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Minutes of the ERCOT Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin

7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

January 9, 2007 – 9:30am – 2:30pm

Attendance
Members:
	Boles, Brad
	Cirro Energy
	

	Briscoe, Judy
	BP Energy
	

	Flowers, BJ
	TXU Energy
	

	Jackson, Alice
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Johnson, Eddie
	Brazos Electric
	

	Moore, Chuck
	Direct Energy
	

	Riordon, Ken
	LCRA
	

	Scott, Kathy
	CenterPoint Energy
	Alternate Representative for Z. Collard

	Starr, Lee
	BTU
	

	Trenary, Michelle
	Tenaska
	

	Wood, Tim
	First Choice Power
	

	Wright, Mark
	Suez Energy Marketing
	

	Zahani, Madjid
	Austin Energy
	


Guests:

	Claiborn-Pinto, Shawnee
	PUCT
	Via Teleconference

	Eubank, Sandra
	CPS Energy
	

	Everett, Daryl
	Alliance Data
	

	Galvin, Jim
	Tenaska
	

	Goff, Eric
	Constellation
	

	Gross, Blake
	AEP
	

	Hoppe, Raymond
	New Energy Assoc.
	

	Hudson, Alan
	The Hudson Group
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Malkey, Karen
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	McKeever, Debbie
	TXU Energy Delivery
	

	McLaughlin, Diana
	NRG Texas
	

	Patrylak, Rob
	New Energy Assoc.
	

	Podraza, Ernie
	Reliant Energy
	

	Trevino, Melissa
	Occidental Chemical Corporation
	

	Williams, Charlene
	Reliant Energy
	

	Woelfel, Eric
	FPCUSA
	


ERCOT Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Ashbaugh, Jackie
	
	

	Barnes, Bill
	
	

	Chase, Ray
	Via Teleconference
	

	Day, Betty
	
	

	Deller, Art
	
	

	Opheim, Calvin
	
	

	Seely, Chad
	
	

	Smallwood, Aaron
	
	

	Sundhararajan, Srini
	
	

	Zake, Diana
	
	


BJ Flowers called the meeting to order at 9:32 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; there were no changes.

Election of COPS Chair and Vice Chair

Ms. Flowers turned the floor over to Art Deller to conduct the nomination and election process for a new committee chair and vice-chair.  Mr. Deller opened the floor for chair nominations.  Ms. Flowers nominated Lee Starr for chair; Mr. Starr accepted the nomination.  Brad Boles nominated Chuck Moore for vice-chair.  Ms. Flowers nominated Michelle Trenary for vice-chair.  Both Mr. Moore and Ms. Trenary accepted the nominations.  Vote by ballot determined Mr. Starr to be committee chair, and Ms. Trenary to be vice-chair.
Mr. Starr noted that Ms. Flowers and Judy Briscoe had served as chair and vice-chair respectively since the inception of the Commercial Operations Subcommittee (COPS), and thanked them for their service.

Approval of the Draft December 11, 2006 COPS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Ms. Flowers asked for any edits to the draft December COPS minutes.  There being none, Mr. Starr moved to approve the minutes as posted.  Mr. Boles seconded the motion.  There being no discussion, the motion carried unanimously on voice vote.  All Market Segments were represented.

