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Introductions 

Follow-Up Discussion from April 16, 2012 MIT meeting –

· ERCOT’s request for Market Participant’s feedback concerning expanding Time Error Correction (TEC) window: 

· ERCOT’s TEC Analysis reported during the April 16, 2012 meeting (Sandip Sharma) 

· ERCOT’s recommendations for Time Error Correction (TEC) procedural changes for MIT review and discussion.  

· MIT GOAL:   Based upon MIT’s review of ERCOT’s TEC documentation and taskforce discussions, MIT will develop a consensus recommendation that will be included as a voting item on the May 16, 2012 Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) agenda.   
· K. Scott – Began by summarizing the items that were discussed at the last MIT WebEx as well as what items we planned to review and take action on today.  


· S. Sharma – Began going over the presentation he provided for this meeting (Key Document “Metering Issues Taskforce_05012012”).  He began at slide 7, since this was one of only two new slides that he added to the presentation.  


· K. Scott – So when you say “trending back towards zero”, you mean that the time error is actually self correcting?  


· S. Sharma – Yes.  That is correct.  


·  D. Tucker – One of reasons we want to go this direction is to take advantage of self correction.  


· S. Sharma – Moved on to the other “new” slide that he added to this presentation, slide 10.  Covered slide 10, and discussed the next steps.  One step that is not listed here is the possibility of making changes to the operating guide.  We are still in discussions with ERCOT legal to see if we actually need an operating guide change.  If we do need an update to the guide, we would need to add an additional step here.  If not, these three steps should cover it.


· K. Scott – I just got notification that representatives from AEP are having problems logging into the WebEx.   
· We took a small break to get others logged into the WebEx.  
· S. Sharma – For those that missed the earlier discussion, S. Sharma began covering the presentation information from the very beginning (slide one).  This brought everybody up to speed, even those that did not attend the last MIT WebEx.    
· T. Bates – So by adjusting the threshold to 30 seconds, you expect to do less manual correction?
· S. Sharma – Yes.  That is the expectation at this time.  If you look at the 4 second data for a 15 month period, approximately 1.5% of the time it is on the high side.  So when we expand the threshold from 3 to 30 seconds, we would expect the system to self correct or stay in the allowable margin more of the time.  
· D. Tucker - So for example, the system may go +15 seconds and then self correct back towards zero.  
· K. Scott – Please note, we are looking at this proposal as a trial process to allow ERCOT to see if the system does actually experience self corrections within in the margins as expected.  
· T. Bates – Ok.  That makes better sense to me now.  Thanks.  
· S. Sharma – Finished reviewing all of the data/slides in the presentation.  
· K. Scott - How will ERCOT go about updating NAESB?
· S. Sharma – We are still waiting on a response from NAESB.  
· K. Scott – So do we have a projected start date?  Do we know how long it will take to get a response from NAESB?  
· S. Sharma – I don’t believe anything can be implemented until we get the change made to the NAESB procedure.  
· K. Scott - Is there a timeline for the NAESB response?
· K. Saathoff – I believe NAESB will need to put it through their governance process, similar to the ERCOT process.  But, unfortunately, it may take even longer to navigate through the NAESB process.  It will take some time.  
· K. Scott – So do you need a “go forward and conquer” endorsement before you go to the NAESB group?  
· S. Sharma – We really just wanted to make the stakeholders comfortable with what we are proposing at this point.  
· K. Scott - So after we take the proposal to RMS and ROS, then at that point you approach the NAESB group?  
· S. Sharma – Yes.  I believe that is the action plan.    
· D. Tucker – Would the Taskforce members like to see the edits that S. Sharma is suggesting for the TEC procedure revision?  
· The second Key Document – “Time Error Correction_05012012” was brought up on the WebEx for the group to review.  
· S. Sharma – Briefly went over the document and covered the edits.  The changes made here reflect the items that are listed on slide 7 of the previous presentation.  
· D. Tucker –The goal is to have MIT develop a consensus recommendation that will be included as a voting item for the May 16th RMS meeting
· K. Scott – OK.  Is everybody in agreement with the recommendation?  From a CNP perspective, we do not have any issues with the proposal.  Our original concern was if the change would have an impact to the TDSP responsibilities, which it does not.  So, we do not have any major concerns with moving in this direction.  Did anybody else observe anything differently or have any other questions or issues they would like to discuss?  
· None heard.  
· K. Scott – So does silence equal agreement?   
· T. Bates – I am in agreement. 

