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	Summary of Event:

	· Isabelle D.: Introductions, Review of Agenda, Antitrust Statement
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, copies are available at the Client Relations desk. Please remember your ongoing obligation to comply with all applicable laws, including 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. 
· Susan M. – Market Metrics

All transactions at 100% for the quarter.

Noted that 814_07s no longer exist (as a result of TX SET 4.0).

Debbie – asked why PMVIs would reject.

Group explained reasons.

· Trey – ERCOT System Instances (Outages and Failures) - review
See key documents.

No incidents for October.

Only item is planned outage for October 7.

No unplanned outages on retail side.

48 minute outage of ercot.com.

November 1 outage of MIS report download component.

     Result of incorrect configuration after maintenance.

Debbie – what cause of ercot.com outage?

Dave P – Disk failure. The webpage itself wasn’t available for dashboards.

· Trey – Review MarkeTrak Performance

See key documents.

Almost identical to previous numbers.

Debbie asked about SCED outage.

Trey – last one was in February.

     When we do site failover, they hold the previous SCED.

Debbie – don’t you have multiple backups? Redundancy.

Dave P. – was not part of failover. Was a domain control issue.

     An IT change impacted more than expected.

Trey – SCED outages are pretty rare.

· Trey – Review Retail SLA

See key docs.

Not a lot of changes.

Highlighted areas of change. Not much change.

Debbie asked about EAI.

Dave F – will be called infrastructure going forward.

Trey – it’s kind of a catch-all. Really for the reporting log.

     In root cause, ERCOT tries to explain reason. 

          If we can point to infrastructure, makes it better tracked.

Debbie – on incident log, won’t just say infrastructure?

Debbie – okay with change, as long as there is visibility to issue.

     This way, if money is needed to address it, we have specifics.

Dave F – goes to point that we know where we need to focus.

     Debbie – if SCR is needed, have something tangible to reference.

     A lot of MPs will support if there is a specific issue to address.

Isabelle – in prior years we had spreadsheet that identifies root cause.

Dave F – still there, on another tab.

     Can go to monthly summary to see exactly what it was.

Dave P – if we something recurring, it will be addressed.

Dave P – ERCOT knows the detail, but reports at a higher level.

Trey – we try to define what the cause is. Give details.

Debbie – good with SLA, as long as we define specifically what the issues are.

     If we go into the red several times, we have a problem.

     If it’s not one thing and 8 things, it’s not a problem as if it’s one thing all the time.

Dave F – in the past, it was application specific for problems. Now it’s infrastructure.

     We have the data, and can see specifics.

Debbie – the ideal SLA has a reasonable percentage for down time.

     Can validate money for needed changes.

Dave F – looks like we have the SLA balanced to how things are running.

Dave P – have roadmap top cover any needed upgrades.

     Constantly staying ahead of needs.

Dave F – market has matured, and ERCOT is stabilizing systems over time.

     Trey – Every M, W, and F they meet to discuss any issues.

Debbie – sounds like ERCOT is addressing internally.

     Just need to be sure we define issues to have them easily supported.

Trey – maintenance windows not changing. Release windows are changing.

     Changing start time to 15:00.

Debbie – isn’t transaction time as late as 17:00?

Kathy – priority, yes. Standard is at 14:00.

Isabelle – past 17:00 then? Have to up as late as 19:00?

Trey – we’re talking just six days a year, once every two months.

     Don’t know exactly how much time will be needed.

Debbie – change time to 17:00 and make it acceptable to start earlier when needed.

     Earlier start time will not affect SLA hours.

Trey – if in June we say the July release needs to start at 15:00, that’s fine?

Debbie – yes. Just put it on the initial notice.

     State that any ERCOT release can start early.

Kathy – why not make it exception request.

Debbie – this way it’s guaranteed.

Kathy – would like to know in advance.

     How would I know that one would start earlier than 17:00?

Debbie – would be in the initial 30 day notice.

     Can state early start is in agreement with SLA.

Dave P – even if we know what’s going in earlier, we don’t know until 30 days how much time will be            needed.

Kathy – asking for vote on SLA in December?

Trey – yes.

Debbie – do you want to draft a sentence to bring to everyone?

     Saturday is now a work day.

     Hard for Oncor, and now have people working Saturday.

Isabelle – SLA to push to 17:00, with time changed to earlier if needed and guaranteed by SLA.

Trey – will draft that and send to group.

Trey – discussed browser compatibility.

     Issues with IE 7 and IE8 have died down.

Debbie – do we have a position that MPs maintain most current version?

Trey – no.

Dave P – we support up to a version. Up to 8 now.

Dave P – we support up to a specific version, not necessarily current.

Isabelle – posted anywhere?

Dave F – posted on TDTWG page.

· All – NAESB Upgrade

Debbie – had the meeting. Well attended.

     Had a detailed discussion on different versions.

Dave F – group discussed NAESB versions.

     What’s the state of Texas deployment of NAESB?

     Version 2.1 will be out next spring.

