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	Attendees: J Ward, A Deller, B Belk, D Jones, M Wagner, D Woodfin, W Lasher, B Spangler, M Bruce, K Ashley, C Seymour, K Ogelman, H Liu, D Teeter, B Gedrich, M Munoz, R Lane, E Svihla, A Pieniazek, W Reid, M Tartibi, S Havemann, T Marciano, C Greer, T Madden, J Moseley

	Summary of Event:

	1. Agenda – Jerry Ward reviewed the agenda for the meeting
2. Selection of chairman and vice chairman for 2006

B Belk nominated the current slate of officers. C Ashley seconded the nomination. Unanimous approval. 
3. Discussion of the paper presented by ERCOT Planning at the regional planning group meeting:  "Consideration of the Appropriate Economic Measure for Evaluating Transmission Projects in ERCOT".

D Woodfin reviewed the paper. The paper is applicable to the Nodal market and documents the concepts that ERCOT is  using for evaluating transmission projects. 
Discussion of the paper started in the Regional Planning Groups; but some thought the CMWG would be a better forum to discuss the concepts presented. Ward expressed some concern that the method would miss building some projects that should be built. The group discussed the merits of the methods of assigning costs when evaluating projects. D Jones pointed out that computer model does not include impacts, both upstream and downstream that can’t be modeled. Spangler suggested that the method proposed would not get all the projects built that would have overall benefit to the market. Woodfin discussed an example of where a project would not be built based on Generator revenue reduction, but would be built based on proposed method. Woodfin suggested that the method should be based on societal surplus. Ward suggested that there are two methods, one benefits generator, the other benefits consumers. Woodfin pointed out that the point of the method proposed is to resolve existing “generator pockets” and encourage generators to build in “load pockets”. Spangler said that by siting generation in “load pocket” the price point in the pocket will change, and that the proposed method does not account for the dynamic shifts of supply. Jones asked what ERCOT Planning’s interest is in the metric presented. Woodfin answered that the interest is benefit to consumers in the long term and that other approaches focus more on short term benefits. Jones countered that ERCOT needs to take other factors into account. Ward suggested that ERCOT should calculate the benefit of projects using both methods, and therefore would only have to review the output on the ones that have contradictory results. Reid proposed that ERCOT have hard criteria for analyzing projects and continue to use production costs. Woodfin agreed that ERCOT needs specific criteria.  E Svihla suggested that ERCOT could use two methods by using “OR” statements in the analysis and develop criteria around those. 
Woodfin noted that there are three places that exist today where it is generally agreed that transmission is needed but would probably not pass according to the generator revenue reduction test. Svihla proposed that such cases would be elevated to be evaluated on other criteria. M Bruce proposed that if ERCOT is going to use multiple methods to evaluate projects, then it should do either a complete economic analysis or attach a note to projects noting the evaluations that were done. Woodfin noted that  a PUCT rule allows a party to make a filing at the PUCT if ERCOT does not recommend a project and make a case for it to be built. R Lane provided an example where a project would pass a consumer benefit test but not a production cost reduction. If ERCOT provided the analysis for each it would be clear on which measure the project passed. K Ogelman stated that in any project analysis there needs to be clear understanding about who is paying for any improvements. Jones presented 5 cases on the whiteboard for various scenarios for analysis and his position on the outcome of each. Three criteria types were used; PC=Project Cost, CS=Consumer Surplus, SS=Social Surplus. Case 1 PC>CS>SS>0, answer would be NO. Case 2 CS>SS>PC>0 answer is Yes. Case 3 SS>PC>0>CS answer would be very Questionable. Case 4 CS>PC>SS>0 answer would be Questionable. Case 5 SS>PC>SS>0 answer would be Questionable. Reid asked what would happen if the benefit was positive for several zones but negative for one. Ward added on additional case: Case 6 CS>PC>0>SS answer would be very Questionable. Reid asked if ERCOT could evaluate some cases with Consumer Surplus to see how the metrics perform. Svihla shared the results of 5 cases he analyzed and every case as presented above was represented by actual projects. Woodfin stated that because of ERCOT’s position of an independent review of these projects, ERCOT would need to be convinced that a different method needs to be utilized. 

