	Event Summary

	Event Description: DEWG/SDAWG Meeting Notes
	Date:  04/20/2009
	Completed by:  Craig Dillon

	Attendees:  
In-Person Attendance

 

Name

Company

Calvin Opheim

Mandy Bauld

Danny Bordeaux

Phyllis Castillo

Craig Dillon

Jim Galvin

Johnny Robertson

Paul Wattles

Heddie Lookadoo

Sonja Mingo

Trey Felton

Ino Gonzales

Jim Lee

Brian Eshelman

Hugo Stappers

ERCOT

ERCOT

Spark

Reliant

ERCOT

Luminant

TXU

ERCOT

NRG

ERCOT

ERCOT

ERCOT

Direct

Spark

Softsmiths

WebEx Attendance

Art Deller

Robin Chang

Molly McCoy

Lori Williams

Trey Felton

Annette Morton

Jim Galvin

Austin Energy

Jack Brown (Garland)

Heather Jo Boisseau

Christina Piazza
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Robin Chang
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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 a.m.

2.

COPS Meeting Review

J. Galvin

9:40 a.m.

3.

NPRR 158

I. Gonzalez

9:45 a.m.

4.

ERCOT Extract Issues Report

T. Felton

10:15 a.m.

5. 

Nodal COMS

J. Lavas

10:30 a.m.

6.

EPS Load Data

C. Opheim

11:15 a.m.

7.

Lunch

 

12:00 p.m.

8.

UFE Cost Statistics

J. Galvin

1:00 p.m.

9.

Other Business

 

3:00 p.m.

1. COPS Meeting Review-Jim Galvin

2. NPRR 158-Ino

a. 6 months ago ERCOT drafted PRR 116 and NPRR 158. 

b. Settlement equations were incorrect
c. Went back to groups that drafted language and drafted changes.

d. Both intended to clarify revisions

e. PRR approved a couple of months ago, NPRR 158 tabled to wait for PRR 786. PRR786 explained/added language detail how would settle – timeframe instead of using 1 settlement period, 786 added resettlement after final and also true up. 786 approved – settlement timeline added to NPRR 158.  

f. Went over presentation

i. Showed original language and markup

g. Mandy – for nodal, since can use MISC invoice, rather than tie to operating day, use misc and put on own invoice. That way is not random operating day. 10 days after final posted for operating day of contract period, post misc invoice. 10 days after true up posted for last operating day of contract period, invoice posted again for EILS resettlement using true-up data.

h. Ino – manual process

i. Questions?

i. Jim – are you looking for endorsement on this process?

ii. Ino – Yes. Want to ensure SEWG and COPS review.

iii. Jim – when bring back to PRS?

iv. Ino – when goes back to COPS

v. Jim – timing is to bring to next COPS meeting - Jim

vi. Action Item – ALL SEWG – review NPRR 158 and send any comments to Jim Galvin. Otherwise will take to COPS and endorse.

vii. Mandy – NPRR as written has no system impact for ERCOT. 

viii. Jack – since nodal does have capability for misc invoices – for zonal with ad-hoc in trying to post ad-hoc invoices and data delivered by email – any discussion to marry those up with nodal delivery of those that used to be delivered by email?

ix. Mandy – This does solve most problems.  Make nodal version of diagram and work with Art on that - Action Item. this process we will be using, don’t see it going away. May still have litigation/backup data to push in TML. Will have that ability to use misc folder in TML if needed. Will definitely address those for nodal.

x. Jim – is there a master database? (for SP)

xi. Ino – EILS offers submitted, NOIEs can self-provide up to 100% of obligation. Amount of EILS procured ($) are then charged to load. NOIEs can predict load ratio share and SP up to 100% amount.  After capacity for EILS procured and awards made, for settlement will know actual obligation for each NOIE. Those that scheduled 100% will not uplift. If SP less than final obligation, will charge difference. If SP more, than will not credit.

xii. Jim – for what Self Providing (SP), must be means to tie to certain customers.

xiii. Ino – Yes – ESIIDs – we know which customer is providing service. EILS is combination of ESIIDs added together. We know exactly, by ESIID, who they are.

xiv. Jim – will send NPRR to group and await comments. If nothing received, will bring to COPS -JIM
1. If have any questions, submit to Jim and he will pass to ERCOT settlements.  Paul will be at COPS to explain process.

