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Attendance:

	PRS Members
	Name
	Representing

	Mark
	Bruce
	FPL

	Clayton
	Greer
	Constellation

	Kevin 
	Gresham (Chair)
	Reliant Energy

	Billy
	Helpert
	BEPC

	Sandy
	Morris
	LCRA

	Kenan 
	Ögelman
	OPC

	Scott
	Wardle
	Oxy

	
	
	

	Participants
	 
	 

	Troy
	Anderson
	ERCOT 

	Brad
	Belk
	LCRA

	Henry
	Durrwachter
	TXU

	Andrew
	Gallo
	ERCOT

	Ino 
	Gonzalez
	ERCOT

	Kristi
	Hobbs
	ERCOT

	Hal 
	Hughes
	DME

	Tom 
	Jackson
	Austin Energy

	Eddie
	Kolodziej
	Custom  Energy Solutions

	Nieves
	López
	ERCOT

	Matt
	Mereness
	ERCOT

	Gary
	Miller
	BTU

	Sonja
	Mingo
	ERCOT

	Manny 
	Muñoz
	CenterPoint Energy

	Mark
	Walker
	CenterPoint Energy

	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.  Review Impact Analysis and CBA; Assign Rank and Priority
PRR659 – Reporting of ERCOT Replacement Reserve Service Procurements (URGENT)
Mr. Gresham explained that PRR659 was forwarded to TAC with a recommendation for approval, but without a priority or ranking assignment because ERCOT had not yet developed the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) or Impact Analysis (IA).  The intent is to assign the priority and ranking at this meeting and forward it to TAC to conduct an e-mail vote.  Upon completion of the e-mail vote, the PRR may be forwarded to the ERCOT Board (Board) for final approval.  

Manny Muñoz stated that, judging by the numbers on the CBA, the manual work-around requires two hours a week at $50.00 per hour.  Mr. Muñoz opined that this PRR would be a good candidate for a permanent manual work-around.  Troy Anderson clarified that the cost of manual work-around on the CBA only reflected six months.  Therefore, this amount only reflected 1/8th of the real cost if this were treated as a permanent solution (2 x 6-month cost x 4 years).  Matt Mereness further noted that the risk of error inherent in a manual work-around is not reflected in the CBA.  Mr. Muñoz inquired as to the probability of automation.  ERCOT staff responded that at an approximate cost of $50,000, this project would not move other projects on the System Operations (SO) Continuous Analysis Review Team (CART) Project Priority List (PPL) and it would be possible to work the implementation in with other projects.  ERCOT staff recommended assigning a priority and ranking that would place the project below the cut-line, but above capability line.
ERCOT staff noted an error on the CBA which was corrected.

Mark Bruce made a motion to recommend a priority of 1.1 and ranking of 20.5.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.
3.  Review Presentation on Participant Funding of ERCOT of ERCOT Projects
Mr. Gresham reviewed the draft conclusions regarding the concept of participant funding.  Mr. Bruce explained that the Board sent this concept to PRS to consider as a possible means to supplement the low administrative fee.  Participants noted that projects should drive the budget, rather then having the budget driving the type of projects that will be implemented.  Participants agreed that this dilemma drives a variety of related efforts, such as the creation of a “parking-lot” for unfunded projects.  Participants noted, however, that these efforts should be taken out of the current discussion because it is a distraction.  Hal Hughes emphasized that the “parking-lot” concept is merely a band-aid to a larger problem and that the fundamental problem lies in the budget setting process itself.
After discussing a number of revisions to the draft document, participants agreed on the following conclusions:
· Concept provides a source of funding outside the ERCOT administrative fee, but administrative complexities and equity issues could outweigh potential benefits.
· Adds a new level of complexity to contract negotiations.
· Entity that contributes financially to project could want some level of control over project.
· Potential funds management and confidentiality issues.
· Challenge of addressing resource impacts between fee based and MP funded projects.
· Human resource allocation, tracking and accounting.
· Human resource costs.
· Potential for parties to force option of MP funding if a project does not directly benefit a particular entity.
· Results in only projects supported by investors will be funded.
· Questions on how to address project overruns or investor abandoned projects.
· Subsequent Protocol revisions could impact the value of a MP funded project.
· MPs may more readily overlook the impacts of such MP funded projects by another project if stakeholders have no financial stake in project.
· Potential for equity issues whereby large stakeholders have an advantage over smaller entities.
Clayton Greer made a motion to endorse the document as revised by PRS.  Mr. Hughes seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with all Market Segments present for the vote.
4.  Project Update on Summary of Project Priority List (PPL) Activity to Date
Mr. Anderson presented an overview of the new PPL which includes a list for 2006 projects, a column for nodal market related projects, and a column for the projection of 2007 funding.  The complete PPL merges the five (CART) PPLs.  Mr. Anderson noted that because of the merging there may be data duplication.  

5.  Discuss and Determine 2007 Budget Process
Mr. Anderson presented the Project Status Overview available on the ERCOT website at http://www.ercot.com/services/comm/projects/index.html.
Mr. Durrwachter inquired whether there is a contingency amount for projects that come up unexpectedly.  Mr. Anderson explained that this is why ERCOT may start the financial planning for projects on a quarterly basis based on a firmer numbers, rather than annually based on tentative numbers.  This proposal is, however, still in discussion stages.  Mr. Gresham announced his intent to schedule special budget and PPL related PRS meeting in June.
6.  Review of Boxed PRRs
Mr. Gresham explained the need to minimize and rationalize zonal market related projects.  To this end, he created a decision tree to judge and prioritize the list of current projects.  Participants agreed to place PUC related projects in a parking lot and refer these projects back to Commission staff for review.  Participants also expressed concerns over timelines for projects related to demand response.  Participants noted that it would require Board approval to rescind the PRRs associated with projects that the sub-committees may deem a low priority at this time, and discussed the desirability of having one “mega” PRR or having separate PRRs addressing individual Protocol Sections or sub-committees.  Participants discussed having the sub-committees review the projects and provide PRS with a justification for the desirability of individual projects based on the decision tree.  
Participants agreed to send the revised decision tree and the PPLs to the Market Participants for review and comments; review the list at the May 18 PRS meeting; and discuss the final ranking and elimination of projects at the May 22 PRS meeting.  The final proposed list of eliminated projects will be sent to the subcommittees for feed-back.  The intent is to develop a PRR to rescind boxed PRRs and associated projects per sub-committee/CART.
7.  Other Business

None
Future PRS Meetings
· May 18, 2006
· May 22, 2006
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