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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.

Extract Issues Update

T. Felton

9:55 a.m.

4.

EILS Follow up

J. Galvin

10:15 a.m.

5.

Nodal Update and Settlement Algorithms 

J. Galvin

10:30 a.m.

6.

Lunch

12:00 p.m.

7.

UFE Cost Statistics

J. Galvin

1:00 p.m.

1. Antitrust Admonition and Agenda Review
2. COPS Meeting Review
a. COPS guide
b. Moving forward will have a Nodal update monthly – same that is reported to COPS
c. Day ahead settlement algorithms for incorporation into user guide
i. Provided update relating to EILS discussions

ii. Nodal – on track. As reported a month ago, market trial 5.0 has about a 2 week slippage. Latest charting information tracking status – that aspect is shaded yellow, but ERCOT is confident that milestone will fall back into timely point on calendar.  No increase since last SEWG meeting.

iii. UFE discussions – discussed finding from previous SEWG meeting as well as updates for metrics for UFE and relationship around cold weather events and other events.  Indicated to COPS that PWG and SEWG will shadow UFE activities.  Discussed profile continuity – cold weather one day may carry over to beginning of next day, which can affect initial interval of operating day.  Have seen morning UFE past 1st interval, which will be demonstrated in afternoon.

iv. Compare Jan and Dec to previous periods – Jan 2010 vs Jan 2009 not similar, but compare to 2008 there were similar daily and interval UFE spikes. 2008 and 2010 (January) were similar. 

v. Will compare channel 1 to channel 4 settlement.  Will talk about what may expect in February. 

vi. Discussed Art Deller’s dispute processing slides from COPS

1. Heather – to what extent was multi-day taken into account? 

2. Jim G–Art to have agenda item to discuss in SEWG next month (entire process). 

3. Jim Lee – questions about invoices/calendar for what invoices will come in when. 
3. Extract Issues Update – Trey
a. Only 1 incident – discussed Trey’s slides.
b. Supplemental extract by filename conversation from last month – patch is in testing. 
4. EILS Follow up
a. Discussed posted EILS presentation.
b. Discussed 2 options

i. Misc debit/credit option

ii. Use Misc invoice option

1. No ERCOT consensus at this time

2. Misc invoice option may be more convenient

iii. Long-term options

1. Is there way to get this as a regular charge (daily) that can coincide with normal settlement processes

a. Challenges:

i. EILS is different product with different time periods

ii. Ability to create new determinates – some settle hourly, some 15 minute. This would be hourly. Uplift to load on load ratio share.

iii. Performance – takes place after contract period (so have final load data). May or may not be settled for 100% of awarded capacity.  If they are performing in high 90% range, would settlement on estimated 100% capacity and charge back performance later.

1. For periods where performance is lower, would settle 100% up front and “charge back” difference?  

iv. PUCT Rule 25.507 

1. States single operating day within 70 days of the completion of the EILS contract period

a. Would require PUCT substantive rule language change.

b. Rulemaking gives no option.

c. Alana Lewis  - when specific charge shows up, will it be for the contract day of the operating period or charge will be on a resettlement statement?

i. Mandy – similar to now. Would tag to operating day and post. Will continue today’s process.  Determinates will look different (more generic in nodal than zonal). Will have to use market notice. Also reviewing charge types to include determinate data that could be sent out in extracts.  Trying to find data-driven solutions that will not impact systems.

ii. Jim G– need to address contract period that crosses from zonal to nodal.

iii. Mandy – as try to shadow settle, will look at zonal data cuts and also nodal values.  Will have to use misc credit/debit per PUCT rule.

iv. Jim G – review Mandy’s previous presentation at future time. 

v. Will likely go to COPS that we cannot really use our time to pursue PUCT language change (with group buy-in). 

vi. Annette – AEP:  questioned PUCT rule language.  

vii. Jim G/Mandy – allows you to try to get updated real data.  Misc debit/credits will change over time with updated load data through final &true-up, etc 

5. Nodal Update and Settlement Algorithms 
a. Discussed Jim’s Nodal Update Presentation (posted)
i. Mandy – CRR invoices should be visible through HTML for March Auction
1. Current market trial renders CRR invoices – no settlement – just getting results from CRR system and posting on invoice.
b. Jim G – Training – everyone needs to be up to speed on nodal training needs
c. Items being discussed at NATF – how to include RMR units in Day Ahead and DRUC. 
i. Problem is day ahead and day ahead RUC – if you submit curve cannot include cost (ONM) component for RMR settlement.  Required by protocol but cannot be put in.  Whitepaper being developed to address (submitting to NATF).
1. Mandy – Operators submit – system currently is not including ONM. 
ii. Discussed COP (current operating plan) regarding “expected operating conditions”
d. Discussed market trial calls (3/5), offer curve issues (from Jim’s slides), CRR call. 
i. Next nodal CRR invoice due tomorrow
ii. Day Ahead data due in April.  Plan to have ad-hoc meetings to discuss items that come up during market trials that affect settlements
iii. Mentioned PUCT open docket on safeguards for Nodal
iv. NPRR 206 discussed (credit requirements)

1. Heather – Phase 4 – pleased so far on detail and specificity of exit criteria.  Question around extracts not being available as part of exit criteria.