3. ERCOT Extract Issues Report-Trey

a. March 22 – report explorer – 50 minutes

b. Line 6, April 9 – report explorer – same time, duration
i. Users accessing public reports (130 mb in size) – clogged up integration pipes, requiring recycle.

ii. Not affecting SLA – 99.5%. Reviewing to address.

iii. May put out public API

1. With nodal delay, may go ahead and do.

2. Does not use MOSPublic

iv. May use MOSPublic.

v. Users downloading multiple times.

vi. Would get SEWG approval before moving forward

vii. May “open pipes” if possible

c. Extract issue April 12

i. Settlement/billing data – daily

ii. Extracts on 4/12 incomplete. Affected day 3/31. Those reposted on 4/17. Final notice this morning.  Affected IDR (record), not meter.

iii. Root cause – possible parsing issue.

iv. Jamie – yes – was parsing issue. We reran all rows and reposted all extracts.

v. Jim – for that particular day, was extract provided beyond 48 hour?

vi. Jamie –– this doesn’t have 48 hour requirement.

vii. Jim – which ones do?

viii. Jamie – would have to check matrix

ix. Jamie – after review, protocol referenced but that protocol does not state posting requirement (timing).

1. May need to clarify that protocol or remove protocol reference.

2. Jim – section 12? This would have been within timeline, but brings up concern that in light of dispute window (which is tight), if I get data 2-3 days later, cuts into availability to submit timely dispute. Might want to add requirement to do that.  Question is feasibility in current systems vs. nodal.

3. Jamie – currently we have alerts in place and daily jobs to ensure/capture issues as timely as possible. If necessary to rerun we will do it ASAP. Protocol timing wouldn’t hold back, nor lack thereof. But for nodal, COTE/MOTE replaces and there is language around 48 hour posting notice requirement in Nodal. 

4. Jim – if crucial extract is late, then we lose time on our dispute window to process. Settlement dispute window is not adjusted for late extracts currently. Nodal is a ways away.

5. GROUP -  some have had this concern

6. Jamie – will have Art available for next meeting to discuss **** Action Item***** JAMIE-AGENDA ITEM

7. Jim – if significant delay for key extracts (settlement/billing, load, gen), would need some accommodation if they go beyond 48 hour period, would like to consider moving dispute window as well. We need data to dispute, not statement.

8. Lee Star – agree – need to have dispute window moved or some process.

9. Jim – was pretty good month with TML delays less than hour.  Reported last month to COPS that instances have significantly reduced. 
4. Nodal COMS-Jamie

a. Old NDSML posted with new name – ERCOT master information list. Hope that by changing name to be less specific that it entails everything needed. 

b. It is posting of complete list of posting requirements/reports/extracts/forms posted in nodal world. Reconciled with zonal that will be retired or available. 

c. Consolidated MDT – one update made to spec document available.  New posting requirement. 180 day adjusted.

d. Discussed Jamie’s slides.

e. Have not had DDL/XSD changes

f. Comments/join documentation and user guides posted in nodal reports key doc. 

g. Please review all of the information *** Action Item – SEWG****. Email questions to nodalreportreadiness@lists.ercot.com

h. New line item – adjusted meter load report (went over changes). 

i. For each QSE by LSE, load zone and settlement interval for all settlements.

ii. Posted at 180 days (current protocol language).

iii. NPRR going to PRS later, NPRR 165 will have specific language clarifications to allow 182 days instead of 180 current so we can pull up true-up. This way won’t have to post and repost 2 days later.

i. Creating new bill determinate – public AML

i. Will be in MIS/Public

ii. Info included will be broken down by operating day, QSE, LSE, settlement point. 

iii. Will have header/interval data, bill determinates, QSE/rep codes, LS time, settlement point info, intervals, etc.

iv. If have questions, email Jamie Lavas

j. Updated ERCOT info list is on ERCOT website.

i. Scroll to bottom – fields highlighted in green are fields changed since last posting.

