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	Comments


The Public Utility Commission of Texas Staff (PUC Staff or Staff) is concerned about the potential impact of this PRR on the Schedule Control Error (SCE) performance of Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) in ERCOT and believes that this PRR, together with PRR 661, may reduce or eliminate the reliability gains that have been achieved over the last few months. 

As ERCOT Compliance Staff has pointed out in numerous presentations to the ERCOT stakeholders, CPS 1 and CPS2 scores have steadily improved since October 2005.  This improvement is the result of a sustained effort by QSEs to better control their SCE as the ERCOT Compliance Office set out to implement the penalty phase of PRR 525.  Under the initial penalty provision, a QSE could be disqualified from providing ancillary services for repeatedly failing the SCE requirement.  This provision was judged too severe and PRR 661 was developed to substitute a lesser penalty.  PRR 661 contains a formula for calculating a financial penalty for QSEs that fail to meet the SCE requirement 90% of the time over one month. This formula contains a scaling factor of 1, which PRR 673 proposes to modify. The scaling factor will determine the level of penalty calculated by the formula. If this penalty is less than the cost to comply with the QSE SCE requirement, or if the penalty is less than the potential gain from ignoring the requirement, then it will be ineffective.  
Staff believes that the scaling factor proposed in this PRR may not be sufficient to motivate market participants to maintain their effort of the last few months, and a deterioration of SCE performance may result.  Under this PRR, the penalty factor is one whenever the monthly CPS 1 score is 125 or higher; it goes to zero whenever the score reaches 140 or higher; and it increases by 0.1 for each point below 125, but can never go above 2.  Staff supports the ROS recommendation that the scaling factor should never go below one, as there is no justification for forgiving a QSE who violates the SCE requirement at some times and not at other times.   In addition, it makes more sense to keep in place the factor that motivates good performance at all times rather than to take it away when results are good if one wants to avoid the yoyo effect of poor scores succeeding good scores. 
Staff recommends two additional changes to the PRR.  Staff believes that there should be a test period of a few months during which ERCOT will continue to monitor ERCOT CPS 1 and individual QSEs CPS 2 scores.  If a deterioration of the scores is observed, the PRR should provide enough flexibility for ERCOT Compliance to increase the scaling factor to a level necessary to restore the desirable QSE SCE performance.  Secondly, Staff recommends that the scaling factor not be capped at 2 when the overall ERCOT CPS 1 score goes below 115.  We do not expect that the score will ever get below that level, however if it did, it would indicate a very serious deterioration of conditions and performance, which would require serious measures to restore a more comfortable margin above the minimum score of 100.   Limiting the scaling factor in the manner proposed in this PRR would fail to achieve that goal and would be counter productive.
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