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Next Meetings:  Thursday, April 21, 2005 and Thursday, May 19, 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

Randy Jones moved for approval of the draft minutes from the February 2005 PRS meeting.  James Jackson seconded the motion.  There was no discussion and PRS unanimously approved the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.

Urgency Votes

Mr. Gresham noted that PRS granted urgent status to PRR579, Trading Hubs Language Correction.  He stated that PRS did not grant urgent status to PRR580, Modify RMR Evaluation, PRR581, Update RMR Language due to PUC Rule 25.502, and PRR582, Initiate RMR Negotiations.  

Manny Munoz made a motion that PRS reconsider urgency for PRR580.  Mr. Gresham seconded the motion.  Henry Durrwachter stated that while he did not oppose PRR580, he had not had the opportunity to review it thoroughly.  Adrian Pieniazek and Brad Belk echoed his concerns.  After conferring with ERCOT staff on procedures regarding voting for urgency during a regularly scheduled PRS meeting, Mr. Gresham asked for a vote on the motion.  The motion failed through a voice vote with one member from the Independent Power Marketer segment abstaining.

Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date

Troy Anderson presented an update on the Project Priority List (PPL), highlighting recent implementations and major upcoming implementations.  Mr. Anderson explained that ERCOT had reprioritized several projects below the cut line and that the capital budget had been reduced slightly because of a transfer of funds to the O&M budget.  Mr. Anderson reviewed the PPL and said that the current position of the cut line is between rank 35 and 36.  He also defined the terms in the “status” column.

Kristy Ashley asked why PR-30018 (RT Market Ramp Rate, ranked 8) appeared below the cut line, but PR-40106 (ERCOT.com Improvements, ranked 24) did not.  Mr. Anderson responded that PR-30018 was currently funded through the O&M and not the capital budget.  Mr. Anderson added that PR-50028 (Altiris DC Implementation) will either be reprioritized above the line or put on hold.  Hal Hughes asked what the demarcation was between O&M and capital expenditures.   Mr. Anderson indicated that ERCOT was working to firm up the distinctions and he would report the results to PRS.  There was also a question about how many items would fall off the PPL if the PUC approved the nodal market design.  Mr. Anderson indicated that the Program Management Office had not completed such an analysis.  Mr. Gresham stated that such an analysis was part of the TAC charge to PRS.

TAC and Board Reports

Mr. Gresham discussed the Board remand of PRR540, OOM Cost Recovery Process Clarification.  He also summarized the PUCT request for information on past PRRs that contained market designed modifications.  Dan Jones added that the PUC was looking for any PRRs that contained alternative to locational marginal pricing (LMP).

PRS Top Ten Accomplishments for 2004

Mr. Gresham confirmed that the Top Ten list included the number of OGRRs that PRS had reviewed.

PRR Voting Items

PRR552 – Clarification of Relaxed Balanced Schedules.  

PRR552 was remanded to TAC by the Board on 2/16/05 and remanded to PRS by TAC on 3/3/05.  Jeff Brown explained the Board’s concern about the PRR allowing for virtual trades.  There was considerable discussion about the ability for and desire of QSEs to submit such trades.  PRS concluded that the PRR language should remain as it was, but that the PRR title and the text in Revision Description and Overall Market Benefit boxes should be improved.  Beth Garza requested that PRS also insert the term “only” into the revised sentence.  PRS modified the language and Jeff Brown made a motion to recommend approval of the revised PRR.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion passed with five opposing votes from the MOU and Consumer segments.  All segments were present for the vote.

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

Beth Garza and Randy Jones explained the modifications proposed in the comments resulting from discussions between Calpine and ERCOT staff.  Dan Jones expressed concern that QSEs will be getting additional services that they are not paying for.  Shari Heino explained the need for ERCOT to have the ability to continue processing new QSEs while providing additional sub-QSEs to existing QSEs.  She indicated that ERCOT would give priority to new QSEs and QSEs requesting four or less subQSEs and serve existing QSEs requesting additional subQSEs above four through an implementation plan, if necessary.  Mr. R. Jones made a motion for PRS to recommend approval of PRR555 as amended by PRS, ERCOT and Calpine.  The motion passed with four opposing votes from the Consumer and Coop segments and one abstention from the IOU segment.

PRR564 – Clarification of OOME Definition.  

Bob Helton explained that implementation of the PRR would not cost more money, but would automate the settlement process so that companies would not have to go through ADR and it would provide for notification to TDSPs.  Mr. Helton added that sympathetic trips would not result in compensation.  Mr. R. Jones argued that only unit-tripping SPS actuations should be compensated as OOME; DC tie compensation should only apply to those who had purchased firm energy.  Ms. Garza added that ERCOT will need to determine a process for payment if a DC tie is tripped.  Mr. Greer made a motion to recommend approval of PR564 as amended by ANP-Calpine comments and ERCOT edits.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three abstentions from the MOU, Consumer and IOU segments and three opposing votes from the MOU, Consumer and Independent Power Marketer segments.  All segments were present for the vote. 