January TAC Meeting Update (see Key Documents)
Before providing the January TAC meeting update, Ms. Flowers introduced Mark Dreyfus, 2007 TAC chair and invited his comments.  Mr. Dreyfus noted that he is pleased to be serving, is looking forward to another busy year, and in the continued effort to effectively communicate with the ERCOT Board of Directors and Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT), asked that COPS develop goals for 2007.  Mr. Dreyfus also announced that Mark Bruce had been selected as the 2007 TAC vice-chair.
Ms. Flowers announced that while there was little COPS business at the January 2007 TAC meeting, TAC did recommend approval of NPRR034, Conforming Section 10 to Nodal Format, NPRR038, Synchronization of PRR624, and PRR695, Unaccounted for Energy (UFE) Analysis.  Ms. Flowers noted that there was extensive discussion of the communication during recent outages, and reminded everyone that the funding for additional full-time employees to address the issue is to come from the retail side.  Until those positions are funded, the market would receive nominal notice at first, if the outage occurs over night or on the weekend, and that more information would be relayed at a later time.  Ms. Flowers concluded her report by noting the TAC’s discussion for changes associated with the Regional Entity (RE), indicating that most of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission/North American Electric Reliability Corporation (FERC/NERC) discussion affects operations and will not represent much of an impact from a settlements perspective.  
Profiling Working Group Update (PWG) (see Key Documents)
Ernie Podraza reported that the oil and gas profile Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and Impact Analysis (IA) would be discussed at the next PWG meeting on January 30, 2007.  Mr. Podraza also stated that a Load Profile Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) was being put together to define an end-date for annual validation, and that May 15, 2007, is still the target date for the implementation of the new Profile Models.
Regarding LPGRR018, Default Residential Profile Segment and Clean Up of Valid Profile IDs Tab, Mr. Podraza reported that, from the recent residential survey, it was discovered that some weather zones have a preponderance of electric heat.  Given that the default is always low winter ratio for residential Load and that this is not necessarily representative of , the majority of the population, Mr. Podraza opined that it would be better to default to the residential high winter ratio.  LPGRR018 will determine which of the two residential profiles is selected as the default when a new assignment is made.  Mr. Podraza concluded that PWG would request urgency for LPGRR018.
Mr. Podraza called attention to Load Profiling Guide (LPG) Appendix E, Profile Model Spreadsheets  containing Profile Models that will be effective May 15, 2007.  Mr. Podraza announced that one of the spreadsheets contains an error on the Holidays tab, specifically that February 19th, President’s Day, is no longer considered a holiday, and that the number “1” in the Major Holidays column should instead be  “0.”  He added that in the new models, all holidays have the same coefficient as Sundays.  In discussing the best course of action to address this error, Market Participants noted that the profiles are correct, that only the index is incorrect, but that the correction still requires an LPGRR.  ERCOT Legal commented that the correction to the error should not affect the 150 day notice requirement, since it is clear by the profiles that the intent was to use a “0” instead of a “1.”  Diana Zake stated that if urgent status is granted through e-mail vote, the LPGRR could be on the February COPS agenda.  
Market Participants questioned whether the Major Holiday column was now obsolete in the new Profile Models, and might merit deletion.  It was decided that since there may be some Market Participant computer applications that use he Major Holiday column, it would be best to leave it in the spreadsheet at this time.
Data Extract Working Group Update (DEWG) (see Key Documents)
Mr. Starr reminded everyone that the DEWG is on  hold pending handoff from TPTF when timing is right for implementation of Market Information System (MIS) changes for Nodal, but recognized Chuck Moore, who had a related question.  Mr. Moore asked if any extracts were affected by the elimination for the North East Congestion Zone.  Mr. Deller indicated that the new Zonal names are for 2007, and that North East will not be one of them.

Communications Working Group Update (CCWG) (see Key Documents)
Ms. Briscoe reported on recent joint meetings between the Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG) and the CCWG where SCR748, Website Enhancements for ERCOT Outage Notifications, was discussed.  Ms. Briscoe noted that currently, if a retail system goes down over night or on a weekend, ERCOT Client Services should send a notice on the morning or the next Business Day, and that due to the time lag, there are instances that the problem is fixed by the time the notice is sent.  Ms. Briscoe characterized this practice as one of the major issues around the communication process, and offered that with the funding of SCR748 it is hoped that immediate notice of a system failure will be possible, the goal being – at minimum – to inform Market Participants that a system is down. 
Ms. Briscoe added that ERCOT will define criteria when a fix can be applied on less than a 10-day notice, and have it not count as an unplanned outage.  Mr. Deller added that there is discussion about the difference between an “unplanned/uncontrolled outage,” and a “controlled outage,” with the preference always going to having a “controlled outage,” or pushing to a “planned outage,” taking advantage of a weekend whenever possible.  
Ms. Briscoe concluded her report by saying that ERCOT is coming back to TDTWG with next steps, and that she will be following up with ERCOT.

Settlements and Data Aggregation Working Group (SDAWG) (see Key Documents)
Eric Goff recommended that the SDAWG Scope Document and changes to the COPS Procedure Document be voted on at the same time.  Mr. Goff reviewed the proposed SDAWG Scope Document and noted that the changes to the COPS Procedure Document removed a disbanded working group and added the SDAWG.  
Members discussed whether the newly formed SDAWG was the appropriate group to address data that will be left over from the Zonal market, once the Nodal market is launched, that data storage is a concern, and that at some point, the work of SDAWG may start overlapping with that of the DEWG.  Jackie Ashbaugh noted that there is a Protocol that states ERCOT has to keep data available online for four years, and retain the same data for a total of seven years. In this instance, since it relates to settlements, the data would be housed internally in the source system and not in warehousing.  Members opined that SDAWG does not decide whether there are resettlements, and so the issue for SDWAG becomes how and where to store the data, and that it would be worthwhile to engage those who do make the call for resettlement. Ms. Briscoe asked that ERCOT Legal determine any outstanding Alternate Dispute Resolutions (ADRs) and move forward with closing some operating days,  questioning if that might be the correct next-step.
Ms. Flowers moved to accept the SDAWG Scope Document and COPS Procedure Document as presented.  Brad Boles seconded the motion.  There being no discussion, the motion carried unanimously on voice vote with no abstentions.  All Market Segments were represented.

