CEO Revision Request Review


	I.  Revision Request Details

	Date
	November 23, 2010

	Revision Request Number
	PGRR002

	Revision Request Name
	New Planning Guide Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, and Section 8, Planning Reserve Margin

	ERCOT Position – Provided by CEO
       FORMCHECKBOX 
   Needed for Go-Live      FORMCHECKBOX 
   Not Needed for Go-Live       FORMCHECKBOX 
   No opinion on the need for Go-Live 

	Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 002, New Planning Guide Section 2, Definitions and Acronyms, and Section 8, Planning Reserve Margin, incorporates the following into the Planning Guide:

(1)      Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) and the minimum PRM requirement.  

(2)      The methodology to be used by ERCOT to calculate its Seasonal (i.e., Summer and Winter) PRM.  This methodology is based on the ERCOT reserve margin calculation methodology developed by the Generation Adequacy Task Force (GATF) and approved by the ERCOT Board in May 2005.  

(3)      Changes in the PRM calculation methodology developed by the GATF and approved by TAC in February 2010.  

(4)       Current ERCOT reserve margin planning criterion of 12.5%.  However, that value may be subject to change based on ERCOT’s recent Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) study.  The ERCOT Board will be reviewing that study and may approve a change in the PRM in the near future.

(5)       New Section 2 to the Planning Guides which adds relevant terms and definitions used in the Planning Guide not defined in the Protocols.
ERCOT has performed an initial assessment of PGRR002 and determined that, as currently written, it will not impact Nodal systems.  

Because there are no Nodal impacts, the ERCOT CEO has no opinion on whether or not PGRR002 is necessary prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date.  The ERCOT CEO has the right to reevaluate the PGRR if there are any changes during the stakeholder process.



	II. ERCOT Position – Additional Details

	Decision Criteria  -  Needed for Go-Live for:
· Nodal system to work properly

· Functionality

· Quality 
(system performance, security, usability, efficiency, data accuracy, etc.)

· Reliability

(grid performance, system stability, etc.)

· Compliance 

(Protocols, PUCT rules, NERC, etc.)

· Fair Market Practices

· Synchronization

· Zonal to Nodal

· Updating Nodal protocols to reflect changes to Zonal protocols so we aren’t reverting back to prior rules when Nodal goes live (Example: NPRR149)

· Updating Nodal protocols to account for essential Zonal functionality that is missing from Nodal (Example: NPRR156)

· Nodal to Nodal 

· Updating Nodal protocols to reflect logic that exists in the Nodal systems as currently planned or developed
· Cost-Benefit indicates beneficial to implement prior to Go-Live



	 FORMCHECKBOX 
   No opinion on the need for Nodal Go-Live
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Perform complete impact analysis prior to recommending ERCOT position
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   High level (1-4)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Full Impact Analysis


 FORMCHECKBOX 
   “Needed for Nodal Go-Live”                                       

Indicate criteria not met unless implemented

 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Nodal system to work properly

 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Reliability


 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Compliance


 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Fair Market Practices

 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Synchronization
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Cost-Benefit
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Other
Explain: __________________________
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   “Not Needed for Nodal Go-Live”

Explain: __________________________
Indicate potential impact

 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Impact (System, Business process/procedure, Schedule, Budget, Staffing, Other).
 FORMCHECKBOX 
   No impact to ERCOT

Explain:  ________________________________________________________________________
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