     We will probably go to 2.2 in spring of 2014.

     Showed difference in versions.

     Discussed changes/differences in versions.

     Digital signature was one of the differences.

     Showed examples with changes in headers. 

Jesse – the standards state what is asked for.

     In the examples, headers are not there.

     Creates confusion.

Dave F – we want to make sure all products are compatible with 2.2.

Isabelle – once we get clarification, we need to make sure everyone understands benefits of upgrade.

Debbie – still far off, but we will do a lot of work to put it in place.

     States MPs will probably look forward to upgrade.

Jesse – already running 2.0 with gas.

     NAESB now is taking stand that you need to be within one version of the latest for gas.

Dave F – we’ve been on the same version since 2005.

More discussion on changes in new NAESB versions.

Discussion of if there is an ISO identifier code.

Jesse – providers would like to see X12 defined for 650s.

Dave F – if we have a requirement that 650s or 810s be in their own package we could create a code.

     X12 isn’t really a problem; it’s more on the flat file side.

Much discussion over elements in the document.

Debbie – between now and next meeting, maybe someone at ERCOT can jot down assumptions.

     Maybe create a project document.

· All – Review ERCOT Protocol 16.12

See key docs.

NPRR 499 has been created.

Nathan Bigbee discussed the language of it.

     Legal decided to get the NPRR out there, then discuss in TDTWG.

     Doesn’t expect it to be controversial.

     The FCPA referenced was confusing. Legal agreed it didn’t need to be there.

     The underlying meaning was to prevent certificates from having value.

     In 16.12.1, proposed deleting requirement regarding six months.

Nathan - Inserted new requirement in 16.12.2 and removed FCPA reference.

     Updated document name changes on MIS. Made reference generic rather than specific name.

Debbie – should get PRS representatives to be in favor of this?

Nathan – yes, could expedite this.

Sandra – this is on the RMS agenda for next week.

     Can get an endorsement on this.

 Debbie – where is it on the agenda?

Sandra – on the voting items.

Debbie – Isabelle needs to submit comments that TDTWG reviewed and endorsed it.

     Wants it documented in advance of RMS.

Sandra – will take care of that and get included in the RMS package.

     Will seek an endorsement from RMS.

Discussed changes, and that it addresses all concerns.

Discussed #3 on page 6 of NPRR.

     Should verbiage be changed?

Sandra – can include this proposed change.

     RMS would ask if all proposed changes are acceptable to ERCOT.

          Would agree they are.

Dave F – the verbiage in #3, “at the time this Section first applies to the Market Participant” could this 

      be removed. (16.12.3, #3).

Dave F explained group’s thought on why this should be explained.

Nathan – didn’t necessarily consider this language.

     Wonders if there should even be an out.

Dave F –if a company is started September 1, and DCAA goes out August 30, they 

     can’t do this. It is specifically for timing or company related issues.

Nathan – should we limit to new MPs?

Dave F – no. A company may be undergoing reorganization, and employees are gone, and certificates no

     longer exist.

Nathan – if everyone is okay with allowing any company an extension to the audit, Legal can review.

     If Legal disagrees, they will advise.

     Doesn’t look like a problem to him.

     Will discuss with Chad Seely. Doesn’t see a concern.

Sandra stated she has drafted everything and it is ready.

-

· Mike T – MarkeTrak API

See key docs.

Reviewed flow of API.

GUI changes coming - will have a new url. The url should be the only change.

Debbie – asked if individual API requests are returned individually.

Mike – no. They are packed together.

     Should be soap wrapped on the request from the MP.

Isabelle – so, individual requests will result on long wait times?

Dave F – yes, longer wait times.

Debbie – stated it can be an hour to send next request. 

     Gave examples. Wants to discuss.

Dave F – looking at response times: It is 4 – 6 seconds. Shouldn’t take long even for individual requests.

     Query list is running at 2 seconds, and detail at 3.

     Even if 200 requests sent, shouldn’t take more than 10 minutes.

     Should not take hours as stated.

Debbie – more discussion should be done on this later.

Mike T – gave examples and described request types.

Dave F – can’t allow 2 requests and 2 updates at the same time on the same issue.

     Can give each TDSP its own queue to speed it up.

Mike T – what would happen is original packet and new packet would be sent for same issue.

     Created problems.

Carolyn – Oncor does a lot of manual intervention, CNP doesn’t.

     That may be the cause of their timing issues.

Discussion over how things are processed on the ERCOT end.

Mike T – reviewed document explaining “what can go wrong” and why to use API.

· Additional Ad Hoc Items.

No other items brought up.

· Isabelle – RMS Update.

Isabelle to work offline. Dave to add items and talking points as needed (NAESB, etc).

· Meeting adjourned. 


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	Action Items:  

· Trey – SLA updates.

· Look at including code for ISO along with state and product. Look up ISO website.

Future Agenda Topics:     
· NAESB upgrade.
2012 Meeting Dates:
· December 5, 2012      WebEx/ Conference Call



	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	·  


