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	Summary of Event:

	

	· Approve Notes from Previous Meetings
· No Changes
· Cary Reed (AEP) – adequate notes
· PR80027_Project Implementation Plan
·  Review of LSE File format document – Key Points and Corrections

· Areas where additional Taskforce discussion and / or processes may be needed:

a.      What is the frequency of the LSE Interval Data Report from ERCOT to the TDSPs that provide ERROR response codes to files, final decision? 

Options: 

·        One report is created per day containing files/records processed between midnight and midnight

·        One created each day for each file received from the TDSP (expectation is that files from the TDSPs will contain between 10,000 and 50,000 transactions) 

b.      How will TDSPs respond with 867_02 historical usage on AMS meters?

c.      When ERCOT is ready to start receiving 814_20 Load Profile changes for AMS would the TDSP need to provide an 814_20 Load Profile update for the AMS profile on a meter read date? - If yes, how will the volume be managed for each TDSP?

d.      What about Annual Validation being performed around this time?

·        814_20 Volume

·        Resources needed to manage effort

·        Time needed for issue resolution

·        Value?

· WENT OVER SLIDES – Heather Day (please reference the slides instead of trying to regurgitate the material)
· Moved to execution phase

· Dates for Task Assigned are May 15, dev July 24, detailed designs Aug 11

· As designs are available, will review collectively with business and test teams to ensure designs are clean and best practice.

· Admin wrap-up takes additional time

· Discussed all dates from slide 2

· Mary Zientara – go-live date is date first start settling 15 min?

· Heather Day (ERCOT) – no
· Kyle Miller To be clear, TDSPs will send 814_20s

· Mary Zientara –to Kyle Miller – 814_20 – how will that affect timeline of settlement? How long will it take – all come in same day?

· Kyle Miller– will go over in presentation

· Slide 3 –Budget $$$
· 204k spent through 2009

· 1.34 m additional cost needed for execution/implementation phase of project
· 1.54 m total to complete Interim Settlement Solution 
· Must  be approved by ERCOT Board

· Kathy Scott– anything for group to do as far as updating budget?

· Heather Day– no – review at RMS on Wed and then Board votes next week
· Slide 4 – assumptions

· 1 LSE file per zip

· Max of 50k single date interval data reads

· Project will not change how Non-Opt Ins submit data

· Will not change BUSIDRRQ ESIIDs

· Advanced meters will be assigned weather sensitive IDR load profile

· Robert Smith – what does it mean single day interval reads? 1 calendar date in entire file?

· Heather /Jackie – per transaction – data record. Can have up to 50K data records

· Say file will contain 50k single day

· Robert Smith could be 50k meters/ESIIDs

· Jackie Ashbaugh – ESIIDs – nothing at meter level

· Jackie Ashbaugh – helps process transactions faster

· Johnny Robertson – single day – 24 hour intervals or 1 24 hour period?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – yes

· Allen Burke-TNMP – 50k records, 96 cuts in day, 50,000 ESIIDs?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– not limit on ESIIDs, you could send 30 days on 1 ESIID in a file. Just transaction # specific.  50k of 96 intervals.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – will clarify in notes and presentation

· Calvin Opheim– 50k daily? That might make it better. 

· Jackie Ashbaugh– doesn’t put requirement to submit daily.

· Heather Day – 50k transactions comprised of 92/96/100 intervals (depending upon if going to or from Daylight Savings Time (DST)
· Ed Echols – becomes important. Needs to be clearly identified to know how many days to backfill for all 814_20s that will happen then fill that data back in for intervals or get ahead of time. 
· Jackie Ashbaugh – depends on what date in 814_20. Has to align with start/stop time. In middle of annual validation, so will have to discuss.  Whatever date is on reads avail will impact.

· Slide 5 – risks

· Possible delays if resources pulled

· Delays if not adequate storage/power

· Working with infrastructure

· Have detailed estimates for power/storage for each piece

· Should have enough go-live and ongoing

· Competing with nodal for resources

· Working with different teams where dependencies exist

· Creating defined schedule

· ?? Possibility of delays in testing?

· Heather Day– would result in scheduled delays, but working to mitigate.  By saying scheduled delay, identifying result if we did not do anything

· Rob Bevill– is there a sense of one risk being higher than others?

