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Next Meetings:  Thursday March 17, 2005 and Thursday, April 21, 2005, from 9:30 AM to 3:30 PM at ERCOT Austin.

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.
Approval of January 20, 2005 Minutes

Fred Sherman moved for approval of the draft minutes from the January 2005 PRS meeting.  Robert Kelly seconded the motion.  There was no discussion and PRS unanimously approved the motion.
Urgency Vote

Mr. Gresham noted that PRR573 had received sufficient votes to be considered on an urgent basis and that it would be discussed later in the meeting.  
Project Update

Matt Mereness provided an update on the status of various projects.  Mr. Mereness stated that many projects are waiting for completion of the Lodestar 3.7 update.  That update is expected to “go live” on March 19, 2005.  Mr. Mereness noted that the Seibel 7.7 update is expected to “go live” in April.  Jerry Jackson was concerned that ERCOT was not testing the Seibel with the market.  Mr. Mereness indicated that Karen Farley can contact First Choice Power’s CIO to discuss those concerns.  The Project Priority List may be accessed on the ERCOT website at: http://www.ercot.com/ProtocolRevisions/SCRRevfilesystem.cfm?action=viewfolder&path=.../ercotpublicweb/market/ftp/SystemChangeRequests/Project_Priority_List
or by going to www.ercot.com and making the following selections: Protocols / System Change Requests / Project Priority List.

TAC and Board Reports 

Mr. Gresham noted that the Board had remanded PRR552 to TAC to harmonize the language of the Protocol change with its intent.  

In discussing the TAC leadership retreat, Mr. Gresham stated that the TAC goals were to: 
(1) Address reliability issues and study of natural gas use and fuel oil, and the reserve margin report.

(2) Improve communications with the Board.  Communicating with the Board includes PRS Top Ten Accomplishments for 2004, showing the work that the subcommittees are involved in, modifying PRR reports to identify five potential benefits for each issue.  Mr. Gresham emphasized that when a PRR goes to TAC, the benefits must be explicitly stated and that the PRR sponsors should complete the Impact/Benefit boxes on the PRR forms.  
(3) Prepare for the possibility of a change in market structure.  The TAC subcommittees should identify items that should or may change.

Henry Durrwachter asked whether there was any Board discussion about the transition to a nodal market.  Mr. Gresham indicated that a TNT related issue that will affect PRS is the contents of ERCOT’s filing at the PUCT.  Mr. Gresham explained that TNT has reviewed all sections of the March 2004 version of the Protocols, so several PRRs approved since that time are not reflected in the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Gresham stated that the heart of the Nodal Protocols are Sections 0, Transmission Security Analysis and Reliability Unit Commitment; 2, Definitions and Acronyms; 3, Fundamental Market Concepts; 4, Management Activities for the ERCOT System; 5, Day-Ahead Operations; 6, Adjustment Period and Real-Time Operations; 7, Congestion Revenue Rights; 8, Performance Monitoring and Compliance; 12, Market Information System;  part of 16, Registration and Qualification of Market Participants; and 17,  Market Monitoring and Data Collection.  He said there are pieces in other sections that refer to nodal issues and must be changed.  Mr. Gresham added that TNT has made changes in other sections affecting processes and adding clarifications.  Mr. Gresham stated that the Board had discussed how to reconcile the differences between the two sets of protocols while respecting the stakeholder governance process.  The question is whether ERCOT must synchronize all changes into the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Gresham opined that the TNT suggested changes to the current Protocols can be evaluated through the PRR process.  Using the process would allow WMS, RMS, ROS and COPS to review the changes and respect the governance process.
Mr. Gresham identified two objectives: (1) relative to the PUCT, to identify what ERCOT will file at the PUCT; determine whether the filing requires explicit PUCT approval (Mr. Gresham noted that last time there were three informational filings concluding with a formal filing requiring PUCT approval); how to generate an up-to-date document for the PUCT to approve; and (2) how to maintain both sets of Protocols on a going forward basis.  Cheryl Moseley noted that currently there is a process in place to document and track changes, and the process could be expanded to track changes to the Nodal Protocols.  Mr. Durrwachter suggested that the PRR form be altered to allow the sponsor to indicate whether the revision would affect both Protocols and that at some point determine when to stop revising the current Protocols.  Mr. Gresham conjectured that it may be necessary to keep a TNT-type group on an on-going basis. 
PRS Top Ten Accomplishments for 2004
Mr. Gresham reviewed the draft of PRS TOP Ten Accomplishments that was distributed with the meeting documents.  Hal Hughes suggested that PRS add as Accomplishment #9 metrics showing the number of PRRs reviewed, rejected or remanded, to give the Board an idea of the volume of activity at PRS.  Mr. Hughes emphasized that some PRRs are revisited multiple times.  Mr. Gresham suggested that PRR540, OOM Cost Recovery Process Clarification, be added as Accomplishment #10.  Mr. Gresham asked that ERCOT staff revise the draft list and email it to PRS for review.
Protocol Revision Requests

