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	*NOTE: Items with *** are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document
Agenda
1.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair

J.Galvin

9:30 AM

2.

COPS Meeting Review

J.Galvin

9:40 AM

3.

Extract Issues Update

T. Felton

9:50 AM

4.

Nodal Update

J.Galvin

10:15 AM

5.

Prioritization of Nodal Reports

J. Lavas

10:45 AM

6.

Lunch

12:00 PM

7.

Revenue Neutrality

J. Galvin

1:00 PM

8.

CCMG/SEWG- COP Market Guide

J. Galvin/M. Trenary

1:30 PM

9.

SEWG Goals 2011

Group

2:30 PM

10.

Joint Meeting MCWG and SEWG

J. Galvin

2:45 PM

11.

Other Business/Adjourn

3:00 PM

NOTES
1. Annual Elections

a. Debbie – nominated J. Gavin – Chair – accepted

i. Jack – seconded

ii. Group agreed

iii. Jim would like this to be last year as chair – work with group to ramp up new chair next year

b. Jim – nominated Harika Basaran

i. Harika – agreed

ii. Michelle Trenary seconded

iii. No other nominations

iv. Group agreed

c. Jim and group recognized Heddie for her previous contributions as Vice Chair

2. COPS Review

a. 1/11 meeting

b. Items submitted to TAC and concerns identified, successes stated

c. Settling market Daily

d. ERCOT updated regarding market operation financials and parking deck

i. ***group needs to review parking deck for settlement impacts

1. Base point deviations and changes around

e. Agenda item from LCRA regarding supplemental AMS/IDR extracts

i. No formal notice around changes and were not expected

ii. Should expect some communications in the future

iii. Has been fix implemented

1. MPs can calculate from zonal to nodal

2. ***notify Ken or Jim G. for updates if needed

f. SEWG working closely with COPS Communications Working Group regarding COP market guide 

i. Consolidate and create formal document uniform between both groups

ii. Will have agenda items through objective completion

iii. Debbie – kudos from COPS on work 

3. Extract Issues Update – T. Felton

a. Reviewed posted update document

b. 1/21/2011 – CDR reports timeliness issue

i. Error night before around 2200 – oracle cluster had issues. Caused missing one SCED interval and CDR impact

1. Originally thought just SCED but did affect CDR. 

2. Miscommunication caused 1 hour delay in resolution

3. Investigating root cause

c. 1/21/2011 – reports posted late

i. Complete and investigating root cause

d. 1/19-1/21 – 3 notices sent – supplemental AMS interval late

i. Posting times were few hours late

ii. Root cause long DB runtimes

iii. Issues resolved, still investigating root cause

e. 1/18 – RTM CODE

i. LTDS PUDE bill determinate changed from RTM CODE to MODE

1. Jamie – moved from certified to market level extracts

f. 12/1-1/3 – MB Load Bill determinate not included 

i. Will be avail for final settlement

g. 1/3 – supp AMS interval extract

i. Long DB runtimes

ii. Still under investigation

h. Will add ERCOT.com for Market Data Transparency to SLA

i. MIS availability currently blank and ERCOT.com blank – working on how to report

i. Jim – questions:

1. Saw instability in extracts that had not existed before and frequency of instability caused concern. Already having DB performance issues. 

a. What is it that is being done in stabilization effort to not miss protocol requirements around postings?

b. Steven Lang – 1st issue in December, AMS supplemental is a lot of data that is growing. 1st initial day ran long and problem is cannot run next til 1st finishes.  2 following were late.  Problem reoccurred later again. 1/22 was last day and now caught up again.  Last week end of year/beginning of year maintenance on DB being considered as source.  As have moved forward in testing/tuning to have better performance to meet protocols, maintenance activities have not affected.  Building new indexes currently.   As AMS meters are added continuing to monitor.  11,000 IDRs in system, do POLR class updates – 2.8 billion records a year. 

i. This is 1st priority for EIS to get supplemental back down to good performance window to not violate protocols

ii. Jim – action plan sounds appropriate. 

