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	Completed by: Paul Janacek

	Attendees: Bill Reily (TXU Electric Delivery), Kathy Scott (Centerpoint Energy), Mike McCarty(ERCOT), Jason Frazer(ERCOT), Blake Gross (AEP), Johnny Robertson (TXU Energy), Kyle Patrick (Reliant Energy), Robert Manning (PUCT), Chuck Moore (Direct Energy), Pam Wheat (TXU Electric Delivery), Monique Patillo (TXU Energy), Stacy Whitehurst (PNMR Service Company), Lann Conn (Entergy Solutions)
Phone: Denise Taylor(ERCOT), Fred Strauss(AEP), Qingling Zhang (CenterPoint Energy)

	Summary of Event:

	Antitrust Admonition – Kathy Scott
1. Pam Wheat – covered agenda topics for the meeting today

2. Changes or updates to minutes from the last meeting on April 8th.
· Motion to approve the minutes as written given by Blake Gross and Johnny Robertson Second
3. Mike McCarty – System & Process Transaction Flow Overview

· Mike McCarty demonstrated the flow of retail transactions received at ERCOT within the various systems.
· Seebeyond will be replaced by a product call TIBCO.  TIBCO is a communication tool use to feed information to both Siebel and Loadstar. 
· ERCOT will research and report back to the MMWG their finding concerning if ERCOT sends the reject meter usage (824).  (Action item for Mike McCarty)  
· There is an 814_20 process that is a batch process that provides updates between Siebel and Loadstar.
· Extracts of ESI IDs that the Rep of Record owns can be requested through their Retail Account Manager.  (The source of this data will be from the Siebel system.)
· ERCOT’S process review of 867 Rejected via 997 from CR’s.  An action item from the previous meeting wanted to know ERCOT’s procedure if a 997 for a meter reading transaction is a rejected.  The 997 is sent to a bad file that is monitored.  This error would indicate the transaction is not ANSI compliant.  The last 997 reject was in March for an 814 transaction according to information supplied by Mike Maher.  
· ETS – stores information on transactional history and is also used to create the majority of the Performance Measure reporting provided to the PUCT and market participants each quarter.  There have been discussions around ETS functionality being moved to EDW.  The hope is to one day have a web interface for the market and allow the market to generate their own reports.  The EDIM (FASTRAK) group uses the ETS system to help resolve Fastrak issues and identify data exceptions. 
· NAESB – timestamps are used in calculating protocol of transactions going in and out of ERCOT. 

4. PUC UPDATE -  Robert Manning 
· Nothing in the legislature is changing related to Performance Measures and the related reported.
· The Terms and Conditions revision is an on going process but the PUC is developing a strawman. 
· Referring back to the action items given to the TDSP’s by the PUC at the April MMWG meeting, the feedback provided look to be very costly according to Manning of the PUC.  
· Pam would like to have Lauren Damen from the PUC give the group an overview related to the disconnect non-payment – reconnect process and some stats related to this topic.  (Robert stated if a special session is called Lauren may not be available to attend.)  

5. RMS Meeting Update – No update discussed 
6. Review 1st Quarter Performance Report for 2005 will be presented at the July 13 RMS meeting.

· Mike McCarty gave an overview of the 1st quarter report to the group.  This is ERCOT’s or market wide reporting.  This report was included in the data provided in each Market Participant’s zip file.   

· The Siebel Transactions by Status Report was also reviewed with the group.  
· Bill Reilly questioned why 34.5% of canceled switches where canceled by customer objection?  Various explanations were given by different market participants.       
· Complete without transactions – Complete without transactions is a process where manual completion of service orders is by the EDIM group.  Transactions are not submitted between the parties but there is documented agreement between all parties involved to fix the issue.  In this report only Move-In transactions were involved.  Feedback on the number of CR’s involved will be provided by ERCOT.  (This action item was given to Mike McCarty)
· Performance Measures - 814_17 the total within protocol is at 82.18%.  A System Investigation Request (SIR) was written to address this issue.  Actual performance is higher than stated because of duplicate transactions and the ETS (Electronic Transactions System) used for reporting does not allow detail of the duplicated transaction into the system which causes an error when calculating protocol.    

· 814_03 – low due to Outage issues

· 814_05 -  low due to Outage issues 

· Pam Wheat – requested that Mike McCarty look at why the 867_04 was down in the month of March.  (Mike stated he thought it was related to the duplicates being sent out.) 

· Mike McCarty is going to review the issue around the Drop to AREP transaction 814_15 and why the percentage is at 59.14%?

7. Glen Wingerd had reported various “Success Criteria” for the Move In / Move Out project as part of the Market Coordination Team’s efforts.  Should any of these statistics that were reported be carried forward?  Review MCT final report from April RMS meeting for further action.
· Mike McCarty stated, “If we plan on opening the Performance Measures rule #24462 that would be a good time to determine additional reporting requirements.” 
       10. Action Items Update

· Retry Queue – The retry queue attempt to process transactions for 48 hours before creating the rejection.  If the ESI ID is invalid.  Glen Wingerd and the MCT provided data that showed very few additional 814_20 transactions were received and worked after 31 hours.  Is there a benefit of moving the number of hours from 48 hrs to 31 hrs in order that the CR would receive the reject sooner?  One market participant felt there would be benefit to getting the rejected transaction sooner.    MMWG decided this decision should be made by TXSET. 

· MMWG wanted to know if there is centralized storage for all outage notifications or is there a project in place to create something of this nature.  (This question will need to be escalated to TDTWG for clarification around system outages.)
      11.  Discussion around changing the meetings to quarterly

Next Meeting Date       August 3, 2005 



	

	Action Item:  
ERCOT make sure the Performance reports for the first quarter are posted to the MMWG website.  (This information will not be posted to the MMWG website per security issue.) 
ERCOT will research and report back to the MMWG their finding concerning if ERCOT sends the reject meter usage (824).  (Action item for Mike McCarty)  

Pam Wheat – requested that Mike McCarty to look at why the 867_04 was down in the month of March.  (Mike stated he thought it was related to the duplicates being sent out.) 

Mike McCarty is going to review the issue around the 814_15 and why the within protocol is at 59.14%?

TDSP need to bring examples forward on the 997 response process. 

MMWG wanted to know if there is centralized storage for all outage notifications or is there a project in place to create something of this nature? (ERCOT will investigate) 


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































