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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.

Transaction Date and Data Recorders

J. Lavas

10:00 a.m.

5. 

Nodal COMs 

J. Lavas

10:15a.m.

6.

EPS Load Data

C. Opheim

10:45 a.m.

7.

UFE Annual Report

C. Opheim

11:00 p.m.

8.

Verifiable Cost Settlement of NOX

J. Galvin

11:30 p.m.

9. 

Other Business-  DRG Settlement

ERCOT Staff

12:00 p.m.

1. COPS Update – Jim Galvin

a. Included voting items from CCWG. 

b. Discussed project prioritization list

i. Finalizing 2010 plan

c. STUDY of UFE around Ike period

i. Will go over annual UFE report today

ii. Competing working groups determining what to review

iii. SEWG review settlement implications. Other groups review profiling/estimation reads (process). 

iv. May want to dial in to other groups to listen regarding estimated reads

d. ITEM 7 – NOIE distributed renewal generation

i. Settlement implications – how to handle distributed renewable within NOIE

2. Extract Issues Report – Trey Fleton
a. 2 issues to report

i. Line 7 – May 29 notification – issue goes back to 1/3/2009. 3 notices sent regarding this issue. Start/end/duration not applicable.  3 extracts listed that were incomplete; missing CM zone data back to 1/3/2009. Protocol violation. ERCOT filed notice with PUCT.  ERCOT has corrected extracts and put in safeguards to identify issues of this nature in the future.
1. Were notified by market of issue with 1 extract. Scanned all extracts and found 2 others missing CMZone data. 

2. Jim – only 1 MP called in?

a. Trey – yes. We believe that there is low usage associated with the impact Extract. 
ii. Line 5 – June 7 (sat) 8:42-10:25 am – 103 minute outage of TML report explorer. Ran out of storage; not enough storage allocated to this single – instance DB.  Have made necessary storage adjustments.    No protocol violation.

iii. Jim - Question – 6/8 retail transaction processing. # of transactions were held/impacted by outage.  Are these issues not tracked in this group? 

1. Trey – reported at TDTWG.  This is reported via the retail incident log. 

iv. Jim – starting to get more attendance from groups not just concerned about wholesale settlement – these kinds of issues do impact wholesale settlements to an extent. I would like to track these if we can. 

v. Trey –****** Action Item for future meetings – TREY-follow-up on this issue next month.

3. Jake Gundrum- (AEP) Transaction Data issue on recorder  timestamps  (RECORDERS) not flowing with channelcuts. Have provided an example and would like some indication of the full scope of the issue and needed resolution. On transaction dates, other channels are getting mixed up – possibly not being calculated correctly. 

a. Jamie –  need to know which extract is impacted? We are aware of interval data/transaction date timestamp not updated if channelcut is not updated.  Inline parser should fix that.

b. Jake – settlements/billing extract – started around mid-2008. 

c. Jamie – that is one of the extracts with known issue as all settlement extracts are impacted (LOD, GEN, S&B).  Received  your email and will look to be sure this is the same issue with channelcut timestamp and be sure  its resolved with inline parser. 

d. Jim –You mentioned MRS. if this is related solely to MRS could it result in  mismatched schedules.

e. Jamie – the issues is not selective to specific  bill determinants; impacts all interval data with non updated CHANNELCUTS. 

f. Jim – have you heard if anyone has or can we look at whether this is determinate related?

g. Jamie – that is what brought issue to light. Someone had specific instance with different bill determinate. That prompted us to look across the extracts interval data, not just that particular cut.

h. Jake – was this brought up in other meetings?

i. Jamie - May have been glossed over in notice updates, but not discussed in detail.

j. Jamie – will look at document provided and confirm issue and will report back with resolution in inline parsing ***ACTION ITEM – NEXT MEETING 
4. COMS – Jamie

a. Posted to nodal.ercot.com/readiness tab/nodal reports

i. Couple of updates – cleanup of greyed out items. Were greyed out last month and have now been removed from specs spreadsheet.  There are comments in the EMIL as to why the line items were removed (WS and NWS IDR Proxy Data and Load Estimation Volume Reports – public and certified),
ii. Cleaned up specs  report-type ids. Nodal report type id tied to Actual and Forecasted TLF/DLF – replaced with existing  zonal report id’s to ensure posting on both MIS and TML.