· Heather Day – not at this time. Executive team is contacted every month. Very aware and team is aware of importance.. #2 and 1 ongoing, #3 is being worked on and monitored.

· Rob Bevill- what is asked of Board?

· Budget increase and any changes

· Ed Echols- in everyone’s best interest to be aware of what is going to the Board.

· Slide 6 - Market Testing 

· TDSP submits LSE file and ERCOT returns file acknowledgement. Targeting 4 week period Oct 19-Nov 6. Will identify dates and schedule times to review.

· Slide 7 – 814_20

· How do we manage volume? Things to consider:

· The effective date in an 814_20 can’t be future-dated

· Annual Validation same timeframe same as go-live

· Calvin Opheim– talked at PWG – only a little overlap in business portion. Only about 50k transactions was # last year. PWG concluded not much impact – maybe 1 day of transactions. 

· Jackie Ashbaugh– residential doesn’t impact?

· Calvin Opheim– no

· Kathy Scott – doubling up on effort that may not need to be done

· Calvin Opheim – get with Ernie to discuss.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – all need to be aware of but cannot do anything until summertime so we have schedule. Don’t want to do unnecessary work. 

· Kathy Scott – agreed
· Eric Geoff - if you were to not do that in PWG, would you have to swap class for transition?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – yes, if joint effort. Potentially overlap. 2nd part is saying would be to separate efforts – million transactions, how long would take to bring in have done before.
· Calvin Opheim– should be small # of overlaps. Not every ESIID.

· Kathy Scott– do we know #s for annual validation?

· Calvin Opheim– don’t know yet – could use last year’s numbers, but would have to look up 

· Rob Bevill – annual validation profile type changes, then these come behind and separately

· Calvin Opheim – depends on how many – if 20-30 or 100k would make difference.  Needs review – identify numbers closer to summer based on schedule
· Kathy Scott– do we need answer now?  When should we need this info?

· Calvin Opheim– annual is August, work together to come up with schedule. Say # is 500k, then they work internally to come up with schedule internally and i.e. – each day accept “X” #.  Mid-August timeframe. Completed typically by late October.

· Jane Eyanson  – towards end of June have good idea of #s 

· Heather Day– need to review #s and revisit will update slide regarding assumptions that Rob Bevill discussed - # of transactions, etc and repost.

· Rob Bevill – 814_20s – in isolation of annual validation, we’d generate changes based off of list for annual validation. We really need to be sure we keep those separated. Complete annual validation then do cutover to AMS status. That keeps it clean as to what process is being used. Can follow up later, but doesn’t feel like will fit well

· Kathy Scott– not necessarily profile, amount of management of this to ensure everything is done right and in right order. Also volume of transactions – 50k on Oct/Sept and another 50k in November – that’s a manual process to find out if everything posts correctly. CRs will be getting annual validation month X, then one, two or three months later get the AMS IDR profile type updating the same ESID ID
· Jackie Ashbaugh– need to highlight to discuss – don’t want to cause overlap. If changing processes and having to recode, need to discuss in more detail.

· Ed Echols - More difficult to join them. If going to one or the other, do AMS and hold off on annual validation. If doing both, should do them separately.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – we have protocol requirement for annual validation and then this implementation. Goal is to shoot for Nov. expecting a million changes.

· Heather Day – one thing not on slide –going to board next week for vote – for increased budget amount and approval to go into execution. At beginning of project, must have cost/benefit analysis. Had phone call early on and collected info from MPs re: benefits – did not get any input on quantifiable $ benefit. Would be prudent to get back together by end of week on phone call with TDSPs and CRs that can make some time to come up with $ estimates for benefits – otherwise we have no quantifiable benefits listed for Board vote. Maybe Thursday or Friday?
· Jackie Ashbaugh– last year lots of 814_20 corrections for Station ID – just over 1 million transactions completed in 2 months.

· Any additional questions/issues that need to be discussed?
· January 12, 2009 Action Item:  Sub-team developed Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) documenting the Interim Settlement Solution for AMS – See the Key Document
· Next Step for Taskforce/Action Items
· DRAFT RMGRR – 

· 7.15.1 language provides process of how TDSPs submit info. 

· With zip file, could put multiple files, but expecting only 1 file with up to 50k transactions.

