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	***Items with RED font are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document***
Agenda

1.

Antitrust Admonition and Agenda Review

J Galvin

9:30 a.m.

2.

COPS Meeting Review

J. Galvin

9:40 a.m.

3.

ERCOT Extract Issues Report

T. Felton

9:45 a.m.

4.

Nodal COMs 

J. Lavas

10:15 a.m.

5. 

Dispute Deadlines and Extracts

A. Deller

10:30 a.m.

8.

Other Business

 

11:00 a.m.

1. COPS REVIEW – Jim Galvin

a. PRR158 being worked

i. COPS decided instead of quarterly, will put minimum 50k before payouts. This is rolling 50k, so if next month would carry over/roll over to 6 months. Next quarter would roll into that.

b. UFE report – annual report provided – did highlight statistics for hurricane period. For next month’s agenda put on to contact Calvin and have UFE report as short item for next agenda. Get TDSPs involved – discuss estimated meter read process, lessons learned regarding UFE.  Have reached out to 1 TDSP and will hit the rest before next month.

i. Jack – with the formation of new settlements task force (DRG), can you speak to separate task force for settlements vs SEWG involvement?

1. Jim – task force will be very specific in nature. Understood that we will have similar participants involved – will want to make regular part of upcoming meetings (briefing from that task force). Will keep separate for now.

2. ERCOT Extract Issues Report – Trey Felton

a. No New Issues/incidents

i. Jim – settlement billing extract had incomplete/corrupt data last time – has this been reported on?

1. Trey – no new information at this time.  Extracts reposted.

2. Jim – root cause and brief description?

3. Trey – issue date 4/12, notification 4/17 – operating day 4/31 2009. 

4. Jamie – when we reviewed this last month, we discussed it being a parsing issue. The records are in a blob format and we parse them out into tables, header/interval-data/status rows to be picked up in the extracts. We do several checks including matching header and interval row counts.  When they don’t match we have an alert that something did not work correctly – and resolve the issue accordingly and rerun and post if needed.  

5. Jim – these have taken place in past – is there something systematically causing this?  every once in a while we run across these

6. Jamie – nodal extracts are different and will utilize inline parsing which means that the data will be parsed ‘on the fly’ as it comes in and sent to the extract, not moved to a table to be held for an extract.

a. Trey – in-line parsing. Last time this happened Jackie discussed in-line parser. Will have to check on status to see if this will come before nodal or wait til nodal.

3. Nodal COMS – Jamie Lavas

a. Info is still on nodal.ercot.com website at homepage – market readiness tab/nodal reports.  All information is posted there – Specs, DDL/XSDs, FAQs, User Guides, etc…

b. Spec updates – some greyed out lines in last specs – those were left in for another run of specs, but tab deleted, so greyed lines will be removed next time. Any updates that occurred (removal of lines) will also be reflected as updated in the ERCOT Information List available on nodal.ercot.com.

c. Greyed out line items from Specs – weather/non weather sensitive, load estimation volume report (public and certified) – removed due to data availablity in mode/code extracts. Addition of proxy day and method tables for PRDE extracts.

d. Name change:  No longer NDSML – now ERCOT Master Information List (EMIL). 

e. DDL/XSD – no changes to currently posted versions, but upcoming change has additional tables – method and proxyday to PRDE and addition of cctelemeterstatus to settlements.

f. Any questions to nodalreportreadiness@ercot.com list.

i. Jim – talked last month about training incorporated into extract process – we’re months away from that – have there been any discussions with Ted Hailu?

ii. Jamie – followed up with bill and ted – have taken time to put together questions for me and had initial discussions.  Will incorporate extracts into training – whether formal or informal not certain yet, but is on their radar.

1. Would be huge benefit to add to the program if they can. 

2. if anything we can do as a WG, let us know

iii. (went to nodal.ercot.com website) – Readiness center/nodal reports/key docs – EDW-PRDE decode tables – user guide/ddls pushed to website, but didn’t go over this document. It is a zip file with csv files in it. These are sample set of all of the tables included in PRDE extract.  For those putting together sample data this is the same info currently provided in zonal PRDE extract on TML.  Directly relates to settlement extract. 

4. Dispute Deadlines and Extracts – Art Deller

a. Went over protocol 9.5.2

i. Says 10 days, but 10 days after statement posting is timely dispute. No hard cutoff. 

ii. Nodal protocols are listed on slide 6.  changed to 15 days instead of 10 for initial statement – not hard cutoff, determines if dispute is timely or not. 

iii. In nodal called “reasonable attempts”

iv. Jim – one question was if we as WG are looking at NPRR and PRR to change the definition of timely dispute or delay it to after the statement posting day or any other delays in extract, that we would push deadline back. Reason discussed is when statements don’t have enough info and bill determinates in current and future design will have more info, but does not bring all data necessary to submit reasonable evidence for dispute.  Would consider PRR/NPRR to change definition because in past have been adjusted due to late delivery.  As we’re waiting for those extracts to ensure accuracy, would like ERCOT to consider this change while we are gathering evidence for disputes.