b. Updated Monthly Energy Deployed by RMR Units Report. Initially, set to be a monthly report. In working through code issues, have decided to pull info back 365 rolling days to provide all channels. Did not make sense to only give initial channel. 

c. Load Estimation Count Reports. – updated naming convention for public and certified.

d. Removal of DAIOUTPUTSCALAR table – not being used. Cleaned up to pull it from documentation. Not included in master list of bill determinates and ddls/xsds.

e. Couple of metadata changes – added new columns to existing tables (see Nodal COMS Update slides posted on meeting calendar).

f. Several updates made to ERCOT Market Information List. Added ercot.com reports tab. Not included on main EMIL tab which are protocol/op guide required postings to MIS. ERCOT.com Info posted is public with no associated protocol, so it won’t be on MIS but needs to be accounted for since it is available on an ERCOT website.

i. Similar to EMIL tab. Not all columns there. 

ii. On EMIL tab, administrative updates around section 21 (guides and subcommittee postings).

1. Consolidated/simplified. Will continue to update.

g. Once finalized, will include other binding documents posted to MIS

h. DDLs/XSDs – addition of method/proxyday tables and new fields from above. Updated in ddls and xsds. 

i. Currently uncommented since new metadata change. Have not given business definitions yet. Will add next round.

i. Reminder – open for comments – please email nodalreportreadiness@lists.ercot.com with questions/comments.

j. SEWG report matrix – updated. Mostly administrative changes  to spreadsheet including hyperlinks that were non-functional. Modifying links/URLs. Had links to pi URLs updated to ercot.com home URL where public data resides.

k. ESIID Service History & Usage Extract Scheduler Market notice from 5/19 –  ESIID Extract is now available to schedule/unschedule on the extract scheduler application. New MPs have to schedule instead of AM scheduling for them. MPs not using can unscheduled. All current MPs are scheduled to receive until they unscheduled it for themselves, we did not unscheduled anyone when we made this option available.  Please note that this is a critical shadow settlement extract and you SHOULD NOT unscheduled it if you currently use or plan to use this data as it is very important ot have all data in date order to shadow settle.  If you do unschedule this extract and still need it, you can utilize the web service to get a rebaseline or the missing extracts and schedule to pick up going forward.
i. Annette – 727 goes to TDSPs and LSEs? 

1. Jamie – correct
ii. Annette – is scheduled per individual or if someone else schedules (in same REP) and someone else unschedules, is it per person or per entity?

1. Jamie – no, by DUNS. If someone unschedules, will be removed for entire entity/company.

iii. Jim – do we have anything from training group on training for extracts near nodal implementation?

1. Jamie – nothing definitive yet. Expect to see something coming out from that soon. As soon as confirmed either way, I will let you know. ****ACTION ITEM – CHECK ON NODAL EXTRACT TRAINING****
iv. Jim – if nothing is formally scheduled, can use a SEWG meeting to do an informal market review/training.

1. Jamie – we would be on board with this option

5. NPRR REVISION REQUEST – CALVIN

a. ERCOT identified internally some language in nodal protocol section 11.1.10 – EPS polled meter data that ERCOT reads. Data is provided by ERCOT creating 867s. Due to nodal, that is duplicative process to information available in the ESIID Extract discussed by Jamie. This NPRR removes language requiring ERCOT to provide transactional polled settlement data on top of extract data from 867 process.  Purpose is to streamline and reduce nodal coding/testing of unnecessary and duplicate processes.

b. Question from phone – will this be going before PRS?

i. Sonja Mingo – yes slated for 6/18/2009.

c. Annette – 867_03 EDI transaction are only sent to TDSP?
i. Calvin – not sure

ii. Annette – comes from TDSP to ERCOT and forwarded to CR.

iii. Calvin – then this is forwarded as well. 

iv. Annette – AEP TDSP doesn’t use this 867_03.

d. Calvin – very few TDSPs use this process since the data is available in the ESIID Extract.    want to ensure no MP is solely relying on the transactional 867_03 as opposed to the usage data provided in the ESIID Extract Have not heard any concern so far.  Deleting item B from the protocol and otherchanges are “formatting” changes changing ‘a’ to ‘b’, etc.  

e. There is another attachment; NPRR approved by CEO, so NPRR can move forward to PRS later this week on Thursday.  Hoping for endorsement from SEWG.