Kenon Ögelman expressed concern about compensation for a DC tie.  Mr. R. Jones responded that there should be equitable treatment for a holder of firm rights on a DC tie just like other units that get tripped.  Mr. R. Jones added that there are no start-up costs involved with DC ties.

PRR567 – Block Bidding of Ancillary Services.  

Mr. Greer gave a slide presentation on Constellation’s proposal for block bidding of Ancillary Services.  Ms. Garza stated that ERCOT already has a license from Areva, but the software is not configured for this type of selection currently.  Mr. Clayton suggested that the best approach for this PRR was to allow ERCOT, Constellation and TXU work through the issues.  Mr. Gresham identified several issues for them to address: allocation of uplift, how block bids would be structured and managed, the appropriate scope of the PRR, compliance with the PUCT order requiring simultaneous selection of Ancillary Services and ERCOT implementation concerns.  Mr. Clayton agreed to lead a task force to review the outstanding issues, revise the PRR and bring resolution to PRS.

PRR568 – Change Initial Settlement from 17 days to 10 days.  

PRS reviewed comments submitted by COPS and ERCOT.  Mr. Greer made a motion that PRS recommend approval of PRR568 as amended by ERCOT, COPS and PRS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Diana Zake suggested that an implementation plan should be included in the PRR.  There was discussion about whether implementation plans should be included in the Protocols.  Brad Belk indicated that an implementation plan should be included in the Protocols; Mr. Munoz, agreed with Mr. Belk and suggested that the PRR be remanded to COPS for development of such a plan.  Mr. Gresham opined that the implementation plan should be included in the impact analysis.  Ms. Heino explained that unless there was a “jump” from seventeen to ten day Initial Statements, there was a possibility that ERCOT would be in violation of the Protocols during implementation of the PRR.  She suggested that at a minimum the PRR should indicate whether implementation would be phased in.  Mr. Greer stated that the implementation plan could be in a separate document and indicated that the PRR would be a significant improvement of credit issues in the market.  BJ Flowers stated that COPS discussed implementation, but did not come to consensus.  Ms. Flowers also pointed out that ERCOT’s proposed revisions to Section 6.3.1 were not discussed at COPS.  Mr. Belk stated that he did not object to the PRR but was concerned because COPS had not reached consensus.  Mr. Greer withdrew his original motion and suggested that the PRR be remanded to COPS to review ERCOT language and determine an implementation plan.  Mr. Durchwachter seconded the motion.  With all segments present, PRS unanimously approved the motion.  Ms. Flowers indicated that COPS would need at least two months to complete an implementation plan, but should be able to report sooner to PRS whether COPS would support a “jump” or phased-in implementation of the ten day Initial Statements.

PRR572 – Weather Sensitivity Classification

With little discussion, Mr. R. Jones made a motion that PRS recommend approval of PRR572 as submitted.  Mr. Sherman seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously passed the motion.

PRR574 – Specify Effective Date for PRRs

Mr. D. Jones proposed that PRS defer action on PRR574 until its April meeting to allow for more time to review ERCOT’s comments.  Adrian Pieniazek requested that Mr. D. Jones also review Section 21.6.

PRR575 – Mandatory Down Balancing Ramp Rate

Adrian Pieniazek stated that large portfolios can OOM down in one interval but that may not be the desired result because of system stability.  Mr. Sherman stated that he cannot support the PRR because it would not honor ramp rates.  Beth Garza stated that PRS could insert a deliverability requirement in the PRR and that ERCOT would be comfortable changing the interval to one hour.  Kristy Ashely stated that one hour is a better time frame, but she expressed concern over the effect on small generators.  Ms. Ashley stated that there could be occasions when a QSE cannot achieve both objectives.  Section 4.5.2(3) was modified to reflect the one hour interval.  Mr. Pieniazek made a motion that PRS recommend approval of PRR575 as amended by PRS and ERCOT.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  PRS passed the motion with two opposing votes from the Independent Power Market segments and six abstentions from the Independent Power Generator and IOU segments.  All segments were present for the vote.

Danielle Jaussaud commented that PRS must be certain that ERCOT will have enough down Balancing Energy.  Mark Bruce suggested that the QSE PMs review the PRR, especially with respect to issues related to small and large generators.  Ms. Garza added that the QSE PMs would be the appropriate forum for reviewing performance.  Ms. Jaussaud expressed concern that some QSEs may be abusing the ability to select down ramp rates.  Mr. Greer asked what actions had been taken to sanction entities that are gaming the market.  Ms. Jaussaud stated that full monitoring of their compliance would require a significant increase in compliance staffing, so there must be a balance between strong rules and compliance monitoring.  

