






	

	Event Description: July  DEWG/SDAWG
	Date: 7/18/2008 
	Completed by:  Craig Dillon

	Attendees:  Craig Dillon, Jim Galvin, Valerie Schwarz,  Eric Goff, Heddie Lookadoo, Heather Jo Boisseau, Kyle Miller, Ruben Alvarado, Trey Felton, Art Deller, Colin Meehan, Earl battey, Kelly Robinson, Jamie Lavas, Jennifer Fiedler, Annette Morton, Lee Star, Chris Dunlap, Mandy Bauld, Chris Sizemore, Elana Louis, Jackie Ashbaugh, Kristen McGettigan, Lee Star, Heidi (Austin Energy)

	

	· Antitrust

· Client Data Reports (CDR) Survey
 - Art Deller
.

· 5 question survey sent to all recipients of client data reports and QSE primaries

· CDR is 3 tab excel file that ERCOT sends out to QSEs requesting for each settlement statement. 

· Covers operating day

· All settlement information included

· Around 147 entities sent for each statement

· 58 responses representing 47 entities

· 20% response rate on survey

· Probably because settlements contacts were not included

· Went to all recipients of report as well

· May be skewed because only 1 person responded instead of going to 2, 3 or 4 people (Lee stated)

· Question: Were responses averaged?

· Most were identical

· (slide 3) – Discussed the 5 questions listed

· Results shown in percentage

· Large majority of participants appear to be using CDR instead of downloadable extracts

· Some concern about participants using CDR instead of 

· Heddie asked – in previous SDAWG meetings in Sept we were told ERCOT would provide style sheet

· will be referenced on last slide

· Goff  asked: Will this slide be shared with TPTF? They might be interested in this result. 

· Not at this time, but glad to share if requested.  

· Definite value of forwarding the results of this survey 

· Varied range of responses on question 4 of slide

· Question 5 – concern for entities relying on CDR for shadow settlements

· SLIDE 10 – extracts were missing some determinates, so CDR was implemented to fill the gap.

· Intended to be temporary process until extracts were fixed to include all data

· Currently macro parses file and 140 files (3 in each file) manually emailed out.

· All data is now in extracts

· Market has stated “no”, they must have CDR

· Due to volume of data in Nodal, ERCOT will be unable to continue creating CDR

· If data in extracts changes, CDR must be modified to suit needs.

· There are 2 new extracts initiated by DEWG - MODE/CODE – will contain load,generation and settlement data by operating day.  All data in CDR is in those extracts.

· ERCOT posing to eliminate CDR 

· Originally planned to phase out in 60 days

· this date has been deferred

· Heddie asked about style sheets – (defer to Jamie/Jackie)

· Jackie responded – with schedule rework, ERCOT will explicitly work within protocols – 

· Request DEWG to submit

· Because of scheduling, not slated to be included

· Heddie stated that this should have been brought up in Sept.

· ERCOT doing only what is necessary to meet protocols within schedule.

· The more work we continue to do on user guide – in terms of weight of data (ie,mappings, table joins such as header to interval to or scalar and decoding of PRDE), will give MPs the information they need to manage this in excel without ERCOT providing the CDR. Nodal Extracts are more user friendly than those used today. Over the next couple of months we will bring examples of how this can be done within user guide so participants can use excel rather than style sheet.

· Halika (spelling??) with Austin Energy stated “we were asked what kind of data we need – we sent files – but also requested NOIE load verification files – are you including this in extract?”

· ERCOT responded: Only will receive what is required by protocols. QSEs must receive data based on (unknown) day settlement – in terms of forms and packaging that were sent – those are not required.

· Halika: If load doesn’t match ERCOT – I contact client relations. Maybe sent out by Calvin’s group – not client relations.

· Purpose of us sending what is required of MP – but ERCOT will only provide what is required.   Jackie will take to data agg.  
· Halika has asked for months with no resolution.

· Art is not aware of anything data-wise routinely sent

· Files include load, internal generation + time, that gives total load. We don’t have ESIIDs.
· This is the Aggregated NOIE Load information that is available in the Shadow Settlement Instruction guides on ERCOT.com under Market Information/Data Agg. We will not be providing an extract as this is available in unaggregated form.  Can also look at RID data that is in extract form.
· So all types are public information?

· No – if you have to pull resource id, not public.

· Heddie Lookadoo – if have true meter load from meters, you will have to use factors to calculate internal losses, then get transmission loss factors to get true load. You should have tie points as NOIE.  

