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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 AM

2.

COPS Meeting Review

J. Galvin

9:40 AM

3.

Extract Issues Update

T. Felton

9:55 AM

4.

EILS Nodal proposal

M. Bauld

10:15 AM

5.

Data Agg Item

J. Ashbaugh

10:30 AM

6.

Settlement Algorithms Deep Dive

J. Galvin

10:45 AM

7.

Lunch

J. Galvin

12:00 PM

8.

Nodal Update and Settlement Algorithms Deep Dive (Cont)

J. Galvin

1:00 PM

1. COPS Update – Jim Galvin

a. Mandy discussed EILS 

i. Settled on periodic basis currently

ii. Each cycle is 4 months

iii. Would like in future to fall onto settlement statement with real charge types assigned to and provided on a settlement invoice instead of misc invoice

iv. Additional functionality brought to attention of COPS that will make it easier but still follow PUCT ruling regarding EILS. 

v. Once EILS invoices are on one statement (final as envisioned) – that total affects aggregated liability going forward through forward potential exposure.

vi. Can increase required collateral for DAM and Real Time markets

vii. Want to ensure moving forward with addressing EILS issue 

b. NPRR 253

i. CRR balancing account invoice and settlement

ii. Around dispute process

iii. Primary discussion on bridging concern of dispute taking time to research and finally resolved and trying to get restitution to disputing entity in timely fashion.

iv. Initially was vague enough to open door for dispute and resettlement well-after true-up. 

v. Encourage MPs to review NPRR 253

1. Concern with item 8 regarding unscheduled resettlement

a. Procedural concerns addressed at COPS were addition of new statement/invoice and amount of time remaining. Weekly now, daily in nodal.  

b. With enough of these created could be a burden

c. There is already language to identify error triggers

d. Debbie McKeever – was concern of unscheduled resettlements without guidelines. 

i. Received a lot of comments over the weekend regarding concerns about vague nature of verbiage. 

ii. Possible to move language to area where billing disputes granted with exception and keep together.

iii. Pam Shaw – currently balancing account only have 1 settlement – part of language was trying to accommodate that for disputes on balancing account invoices to allow resettlement.

iv. Debbie – definitely do not have sufficient language to cover this. 

v. Jim Galvin – should not go in processing of dispute section. 

vi. Jack Brown – would also like to add that on 9.14, section 8 – 1st part to clarify is wording does not question resolution of dispute – it has been looked at and is timely and has been granted with exception at this point. 

1. If ERCOT is holding onto $ due to not getting into a settlement run, they are trying to get $ to recipient ASAP and not have to wait 4 months.  Also understand that if is timely and was just missed in true-up, they want a provision to allow it to be distributed to MP. Once it is in the “mix”, ERCOT doesn’t have control – they will come in next settlement run.  This is addressing ERCOT not getting these corrections in for a regularly scheduled run.  I agree with Debbie and Jim that verbiage is inadequate. 

2. Debbie – how about start drafting what we want included as objectives to accomplish what is needed?

3. Jim – everything except bullet item 8 is ok – concern is verbiage for subsection 8.  This section impacts more than just CRR balancing account. Can we strip 8 out of this section and talk about a more comprehensive review of dispute process to see if there is a means to address.  Came up many times in the past. Between final and true up only rule is 2% rule.  Would we have an optional settlement run between final and true-up to address these issues.  Either that or address 2% rule.

4. Debbie McKeever – would like to take into consideration what is currently in COPS market guide (section 8) and not in NPRR.

5. Heather – could review balancing invoice requirements and determine probability of resettlement of invoices.

6. Jack – CRR invoicing needs to be separate and pull out section 8 from here.  Needs to be addressed separately in protocols.

7. Pam – 9.10 paragraph 2 – any change would impact systems for balancing account because there is no scheduled settlement now per protocol language.

8. Jim – complex system change?

9. Pam – will have to check with Mandy.

a. Reviewed 9.10 paragraph 2 and redlined possible changes

vii. Jim made edits for group review – Pam was ok with changes

1. Jim’s suggestion to add language addressing ERCOT concerns, strike #8 and engage ERCOT settlement staff to have agenda item next month to address settlement and dispute process.  Group put together language to help identify situations where disputes are resolved yet not a means of compensating entity til next settlement run. Primary issue is gap between final and true-up

a. Jim – would like additional NPRR to address this issue separately

b. Debbie – please include statement why language struck in comments/revision description. (added) (9.14.4.8)

