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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.

Nodal DAM Market Trials 

J. Galvin

10:15 a.m.

5.

Nodal Update and Settlement Algorithms 

J. Galvin

10:30 a.m.

6.

Lunch

J. Galvin

12:00 a.m.

7.

UFE Discussion with PWG

J. Galvin

1:00 p.m.

1. COPS Meeting Review-Jim Galvin

a. Trending positive

i. Issues on the decline

ii. Nothing of substance as a result of issues encountered

b. Discussed nodal settlement document 

i. Unsure where to classify at this time.

ii. Need to add formal draft title page

c. Discussed UFE reports for cold-weather events (Dec 2009-Feb 2010)

i. Dec saw cold weather and shoulder month activity with UFE almost 20 million dollars initial settlement. Reduced to 7.4 million in final. Numbers are estimates. Have to use interval market price, which is not perfect indicator of true cost but gives general idea of where prices are going. 

ii. Saw 6 degree drop comparison from Dec through Jan.

iii. Only had initial settlement data when reporting to COPS. 

iv. Plan to have updated info later for final settlement

v. Average drop 4 degrees year to year. Concerns for February was temp was 13 degrees colder than previous year and 10 degrees lower than 3 year average.  

1. Will have metrics this afternoon

vi. Jan 2008 is good comparison to Jan 2010.

d. Discussion on EILS settlements

i. Discussed whether to make standard settlement process moving into nodal. 

ii. Rather than contract period and separate settlement statement show on daily settlement statement.

1. PUC language specifies exact process of invoices/charges.

a. Would require PUC language change

b. ERCOT will handle as today

c. Discussion will continue on how to settle transition contract period between zonal and nodal. 

e. Nodal program status (settlements)

i. Focus on market trials and impacts on settlement results

ii. Good statistics (per ERCOT) – 

1. 95% MPs qualified

2. 181 out of 192 qualified

iii. Full testing in May

1. Delayed initially 2 weeks, now on time

2. Over 150 QSEs participating

3. Ongoing analysis of LMPs

a. Few instances of price cap being reached

i. Usually due to submitted information

ii. CRR Auction invoices formatted and posted

4. Day Ahead Market Trials

a. Results posting on submitted info from trials process

b. Results so far very encouraging but very controlled trials

i. Self-arranging most ancillary services

ii. 50% self-arrangement

iii. ERCOT able to test co-optimization

iv. Prices clearing at relatively high # (40’s to 60 dollar range)

1. ERCOT receiving some offers, but insufficient to obligation.

2. Exhausts bid stack

v. Have not yet seen provision of statements/invoices/extracts

1. Supposed to start this week

2. Day Ahead market statement and invoice due this week for operating day 21. 

3. Shortly after should see ERCOT provide first extract through COMS process

c. Coming up

i. Day ahead RUC

1. 3 resources struck

2. Difficult time to see what may or not be paid if you have a “struck resource”

ii. Hourly RUC

iii. Supplemental Ancillary Service Market

iv. Day Ahead Settlements

v. Real Time Settlements

1. Approx May 3rd
vi. Phase V

1. Info provided in handbook for each phase of market trials.

2. Nodal DAM Market Trials
3. Extract Issues Update-Trey Felton
a. Discussed update slide

i. Line 7 – March – Supp AMS intervals

1. Didn’t post til 2 am on the 21st

a. Due to extract running longer than usual

b. Code tuned to get job to run faster

i. Results promising

ii. April – 1 issue on log

1. 4/13 – notification went out for TML report explorer outage

2. 6:20-7:00 pm

3. No root cause yet

4. Should have root cause posted by end of month

iii. Issue on Friday – 11 minute outage

1. Researching whether report explorer impacted

2. Question on retail processing outage

a. Trey – on retail log

b. Will discuss post meeting privately 

4. Nodal Disputes – Art Deller
a. Discussed slides from COPS presentation

b. Possible scenario regarding disputes at beginning of Nodal market

i. Preparing for worst-case scenarios of high volume of disputes

ii. Disputes in other ISO launch processed over 9000 disputes per month and effectively “shut down” processing due to tremendous volume

iii. Volumes could be very heavy

iv. 4x number of QSEs with resources and 20x QSEs without resources

v. Many in last ERCOT launch (zonal) were due to not understanding charge types

vi. Once data normalized, maturation of market appears to have caused substantial drop in trending of disputes submitted

vii. # of charge types in nodal will likely result in larger # of submitted disputes

viii. Estimates could be 40,000 disputes per year (low estimate)

ix. High estimate could be 75,000 disputes per year

c. Influencing factors

i. API dispute process

1. Concerns of API process

2. MP shadow settlements systems out of synch with actual settlement and API automatically submits disputes.

3. One entity submitted thousands of disputes in a day could affect processing of entire market

4. ERCOT has ability to turn off individual QSEs who appear to be negatively impacting market

a. Harika – in COPS differentiated API and TML.?

