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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION                                                                          
Agenda

1.      Introductions 

2.      Review of Agenda

3.      Antitrust Statement
ANTITRUST GUIDELINES FOR MEMBERS OF ERCOT COMMITTEES, SUBCOMMITTEES AND WORKING GROUPS It is ERCOT’s policy and expectation that all persons participating in ERCOT activities (including all ERCOT meetings, committee meetings, conference calls, email communications and informal discussions) comply with the antitrust laws.  These Antitrust Guidelines are designed to assist members of and participants in ERCOT committees and working groups in recognizing conduct that may violate the antitrust laws.  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.

 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.

4.      Overview

Dave – looking at implementing new NAESB standard.  
           Pulled up NAESB.org and showed where NAESB standard exists at for 2.0.  

BJ – is this a public site.  

Dave – you have to be a NAESB member to be able to look at it. Will have to have login ID.  
           Most MPs are members of NAESB.  Encourage everyone to become a member if they are not.
Jesse Macias – is there a link where one can get to that document?

Dave – When you go to the NAESB home page, go to ‘Standards and Implementation’; under WGQ Business &
           Standards go to ‘Booklets’.  Then scroll down to’ NAESB WGQ/REQ 2.0’.  

           Went through presentation and the history of NAESB.  
           They are firming of changes for 2.2 and we can add recommendation.  
           Will be due this March and implementation of 2014.   
5.      TDTWG Road Map? Current State

Dave – Implementation guide is a point to NAESB standard.  Guide has explanation of V1.6 that is sent.
           Guide explains PGP, submissions and responses.  

           Covered presentation.  
           If we run into problems in the future with submissions, we might have to put some tracking to track 
           successful sends.  
6.      Technical aspects of the NAESB EDM
a.       Review changes to the NAESB EDM standard 1.6 to 2.0
Dave – Covered NAESB version from V1.6 to present – in presentation.  

           Went to NAESB for clarification for signed receipt.  
           Can be coded one of three ways as there was not clear direction.  Some coded all 3 ways.  
           Going forward need to work closely with vendors to ensure we can work with everyone and give them
           time to get systems ready.  
b.      How that impacts TDTWG

Dave – covered options for discussion.  

           Mutually defined alpha-numeric of X length.  
           We could also add values to current list of values that meet the 8 character limit.  
           Right now using file but would like something not tied to a file name.  
           Extension used payload as a standard value.
Isabelle – if we go this route would that prevent them from opening it?  
Dave – we use file name throughout – tagged for flat files but should be able to route for header.  
           We could not tell filenames apart in the past.

           We could come up with standard or come up with free form field.  
           Would like vendors to route on that field.  Would like to see if anyone out there using these.

Carolyn – not opposed to 8 characters.  
              Would think free form is confusing and messy.  
              Like examples Dave has in presentation for CBCI, AMS, Retail.
Dave – if routable field, need to add to configuration table.  
           Anytime we would submit one, would have to submit a change to standard.  
           Being more flexible does have a downside.
Carolyn – is it difficult to do a standard?  
Dave – No.  Gas people doing it for business purposes. Retail just has not yet.
           Lots of smaller shops have coded to what we are doing.  Not all shops do it equally consistent.   

           We will have vendors fill out our questionnaire and come up with best practice and update the

           implementation guide.

           Do we want to implement it and will it be viable?
          Will want roadmap to maintain support in the next few years. 
B.J – would not like to do NAESB same year as we do a TX SET.  
Everyone agreed.  
B.J – Will need to know in a budget cycle early enough to get in the following year’s budget.
Dave – that is why we are talking about it now so planning can occur.
Carolyn – what can we do today?
Dave – is there an agreement specifically?  
           We have another meeting in February to start drafting.

Isabelle – this discussion today some of us need to determine if our vendors can do the 8 characters?  
Dave – we need to come up with recommendation.  
           We have been discussing and to get into 2.2 NAESB version so have to start preparing.

           We could do e-mail vote. 
Carolyn – We are on a tight timeframe to get through by March.
Dave – will get through hopefully this March so it will go live in 2014.
Diana – the counter on AMS – that is 2 digits. How important?  
Dave – I just put 00 but you would have 99 available.  
           Could put something in there like we did for CBCI.  
           This is file names that would be in the header.  
Diana – this report would be 00?

Dave - correct.  If different types of AMS data then could be labeled differently and come in different file.  
           It is just a value to get to the 8 digits.  It is not a counter – it is identifying this report only.  
           Maybe should have not said counter.  Could be XX, not 00.
Jim Lee – mutually defined alpha numeric of X length – you would give distinct name of what you are sending.
              This could get fat fingered easily.  
Dave – that would be the tradeoff.  Could  come up with special report name.  That is the flexibility part.  
           Not everyone sends same name so would agree to accept it.  
           But hard coded standard is traceable and everyone codes the same.  
           If you can agree to do that then look at agreeing to what would be in that code to use and understand it.  

           You send 15 min reads from residential.  You look for TDSP report to see if went through.  
          We could have implemented something as a response file to say we got it and it could have been a 01.
Jim Lee – have we run through situations in today’s world where we are running out of character space where it 
              would not fit in this limit?

Dave – no.

Carolyn – are gas people having issues with it since they are using the standard?  
Dave – brought up gas side and what they use.
Jim Lee – those examples – why do you feel to include ERCOT in there?  
Dave – was just brought it up.
Vikram – some vendors support multiple ISOs so would want to have something unique. It would help route.
Dave – for the people who work with other ISOs, ERCOT is there to help them.

           Issue is report name is where you would have number for report.  
           Will have alphanumeric match up.  
           The more we have for that field the greater number of options for output.  
           Could name AAA1 for example.  Meaningful  names – bytes are not that expensive.  
           Limited amount of bytes on a drive so number of characters huge difference.  We can determine length.     