· Expecting 10-50k transactions in data files – some will have less.

· One correction – yyyymmddhhmmss – had 2 more digits at end, so removed last 2 digits.

· Questions from emails – 

· Catherine Meiners – How frequently should ERCOT provide the LSE Activity Report? File will include information on transactions that load successfully as well as those that fail some validation. 

· Kathy Scott– need to make recommendation – CenterPoint responded 1 activity report for each file rec’d from TDSP.  Also saw same from AEP – didn’t see recommendation from Oncor or TNMP
· Jackie Ashbaugh – today in 867_03 Activity Report– we load 24 hour period of time received into 1 mass load and then provide 1 report for that time period. Report could have thousands of listings. Today only receive 270k transactions a day. With AMS, what happens is that it’s significantly larger number. So, question is – report is for TDSP to see whether the record/file was accepted or rejected. Want to make sure packaging in way that is usable. Internally we tossed around 1 days’ load. Does it make sense to have 600k line items?  Would you rather be higher level or rather be over period of time – intervals a day (every 4 hours), etc.  kept going back (conversation with dev) to get 1 report per file so you know how all contents treated. If needs to be more combined, that is something we’re looking for details for.

· Robert Smith – I see 2 options here – 1 report per day, do I still get detail to file level or am losing that with option 1?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – all errors and file detail.  If Oncor at go live and have 1 million meters or 800k, if option 1, will get line item listing. If send 800k per day, will get line item how treated or bad file will get file level.

· Robert Smith – am I getting same detail either way?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– the details provided are the same.  The only difference is how the data is grouped and packaged.
· Robert Smith– I’d rather have all in 1 – makes difference in processing time.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – will say error codes. Diff between 867 and AMS files, AMS are transaction-level – no concept of 997.  All will be within data loading file instead. If we did file-level report, you could get 1 line item saying file bad due to errors “X”. if all in 1 day get collectively and if you sent 20 files and 5 of them couldn’t be read, those 5 errors would be scattered in 1 days’ reporting and everything else line item if file could be read.

· Kyle Miller – 1 exception report

· Jackie Ashbaugh – also incremental – depends on how you want to receive it. Some are more active with files they get today, so we’re asking how you want it. 

· Kyle Miller -if do on file basis, theory is will be smaller extracts but more of them. If daily basis larger with just 1

· Jackie Ashbaugh – yes – same info, just packaging.

· Kathy Scott – file level, could be dispersed amongst employees rather than entire days’ work.

· Robert Smith– issue we have is 1 file vs. 70 files 

· Jackie Ashbaugh– if 1 file cannot load to excel. People vs. machine

· Robert Smith– file avail for us to get?

· Jackie Ashbaugh -= in TML – not FTP

· Robert Smith– any idea size of info?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – LSE files 1 kb per operating day/per transaction – won’t be as big as interval data you will get.

· Jackie Ashbaugh-= 6 or 7 columns of info – posted on ercot.com

· Rob Bevill– would tell us what validation failed

· Jackie Ashbaugh– (pulls up example)

· Kyle Miller - Will pull up successful loads?

· Kathy Scott– yes

· Jackie Ashbaugh– ercot.com/svcs/user guides/867_03 error layout

· TDSP receives file today – it lists very similar to interval data LSE report. Today have more info because transaction based.

· Asking for not what to include here, but actually “how much content do you want at one time”??  per file, over a couple of hours or per day? Helps us to know how frequently to spool

· Steven Bordelon- report created per day – records processed – also including another field with filename?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – yes – report very similar but not the same. Should include file level not in current report.

· Kelly Brink– close to what we have today.

· Steven Bordelon– volume of file?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– max number of records will be up to 50k. If only submit 10k, will only get 10k. If the file can’t be translated/is not readable will have 1 data record stating bad file and reason.

· Jackie Ashbaugh- How much data is ok to send to you?

· Robert Smith – on FTP?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – no – TML. 

· Steven Bordelon – similar to non-IDR? 
· Jackie Ashbaugh– similar, but difference is that LSE report will be published on TML rather than FTP. If you have vendors, they will have to have a digital certificate to retrieve the report.

· Robert Smith– if individual has to download, can’t do 70 files.
· Jackie Ashbaugh– can use retail API to get it. There will be report-type id just like every other report. You can ping for everything in a day. If manual download, very cumbersome daily.  Other thing is if you went to 1 file per day, that’s fine – just matter of knowing you’ll have to have something to parse out on your end.

