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	***Items surrounded by Asterisks (***) are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document***
AGENDA
1.

Agenda Review and Anti-Trust

J. Galvin

2.

COPS Meeting Review

H. Basaran

3.

Extract Issues Update and Posting Stats

T. Felton

4.

Nodal Update

J. Galvin

5.

RT Settlement Timeline and Associated NPRRs (MCWG)

J. Galvin

6.

ERCOT Settlements (RTRN, RUC Start Update, Default)

M. Bauld

7.

Nodal Settlement Guide

SEWG Sub-Group

8.

NPRR 326

SEWG  

9.

Market Default Allocation

SEWG  

10.

Additional Extracts Discussion 

J. Galvin

11.

Other Business/Adjourn

1. COPS Update – Harika

a. ***Meeting during board week – any settlement/credit items need to be moved to morning

b. Reviewed COPS update presentation

c. NPRR 320

d. Draft NPRR to reduce RTM initial settlement timeline by 1 day

e. Ken retiring from COPS

i. Jim bringing card for SEWG to sign/send

ii. LET THEM EAT CAKE

2. Extract Issues Update and Posting Stats – Trey
a. Several issues are related to data center and storage area network
i. Should have been resolved as of this past Sunday
ii. To maintain redundancy have had to failover

1. Once February, twice March

b. Reviewed all data from posted spreadsheet

i. Heather – happy to see nothing related to daylight savings

ii. Jack Brown – garland turned in issue with DST to ERCOT. 

1. All pricing posted on MIS priced day ahead or hourly interval hour ending 1, 2 and 4, if you look at the awards on MIS, the awards were hour ending 1,3,4.  There is a disconnect between ending hour skipped in MIS data.

2. If you look at 1,2,4 you see 1,3,4. 

3. Jamie – did you go straight through helpdesk or through REP?

4. Jack – client services desk were supposed to help in creating a ticket for me. 

5. ***Jamie – will check on it and follow up next month

3. Extract Issues Update and Posting Stats - Jackie Ashbaugh

a. Reviewed posted presentation
i. Reviewed run time versus posting time
ii. Reviewed posting time averages

1. Jim – do not believe will need moving forward (updates)

a. Group used to push envelope to ramp up 48 hour window – curious as to what group sees and do we need to press the timeline and ramp up earlier than 48 hours.

i. As long as see performance like this are 100% within protocol and now initials/finals, with averages like this, goes back to ERCOT’s commitment to get extracts as soon as possible.

ii. Group – no comments

iii. Jackie – once we are performing true-up settlements, bring back maybe a month later. Zonal will have gone away and will be running exclusively Nodal.

iv. Jim – good idea. Will wait for true-up a month later and unless something comes up will discuss then.