PRR576 – Disclosure of OOME, OOMC, and RMR Service

Ino Gonzales provided background on PRR575, indicating that the PRR will automate ERCOT’s posting of OOM deployments on the MIS and correct timelines currently in the Protocols.  Mr. Gonzales stated that there will be no delay in the postings because of automation.  He also confirmed that there would be no problems shortening the timeline to ten days if PRR568 is approved.  Mr. Durrwachter made a motion to recommend approval of the PRR as submitted.  Mr. Day seconded the motion.  PRS passed the motion with one opposing vote from the Independent Power Market segment.  All segments were present for the vote.

Mr. Dreyfus commented that changing the data format from an Excel spreadsheet to an extract makes it useless.  He asserted that the intent was to give interested parties full access to the data.  Mr. D. Jones added that the CSV format may increase the cost of accessing the data for light users.  Mr. Gresham shared the concern that the data may become less accessible in the CSV format, but indicated that there is an overarching issue of how user-friendly all ERCOT data is.

PRR579 – Trading Hubs Language Correction – URGENT

With little discussion, Mr. Greer made a motion that PRS recommend approval of PRR579 as submitted.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously passed the motion.  All segments were present for the vote.
Review of Impact Analyses for PRRs Approved at February Meeting and Prioritization of PRRs Requiring System Changes

Mr. Anderson indicated that both PRR565 and PRR569 could be prioritized above the line and not impact any other projects on the list.  He also explained that PRR558 had the same dollar impact as PRR565 and PRR569 added together.  Mr. Anderson opined that PRR525 has about the same dollar impact as PRR312 (Enhance ESI ID Look Up Function) and placing PRR525 above the cut line would require bumping another project.  Mr. Durrwachter and Jerry Jackson indicated that RMS does not want any retail projects bumped.  Mr. Durrwachter added that there may be other projects besides retail that can be bumped.

PRR525 – SCE Performance and Monitoring 

Mr. Bruce suggested that PRR525 be prioritized below the cut line because ERCOT will be providing the data monthly to QSEs.  He added that there would be no enforcement until after automation.  Mr. Bruce proposed a priority of 1.2 and a rank of 35.5.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion with two abstentions from the Consumer and Independent Power Generator segments.  All segments were present for the vote.

PRR558 – Market Notice of LaaR Proration

Mr. Greer made a motion that PRS assign PRR558 a priority of 1.2 and a rank of 35.6.  Mr. Bruce seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously approved the motion with all segments present.  

PRR565 – Calculation of Losses for Settlement 

Mr. Greer made a motion that PRS assign PRR565 a priority of 3.1 and a rank of 111.5.  Mr. Belk seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the IOU segment.  All segments were present for the vote.  

PRS reviewed additional comments submitted by ERCOT staff.  Don Tandon explained that the comments allowed DSPs flexibility to provide a change to the calculation methodology for Distribution Loss Factors during the year.  ERCOT staff also requested that several terms be standardized throughout the PRR.  Stacey Woodard asked whether opt-in entities would be able to use Methodology 2 under Section 13.3.1.  ERCOT staff responded that the PRR disallows use of Methodology 2.  Mr. Munoz made a motion to recommend approval of PRR565 as amended by ERCOT comments and PRS.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  PRS approved the motion with one abstention from the independent REP segment.  All segments were present for the vote.

PRR569 – Revision to Balancing Energy Payments from a Specific Resource 

Mr. Durrwachter made a motion that PRS assign PRR569 a priority of 1.2 and a rank of 34.5.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  PRS unanimously approved the motion with all segments present.

PRR570 – Clarification of Settlements of Local Congestion Costs and PRR571 – Balancing Energy Bid Cap

PRS reviewed the impact analyses for PRR570 and 571 noting that neither has impacts on ERCOT’s computer systems.

OGRRs

OGRR156 - Reactive Considerations due to PRR409 (Voltage Support Service from Generating Resource) and OGRR162 - Revisions to Disturbance Monitoring

Mr. R. Jones 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 OGRR156 and OGRR162.”  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  With all segments present, PRS approved the motion unanimously. 

Other Business

Mr. Gonzales requested a summary of the Board discussion of PRR540 (OOM Cost Recovery Process Clarification).  Mr. Ögelman stated that the Board was concerned that the Consumer segment voted against PRR540.  Mr. Ögelman indicated that Consumers were not comfortable with generators choosing verifiable methodology while selecting generic methodology on some issues.  Mr. Ögelman stated that the PRR would receive more support from the Consumer segments if there was a claw back against start-up costs.  Mr. Ögelman stated that he will be submitting a separate PRR on claw back.

Minutes 031705 PRS Meeting
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