· L. Aldis - No concerns.
· J. Lee - No concerns.
· K. Scott – Don, are we presenting the edited document (with the changes Sandip provided), or are we presenting the items that are outlined on slide 7? 
· D. Tucker - My thoughts are that we would present the items from slide 7 as an outline of what we plan to do once all of the documents are in order.  Sandip can then cover it with the ROS.  
· K. Scott – OK.  I can also attend ROS to provide support from the Retail perspective.  
· D. Tucker – So if we have all the appropriate parties in agreement, including Kathy’s approval as MIT Chair, can MIT endorse the change and move forward?  
· K. Scott – I am in agreement as the MIT Chair, unless others have concerns they would like to voice now.  
· L. Aldis - I would like to send this presentation to my commercial group for their review.  Is it available online?
· K. Scott – Yes it is available on the MIT meeting page for today’s meeting as a Key Document.  
· J. Lee - Is this a red-line document from MIT?  
· D. Tucker – No.  The changes that were made to the document were made by Sandip Sharma outside of this meeting for the MIT group to review today.  
· J. Lee – Will this item be going to COPs?  
· K. Scott – Yes.  I will make sure it is provided to COPs.
· D. Tucker – Jim, do you think we need to ask for COPs endorsement?
· J. Lee – No, I don’t think we need COPs endorsement; I just wanted to give them a heads up to make sure they were aware of it.  
· D. Tucker - I agree.  We focused on RMS because they are the ones that raised concerns about it originally.    
· K. Scott - So do we need to have some type of timeline as to when we expect it to go forward?  Do plan to have a start and end time, or just a start time?  
· S. Sharma - I would refer folks to the next steps on slide 10.  
· K. Scott – So do we think this may be a 6 month trial or a 12 month trial, or something different?
· S. Sharma - When we send the market notice out, it will include start times.  We may not originally dictate and end time, because if we experience positive results, we will not “end” the change.  
· D. Tucker - I will make sure to be available at RMS and I will also commit to assisting with the required market notice from ERCOT.  
· K. Scott – Are there any other questions?   With none being heard, we will be moving forward with this to RMS.  If there are any additional issues raised, I would expect those to be brought forward at RMS.  If RMS is unable to make a recommendation or endorsement, they may bounce it back to MIT for further review.  But, from what I understand, ERCOT wants to begin with the required steps to invoke these changes.  
· D. Tucker – Thanks to everybody for their assistance and input.  
· K. Scott – Does ERCOT think that NERC will take a similar approach in the future?  
· Kent Saathoff - I think this is a dead issue for NERC at this time.  But, I do believe they will be watching this and looking to see how successful it is for ERCOT.   
Are there additional Metering Issues that impact the market that the Metering Issues Taskforce (MIT) should discuss and/or work to find a market solution?
· K. Scott – Are there any other issues that the group would like to have the MIT discuss or work to find a market solution for?  I have personally not heard of any internal or external needs that should be discussed here, but I wanted to be sure we had opened that question up to all in attendance.  


· C. Corona - I don’t have any particular issues today, but would it be possible to utilize this group for assistance with the AMIT handbook task force?  For instance, if we come up with issues that need to have input from the market, can somebody at AMIT handbook task force reach out to this group for input?  


· K. Scott – I will take this as an action item.  I will approach RMS and make sure doing so would not exceed the scope for this group.  We had discussed sun-setting this group towards the end of this year and RMS may not want to extend this group’s life span to be available when the AMIT group needs market input.  


· C. Corona – OK.  That sounds good.  I am open to utilizing other groups as well when market input is needed for the AMIT handbook taskforce.  


· K. Scott – I agree.  I just want to be careful that we do not exceed the scope as outlined by RMS.  


· K. Scott – Anything else?  
Review Open Action Items.

· K. Scott – Will work with ERCOT to get the recommendation documentation together for presentation to RMS. 

· K. Scott – Will find out if it would be appropriate for the AMIT handbook taskforce to utilize the MIT group for assistance with market input and documentation purposes.  Based on those discussions, K. Scott will determine if MIT will schedule another meeting or WebEx.  
Discuss and Schedule Follow-up meeting(s), if necessary

· No follow up meeting scheduled at this time.  

Adjourn


	