2. Jim – CDR reports question

a. These reports are primarily providing critical SPP information and other data. Does not seem to be identified backup to getting these prices that are being posted for SPPs.  If we are feeding from CDRs for pricing and data is missing, the longer it takes for turnaround to repost we are missing data for time periods that are critical.  Can we back this system up or find another way to get this information? Our systems feed this data directly.

b. ***would like this tracked over time***

c. Michelle Trenary – same concerns

3. Harika – in final extracts, do you repeat same info as initial or just delta?

a. Jamie – checked with Steven Lang – 

b. Steven – whatever is approved is sent out. in most cases is same. If something officially changes we resettle.  In instances where resettlement occurs that triggers another extract. Whatever is associated with approval at the time S&B approves operating day, that is what is sent.

c. Harika – if I missed downloading initials, can download finals and if nothing changed would be correct.  Will include all data in final that would have been in initial?

d. Jamie – send ERCOT a note to work with you to see. If nothing changed all data would be included.  You would not be notified of changes if there were changes prior to extract posting. 

e. Harika – if we did not download something as were not subscribed to CODE/MODE, no way to replicate?

f. Jamie – if were subscribed and missed download could pull data. If not subscribed for operating day, we do not have your information in the packaged report sent out.  It would be a full run of market.

g. Jim – Is this trade-date based?  If not subscribed 12/1, but subscribed 12/2, would 12/1 final be available? 

h. Jamie – will get next available run of data, so final would be available.  Subscription is time based but extracts operating day specific.

i. Harika – CRR auction for February. No mention of invoice and invoice was not published.  Was there a delay?  How does that process work? 

j. Jamie – will check with CRR/ Settlements

k. Jack – Garland – invoices are posted now. 

l. Harika – when did they post?

m. Jack – notice on Friday, invoice there this morning around 9.  There was delay in completion of auction but invoices posted this morning.

4. Nodal Update

a. Reviewed Jim’s posted Nodal update PPT presentation (posted on meeting page)

i. COPS will report to TAC moving forward

ii. Have identified some trends for working group

iii. DA/Real time replaced with “Statements”

1. Jack – ERCOT resettling today

2. Jim - *** need to review small notices relating to late fees to make more convenient to market***

a. ERCOT is following protocol as directed. To process invoice in pennies is cumbersome

b. Pat Vogel – Zonal Resettlement – why wrong due dates for Christmas/New Years?

c. Jim – updating later in presentation. Was discussed at COPS. Issue appears around settlement calendar and timing to appropriate due date. 

d. Pam – ERCOT – please table til Mandy is available

e. Jack – believe had to do with system recognizing unique situation of ERCOT business days, but not system business days.  

f. *** Jim – approached by MCWG regarding this as well. Joint meeting 1/31.  Concerns voiced are ability to be functioning in new environment and need better and perfect information.  Small issue like this affects back office and treasury functions. “Is there any means to improve/change/enhance to not only maximize collateral but make process more streamlined if necessary”.  No short or no pays and only 1 late pay so far.  We are managing but holiday issues caused substantial problems. Topic to be addressed MCWG ****

iv. Garry – estimated calculations for AMS data – still being discussed. Several TDSPs requesting review to re-implement some removed fields.

1. Jim – where discussions taking place?

2. Garry – being represented by Kathy Scott. Possibly through COPS.

3. Jim – may be something developing at RMS, etc. 

4. Debbie – no specific direction 

5. Jim - *** work with Debbie McKeever to determine where to address this issue***

6. Michelle – Ken Reardon going to submit NPRR

7. ***Debbie – will ask Ken at next COPS meeting for update***

8. Heather – this group has stake in evaluation process efficiency such as removing data

9. Jim – agree. Would like to review with COPS concept of something changing and have to go through NPRR where there are no protocol requirements to identify what should or shouldn’t be in extracts.  Could take months to implement and only way new project can start is NPRR.*** need to discuss***

10. Debbie – can draft and send to SEWG*****

11. Heather – need to discuss what is there, but what will stay there. 

12. Michelle – if write NPRR, not to put information just back in but ensure this does not happen again.

13. Debbie – agree. 

14. Michelle – Jackie explained that function of extract did not change, but I did not agree. Something was there and now is not. 

15. Debbie – also talked about all data items would still be avilabale, just not in same manner.  But does not appear to be correct.

16. Michelle – we were able to work around, but not satisfied with outcome

17. Garry – agree. Some things removed in that change that Centerpoint is dissatisfied with and required system changes we had already set up to use.