2. Mandy – trying to prevent any issues with extracts to hold back moving from phase 4 to phase 5.  ERCOT expects feedback. 

3. Heather – concern with extracts not being produced during that time period.  

4. Mandy – I will take this back and find out why extracts were not in exit criteria******* AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING. Everyone that has had activity in DAM or Real time, if one entity is having extract issues will not hold up plan.   One note – those that do not participate in trials will not have extracts.  March 25 is next phase kickoff – will be discussing handbook. 

v. Discussed Jim’s nodal settlement algorithms slides (to be posted post-meeting)

1. Discussed source of data – extracts, etc. – public vs. MP data and when available.

2. Mandy – will show later all bill determinates, inputs/outputs, charge types, which extracts data is in.  

3. Jim G – could possibly use “source” column as is.  Would like to reduce redundancy of data (mapping, etc). 

4. Mandy – charge-type matrix is required of ERCOT.  Could possibly be expanded to include data SEWG compiles.  Just have to find the right “home” for the data.

5. Eric Goff – had questions about frequency dispatches and where EMS is getting data and what algorithms used to determine “flag”. 

6. Mandy - will get back regarding Eric’s question about frequency dispatches, where EMS gets its’ data and what algorithms used to determine the flag.
6. UFE Cost Statistics
a. Discussed Jim’s UFE slides from posted presentation
i. Concern with spikes over 4%
ii. Calvin – one comment – typically no change between final and true-up.  I would expect true-up to be very close to final.  We typically have 99.9% data for final, so not a lot of additional usage between final and true-up, unlike between initial and true-up.
iii. Some concerns on channel 1 to channel 4 cost comparison – very large difference
1. Channel 1 initial 19.6 million (settlement), December 2009.  Channel 4 redistribution of over $12,000,000 distributed back to MPs.
2. Eric – suspect primarily residential on wrong profile
3. Calvin – unsure – would have to review. Difficult to quantify the models.
4. Jim G – 7% 1st interval – stays above 5% until 7:15 interval. Starts to drop then. And ramps up into 5% range around 16:45 pm. From then on stays above 4.5-5 until end of day. Morning off-peak and afternoon from 5 til around 8 pm.
5. Calvin – Dec 3rd very similar.   Additionally 12/3 had very few AMS implemented for initial settlement.
a. Eric Goff – comment on proposal – few problems:

i. Impact on commercial IDR customers – would get increase in UFE allocations

ii. Don’t necessarily feel arguments are correct

1. If you have an hour where UFE is too high due to profile error, it will be too low somewhere else.  They “should” cancel out in a % sense, but not cost.  But if you review UFE percentages for a monthly total, they pretty much negate, but have to settle hourly.  Profile error does have impact on UFE as it is settled period by period. When we hedge we don’t hedge on monthly average, we hedge hourly.  If you have equal UFE for IDR or non-IDR, if you were to look at over a longer period they would cancel out.

2. These profiles have been set for a long time as they are and there needs to be an overwhelming need to change them.  Must have hard evidence to justify changes. 

3. There are 4 categories, NOIE, IDR on tran grid, IDR on dist grid and non-IDR.  This allocates more to IDR.   1 for non-IDR, .5 for Dist IDR. 

a. Jim Lee - You are still dealing with a ratio of 5 to 1?

b. Goff – would reduce UFE

c. Lee – concern that once AMS are implemented, would see UFE for IDR meters all the time rather than occasionally.  

d. Calvin – pull together #s for UFE report next month – Calvin and Jim G review some data regarding impact perspective.  Agenda*** item for next month.

7. Other Business

a. Eric Goff – in Nodal, we will know actual SCED transmission losses – should COPS consider how transmission losses are calculated – rather than seasonal, could calculate actual losses.  *** Eric Goff – provide supporting data*** transmission losses.

b. Next Steps
i. *******Mandy – please summarize market trials call for next month
ii. ****Craig  - post presentation (Jim’s PRR) from January’s PWG meeting
1. Draft PRR - UFE Allocation for AMS Meters
a. DONE

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Jim Galvin -  Art to have agenda item to discuss in SEWG next month (entire process). 

2. Jim Galvin - review Mandy’s previous presentation at future time (Misc Debit/Credit)

3. Mandy – Agenda item for next SEWG - find out why extracts were not in exit criteria
4. Mandy - Get back regarding Eric’s question about frequency dispatches, where EMS gets its’ data and what algorithms used to determine the flag.

5. Calvin – pull together #s for UFE report next month – Calvin and Jim G review some data regarding impact perspective.  Agenda*** item for next month.
6. Eric Goff – provide supporting data*** transmission losses.(In Nodal, we will know actual SCED transmission losses – should COPS consider how transmission losses are calculated – rather than seasonal, could calculate actual losses.) 

7. Craig  - post presentation (Jim’s PRR) from January’s PWG meeting (DONE)


