.
Hal Hughes suggested that determination of a method to process Nodal Protocols should be a goal for 2006.

Mr. Gresham suggested that another goal for 2006 should be continued work on the prioritization process.  This would include the continuing education of the PRS membership about processes used within ERCOT, such as the monthly Continuous Analysis and Requirements Team (CART) presentations at PRS.  
Participants then proceeded to address the larger issue of how to approach zonal PRRs during the transition period, particularly beneficial PRRs that will require the same resources as the Nodal effort, such as PRR567 (Simplifies Three-Part Bidding for Ancillary Services).  At issue was also what to do with desirable projects that remain unfunded because they cannot compete against projects that address reliability.  Mr. Hughes suggested that there should be multiple, functional buckets, with their individual pools of money and cut-lines.  Within this framework, projects would compete against projects of a similar function.  The next ERCOT fee proceeding should reflect a budget with multiple buckets.  Troy Anderson responded that this is the direction ERCOT is going – in that the Program Management Office is analyzing how to divide the funding by the five functional areas (the CARTs) within ERCOT.  Mr. Anderson emphasized that the proposal will be flexible enough to shift money between CARTs as necessary.  The intent of the proposal is to increase the ability to deploy multiple projects.  Mr. Gresham agreed that this is a good concept, but expressed concern that it may create disagreement among the Market Participants.  Mr. Bruce stated that Market Participants need to be involved in determining the size of and priority within the buckets.  Mr. Anderson agreed with Mr. Bruce and noted that for 2006 the Project Priority List (PPL) determines the size of buckets.  It is anticipated, however, that in 2007 the functional buckets will have their own funding allocations.  

Henry Durrwachter questioned how the $25 million will be allocated to projects, and whether this fund will be divided between the Nodal and zonal efforts.  Participants discussed how the fee will be structured, and whether the funding for the Nodal transition will be fee based or debt based.  Participants noted that the Finance and Audit Committee will take up this issue during the next few months, and concluded that ultimately the fee structure is the Commission’s decision.  

Mr. Hughes suggested that another goal for 2006 should be to change the manner in which projects that fall below the cut-line should be addressed and presented to TAC.  According to Mr. Hughes, TAC does not want to see the long list of projects below the cut-line.  Mr. Hughes suggested that the PPL should only show projects up to $1 million below the cut-line.  All other projects would be placed in one bucket and be assigned the same priority and ranking.  These projects would be considered capability projects.  PRS would, however, show TAC (and the Board and the Commission) the lost opportunity costs created the inability to implement projects due to the limited fee.  Mr. Hughes demonstrated how this can be presented graphically.  Mr. Hughes emphasized the need to deal with the macro issues over the long term.  
3.  Review of Prioritization Criteria
Mr. Gresham reported that TAC had remanded the Prioritization Criteria document to PRS to revise the proposal to incorporate TAC’s concerns regarding the flexibility of the process.  Mr. Anderson reported that TAC’s concerns were that:

· The criteria appeared to be “must-follow rules,” rather then guidelines.  Some TAC members desired greater flexibility.  PRS addressed this by acknowledging the intent to use the criteria as a tool for analysis that does not replace good judgment and changing the name of the document to “Guiding Principles for ERCOT Project Prioritization.”

· All reliability issues are deemed to be a Priority 1.  PRS addressed this by requiring that such projects be “critical” to reliability. 
· Reliability is a major component of Priority 1, but is not addressed elsewhere in the document.  PRS addressed this by incorporating reliability in the Key Definitions.

· Priorities 2-5 were not clearly delineated.  PRS addressed this by merging Priorities 3 and 4.
Mr. Gresham also suggested adding feasibility of implementation, particularly as it relates to the interdependency of systems and resources, as an element to consider in the Impact Analysis (IA), the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and under Other Considerations.  Participants noted that feasibility should not be used as a means to kill a PRR or project.  PRS gave Mr. Anderson permission to revise the IA and CBA forms to incorporate the feasibility criterion.  The redlined document may be accessed at http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060209-PRSWorkshop.html.  
4.  Project Prioritization
Not addressed.
5.  Other Business

None.
Future PRS Meetings
· February 23, 2006
· March 23, 2006
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