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DRAFT

MINUTES OF THE ERCOT 

COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE (COPS) MEETING

ERCOT

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, TX 78744

9:30 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.
June 27, 2006

Attendance

Standing Members:
	Boles, Brad
	Cirro Energy
	

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy
	

	Collard, Zachary
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Flowers, BJ
	TXU Energy
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Company
	

	Moore, Chuck
	Direct Energy
	

	Riordan, Ken
	Lower Colorado River Authority
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	Alternate Representative for (C. Aldridge)

	Zehani, Madjid
	Austin Energy
	


Guests:
	Fournier, Margarita x
	Competitive Assets (via teleconference)

	Goff, Eric 
	Constellation

	Gross, Blake
	AEP

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Krajecki, Jim
	The Structure Group

	McKeever, Debbie
	TXU

	Moore, Colleen
	Constellation (via teleconference)

	Podraza, Ernie
	Reliant Energy

	Potters, Susan
	AEP

	Starr, Lee
	Bryan Texas Utility

	Williams, Charlene
	Reliant Energy

	Wood, Tim
	First Choice Power


ERCOT:
	Adams, Jack

	Ashbaugh, Jacqueline

	Barnes, Bill

	Boren, Ann

	Day, Betty

	Deller, Art 

	Johnson, Dave

	Lavas, Jamie

	Mansour, Elizabeth

	Martinez, Adam

	McCafferty, Cary

	Opheim, Calvin

	Raish, Carl

	Seely, Chad

	Taylor, Denise

	Wattles, Paul

	Vargas, Andre

	Zake, Diana


Chair BJ Flowers called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.

Antitrust Admonition

Ms. Flowers read the ERCOT Antitrust Admonition as displayed and noted the need to comply with the ERCOT Antitrust Guidelines. A copy of the guidelines was available for review.
Agenda Review and Discussion 

Ms. Flowers reviewed the meeting agenda and noted that review of the Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) Nodal questionnaire was added as an item for discussion.

Approval of the Draft May 23, 2006 COPS Meeting Minutes 

Alice Jackson asked if the Consumer Segment was present to vote at the May 23, 2006 meeting. Several attendees indicated that Kenan Ogelman had arrived late and may not have signed the attendance sheet. Lee Starr moved that COPS approve the draft May 23, 2006 minutes; Judy Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Segment. The Independent Generator Segment was not present for the vote. 
June TAC Meeting Update

Ms. Flowers informed COPS that she did not present any voting items at the last TAC meeting, but that TAC had voted to recommend approval of several PRRs. Eric Goff asked whether Clayton Greer had proposed a resolution about Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS). Ms. Flowers stated that Mr. Greer had asked to speak at the Board meeting and that in July, TAC is scheduled to consider two PRRs addressing RPRS (PRR666, Modification of RPRS Under-Scheduled Capacity Charge Calculation, and PRR667, RPRS Uplift Charge and Under Scheduled Charge Correction).