18. Jim – do not want to hold up NPRR.  Should get something drafted, circulate through listserv for comments and bring to COPS ***** add to agenda today if have time

19. Debbie – if SCR is required, do all have to go to PRS or only those reflected needing protocol change to PRS?

20. Jonathan - Market Rules – do not really have to go to PRS.  When submitted, market rules and assigns to TAC appropriate committee.  That subcommittee will take on role similar to what PRS would do for NPRR (1st round of review, impact analysis, etc) and move up chain. PRS still must assign priority and rank for any associated project tied to an SCR.  But PRS will not do what they normally do with language change. Most likely COPS will review

21. Debbie – did not go to COPS.  If have to have SCR go through PRS,  with no language change gets remanded back to subcommittee so wondering about timeline.

22. Heather – if original change did not go through process how did it get approved?

23. Garry – agreed.  Was an efficiency change from ERCOT but caused impacts.

v. Thought was that revenue neutrality would be small, but was .46 p/mwh charged to load.

1. ***review as group and review with ERCOT to see what is driving this***

a. Although revenue neutrality decreasing, still needs review

b. ***SEWG – evaluate drivers of revenue neutrality*** (.27 currently)

2. Alana – would like timeline for when to start discussions about adding additional extracts to support QSE trades to provide confirmed, unconfirmed and cancelled trades

3. Jim – Discuss after Jamie’s update.*****

4. Tony – Revenue neutrality concerns due to previous MISO issues.  Helps to discern what is working right.  How much do you believe is related to pricing issue brought by Potomac?

a. Jim – unsure at this time. Clearly is issue when looking at global determinates – when p2p involved, some interval discrepancy.  Will bring up this afternoon in more detail.  There is clearly a tie but not sure to what extent. Definitely driven when congestion present.  Is this fixable or expect as an expense?  Need more facts. 

b. Pam – ERCOT have identified p2p obligations as driver for neutrality being high. Reviewing internally and will hear more coming, but being reviewed. 

c. Jim  - 12/15 (estimate date) – global determinates interval basis – both options paid to market.  When paying out to market on regular basis and remaining components of neutrality (import/balance/dc ties, etc)  - something does not make sense. 

d. Tony – was this being discussed at WMS?

e. Debbie – was discussed – being run by Steve Reedy. 

f. Pam – still under review

g. Michelle – passed to WMS

5. Tony – basepoint deviation exemption – many intervals less than 4 minutes.  NPRR 285 slated for later this year to change but was a shock to see # of SCED intervals in a day so high.  Saw 598 intervals one day.  That will continue?

a. Jim – brought up at TAC as well and many MPs concerned with shortened intervals due to SCED reruns.  Have seen 30-40% intervals less than 4 minutes. 

b. Tony – saw some at a minute. 

c. Jim – on to off-peak, lot of negative generation coming offline and change to on-test mode to come off for evening. When on-test SCED does not pick them up as non-dispatchable.  TAC has instructed to go to WMS for discussion. 

i. ***please review TAC notes for this discussion***

ii. Tony – plan at ERCOT to determine where unit should be?

iii. Jim – ERCOT has discussed some possible options. Details are still being worked out. Does ensure ramp rates are not violated when shortened intervals with basepoint reflecting shortened interval.

5. Nodal Reports Prioritization – Jamie

a. Formerly had report extract matrix, replaced by EMIL

i. Not prioritized the same as zonal

ii. Need to come to terms regarding notifications of notice versus Trey’s incident log

iii. Appendix A – COPS market guide reviewed 

1. Need to update document for accuracy

2. SLA referenced, but will be timeframes reflected in EMIL

3. Reviewed levels

a. Level 1 – posted with missing or incorrect data

b. All other incidents reported on log (trey)

c. For timeliness, market notice sent if extract is later than timing in protocols

d. For non level 1, referenced in log

e. Old matrix had 1,2,3 levels.  Now have 1 and non-1. 

f. Debbie – similar to data extracts

g. Jamie – reports and extracts not anymore.

iv. Reviewed EMIL to prioritize with group input for each item

1. Backcasted load profiles – deferred

2. Pat Vogel – what about extract delays and invoicing – if extract is late no due date delay?

a. Mandy – no timeline built in for invoice timeline that changes due dates based on extract posting delays.  No tie in protocols for invoices being due versus supporting data.  Extracts support statement only. 