1. Art – in nodal will find extracts are more necessary than today due to more detail in extract that is not on statement. While we could push deadline back due to extracts, requires knowing the problem is with extracts. Not posting is one thing, but incomplete we could not likely find all instances – could be problematic. Relating to deadlines, the timeline only states whether is timely – doesn’t change our requirement to work the dispute – only the priority. Also says we must make all reasonable efforts to resolve in a timely manner.  Concern is that if statement is late, only so far you can push anyway – can’t change next posting date for a statement.

2. Jim – what we’ve seen before is 1-2 day delays.

3. Art – we went to 15 days for nodal to give extra time to make on final – we’ve squeezed the timeline, so any additional movement will become very difficult to resolve the dispute regardless of the reason.  Over in settlements data has to be there 2 days earlier than settlements.  

4. Jack – do you ever have instance where extracts would not post for particular MP and does for others or is it all or nothing?

5. Art – have seen both cases. Where doesn’t post at all is easy to figure out, but when doesn’t post for participant we can resolve if posts quickly, but if is incomplete, difficult to determine.  It looks to us like posted, but difficult to determine if has all data.

6. Jack – so does that MP that is incomplete is on the same deadline? 

7. Art – generally if there is delay, everyone receives new deadline to be consistent.

8. Jamie – due to checks running daily, we’re looking to see if an extract hasn’t posted for particular MP.  We see a set of reports and # of postings. If one is not posted we see it early in the AM, so work with support team to get posted before EOD protocol timing – same with incomplete data. Those are generally 1-off, but if affecting large # of people or has large impact causing inability to comply with protocols will see market notice. 

9. Jim – makes sense for nodal – have gained 5 days for timeliness – most extract issues found within that time, don’t know if necessity is there for changing nodal definition – just be up to SEWG to determine if should pursue for zonal market.  If we believe little risk, can drop as a subject. 

10. Art – regardless of when, we will do our best to resolve before next statement.  Even if a couple of days after deadline, we will work to resolve within timelines to be in timely fashion.

11. Jim – can let this go as topic. Minimal concern at this time with current process.

12. Jack – do you foresee if you did have some way of pushing deadline for a/all participant(s), would that involve system changes for nodal?

13. Art – no – should not – just change the calendar.  Just remember that by adding 5 days to 15, we are running pretty thin with available time to resolve a dispute (to 6 or 8 days). Between initial and final are on tight schedule – final to true up is easier. 

14. Jim – 2 things going on – your window starts shrinking the more the deadline is extended – for those that want to have timely disputes on final rather than wait for true-up is the other side of that issue.  That is what is driving this is that between final and true-up not much concern, but initial and final. Is there anyone in SEWG that thinks we should continue this topic or let it go?

15. Heddie – let go unless we hit a speed bump that brings back up – fine for now.

16. (Unknown questioner) can we see how nodal testing goes?

17. Jim – good point – is this something that can be tested pre-nodal?

18. Heddie – don’t know answer to that. 

19. Jim – back at start of market in 2002, there were a lot of disputes initially while getting understanding of rules/protocols/etc.  Same thing is likely going to happen with nodal.

20. Art – agreed. We are trying to be ready, but our concern is the volume of disputes.  You might have 1 dispute in group that is valid but 300 that are not – we still have to work 300 disputes.  That is the concern – we did it with start of zonal and will work through it.

21. Jamie – thing to keep in mind is we designed report for nodal giving visibility to summary level of disputes – you will be able to see # of disputes and some basic summary level details including market category and sub type.

22. Art – general report and MP-specific report for your individual disputes.  This is open conversation with your AM, so if you have one more important to you, communicate with your AM.  If not timely due to missing data, please put in comments. The more info you provide helps ERCOT.

23. Jim – would like to table discussion over next couple of months and see if any significant issues between now and July.  Will keep fingers on pulse of this issue and see if there is a way to test during market trials. Last time we implements, we tested ability to submit disputes through interface – while helpful did not test dispute process.  Those who are participating in trials may want to test that process and ERCOT’s ability to resolve within market trials calendar if feasible.

24. Art – agreed – tested submission, not processing of disputes.

25. Jim – possible that MPs in trials can challenge or try to submit something that may be actual example. Let’s just follow the extract and see if any issues come up later.