4. Discuss TCR modeling and sales with ERCOT staff. 
 B Garza discussed the Action Plan for Improving TCR Calculations that was sent to the CMWG mail list. 
 Quarterly reports for the TCR program were discussed. Quarter 3 and 4 reports for 2005 will be posted by the end of the day. A question to the CMWG, are the quarterly reports sufficient or is more information required? Jones said that the report could be better formatted. 
Garza stated that ERCOT does not have the authority to reject a requested Transmission line outage based on the fact that it impacts a CSC. Jones asked to what extent outages affect the CSC during a month. Is there a way to determine which ones are significant?  Garza stated that the tool that ERCOT is proposing would allow ERCOT to have a better view of which lines could be significant. Moseley stated that there may be several outages which by themselves would not be significant, together could constitute a significant impact. 
Garza stated that the tentative category allows the proposed outage to flow through to the TCR calculation even if it isn’t analyzed by the Outage Coordinators. A tentative outage that did not actually become a scheduled outage did cause an underselling of TCRs in early 2005. Gedrich asked  how the market can identify a tentative outage.  
The case that ERCOT uses for TCRs does not include generator outages. Should the Protocols be revised to provide more flexibility for disclosure of Resource status? The calculation for day-ahead CSC limits uses the resource plans for 1600 of the day before. One of the possibilities for CSCs being over the day-ahead limit could be that the generation pattern for the day-ahead is different than real-time. Belk asked if planners have gotten better about predicting the generation dispatch. Moseley confirmed that the generation outage info is not utilized for the TCR calculation. Whatever generator dispatch information included in the  seasonal planning case is used.  Garza stated that the TCR case uses the full network model, including generation specific shift factors, where for commercial purposes all resources in a zone are deemed to have the same shift factor. A question was posed to determine if ERCOT could post a case without the generation data. Moseley stated that if all the data for the case is not posted, then it would not be possible to shadow the calculation. Wagner asked if generation outage information would follow the same time criteria as transmission outages. Ward stated that purpose is to generate a more accurate prediction for the number of TCRs to sell. It was proposed that ERCOT produce a TCR case with generation outages. Garza stated that ERCOT assumes that the seasonal planning cases are assumed to be accurate for the purpose of estimating TCRs. 
Jones suggested that because ERCOT  collects money for TCRs up front, ERCOT could be less conservative than other regions when determining the number to sell.  Garza stated the inflow and outflows related to zonal congestion and TCRs were within a couple of hundred thousand dollars in 2005. There is no look-back calculation in the TCR calculation.  
The TCR case  uses static ratings while the operating case uses dynamic ratings. ERCOT has not performed any analysis at this point to determine how big of a difference this creates.  Because the seasonal planning cases probably include ratings based on hot weather , it would tend to cause an under-selling situation. Since TCRs were slightly over-sold, this is not an issue. 
ERCOT does not factor in any  reactive constraints in TCR cases. 
Base case overloads can affect the TCR calculation be contributing to an under-sold condition. 
The changes to the transmission model affect the TCR calculation. ERCOT is trying to emphasize the importance of the changes being timely and accurate. 
The 40% annual limit was implemented used for 2005 but there is a question from ERCOT about whether the annual number should go down.  Ward asked how many times no monthly TCRs were available, which would point to the 40% number being too large in those months.  Madden provided information that on the S-N CSC for 12 months in 2005, monthly TCRs were not sold for 8 of the12 months. 
5. Additional Issues to work during the year (added item)
Ward discussed the role of CMWG for the coming year. What other than selecting the CM Zones should the group do during the year ahead. Possible protocol language to help ERCOT solve Local Congestion without using OOMC, if RPRS does not solve the issue. 
6. Additional Items
B Gedrich stated that there are times where ERCOT has utilized OOMC to solve Local congestion. Garza stated that there are some issue that necessitated this and that RPRS should alleviate that situation.
7. Next Meeting

March 10 – Meeting to cover the transmission analysis.


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. ERCOT (Dan Woodfin) to run analysis on several projects to determine how multiple metrics perform.
2. Dan Woodfin to write up a draft proposal for guidelines for analysis of projects using multiple criteria. (Estimated distribution by next week)
3. CMWG member to look at and be familiar with TCR quarterly reports.

4. ERCOT to review the Protocols to determine the posting requirements for the TCR case.

5. ERCOT to propose process by which generator outages could be included it the TCR process
6. ERCOT will analyze the extent to which monthly TCRs are not available.

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































