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	Event Description: MCT
	Date:  Friday, February 1, 2011
	Completed by: David Hanks

	Attendees: 
Jennifer Frederick (Direct Energy), Kathryn Thurman (ERCOT), Gene Cervenka (ERCOT), Kim Wall (PPL – WebEx), David Hanks (ERCOT – WebEx), Monica Jones (Reliant Energy – WebEx), Barbara Goubeaud (EC Info- WebEx), Ed Echols (Oncor), Kim Vance, Misti Jeter (ISTNA), Johnny Robertson (TXU - WebEx), Cassandra Jenkins (CNP) Christine Wright (PUC), Rob Bevill (Green Mtn.- WebEx) Cliff Crass (PUC), Juliana Morehead (ERCOT Legal) , Ed Echols (Oncor - WebEx), Diane Rehfeldt (TNMP), Janie Duron (),Kathy Scott (CNP),  Yasmin Wilkinson, Abraham (WebEx), Gricelda Calzada (AEP), Ken Fentress (TXU- WebEx), Becky Taylor (CNP WebEx),  Jim Lee (Direct Energy )


	

	 Issues and Concerns

· Antitrust Admonition
ERCOT strictly prohibits market participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws.  The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, subcommittees and working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each market participant attending ERCOT meetings.  If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, please send an email to Suzy Clifton at sclifton2@ercot.com to receive a copy.

· Disclaimer 

All presentations and materials submitted by Market Participants or any other Entity to ERCOT staff for this meeting are received and posted with the acknowledgement that the information will be considered public in accordance with the ERCOT Websites Content Management Operating Procedure. 

· Introductions
· Issues and Concerns

· Change Control 2010 -753 Updates
Reviewed change control 753 to take out electric vehicles and leave the generation verbiage in the change control.  MCT agrees with the edits of change control and had no additional questions or concerns.
· Requirements Updates – Historical Usage

Reviewed redlines to FR11.6 of the requirements. 
A question was asked if once the new change control is approved if the requirements will be update?  Yes, once they are approved we can make updates to the requirements document and post. 
· AMS Initial Load Process – Determine how file will be sent to ERCOT; File Layout

ERCOT requests no more than 200K records in each file on the AMS initial load process.
Discussed AMSM/AMSR alphanumeric format
Question – if ESIID not in system what do we do? New Premise, etc?

It was agreed ERCOT does not need to keep track of it.  May have a few where out of synch, however 814_20s should be sent to have these added anyway and will receive AMS classification at that time. As it is not worth building the response for a one time load. 
It was agreed by MCT to add a  date/timestamp to the filename to mitigate duplicate filenames – timestamp at end
Naming convention 
REPS –  TDSPDUNS_AMS_REPDUNS_YYYYMMDDHHMMSS.txt
ERCOT –  TDSPDUNS_AMS_YYYYMMDDHHMMSS.txt
It was discussed to potentially begin load one week before implementation
This needs to be discussed at TDTWG.  Kathy Scott will bring up issue to TDTWG tomorrow
· Switch Hold Initial Load Process – Determine process for sending to ERCOT; If a file is used need to determine file layout 

Still an outstanding question if sending file to ERCOT or using the 814_20. 

If we continue to have the 814_20 contain the 2 different types of Switch Hold, ERCOT has to be to differentiate between two types of holds for the initial load.  Will have to know which type it is for.  Therefore, we will not be able to use the existing file without making modifications.

There was a question if it would be better to send a transaction rather than a file?
It still comes back to TXSET solution and the decision that is made next week if there will be 2 codes for Switch Hold in the 814_20. ERCOT has to know if it is meter tampering or deferred payment plan.  ERCOT has to build logic when they populate Generic to TML and when to take it off. It could be separate switch holds. 
It was stated that if we use a file there will have to do different lists one for ERCOT and one for CRs. Another solution is to just work from 814_20 that already goes to ERCOT.
It was decided to wait until a decision is made on the transactional solution for the 814_20 before we decide to use a file or the transaction.
· Switch Hold Codes - Discussion about adding additional codes to distinguish between Tampering and Deferred Payment Plan; Discussion about whether 650_02 should be an echo response or a completion response; add rejected codes to the 650_02

Switch Hold Flags – question of Confidentiality - Deferred Payment Plan – also a question of receiving Switch hold information that was not up to date.

The question was asked if Tampering/Deferred Payment Plan is proprietary information.

Staff – yes it is Proprietary information – received additional input from the commissioner office; the determination has been interpreted that Deferred Payment Plan is Proprietary information.

Asked for further clarification if it was both Tampering and Deferred Payment Plan (DPP) that is Proprietary for switch hold or specifically a DPP?   PUC stated it was the DPP.

Need to prevent 814_20M for Switch Hold from going to pending REP’s.

TML should have a Generic flag on TML for Switch Hold.

It was stated that the 814_20 has to have two indicators on it.  If ERCOT can not pass on proprietary information on for a DPP that will change the 814_20 process.  

The rule says the switch hold lists says need to come from the TDSPs.
The question was asked if we have to put it on TML or we can just leave it to the TDSP lists.  There is nothing in the rule stating it must be on TML.  REPs agree that during the discussion of the rule it was discussed we would add this to TML during the next SET release. CRs stated that most REPs use TML Find ESIID for enrollments of new customers.  

