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1.0 Purpose

The Retail Market Guide is a reference document for market participants to use as a “roadmap” to locate information concerning market structure, market rules and market decisions that are necessary for participating in the competitive deregulated retail electric market in Texas. 

Each section is taken from existing ERCOT, PUCT and/or other market related documents/WEB Sites.  This document will be updated quarterly, and the most recent version of these documents can be found at the link referenced in each section. 

1.1 Disclaimer

The accuracy of each of the documents referenced in this Guide is dependent upon the party responsible for that document.  Each market participant should thoroughly understand and refer to the ERCOT Protocols and the PUCT Substantive Rules for complete information.

1.2 Retail Market Guide Change/Update Request 
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Any market participant can submit recommended changes/updates (including deletions/new material) to the Retail Market Guides via the attached request form:

Requested changes/updates are to be submitted to the following email address: mailto:rms@ercot.com
ERCOT will post a control number on the request for tracking purposes.  The control number will be in the format of YYYY-### (example:  2003-001 for the first one).

The request will then be submitted to RMS for action at a monthly meeting.  Comments and/or changes to the submitters request will be updated on the request. 

Approved RMS changes/updates will be published in the Retail Market Guides by ERCOT on a quarterly basis.  

A summary of changes will be included in each quarterly update, similar to the ERCOT Protocol changes. (Example:  http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols.htm)

Changes/updates that need to be made to the Retail Market Guide based on RMS decisions, and/or changes within other areas including PUCT rulemakings, other ERCOT subcommittees and working groups will also need to be submitted via a request form and approved by RMS.  

Requests that are not approved by RMS will require that the submitter notify RMS to discuss.  If the decision is reversed, a new request form will need to be submitted and a new control number assigned.  

RMS will maintain status of these requests via their published minutes.  Approved RMS minutes can be found at:  http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2003calendar/2003Rmsmaterials 

2.0   Terms and Definitions

Relevant terms and definitions used in this document can be found in the ERCOT Protocols Section 2: Definitions and Acronyms, in the PUCT Substantive Rules Section 25.5, or at the following web sites for each:  

ERCOT Protocols: http://www.ercot.com/NewsRoom/Definitions.htm  

http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols.htm
PUCT Substantive Rules: http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.5/25.5.pdf
General PUC Website:  http://www.puc.state.tx.us/index.cfm
 3.0 Texas Electric Choice Market 

3.1 Background

On January 1, 2002, retail competition in the Texas Electric Choice market was initiated for all customers of investor-owned utilities in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) region.   Prior to Senate Bill 7 (SB 7), all retail electric customers were served by investor-owned, or monopolistic utilities, electric cooperatives, or municipally owned utilities. Few customers had a choice of where or from whom they bought their power.  Customers in investor-owned electric utility service areas now have the option of selecting their electric power provider.  http://www.powertochoose.org/
Although transmission and distribution facilities remain regulated by the Commission, the prices for the production and sale of electricity to both wholesale and retail customers are predominately dictated by market forces.  Customers with peak demand of one megawatt (MW) or less will continue to have a regulated “price to beat”, provided by Retail Electric Providers (REP) affiliated with the traditional utility service area, available until 2007, and the Commission is required to designate “providers of last resort (POLRs)” to ensure that all customers have access to electric service.  All other retail prices are not subject to Commission regulation or oversight, and customers are free to choose among the variety of options available from competitors in the marketplace.

The Texas retail market opened after three (3) years of intensive efforts by the PUCT, consumer advocates, utilities, Retail Electric Providers, Power Generation Companies, and other Market Participants (MP) to create the market rules and institutions needed to support retail competition.