1. Entire line in green is a new line item

k. Jim – going forward, all efforts are to prepare for nodal transition/extract environment.

i. Jim - How will readiness be tracked going forward or handled with group transitioned from TPTF?  Is there a connection with those doing the work behind the scenes for extract structure/content – are there discussions of readiness metrics?

ii. Jamie – not involved in metrics for ratings for readiness, but working with nodal teams so they are aware of delivery schedule. Working with Matt Mereness/Carrie Tucker – sharing with them so all are consistent in messaging. Working with business owners as well.

iii. Jim – 2nd question – what about interaction with training group?  Any anticipated training for extracts/reports process? Is there something that SEWG needs to do to pioneer this – next year? 

iv. Jamie – good discussion item. Have not talked with Bill/Ted in a while regarding this at this time.  Will follow up with training group **** ACTION ITEM*** JAMIE

v. Jim – in event that there is not any action on this, maybe we can assist with delivering message.   If will be readiness metric, need to either have internal training or more MP effort (with test data).

vi. Jamie – have voiced concerns with not having TPTF to take to. Working with various subcommittees to address.  Once group has been formed, will readdress.  Definitely take this discussion back to your organizations and pass back to ERCOT your feedback on this. we can add to FAQs, etc…  not receiving many questions thus-far.

vii. Jim – last thing – schedule.  MPs and vendors need to know when can take these and stress test them and the output of system. Aware of 2010 date, but general updates from time to time regarding current schedule – still in ‘green’ mode (can see outputs) when significant testing activity takes place and extracts are ready to go. Will there be anything from this group needed?  Availability to provide determinate-level data, etc.  will want to bring up next month ***ACTION ITEM – AGENDA – JIM***
viii. Jamie – will be sure we are communications schedule info rolling forward.  Once closer in testing process when data is flowing, plan to take all MPs and opt them in. everyone who chooses to participate in testing will have downflow data.

ix. Jim – do not expect any substantive changes until later this year. If schedule is good, keep us informed and also contrary.

x. Jamie – as we get closer, plan to come back at some point with screenshots of new extracts. 

xi. Heather – cut sheet for each report originally had determinates listed. Are we getting nearer to that time?

xii. Jamie – yes  - working on that now. Have pulled out to include separately so they are not split out.  Will be in next week’s posting.

5. MANDY – PRR – PARTIAL PAYMENTS/late payments
a. Proposal to stop charging late fees when know will default.

b. Current process Complicates situation 

c. Cheryl introduced formalizing in protocols for ERCOT to hold collateral to cover debit charge invoices. Could have found last time that didn’t have credit to cover. Would have had late fees but continuing resettlement invoices. Cheryl proposed to set “X” % to hold back to cover those charge invoices til full amount uplifted.

d. Jim – one thing to discuss is determining the value of “X”. this came from COPS.  I do not think PRR provides anything substantially changing the way we go after defaulting MPs. When default, collecting on late fees has been minimal. To relieve admin burden to ERCOT, deal with late fees are a problem for everyone. Detail needs to be discussed – what we recommend is “X” percent. Have not had opportunity to do much analysis.  My guess is % would be small – minimal exposure.  On surface good PRR to support. My personal thought on “X” is keep it small – 5% or so. Comments/questions?

e. Mandy – credit working group can add comments?

f. Jim – agreed.  Any concerns about this PRR? Would have to be NPRR also

g. Annette – I have question – is this first time draft PRR discussed? 

h. Jim – no, discussed at COPS last month and pushed back to SEWG. Not formal PRR at this time, but COPS realized this is step in right direction.  

i. Mandy – ERCOT could have taken it straight to PRS, but since it fell out of invoicing issues from Jan, brought to SEWG prior to taking to PRS.

j. Jim – will send out to listserv *** ACTION ITEM – JIM***

k. Recommend 5% (seconded by Heddie) be sent to COPS

l. Johnny – how often do we get these short pays?

m. Jim – last series was last spring/summer. As go through each collection cycle, has been calculation of late fees for entities that have filed bankruptcy. Difficult to collect as aggregate and eventually uplifted.

i. Mandy – default in 2003 (TCE) – we were short paying regularly for that. If we had not cut off late fees.

6. MANDY – Ad-Hoc Invoice Process
a. Mandy – ad-hoc invoice materials – presented different data to COPS. Updated item agenda item 5 from last COPS meeting.

b. Jim – does this go in market guide, PRR?  It becomes process to be followed. Changes are positive and would avoid past issues.

c. Mandy – our directions are in protocols – regarding WCS, is this something that COPS market guide would accommodate?  Concerns about this being in a more formalized place?

d. Art – market guide may be better place.

e. Jim – ok with market guide – which one?

f. Art – ad-hoc needs make it difficult to codify. 

g. Mandy – if all materials provided, would show best efforts. If doesn’t fit “mold”, will follow this chain to work through it.

h. Jim – send to communication working group***** ACTION ITEM*** will report to COPS to combine this with Excel doc and send to CCWG for guidance in how to incorporate into their guides. 

i. Art – agree

j. Mandy – spreadsheet doesn’t show misc folder in TML – will send updates **MANDY/ART*** - to Jim

i. Concerns with MPs re communications/contact info, communications to MPs regarding ad-hoc invoices.

ii. Presentation was given last month with matrix.

