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	· 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

· RMGRR: 

Review the RMGRR draft started by Texas SET adding in the stacking documents.
S.Tindall updated the latest RMGRR document and reviewed these changes with MCT/TXSET.

7.16.4.4
Removal of Switch Hold for Meter Tampering by Retail Electric Provider of Record Request
(1)
By 1500 each Retail Business Day, the REP of record may submit a MarkeTrak issue to the TDSP to remove the switch hold and to remove the ESI ID from the next Retail Business Day’s switch hold list provided by the TDSP per Section 7.16.3, Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider Switch Hold Notification for Meter Tampering, using the following process:  

(a)
Create an individual MarkeTrak issue for each ESI ID to be removed from the switch hold list using the “Other” subtype;

(b)
Include the number “71644” in the ISA Number field of the MarkeTrak issue;  

(c)
Populate the ESI ID field; and 

(d)
Assign the issue to the TDSP. 

(2)
The TDSP, upon receipt of MarkeTrak issue, will perform one of the following:

(a)
Remove the switch hold; or

(b)
Reject the issue due to the following: 

(i)
Incorrect MarkeTrak issue subtype;


(ii)
Incorrect ISA Number or ISA Number field is not populated; or 

(iii)
Incorrect ESI ID or ESI ID field is not populated
Section 7.16.4.4 – There is a thought of removal of this workaround and replace with the transactional solution.  E.Echols stated this would be nice to have in place as TX SET 4.0 is released.  

How often does this happen in the market?  It would be hard to pin point the numbers on this based on the number of CRs or TDSPs outages.

Make sure this is listed as Service Option 3 would this option required.

E.Echols suggested starting with the rules and working our way from the rule to come up with the language.  The rule assumes it will be transactional with regards to the meter tampering rule.

J.Landry -  if we keep for emergency situations that you could and the language to facilitate the communication with the MPs to resolve the issue with MarkeTrak temporary solution.

Add the workaround language within 7.16.4.4 – at the beginning of the section to state the workaround and language behind it.

The new language needs to be added to the Deferred Payment Plan language within the RMGRR.  
B.Bennett stated that Deferred Payment Plan language does not specify a specific process.  K.Scott does not want a designated “ISA” segment. Along with the option handled by email, spreadsheet or any other process.
CNP has a validation in place to reject transactions to let the CRs know that there is another process in place.  CNP can use another ISA number to handle the process.

The removal of the bullet (b) within the section 7.16.4.4 of the Retail Market Guide since the ISA is a trigger in the TDSPs systems.
b. Include the number “71644” in the ISA Number field of the MarkeTrak issue

Do we want different ISAs one for each process, Deferred payment plan, Switch Hold, and Meter Tampering? 
What direction does the market want to go with the ISA number?

New ISA number?

No ISA number?

What happens with the 650s if you are working on the workaround?  The 650s can be rejected to say that it has been removed.

Given the reject by the TDSP gives you the ability to resolve CRs internal solutions.

G.Cervenka is adding the same language again to Sections 7.17.1.1 & 7.17.1.2 with regards to switch hold for deferred payment plans. 
K.Scott wants to combine 7.17.1.1 & 7.17.1.2 since the process for the adding and removing the language. The language was separated so not to confuse the whole process with the market.

Back the question of combining the two sections.  K.Scott thinks they can be combined with the subsections splitting the differences of the Switch Hold Deferred Payment Plan and Switch Hold Meter Tampering.

The current gray box will go into the Retail Market Guide as of June 1. 

If we wait June 1, 2011 then the RMGRR can be filed it without gray box. 
There were discussions on breaking up the information into different RMGRRs.  The current RMGRR is for TX SET 4.0 information and ERCOT wants it to go before RMS at the June meeting. Another RMGRR could be submitted on the Solution to Stacking and gray box in the guide.
R.Bevill disagreed with the multiply RMGRRs because it would be cumbersome and not the best way to keep the language in order, without gray boxes all over the document. R.Bevill does not want gray box. EROCT wants RMGRR submitted for the June RMS meeting. 
The market wants to get more of an explanation from ERCOT as to why the RMGRR has to be submitted for the June RMS meeting. TXSET/MCT would like whoever is at ERCOT to come explain why the RMGRR needs to be submitted by June time line.
Should the requirements document go through the RMS approval process?  TX SET received the blessing and no formal vote.
 K.Thurman has some questions:
ERCOT will drop all transactions for Acquisitions. The date used within the transaction would be nothing greater than 90 days in the future.

 Move Out is currently scheduled and a MVI is then scheduled for the same day – If the Move Out is not worked or unexecuted by the TDSP after 4 business days, ERCOT will cancel. The current requirement has ERCOT using the cancel code of “MAN” with and explanation in the REF03. Since we normally try to use specific codes instead of generic, would the market like to create a new cancel code for this type of cancellation?  Market decided to create a new cancel code of “CMO”. ERCOT will create a Change Control for this.
ERCOT would like to add the scenarios to the RMG for a Mass Transition and Acquisition at the same time.
Acquisition – Mass Transition flag / Acquisition flag as well… ESID Service History Extract will have column will be added to tell you what kind of transitions it is.

ERCOT wants review the Stacking requirements (50 Scenarios to cover) in detail at the next joint TX SET/MCT meeting.  June 7 to be mailed out for the June 22 meeting

· Change Control 781 to be discussed:
G.Cervenka – There have been updates to the change control since the RMS meeting.  K.Thurman reviewed the CC781 redlines (yellow highlighted area)

E.Echols – When you say validate is it going to cost money to do it? K.Thurman Yes, it is TX SET validation so ERCOT validates TX SET and make sure that it passes validation.

R.Bevill – Is there a protection place while they are in the evaluation process, 48 hours window is placed on application to make a determination on whether it is critical care or not.
R.Bevill – more explicated required in the RMG – what the expectation?  Repeat of some of the rules and how the process runs critical care process runs the application course.

Replaced “applied” with “required” 

There are no more edits for change control 2011- 781. 
Reviewed New Change Controls:

782 – K.Scott reviewed change control 782 that was submitted by CNP.

783- E.Echols reviewed change control 783 that was submitted by Oncor.

The two change controls will be on the next change control call at the next TXSET/MCT meeting.

Implementation Guides with redlines…
TX SET thinks there is a need to break out the requirements session after breaking down all of the different scenarios and create a ppt to provide to market wide and make mandatory attendance.

K.Scott thinks the high level discussion would happen for the mandatory test flight 4.0 and requirements. The consensus is to have the presentation to the market on the requirements.
G.Cervenka suggested the new stacking logic.
There are decisions on requirements FR7.1 and Same Day MVO and same day MVI with AMS meters.

· Adjourn
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