Senate Bill 7 outlined the market structure, and required the following:

(1)  Forty-one (41) rulemakings to provide further detail

(2)  Nine (9) contested cases to approve business plans for separating the integrated investor owned utilities into unregulated power generation companies (PGCs), regulated transmission and distribution companies (TDUs), and retail electric providers (REPs)

(3)  Nine (9) contested cases to set the rate for TDU service, stranded cost charges, and the system benefit fund fee
(4)  Twelve (12) contested cases related to setting the price to beat rates for the affiliated REPs

(5)  Numerous proceedings related to the approval and enforcement of the wholesale market rules and customer registration and switching procedures adopted by the ERCOT Independent System Operator (ISO)

(6)  Two (2) contested proceedings to evaluate the readiness of those areas of Texas outside the ERCOT region for retail competition

(7)  Fifty-five (55) proceedings to certify REPs

(8)  One hundred thirty-one (131) proceedings to register aggregators

(9)   A six month pilot project to test the market’s systems needed to support retail competition

(10) Administration of a statewide customer education campaign to inform retail customers about their choices in the new competitive market

(11) Administration of the system benefit fund.

The above information is found in the PUCT’s 2003 Report to the 78th Texas Legislature; Scope of Competition in Electric Markets in Texas.
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4.0   Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Requirements

A complete text version of the PUCT Substantive Rules mentioned in this section may be found on the PUCT website, at http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/index.cfm.  The specific location or Section of the respective PUCT Substantive Rule discussed below is given, as well as the applicable links where available.

4.1
Certification Requirements

Competitive Retailers (CRs) intending to operate in Texas must be certified by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT).  The PUCT Substantive Rules Subchapter E §25.107 provides the various administrative, financial and technical requirements for certification, as well as, the conditions under which certification may be suspended or revoked.

4.1.1
Administrative Requirements


§25.107(e) http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.107/25.107.pdf
4.1.2      Financial Requirements


§25.107(f) http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.107/25.107.pdf
4.1.3
Technical Requirements


§25.107(g) http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.107/25.107.pdf
4.1.4
Suspension and Revocation

§25.107(j) http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.107/25.107.pdf
4.2
Retail Delivery Service Tariff Requirements

CR’s contract with Transmission Delivery Service Providers (TDSPs) in order to provide retail delivery service to their respective customers.  TDSPs provide such services under their respective Tariff’s.  

4.2.1
Standard Terms and Conditions

The terms and conditions of the Tariff are standard across all TDSPs.  A copy of the Tariff may be found in the PUCT Substantive Rules Chapter 25 Subchapter R Appendix IV or at:


http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.appIV/appIV.pdf
4.2.2
Rules Governing the Tariff


§25.214 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.214/25.214.pdf
4.3
Municipals and Co-Ops Tariff Requirements

A municipally owned Utility or an Electric Cooperative that has implemented customer choice shall provide retail delivery service in accordance with the rates, terms and conditions set forth in the delivery service Tariffs promulgated by the Municipally Owned Utility or an Electric Cooperative.

4.3.1
Standard Terms and Conditions

The terms and conditions of the Tariff for Competitive Retailer Access for Municipally Owned Utility and Electric Cooperatives define standard terms and conditions for the delivery of electric power to the CR’s retail customers. A copy of the Tariff may be found in the PUCT Substantive Rules Chapter 25 Subchapter R Appendix IV or at:  http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.appIV/appIV.pdf.

4.3.2  
Rules Governing the Tariff


§25.215 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.215/25.215.pdf
4.3.3
Eligibility Requirements

The eligibility requirements include successful system testing and data exchange requirements, executed Access Agreements and completion of the requisite registration requirements.

4.4
Reporting Requirements

The PUCT Substantive Rules Chapter 25 Subchapter R Appendix III lists the various sections of the commission’s Substantive Rules that contain requirements for records, reports and other required information that market participants may be required to provide to the commission.  You may access Appendix III at:  http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.appIII/25.appIII.pdf.