1. Group agreed on approach.

2. Improvements to direct link with client relations staff regarding communications

3. Adding 1st/2nd AP contact at each MP (Siebel)

4. Up to MPs to ensure contact list is up to date.

5. Relates to PRR for handling late fee collection/invoicing process

a. 2 questions:

i. Relating to matrix posted in last meeting – things done for ad-hoc invoicing process – where do we put info?  Put into guide or incorporate into PRR. Should relieve burden of calculating late fees.

ii. Mandy – correct – Cheryl had additional piece to hold back additional percentage to cover debit invoices to come through. 

iii. How do we address the 1st accomplishment (identify concerns relating to delivery/communications) – where do we put the information?

iv. Questions?   None

k. ACTION ITEM – GET COMMENT FORM FOR PRR 158 FROM SONJA TO SEND TO JIM – CRAIG
7. EPS Load Data-Calvin

a. In tying up loose ends for nodal, ran across EPS load data question.
b. Reviewed nodal protocol 11.1.10
i. Paragraph (1)(b). using 867​_03 format will provide data.  What this means is that certain meters have ERCOT as the reading entity (large NOIE load points, for example). This requires ERCOT to provide daily consumption values using 867 process. 
1. Implemented at market open
2. before SCR 727
ii. 727 – provides service history and ESIID usage data (using web services)
iii. Nodal considerations – decision needs to be made – should ERCOT use coding to provision this load data from 867_03 process or should ERCOT create an NPRR to remove this section of the nodal protocols with the reason being that this data is redundant. MPs can get from SCR727 process.  ERCOT recommends that if SEWG would support ERCOT recommendation to remove this from protocols. Would save time on nodal development and it is redundant data. 
iv. Jim – will send out this item to the SEWG listserv. If we eliminate, language would not be substantial. Have you thought about striking that paragraph?
v. Calvin – haven’t reviewed with market rules, but if concept is agreeable, can review with market rules. 
vi. Jim – please review with market rules to ensure no other protocol sections to address. Will address as agenda item next month ***ACTION ITEM – AGENDA FOR NEXT MONTH -  *** CALVIN – REVIEW WITH MARKET RULES
vii. CRAIG ******SHARE LOCATION OF DOCS FROM COPS MTG AGENDA 2 ad hoc items and “#5”  ACTION ITEM

1. http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/04/20090414-COPS
8. UFE Cost Statistics-Jim Galvin