Cliff – a brand new customer would have to send documents the REP and REP would send the information to the TDSP and if it not meter tampering then the information would be sending to the REP of RECORD.

It would be generic switch hold on TML.

Currently, CRs pulls the Switch Hold lists from the TDSPs.  C.Wright stated that adding to TML will speed things up. 

E.Echols – 650’s the ways tell what kind of Switch Hold; and an 814_20 would just add it to add/remove. It would be the 650_02 to echo back to what type of switch hold is in place.
Another reason the REPs feel this should be on TML is if there is a Switch Hold and the Move In receives a reject based on a Switch Hold; and the REP has taken a deposit from a customer could cause issues for the REP and Customer.

Today, CRs go off the switch hold lists before submitting a switch. One list that includes Meter Tampering and DPP will be added to this same list.

The current change control has only one code for the switch hold in the 814_20 which would not have the Proprietary information.  However, it was a missed requirement for the REPs in that the TDSP has no way to communicate Tampering if DPP has already been added without adding another code in the transaction.  If the CR is responsible for removing Tampering, they believe they should be informed that it was placed on the ESIID.
SET has provided two switch hold codes. There is a need to design the transaction with the DUNs of the CR that should receive the Switch Hold information.  Would this address legal concerns around the transaction?  
K.Scott wants this to go back to the TX SET WG to formulate a decision on the switch hold (meter tampering and deferred payment plan).
It was asked if we make changes to the NPRR can we still make it on the same timeline. NPRR and the CBA will be at PRS on the February 17, 2011. TX SET could write the comments next week and provide them to RMS. RMS could provide their blessing on February 16th and still make the February 17th PRS.  Otherwise TX SET could table it or update it at a later date.  It was agree that TX SET would finalize the changes next week to keep this on track.
Question - could the 814_20 really ever go to another REP? Yes, It goes to not only the current Rep of Record, but also in pending Reps that have orders that are pending such as In Review or Scheduled.
Do EROCT need to validate that information? No. if we include a DUNS, ERCOT should just send the 814_20 to that DUNS.
There are two solutions is adding the 814_20M’s logic for switch holds; CR to manage Switch Holds, would need way to communicate tampering in this scenario.
· Project Timeline – Need input from Market Participants on whether current draft timeline is still applicable

G.Cervenka stated the current timeline not applicable. The timeline has been updated. The earliest the board approval would come would be in April. Once the board has approved everything ERCOT can initiate project.  This is going to push timeline out to August of 2012.  Currently, an NPRR is at PRS approval now.
The NPRR is back at PRS this month. It went previously for language review and now it will be presented for impact analysis and Cost Benefit Analysis. The board will not approve without dollar amount being assigned to the project.   

S.Tindall stated that this will be in protocols come May 1, 2011.
K.Scott stated that September is prime hurricane season and all TDSPs could be affected so this was the original concern as to why it was pushed for May/June release. 

J.Frederick stated that ERCOT gave TX SET hard date deadlines. 
K.Thurman the NPRR was tabled at PRS for two months.  EROCT must have NPRR approved by the Board to initiate the project.
K.Scott stated if 18 months and goes into March for NPRR instead of February.
C.Wright stated commissioners wanted to move up the TXSET release, not back and were already planning on talking to Cleary to see what they could do to get the project sooner. 
S.Tindall stated that ERCOT could possibly move it up a month, but that would move to urgent timeline for the NPRR.  That puts Board approval in March.  ERCOT can not begin working on the project until approved by board

K.Scott asked can we move flight to accommodate testing.  We could make 0312 or 0412 instead?

The market communicated they have resource constraints just like ERCOT.  They have been going by the timeline provided for an April 2012 implementation. 
R. Rajagopal will work on trying to pull the timeline in as the market would like TX SET V4.0 implementation no later than June 2012.
K.Scott will put the NPRRs on the urgent time for RMS agenda. Urgent timeline – 

Tentative timeline March 15 timeline

Normal: 6weeks timeline for NPRR going to the board after TAC.

· Implementation and Contingency Plan 

ERCOT will look back at 3.0 and 2.0 and try to come up with a start to the Implementation plan.  Even though we don’t have dates to plug in yet, we can at least start looking at what the timeline will look like during the week of Implementation. 


Process around these plans – follow 

· Other Business
· Adjourn


	Action Item:

	J.Frederick ** action item - will work with REPs to determine estimated DPPs we will have as REPs. 
G.Cervenka – will look at 3.0 and 2.0 Implementation timelines and begin drafting one for 4.0

R. Rajagopal – will work internally to try to see if we can pull in the timeline.  Will report back to TX SET and MCT February 9th and 10th 

K.Scott, K.Thurman, D. Rehfeldt – will work on Change Control to modify the 814_20 process in order to accommodate the 2 switch hold codes and not send confidential information.

TX SET – determine how to transactionally use 2 codes for switch hold

K.Scott will take file format and file send/receive method to TDTWG for discussion


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	.
TIMELINE **Table until next week’s meeting – please bring updated timeline**


	


