PLWG Meeting Notes
September 2, 2010

Attendees:  Wayne Kemper – CenterPoint Energy, Rob Lane – Luminant Energy, John Moore – Stratus Energy, Mike Holland – Oncor, Biju Mathew – Austin Energy, Blake Williams – CPS Energy, Dan Woodfin – ERCOT, John Moore – STEC, Yvette Landin – ERCOT.  On the phone: Mike Juricek – Oncor, Steve Olson – GE Energy, Sam Woolard - TNMP 
Map Posting on ERCOT Website: There will be an NPRR submitted by ERCOT that states that “ERCOT shall post maps and Power Flow Cases on the secure MIS site”.  Also, an NPRR will be submitted to say “It’s okay to post stuff on the MIS Secure Site that is needed for market participant planning purposes”.  An NPRR must be submitted to specifically allow something to be posted on MIS Secure.

Future Meeting Dates: September 30, October 28 and November 23 (note that the November 23 meeting will probably be rescheduled due to the holiday).

Draft Section 6A, Planning Base Case Development and 6B, Dynamic Model Development:   Note that 6A, Planning Base Case Development is the same as what was previously called “SSWG Procedures”.  Yvette will review the most recent version and pull the acronyms and definitions to the front to assess later.  She will make sure that acronyms are defined, applied consistently, and used in the right places.  Yvette has edited the SSWG Procedures to conform to a Guide layout.  Starting in Section 6.11, the conversion is not as clear, and Yvette will work with Wayne to make sure the sectioning works correctly.  At this point, Yvette is about a quarter of the way through, but she needs guidance at this time.  This should be completed at or about the end of September.  As a reminder, “the rules” go into the protocols, “the procedures” go into the Planning Guide, and there are additional living documents that are posted to support the procedures such as due dates of cases, bus ranges for TSP, etc… 
Recommendations from SPWG on the inclusion of documentation in the Planning Guide:  Sam Woolard reports that SPWG had some difficulty deciding which parts of Section 7 of the current Operating Guides should remain in the Operating Guides and which should be moved to the Planning Guide.  The SPWG had similar difficulty in evaluating which portions of the working group procedures should be included in the Planning Guides. Sam is going to make another run at redlining the SPWG procedures and identify, and modify, sections that belong in the Planning Guide.  Wayne and Rob will help with this effort if Sam needs help, and will post and review a new proposed document before the next SPWG meeting in November.  The goal is to have a proposed planning guide section to be presented to SPWG for their buy off.
 Review revisions to the draft NPRR incorporating portions of the Planning Charter into the Protocols with changes from the June PLWG meeting and CNP Comments:  Centerpoint added comments to the NPRR that incorporates the Planning Charter into the Protocols.  A reminder was made that the intention is to exclude substantive changes, and only allow wording that makes sense to be there, and in the standard protocol format.  Mike Juricek commented that the Planning Guide should not have substantive changes, however, the same limitation was not placed on the Protocols.  The response was that the goal of a quick approval is based on non-substantive changes, whether it be the protocols or the Planning Guide, and a risk of delaying approval would occur if substantive changes are allowed.  There seemed to be overall agreement with this logic.  The NPRR is being finalized for submission although the PGRR to incorporate the rest of the Planning Charter into the Planning Guide is not ready to be submitted.  The PLWG agreed to go forward with the NPRR prior to completion of the PGRR to allow for an earlier discussion of the economic issues that many market participants are interested in. ERCOT Planning will work on this draft PGRR.
Review and discuss Prioritizing PLWG Issues List:  The issues list is now expanded by one column to allow a more granular description of each issue (should be self explanatory when you look at the new table).  A single line item may be expanded into multiple lines if there are actually multiple issues.  Additions to the table include an expansion of the questions surrounding the economic evaluation.  Additions put forth during the meeting include: “Should ERCOT be performing economic RAPS, PCAPS etc, and what should the criteria be”.  Add a white paper on how to economically analyze an asynchronous tie.  Note that the asynchronous tie project evaluation is expected to be an agenda item at the September 17 RPG meeting.  Finally, since there have been discussions of the economic criteria at numberous meetings (TAC and Board Meeting), the PLWG will attempt to start addressing this issue and will soon seek someone to lead this effort.  