26. Heddie – agreed.

b. Other Business

i. Harika – Austin Energy – NPRR 158 – is about EILS – you are not putting in settlement – will be in invoice – why?

ii. Mandy – contract period is on single operating day.  That misc invoice will go through settlement, but tricky to find right operating day to tie settlement to – is currently arbitrary day. In nodal what we can do is continue with misc/debit/credit, or use misc invoice can capture EILS settlement on its’ own invoice and separate from operating day. Though was that may reduce confusion by avoiding intermingling data. 

iii. Harika – that was ERCOT’s choice to do that?

iv. Mandy – is recommendation.

v. Phyllis Castillo – reliant would prefer as separate statement.  Affects collateral posting. We prefer on misc statement.

vi. Mandy – can bring back as a topic. If you choose to go through misc invoice we can do that or can go back.  Right now is designated as a manual process.

vii. Heddie – NPRR went through COPS as recommended and approved by SEWG at last meeting.  COPS has approved as well. 

viii. Mandy – most recently didn’t specify using misc invoice in protocols. Don’t want that in protocols – that is just implementation – protocols list posting date, but if intent is to do it like in zonal, would want to lift that exactly from zonal where it says “do on 10th operating day, etc…” which we took out.

5. Other Business 
a. Jack – ad-hoc invoicing – a few weeks ago there was invoice sent to MPs regarding settling monies on Enron situation.  We found something that occurred with us – there was a notice that went out to settlements list and everyone in our organization who subscribed did not get it.  A subset of people in our organization (1 or 2 reps) did get it.  When you look at the notice that went with invoice attached, the email address was exactly the same. On same day, was resettlement of 2 operating days in Oct 08 – had same email and everyone in back office got that one.  Appears that problem is that whoever had the list has a different grouping of people in that. 

i. Art – I replied to that question with the AM – sent to list on listserv – same as all previous.  Question of who signed up for the list at the time it went out.

ii. Jack – same notice for same issue was received by those people. 

iii. Art – I know if the message bounces, but depends on listserv list – because listserv manages those lists, if you have an error in the email system that causes fatal error to listserv, they get dropped.  Certain people didn’t receive were not on the list.  The membership is dynamic – you can sign up or unsign –up. 

iv. Jack – do we need to sign up again for all lists?

v. Art – I also copy authorized reps, so regardless of lists, goes to AR as well.

vi. Jack – if some things go out and some do not

vii. Jamie – Sounds like a gap exists.  We can check (trey) to see if individuals are being dropped without any notice. 

viii. Harika – what if get “mailbox full” message – do you address that?

ix. Art – no.  you will not get dropped from the list for this.  unknown recipient will be dropped – that tells us that person doesn’t exist so drops immediately.

x. Jack – haven’t been in the office in a few days – still on vacation today so haven’t seen responses.  Concern I have is we have 10-11 people in operations area and 1 got it and 9-10 did not. Not just me – everyone but 1 did not get it.  If our mail system hiccupped I can see that, but 2 notices on same day on same list.  Look at timing of when Enron notice went out and other one – might help.

xi. Art – Enron was second

xii. Jack – just minutes apart.  Is the list for something that happens in operating day a settlements list and different list for other?

xiii. Art – no – notice settlements list always used. Use public self-subscribe list, but BCC the primary and backup AR list. 

xiv. Jack – I am backup and primary got his and I didn’t get mine cuz I was dropped. I am also backup AP. 

b. Jim – for next month, going to revisit UFE issue around hurricane period.  Craig – get in touch with Calvin to see if can attend – go over highlights of annual UFE report and add topic for estimated reads around that period.  I will get more info out to everyone.

c. Jim – another agenda item was scheduled – Calvin wanted to go over NPRR for EPS load discussion from last month, but in order to provide NPRR and PRRs, ERCOT requires CEO discussions before bringing to working groups. That is why pulled. 

d. Jim – PRR being brought to group relating to submittal of Verifiable Costs in Zonal around NOC submissions since clean air act instituted, not clear that NOC submissions are identified in protocols under OOM process.  Will discuss next month


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Jim Galvin - For Contact and put  Calvin on next month’s agenda and have UFE report as short item for next agenda 
· Get TDSPs involved – discuss estimated meter read process, lessons learned regarding UFE. 
·  Have reached out to 1 TDSP and will hit the rest before next month.
· Craig – get in touch with Calvin to see if can attend – go over highlights of annual UFE report and add topic for estimated reads around that period.  
· DONE
· Jim - Get more info out to everyone.
· Jim – Agenda item for June - PRR being brought to group relating to submittal of Verifiable Costs in Zonal around NOC submissions since clean air act instituted. It’s not clear that NOC submissions are identified in protocols under OOM process.  Discuss next month
· Art/Trey to respond about what constitutes “fatal errors” on email lists and help everyone to understand the impact of receiving a fatal error.  Can we even determine the cause of the fatal error in Jack’s mentioned scenario?
· Jim – Agenda item for next month


