	1.
	Welcome/Agenda

 
	J Galvin

	2.
	Nodal Settlement Statistics
Jim covered his presentation 
 
	              J. Galvin


	3.
4.
5.
	Extract Issues Update
Reviewed Trey’s presentation located in key documents.  Notice sent on April 12th for April 11th.  Would like comments on that next time – 9 reports not posted on there.  
SCR 755
Troy Anderson –  SCR 755.  Troy brought up presentation and reviewed – see key documents.  
We think COPS would be a good next stop to take a look at this.  MIS User group would also be a good stop to run past.  They will hit up all subcommittees and let them know.  Troy said they will take back.
ERCOT Settlement Items (NPRR 463 and CRR Auctions, NPRR 477 disputes for Exception for BLT at Presidio)
NPRR 463 – Ohlen will be presenting.  Ohlen went over presentations.  Covered NPRR 463 under key documents.  Will be called annual auction sequence.  
Auction name will be changed.  No questions.  Jim gave his thanks for bringing this. 

NPRR 477 - Pam Shaw – no presentation – question on Presidio dispute.  Just had another one and sent out the market notice.  Due to the fact ERCOT has to do this on a monthly load ratio share we have to find another way to get that on an invoice.  We have no preference on how we get it out there just want to make sure everyone is happy with how we are doing it.  The pros on how we are doing it you get real time bill determinant and shows on outputs.  If we put on miscellaneous you would not get this.  You will not know this is coming; we have to give a market notice which gives you the day it is coming.  

Thomas – is this is how it will be going forward?  Pam, yes unless you want miscellaneous invoice.  If we decide to add to extracts and statements it would be part of the protocols and documented like other determinants.  Pam – agree we need to put something in the matrix so those bill determinants are on your radar.  

Heather – would like misc on own invoice as we have to code systems and they are not like others.  She feels this is where should a miscellaneous should go with small amounts.  Where did the urgency come from?  Pam – the market as we want to get them the money as soon as possible.  Pam – it can be used for a lot of different things.  That is what market notice is for.  Maybe we could think of how to make it more descriptive in protocol.  Put in NPRR to show how we would invoice that.  Heather – give it unique name.  
Thomas – supports misc. invoice.  Pam – yes would not show up on statement get separate invoice to process separately.  

Heather how frequent?  Pam - anticipate monthly.  They may change schematics and if they do then it would go away.   

Jim – we can do either way.  Misc are ad hoc and off system and have to be on the look out and have not done many in nodal history.  Will have one additional invoice per month.  The protocols do not direct one way or another.  Pam – correct.  
Heather there is enough specificity to make it its own charge type if we want to make it a regular feature.  We have stuff like ERS acceptable but protocols need work.  Pam – suggest we do find out how long it will go on.  If they have plans to update then would not make sense.  We will look into that.  Jim – want to avoid misc. as a stop gap for other items that come down the road as we are processing down the road.  

Harika – we prefer not to have invoice.  The amounts are small – nice if own charge type, but prefer settlement invoice as last resort.  

Jim – Pam get an idea on extent and bring back for next month.   People who have issues on the other side need to evaluate their challenges and send to Jim so he can have bullet points next time in a slide.  

Pam – should these charge types be in the matrix?  Currently nothing in matrix.  There are no equations on this.  If there is a note you could search.  Jim – are you able to add extension to bill determinants or are they fixed as they are?  Pam - will have to check with Carrie.  Jim – generally have charging and paying ratio.  Would like to standardize.  Pam – needs to be named a specific bill determinant for it to show up like that.  

Pam – maybe we could send list of all possible misc. charge types and incorporate into discussion and can decide if in matrix or settlements guide or protocols.  Jim – anything you can bring back can help us with going forward.  
 
	    T. Felton
A. Apodaca
M. Tozer

	6.
7.

8.
	Marketrak and Wholesale Dispute Process
Reviewed Load Disputes Associated with Data Extra Variances – reviewed protocol language (section 9.14).  
Jim we will proceed with this and send out to exploder list prior to next meeting.

 COPMGRR 034-035                                      
Sandra went over presentation in key documents.  Reviewed COPMGRR 034 and 035 in key documents.      
Settlement Timeline (Metrics and Evaluation Strategy) – J. Galvin
Jim pulled up Retail Time Settlement Timeline Success Criteria presentation.  Has anyone seen any issues since implemented?  
Want to evaluate system and process discussion and budget impacts as well as credit exposures.
Harika – looking at impact and time stamp – happy to see they posted invoice prior to noon.  
Thompson – the last few weeks the statements are posted as expected but once a week they are posted a day later.  Most on same day but once a week extract are posted day later.  Not sure why this is occurring.  Pam – which day?  Jim – reminder that they have the 48 hour in protocols.  Thompson – no particular pattern.  Thinks the day is normally Tuesday or Wednesday.  Pam we will look into it.  
Jim – we talked about how we would provide feedback – how 509 has impacted us.  Jim feels weekly or biweekly calls to look at impacts to cost/credit exposure and get various matrixes identified.  Harika do you feel it is the desire of COPS to still do this?  Yes. 
Jim – want to start the calls next week.  The calls will occur on Mondays from 3 – 3:30 through September.  Meeting could go to biweekly. .  
Cathy – as far as monthly that the TDSP provides we gave scenarios we were concerned with the issues on the LSE files.  Are we changing anything monthly cycle?  Don – is there a requirement to provide data more frequently?  Cathy – the answer is no.  We want to make sure if we are looking at reduction that timeline would change?  Don – sounds like the market would need to answer that.  Jim – desire to get as tight as possible.  This gets us into routine of talking about this.  
Mandy Bauld – We need to have an assessment set up to hit on your concerns.  While you might not see those issues persist right now you will have an eye out for them for when those issues hit.  Need to get the issues on the list now.  Don – if you are talking about ERCOT polled the shorter we make timeline the quicker responses would need to happen as shorten timeline occurs.  Puts more burden on you in that arena and us.  Cathy – correct on some of those might need to get fixed.

No other business discussed.  NPRR 509 Calls.  Notice to be sent out.

	J. Galvin
S. Tindall
 

	
	
	