i. Depends on how you program your system. API allows writing code to take all dispute information from your system, pull into a file and automatically submitted

ii. Personal review included in process highly recommended to ensure valid submission

iii. API being shut down for an MP does NOT block TML submission

iv. Attachment size limitations are same as schedule submission

1. Found in web services spec on website

2. 3 mb limit

a. Art has action item to determine what action will be if attachment is too large.

b. Gives ability to submit attachment through TML

c. Jack-garland – when talk about nodal systems of dispute submittal, is MIS not TML.

d. Art – correct – MIS and TML will coexist initially

5. Additional markets

a. CRR

b. Day Ahead

c. Ancillary Services

d. RUC

i. Likely large # of disputes due to complication

6. More Charge Types

7. More Invoices

8. Mitigation

a. More Market Education

b. Multi-day disputes

c. Incomplete disputes

i. ERCOT will likely be more stringent on incomplete disputes out of necessity

9. Account managers (ERCOT) process disputes

a. Approximately 1 hour per dispute

b. Low estimate 20.8 FTEs, high 39 required to process submitted disputes

d. Processing options (discussion topic – NOT final list)

i. Threshold submission

1. $ amount requirement before submitted

a. Pros 

i. Reduce # of disputes

ii. Allocate time of disputes that take longer to process

iii. Filterable

b. Cons

i. Negative impact to smaller entities

ii. Misses small value disputes that point to systemic issues

iii. $ amount open to interpretation

ii. Process by market impact

1. Pros

a. Reduces # of disputes

b. Allocates time

2. Cons

a. Affects smaller participants
b. Misses small value that might point to systemic issues

c. $ amount open to interpretation

iii. Process by dollar amount

1. Pros

a. Reduces # of disputes

b. Allocates time

c. Easier to filter

2. Cons

a. Affects smaller participants
b. Misses small value that might point to systemic issues

c. $ amount open to interpretation

iv. Process certain charge types first (prioritize)

1. Pros

a. Reduces # of disputes to work

b. Easy to filter

c. Potentially solves higher impact disputes earlier

2. Cons

a. Places priority of one charge type over another. Asymmetric effects on MPs

v. First in, first out

1. Pros

a. Works all disputes based on submission date

b. Compliant with Protocols

c. Treats all disputes equally

2. Cons

a. Can run a backlog

b. Heddie – multi-day – how would that work?

i. Art – classify based on 1st date in multi-day chain

ii. If last is timely but first is not, must assume entire dispute is not timely.

1. Example – multiday – 1st through last of month. When submitted 1st day has passed and too close to next settlement run

2. Heddie – is that documented yet?

a. Art – needs to be in commercial operating guide

b. Eric – what about fee for dispute that you get back if accepted by ERCOT?

3. ERCOT WCS recommendation:

a. First-in, first-out

i. Most fair and follows section 9.14.4 of protocols

b. Reallocation of ERCOT resources to process disputes

i. IF DISPUTE LEVEL EXCEEDS AVAILABLE ERCOT RESOURCES, WILL RETURN TO STAKEHOLDERS TO ADDRESSS PRIOR TO END OF 180 DAYS

4. Reviewed protocol 9.14.4 showing how ok’s process

5. ERCOT is building tools for processing early

6. Questions:

a. Eric Goff – is FIFO only option without protocol change?

i. Art – not necessarily only option, but most fair. Need additional protocol review.

ii. FIFO has been reviewed by ERCOT legal at this time.

iii. If reached % of market threshold, would trigger resettlement

5. Nodal Update and Settlement Algorithms – Jim Galvin

a. Discussed Jim’s presentation (to be posted post-meeting)

i. 1.6 – day ahead make whole charge

1. Doc will be sent out to listserv by end of week this week

2. Goal to produce document to be posted

a. Unsure at this time where this will reside – formal market guide or included in other guide

3. Will allocate ratio share for make-whole payment

a. Energy amount cleared in day ahead as well as PTP obligation bids from all QSEs cleared in DAM.

ii. Presentation will be mailed out to distribution list. Please review and return with comments

1. Eric – on some where data is “not available for shadow settlement”, would be available after confidentiality period expires.

2. Agreed – no for now and can change going forward. By the time get to expiration of confidentiality will be too late to look at make whole to verify. There are other ways to track that activity – i.e.: out of merit market – no true idea of dollars spent til made public.  If trying to verify total # of out of merit payments over a given period, some companies track $ p/mwh rate for reasonability versus unreasonable to question dispute.   

a. As more is added to this document, shadow settlements start interval after previous operating interval. Might help to understand before statements are available.

iii. 1.7-1.10

1. Discussed slides

iv. 1.11-1.14

1. Discussed slides

v. 1.15

1. Discussed slides

b. Duration factor (Pam) – provided in Day ahead MOTE extract

i. Jim – no info ahead of time, so no way to know if will get a de-rated element

ii. Pam – will be a violation amount – in workshop walked through how to calculate duration factor and one determinate is # of violated per constraint CRR’s per line between source and sink.  That would show a duration factor that needs to be calculated. 

