RPRS Action Items and Issues Matrix
	AI


	Description/Discussion
	Underlying Issues/Discussion
	 Voting item for PRS?

	1
	Handling of load forecast uncertainty and the allocation/accountability of that responsibility (ERCOT’s one sigma bias)
ERCOT clearly has the responsibility of deriving the next day’s forecast. ERCOT also has the responsibility for calling on enough capacity to meet the load even though there may be load forecast error. ERCOT is also accountable for these functions. The action item should not imply that some of the responsibility should be assigned to QSEs since they are not accountable to NERC on this issue.
This question may go more to the allocation issue as to where the sigma bias should be placed (either in the day ahead as is done now or in the other ancillary services or a combination of both).
	Is the amount of bias appropriate?
ERCOT to provide a description of how the sigma bias was derived and how it relates to the April event.
If so, is the responsibility allocated properly?
One proposal is to acquire AS to cover load forecast uncertainty:
So far there are two well defined alternatives:

· Leave as is in RPRS
· Move the sigma bias to the Non spin Service requirement
Should we consider a combination of RPRS and NSRS?

Should we consider other AS?

An option for dealing with load forecast uncertainty is to remove the effect in settlement – short QSEs should not pay MCPC when there are inappropriate procurements:
The key term here is “inappropriate”. The term should refer to whether or not the “bias” used in the load forecast corresponds to overall system reliability and/or overall ERCOT error vs. “appropriate” procurement corresponding to  short-scheduling by QSEs. [Note: a more descriptive term instead of “appropriate” may be “assignable”.]
This issue is critical to the allocation of RPRS related costs and QSE “shortness” in the market. 
Should settlement encourage QSEs to self-scheduled capacity?

Is ERCOT settlement “smart” enough to accurately detect when this “self-scheduling” has occurred?
How system is managed when attempting to avoid rolling blackout situations:
This is described in Section 5.6 of the Protocols as well as in Section 4.5 of the Operating Guides. Additionally there is a new OGRR, 186 – EECP Event Re-alignment, which would reduce the amount of rated reserves by 7%, removes wind generation from responsive, and dispatches RMR units to 100% of capacity prior to EECP step 1.
	

	2
	Allocation of excess funds:
Several perspectives have been offered here:

First, from the resource point of view, “excess” RPRS results in a depressed BES market. Only those resources that can bid into the RPRS market can offset the depressed BES price. Units that wish to participate in the RPRS market but are OOMC’d in STEP 1 and RPRS is procured in Step 2 may not be getting paid the true value of their capacity. 
Second, from a load point of view,  those QSEs that consider themselves “long” believe that they are already paying the majority of the capacity made available to the market via their corresponding bilateral contracts and hence, the RPRS cost should be assigned to those QSEs that are short. 
Third, QSEs perceived to be short do not believe “shortness” is being properly calculated and that, with the possible exception of direct schedules with ERCOT, connectivity assignability between their scheduled load and the overall Resource Plan used to procure RPRS is not clear.

	Average costing vs. marginal

PRR676:  replaces MCPC for RPRS with generic costs and then calculates an average capacity charge rate to charge “short” QSEs up to two times the capacity rate charge times the QSEs short position.
Could this result in excess funds due to an over collection from short QSEs? Do we then get back to the existing uplift of credits to the entire market on a load ration share basis?
Can PRR be modified to allow for RPRS bids and for the allocation to be limited to only those amounts collected for RPRS and OOMC service?
Can PRR be further modified to allow units that want to bid RPRS but are OOMC’d in Step 1 are allowed to become RPR MCPC price takers (i.e., they would never set the MCPC but would also keep the OOMC generic payment floor price)?
PRR678: maintains use of MCPC for RPRS and creates a “mirror image” of the existing method for calculating short positions in order to calculate long positions for the purpose of crediting back over collections.
Calculation for long positions: is this method appropriate? It assumes that the “long” QSE’s corresponding portion of the Resource Plan is long as well. Is this assumption valid?
Might this method encourage perverse incentives to game the market through “fictitious” long schedules?

	

	3
	Apparent stranding of on-line capacity due to local congestion (power balance)
	Does this create additional bias?
How does this step fit into the RPRS procurement process? Is it a final step after Step 1 and 2 or is it done simultaneous with Step 1?
Determine whether the probability of N-2 criteria in a generation pocket happening simultaneously is realistic – is the ERCOT model to determine these generation pocket constraints appropriate?  
We need a breakdown of the probability based events and assumptions (ERCOT to provide feedback):


· Load forecast error with sigma bias (n-1?)

· Step 1 one OOMC procurements (is this based on n-1tranmssion)
· Step 2: any n-1 here?

· Power Balance: more n-1 transmission assumptions?
How much unutilized on-line capacity is on the system? (ERCOT to provide feedback)

	

	4
	System-wide short vs. zonal short – resolved by PRR666


	ERCOT requires direction to move forward with PRR666 implementation to include in October/November 2006 Release

ERCOT requires assurance that other RPRS solutions will not impact PRR666 implementation

Calculation for short positions (see Chaparral comments to PRR678) and mismatches: discussed briefly under AI 2 above.
	



1 of 5