· Steven Bordelon– do you have sample each way?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – no.

· Kathy Scott– when we discussed, thought that one report should be created for each file, so we would know sooner if need to reprocess file or not. Would get more frequently rather than next day.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – good point – if file based and completed loading, will report – will not hold till end of day.

· Jackie Ashbaugh– if have specific questions, Catherine Meiners sent email out – filter through Catherine and she will set up meetings/calls/etc. 

· Kathy Scott– when need answer on this?  

· Catherine Meiners– trying to have finalized today –

· Jackie Ashbaugh- must be within a week.  Have to know which way to go so we can truncate, stage, etc.

· Kathy Scott– waiting for response from TNMP and Oncor – some would rather see file level.

· Cary Reed– we responded.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – what Kathy/Cary responded (file based) – will have more files but more usable upon receipt. Cumbersome point of downloading files.

· Kathy Scott – another question – how will TDSPs respond with 867_02 on AMS meters? For CNP, 867_02 would be same as today – just like AMS –867_03 usage – would summarize for those premise with 12 months usage

· Rob Bevill–What about Oncor – concur with Kathy

· TNMP agrees

· Cary (AEP) no changes

· Kathy Scott– question – when ERCOT ready to receive, would TDSP have to send 814_20 UPDATE ON meter read date? If yes, how volume managed by each TDSP? 

· Kathy Scott – same as Jackie’s conversation

· Kyle Patrick – question on historical – if we want historical can request to have in a transaction or not?

· Kathy Scott– not in a transaction – usage is not from CIS.

· Kyle Patrick – if wanted historical for 12 months?

· Kathy Scott– only from day of processing – not 12 months of that will be available. Not for historical usage.

· Rob Bevill – during interim period, interval data will not be available for historical usage requests. 

· Kyle Patrick – how to get interval data?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – goes back to available information around TDSP’s FTP site/portal.  

· Kathy Scott – usage only 10 days on site – there is no historical available for the interim solution
· Jackie Ashbaugh– ok – no historical

· Kyle Patrick– what will be avail?  No historical. Is it documented that there will be no historical interval data on it or is that TDSP by TDSP.

· Kyle Miller– we’re struggling with that.  If new customer moves in, customer should have access to historical data for that premise. We don’t want to clear the meter.

· Rob Bevill- Will probably be asked that.  No definitive answer. 

· Kyle Miller– CenterPoint says will start at day of implementation

· Cary Reed – AEP their position for web portal too

· Jackie Ashbaugh– 867_02 – can CR still request IDR data?

· Kathy Scott– would not store that data. Only get NIDR 867_02.

· Jackie Ashbaugh– if send historical usage for non-IDR data, because TDSP continues to send non-IDR 867_03, is that still avail for use?

· Rob Bevill– 12 month summed (non interval) history only.

· Ed Echols– interim web portal question will take back – not sure if doing anything for interval web portal. Not doing interval data until July. That is first time will have settlement quality format.

· Kathy Scott – yes 

· Cary Reed– we’re not going to do anything to enhance portal we have now. Will provide same info until common portal comes into play.

· Kathy Scott– changes to 727 

· Jackie Ashbaugh – Adv Metering – market facing changes

· Jackie Ashbaugh– item C – not addressed in presentation, but for 814_20, effective date must be in de-energized period of time or = start/stop time of meter read.

· Jackie Ashbaugh correction not 200 files – actually 20 files if TDSP has 1 million ESI IDs, min of 20 files. If you voted to do report per file, 20 reports minimum with 50,000 transactions in each file.

· Slide 1 –

· Changes for extracts/reports that market has visibility to for AMS changes

· 867_03 – what happens today and what will continue with go-live of AMS
· 867_03 continue for NIDR and IDR (required only) data

· In event change ESIID to IDR, non-IDR needed to continue switching/MVO/MVI

· NIDR 867_03 continue for LSEs for billing use

· ESIIDs with BUSIDRRQ profile type must continue to receive traditional IDR 867_03
· 867_03 data loaded once per daily on nightly batch process – not changing from current. Will receive from 3 am to 3 am, upload and provide report – 1 IDR and 1 NIDR for that data load

· Interval data loads into the lschannelcutheader and lschannelcutdata tables

· Slide 3

· More usage than today, so have to get in throughout day

· AMS ESIIDs will not contain BUSIDRRQ profile type code.