Nodal Settlement Delta Calculation and Statement Proposal (see Key Documents)
Betty Day introduced Bill Barnes, ERCOT’s new Manger of Settlements & Billing. Ms. Day stated that Mr. Barnes has worked with ERCOT in the past as a consultant and an employee in both business and IT functions. Ms. Day added that Kenneth Ragsdale is now working full time on Nodal implementation. 
Mr. Barnes began his presentation by highlighting the problems with the current settlements system. Of specific concern is the inefficient design that results in 70% of the integral data in Lodestar being zero charge data. Mr. Barnes further discussed the characteristics of the current settlements system and its inefficiencies. 
Mr. Barnes explained that the Nodal design proposal contains an answer to the zero charge problem and would simplify data requirements while still fulfilling Market Participants’ data needs. He indicated that Market Participants would still receive load data (the components will be in the extracts), but will not receive price or quantity information. Ms. Jackson stated that the Nodal data volume would overwhelm the current system and that some data must be summarized. Mr. Barnes further explained that the data would be summed to the QSE level, rather than at the zonal or unit level on settlement statements. He emphasized that all input/output data will be available in extracts and that those leaning on the settlement statements will have to change their process and review the extracts. Ms. Briscoe stated that the extracts will remain cumbersome and large, even through the statements will be lean and efficient. She encouraged Market Participants to review Mr. Barnes’ presentation. 
Ken Riordan opined that Market Participants will have to build new shadow settlement systems and that there is a need for a policy discussion on where calculations should take place and where data should be housed. He acknowledged that Mr. Barnes’ proposal was probably the right thing to do, but suggested that COPS host a workshop for hands-on personnel who work with the settlement systems to discuss the implications of the proposed Nodal system. Mr. Barnes acknowledged that the proposed changes would affect all Market Participants’ systems, and added that Nodal implementation should be a collaborative process. Ms. Flowers agreed to schedule a workshop to discuss the proposal. Mr. Riordan agreed to help chair the meeting.
Profile Working Group (PWG) Update (see Key Documents)
Ernie Podraza reviewed the PWG’s goals and progress for 2006. He stated that the annual validation process was underway and that May 31, 2007 is the current target to have new profiles in place (after the 150-day notice). Mr. Podraza noted that PWG is addressing questions about how to phase in the new profiles, whether the shape per hour will change, the total amount of money that may be affected, and tests to the settlement systems. Mr. Podraza added that the results of the tests would be shared with COPS prior to acceptance. Mr. Podraza suggested that COPS host a workshop to discuss the monetary effects of the new profiles. Ms. Flowers suggested that the profile change not take place during the summer months, and if it is not possible by mid-May, then it be scheduled for fall, and that PWG analyze the results of the 2006 annual validation and Round 2 samples separately before moving to the next step. Mr. Podraza agreed with Ms. Flowers’ suggestions and indicated that PWG’s plan required that analyses be completed. Ms. Flowers added that continuing in a step-wise fashion would ensure that Market Participants understand the process.
Mr. Podraza reviewed the differences between the current residential profile assignment process and the changes expected with the adoption of the residential algorithm. Mr. Podraza also summarized the history of annual validation. Mr. Podraza opined that the high number of ESI IDs slated for profile change in 2006 is due to three years of clean-up and moving the market to what is actually installed. Brad Boles added that the old methodology looked at one year’s data, but the new methodology looks at all available data to evaluate which profile is appropriate. Madjid Zehani asked whether heating and cooling degree days were used in the regression analysis. Mr. Podraza stated that the regression uses energy consumption. 
LPGRR012, Process for Load Profiling Guide Revisions – Mr. Podraza explained that LPGRR012 makes the revision process for the Load Profiling Guide consistent with that of the other market guides. Ms. Flowers stated that this LPGRR contains administrative changes and has no costs associated with it. Mr. Moore moved COPS recommend approval of LPGRR012 as submitted; Ms. Briscoe seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not present for the vote. 
LPGRR013, Annual Business Validation Timeline Adjustment – Mr. Podraza explained that LPGRR013 modified when transactions would flow for the business group. Ms. Flowers confirmed that the Transmission and/or Distribution Providers (TDSPs) and ERCOT Staff have no objection to LPGRR013. Brad Boles moved to recommend approval of LPGRR013 as submitted; Mr. Moore seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not present for the vote.
LPGRR014, Profile Decision Tree Modification and Approval Process – Mr. Podraza explained that LPGRR014 provides a formal review and approval process for the Profile Decision Tree. Mr. Podraza explained that an Appendix to the Load Profile Guide will contain a link to the Profile Decision Tree. Ms. Flowers affirmed approval of LPGRR014 and underscored the need for each Market Segment to review the changes. Mr. Collard moved to recommend approval of LPGRR014 as submitted; Chuck Moore seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not present for the vote.
LPGRR015, Profile Model Evaluations and Changes – Mr. Podraza explained that LPGRR015 updates Section 8, Load Profile Models of the LPG to provide specific information to clarify the procedures for evaluating and changing Profile Models. Ms. Flowers asked whether this LPGRR has any impacts to Market Participants. Mr. Podraza answered that it did not, and that it provides guidance to ERCOT on how to evaluate profile changes. Ms. Briscoe suggested an edit to Section 8.2.1, Sources of Load Research Data. Mr. Boles moved to recommend approval of LPGRR015 as revised by COPS; Mr. Collard seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not present for the vote.
COPS Communications Working Group (CCWG) Update (see Key Documents)
COPMGRR002, Unplanned Outage Communication Process, CBA, and Impact Analysis – Ms. Briscoe reminded COPS that COPMGRR002 was the result of a TAC-driven initiative to develop notification procedures between ERCOT and Market Participants to use during unplanned systems outages. COPMGRR002 contains business day and 24-hour notification requirements. Mr. Moore was concerned about the estimated $250,000 to $500,000 to implement the revision and asked for explanation for the need for three additional full-time employees (FTEs). 
Dave Johnson stated that the need for three FTEs was based on the stated assumptions. Ms. Briscoe confirmed that the assumptions were correct. He explained that one FTE is for Operational Support and two are for second and third shifts of Console Operations. He stated that the Console Operations staff is already fully tasked by their current duties; during an outage their responsibilities include continued monitoring of systems not involved in an outage. Mr. Johnson added that the additional FTEs would be responsible for distributing the initial, periodic, and final updates during an outage.
Mr. Johnson opined there would be no need for the additional FTEs in Console Operations under an initial/final only notice scenario. Mr. Johnson further stated that no additional FTEs would be needed if detail analysis and follow-up were completed during normal business hours. Ms. Briscoe suggested a review to determine whether the 24x7 notification is truly needed. Mr. Collard noted that the Market Participants specifically identified systems important enough for notification outside normal business hours. Mr. Johnson stated that SCR748, Website Enhancements for ERCOT Outage Notifications, has different requirements and would not be affected by revisions from COPMGRR002. Ms. Flowers asked whether the three FTEs associated with COPMGRR002 were the same as those needed for SCR748. Mr. Johnson confirmed that they were. Debbie McKeever stated that SCR748 has been recommended for approval by RMS with three FTEs and opined that the implementation costs for COPMGRR002 would be lower once SCR748 is implemented. Mr. Moore requested that the costs be reassessed. He stated that COPMGRR002 as written contains extra functionality that is not needed. Mr. Collard asked whether an alternative analysis had been performed without the three FTEs and asked what the system cost was. Elizabeth Mansour stated that the $250,000 to $500,000 represents estimated development costs including the web application. Mr. Goff opined that removing the 24x7 language and the posting requirement would reduce the cost significantly.
Ms. McKeever suggested that COPS wait for SCR748 to pass before processing COPMGRR002. Mr. Moore moved to table COPMGRR002 until SCR748 is in planning stages; then COPS can review COPMGRR002 for gaps. Michelle Trenary seconded the motion. The motion failed via roll call vote (1 Segment Vote in Favor; 4 Segment Votes Against; 2 Abstentions). Please see key documents for vote tally. Mr. Goff opined that it would be a bad idea to table COPMGRR002 because it overlaps SCR748. Mr. Collard agreed, stating that it could be possible to remove the 24x7 language or grey box it until an appropriate time. Ms. Briscoe opined that without the log functionality, the market would lose the ability to view outage history. Mr. Collard was concerned about COPS response to the TAC directive being delayed for two years while SCR748 is implemented. Mr. Collard moved for COPS to direct CCWG and ERCOT to document a notification process to the market that can be implemented at no cost and for CCWG to review the documentation after SCR748 is implemented. There was no second to the motion; Mr. Collard withdrew his motion.
Ms. Flowers then directed CCWG to reduce COPMGRR002 to the current process, revisit the timing of Phases 1 through 4, and look for any perceived gaps in SCR748. Ms. Flowers requested that ERCOT Staff and Market Participants work together to develop the best solution.