3. Jim Lee – question about level 2 – what does ERCOT deem requiring notice?

a. No hard-fast rule

b. Jamie – can send to other subcommittees to review if necessary and receive direction from appropriate subcommittee to review.

c. Debbie – can send to COPS

d. Jamie – ROS/WMS for issues not in COPS

4. ***JAMIE – Action Item – Change zonal/nodal classification of “Miscellaneous” to “Retired” – ****

5. ***JAMIE – Change generating frequency for CBCI to monthly – or check/verify frequency – CRs report monthly to ERCOT***

6. Jim – new extracts/reports – how to consider adding extract to process?  Is this something required as protocol change to consider or SCR?

a. Jamie – with new nodal language in section 12, states cannot post anything to MIS not specifically protocol or other binding document required.  There are a couple of exclusions for certified data for operations, but probably have to have NPRR and have prioritized, go through impact analysis prior to entry into PPL.  Has to go through full process.

b. Jim – SCR/NPRR similar process?

c. Jamie - SCR may not have to go to PRS, but  prior to posting to MIS has to have NPRR

d. Jim G - How identify what is in protocols?

e. Jamie  - all were scrubbed and entered in EMIL. Internal checks and balances ensure on EMIL and protocol backed prior to posting to market.

f. Jim G – need to have extract for QSE-QSE trades. GUIs are inadequate and burdensome as invoicing process.  Includes all trades – mismatches, submitted, cancelled.  Needs to have party, counterparty, amount, timestamp, etc.

g. Jamie – recommend NPRR to get language and then it would come back to SEWG to do requirements/specifications documentation.

h. Jim G – ok with SEWG drafting NPRR

i. ***JIM – ACTION ITEM – begin work on NPRR and forward to group via email prior to COPS next month****

1. Need urgent status – MPs – please talk with your liaison to determine PRR fast track basis

2. Jamie – if requesting urgency status, can start next month **** AGENDA ITEM FOR NEXT MONTH***

6. Revenue Neutrality – tabling due to ERCOT currently addressing issue. ***  ADDRESS NEXT MONTH – FEBRUARY***

7. CCMG/SEWG-COP Market Guide

8. SEWG Goals 2011

a. Michelle/Jim – CCWG  - completion of Nodal Settlement Handbook – PRIMARY GOAL

i. Need location

ii. Complete document as shadow settlement “user guide” (handbook)

iii. What type of data would an MP want to receive, how to track through final/true-up settlement, etc.

b. Goal #2: Provide overall support to nodal project relating to settlements – support evolution of market settlement changes relating to parking deck and NPRR issues

i. Next meeting (February) – itemized presentation for parking deck items and projects for settlements

1. Standard part of all agendas

2. Report to COPS for any issues/changes

a. Heather – would that include Dan Jones analysis?

b. Jim G – yes.  As reported I see that coming down in form of settlement changes

i. Incorporating LMPs more into the settlement algorithms

ii. Likely will be SCR, NPRR or both

c. Goal #3: Supporting MCWG in evaluation of settlement timelines 

i. MCWG working to identify means of optimizing collateral

1. Follows settlement timeline

2. SEWG review as opportunity to discuss invoice processing

a. SEWG review invoicing/settlement timelines to ease administrative burden

i. Do not add additional layer of administrative responsibilities

d. Goal #4: SEWG Reporting Matrix to COPS

i. identify reporting matrix to identify to COPS for nodal market performance from Settlement perspective

ii. Track costs

1. ***Group come up with monthly dashboard to submit to COPS***

a. Likely accomplished before end of Q1

e. Goal #5 – Enhancing Nodal Settlement Training/Education to Retail Market Participants

i. Assisting in education process for retail partners regarding nodal settlement 

1. Many non-QSE entities that would like to be trained how to track costs

a. Incorporate as section in handbook

b. Possible joint meetings inviting retail partners to attend and discuss techniques to break down wholesale charges

9. Joint Meeting with MCWG and SEWG

a. Joint meeting next Monday, 1/31/2011. 

i. Many items discussed regarding process, collateral and market exposure discussed to increase efficiencies, decrease total $ of exposure, etc.  Ties in with many comments regarding processing of daily invoices and statements.

1. ***highly encourage SEWG participants to participate in meeting***

2. Review changes to real time settlement/invoicing processes

a. Jim G – question to Mandy – any ideas to roll to market? 

b. Mandy – short term solution to COPS – drafting NPRR (interval review) – moving forward for single daily invoice

i. Discussing longer-term solutions as well

ii. Jim G – Mandy – you have agenda item at MCWG?****

iii. Mandy – will present on that topic.

iv. Jim G – possibility of real time invoice and settlement dates being changed.  Any thought given to what ERCOT’s opinion is settling real time sooner than 10 days?