· Interval data to be submitted AMS LSE files – anything profiled where not BUSIDRRQ, expect AMS LSE file

· Loading will occur throughout day (as designed) – different than today. Will do incremental loads when resources are available

· Eric Geoff – expect what received in queue?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – staged in 24 hours a day. Won’t add physically until system permits.

· Ed Echols – Trying to go back to earlier – error files – if you’re loading throughout day and loading with -2 days from settlement day or as you receive it?

· Jackie Ashbaugh  – as we receive it
· Ed Echols – we wouldn’t know on TDSP side when the last file is going to get loaded to know when error would come back.
· Jackie Ashbaugh – correct

· Ed Echols – could be 1 day lag

· Jackie Ashbaugh– at most 1 day.  If you submit 2 am, we’d expect would get error report sometime during biz day. Will do load balancing to ensure can stage and load. Once updated, will spool off report and send to you if file-based. If not file-based, will hold all reporting elements for 24 hours and then send to you.  If we report midnight to midnight, not until tomorrow. If file based today, if by day tomorrow.

· Kathy Scott – that’s why thought more frequently than 24 hour period.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – if 2 days to get to ERCOT – 2 days from operating day – by day 3 we’ll process and report (optimally)

· Ed Echols – but we’ve committed to next day – optimally day 2.

· Ed Echols – are you saying the way we will get error files is determined by how we want it?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – all TDSPs will receive at the same interval – will have to be consensus by TDSPs. Matter of preference how you want to work on your end.

· AMS interval data will have new design and table set similar to what using with AGG/settlements data in nodal. New table design (will talk about in extracts)

· Rob Bevill– on previous slide (slide 2, last bullet) – that is IDR, that is same as today?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– yes - no change from today. Something that in future are looking to change to help with data storage and ILM (information loss cycle management) 

· SLIDE 3 –last bullet – 867_03 must be submitted in addition to AMS data to satisfy the needs of REPs monthly billing (switch/MVO/MVI, etc)

· Slide 4-changes

· 867_03 – little change

· AMS

· To TDSP only.

· Report is for each transaction and file submitted for loading to ERCOT

· Distributed TML/MIS

· Naming convention dependent on solution that TDSPs decide

· Ed Echols – IDR data loading charts – show how many loaded by initial/final?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– will address – new name

· Missing consumption report

· Today 38 days back based on profile code. Report must be updated – IDR/IDR queue, so looking for IDR data, NIDR = NIDR.  3 different places to look based on the profile code. 867 and AMS interval data.

· Jane Eyanson - 1 report 3 worksheets?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– 1 worksheet

· Jackie Ashbaugh– accounts for IDR meter type – not business required to have interval data

· IDR Requirement report

· No change

· IDR protocol compliance verification

· No change

· Load estimation counts report

· Presented by meter type and AMS IDR included in IDR meter type calculations

· Jackie Ashbaugh– Ed Echols– where you were asking uses actual/historical/default – delineates between the 3. BUSIDRRQ and AMS IDR will all be under IDR calculations. True for ESIID counts and load estimation volumes

· Ed Echols– Tying to previous slide – IDR requirement report.

· Jackie Ashbaugh– looks at IDR, does it go within threshold, if yes, IDR required, submitted by 867 interval data

· Load Estimation Volumes Report

· Presented by meter type and AMS IDR included in IDR meter type calculations.

· Slide 6 – changes to extracts

· 727

· Modified to remove ESIID interval data

· No longer provided – lschannelcutheader/delete/data

· That extract will contain svc history in svc history table and ESIID usage table (NIDR)

· Once implement AMS, that is what 727 entails

· If people want to continue to receive header/delete/data (submitted by 867_03), will be new extract – supplemental id required interval data extract.

· Supp ID REQD INTER DATA EXT

· Scheduled extracts

· New line item in extract scheduler

· In TML

· If want to receive exact data as today, elect to receive 727, also SRIDE. With both will have all data going to same tables, same loading instructions.  Both supplemental on same timing as 727. when you get SRIDE, you only get interval data – no svc history, no profile – just dump of info loaded into sys on same schedule as 727

· Eric Geoff– same UID/ESIID?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – yes – look/feel/attributes same. You do not get all the info you need in supplemental. You can use supplemental combined with 727 to get all data. 