· Jackie Ashbaugh - Resource id extract must be requested – go to services/user guides/data agg/resource id reporter extract user guide. (Will check and will email Jackie if any questions)

· Annette Morton – last bullet on page 10 – is this incorrect? (CDRs will not be produced) – unsure how long zonal will go – will this stop when nodal begins?

· Art – no, will keep going as long as there are zonal settlements ongoing.

· Art Deller – concern – how do we get message out to entities who don’t understand what is going to change with Nodal?

· Jim Galvin - Readiness being measured by different group, so sending to TPTF is good idea. Possible that some entities do not have type of business requiring full set of data. May only remove small percentage of participants. 2 things needed:

· Move results to those measuring readiness

· Up to this group to offer high level training that will involve Art’s staff to assist with understanding that reliance on data available on website may not give means to do business in nodal.

· Still have intention that once extracts are tested, ERCOT will work with DEWG to assist with MODE/CODE extracts.  If there is bill determinate that is public/private, going out RTM or DAM based on protocol requirements.  As long as DEWG wants the data, ERCOT will provide in extracts.

· Jim Galvin – last thing we want is to take valuable time and use to do high level training for those not taking advantage of extract process. 

· This group asked by COPS to ensure testing extracts for nodal is completed and successful.

· Art Deller – will take survey and send all results to original recipients

· Heddie Lookadoo – action item to discuss phase 2 to get style sheet?

· Jim Galvin – yes – will need someone to volunteer to put something together

· Heddie Lookadoo will draft and put on next month’s agenda for discussion

· Heather Boisseau - Is concern with style sheet that won’t be able to access xml?

· No, xml would be used for data loading with CSV – ERCOT looking at in the user guide, discussing how the data would be put together to make sense of header/scalar table. With CSV, based on that info, should be able to create macro using excel to upload data.  Style sheet would be used with XML to make extract ‘pretty’.  

· Problem was back in Sept, people went away assuming the style sheet would be available for those using CRs. 

· In terms of scheduling, available time, nodal, talking with Raj (pm for COMS) – ERCOT is limited to only tasks required by protocols. 

· Jackie Ashbaugh – if need for style sheet, as group will have to put together info for phase 2 of nodal to include.  Can’t reassure enough that as we go through, what we see in test and are able to put data together, participants will be amazed with simplicity versus what is available today. 

· Will bring topic back next month with draft for possible phase 2. Jackie – please refer to schedule in discussion with Raj Chudgar – is this last schedule?

· No, this is being worked internally to come up with schedule that can go through TPTF, each project creating schedule with remaining tasks, adding dependencies for Avila able data from other systems.  Once done, schedules will be combined into a full schedule.  After that goes through TPTF, they will take recommendation to TAC and board for final date.

Post Mortem Discussion on April 22 Failover - Trey Felton


· Trey went over slides – hardware failure caused problems with data extracts

· Did not lose data – had backups in different locations. Once out of sync for 24 hours, had to go back and make sure everything was correct and accurate. 

· DEWG is very interested in Aaron Smallwood’s presentation next month.  This one in particular – DEWG would like presented in next month DEWG mtg.

Biggest concern is impact to settlements (Goff) 

· if happens in future, can take stop point before moving forward. Takes longer to restore data so would have price to work with

· Galvin – where price is posted brought up red flags for credit exposure to those days based on prices.  Having that remedied ASAP is important. As I understand, to recreate the ability to recalculate those prices according to prr650 took some time.  In event happens again, critical part is that price in this case is more than signal of how will settle – is credit exposure issue. If think price will clear somewhere between 150 and 2250.

· Annete Morton – are you back to pic on page 2 – on page 4 covered ISM/EDW ability to create extracts – propagating to normal standby?   

Trey Felton - No, back to normal. I don’t know which DB we’re on, because we can change between Austin/Taylor immediately, but back to normal operating mode – feeding from logical standby.

ERCOT Report Extract Issues (DEWG) - Trey Felton


· 2 for June – 

· June 22 – 65 min outage on TML report explorer – impact to availability (off of excel presentation) failure between API and LDAP server – issue resolved. 

· 2nd happened on 6/25 and resolved on 6/27 – transmission loss factor reports not posted in time to meet protocols.  Reports were generated but not posted in time. Took a couple of days to get them posted. Resolved 6/27. 

· retail 

· API – no outages 100% June. 