1. Formula is in CRR workshop materials (in workbook as well)

2. Jim – will include in this section

c. Email any comments/edits to document to Jim Galvin

i. Will try to post available draft version
6. UFE Discussion with PWG
a. Cost Update
i. Discussed Jim’s updated presentation
1. Reviewed last month’s slides
2. Discussed newer version of slides
a. Chan 1 versus Chan 4
i. Curve reduced 1st half of month
ii. 2nd half curves align
1. Less profiled meters at end of month possibly
a. Calvin – probably gained 100,000 or 150,000 AMS data points
2. Jim – profiling using factors from December. Later would be better correct?
a. Calvin – yes
b. Summary slide
i. Total cost initial 22million, dropped at final to 8.9 million. 13 million dollar difference
ii. Resettled 7.1 million

3. Profile discontinuity

a. Jan 8 Ch 4

i. Last 8 intervals vs 1st 8 intervals – drastic curve

b. Feb 2010 – Ch 1 UFE%

i. Not as high as in January

1. Cold month usage factors in profiling non-AMS meters from previous month

a. Calvin confirmed

ii. Cost

1. Combination of winter cold – no significant MCP close to cap.

2. Avg decrease of 13 degrees over 30 year average.

a. Estimated UFE cost 9.4 million.

i. Not as significant as Dec/Jan

c. March 2010

i. Predominantly negative shift in curve

ii. Mild weather pattern

1. Factors based on colder meter reads

2. 3/21 had spike for some reason

a. Have not reviewed data at this time

b. Calvin – have not reviewed that date yet

i. ***follow-up***

ii. 5.43% ufe – cost of 2.1 million

iii. *** post to PWG

iv. ERNIE – wonder how much is due to proxyday – using data from a week earlier during new years’ break.  Seems a lot of positive at night when cold. When we built models normally don’t get very extreme weather in samples and if you did it would be minimal. Could be overstating cold weather at night.  Model is doing least-squares regression, which will contribute to extremes when curve is going low. Other piece is that during the day, the ramp-up is same type of thing coming from business profiles – colder than normal during day. At night residential, during day business profiles. 

v. Calvin – have not reviewed at that level yet.  We see this curve all year.  Would have to review.

vi. Darrell Nelson – Oncor – does anybody (ernie/calvin) have any idea why the UFE is all positive? Very few negative UFE til march???

vii. Jim – expect coming from cold period, see shift in usage factors not indicative of seasonality change and lingers into February, then start to see significantly colder events. Lingered for a few months after (from Ike) – similar trend.

viii. Darrell – no final settlement data for UFE so far, so expect to see negative in April if usage factors is the driver?

ix. Jim – expect change as normal, with lean towards negative to 0 trend, but that’s speculative based on the past.

x. Calvin – agree with Jim – usage factors in winder are understated during initial settlement.  Remember some plots in load profiling showing highest UFE spike.  When you look all year have positive bias and will report 2010 .4 median amount of UFE and 2009 was .5, so coming up short on energy for the whole year.  Could get into loss factors, various theories on theft, DC tie load flows, etc.  

xi. Have had lower than normal temps for most of winter. March looking normal, but have been on high side (colder) than normal by 5 or 6 degrees. Appears to be settlement issue.

xii. Jim G  - agree. 

xiii. Ernie - Always tend to revolve around a non-standard event (cold weather, hurricane etc).  a lot of metered load is still profiled over time.  With AMS meter implementation should watch this moving forward. This is a realized cost and has to be accounted for. High and low loads may be being overestimated. 

xiv. Jim – will be discussed in PWG relating to allocation factors.  Draft PRR was circulated but not submitted to consider change in allocation factors. Discussions were around settlement issues around UFE.  Are you hurting metered customers not in pipeline for transition to AMS, keeping them in group of unallocated UFE.  This will be discussed in next PWG.

xv. Eric – timeframe of discussion?

xvi. Jim – neither has consensus to bring topic to MP framework for discussion yet by working groups.  Would like comments/questions. Want to be sure topic is available for conversations/questions. 

xvii. Ernie – hoping in PWG to collect information gathered thus far from discussions and at end of meeting next week, MPs interested can proceed with course of action based on information gathered.  If anyone has questions or need education this is great opportunity.

xviii. ***check PWG agenda for any UFE items and provide any feedback to PWG leadership.

xix. Jim – can calvin review 3/21 UFE data?******

xx. Calvin – will be working in load forecasting – Don Tucker will take over UFE discussions. I will be available for historic information, but Don would be responsible for this. 

xxi. Ernie – final draft about a week before the meeting.  Please submit any requests to Ernie prior to a week prior (by 4/21).

xxii. Don – please call Jim to discuss data need offline.
7. OTHER BUSINESS

a. none



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Art Deller - determine what action will be if attachment is too large.

2.  Craig – post nodal settlements algorithm presentation to SEWG homepage.