· Will have new DDL for those tables. Today ESIIDEXTRACT (727) DDL, will be like today plus new AMS tables. If run DDL on your side, would have full 727 + supplemental. Only way to get channel cut is if you get supplemental

· Sonja Collins – at what time would we be able to get that?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – will be closer to go live. Will have market notice and will update RMS, COPS, etc.

· Eric Geoff– for supp AMS, will that table structure be similar to channel cut header?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– no, supplemental has look and feel of Lodestar 4.7 changes for nodal (lodestar).  The way designed AMS interval data now is if you think about channelcutheader, all info on same line as interval data info. Not 2 different tables.

· Eric Geoff– can you still use delete table?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – no – not a delete function within the way LSE files submitted – is overlay, so is insert else update.  Will be in user guide stating you will need to do insert else Update.

· Kathy Scott– market would need to know ahead of time.  For automation, would they have any information or notification on timeline so they can make changes?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – Sonja’s question – how early will know so can schedule.

· Sonja Collins – will have to make concessions for supplemental

· Jackie Ashbaugh– yes will open up extract scheduler ahead of time before producing so you don’t miss a day when project goes live. Will get draft DDL in next couple of months once finalized.

· Kathy Scott– when will draft DDL be finalized?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– as soon as metadata back, but similar procedure to nodal. When we give you draft DDL, will be 99% sure.  Only change on DDL is additional AMS table. Will have to be able to handle when extract scheduler is opened, 30 days or so before go-live or 2 weeks (estimated), will have to work to schedule in advance.  Don’t know how early

· Eric Geoff– AMS supplemental – ever possible to get uidesiid in that?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– based on ESIID – the recorder will continue to be submitted called ESIID.  The join is uidchannelcut. If you had to distinguish, header table would be from 727 and interval is new table

· Eric Geoff– we’d never get ESIID in supplemental not in the 727?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– unless you don’t download 727. If you just want interval data, you would just get supplemental and not 727.

· Rob Bevill– will REPS get to test this?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– there is no testing environment for 727. Similar to nodal, will put out DDL, update join documentation/user guides and then you will use TML to pick up file (or retail API) and the user guide will point out report id’s for that mechanism. Use same routines today for load count volumes/load loss, etc.   Content will load into new table (if you choose to load it). Some people may just want to look at it and not load it. Open csv, review and not load – your call (optional).

· Jane Eyanson– AMS interval data – in zip with other extracts?

· Jackie Ashbaugh –which?

· Jane Eyanson – 727 – interval data – will it be in same file?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – 727 will only have svc history, decoding tables and ESIID usage. If you elect to get IDR and/or supplemental, are independent zip files.

· Slide 7 – web services

· On TML as ‘schedule data request’, archive tab

· Ad-hoc interaction with data

· If elect to get or don’t elect to get extract, still avail

· For those not wanting to run, recommend web svcs so not producing files not used.

· New web services – mostly around AMS interval data.

· Adding new table

· XSD will be updated with all tags for new table

· All set up with same required optional as those in IDR Required web services

· Output files in AMS Interval format

· Provide AMS Interval Data for Trade Date

· Provide ESIIDs where AMS interval data not loaded for trade date

· Ad-hoc missing consumption for those ESIIDs without data loaded for that date

· Rob Bevill– can use API?

· Jackie Ashbaugh - yes

· Provide AMS interval data for ESIIDs I own

· Not trade-date-specific

· You say “for given 30 day period of time, choose start/stop time – give all data for ESIIDs, etc” given capability for max 31 day time select all data loaded.

· Eric Geoff– when details avail on these?

· XSD/user guide in summer, subject to change based on testing

· Ed Echols– where would those be sent from – MARS or existing exploder?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – they live today. Will send out notice, but go to ercot.com/svcs/user guides/market data transparency user guide (727), or technical files (xslt and xsds). Both updated by summertime to provide MPs changes. Will be posted in draft form on project page with market notice. 727 will be updated to include DDL change, 2 supplemental and uses.