2. Data Agg Item – Jackie Ashbaugh
a. Discussed Lodestar Batch process and how affects extracts post nodal go-live
i. Want to ensure nodal and zonal extracts are timely
ii. Have implemented advanced metering, loading data (over a million transactions a day)
iii. As AMS implementations go up, accounts change from NIDR to IDR, Data Aggregation processing is having to shift into where estimation currently takes place.  Prior NIDR estimation was through profiling.  Had approximately 10,000 IDR accounts.  IDR estimate routine did not take a large amount of time to process.
iv. As #s of AMS meters go up, IDR estimates job timeframe is very resource intensive. 
v. Have reviewed protocols and wanted to bring possible changes
1. Similar to “0 charge”, IDR estimate writes granular ESIID level estimation cut (origin=C) written into system. Those records are sent out in supplemental AMS/IDR extracts in combination with 727. 
2. Considering no longer writing out estimated cuts.  
3. Would no longer write them at ESIID level. 
4. RMT-CODE would continue to have all estimated cuts as see today aggregated to 8-way characteristics. If contain IDR estimates, would be included.
5. Reviewing time savings to remove cuts 
a. Speed up batch
b. Storage savings
6. Not required to keep cuts or send to market per protocols
7. Must provide aggregated cuts for shadow settlement
8. Aggregated spreadsheets are on ERCOT.com using proxyday routine
9. In short, for 12/1/2010 operating days forward, AMS supplemental and IDR required supplemental extracts will no longer contain calculated cuts from Data Aggregation IDR routines.
a. What you will get is metered cuts that are EPS meter and TDSP polled meters in those extracts
b. Will have data agg settlement spreadsheet (for proxyday and estimation for shadow settlements)
c. Will receive totalized aggregated settlements used in RTM/CODE
d. Plan is to go to COPS to make same announcement as well as to RMS.
3. SLA Update – Trey
a. Reviewed update slides
4. EILS Update – Mandy Bauld
a. Reviewed COPS presentation
i. How to best get data to MPs

1. Utilize MISC invoice was ERCOT preferred method

2. Continue to use misc debit/credit section

3. PUCT ruling requires on settlement statement for operating day using misc debit/credit functionality

4. In zonal have ability to articulate additional info by adding attributes

a. Do not have ability in Nodal

5. Having attributes removed, explored other options to get MPs data.

a. Can take data driven approach

i. Populate tables that causes data to show up on settlement statement

ii. Manual process

iii. End result for data input/output can be imported to Lodestar and propagate on settlement statement

iv. In nodal, if not interval data, would not be displayed as interval data – would show 1 interval only.

v. Self-supply is not included. Part of reason is ERCOT is adjusting protocols to reflect

vi. Backup data may not be present in testing this week.  This is for testing only awaiting protocol revision.

vii. Please review during trials this week. Using contract period just settled. ***  ensure you saw expected result and that data is flowing through extracts.  Submit questions to markettrials@ercot.com.

ii. Once solidified and NPRR is done, will include in settlements matrix

1. Heather – no system change needed?

2. Mandy – no

3. Harika -  this is exactly what we wanted.

a. Mandy – manual part is payments information from paul wattles team.  Charge is manually calculated for QSEs with load.  Currently import data as last step and shows up on statement.  Different steps for this process – importing data into different tables so will show on extracts properly.

b. Depending on level of data required do not anticipate stop giving client relations files with backup data.  If importing every data cut would take more time for verification.

iii. Discussed concern with EILS credit impacts discussed earlier in meeting

1. Jim – asked credit to monitor 

2. Concern of unfair collateralization

5. Settlement Algorithms Deep Dive – Jim Galvin
a. Next Thurs – first webex to discuss chargetypes
i. 2 new charge types and 1 previously discussed
1. Discussed Jim’s slides (to be posted after meeting) – from COPS 7/13/2010
2. Following meeting will be 9/1 webex
3. Following 2 Thursdays webex
a. ***craig – post on calendar with webex info***
b. Heather – not all issues submitted make it to Friday calls – would like relayed to group to address more thorough reported issues.  IE: one day interval 3 showed 0. 

ii. Discussed Jim’s new algorithm slides (to be posted post-meeting)


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Group – review market trials data and ensure you saw expected result and that data is flowing through extracts. Address any concerns to markettrials@ercot.com email box.

· Craig – create and post WebEx meetings for algorithm discussions (done)

· Jim – agenda item for next meeting with ERCOT settlement staff to discuss settlement and dispute process. 
· Group – put together language to help identify situations where disputes are resolved yet no means of compensating entity until next settlement run. 

· Jim – possible NPRR to address separately

· Debbie McKeever – include statement why language struck in comments/revision description (9.14.4.8)

· 