· TML report explorer – 65 min outage caused 99.84 availability month of June.

· Jim Galvin – question about July

· Notice regarding settlement input data and shadow price posted late - W-a071408-01.  Understanding is those are identified to be posted on matrix as open issues.  

· Recognized 7/14 – would like to keep as dynamic as possible so not month in arrears.  

· Doesn’t appear to be significant issue and resolved – intent that notices critical to group for discussion, creating business hardships, are created. Could have had that on list if was critical. 

·  This may be more informational because just 1 day late, but would like them added to list ongoing. 

· Trey Felton – can add to detailed incident. 

· Jim Galvin – if issue yesterday, wouldn’t expect to be reported today.  Would like to see this as more dynamic so we are never a month in the rears.
· Jim Galvin – anything related to may since didn’t meet last month?

· 2 in may – 76 min and 20 min outage. 

· Both to report explorer in retail.  

· Details caused by unplanned maintenance on settlements/billing database. 

· Jim Galvin – have had couple of meetings – process working fairly well.  Encourage everyone participating in group to track issues in this forum. Based on what seen so far, decrease in incidents.  

· Any questions, comments or issues for what is on this report, does ERCOT need to research anything?

· Eric Goff-Helpful – glad doing. Provides adequate detail. Continue moving forward 

· Jim Galvin – working well – close topic

MOS Public API Terms of Use Document
- Trey Felton


· Jim Galvin – MOS/public – screen scraping – (off of Trey’s presentation)

· Trey Felton – terms of use not posted; this is already in use.
· Intention to prevent system from being hit hard.  Reduce frequency of screen scrapes to create these reports. 

· Case by case basis – see MP hitting site 10 times second, block them, they call and we tell them to slow down the query, etc. (went over outline of time tables from presentation)

· Jim Galvin – characterize current state of screen scraping being detriment?

· No, not constant

· Jim Galvin – any metrics/history?  What are they going out after?

· No metrics on this. 

· Jim Galvin – would be helpful to see what they are going after. 

· Trey Felton – we can research this.

· Jim Galvin – maybe we can isolate and make data more available. Assume mostly real-time info – stuff not readily available til extract comes out.

· Art Deller – usually real-time data. Last incident can remember was entity 2 wks ago had to shut off for screen scraping.  Incidents have gone down.  When happens, looks more like runaway process that someone has – like hit 15,000 times in 2 hours – per second scrape, etc. 

· Eric Goff - In nodal, some of this will be available as a portlet – frequency, etc.  should we provide scripted access to that data – we use all the time looking at frontpage.

· Jim Galvin – this is short of contractual agreement looking at document – wondering if anything this group can do to promote fixes/changes/short-long term giving access to what needed without interruptions of sys availability by this type of activity.

· Eric Goff – like to see method of access to data other than going to homepage

· Jim Galvin – if you have info easily attainable would like to have discussion. If info not available, not needed to dig. If issue related to interrupting system availibility or hinder system performance, better to get to higher level committee (COPS, etc). 

· Jim Galvin –Would like everyone to review the terms of use doc.

· Art Deller – we will block ip

· Question – not monitoring ongoing – only if see something slowing down?

· Art Deller – no, monitoring ongoing, maybe if way to tell what data is being sought, what could be brought to committee is what data being sought, make available in portlet and point to portlet so unnecessary to use this technique on real-time basis.

· (unknown respondent) every one is webpage and easy to ID # of hits.  Real time MCPE mostly being used – within guidelines.  On trading floors showing on the screens.

· Data being sought now – do we know data avail through portlets?

· Art – we can look.

Siebel Tools for Verifiable Costs and Disputes - 
Heather Boisseau


· Item 6 – tools for Verifiable Cost – went over slides

· Create settlement dispute nodal/find nodal – avail in TML

· Tried to coordinate sub items expected to see – for most part all accounted for

· Don’t see entity name – taken care of through certs?

· Art Deller – yes

· Opportunity to input backup contact for nodal disputes – did this meet expectation?

· Annette Morton – I don’t do disputes, but EXP.conf – expiration of confidentiality – designated by checking box.  Special window.

· Art Deller – try to submit dispute outside window of operating day, will not let you. If check box lets go past window.

· Heather Boisseau – interface is on TML and will be in MIS for creating svc request – link under find/create svc request.  Applet will allow submitting VC items per templates ultimately approved after discussion.  Will be able to attach files.

· Heather Boisseau  – looking for feedback on mock data – have people looked at data/meeting expectation?