4.4.1
Performance Measures

The Commission recently adopted Subchapter D §25.88 of the PUCT Substantive Rules, relating to Retail Market Performance Measure Reporting.  The new rule establishes reporting requirements for the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT), retail electric providers (REPs), and transmission and distribution utilities (TDUs).  Related text may be found at: http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/rulemake/24462/24462adt.pdf.
4.4.2
Electricity Facts Label

The Commission requires the labeling of electricity with respect to fuel mix and environmental impact.  The PUCT Substantive Rules Subchapter R §25.476 provides the various procedures by which competitive retailers calculate and disclose information on Electricity Facts Labels to their retail customers.  Related text may be found at: http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.476/25.476.pdf.

4.5
Customer Protection Requirements

CRs participating in the Texas Retail Electric Market must comply with the PUCT’s Customer Protection Rules, unless based on customer size and the contractual relationships between CR and retail customer, these rights have been specifically waived.  

PUCT Substantive Rules Subchapter R §§25.471 – 25.492 govern the interaction between CRs and customers, including the selection or changing of a CR, the issuance and format of bills, credit and deposit requirements, privacy of customers information and complaint handling.  

A complete text version of the Customer Protection Requirements may be found by accessing PUCT Substantive Rules Subchapter R §§25.471 – 25.492.  Specific links to frequently accessed sections may be found below

4.5.1  
Selection & Changing of Competitive Retailers

§25.474 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.474/25.474.pdf
4.5.2  
Issuance and Format of Bills

§25.479 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.479/25.479.pdf
4.5.3  
Credit and Deposit Requirements

§25.478 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.478/25.478.pdf
4.5.4 
 Privacy of Customer Information

§25.472 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.472/25.472.pdf
4.5.5
Complaint Handling


§25.485 http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.485/25.485.pdf
4.6
Price-to-Beat (PTB) vs. Non Price-to-Beat (NPTB)

The Commission has established a Price-to-Beat to promote competitiveness in the Texas Retail Electric Market.  This rate or Price-to-Beat must be offered to certain retail customers (as identified in PUCT Substantive Rules Subchapter B §25.41(e)(1)&(2)) beginning on January 1, 2002.  These customers are characterized as residential or small commercial customers with a peak demand equal to or below 1,000kW during the 12 months ending September 30, 2001, or during the PTB period.

Those customers who do not qualify as PTB customers are classified as NPTB customers.  These customers are characterized as any non-residential customer with a peak demand in excess of 1,000kw during the 12 months ending September 30, 2001, or during the price to beat period.  

The criteria to identify eligibility for the PTB vs. NPTB, as well as additional information (such as, calculation, adjustments etc.), may be found at: http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.41/25.41.pdf.

4.7  
Provider of Last Resort (POLR)

A complete text version of the current rules governing the POLR may be found at:

http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.43/25.43.pdf.

The Commission has established the POLR in order that all customers will be assured continuity of service if a retail electric provider (REP) terminates service for reasons other than non-payment of electric service in accordance with the termination provisions of Subchapter R of the PUCT Substantive Rules.  

There are several reasons a retail customer may be transferred or dropped to the POLR.  These reasons include customers whose contracts have expired as well as, customers who may be affiliated with a competitive retailer who has chosen to exit the market.  

The applicable POLR for a given retail customer depends on the customers premise type and applicable service area (see below).

4.7.1 POLR Premise Type Classifications

RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER is defined as a customer receiving service at the customer’s place of residence provided it is not a master-metered, multi-family facility or a facility metered as a commercial facility. 

SMALL NON-RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER is defined as a non-residential customer with peak demand of one megawatt or below. 

LARGE NON-RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER is defined as a large non-residential customer with a peak demand above one megawatt.

4.7.2 POLR Matrix

The following chart outlines the respective POLR’s as of 02/28/03.  Any updates may be found at: 

http://www.puc.state.tx.us/ocp/competition/polrrates.cfm
	AREA
	Residential (all pdf *)
	Small Non-Residential
(all pdf *)
	Large Non-Residential
(all pdf *)

	ONCOR
(TXU)
	Reliant Energy Retail Services, Inc.
	Reliant Energy Retail Services, Inc.
	Reliant Energy Solutions, Inc.