1. Mandy – discussing.  Need to be sure from Comm Ops side, that we clearly understand objective. 

a. Would like to address credit calculations as well, not just pulling in timeline (meter data, etc), accuracy of data and getting data earlier (balance).  

i. Unsure of how much room there is in real time settlement statements, being reviewed.

ii. Discussing with Don Tucker (metering data), but normally do not take part in credit meetings.

iii. Discussing with Cheryl Yager later this week.

10. Other Business

a. Jim Lee – COPS approved CCWG work on COPS guide and commercial operations handbook for shadow settlement use.  Within handbook in middle of reorganizing handbook. 

i. Will take old section 7 – inputs to settlement and data aggregation.

1. Old section 7 will be Section 8 – “Inputs to Settlement Algorithms”

a. Maintained and updated by SEWG

i. When would SEWG feel comfortable turning over to add to handbook?

ii. Willingness of SEWG to maintain?

1. Jim G -  Jim Lee, Michelle and I have spoken about importance of documents, where should reside and how reviewed.  After discussions agree on direction. 

a. Feeds goals (primary goal for 2011)

b. Q2 tentative due date

i. Both documents would stand alone and reference each other accordingly

ii. Debbie – will be some crossovers but SEWG would be responsible for maintaining this data.  CCWG would be clear on invoicing piece. 

iii. Jim G – agree. 

iv. Michelle T – agree. Would like to ensure SEWG continues to review all sections

v. Jim Lee – some unused charge types not being detailed in algorithms. In beginning of section would like to communicate which charge types are not included in handbook.

vi. Jim G – feasible whether used or unused to identify both

vii. Harika – would reports in 8 move to 7?

viii. Jim Lee – old section 8 “ERCOT settlement invoice processes” would be renamed but NOIE items would remain with different number.  Once near completion will submit COP market guide revision request to update all at once.

ix. Debbie – nothing removing from COP guide, just moved or renamed in document.

x. Heather – can we eliminate ERO calculation as well since it uses determinates and is shadowable?

xi. Jim Lee/Michelle – definitely something we can address****

xii. Group consensus with approach

xiii. Jim Lee – will be attending both meetings to ensure communications are appropriate

2. New section 9 – data agg

3. Section 7- ERCOT invoice and settlement process

11. Other – Harika – question for Pam – location of TCR revenues – allocation ratios did not match. How to find in protocols in Nodal?

a. The way annual auction revenues allocated for months do not reconcile.  ***Harika will forward email to Pam – nothing specific in Nodal Protocols. Pam – check with Rodney****

i. Mandy – need to review with Steve Reedy’s team. What we do for Nodal is review auction revenue for the month, that gets disbursed on load ratio share.  For annual auctions will pull revenues from annual and monthly auctions.  Once last initial of month will pay out on load ratio share. 

1. Harika – will be based on hours of month?

2. Mandy – yes

b. Harika – Postponed to next month – is this because of lack of funding?

i. Mandy – reviewing now.  Biggest factor P2P obligations.  Reviewing pricing relative to bidding behaviors, etc.  it is not that there is an error in settlements, but are reviewing currently.

ii. Jim G – will have to be reviewed with CMM team. Either issue on SCED solution and pricing coming from there or potential inaccuracy in model that allocated obligations.

iii. Mandy – talking with everyone currently.

1. Harika – what is earliest something presented to market?

a. Mandy – not sure at this time.  May go to WMS, depends on what is found. We are reviewing will all urgency. 

b. Jim G – request notice if goes somewhere before next SEWG.  Please notify Harika or Jim. 

c. Mandy – agreed

c. Heather – handbook – will it include EILS calculations?

i. Jim G – yes. at least process and determinates

ii. Heather – credit calculations?

iii. Jim – no for now. Not opposed but not to be able to complete early this year

1. Harika – credit reports are not close to quality of other documents – PDF only, no background data.  Might need credit working group extracts. 

2. Heather – perhaps could help in finding calculations solution.

3. Jim G – agree. PDF file does not give ability to verify calculations on components for EAL.  Needs to be data flow rather than hard-copy report.  *** address on 1/31 MCWG meeting***

12. OTHER - Mandy – defect entered into system – for processes from NPRR 272, when operators do manual override. We consider resource for compensation through emergency energy settlement. Found an issue where process dropped combined cycles. Have rectified preparing for final settlement. Data is ready to go with combined cycles included in emergency energy settlement.  Do not have dates currently but fix is ready. 

a. Heather – were overrides fed to reports?

i. Unsure at this time

ii. Michelle – can we request through WCS account manger confirmation that combined cycles represented will be fixed in finals?