f. Jim – what stage is this in at PRS this week?

i. Sonja – language consideration. Will then go to July PRS.

g. Jim – no problem with endorsement unless someone has problems with this. Propose to take poll here and if no concerns will report to COPS, give same detail and if no issues with NPRR, then goes to PRS by July.

h. Annette to Calvin – any dissent?  Have run by TX SET group that is responsible for definition of EDI transactions?

i. Calvin – have not done that but should probably be vetted through TX SET for any additional transaction impacts.

i. Harika - Has this been reviewed by any voting subcommittee?

i. Calvin – no. discussed prior to CEO review process. This is first time you have seen language changes.   

ii. Harika – needs to go to COPS

iii. Jim – AGREED

j. Sonja – goes to PRS for vote this week and then July agenda. If COPS wants to submit comments PRS will review in July (around a week after COPS).

i. Jim – needs time at RMS as well. Need to make sure appropriate Working Groups have visual and discussion opportunities on this. I would report that has been submitted to SEWG for consideration. SEWG at this time sees no issues but prefers RMS and  TX SET audience review. Also COPS review. Maybe too soon to go to PRS
ii. Sonja – NPRR process is different than PRR.

iii. Sonja – I will work with Sandy Morris and possibly table this (suggest to table) to give RMS Working Groups and COPS to review in July before PRS makes decision.

iv. Jim – agree.

k. Jim – process change on nodal would be at least something you don’t have to run anymore.

i. Calvin – correct

l. . 

m. Sonja – ACTION ITEM – WORK WITH PRS CHAIR TO ENSURE RMS AND COPS REVIEW****  COMPLETED***
n. PER GROUP – no concerns at this time.

o. Jim – recommend RMS and COPS review. SEWG has no concerns for this NPRR before moving up to next level.

6. UFE- Calvin

a. Discussed UFE Annual Update

b. Focusing on final settlements

c. Slide 9 – total MWH at time of final settlement by calendar month.

i. 2 different colored bars. First (lighter bar) is UFE. Reddish (darker) bar is absolute value of UFE. Difference between 2 is for 1 day ERCOT load is 40k MWhs for every interval – for 1st ½ of day load estimation process was generating values of 42k MWhs up until noon (all intervals). 42k is greater than total 40k ERCOT gen – 2k MWhs UFE negative each and every value (interval).  Load>gen negative UFE.  2nd ½ of day drop down – estimating 30k MWhs. Each interval has 2k MWhs positive UFE.  In this scenario, if review UFE for whole day, would zero out. In spite of ½ of day too high and 2nd half too low, sum all differences UFE is 0. 1st bar (lighter) is actual UFE – can be offset to zero out for day.  

ii. 2nd bar in each grouping pair is absolute value of UFE. In previous example each interval is either positive or negative 2k MWhs. 2nd sums and makes all positive. Absolute value gives better measure of load estimate error and not prone to offsetting effects.

iii. In general, September, both are high. UFE is extremely positive during calendar month of September. TDSP load estimates appear to be understated, then when go to October, look at 1st bar (light) relative drops significantly (negative) due to TDSP load estimates catching up for underestimation of load in Sept.  Offsets September values although there are effects making August UFE look high as well.  Questions?

1. None

iv. Based on this info presented to COPS, 1 request was made to ERCOT – can ERCOT do an analysis that would show effect on UFE if ERCOT did not adjust load profiles during time of hurricane (September 13-sept 28). ERCOT has committed to(at COPS) – team looking at data. May take closer to 2 months to complete analysis.

v. Previous UFE slides – slide 8 on the SEWG 1/19 meeting – presentation given then.  Current plot of UFE for final settlements covered August-November 9. 9/19 timeframe – ERCOT adjusted load profiles down significantly based on customer restoration notices from CenterPoint.  When ERCOT does “what if” analysis and resettles market during this time using unadjusted profiles –keeping profiles as they were – should about 3.3% of energy spread evenly on every day during those months. During early point profiles reduced significantly (90%). If put profiles back (unadjusted), daily UFE values September 12-19, daily UFE would go negative because we are providing more energy during days when hurricane made landfall.  UFE on either side of the hurricane (before or after landfall) would have to reduce energy – now there is less energy on those days affected by the hurricane.