	CENTERPOINT (Reliant)
	Mutual Energy CPL
	Assurance Energy (TXU)
	Reliant Energy Solutions, Inc.

	CPL
	Reliant Energy Retail Services, Inc.
	Reliant Energy Retail Services, Inc.
	Reliant Energy Solutions, Inc.

	TNMP
	Reliant Energy Retail Services, Inc.
	Reliant Energy Retail Services, Inc. 
	Reliant Energy Solutions, Inc.

	WTU
	Assurance Energy (TXU)
	Assurance Energy (TXU)
	Reliant Energy Solutions, Inc.


4.8 System Benefit Fund (LITE - UP)

4.8.1
The Low Income Discount Program 

4.8.1.1 Program
The LITE-UP Texas Program (Low Income Telephone and Electric Utilities Program) covers the electric rate discount mandated by the System Benefit Fund (SBF) provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Act (PURA) §39.903.  Qualifying customers  receive a discount of 10% to 20% off of their  electric rates, based on the Price to Beat for their area.  At this time, the program is available to electric customers residing in the transmission and distribution service areas of TXU Electric Company, Reliant, Central Power & Light, West Texas Utilities and Texas-New Mexico Power Company (the ERCOT area).    

4.8.1.2 Eligibility

Households that have incomes at or below 125% of the federal poverty guidelines qualify for the discount.  Customers who receive benefits, such as food stamps or Medicaid, from the Texas Department of Human Services (DHS) are also eligible. .   http://www.puc.state.tx.us/electric/projects/24116/24116.cfm
4.8.1.3
Current Processes

There are six processes responsible for each LITE-UP customer receiving their discount and being technically enrolled in the program: 

· Enrollment by the Low Income Discount Administrator (LIDA) 

· Matching by LIDA

· Posting by LIDA to the REP

· Matching by the REP 

· Discount Application by the REP 

· Renewal by LIDA 

4.8.1.4 Enrollment

There are two methods of enrollment: automatic enrollment and self-certification.  The automatic enrollment allows clients who receive DHS benefits with comparable eligibility requirements to automatically become eligible for LITE-UP.  The self-certification process was created because individuals may qualify because of their income, but not receive DHS benefits, or may receive DHS benefits, but not be successfully enrolled through the matching process. 

Automatic Enrollment Process:   DHS maintains files on programs serving persons who fit the eligibility criteria of LIDA.  DHS forwards a consolidated  file containing the names of DHS clients, service and mailing address, a telephone number and the person’s social security number.  The file may or may not also have a resident/service address.

DHS makes the  file available on a monthly basis.  The data is made available as a flat file in a triple data encryption standard logarithm consistent with the Federal standards.  The files are accessible to the LIDA via the use of passwords that DHS provides to the LIDA. Clients that are at any time reported by DHS are eligible for 13 months.  Once they are no longer on the DHS list, the record is dropped to self-certification status. 

Self-Certification Process:   Self-Certification forms may be filled out by persons whose income is at or below 125% poverty level, or who qualify for food stamps, CEAP, TANF, QMB, SSI, or Medicaid.  This process provides for those individuals whose income may meet the requirements of LITE-UP, but not the requirements for DHS benefits.  This is also a second avenue for DHS clients whose information did not match in the automatic enrollment process.  Electric customers can obtain these forms from DHS offices, through various consumer/community organizations, and by calling LIDA or their REP.  Applicants then send their application into LIDA, and are requested to attach an electric bill.  Their information is inputted into the database and coded as a self-certification application.   