· Another page being developed to have DDLs and XSDs on ercot.com without certificate.

· Rob Bevill– 30 day max?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– 31 day max

· Rob Bevill– why limit?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– balancing of resources used in environment. This comes from EIS, which supports all extracts. 

· Rob Bevill– would like to add the 31 day parameter on slides, but will be in user guide.

· Slide 8 – modified web services – name changes only

· provide IDR usage data for trade date = for trade date (IDR required)

· not loaded for trade date (adding “IDR REQUIRED”)

· all added “IDR REQUIRED”

· Slide 9 – changes to web services

· provide IDR transaction data for ESIIDs I own – removed from web services.

· provide IDR usage data for ESIIDs I own – modified – added “IDR required”

· required fields: point in time, trade date ranges (1-31 days of data), channel (load/gen), Output Results (header or header *& Interval Data,  

· Slide 10 – aids/tools (see slides for detail)

· MarkeTrak

· Kathy Scott – Do you expect this group to make changes?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – no, will do in-house

· ESIID Web Services

· ESIID Service History & Usage Extract (727)

· AMS Interval Data LSE Activity Reports

· AMS Interval Data LSE Error Code Market Aid

· User guides tab at ercot.com

· Table will list error codes, description, how interpreted and used

· Ed Echols– different than the one posted?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– yes – updated.

· Jackie Ashbaugh– as info is available will bring to this forum and send market notices. If questions, send to Catherine Meiners and Heather Day and they will filter.

· Retail Market Guide – metering (Sandra Tindall)

· Went over RMGRR – new section 7.15 
· Kathy Scott– would like to finalize by end of month – no later than mid-April to allow 21 day comment period no later than RMS June meeting.  So we’re ready for FTP/TML sites.

· Sandra Tindall – 7.15 – new section to RMG – advanced interval data file format and submission, appendix f7 (file layout) and appendix f8 (AMS interval Data LSE activity report layout)

· Went over and made edits

· Edited name of AMS 

· Ensures compliance with PRR766

· All new – all redline since new.

· Jackie Ashbaugh– title RMGRR includes usage – caution that, because it’s for load and generation. If can remove usage from title.

· Kathy Scott– would like to stay away from LSE and don’t want to confuse by putting LSE since protocols defines it as Load Servicing Entity - 
· Kelly Brink – agree – pull off usage

· Jackie Ashbaugh – call “ERCOT-specified file format and submission”

· Eric Geoff– recommend referring to protocol section in name so it is clear

· Jackie Ashbaugh– on edited sections, why activity report layout being changed?  That’s managed through user guide process today. Why for one and not the other?

· Kathy Scott – so the receiver would know what receiving and why

· Jackie Ashbaugh – but we don’t for 867_03. Today the RMG doesn’t contain info on the 867_03 Activity Report.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – would suggest removing the activity report information to be consistent.
· Kathy Scott– no section for 867_03 process at all.

· Jackie Ashbaugh – a lot of that is around protocols based on “ERCOT must” statements. Even though is new process, don’t want to confuse, since old process did not include this.  Maybe make mention rather than describing.

· Kathy Scott– it was meant to describe what codes represent

· Jackie Ashbaugh – this document is posted through user guides today, so if we need to add error code or something changes, we didn’t have to go through RMG revision to maintain reference material. By doing this we are putting reference material that we put out as market aid under rule of retail market guide. I am trying to ensure both are managed the same.

· Eric Geoff– if not there, wouldn’t need RMGRR to update

· Jackie Ashbaugh – right. Similar to load profiling decision tree – to be edited needs to go through multiple groups. To be an aid to MPs, this adds substantial work to approve changes. They are not managed by market guides – they are managed by ERCOT ensuring MPs have proper info to manage business. Will have 1 thing out of everything that is managed by RMGRR process.

· Kathy Scott– shouldn’t it be managed like this, so no edited on the fly?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– it’s never changed on fly.  Error codes are based on what ERCOT puts on report.  

· Kathy Scott– if we pull it out of the guide, where does it go?

· Jackie Ashbaugh– they are not managed today in market guides. There’s nothing you write stating has to have user guide.  If you come out and you do it with 1, we are not doing it with the rest of them, so creates imbalance on how DIA manages this type of work. 

· Sandra Tindall– if someone wants to know what’s in the file, where would they go?