· Jim Galvin – question – future metric for credit calculations?

· Heather Boisseau  – we have 3 markets to dispute, Real time, CRR, Day Ahead – the metric was that at least 3 MPs credit would be verified and would not be disputed >20%  - how would we ever dispute a credit item?  

· Jim Galvin- won’t be forever – if you look at credit calculations, this bullet has special meaning – subcommittee looking at nodal credit issues.  

· While looking at calculations for Day Ahead credit, seems like may be putting stringent credit requirements for DAM. Ability to submit transactions will depend on credit worthiness.  May be a time when at certain credit position but rejected for transactions being sent in.  

· As I read this – how will be able to challenge credit calculations?   I appreciate that being brought up. 

· Heather Boisseau – this particular item was for 168 hour test, but what is MPs capacity to respond on regular delivery of extracts – 48 hour turn around? 

· Jim Galvin – is conceivable that system has any given company at credit position x – entity thinks y – how do they challenge?

· Eric Goff – in memory, don’t think that calculation is readily available – have to shadow on your own and if getting close to that limit, contacted by ERCOT to notify.  You could be 100K short but haven’t got to limit yet. 

· Jim Galvin – maybe Jackie or Jamie will be able to respond?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – not aware at this time from COMS perspective

· Jim Galvin – nothing today, but if credit position is a determinate of whether can or cannot submit, MP will need access to that data

· Jackie – referred to Raj Chudgar to bring this up for future use (ACTION ITEM _ TOPIC FOR NEXT MEETING) – Galvin will check with WMS (ACTION ITEM FOR JACKIE)

· Goff – for record, script for conversation should include NPRR to get system change/non system change – post golive.sys change before go live – non-sys change post go live.

· Heather – during lull, credit working group working rather quickly. Encourage those who have not reviewed mock data check EDS 4 data and go over.

· Lee – only thing I’m aware of is if you go to web portal, one report available is credit report showing estimated aggregate liability – updated weekly (in today’s market). In nodal – anticipated in discussions with credit working group that would be something that would be made avail before each market auction and on day or 2 day process.

· Galvin – Jamie – can you see if that report is listed in reports/extracts (not for today) for next month?

Nodal COMS update - Jamie Lavas


· Question – went over naming convention again for oracle naming convention

– some extracts have yyyy/mm/dd – a couple are marked “y” – are those going to change?

· Jamie - depends on extract – for new nodal that is how will exist.  All will not be same – zonal already there, tried not to change unless necessary (within EDW/COMS specs)

· Annette Morton – already removed?   - now grayed out

· Earl – we had initial date of mid June, then July 1, everything in air with delay – any estimate for extracts?

· Jackie – reported to TPTF – dependency of market sys feeding comm. Ops sys – once EDS implemented, will be delivered. Waiting for integrated schedule due to dependencies.

· Earl – any estimate?

· Jackie – not at this time. Supposed to go to TPTF within next 2 months. We have no info to provide on date.

· Galvin – when EDS 4 testing resumes, expect extracts at that time or lag?

· Jackie – don’t know environmental dependencies. Once in EDS 4 COMS, will have extracts.  Will be day 1? Unsure.  From perspective of where will we be internally, will continue to test extracts in integrated environment – then extracts will move to EDS as well. Must have upstream dependencies before delivery.

· Galvin – won’t be answered today, but once EDS 4 and sys testing starts, please give heads’ up ASAP.

· Jackie – as soon as we know, we will notify market

· Galvin - Discussion at COPS and request of how/when see sample data for data extracts. Have talked before and realize is challenging task, but many requests to have something, whether real or made up for use in testing or designing systems.

· Comments made about ddls and confidence in extracts. ERCOT in integration testing with settlements extracts. Have not seen full dataset yet. In terms of sample data – ERCOT has discussed as group and internally – major effort on ERCOT side. Need to review priority – ERCOT working on user guides and second focus is descriptions within ddls. Need to join to see how data can be used. Jackie needs examples to see how used. 1st time release 8 handbook is expected is once have EDS data. Still approaching testing with same data, but need reasons sample data needed when DDLs avail.

· Up til nodal, MPs said were ready – how can you be ready if you haven’t seen data yet. When trying to develop extracts, have ddls, but holes regarding comments, joins, etc.  difficult enough to develop programming around extracts and even if you can, without test data cannot test without data. 