4.8.1.5
Matching by LIDA

LIDA combines the DHS data of eligible persons, and the self-certification data of eligible persons with the ERCOT compilation of residential premises.  A de-duplication process is performed to eliminate the problem of multiple DHS clients in one household.  Additionally, the addresses are put through a United States Postal Service address standardization program.  The match is performed by ESI ID and/or address.  Currently, the ERCOT data contains the delivery points of the investor owned utilities only.  If and when electric cooperatives and municipally owned utilities opt into customer choice, these premises will be included as well.  The result of this combination is an identification of eligible premises by ESI ID, coded for each REP as designated by ERCOT.   

4.8.1.6
Posting

DHS and ERCOT data records are received by the 28th or 29th of each month.  LIDA then performs the matching process and posts the matched files on a site for each REP to access by the first of each month.     

LIDA makes the files available securely to the REPs via FTP.  128-bit single sockets layer (SSL) is used for transmission of the data. The system makes the files for each REP available in a different directory, accessible only by using that REP’s ID and Password.  A notification email is sent to all applicable REPs to let them know that the files are available for download.  

The format is as follows: 

	REP Report Format
	

	
	
	

	Field
	Start
	Length

	ESIID
	1
	50

	Street
	51
	55

	City
	161
	30

	State
	191
	2

	Zip
	193
	5

	Enrollment Date
	202
	8 (yyyymmdd)

	Expire Date
	210
	8 (yyyymmdd)


4.8.1.7
Matching by REP

Each REP shall retrieve on a monthly basis, the list of eligible ESI IDs from LIDA.  Once the list is retrieved, the REP should compare its records with the list provided by LIDA.  Enrollment shall take place within the first billing cycle, provided that notification is received within seven days before the end of the billing cycle or within 30 calendar days after the REP receives notification from the LIDA, whichever comes first.  

4.8.1.8
Applying the Discount

Each eligible customer should receive a discount of 10% of 20%  of their electric rates, based on the Price to Beat  for their area.  Commission staff posts the updated discounts in cents per kWh  on: http://www.puc.state.tx.us/electric/projects/24116/24116.cfm.  The REP should apply the discount as a line item on the bill.  This serves as the customer’s notification that they are receiving the discount.  REPs may request reimbursement for these discounts according to PUC Subst. R. §25.451(j).
Mock Bill: 

February 20, 2003

Electric Service Identifier:  1008901012354810132584

Service Address:

1100 Texas Parkway 

Houston, TX 77081

Meter Number: TX12546

Current Meter Reading 02/15/03



13000

Previous Meter Reading 01/15/03



12000

Customer Charge: $4.95/month



$  4.95

Energy Charge: 1000 kWh @ 7 cents/kWh


$70.00 

LITE-UP Discount: 1000 kWh @ -1.46 cents/kWh  

-$14.60    

Total Current Charges (pre-tax)
                    

$60.35

4.8.1.9
Renewing the Discount

The system establishes a LIDA database record when each DHS database customer (automatic enrollee) qualifies for the discount, or when a self-certification customer qualifies for the discount.  Each customer’s initial eligibility period is 13 months and is renewed or removed according to the following:   

All records that do not match the DHS database, during the 11th month of qualification are sent a renewal letter in the 12th month.  

If the customer responds to the letter by the end of the 13th month, their eligibility is renewed for 13 additional months.

If the customer does not respond to the mailing by the end of the 13th month or if the customer is not found on subsequent DHS files, they will be removed from the program (and they will no longer be included on the files provided to the REPs.) 

If the customer is found to be on the DHS file after the 11th month, then a new qualification date will be established when the record is received, and they will be eligible for an additional 13 months from the time of the new qualification date.    

4.8.1.10 Other Duties

The processes above detail the monthly and yearly duties required of LIDA, ERCOT, DHS and the REPs to administer the discount to the customers.  Through practical application of the processes, additional clarifications have been made: 

· All REPs participating in the Texas market shall work directly with LIDA beginning at the time that the company has qualifying customers.  When a REP first appears on the LITE-UP list, they will be contacted by the Commission and given information on LITE-UP and the LIDA.  For new participants entering the market, an information packet should be sent to you upon registration.    Each REP is responsible for registering their name with LIDA and ensuring ability to download records.  