vi. Jim – on either side of the hurricane, do you expect UFE volumes to decrease as showing positive through end of Sept?

vii. Calvin – right – more load than gen – increase energy during curve (9/13-28) so reduce energy outside timeframe.

viii. Jim – what would you see Oct period with significant negative?

ix. Calvin – still have to be negative. TDSPs provide energy. That is what is profiled/spread-across. If we have too much, shape doesn’t matter – still too much energy.  Some readings in October will cover hurricane timeframe (2 weeks of hurricane effect) – some reduction of energy in October timeframe, making values even more negative. Some would go lower as work through billing cycles. If have late September -late October, hardly any effect due to being outside hurricane adjustment.

x. Johnny – caused by estimation after Ike?

xi. Calvin- yes – in September reads, estimated systematically. Then had read the meter and retrieve value. Diff between real and estimate had to be made up.

xii. Jim – cost tabs from COPS report?

xiii. Calvin – focusing on finals – this takes the UFE MWH x MCP and is similar chart (slides 9 and 10) – increased cost in Sept offset by credits in Oct time period.  Take interval by interval x interval by interval MCP and sum up on calendar month basis.

xiv. Jim – presentation at previous meeting (Jim’s) with numbers – seem to coincide with this pretty closely.  Estimated 58 million for September – seems close.  Credit of 47 million in October. May want to revisit presentation with group. Glaring items from that presentation are that 58 million cost to market (initial not at that point) - initial over 5 million dollars – was significant resettlement. 

xv. Calvin – slide 8 – initial UFE – significant difference. Smaller than 5 million

xvi. Jim – looking at hurricane period specifically – not before.  Initial to final difference is significant.  Significant (60million) positive and came back to market credit of close to 39 million (guess). 

xvii. Calvin – this graph shows closer to 25-27 million on slide

xviii. Jim – October – initial 73 million and final was 47 million credit.

xix. Calvin – agree.

xx. Jim – we had cash flow swing of 120 million from one period to next (whole market). We need to discuss.  Paid significant cost for UFE and had to wait 60 days to get returned and true credit due. That helps, but you expect UFE graph to change for month of Sept. I don’t expect much change from October if not mistaken – will probably stay close to where it is. More attributed to estimation rather than profiles. Correct?

xxi. Calvin – since middle of month (9/13) – could change October #s. meter read cycles go mid September -mid October may have effect in Oct. 

xxii. Jim – hoping outcome to evaluate is October/September time period –see net effect offsetting bias in other direction, but due to MCP during that period, need to do same analysis to see what actual cost change may be at MCP had those profiles not been changed.  

xxiii. Calvin – yes, would have to look at October and August (reads from last week) – so might do everything from August through October to be sure all captured and no difference on days before and after. 

xxiv. Jim – will wait volumetric data. 2 month period is reasonable.

xxv. Calvin – we have bandwidth to handle this analysis without having to run 3 months of settlement runs without an environment to accomplish.  We have SAS expertise, so 2 months should be done. Hoping may be done sooner, but 2 months is official due date. Will review 2 and 3 months side by side.

xxvi. Perfect.

7. VC – PRR814 - NOX – Ino Gonzalez
a. Jim – PRR being discussed relating to current zonal process. 

b. Discussed slides on NOX presentation

c. ERCOT will have to implement manual solution. Did not envision current impact to staffing, but still concerns. 

d. Ino – this presentation is a good summary of comments provided. 

e. Jim – summary:
i. Generators incurring real costs

ii. PRR provides more detail around process to recover costs

iii. Cost could be significant up to implementation of nodal. No corresponding NPRR needed as Nodal VC process includes detail on settlement of emissions cost.

1. proto not discussed thus far in this WG but has potential due to settlement implications.