v. Jim- thank DIA for all of your work

4. Nodal Update – Jim
a. Reviewed Nodal Update slide presentation (posted)
b. Mandy – will be posting early April given new posting times
i. DAM and RTM Statements presented on a single invoice (different Operating Days for DAM and RTM); the DAM and RTM statements approved/posted on a particular calendar day will be included on the Settlement Invoice posted on the same calendar day
ii. Harika – if approved what is estimated timeframe?
iii. Mandy – not sure yet.  On ERCOT is mostly NPRR work. Cannot say at this time when delivery would be. Will require impact analysis
1. Internal NPRR will provide estimated timeline for implementation
2. Jim – related to impact assessment and timing, we are in a period now where weather-wise not as significant as Feb, but is there consideration for summer peak to have this in so can be more beneficial for credit exposure?
3. Mandy – don’t think can be done that quickly.  Can push for urgency if you want to but we’d need at least a few months’ time for implementation.  It is hard to say because the IA isn’t complete.
4. Jim G  - that was my intent. There was no opposition in our working group and with MCWG. To my knowledge have heard no pushback on it – more on real time settlement ramping up one day.  I would think there might be momentum to get this as urgent item
5. Tim – Just observed with NPRR 323 we voted for urgent on that and being considered for early implementation. Annual auction – this should be completed and implemented prior to annual auction due to credit requirements.
6. Jim to Mandy – was ERCOTs plan to file urgent?
7. Mandy – not originally but if you request we could.  Could take to market rules to discuss.  It would probably mean more if SEWG presses for urgency
8. Harika – this will not change what we have now – just changing invoicing?
9. Mandy – yes, statements will exist as today. Nothing behind the scenes will change, just how and when on invoice.
10. Mandy – will be called “Settlement Invoice”
a. Could possibly put everything on single invoice in future, so wanted to keep generic name. will need to work through with SEWG 
b. Jim G – anything to help usher NPRR in if receives no pushback for urgency and secondly to get mockups
c. Mandy – will bring mockups to future meeting, as we get into the project
d. Heather – this also brings to mind what settlement extract will look like (calendar) and should data become available very early, would we be required to pay sooner than protocol if data came early
e. Mandy – settlement statement / extract data wouldn’t be available sooner.  The settlement calendar extract will have to be able to transition to include the new invoice type.
f. Harika – going to eliminate weekend invoices and only have regular
g. Mandy – yes.  5 a week. (ignoring the monthlies)
c. Jim G – AMS meters are getting in timely for initial and don’t want to ramp up timeline faster that might jeopardize other processes.  With NPRR tabled, any comments from SEWG/MCWG where we think NPRR going?  Since tabled no formal direction to vet but we should
i. Harika – MCWG should direct
ii. Tim – MCWG has not had chance to vet yet. With 10th getting majority of benefit. With 9th and data quality issues with profiling, group needs to discuss benefits and if should go to 9th day and to obtain credit savings and accuracy, but not until meet on 30th
iii. ***Jim – Will dial in on 30th. 
iv. Tim – having answer on RTL issues would alleviate a lot of concerns with data quality. Moving to 9 day invoice cycle allows to take out 1 RTL (load imbalance) from equation. 
v. ****Jim – NPRR tabled, discuss at MCWG and due to credit exposure versus data quality will follow-up with summary next month’s SEWG.
vi. Harika to Mandy – after NPRR finished, want to bring back counterparty-level invoicing
vii. Mandy – possible and on radar. Couple of options – change level invoiced but keep everything else unaffected. Least system change. Get invoice to counterparty level but have not got into it yet.
5. ERCOT Settlements (RTRN, RUC Start Update, Default) – Mandy Bauld
a. Reviewed settlement update slides (posted and will be visible tomorrow morning)
i. RUC Start Type
1. 2 notices
2. 3/28 implementation to production
3. Effective starting 12/1/10
ii. Harika – even though not impacted (no RUC that day), will have RUC uplift?
iii. Mandy – could change – make-whole payments could change, which means that we could see dollar changes on capacity short side (small or large)
1. Generally seeing reduction in payments on De-energized buses 
2. Jim G– on 15th saw negative congestion in south zone
3. Mandy – Collections from PTP obligations bought in DAM on the Feb weather event basically funded  congestion rent for Feb 
4. Balancing payout in February due to large balancing account credits from the 2nd and 3rd
5. DA Ancillary looks similar to real time in that it is peaking on the weather event days
6. Seth – on slide 6, what led to 1st point with high real time dc tie import payments.  Is that leading to net neutrality?
7. Mandy – yes, any payments for imports get uplifted to load 
8. Seth – emergency imports?
9. Mandy – see as same charge type but on this day, yes, there were emergency imports
10. David – how do you calculate congestion rent?
11. Mandy – Congestion rent is calculated as the net of what is paid in for Day-Ahead Energy Purchases, paid out for Day-Ahead energy sales, and what is paid in or out for PTP Obligations Bought in DAM.  Typically the pay-in for PTP Obligations seems to drive the excess congestion rent.
12. Jim G – on DC tie import, I don’t think a true uplift of DC tie. Just a component of revenue neutrality?
13. Mandy – yes
14. Jim G – not all is directly uplifted to loads. Real time imbalance and real time import/export as well as PTP settlements for options and obligations, and self-schedules all bundled is revenue neutrality.  On weather days had high price items, so small differences when prices are high could drive this. Have also seen settlements of congestion from ptp options/obligations could be part of this.
15. Mandy – false congestion still relatively small compared to de-energized bus issue.
16. Jim G – can you discuss? I understand we have de-energized bus factoring into market solution.
17. Mandy – that resource node behind the bus, when assigning a price goes through logic and following rules and not finding another price in the substation and takes system lambda at that node.  New split bus issue, etc, cannot really speak to. 
18. Jim G – these could be driving the neutrality issue.  Have had resettlement request for 2/8 DAM
19. Mandy – the 2/8 issues was unrelated
20. Jim G – are we expecting resettlement due to bus issue?
21. Mandy – cannot answer that question at this time.  ERCOT legal has not weighed in yet – still analyzing.  No knowledge at this time.
22. Alanna – resettling CRR auction due to dead bus issue.  If they plan on resettling would they resettle option? 
23. Jim G – have not heard.  Makes sense. 
24. Mandy – have not heard about resettling. CRR payments would be resettled.  Pam?
25. Pam – have not heard – will check with Steve
26. Harika – this is only DAM?
27. Mandy – no, this is real time. May be both. DAM would probably have to be resettled too. 
iv. ****Jim G – will look through board materials tomorrow – 
v. Mandy -nothing posted at this time. 
vi. Jim G – review John’s materials for board report. I will listen to board and summarize for next SEWG****
b. 2/8 DAM resettlement – Mandy
i. Result of procedural error, nothing to do with de-energized bus issue
ii. Have to make sure have accurate real time prices in the settlement system for DAM settlements, as well as RTM settlements. This day RTM price correction data not put in system prior to running DAM and ran on old prices - DAM settlement based on wrong RTM prices. This impacts the calculations for the shortfall charges.
1. When there isn’t enough congestion rent to cover the CRR payments, the cost is allocated to DAM CRRAH and RTM CRRAH.  However, until RTM settlement occurs, the DAM CRRAH have to float it for the RTM CRRAH.  In order to determine the DAM CRRAH share and the RTM CRRAH share, we have to do and early calculation of the RTM CRR payments using the RTM prices.  
2. In this case we used the wrong RTM prices so the allocation to CRRAH for the between DAM CRRAH share of the cost and the RTM CRRAH share of the cost was wrong.  In total to a given DAM CRRAH it was correct, but it was overallocated to the DAM CRRAH vs. the RTM CRRAH.
3. RTM settlement ran on the correct RTM prices.  No disputes received on this – CRRAHs didn’t see the issue of the mismatch between the RTM CRRAH share as calculated early in the DAM, and what was actually calculated in RTM.
4. Becomes an issue when trying to close out the Balancing Account.  The system would think ERCOT needed to pay out an additional $7k, that we didn’t really have.  We have a visual that we can provide, to help explain it.