· Jackie – ERCOT in same predicament – having to test without data.  Based on data structures received from earlier systems, that is process ERCOT is using to test biz processes. Providing MPs tools to get through ddls and understand info included but didn’t account for effort to fill in ddls to create records and send out. No system outside EDS system to do something like that without manual intervention which introduces another type of risk. This is risk on top of being “test”.  Some comments made at COPS about DDL in particular in terms of “is stable/can be trusted”.  We’re about to post version 6, but in terms of tables, 99.9% are there. Otherwise table-set is sound.  Have either 3 or 4 outstanding metadata changes – new versions will be posted if column changes.  As soon as we have something tested, we will make avail.  We just need to know where market wants us to focus, since we can do everything being asked.

· Galvin – what are people looking for?  Some requests at COPS focused on ddls, but ddls are data structure, not sample data. Question to those on phone and in room – what sample data are you looking for?  We can’t test retrieval sys/interface with API query, what I’ve heard is request is around sample data. What specifically?

· Heather – specific whitepapers, test documents state 3 varieties, standard, mock and production. Only prod has sys data.  

· Jackie – based on full data sets.  All biz processes within COMS to calculate agg and settlements would have to be running, but we would have to be plugging in data for every QSE and CRR to produce sample data of that type. ERCOT having difficulty putting together manually data for 25 QSEs, let alone all. In terms of mock test and production, variation of dataset whether stubbing market data or not. Being discussed as schedule is being rewritten. Per Raj at COPS, extract won’t be available til dependencies are resolved.

· Heather – would like clarification of what is being stubbed, etc.

· Jackie – when extracts in EDS, those scheduling and playing along on days doing sample settlements where they would get statement, would get extract. 

· After done with schedule, will go over as group. 

· Galvin – for stakeholders, when looked at documentation for stub data, data is not system generated – it is a person making it (Jackie)

· Kristen - All is true – stub data provided in statements/invoices. ERCOT trying to be more clear on extracts – will not stub data in extracts – waiting til processes & sys are working so results flow through settlements.  Not plan EDS 4 Rel 8 handbook to have extracts stubbed due to amount of time required to create.  DEWG understood extracts would have stub data.

· Heather – just a look and feel of mockup invoice

· Kristen – could not see end to end testing, so data had to come out of EDS and run through ERCOT systems since not integrated in EDS, so bids/offers presented on one of days DAM was run in April/may was used.  What we don’t have is example of end2end seamlessly taking data, then moving to settlements in different environment. 

· Jackie – due to robustness of extract and amount of info/detail – that is not being produced in testing. Data agg not in itest, so have not seen load/gen data yet. While we are testing, using partial dataset with made-up info coming from settlements at this point. We are not at point yet to say ok with integration testing, because info not available yet to test with.

· Earl – Cirro – we won’t be providing sample data except through EDS process?  What about LSEs not participating? 

· They would be included in EDS as well – if interested must register to work within MIS – we are baselining environment by opting in all entities. Any time approved day and have data, will get extract. Whether opt in through MIS, etc . . . . will get data.

· Jackie - If not bidding in, will not receive extract. Public only – no private data set. So you could see MODE but not CODE.
· When go back into release 8 handbook review, re-baseline, we will be more explicit with that information. 

· Galvin – would like to revisit document – will that be vetted?

· Kristen – we will review (EDS TEAM) –

· Galvin – when does market get to be part of that review?

· Kristen – unknown. 

· Jackie – inherent of the schedule that the extracts won’t be avail til fully integrated. Rel 8 handbook would all be updated based on what integrated schedule reflects.

· Galvin – discussion at COPS – those requesting sample data – will not be available.

· Jackie – if people have specific question, encouraged to email nodalreportsreadiness@ercot.com – goes to Jackie, Jamie and Isabel Flores.  Will address all questions in FAQ docs.  If have specific question please email so we can include in FAQ. Turnaround is 1-2 days to answer questions.

· Kristen – EDS 4 update:

· Heather asked – What has come in through EDS 4 emails – feedback on existing mock data?

· Kristen – Not getting anything. Surprised with lack of questions regarding real-time posting.  

· Heather – what have they been?

· Kristen – mock postings have rec’d no questions in past month.

· Heather – I sent 2 or 3

· Kristen – could not recall

· Heather – What about RUC/flag issues

· Mandy Bauld – only a few have come through but have not seen same questions from multiple participants. Nothing that has been repeated over and over from diff participants.

· Heather Boisseau – would be nice if we could see answers.  

