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	Attendees: Day 1 MET Center: 
Kathy Scott (CNP), Jim Lee (Direct Energy ), David Hanks (ERCOT), Gene Cervenka (ERCOT), Kathryn Thurman (ERCOT), Ed Echols (Oncor), Diana Rehfeldt (TNMP),  Ken Fentress (TXU), Chris Rowley (TXU), Carole Root (AEP), Gricelda Calzada (AEP), Jonathan Landry (Gexa Energy), Shana Lazarine (TXU), John Schatz (TXU), Laura Aldis (Gexa Energy), Monica Jones (Reliant Energy)  
Day 1 Web Ex: 
Teresa Rodriquez (Stream Energy- WebEx), Sandra Tindall (ERCOT), Eduardo Tamez (MX Energy), Kim Wall (PPL Solutions), Fernando Rojas (StarTex), Stephanie Grider (ePsolutions), Mike Pond (Texas Power), Janie Duron (StarTex)
Day 2 MET Center: 
Kathy Scott (CNP), Jim Lee (Direct Energy ), David Hanks (ERCOT), Gene Cervenka (ERCOT), Kathryn Thurman (ERCOT), Ed Echols (Oncor), Diana Rehfeldt (TNMP),  Ken Fentress (TXU), Chris Rowley (TXU), Carole Root (AEP), Gricelda Calzada (AEP), Jonathan Landry (Gexa Energy), Shana Lazarine (TXU), John Schatz (TXU), Laura Aldis (Gexa Energy), Monica Jones (Reliant Energy) , Rachel Patterson (Gexa Energy)
Day 2 Web Ex: 
Rebecca Cole (ISTA), Teresa Rodriquez (Stream Energy- WebEx), Kim Wall (PPL Solutions), Janie Duron (StarTex), Fernando Rojas(StarTex), Stephanie Grider (eP solutions)


	

	 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

· MCT discussions:
TX SET agreed to use one REF~MR segment.

Currently the AMS Indicator (REF~MR) in the implementation guide shows multiple REF~MR segments can be sent in the same transaction.  ERCOT is suggesting this be updated to only allow one per transaction.

D.Rehfeldt asked would that affect all of the transactions that have the REF~MR including all other transactions that contain that segment?  
K.Thurman stated that ERCOT does not have a preference because ERCOT does nothing with REF~MR data from the 814_04.  However, it would make sense to have that consistent across transactions.
Multiple meters are at this time all manual and not AMS.  

A subtract meter has two ESI IDs, but the logic needs to be built in to program for the necessary meter changes.
· If multiple REF~MR segments are sent to ERCOT, they will not know what to display on TML.
· ERCOT would like to receive REP input on receiving multiple 814_20 REF~MR in the same transaction. 
· What would you do?  

With Multiple segments in a transaction, EROCT would send an 814_21 reject with A83 – with a description; 814_04 will fail mapping. 

· Would you expect ERCOT to reject so you only receive one 814_20? Yes, ERCOT should reject. Or would you store both? NA
TX SET agreed to use one REF~MR segment.
K.Scott stated that a Gray Box within the implementation guides that referenced the REF~MR segment and had changes would still need to go through the change control process.
· Change control will be written by D.Rehfeldt and K.Thurman. A TX SET Change Control call needs to be held next month before the RMS meeting.

RMGRR:

Review the submitted RMGRR if necessary

G.Cervenka reviewed RMGRR100.

K.Scott – Would like to remove the definitions Complete and Complete (Unexecutable) – Referenced in multiple sections and not uppercase. Would like this removed from the definitions.

Do you want to make recommendation at RMS?  
K.Scott will not be at RMS and will file comments on behalf of Centerpoint.

S.Tindall made the changes to the appendix sections.

E.Echols - Remove the “subsection (m)(l) through (7)of” in 7.6.2.2 page 18….

