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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.  Mr. Gresham also announced that an Anti-Trust training was on the day’s agenda.
2.  Approval of January 19 and February 9, 2006 Minutes
Cesar Seymour moved to approve the draft meeting minutes from the January 19 and February 9, 2006 meetings.  Henry Durrwachter seconded the motion.  Mark Bruce proposed minor amendments to the minutes.  PRS unanimously approved the draft minutes as amended by Mr. Bruce.  All market segments were present for the vote.
3.  Urgency Votes

Mr. Gresham reported that PRR649, Correct “K” Factor in Compliance SCE Formula, was submitted on February 22, 2006, with a request for Urgency status.  John Dumas inquired whether ROS or the Commission had reviewed the proposal.  Bob Helton stated that ROS members and Commission Staff participated in the Frequency Control Task Force (FCTF) discussions and explained that this PRR is a correction to the formula.  Robbie Staples responded that this PRR did not represent a general consensus of the FCTF.  Mr. Dumas added that the current value was originally set to avoid degradation and that this proposal will broaden the band-width.  Mr. Helton argued that the Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) are made to control their frequency at less then 1% of capacity.  Manny Muñoz stated that he needed to better understand how this instant PRR fits into the larger package of PRRs designed to address issues relating to Schedule Control Error (SCE) and Frequency Control; and inquired whether it is proper to separate these PRRs out.  Mr. Helton claimed that the error must be corrected as soon as possible because ERCOT will soon start posting QSEs that fail the metric of Protocol Section 6.10.5.3, SCE Monitoring Criteria.  Mr. Helton further stated that the PRRs addressing the larger policy issues are forthcoming.  Mr. Helton reiterated that ROS and Commission Staff were present at the FCTF meetings and that there was a general consensus to support a request for Urgency status.  Mr. Bruce supported Mr. Helton’s statements.  
Mr. Bruce made a motion to grant Urgency status.  Mr. Seymour seconded the motion.  The motion passed with eight yeas from the Independent Generators (IGs), Independent Power Marketers (IPMs), Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs), Electric Cooperatives (Coops); two nays from the Consumer and Municipally Owned Utility (MOU) market segments and one abstention from an Independent REP (IREP).
PRS then proceeded with the consideration of PRR649.  This discussion is summarized under Agenda Item No. 9, PRR Voting Items.

4.  TAC and Board Reports

Mr. Gresham reported that TAC passed the following PRRs for Board approval: PRR567, Simplified Three-Part Bidding for Ancillary Services; PRR627, RMR Transmission Issues and RMR Contract Extension; PRR635, Resource Plan Performance Metric Update; PRR640, Update Provisions for Capacity and Energy Payments for RMR Service and Add a New Standard Form Agreement for Synchronous Condenser Service; and PRR642, Low Limit to IDR Meters in MRE for True-Up Settlement IDR Threshold.  Mr. Gresham noted that TAC changed the implementation date of PRR638, Change Settlement Invoice Due Date from 16 Calendar Days to Five Business Days, to April 1, 2006.  Mr. Gresham further reported that TAC tabled PRR630, Private Use Networks, and granted the request for withdrawal of PRR602, Ancillary Service Obligation for DC Tie Exports.
In reference to the February 21, 2006 ERCOT Board (Board) meeting, Mr. Gresham reported that the Board approved PRR543, Schedules and Emergency Assistance Over CFE-ERCOT DC Ties; PRR627, RMR Transmission Issues and RMR Contract Extension; PRR638; Change Settlement Invoice Due Date from 16 Calendar Days to Five Business Days; PRR639, Notification of Repairs to EPS Meter Facilities Under Emergency Conditions; and SCR746, Dynamic Rating Data to Using ICCP Link.  Mr. Gresham noted that the approval of PRR543 was contingent on a legal review of the CFE contract and that the Board also adopted TAC’s recommendation to change the proposed implementation date of PRR638.  Mr. Gresham further reported that the Board did not approve PRR567.  Mark Bruce inquired what the status of PRR567 is if the Board failed to approve this PRR.  Shari Heino responded that the PRR is deemed rejected, but is subject to appeal at the Commission.  Mr. Durrwachter announced that TXU does not intend to appeal the Board’s decision with the Commission.
5.  Anti-Trust Training

Ms. Heino provided a training on antitrust law.  She emphasized that she is an attorney for ERCOT, not committee members, and encouraged participants to consult their own attorneys with any specific questions.  The training provided an overview of antitrust law and guidelines for conduct at ERCOT meetings. Ms. Heino informed the group that a copy of ERCOT’s antitrust guidelines for committees is available upon request.