Mr. Goff announced that a meeting would be held to determine a list of outstanding issues and goals, and that the COPS exploder list would be utilized to notice the meeting. 

Draft Proposal for Handling Small Resettlements Due to Rule Violations (see Key Documents)
Ken Riordon reported on the document he volunteered to draft regarding the handling of inadvertent violations that are fined and result in resettlements that cost more to process than they pay out.  Mr. Riordon noted that the PUCT is supportive of the proposal, and thanked ERCOT for reviewing the proposal.  Market Participants asked why $50,000 was selected as the threshold, if there were any instances in which one party was harmed more than others, and if so, how would the collected fine be awarded.
Mr. Riordon responded that most violations affect the market in general, but the effect could be disproportionate in specific cases, and that the fine is paid to the PUCT and does not reach the market.  As to the threshold, Mr. Riordan acknowledged that it was selected as a starting place for discussion.  He added that out of a $50,000 resettlement, the largest Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) in ERCOT would be affected at a $25,000 level, a small QSE at $2,500 level, and perhaps the smallest QSE at a $20 level.
Mr. Podraza asked if more work would accrue to ERCOT if the threshold were breeched, with the possibility that despite the additional work, no resettlement would go out if there was no breech.  Bill Barnes answered that ERCOT does not run the resettlement to determine the threshold, but instead that the PUCT issues an order with the interval awarded, the Ancillary Service bid, and the intervals in violation.  

Market Participants asked if the proposal was to be a Market Guide change or a Protocol change, and how the process would be handled outside of settlement.  Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto stated that the proposal may only take the form of an expressed wish of the market or a recommendation to Commission staff.  Mr. Barnes answered that the invoicing process has been handled in multiple ways: an adjustment to the Ancillary Service quantity, miscellaneous debit/credit, and manual invoicing (whereby ERCOT settlements does calculations in a spreadsheet and the finance department sends a one-off manual invoice).  
Mr. Starr recommended that the proposal be distributed, and thanked Mr. Riordon for his suggestion and work.

Presentation on Combining Day-Ahead and Real-Time Invoices (see Key Documents)
Jim Galvin presented a proposal to synchronize Day-Ahead and Real-Time Invoices in the Nodal market that would also take into consideration constraints and credit concerns.  Eric Woelfel addressed the administrative effort and associated costs.  Mr. Weolfel projected an 800% increase in workload associated with the Invoices of the Nodal Day-Ahead market (DAM) for certain Market Participants’ job functions.  While synchronizing the DAM and Real-Time Market (RTM) settlement Invoices into one weekly Invoice has raised the concern of increased credit exposure , the proposal seeks to alleviate those concerns, as well as reduce the administrative costs of daily invoicing.  According to Mr. Weolfel, benefits include relief of the administrative burden of processing daily Invoices, reduced processing time and consistency with other markets.
Mr. Weolfel proposed that prepayment be required for those parties without appropriate collateral, noting that it is easier to handle a few parties on a credit watch list rather than having everyone clear cash daily, and opined that some of the risk may be mitigated with a daily cash call to the few rather than the many.  An additional degree of coding would address an indication of short pays.  
Participants discussed creating a watch list based on credit ratings, increased burden to ERCOT for credit monitoring, disallowing credit risk entities participation in the DAM, Invoice design to indicate short pays, real-time uplifts, and invoice numbering and subtypes.  
Cheryl Yager noted that outstanding invoices are a component of the collateral calculation. Increases in outstanding balances per invoice (although a decrease in the number of invoices) might increase credit exposure.  To the extent credit exposure is increased, collateral requirements would also be increased     Answering participant questions  about the reason for daily DAM invoicing, Ms. Yager said that for credit purposes, the desire is generally to settle and pay liabilities as soon as possible. 

Some participants disagreed whether it is appropriate to consolidate Invoices, since they would account for two markets.  Mr. Galvin noted that he was not married to the idea of a single Invoice, but advocated for a simplified, consistent administrative process.  Other participants were not opposed to either the synchronized and condensed timeline, but expressed a preference for two Invoices, or at the very least avoiding daily Invoices.  Additionally, it was requested that the number of exposure days be reduced from five to four days if possible.  Mr. Galvin thanked everyone for their time and consideration of the idea at the high level, and invited continued questions and conversation.  
Update on Recent Issues (see Key Documents)
Delays in Statements, Invoices and Extracts

Aaron Smallwood reported on the December 2006 delays in statements, Invoices and extracts, citing increased lag times in the replication of data from the Operational Data Storage (ODS) to the market.  While some lag time is normal, it increased in December due to the number of releases that were implemented during that month, since data must be held while work is being completed.  Then, as manual intervention to decrease lag time started to succeed, it was again exacerbated by another release.     