· Kristen McGettigan – FAQ not updated

· Heather Boisseau– if not many questions, would like comment on each question

· Kristen McGettigan – most have been specific to April/may. I will go back through emails and see if anything worth posting in FAQ that doesn’t have proprietary info.

· Heather – only discussing questions about extracts where everyone got the same data.

· Jackie – have data back from data agg – around the question for agg NOIE load – 2 participants worked with data agg to get info. Not required by protocols. All mps who qualify can get it.  Under market information/data agg/shadow settlement instruction guide. That is spreadsheet telling how to do all aggregations for shadow settlements. Take data rec’d from 727 extract, use data rec’d in RID extract to perform calculations. That will get to #s data agg is using.  Are we including data to include tie points?   No, provided in unaggretated format. 

· Goff – load extract has all data for all entities.

· Jackie – individual would use their own data.  727 is only there if change of db – if you are not working with today there, work with AM to receive.

· Jackie – 740 – not on agenda but we have an update.  ERCOT will release opportunity for MP to schedule re-baseline for 727 – that is way to get data – MP has to maintain daily files. Use RID.  Will have to request initial and then schedule daily.

· Eric Goff – other business:

· AMIT team has discussed impacts of increased volume of data provided to ERCOT and suggested that COPS or working group might look into ERCOT data retention.  How will data be avail?  Protocols 17.2.5 zonal protocols state info… market open happened 2002 - we are getting to 7 years from that point 1st of 2009. Theoretically data could no longer be stored.  2nd point – might ERCOT need change data retention policy so some data is less time and some is more.  Would like ERCOT to ponder and pose agenda item to discuss next month.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – has been discussed at ERCOT – although protocols says 7 years, we have to have completion of settlements before can change data. Once discuss data retention, in terms of approach for MPs receiving info, will have agenda items for AMIT project to discuss IDR info and how that should be provided to MPs.  There is not WorkGroup that talks about data retention policies – more holistic.  May be recommendations, but snowball effect – if we state will store for 4 years, will have to ensure that is case. 

· Jim Galvin – if picking and choosing what is retained, that is issue as well. 

· Jackie – we have internal procedures for protocols, but we can’t roll anything off until settlements calls complete.  Board and PUCT have not signed off, so although nodal comes into play, with zonal still active we must keep that info until signed off. 

· Goff – 1 request – ACTION – PRR766 has settlement data provision – getting data from ERCOT – web services utilitized but impact analysis says web service may be needed to accommodate.  Jackie – are you available to discuss next month?

· Jackie – we still need to review requirements and are not sure if ready to divide in market groups – Lee?

· DEWG leadership, Jackie, COPS leadership should talk about this and find approach (Eric Goff agreed). 

· Eric Goff – should be brought up in COPS as well. Agenda item for next month – tentative title on next month agenda – “Shadow settlement implications of PRR766”   Jackie “Advanced Metering Implementation Team (AMIT) data retrieval from ERCOT” – 

· Goff ok – use this name.

· Jackie – should have AMIT group too.  

· Upcoming meeting dates discussed:

· Date    Room

8/18      168

9/15      206

10/20    168

11/17    168

12/15    168
· All dates were acceptable to group


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Jackie will discuss Client Data Reports requirements with Data Agg

· DEWG asked by COPS to ensure testing extracts for nodal is completed and successful.
· ArtDeller – will take survey and send all results to original recipients

· Heddie – action item to discuss phase 2 to get style sheet

· Heddie will draft and put on next month’s agenda for discussion

· Trey Felton will research what information MPs are looking for in repeated screen scrapes

· Jim Galvin would like everyone to review MOS Public API Terms of Use documentation regarding screen scrapes and performance.

· Jamie – can you see if the credit report showing estimated aggregate liability (for nodal) is listed in reports/extracts (not for today) for next month? Addressed in meeting. Can be removed.
· Jackie – RE: future metric for credit calculations - if credit position is a determinate of whether can or cannot submit, MP will need access to that data. Refer to Raj Chudgar for future use.

· Jim Galvin -  will check with WMS

· Jackie Ashbaugh – Discuss PRR766 next month

· DWG leadership, Jackie Ashbaugh, COPS leadership and AMIT - should talk about this and find approach (Eric Goff agreed).

· Tentative title for next month “Advanced Metering Implementation Team (AMIT) data retrieval from ERCOT”.

· Craig – Post upcoming DEWG/SDAWG meetings on ERCOT calendar





