
	ERCOT Retail Client Services 

	Event Description:  RMWG 
	Date:  August 27, 2009
	Completed by:  Dwight Page

	Attendees:  Terry Bates (ONCOR), Don Tucker (ERCOT), Calvin Opheim (ERCOT), Dwight Page (ERCOT), Jennifer Fredrick (DIRECT), Sandra Tindall (ERCOT), Kathy Scott (CENTERPOINT), Eric Goff (Reliant), Jim Lee (DIRECT), Chris Rowley (TXU), Ben Carranza (CENTERPOINT), 
Phone:  Lloyd Young (AEP), Dwayne Tervooren (AEP), Kevin Kulhanek (CENTERPOINT), Mike McCabe (Reliant)

	Summary of Event:

	

	· Antitrust – Terry Bates
· Introductions – Terry Bates
· CMGRR 010 – Consensus with current language – Sandra Tindall 
· CMGRR 010 Impact Analysis indicated no impact to ERCOT systems.  RMWG had consensus to forward the impact analysis and Retail Meter Working Group report to RMS for consideration.
· Reviewed Retail Metering Working Group Progress Report to RMS for 08/12/09 and prior presentations from previous meetings to walk through history of what has been discussed to date by the retail metering working group on this topic. Touched on why the group has chosen to leave language that refers to an interval data recorder meter.  
· Review Profile Working Group (PWG) comments to RMWG Protocol revision recommendations 
· Representatives that attended the PWG meeting and the RMWG meeting provided a summary of the discussions held at the PWG from their perspective.  There was no formal PWG recommendation to the RMWG at this time.   The PWG discussed including this topic as a future agenda item for discussion.  
· Review timing of feedback from REP to TDSPs
· Will be a topic for a future meeting of RMWG
· Team asked to be considering feedback timing for that future meeting 
· RMWG reviewed TEXAS Utilities Code  -  § 39.107

· Team decided to insure that any PRR being considered would align with the wording of § 39.107.  
· Review Protocol Section 2, 18.6 and 10.9 and discussed various options for wording changes.  The group has recognized that they still have work to perform on this language before making any recommendations.  A meeting was scheduled in advance of the next PWG meeting so that language recommendations can be provided to the PWG in advance of their September meeting in hopes that this topic will be placed on the PWG agenda for review and comment. 

· Worked on revising Protocol 18.6.1 – Made edits to last meetings wording – See key documents.  

· Worked on revising Protocol 18.6.7 – Made edits to last meetings wording – See key documents.  
· Team continues to review various scenarios that involve the mandatory interval data recorder meter mandatory installation threshold and its interaction with advanced meters.
1. ESI IDs currently above the mandatory threshold that have an IDR meter installed

i. Group leaning toward leaving these as interval data recorder meters

2. ESI IDs currently below the mandatory threshold where an advanced meter is currently installed.and the demand moves above the threshold 

i. Action item for REPS to discuss and bring back recommendation.

3. ESI IDs currently below the mandatory threshold that have an IDR meter installed, but could be changed to an advanced meter

i. Group leaning towards allowing these to be changed to advanced meters depending on REP approval and request.  Current discussions include not requiring the REP to get customer approval for this change to occur.

ii. Concern is that interval data for billing and settlement systems are currently designed to be obtained from the TDSP through the TEXSET transaction flows.

4. ESI IDs currently above the mandatory threshold that have an IDR meter installed where the demand falls below the threshold 

i. Group leaning towards allowing these to be changed to advanced meters depending on REP approval and request.  Current discussions include not requiring the REP to get customer approval for this change to occur.

ii. Concern is that interval data for billing and settlement systems are currently designed to be obtained from the TDSP through the TEXSET transaction flows.                                     
· For next meeting:
· Retail community to work on language for the scenario with an ESI ID that has an AMS and then the demand meets the “IDR installation requirement”.  Does the advanced meter need to be replaced with an IDR meter?  Can the TDSP continue to charge the AMS surcharge associated with an ESI ID that has an advanced meter?
· TDSP community to work on language for the scenario with an ESI ID that remains above the “ IDR installation requirement”.  Is the TDSP allowed to charge an AMS surcharge to customers who are above the IDR threshold and have an AMS meter?  Should ESI IDs above the IDR threshold that never fall below be allowed to request to have their IDR replaced by an advanced meter?  Is the TDSP allowed to replace an IDR meter with an advanced meter as long as the Profile Type Code and data transmission using an 867 transaction are maintained?
· Market Rules would like to include some cleanup on RMG 7-13 when revisions are submitted by RMWG
· Other Business - None

· Adjournment  --  Terry Bates


Action Items:
· TDSPs to verify email addresses in the Retail Market Guide 7. 

. 
Next Meeting Dates:

· September 18, 2009 



	

	

	