· Jackie Ashbaugh – user guide page. (under retail) profile decision tree is only one managed by a market guide.

· Eric Geoff – another point is that if you had to change something due to a bug, you couldn’t change until RMGRR is approved.

· Kathy Scott– not in the past. If bug fix, didn’t have to get RMGRR approval first.

· Eric Geoff– could say “ERCOT shall provide”

· Jackie Ashbaugh – I do not feel we should manage what is produced in the RMG.

· Sandra Tindall – so for sections referencing Appendix F8, could reference to check user guide.

· Kathy Scott– intent was to show error codes, not the full layout but what the codes represent, correct?

· Catherine Meiners– The lse file is not like the CBCI, this report is not an immediate response like the CBCI receives. This is extract that comes out later like the 867 activity report. May be bucketed wrong in thought process.

· Kathy Scott to Kelly Brink/Jackie Ashbaugh – take action item to change references to what would be comfortable with???
· Kelly Brink – yes – will redline.
· Sandra Tindall– Language

· 7.15 

· Deleted ‘usage’ from title

· Kelly – also remove ‘usage’ from 7.15.1 title

· 7.15.2

· Deleted ‘usage’ from title

· Changed any reference of ‘usage’ to ‘data’

· Kelly Brink– where did 12 pm come from?

· Kathy Scott– Catherine asked same question

· Kathy Scott– possibly because FTP updated by 12 noon. 

· Kelly Brink – if everyone sent at noon could cause issues. Can we just say “daily”?

· Eric Geoff– how would that affect staging?

· Kelly Brink– we will accept transactions throughout day and will stage consistently based on availability. Should not be a problem to say “daily”.

· Eric Geoff – if you received all at once would that be a problem?

· Kelly Brink – not sure on threshold – preferably not everyone sending at once.

· Rob Geoff– wouldn’t that mean wouldn’t be avail to reps til later?

· Eric Geoff– supplemental

· Kathy Scott– 7.15.3 – would be FTP for REPS

· Rob Bevill – could not support open-ended

· Kathy Scott– 7.15.3 states TDSP shall submit by 12 pm.  TDSP requirement is implicit for FTP site.

· Agreed with replacing “12 noon” with “daily” in 7.15.2

· Jackie Ashbaugh – between 10k and 50k records? They should be able to send 1

· Catherine Meiners– min 10k is suggested. No lower limit, but if too many send just 1, then we couldn’t handle it. 10k is suggestion.

· Edited to reflect suggestion of minimum of10k and up to but not exceeding 50k.

· 7.15.4 – Jackie Ashbaugh– does 17.2.5 doesn’t reference retention. Needs review. Refers to operations, legal, etc – not protocols.

· Kathy Scott to  Jackie Ashbaugh to  review 

· Jackie Ashbaugh– suggest interval data (not usage)

· Eric Geoff – Additional Business - potential benefit dollars

· Eric Geoff – can agree to conservative #s with impact

· by end of 2010 2,141,000 AMS. If you assume 1000 KWH on average residential customer and 11c price per kwh, assume 3% of participants in smart energy program having reduction of usage of participating customers, comes to by 2011 2.5 million savings to consumers. Those are conservative estimates.  Did same thing with not conservative estimates and came up with 14 million.

· Action Items:

· Calvin Opheim– look up numbers  for last year’s annual validation

· Need to  review – identify numbers closer to summer based on schedule

i. Heather Day– need to review numbers and revisit will update slide regarding assumptions that Rob Bevill discussed - number of transactions, etc and repost.

· ALL - Get back together by end of week on phone call with TDSPs and CRs that can make some time to come up with quantifiable $ estimates for benefits – otherwise we have no quantifiable cost  benefits listed for Board vote.   Maybe Thursday or Friday?

· Kelly Brink/Jackie Ashbaugh – take action item to change user guide references in place of appendix F8 to what ERCOT would be comfortable with. (redline)

· Jackie Ashbaugh –17.2.5 doesn’t reference retention. Needs review. Refers to operations, legal, etc – not protocols.

· Sandra Tindall -  remove usage and replace with “Data”

· Email out changes to listserv, include any edits and return finalized document by April so can get comments by May.

· Kathy Scott– schedule next meeting or conference call – 





	