PRR555 – Modify Number of Sub-QSEs a Single Entity Can Partition

PRS reviewed ERCOT’s latest cost information.  Randy Jones requested that PRS defer vote until next month so that he can re-draft the PRR and decrease the number of sub-QSEs from 20 to 5 (or 6 if the QSE has a RMR unit).  Mr. Jones also indicated that he would prefer that the PRR allow ERCOT a mechanism for staging in new QSEs as capacity allows so that the volume does not affect current performance.  Beth Garza indicated that ERCOT would work with Mr. Jones to develop a structure that does not become administratively cumbersome.   Mr. Jones also wants ERCOT to alert the market of its limits and provide the QSEs on a first-come, first-serve basis; he indicated that a queuing process can be incorporated into the language.  PRS will consider PRR555 at its March meeting

PRR564 – Clarification of OOME Definition
Bob Helton described the intent of the PRR.  Mr. Helton stated that he had no issue with comments submitted by CPS on the four hour limit.  PRS discussed the impact of PRR564 on the DC tie.  Mr. R. Jones indicated that the DC tie should be included.  Andy Gallo stated that it should be if it is already included in the definition of a Resource.  There was discussion about how ERCOT Settlements would calculate OOM payments for the DC tie.  Mr. Durrwachter suggested that the PRR be deferred so that language can be submitted that includes CPS comments regarding the four hour limit.  Mr. Helton agreed to work on the language and submit a re-write addressing the DC tie issue and clarification of sympathetic trips.  PRS will consider PRR564 at its March meeting.
PRR565 – Calculation of Losses for Settlement

Ernie Podraza explained that forecast values contain error.  He stated that if the forecast is over-estimated then the distribution loss will be over or under estimated.  Mr. Podraza stated that transmission losses ware based on deemed actual data and that PWG wants the same for distribution losses.  He concluded that statistically, deemed actual is a better choice than forecast data.  Clayton Greer asked how much this PRR would cost.  Carl Raish stated that it is not an expensive project and would be relatively easy to implement.  Robert Kelly asked whether the PRR changes the methodology for calculating losses.  Brad Belk indicated support for the PRR, but was concerned about its prospective nature.  Mr. Belk stated he did not want anyone to resettle past Operating Days based on PRR565.  There was some discussion about the nature PRR574, Specify Effective Dates for PRRs, and the distinction between a “clarification” and a “change” to Protocols.  Mr. Gresham declared that PRS would consider PRR574 at its March meeting.

Mr. Greer moved that PRS recommend approval of PRR565 as submitted; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously approved the motion.  Cheryl Moseley requested that PRS clarify whether the approved motion included the comments submitted by ERCOT.  Mr. Greer agreed to change his motion to incorporate ERCOT’s comments and asked that PRS reconsider the original motion.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion for reconsideration.  Mr. Greer re-stated his motion to include ERCOT’s comments; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously approved the motion.  All segments were present for the votes.
PRR567 - Block Bidding of Ancillary Services