1. *** Mandy – work with WCS to identify impacted QSEs and Res as well as operating days

a. Finals run next week

i. Harika – where do I see this?

ii. Mandy – emergency settlement data in extracts. We have to calculate emergency base points. Where you see no system-wide SCED failure that was a manual override

iii. Heather – between operators and that reports should identify situation

13. OTHER – Mandy – Start Type decisions for RUC BDI’s. 

a. System sees startup eligible but no type to use so end up with no start type payment

i. Result of decisions at TPTF for start type for RUC settlement

1. Concerns currently. No protocol direction at this time. 

2. ERCOT working stabilization defect to ensure start type accounted for. 

a. Can look at contiguous block and are modifying requirement to ensure start type added. 

b. Certain scenarios, coming from optimization, can have provided start type value inconsistent with what actually happened. 

i. In settlements going through process to determine type of start and pay appropriately. 

ii. Substantial effort to resolve

1. Expect in place before end of final and definitely before beginning of true-up

2. Heather – longer cold start than anticipated?

a. Mandy – we get RUC BDI and to be consistent we don’t get any start type info from operator.  Therefore no calculation.  If contiguous block of RUC commitments, issued out of DRUC, and that DRUC commitment was going to be cold start (for example), you could be RUC’d on front end of commitment and HRUC later commits you for hour ending 10-hour 12. We get optimization stating that doesn’t deserve a start. When combined we see the extension has 1st hour with no start and later in that contiguous block there was a cold start from MMS but we don’t see that. 1st hour is what is seen with no start.  Maybe should have been intermediate, not cold.  Staff reviewing. Could be more or less than actual. All we can do is view what resource actually did to pay appropriately. 

i. ERCOT researching and will update

ii. Mandy – bringing back to COPS, NATF, WMS next month with slides.


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. GROUP -  needs to review parking deck for settlement impacts
2. Heather - (unknown party) – Agenda item from LCRA regarding supplemental AMS/IDR extracts

a. Notify Ken or Jim for updates if needed

3. Group – track CDR reports  regarding missing data for time periods that are critical. Need to either back up or find another way to get data.  Multiple group concerns regarding this issue

4. Jim Galvin –DA/RT Statements - need to review small notices relating to late fees to make more convenient to market

5. Jim – work with MCWG to find better way to improve/change/enhance statements (DA/RT) to streamline.  Holiday caused MP issues.

6. Jim Galvin – work with Debbie McKeever to determine where to address AMS estimated calculations. Several TDSPs requesting review to re-add some removed fields

a. Debbie McKeever – ask Ken at COPS
b. Jim G – discuss possible NPRR, draft and send to SEWG list and bring to COPS
7. GROUP – evaluate drivers of revenue neutrality and discuss with ERCOT

8. GROUP – review TAC notes for on to off-peak basepoint deviation discussion
9. Jamie Lavas – Change zonal/nodal classification of “miscellaneous” to “retired”

10. Jamie Lavas – Change generating frequency for CBCI to montly and/or check/verify frequency – CRs report monthly to ERCOT

11. Jim Galvin – Invoices – draft NPRR and forward to group via email prior to next COPS in February. 

a. Needs URGENT status

b. GROUP – please talk with your liaison to determine PRR fast track basis

c. AGENDA ITEM FOR FEBRUARY – Jamie Lavas – need to start discussing in February to get started on NPRR

12. Jim Galvin/Mandy Bauld (or designate) – AGENDA ITEM for February – Revenue Neutrality – tabled this month waiting for analysis from ERCOT Settlements

13. GROUP – work on monthly dashboard to submit to COPS for reporting matrix – nodal market performance from Settlement perspective
14. GROUP – Encourage MPs to participate in SEWG discussions and joint MCWG meetings

15. Jim Lee/Michelle Trenary – discuss eliminating ERO calculation since it uses determines and is shadowable

a. Jim Lee – ensure communications regarding this topic are appropriate

16. Harika – annual TCR revenues allocation – forward email to Pam.

a. Pam – check with Rodney Rienfeld regarding issue

17. Mandy – work with WCS to identify QSES and Res impacted by overrides/combined cycles