Recommendation for ERCOT Communication with Market Participants during EECP Events – Paul Wattles reviewed the Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) External Communications notification chart and noted that it was developed in collaboration with the Executive Director’s office at the Public Utility Commission. He added that the notification chart is a living document that will be revised as necessary, also in cooperation with the PUC. Mr. Wattles noted that ERCOT executed some steps from the chart on May 10, 2006 when the grid status potentially could have (but did not) go into EECP. He concluded that May 10, 2006 was a successful real-world application of the ERCOT Communications plan. Mr. Wattles stated that ROS is currently evaluating the EECP. Art Deller stated that the email notification sent through Governmental Relations would not replace operations emails sent by Client Relations. Susan Potters added that the Governmental Relations emails would be visually different from the Client Relations emails. Ms. Potters stated that a separate email subscriber list would be established for the Governmental Relations emails. Mr. Deller reminded COPS that subscription to that list will be limited to employees of Market Participants.

Ms. Flowers noted that the EECP External Communications process was not documented publicly. Mr. Wattles stated that it is an appendix to internal ERCOT procedures. He offered to lift that appendix and make it available on the ERCOT website. Ms. Flowers suggested that the EECP External Communications process be referenced in the Commercial Operations Market Guide. Ms. Flowers will work with Mr. Wattles to develop the appropriate COPMGRR. 
Re-Run of May 29, 2006 Settlement – Mr. Barnes explained that ERCOT Settlements manually adjusted Mismatch Received from ERCOT (MSR) and Mismatch Delivered to ERCOT (MSD) but did not modify the Balancing Energy Neutrality Adjustment (BENA) calculation. As a result the original BENA calculation was wrong (and Market Participants would not be able to recalculate it). ERCOT decided to re-issue the initial settlement statements. Ken Riordan stated that re-issuing the initial statements overwhelmed LCRA’s systems. Mr. Riordan added that the Protocols are clear that ERCOT is not to re-run R1 statements; this violates audit trails and creates quality control issues for Market Participants. Mr. Barnes stated that in hindsight, ERCOT could have manually corrected BENA or left the MSR/MSD as is without the manual fix and simply resettled. 
After some discussion of the mechanics of the error, Mr. Barnes stated that the lesson learned was that the market prefers manual adjustment to pulling back statements that have already been published. In the future, ERCOT will post MSR/MSD incorrectly then issue R4.
Project Updates (see Key Documents)
2007 Project Prioritization – Troy Anderson displayed the updated Market Operations (MO) Project Priority List (PPL) with budget ranges filled in. He mentioned that PR60021_01, EIS Reporting Tool II had been moved so that PRR426, URC for Uncontrollable Resources, could be above the cut line. Adam Martinez stated that the budget amount of $2,058,000 is slightly lower than that for 2006. He stated that the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) would review the five Continuous Analysis Review Team (CART) lists on June 28, 2006, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) would review the list on July 6, 2006, and the Board would review it in July with a final vote scheduled for August.