Mr. Greer explained the intent of the PRR.  He noted ERCOT comments and wanted to see an analysis of what the solution would cost.  Beth Garza explained that moving from a sequential to simultaneous clearing is a $1 million effort (presuming that simultaneous clearing would be continued).  She stated that adding block bidding would cost an estimated $1 million.  Mr. Greer stated that he wanted the same protection for Resources as exists for LaaRs and asked whether the current design was due to a PUCT order.  Jerry Jackson noted that PRR567 is conceptually different from the Nodal market design.  John Dumas noted that the PRR introduces additional complexity because of multiple hour bids, making it complicated to reach a unique solution.  Ms. Garza noted that Section 4.4.11(7), implemented by PRR496 (Block Bidding Deployment of LaaRs), is gray boxed in Protocols and is below the cut line and will not be implemented in 2005.  Ms. Garza asserted that since block bidding will not be available for LaaRs, ERCOT will not be able to implement it for Resources.   There was discussion about whether the anticipated May implementation of EMMS Release 4 would be impacted if simultaneous clearing was removed.  Ms. Garza indicated that Release 4 was currently in acceptance testing and the timeline could be impacted.
ERCOT staff determined that simultaneous clearing was ordered by the PUCT in Docket No. 23220, Petition of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas for Approval of the ERCOT Protocols
.  Laura Zotter confirmed that the impact analysis for PRR496 had a cost estimate of 4HL ($500-1,000,000).   Mr. Gresham indicated that PRS has been tasked to review the outstanding PRRs to determine whether they are applicable to future market design or are no longer needed.  Mr. Gresham noted that PRR496 should be part of that review.  Mr. Greer requested that PRS defer its vote until the March meeting.  PRS will consider PRR567 at its March meeting.
PRR568 - Change Initial Settlement from 17 days to 10 days.  
Mr. Gresham stated that the sponsor had requested that PRR568 be referred to COPS.  There was no discussion of the PRR and no member objected to the referral.
PRR569 – Revision to Balancing Energy Payments from a Specific Resource

Ms. Garza explained the intent of the PRR.  There was discussion about the fuel price index and how ERCOT uses it when pricing for deployment and settlement purposes.  Ms. Garza explained that PRR569 is an enhancement of PRR485, Revision to Unit-Specific Deployment Based on Generic Cost.  Ms. Garza stated that currently payments are based on an average for the month. After implementation of this PRR, Settlements would use the fuel price index for the specific Operating Day.  Hal Hughes moved that PRS recommend approval of the PRR; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion with one member from the REP segment abstaining.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR570 - Clarification of Settlements of Local Congestion Costs

Ms. Garza characterized PRR570 as a true clarification of Protocol language.  Mr. Gresham noted that the PRR is consistent with current practice.  Mr. Greer moved that PRS approve PRR570 as submitted; Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously approved the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR571 - Balancing Energy Bid Cap

With no substantive discussion, Mr. Greer moved that PRS approve PRR571 as submitted; Mr. Sherman seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously approved the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
PRR573 – Mothballed Generation resource Definition and Time to Service Updates - Urgent 
Mr. Gresham explained that urgency for PRR573 stems from the TAC meeting and the latest PUCT Staff memo to the PUCT requesting feedback from TAC on the reserve margin calculation.  Mr. Gresham emphasized that the urgency is for ERCOT to get information in a timely manner.  There was discussion about the ability for a generator to accurately predict when it will put a mothballed unit back online.  Mr. Durrwachter opined that PRR573 involved two issues: (1) an information requirement so that generators would alert ERCOT when they will return a mothballed unit online and (2) whether the information should be public.  Mr. Durrwachter submitted that the data should be public.  Richard Ross objected to the biannual filing requirement stating that Market Participants should not have to send data if the status of the plant had not changed from the previous filing.  Mr. R. Jones opined that any data submitted should be shared with ERCOT and not be available to the public.  PRS discussed comments submitted by Texas Genco.  Stacey Woodard stated that Austin Energy was open to suggestions on the language.  Ms. Woodard suggested that this PRR move forward as submitted and that additional language could be submitted through a separate PRR.  After discussing the value of the data, PRS modified Section 6.5.9.3.  Mr. Sherman moved that PRR573 be recommended for approval as submitted by Austin Energy and amended by PRS.  Ms. Woodard seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion with one abstention from the IOU segment.  All segments were present for the vote.
Mr. Gallo confirmed that that the “protected” status of information set forth in Section 1.3.1.1, Items Considered Protected Information expires pursuant to the schedule set forth in Section 1.3.3.  Depending on where the Market Participants place the requirement to produce information regarding Mothballed/Retired Resources, the information can remain “protected” indefinitely.  Mr. Gresham noted that Section 22 (I):  Notification of Suspension of Operations and Section 6.5.9.1, Initiation and Approval of RMR Agreements, require a generator to report lead time to ERCOT.    Ms. Moseley noted that there may be some units mothballed since market open and submission of a Notification of Suspension of Operations would provide ERCOT with the necessary data.