Section 7.11.2.4.1.4 page 37 – change was made to #3.
TX SET decided to make the “redlines” and submit as TX SET comments.
Review Stacking RMGRR  

G.Cervenka, K.Thurman, and S.Tindall reviewed the latest changes to the solution to stacking RMGRR. 
 K.Scott wants to focus on TX SET 4.0 and leave TX SET 3.0 as it is in the market now in only the Solution to Stacking document.  
S.Tindall stated that ERCOT was tasked with implementing into the RMG. 
K.Scott thinks TX SET time could be better spent making the 4.0 changes.
K.Thurman will take it back to ERCOT and see how ERCOT wants to handle it.  
ERCOT will make the decision on whether in putting in 3.0A first and then 4.0. 
S.Tindall stated the following time line – 

· If a version update has to go to the board, ERCOT submits and there will be open time period for comments.

· Aug RMS – effective 11/01 if board approval is not required –12/01 if board approval is required (3.0A). 4.0 may have to go to the board.
· September RMS – effective 12/01 if board approval is not required- 01/12 if board approval is required (3.0A). 4.0 may have to go to the board.
If TX SET is not in favor of submitting 3.0A stacking document, the agenda needs to move forward. G.Cervenka stated that the version will be taken back and discussed.
TNMP, Oncor, and AEP agree with K.Scott that priority should be TX SET 4.0.

Texas SET Timeline:

· Review updated timeline for Texas SET 4.0 implementation.
G.Cervenka reviewed the updated timeline for Texas SET 4.0 implementation.

Texas SET 4.0 Requirements Review:

· Review changes from Change Controls approved at RMS.
G.Cervenka reviewed the new updates to the Texas SET 4.0 requirements document.

Implementation Guides:

Market participants were asked to review the redlined implementation guides and provide feedback.  No feedback was provided to ERCOT so at this time we are assuming that everyone is good with the guides.   

D.Rehfeldt reviewed some concerns of TNMP with regard to the implementation guides and the change control that match them. 

(CC 2009 -722) 650_04 – It does not make the distinction between MOU and IOU, and is not in the description.

K.Scott and D.Rehfeldt discussed the meaning of the description and nothing needs to be changed.

· (CC 2010-746) 814_03 & 814_04 – The verbiage that was a concern is in the Retail Market Guide.
· (CC 2010 -748) A couple things found on the transactions – a couple of pages where the name was not corrected all over with the guide. D.Rehfeldt wants to have an admin change.
K.Scott would like one change control for all of the administration changes to submit to RMS (the verbiage that was implemented per the ‘redlines’ in the implementation guide). It was stated that change controls only change implementation guides and not protocols.  
K.Thurman asked what is ERCOT being asked to do?  TX SET has to tell ERCOT what they expect ERCOT to do. 
A suggestion was to make note of the change and make no new changes until the release of 4.0. K.Scott would like to see it in a TX SET 4.0A revision change.

Training for 4.0:

· Discuss setting up workshops in Houston and Dallas to review any market participant questions regarding SET 4.0.  

· Move August MCT/SET to Dallas (looking for volunteer to host).
· The group decided to have the first technical training session at Stream Energy in Dallas on August 2nd and the second technical training session will be held at Centerpoint Energy in Houston on August 10th
· The August TX SET meeting will be held at Centerpoint Energy on August 11th
G.Cervenka stated that there is an internal meeting next week to cover what formalized training will be done for 4.0.

ERCOT’s view is for the TX SET 4.0 training to be around the January timeframe. 
Outside resources to come in and create the training for ERCOT. – Those in the room agreed.
Reviewed the outline. Is everything covered from the outline? Yes
What is going to be covered in the technical workshops?  ERCOT will review the requirements.
TX SET 4.0 requirements:
· Switch Hold

· Mass Acquisition
· Stacking
· Approved Texas SET Change Controls
What to discuss for the flight tests?  
There will be high level discussions on flight testing for TX SET V4.0.

Flight Test and Flight Scripts (no scripts have been approved)

Everyone needs to RSVP if they are attending.  Requirements will be covered in the technical workshops.  At this time ERCOT has not received any questions from market participants.
ERCOT will try to send an updated market notice on Friday, July 15, 2011.

· Add the link to the document in the market notice
· Formal training – January, 2012
· Outline of discussion items

· RSVP deadline for meetings

Texas SET Issues:

· 129 – Add clarity to determine if the REF~IX is required when the REF~MT is COMBO in the 814_04 transaction. 

G.Cervenka and K.Thurman reviewed Issue 129 in regard to the segment REF~IX optional on the 814_04 and expected on the 814_05. D.Rehfeldt from TNMP stated code “COMBO” is used if there are multiple dials.  