Mr. Smallwood (and Ray Chase via teleconference) noted that lessons learned included planning future work over more time so large, multiple lags do not occur again.  Participants asked why so much work was pushed to the month of December, when staffing is low for both ERCOT and Market Participants.  Mr. Chase answered that the largest lag was due to a replacement in the ODS, on top of which several other releases were added.  Jackie Ashbaugh added that the TIBCO project to replace SeeBeyond was scheduled to end, and with the TIBCO implementation the data structure would be changed to include a loss of data archiving, so the decision was made to go directly to the new environment, instead of doing duplicative work.  Additionally, all data had to be put into the ODS environment so that daily replication could begin.  Mr. Smallwood also noted that multi-tiered data paths were being created to reduce lag times. 
Mr. Galvin stated that Protocols do not give an avenue to extend dispute deadlines unless the settlement statement is delayed, and that some way was needed to extend the timelines when extracts are not available.  Ms. Flowers noted that there have been several discussions in COPS about how the dispute process works and how to make it better.  She added that perhaps the SDAWG would look at the process, and that COPS has asked the Nodal group to make dispute items variable, so that changes could be made without impacting the system.  
Statement and Invoice Formatting Errors

Mr. Barnes reported that at the beginning of December 2006, ERCOT conducted the TIBCO Retail Business Process (RBP) migration to replace the legacy SeeBeyond software.  However, a small portion of the Invoice uses the SeeBeyond software and was not replicated in the TIBCO software, and this is where the error occurred.  Mr. Barnes stated that the first run of Invoices using the TIBCO software occurred on December 14, 2006, and it was at that time that the late fee formatting error was noticed.  The Invoice amount error was noticed the next morning. Twenty-two of 125 Invoices contained incorrect amounts involving a misplaced decimal point where the numeric value ended in a zero.  The fix to the issues was received on December 18th and the Invoices were corrected and reposted.  Mr. Barnes noted that the root cause of the failures was the configuration of the TIBCO software and testing scenarios that did not include late fees or zero-ending dollar values.  
Mr. Barnes concluded by saying that the payment deadline was not moved back because the correct numbers were available before the close of business on that Friday, and that due to the encroaching holidays, the credit exposure would have expanded by two days, creating an even larger ripple effect.  Mr. Barnes apologized for the inconveniences caused by the invoicing errors.  
Settlement and Billing Extracts Have Two Interchanged Fields

Ms. Ashbaugh explained that the affected fields are not populated very often, so the problem was not apparent in internal testing.  This particular data record is only sent to QSEs representing Generation, and that ERCOT sent a notice and data repair with instructions to correct the data columns for the period affected, the reload process, how to acquire the failed-out data, and the upload process.  

When asked why the data change was pushed to the Market Participants, instead of reposting the corrected extracts, Ms. Ashbaugh answered that it was a rare data event and that conversations with Market Participants revealed that the affected records were not widely used.  Ms. Ashbaugh opined that the reproduction of five days of extracts would have caused an even greater delay, but ERCOT wanted to inform all Market Participants in the event that they had seen the problem in their own reports.  
Ms. Briscoe thanked ERCOT for noticing everyone with the problem.  Ms. Ashbaugh concluded her report by noting that the event was especially instructive for building Nodal extracts and the generation of data that will be useful to the market.  
Actual Distribution Loss Factors

Calvin Opheim reported that December 10, 2006, was the production release date of PRR565, Calculation of Losses for Settlement, which changed the base of the calculation of distribution loss factors from forecasted Load to actual Load.  Mr. Opheim added that factors in the code had not been calculated correctly, and while the error was detected by an analyst the day after the code went into production, senior staff on the data aggregation team did not follow through with the problem until a week later.  Mr. Opheim expressed concern over the number of breakdowns on this one issue, and conceded that lean staffing during the holidays was not acceptable as a reason for the failures.  
Participants asked how many days of initial calculations were affected, how the corrections were posted, and the magnitude of the errors in terms of percentage.  Mr. Opheim answered that about two weeks of initials were incorrect, that for transparency sake, both initial and corrected calculations are posted in separate files (instead of overwriting the original files) and that in some cases the calculation was off by as much as 200%, while others indicated a miss of 0.8%.
Other Business

Mr. Deller noted that the Screen Scraping policy is in draft form and should be available for review at the February 2007 COPS meeting.  Mr. Starr asked that working groups schedule their meetings, select leadership, and discuss goals for 2007.  He reminded everyone that the next COPS meeting is scheduled for February 13, 2007 at ERCOT Austin.  Mr. Starr again thanked Ms. Flowers and Ms. Briscoe for their service, and noted that their leadership is a loss to the COPS.
Adjournment

Mr. Starr adjourned the meeting at 2:00 p.m.

� Key Documents referenced in these minutes can be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070109-COPS.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/01/20070109-COPS.html� 
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