6.  Report from February 9, 2006 PRS Workshop

Mr. Gresham briefed the group on the discussions at the February 9, 2006 PRS workshop.  Mr. Gresham reported that participants formulated the following goals for the PRS for 2006:
· Provide clarity to administrative process for handling Nodal transition period PRRs.

· Continue improvements to the project prioritization process, including:

· Approach to Zonal PRRs during the transition period to Nodal market design.

· Alternative approaches for desirable projects that remain unfunded because they cannot compete against projects that have high reliability value.

· Review of the manner in which projects that fall below the cut-line should be addressed and presented to TAC.

Mr. Gresham invited participants to add to or modify the list of goals.  No party volunteered such edits.
Next, Mr. Gresham reviewed the modified Guiding Principles document developed at the PRS workshop and explained the reasoning behind the revisions.  Troy Anderson announced his intent to add feasibility criteria to the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and that adding this criterion in the Guiding Principles document may be redundant.  Mr. Gresham expressed the preference to retain the language for presentation to TAC, and that TAC may revise it as it deems fit.
7.  Project Update and Summary of PPL Activity to Date

Mr. Anderson announced that Pat Moast has joined the Program Management Office (PMO) and informed the group that PMO is now fully staffed.  Mr. Anderson proceeded with a progress report on the following projects:
· PRR548/PRR599, Settlement Mismatches Inter-QSE Schedules -- moved into the Execution phase and is scheduled to go live on March 29, 2006.

· SCR745, ERCOT Outage Evaluation and Resolution (Phases I and II) -- moved into the planning phase.  The Planning End Date is May 31, 2006.

· SCR738, Enhancement to FasTrak -- completed its Planning phase and an additional $860,000 for Execution has been requested.  The project budget now totals $2.5 million.  This project is scheduled to Go Live on June 17, 2006.

Mr. Anderson further reported that the February Project Priority list (PPL) was posted on February 10, 2006 and the 2006 arrow diagrams were posted on February 14, 2006.  Both are available on the ERCOT.com website.
Mr. Anderson announced that starting in March, the PPL will be broken out by program area, and each program area will be allocated a portion of the $25 million budget.  This year’s allocation was based on the February 3, 2006 PPL.  The breakdown is as follows:
· Commercial Operations (CO)

$1.5 million

· Infrastructure/IT Operations (IO)
$6.7 million

· Market Operations (MO)

$2.4 million

· Retail Operations (RO)

$6.8 million

· Systems Operations (SO)

$7.6 million

Mr. Anderson explained that ERCOT will continue to provide a merged PPL and that the market project prioritization will remain the same.  The individual program area PPLs will, however, be available under separate tabs on the PPL spreadsheet.  Mr. Anderson stated that the benefits of this new process include greater ease by which to identify the impacts resulting from new projects or changes to projects; recognition that resources typically work on projects within a single program area; and better tracking of projects priorities and the status of projects.  Mr. Anderson further noted that the budgets are not completely locked down and allow for transfer of funds between program areas.  Mr. Anderson committed to sending out the new PPL format to the PRS.
Mr. Muñoz inquired what the schedule is for SCR745, Retail Market Outage Evaluation and Resolution.  Mr. Anderson responded that the schedule is currently under development and will be presented at the next PRS meeting.  Mr. Greer inquired as to the status of SCR746, Dynamic Rating Data to TO Using ICCP Link.  Mr. Dumas responded that SCR746 has just been approved by the ERCOT Board and will now be addressed by the System Operations Continuous Analysis and Requirements Team (SOCART).
8.  System Operations Continuous Analysis and Requirements Team Presentation
Mr. Dumas provided the SOCART update.  Mr. Dumas informed the group of the projects that are Completed or near completion; projects that are New or Not Started; and projects that are Active (or at least in Initiation).  For a complete list of these projects, please consult Mr. Dumas’ presentation materials at http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2006/02/20060223-PRS.html.  Mr. Dumas also briefed the group on integration issues and resource constraints.
Mr. Durrwachter inquired whether ERCOT expected more projects related to the activities of the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC).  Mr. Dumas responded affirmatively, noting that the establishment of the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) and the development of new standards pursuant to the 2005 Energy Policy Act will result in more activity for ERCOT.  Mr. Greer inquired whether ERCOT would release the breaker-one lines.  Mr. Dumas responded that this needed to be evaluated in the context of the ERCOT Protocols.  
9.  PRR Voting Items