Is there any time that a TDSP would not send it? 
TX SET wants to make it a requirement REF~IX and not optional. 
The statement in question within the 814_04 is being deleted and a change control will be written on the change.
Testing Updates

· Current Flight Update 63.08% - Aug 3 is when flight is supposed to wrap up. Six new CRs (additional DUNs) and 18 existing CRs (bank change).
· Test Scripts for Texas SET 4.0 
· Review any scripts written so far.
G.Cervenka reviewed and made edits to scripts. 
The hope is to get them approved by the September Texas SET/MCT meeting.
SCR53 – There was a concern with the lack of TML/MIS testing with the script. It needs to be added to the description to let MPs know how the real process will be tested. There might not be a one to one match with the 650s.
Should market participants that know they will not use”Acquisition Transfer” be required to test it? 
G. Cervenka stated all CRs would test as the Gaining CR for Acquisition Transfer and would need to be able to receive an 814_14 with BGN07 = AQ.  
CRs would need an internal process if they plan to use Acquisition Transfer.
Use extra time to write Test Scripts
2012 Flight Schedule 

G.Cervenka reviewed the 2012 Flight Schedule Draft.  The schedule will go to the August RMS meeting for approval.
What is the responsibility to test with MarkeTrak? Is MarkeTrak Task Force (MTTF) and TX SET able work on the issues?

M. Jones (one of the chairs of MTTF) stated that MTTF chairs are working on getting everything submitted to K.Farley of ERCOT to get a project created at this time. 

K.Malkey talked about setting high priority market testing – incorporating them in the May timeframe and the September timeframe for the rest.
MarkeTrak Priority for Testing in phases.

1st phase

2nd phase

Does TX SET want to take this to the RMS meeting? 
Yes, it will be taken to RMS.

· Discuss SIM Dates - 1st Monday of 2012 will be a holiday.  What date does Texas SET want to use to start with the SIM flight?
Go to the second Monday of the year – January 9, 2012.

· Business day clarification – standard switch w/AMSR, when ERCOT gets a standard switch First Available Switch Date (FASD) will be current date. TDSPs get the 814_03 the following day and have to use FASD for the read date.

No Saturday, Sunday because ERCOT won’t process Saturday as a day for FASD. 

If ERCOT receives a switch on Saturday, it will push FASD to Monday. 
Examples:
K.Thurman asked what kind of formal process is needed to update example documents.
K.Scott stated a TX SET Issue should be submitted to update documents.  Create a Texas SET issue showing the update to the example and the reason why.
Stacking Scenarios
Does not separate AMRS and Non-AMSR

These were wanted for technical workshop. ERCOT added what is changing with regard to the rules and to add every scenario would be time consuming, and rules that are not changing would be covered in the process.
Example: MIMO training covered high level what the new rules are. Therefore, what was provided is a high level overview of exactly what is changing (rules 3 and 8).
ERCOT hopes the MPs will take the requirements back and do the same as ERCOT did with the document. The MPs should come back at the technical workshop with any questions.
The scenarios and detail that have been provided in this document is similar to what has been provided to the market in the past.

The TDSPs want some details based on the logic that ERCOT was doing, and now the TDSPs are going to have to do it.

What was provided is exactly what is changing. It is almost impossible to go through every scenario and try to guess what the TDSPs will do. Each TDSP may do something different which could create hundreds of scenarios.

TDSPs expectations are to see the date changes, different scenarios, and details for the market.

Why is this detail not provided for switch holds?  
Switch holds are just responses.
G.Cervenka - ERCOT has posted the photos on the MCT Key Documents for the market that goes into the detail. 

E.Echols- thought these were going to be scenarios that we encountered and the detail transactions for each scenario.
D.Rehfeldt and K.Scott want the document available for the technical workshop.  
Is ERCOT going to send the document?

K.Thurman agreed to send the document to all who send an RSVP prior to the meeting.
Other Business
· Submit any additional items to jennifer.frederick@directenergy.com 
Adjourn  


	Action Item:

	Change control will be written by D.Rehfeldt and K.Thurman. A change control call will  need to be held next month before the RMS meetings.



	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	.

	