a. Would like to verify #s from presentation with ERCOT.  Will see graphs of total UFE and what I think were estimated costs from MCP.
i. Was UFE sustained positive/negative over time?
ii. When net out, winning or losing?
iii. There was significant cash flow issue – where initial settlement may have been carrying huge expense and credited back at final and same anomaly took place (opposite). 
1. If paying out at 10 day millions of dollars to get back millions later on (not $ for $), could create problem if significant cash is provided forward and then get back in 60 day settlement process.
iv. Volumes were put together accessing ERCOT UFE posted files. Ignored channel 5 that were off-cycle – only used channel 1 and 2. used UFE TOAD and summarized aggregated to daily (from 15 min intervals).
v. Used average MCP – since was not zone-specific.
vi. If I know % of UFE, I should be able to take my cost and divide by my % of allocation.  If I have 10%, divide by .01.  benefit is you get zonal market price changes – don’t get lost in interval MCP and multiply by UFE for interval.
vii. Discussed slides…
viii. Sept UFE MWH – channel 1 cut is dark blue line – significant negative position in middle of month. 12/13 Ike made landfall. Were settled for channel 1 position under the blue line and subsequently at 60 day settlement, MW of UFE are now above the 0 line.  Final settlement was positive bias, but negative dip in middle of month that would have reduced cost for month, but when get to final settlement, if aggregate was positive, then Sept as month was an ‘expense position’ for ERCOT settlement.
ix. While impact before and physical after took place in middle of month, but prior month seems to have been impacted due to meter reads spanning over time created situation where profiles were originally not touched – once adjusted creates higher than normal UFE than in days previous to Ike.  That is why there is bias on channel 4 cut.  Was evident to me that if you look at channel 1 see – and + over Sept 1, when channel 4, all intervals positive, indicating positive bias on that day – load adjusted accordingly.
x. If price this activity at market price (2nd graph), see that cost on blue graph (channel 1) much lower and subsequent swing back to channel 4. clearly, from cash flow perspective, UFE for month was less and increased significantly at final. Estimated cost at initial 5.5 million as estimate to entire market – final estimated cost appears 58 million dollars, based on MCP. 
xi. Period after Ike appeared that changed to flat position on initial settlement vs. 34 million post-Ike landfall in latter Sept.  that is significant cost-shift from initial to final. If estimated 5.5 million compared to 58 million allocated at final is significant increase. 
xii. If look at channel 4 cut and UFE levelizing in cost close to the 13th or so – is that volume or price anomaly? IF you look at UFE, see dip in channel 4 cut around UFE in MWH and on 13th see lowest point in total MWH for channel 4 cut. At end of month looks like came back down. If look at $ allocation around 13th/14th, lower settlement $ around UFE.  MCP at that time with drop in load were significantly lower. More important to look at volumetric impact.  Prior and subsequent days have raises in UFE calculation due to meter readings spanning months and reduced profiles during channel 4 settlement. 13th/14th significant dip was when profiles were not touched.
xiii. Calvin – reason having such negative UFE from 13th through 19th is it took a week before profiles adjusted.
xiv. If look at Oct, initial was interesting, causing cash flow concerns.  1st 2/3 of month, UFE significantly positive for initial settlement (estimation/profiling at that time based on historical reads). Positive towards latter of month.  Then saw significant change with UFE coming down. Most QSEs paying for UFE putting out initial expense then credited back 60 days later.  Compounding this, #s are staggering in diff between initial and final.  Most likely 10/13 is cause.  Difference between MCP clearing 1900 dollar-range across all zones.  When look at cost (next slide), see big raise and dip relating to 10/13 with high MCP.
xv. Saw pos UFE for channel 1, negative UFE expense and then levelize channel 1 and 4 converging. That would be normal as used to seeing.
xvi. Estimated 73 million initial – final estimated negative expense of 43 million.  From 10 days to 60 days substantial difference.
xvii. Significant assets/cash/collateral tied up. To absorb something of this nature is significant event. Haven’t seen anyone hurt by this, but only had 1 day with mild MCP. Have seen MCP decline since spring through current day.  If high MCP, bigger issue.
xviii. A lot driven by MCP on 10/13. When you review calculating final expense/benefit, 47 million expense on channel 4 and 58 million positive expense for Sept – 2 net out – got most back from Sept to Oct, but did so where MCP was not light. Had 1900 not cleared on 10/13, would have been big difference. High MCP might have helped in Oct when netting over 2 months rather than hurting. Disparity would be much greater if lower MCP.
xix. This is from UFE perspective – difference between load and gen  - what ERCOT adjusts for competitive load (from volume). There is gen component because must know what generator determinates are there, but that is how you get to UFE.  Every gen amount is accounted for. 
xx. Same analysis for November – channel 1 negative bias, but begin to see channel 4 settlements a convergence to 0 at end of day, but UFE impact did carry through to November (see channel 1) – negative bias for most of month then 60 day see UFE converge closer to pattern seen before.  Cost summary same – significant negative at initial – coming closer to 0 for final settlement.  From -27 million expense at initial settlement to -1 million final settlement. 
xxi. Brian – Spark Energy – we were loser in process due to factor not mentioned – specifically estimated meter reads after Ike period. We analyzed initial non-adjusted load vs. adjusted load profiles.  We came out significantly below (estimated reads) what load profiles would have shown. Once got actual reads, came in significantly higher than load profiles. Seeing definite shifting of load from immediate post-Ike period to Oct/Nov timeframes. As result, would also say that in Oct see that flip from pos to negative UFE in final settlement. From our standpoint – direct costs – we typically had 10s of thousands of resettlement; saw millions of resettlement fees in Oct.  We do not feel good about those costs. Also saw customers themselves went from small to large bills, so dealing with customer service issues when receiving low estimates vs. high estimates. They read their meters and gave us a real read.  We feel comfortable that estimated reads were so low and that was a big factor with UFE.

xxii. Jim – previous meetings that was brought up. TDSPs need to review estimation processes.  Have discussed wholesale level, but now see retail level.  Retailers have large impact. Actually impacts end-use customers.