5. Draft NPRR being submitted to allow for resettlement in a case such as this – an error impacting ERCOT’s ability to stay revenue neutral but doesn’t meet the other criteria for a resettlement.
6. Heather – process change?
7. Mandy – yes – (slide 11-12) – 2 checks added – 1st- we are modifying our procedure to ensure that DAM settlements are deemed “validated” prior to DAM price certification. 2nd we are not going to approve statements to post first thing in the morning – this allows a bit of time to reconvene on any last minute price correction issues. You can expect those to post a bit later in the day (likely mid-day)
8. Jack Brown – is this the reason over the past couple of weeks seeing later publishing of DAM statements and invoices?
9. Mandy – yes.  Sometimes you will see variation due to other taskload / resource availability. 
c. New NPRRs
i. Settlement invoice
ii. Late Fees
1. Largest January - $30.00 or so amounting to a few cents payout

2. Separate than settlement invoice.

a. Heather – seeing rounding differences with invoices. 

b. Tim – credit side, late payments – Cheryl can adjust those amounts rather than fees to curb behavior.

c. Jack Brown – whole concept of DAM/Real time statements would be everything from that operating day. With late fees, have no relationship with operating days they are on.

d. Mandy – could probably consider late fee statement long term.

e. Garry – I don’t have issue with fees being minimal. Posting allocation to QSE on collateral account?

f. Mandy – I haven’t had a chance to talk to Cheryl about that yet. Checking with her ****

g. GROUP – think over and send comments to Mandy****

h. Craig/Jim G – agenda item next month****

iii. NPRR 338 – Revenue Neutrality -DAM resettlement. If error in DAM settlements covered by protocol that ERCOT can resettle. Also, have to set aside money in real time for shortfall payback.  This corrects protocols by adding that to the partial pay language.  Saw that issue come up on the partial pay due to the Abacus default.
6. UNRELATED - Board discussing on board report, item 5 and TAC update item 7
7. Nodal Settlement Guide – Jim Galvin
a. Discussed examples from draft SEWG settlement guide
8. NPRR326

a. Mandy – Reviewed posted NPRR

b. Was base point and time waited.

c. Jim G – change to take from basepoint/mw volume time weighted to just time weighted real time settlement point price. 

i. Harika – request to show comments

ii. Mandy – Please provide feedback on your topic discussion – was going so fast I couldn’t catch any of it

iii. Tony Delacruz – something worth noting is divergent only when units marginally dispatched. At min or max holding I would expect price to be spot on with SPP.

iv. Mandy – yes – when seeing ramping, etc. 

v. Jim G – idea of how to keep track. Per tony this is complex in a variety of ways so definitely keep an eye out. 

1. Not likely to be sent to SEWG, but expect WMS view if gets assigned to a working group and we will track NPRR

9. Market Default Allocation – Jim G
a. Brought by COPS
b. Don’t expect to see til September
c. Mandy – have presentation available for today
i. Reviewed slide posted (currently visible)
ii. 540723.49 due by abacus so market short paid on 2/28
1. Schedule for uplift in September
2. Uses data from month prior to default, so 1/2011 data for calculation
3. 2nd occurred following week so will see that because of protocols, uplift in 2 installments.  Uplift less that 2 million, but 2nd 2 short pays picked up in October uplift.
4. Shooting for using the new system implemented “default uplift invoice” 
5. Reviewed allocation methodology
a. Starts at counterparty level
b. Jim G – will possibly include in settlement handbook
10. Other Business
a. Jim G – final report for accepted qse to qse trade report.  Info valuable for settlement of imbalances between counterparties but also around verified transactions prior to start of RUC process. 
i. Should have NPRR submitted shortly to request new extract
b. MIS User group – may send questions to Jackie/Jamie’s team. 
c. ***Next month – start providing summary of MIS user group meeting


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Meeting during board week – any settlement/credit items need to be moved to morning
· Jamie – check on Garland DST and report back next month

· Jim G– dial in to MCWG on 30th
· Jim G– discuss tabled NPRR at MCWG and follow up with summary next month

· Jim G– review board materials

· Mandy – check with Cheryl regarding posting allocation to QSE on collateral account

· Jim G – agenda item for next month

· Jim G/Jamie – start providing summary of MIS user group next month