Ms. Flowers confirmed that PRR666, Modification of RPRS Under-Scheduled Capacity Charge Calculation, and PRR667, RPRS Uplift Charge and Under Scheduled Charge Correction, would be in the MO CART. She asked that Mr. Martinez keep the projects associated with load profiling in mind as a high priority. Ms. Flowers added that the CART organization allows Mr. Martinez to manage projects better and complete related projects simultaneously. She asked for monthly updates using the arrow diagram and the MO PPL. Ms. Trenary moved that the items listed above the cut line on the MO PPL represent projects that are supported by COPS. Mr. Collard seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The Independent Generator Market Segment was not present for the vote.
PR40103, TML Phase III – Mr. Martinez stated that PR40103 is currently in planning, but is on hold pending a determination of the best implementation strategy. Of concern to ERCOT is that the requirements in hand are two years old. Denise Taylor and Mr. Martinez reviewed the Excel spreadsheet and explained ERCOT’s process to validate the enhancements, including a determination of whether they would carry forward into the Nodal market or whether another project had superseded them. Mr. Martinez noted that 127 enhancements remain in scope (approximately half are affected by the Nodal program). Mr. Martinez requested that COPS schedule a workshop for Market Participants and ERCOT Staff to review and understand the scope of PR40103. Ms. Briscoe encouraged Market Participants to review the requirements list and identify outstanding enhancements.

PR50005, EMMS EDW Extracts – Extension of Stabilization – Mr. Deller noted that a Market Notice had been issued stating that implementation of PR50005 had been delayed because the stabilization period had been extended. Ms. Briscoe asked whether documentation was available that detailed the systems affected by PR50005. Jackie Ashbaugh stated that ERCOT is sending notifications to the market; she will confirm that the latest information is uploaded to the ERCOT website.
Ms. Ashbaugh informed COPS that PR30026, EPS Meter Data, was pulled from the 6/1/06 release because testing is not complete. She stated that testing will resume on 7/26/06 and the target release date is September 21, 2006. Ms. Flowers commended ERCOT Staff for pulling an incomplete project.

Ms. Ashbaugh stated that ERCOT experienced performance issues with PR50025, Enhance ESI ID Lookup Function, so it too has been delayed.

UFE Task Force Report

Mr. Goff reported that PRR668, Distribution Loss Factor Calculations, was submitted on May 24, 2006. He stated that the UFE Task Force discussed transmission losses and determined that it is appropriate to have one transmission loss factor for all ERCOT.

Mr. Goff noted that ERCOT uses eight base cases to calculate transmission loss factors, but that under the Nodal Protocols, there will be 36 base cases, so monthly transmission loss factors will be available. Mr. Podraza opined that the transmission loss factors are important for calculating shadow settlements and forecasting because Market participants will receive updates monthly that project 18 months in the future. Mr. Goff indicated that the Nodal Protocols call for no changes in loss factor calculations. He stated that the monthly data will be collected 
Review of COPS 2006 Goals

This agenda item was not discussed.
Other Business and Adjournment
Andre Vargas provided an overview of the EDW survey. Ms. Ashbaugh added that the survey is intended to indicate what the Market Participants’ expectations are for the EDW/EIS environment and for ERCOT to gage the level of understanding in the market about the environment. Mr. Vargas indicated that ERCOT has been interviewing Market Participants and gathering requirements for EDW in the Nodal environment. Ms. Flowers asked whether the survey was Nodal specific or applicable to the entire wholesale market. Mr. Vargas stated that if the topic is Nodal specific, then specific questions are used, otherwise the survey is applicable to the entire wholesale market. Jamie Lavas stated that Client Services will send a notice about the survey to the list serves, but the timing for the survey has not yet been established. Ms. Ashbaugh indicated that multiple responses from a single company are acceptable. Mr. Vargas added that his company, PA Consulting, will provide an independent assessment to ERCOT. 
Mr. Riordan asked about the status of the ERCOT Administrative Fee correction. Mr. Deller explained that the factor value table in the extracts and the calculation are correct, but the settlement statements show an incorrect value. Cary McCafferty indicated that one additional problem had been found, but that the correction is in final stages.
Ms. Flowers adjourned the meeting at 3:34 p.m.
� Key documents and roll call votes referenced in these minutes can accessed on the ERCOT website at:
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