xxiii. Brian – we don’t want to force re-bill, but since market rules are stated, it’s incentive for TDSP to estimate low to prevent cancel/re-bill going forward. If estimate low, benefits tdsp. If estimate accurately, not necessarily the case.

xxiv. Calvin - talked before about this. At final we have 99% of data. When you discuss UFE as whole, but if ERCOT is given 1000 MWH to spread in a month. If should have been 10k or 5k, we’ll be short. Converse is true in latter month – if given 10k MWH to spread, it has to be allocated, then trued up to generators.  Those have to come into balance. We can only use usage provided to us. 

xxv. Jim - # of issues we’ve seen relating to this. Has been discussed regarding estimation routines.  Unsure if followed up on properly 

xxvi. Further enhances need to do something in case/when this happens again.  Impact on retail customers is one impact, cash flow is another. To expense that much $ in initial and then get back at final will put some cash-strapped companies in difficulty if this is norm rather than exception.

xxvii. Next steps??  Revisit next month ***ACTION ITEM**** Have TDSP reps in meeting to discuss estimated reads. Verify #s to give to COPS.  Have group review #s to agree accuracy.**** lessons learned going forward…****  Reach out to Kyle Miller to be available next month**********
xxviii. Likelihood of happening again is high. If hit in May with high prices, could have been catastrophic. When load drops this high, can’t assume generation will be there. If prices driven to roof when load is coming off, need to be better prepared for.

xxix. **** provide any comments/thoughts/cost estimates (non-proprietary data) to group to take to COPS by individual MP basis – SEWG GROUP*******

xxx. Annette – presentation was excellent, but info discussed puts slides into perspective. Would recommend for meeting next month, provide assumptions based on slide data.  Figures estimated from public reports of ERCOT total volume. #s from total market with summary slide with ramifications of what we saw this time and how estimated reads affected, how cost of energy (wasn’t as high as could have been) would have affected, and if happened on state-wide basis or when cost of energy was higher, what potential problems could there be?  By looking at presentation itself, could not pull all of that information out of it.

xxxi. Jim – this is starting point. To get to answers to questions would be combination of putting market data into perspective and getting experts in room to validate the ramifications from estimations, MCP and capacity shortage. Was not sent out initially – want to dissect it as a group and include data from ERCOT, from TDSPs, REPs and wholesale groups. 

xxxii. Phyllis – send info to Jim?

xxxiii. Jim – YES****** and/or next SEWG meeting 

xxxiv. Doc NOT TO BE POSTED at this time. To be posted once get MP comments.

xxxv. Expect significant UFE discussion in next month’s meeting.

xxxvi. Would like to have findings available after next month’s meeting for COPS consideration.

9. Other Business


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· ALL SEWG – review NPRR 158 and send any comments to Jim Galvin. Otherwise will take to COPS and endorse.

· Mandy –Make nodal version of diagram and work with Art on that 
· If have any questions, submit to Jim and he will pass to ERCOT settlements.  Paul will be at COPS to explain process.

· Jamie – Have Art available for next meeting to discuss communications of issues
· Please review all of the information (Comments/join documentation and user guides posted in nodal reports key doc).  Email questions to nodalreportreadiness@lists.ercot.com

· Jamie –Follow up with training group (Bill and Ted) regarding Reports/Extract training

· Jim – Agenda Item for next month - Availability to provide determinate-level data, etc.
· Jim –Send out Draft PRR regarding partial/late payments to listserv for comments
· Jim – send information regarding guides to communication working group. Will report to COPS to combine this with Excel doc and send to CCWG for guidance in how to incorporate into their guides. 

· Craig –share location of docs from COPS meeting agenda – 2 ad-hoc items and #5 action item
· http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/04/20090414-COPS
· Jim – Agenda Item for next month -Revisit UFE next month Have TDSP reps in meeting to discuss estimated reads. Verify #s to give to COPS.  Have group review #s to agree accuracy. Lessons learned going forward.
· Reach out to Kyle Miller to be available next month
· SEWG -  provide any comments/thoughts/cost estimates (non-proprietary data) to group to take to COPS by individual MP basis 
· SEWG/Next Month’s Agenda Item - put market data into perspective and get experts in room to validate the ramifications from estimations, MCP and capacity shortage. Was not sent out initially – want to dissect it as a group and include data from ERCOT, from TDSPs, REPs and wholesale groups. Send information to Jim.

· Craig– Get comment form for PRR158 from Sonja to send to Jim (DONE) 