8. DRG – Don Tucker (to COPS from DRG Working Group)
a. Another meeting set for 7/1 (morning – 9:30). ERCOT went to COPS looking for clarity about dist renewal gen behind NOIE distribution points.  Gen above 50kw would be registered. Section 10 discusses data submitted for gen and is required.  16.5 requires registration of gen = 1 mw or larger. Discussion taken to COPS to get clarity of what market would desire for renewable gen for NOIEs.  1st task force started discussion. Put together examples of NOIE tie points and metering and how to total ERCOT gen/load/gen/UFE for different scenarios. 3 scenarios are:

i. Register gen and settle aggregated

ii. Treat as load inflow

iii. Exempt DRG reporting

b. Examples were discussed and had some consensus and non-consensus items. Walked through those points in lengthy discussion.  NOIEs endorsed as their preferred option.  Registered gen had some endorsement, but raising 50kw threshold. Treat as load inflow received no endorsement.

i. Today COPS has asked task force to re-address pros and cons of examples discussed. Task force wants recommendations to be compliant with protocols (possibly write recommendations for changes). 

ii. Question around how many dist gen sites out there today from ERCOT settlement perspective – about 23 of those. 21 showed over 2 mw so would not fall into category. Other 2 didn’t have capacity on asset registration form so unsure of those values. 

iii. Calvin – nothing missed.

iv. Jim – what is preferred method so far and ERCOT thoughts on how to verify data submitted under that scenario?

1. Don – 2 of them.  Some would like to not have registered – then would not be included – actually exempt from reporting – help ERCOT understand why expecting to include gen in settlements or update protocols where there is exemption from reporting. ERCOT’s belief is that when data is submitted by section 10, should include in settlements. In past through registration, requiring those units to be registered. One way is gen aggregation, one is exemption. No consensus on either method yet. Option to treat as load inflow is one that task force did not want to review.

2. Jim – 2 discussed as possible, if entity is non-registered generator, generation not registered not subject to settlement, but would reduce the load for that entity. If that is not verifiable, that will affect total load related charges for not just that MP but everyone. Not huge volume now, but what if that volume grew – could that affect settlements for everyone if data is not reported accurately?

a. Don –would reduce NOIE load. 

3. Jim – that was a concern that I heard from some MPs. Lack of registration doesn’t allow ERCOT to validate data. Would have to settle as-is.

a. Don – Would not have that info in our systems.

4. Jack – 2 comments on that – 1st is we don’t have any of these in ERCOT today – do we need to go to this effort for something not in ERCOT now. 2nd – protocols now say 50kw – would have for any DRG anyway – retail or behind NOIE tie.  If raised to 50kw, brings protocols in line with each other. If did have and were exempted and reduce NOIE load behind tie, that reduces load and brings everyone’s #s down.
5. Harika – ERCOT had 1 instance of this. They were going to provide charge types and how those were treated.

a. Don – we do have 1 of these and are adding it in as NOIE load inflow.

6. Harika  – just reducing load? Currently impacting UFE

a. Jim - increasing NOIE load.

b. Harika – not protocol violation is ok? Plan to use option 2 in settling generators?

c. Don – want clarity on market expectations. Legal has said we meet obligations.

d. Harika – so option 2 satisfies that?

e. Don – yes.

7. Jim – to summarize – 2 options on table?

a. Don – Not sure where to go from here.

8. Jack – there is some discussion of maybe modifying one of the choices so not just those 3, but discuss pros and cons and possibly create 1 different from all of them (hybrid solution of #2). 

9. Jim – not hearing any concerns from SEWG here today. For those concerned, need to dial in to task force and participate to ensure concerns are addressed. Meeting is on 1st, so add to agenda next month ****ACTION ITEM – ADD TO AGENDA FOR JULY****
10. Jim – Any comments/questions/concerns?

a. Annette – could we reference in notes of meeting where background info can be found?  CRT working group???  Maybe a presentation/discussion from COPS?   COPS – June meeting????

b. Don – back in May was brought up (COPS website). Notice went to COPS list.  ****CRAIG WILL FORWARD COPS EMAIL TO GROUP SEWG**** - COMPLETED**
9. Other Business:

a. August meeting – having to move days.  Moving to August 24th.

b. Next meeting on 7/20. COMS/extract report update. Represent UFE impact. Update from Don on DRG process from 7/1 meeting. Jamie update on timestamp in recorders for billing extracts (provided by Jay). 



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Trey – include retail outages that may affect settlements in subsequent reports
· Jamie – provide “Recorder” information in next month’s meeting
· Jim Galvin – include in agenda for next month

· Jamie – check on future availability/plan for nodal extract training

· Sonja – Work with PRS chair to ensure RMS and COPS review of NPRR 179 - ***COMPLETED***

· Jim -  Add DRG discussion to agenda for July

· Craig – forward email from Don Tucker to working group **COMPLETED**