           Gas did a good job – their  names are meaningful.  When you look at their code you know what it is.
Sree- 8 characters should be sufficient.

Dave – if we would have all bids/offers coming through this – not everything is limited to 8 characters.
           What are our thoughts? Four digits on identifier or just say retail and then 5 characters for name?

           Would like something by the 1st to draft the language.

Diana – system we use for all things encrypted?  
Dave – yes.  
Diana – easier to include if it is an EDI file or not? Is it easier to limit to CSVs or omit EDI? Would it be easier?
Dave – you have one in the header.  You have X12, XML.  EDI file it would be empty.  
           We could put IDR final we could code for something like that if you want.

Jim Lee – can you in replacing ERCOT retail TX could we say z= these 3 attributes?

               Does RET have to define those?  
Dave – correct, we could say R is Retail and Texas is Z.  So we could do a combination such as this.  
           Create letters that equal groups or numbers.  R1=AMS.  
           Now we have more room to include those EDI files.  
           Concern -  they don’t always put the same type of 867 in a file. A file could have all different types.
Carolyn – so that 867 so it could be misleading.  Jim could we have separated out – 867…03, 04?

Dave - that is the problem as the files will have different transactions within them.  Could not uniquely identify. 

Vikram - we have it to where you don’t mix them.  People just do it.  
Dave – we get so much within the same file.  We need to have the standard solve our business process.  
           Not the other way around.
Joe – do you know if there’s a new EEDM error message you would receive in a response if the code you use was
         not defined in the EDM standard?

Dave – EEDM error set was pulled up.  
           If we said for flat files we require you send us transaction set and did not send one, we would send EEDM
           error back.
Joe – if we are talking out changing EEDM standard, then no need to do that if creating that within your own
        standard.  
Dave – that is correct.

           As we look at standards and identifying 2.2 as the one, will have to work with vendors since the standard
           has changed.
Everyone agreed to use 8 characters.  No one opposed.  
Dave – if folks would submit examples to the listserv we could start there.
Dave- they have three file types, and if we implement it would we have to implement across the board, and  

         every value would have to have a field.

Jesse – would need some guidelines. 
Dave - should be able to set up multiple for output.  Comes through the same URL but to different spots. 

           Asked Jesse, “did you listen in on clarification results of digital signature request?”

Jesse -   No just got on a few minutes ago.  
Dave – wanted to encrypt the package.  
Jesse – if you read through it is there but a little vague and confusing.  
           Intended to put encrypted language in there. 
           The whole point of digital signature is to add some security and to realize that the response you got is
           from that same person.  
           They have great intent but does not always make a lot of sense to those folks in the field.  
Dave – you are normally in the same session. 
           You are supposed to send encrypted – if those don’t match then you dump it.  
          Will it have to be byte by byte exact? My thinking is yes.

Dave discussed refnum and refnum-orig.  Every send will have a refnum – see presentation.  
All systems would track all 3 numbers.  They would all be matching.  Refnum would be in both systems.  
Trading partner would identify if the message was unique to process successfully.

Jesse – you talk to any of the vendors?
Dave -  no.  
Jesse – the purpose is to eliminate duplication.  
           Don’t most translators use a commercial translators and it removes duplicates?  
Dave – yes we talked about it. We do it at business process level, not translator level.  
Jesse – it appears to me we are again trying to build business rules into the protocol.  
           We are putting more overhead in here with business rules into the process.  
           Do not 100% support that.
Dave – trying to prevent duplicate trans. I see it as technical issue not business process issue.

Scott - with transaction logic is going into business area – I agree with Jesse.  
Jesse – I have posted to trading partner and do not get out the door and it queues an error – system fail.  
           We would re-queue again and it would be a second failure.  
           Third failure would be exchange failure and goes to SIMS queue.  
           Trading partner would receive 3 times.   
           There are better ways to handle duplication.    
Mike with ESG agreed with Jesse.

Dave - Jesse are you still seeing a lot of duplicates?  As internet has gotten better not much of an issue.   
          Now that we are into AMS data and if we get duplicates will overlay.  
          Would probably end up processing the data.  
          It’s a transmission failure.  Retry – wait 15 minutes wait and resend.  
          We don’t know if they have gotten it or not.  
          From overhead perspective, can’t see it adding a fraction of a second to processing.  
Jesse more concerned over the code to add it.
Jesse would like other opinions and would like time for comments before going forward on a decision.  
Dave – this is an optional element and up to market to decide to implement or not.
Carolyn – draft something to present the 1st of February that will go to NAESB group. 
Dave will send something out tomorrow morning on this.  We can then figure out where it is leaning to.  He will ask if everyone agrees.
Jim Lee – what is the NAESB group expecting from us?  
Dave – he has not seen agenda.  We have discussed the codes and hoped to have a clear path.  
           Will have to figure out which path to go down.  At the earliest will be 2015 so have time to argue points.   

           The people to go first would be ERCOT and the TDSPs, then the partners will follow.  
           Once we determine the code can clean up implementation guide.  
           Based on decisions made we can add/subtract from the guide.  Gives us time to get all of that done.  

           Based on changes on guide, is version 2.0 where we want to go to right away?  
           Will need to work out internal questions.  
           Our vendors have a lot of experience and would like consistent implementation.  
           Would like it if everyone deployed the same way.
Jim Lee – NAESB EDM – is that 8 character?  Yes would be included in there.

Dave - Draft will come out tomorrow morning.  Responses could come through distribution list and will compile.

Dave would like rolling dialogue so we know everyone’s ideas.  

Feb 1st NAESB meeting is in Houston at the NAESB center.  

9.      Next Steps

ADJOURN



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Further discussion.

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