Impact Analysis Review

PRR559 – Regulation E10 Update and SCPS1/SCPS2 References; PRR560 – QSE Qualification Using LaaRs; PRR561 – Remove Nuclear and Hydroelectric Generators from Automatic Deployment Software; PRR563 – Standard Form Blackstart Agreement – Payment; and PRR573 – Mothballed Generation resource Definition and Time to Service Updates - Urgent 
PRS reviewed the impact analyses for PRRs 559, 560, 561, 563, and 573.  This group of PRRs has no impact on ERCOT computer systems and does not require a project.  Ms. Moseley noted that PRR573 has a business process impact that ERCOT can implement upon Board approval.

PRR525 – SCE Performance and Monitoring
Ms. Zotter explained the difference between the February impact analysis and the one that was posted in July 2004.  Mr. Gresham asked whether it was necessary to implement the system change for PRR525.  Robbie Staples stated that the manual workaround takes a few days to complete, but without automation companies will not be able to track the differences to get their scores.

PRR557 – Late Fees and Late Fee Recovery
In reviewing the impact analysis for PRR557, Mr. Gresham opined that the PRR maintained the status quo and, therefore, caused no expenditure.  Ken Ragsdale and Andrew Gallo indicated that the PRR does not change the current Protocol language, but it is different than what the system currently does automatically.  They added that there is a manual workaround in place, but it is resource intensive.  Terri Eaton opined that there is an existing issue that needs addressing, so there should be no impact from PRR557.  
PRR558 – Market Notice of LaaR Proration

Ms. Zotter stated that there is no manual workaround for PRR558.
System Prioritization

PRS examined the latest version of the PPL.  Mr. Gresham asked whether there was any feedback from ERCOT’s Project Management Office regarding the actual dollars spent.  Ms. Moseley explained that there is a $44,000 variance between actual project cost and estimated ranges, so a $100,000 project will consume the variance and possibly move other projects below the cut line.  The first market project above the cut line is the implementation of PRR312, Enhance ESI ID Look-Up Function.  Ms. Flowers explained PRR312 and observed that there are three retail projects close to the cut line that would be affected by high prioritization of PRR525, 557 or 558.  Smith Day noted that RMS did a lot of work to prioritize its projects.  Mr. Gresham suggested that PRRs 525, 557, and 558 be forwarded to TAC without a priority.  Mr. Gresham requested that ERCOT provide specific information about dollar amounts so that PRS could determine the appropriate priority for these PRRS.
OGRRs

OGRR159 – Clarification of QSE Schedule Control Error Equation Bias Setting and Turbine Speed Governors
Mr. Sherman moved to approve standard language regarding PRS review of OGRRs: “The PRS notes for the record that no PRS member noted a discrepancy between the Protocols and OGRR159.”  Mr. Jones seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion unanimously. 

Other Business
Ms. Moseley reviewed ERCOT’s Core Team Concept for managing stakeholder meetings.  She explained the development of the concept and discussed roles and responsibilities for TAC and its subcommittees.  Ms. Moseley stated that efforts are underway to identify ERCOT support for subcommittee Working Groups.
Mr. Gresham reminded PRS that they will be reviewing all boxed PRRs.
There being no other business, Mr. Gresham adjourned the meeting.
� Petition of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas for Approval of the ERCOT Protocols, Docket No. 23220, Order on Rehearing at 34 (June 4, 2004).
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