
	ERCOT Retail Client Services 

	Event Description:  RMWG 
	Date:  June 3, 2009
	Completed by:  Dwight Page

	Attendees:  Terry Bates (ONCOR), Ed Echols (ONCOR), Don Tucker (ERCOT), Calvin Opheim (ERCOT), Dwight Page (ERCOT), Jennifer Fredrick (DIRECT), Sandra Tindall (ERCOT), Chris Rowley (TXU Energy), Kathy Scott (CENTERPOINT), Eric Goff (Reliant), Christine Wright (PUCT)
Phone:  Kim Holley (AMBIT), Martin Rodriquez (AEP), Freddie Whitlock (CENTERPOINT)

	Summary of Event:

	

	· Antitrust – Terry Bates
· Introductions – Terry Bates
· Reviewed CMGRR 009 – Consensus with current language – Sandra Tindall / Don Tucker
· CMGRR 009 was posted for the 21 day comment period.  No comments were received.
· CMGRR 009 will be submitted for an Impact Analysis.  The Impact Analysis will be reviewed at the next RMWG meeting.
· CMGRR 010 will be reviewed at the next RMWG meeting.
· Discussion of Operating Guide Revision Request 0219 – Don Tucker
· NERC Pilot study still being defined

· ERCOT working with NERC to define this study in a manner that will not allow a time drift that will cause TDSP meters to drift outside of Protocol requirements

· Current thoughts are that the pilot could be multiple stages:

· Stage 1: allow time to drift for 10 seconds and then perform time correction

· Stage 2: allow time to drift for 20 seconds and then perform time correction

· ERCOT intends to bring the proposed pilot back to the market before stopping time correction

· ERCOT intends to return to performing time correction after the pilot

· Question raised by the RMWG:  Is there any market documented requirement that currently obligates ERCOT to perform time correction?   Answer: Operating Guides section 1.5 has a requirement for time error correction to be performed; though there is not a specific value where this time error correction must occur.
· Discuss the Process for Changing IDR to AMS

· Change IDR to AMS – Treat as an IDR (no applicable AMS benefits)

· Are there TDSP rate & tariff issues:

i. Is this a policy issue that is bigger than the RMWG & RMS?

ii. Is this specific to deployment plans filed by each TDSP?

· System changes

i. One TDSP indicated significant system changes required 

ii. One TDSP indicated unknown impact for required system changes 

· Some REPS prefer this option, but the customer must be aware and accept this change.
· When you use the profile code for IDR, ERCOT will not be able to know that it is an AMS meter 

· Change IDR to AMS – Treat as an AMS Premise

· REPS indicate the customer must be aware and accept this change
· Change IDR to AMS – Treat as an IDR (with applicable AMS benefits)

· REPS indicate the customer must be aware and accept this change

· “White Board Notes”
·  Customer Choice (REP is involved)

i. REP to provide feedback to TDSP

· Options

i. Leave as is (IDR)

a. TDSP choice but treat as IDR with 867s unchanged

ii. Change to AMS (with full functionality – No interval 867)

· Open Questions
i. Timeline for REP response to TDSP – TBD

ii. Protocols and Guides review for potential changes

iii. How should AMS surcharge be applied

· Discussion

i.  REPS want TDSPs to engage them before changing to AMS

· ERCOT to provide IDR meter count by TDSP that have not exceeded 700 KW demand in the last 12 months

· ONCOR Performing VEE for AMS – Ed Echols see Key Documents

· Meter Data Flow

· Uniform Business Practice

· Inside MDM

· WAVE – estimation routine within MDM

· iWAVE – estimation routine within MDM

· Estimation Hierarchy

· Data Quality Assurance 
· Discussions on VEE for AMS
· Protocols Section 10.11.3 defines the VEE requirements for TDSP Settlement Meters
· Other Business - None

· Adjournment  --  Terry Bates


Action Items:
· ERCOT to provide IDR meter count by TDSP for ESIIDs that have not exceeded 700 KW demand during last 12 months. 

. 
Next Meeting Dates:

· TBD 



	

	

	