PRR632 – Clawback Mechanism for Generating Resources at the Site with an RMR Unit.
No discussion.
Mr. Bruce made a motion to reject PRR632, as recommended by WMS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention from the IPM market segment.  All market segments were present for the vote.
PRR648 – Prevent IDR Removal from Customers Served at Transmission Voltage.
After a brief discussion, Mr. Greer made a motion to recommend approval of this PRR, as submitted by the sponsor.  Cesar Seymour seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously with all market segments present for the vote.
PRR649 – Correct “K” Factor in Compliance SCE Formula.
For additional background regarding this PRR, please refer to discussion under Agenda Item 3, Urgency Votes.  
Mr. Helton presented examples where the current “K” factor is infeasible.  Mr. Helton claimed that ROS has provided a document that indicates that the tolerance can be raised to 2% without affecting reliability, whereas this PRR would result in an increase of only 0.4% to 0.8% tolerance for the SCE.  Mr. Jones inquired about the language presented in the “Reason for Revision” section of the form and inquired whether ERCOT Compliance agreed with Mr. Helton that the proposal has an insignificant impact.  Robbie Staples responded that the change would increase the dead-band for all QSEs for all intervals.  The group then discussed the history and purpose of the “K” factor.  Mr. Jones concluded that this PRR should be reviewed by the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG).  Fred Sherman stated that this PRR appeared to be innocent, but that this would widen the dead-band.  A wider dead-band may place ERCOT at risk of failing the NERC Control Performance Standard One (CPS1) measure.  According to Mr. Sherman, ERCOT would have to change the L10 or the ERCOT Bias if there was a risk of failing CPS1 due to this change.  Mr. Helton responded that if this was the case, ERCOT has bigger problems.  Mr. Helton also objected to having PRR649 reviewed by ROS, stating that such a review would take too much time.  Participants noted that working groups can meet by teleconference.  
Mr. Dumas again advised that the PUC and the ROS should review the proposal.  Mr. Sherman agreed with ERCOT staff and stated that he could not support this PRR unless ROS reviews the proposal and issues a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Bruce objected and argued that ERCOT sets standards for QSEs that are equivalent to those of an Independent System Operator (ISO), and that individual QSEs cannot and should not have to meet such standards.  Mr. Bruce further stated that this is not a fresh topic, claimed it has been discussed multiple times and reminded participants that the “death penalty” provision of PRR525, SCE Performance and Monitoring, is looming.  Mr. Bruce stated that stakeholders will have an opportunity to comment on a forward going basis at TAC and the Board.

Mr. Bruce made a motion to recommend approval of this PRR as submitted by the sponsor.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.   The motion passed with 11 “yeas” from the Coop (2), IOU (2), IG (5), and IPM (2) market segments; two “nays” from an MOU and a Consumer; and three abstentions (MOU, IOU, and IREP).  All market segments present for the vote.
10.  Review of CBA
Mr. Anderson presented proposed revisions to the CBA form, particularly related to the feasibility of implementation.  Mr. Muñoz suggested that the CBA should also include an evaluation of resource availability and impact on other projects.  The appropriate revisions were made.  
11.  Project Prioritization
There were no PRRs requiring project prioritization.
12.  Review of OGRR for Consistency with Protocols
OGRR172 – Special Protection System Obligations

OGRR174 – Definition of Single Generating Unit
Mr. Greer made a motion to indicate that OGRR172 and OGRR174 are deemed consistent with the ERCOT Protocols.  Mr. Durrwachter seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The IOU market segment was not present for the vote.
13.  Other Business

None
Future PRS Meetings
· March 23, 2006
· April 21, 2006
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