· LIDA emails the contacts at the REPs by the 1st of each month, notifying them that their enrollment file is posted.  If the REP does not find the file(s) when accessing the site, it is the REPs duty to call NCS promptly to work out the problem.  If the REP does not receive this email, it is their responsibility to check the website by the 1st of the month, and notify LIDA of the communication gap. 

· Pursuant to PUC Subst. R. §25.451(j), each REP shall report the monthly discount activity to the Public Utility Commission (PUC) in the form as provided on the website.  This form provides the documentation for REP reimbursement.  It also provides for the PUC monitoring of the progress of LITE-UP.  Therefore, if the REP typically has LITE-UP customers, the REP shall send in a report monthly, regardless of the need for reimbursement.  As needed, correction may be submitted on the bottom of the monthly report for previous months.  

· REPs may only request reimbursement for customers who have been reported to them by LIDA.  Those who have not must be otherwise sponsored.  A LIDA reported customer is one of the following:  

· A customer who has been reported on the monthly list posted to the REPs by LIDA.

· A customer who has been confirmed verbally or in written form by a LIDA representative as eligible, but technical problems have prevented their appearance on the posted list.  Important: Please obtain written, email verification from a LIDA representative for each customer that fits this case and retain for proof should you be audited by PUC.   

Please note: Once a customer’s thirteen months have expired because the customer has not sent in a renewal form to extend eligibility, the customer will not be considered qualified or reported by LIDA until a new self-certification form is received or automatic enrollment takes place, establishing a new enrollment date.  

· LIDA shall work as appropriate, to solve individual problems with customers.  Often, the solution to each problem requires involvement by the REP.  The following process was decided and agreed to by market participants: 

Step 1: A customer calls either the REP or LIDA; if the problem can be solved internally, each party shall address the problem without referring the customer to the other party;   

Step 2: If the REP cannot solve the problem, they must email LIDA a trouble report; 

Step 3: If LIDA finds that the problem lies in the ERCOT file, an email will be sent to ERCOT with a cc to the REP;    

Step 4: If a customer calls LIDA and there is an issue that the LIDA Customer Service Representative (CSR) cannot solve, the CSR will create a trouble report and forward to LIDA;

Step 5: LIDA will evaluate the problem for possible solutions; if the problem cannot be solved internally, an escalation report will be sent to the REP or ERCOT (parties could be cc-d as appropriate);

Step 6: It is up to the REP’s discretion to make a follow-up call to the customer.

4.8.2
Applicable Statute and Rules

Statute: 

PURA, §39.903 System Benefit Fund  

Substantive Rules:

§25.451 Administration of the System Benefit Account  

§25.454 Rate Reduction Program

§25.457 Implementation of the System Benefit Fund by the Municipally Owned Utilities and Electric Cooperatives 

4.8.3
Contact Information and Links

The website of Project 24116 Implementation of the System Benefit contains the team members assigned to this program as well as contact information for the team leader.   Please reference this page and contact team members if needed:

http://www.puc.state.tx.us/electric/projects/24116/24116.cfm
The Public Utility Commission website contains links to all applicable projects and rules.  Please reference the following website as needed:  

http://www.puc.state.tx.us/
4.8.4
Reimbursement and Reporting Information

In order to receive reimbursement for LITE-UP Discounts, REPs are responsible for both setting up payment information and for filing monthly reports for Reimbursement for Rate Reduction Discount.  Please set up payment information 3-4 weeks in advance to allow for processing time.  

TDSPs are responsible for collecting the SBF fees, paying these fees into the fund, and filing monthly reports regarding these payments.     

 

1) Setting up Payment Information

REPs:  

In order to receive REP Reimbursement payments, each company will need to provide information for a Payee Identification Number by completing a form which can be found at: http://www.cpa.state.tx.us/taxinfo/taxforms/ap-152.pdf
Additionally, each company will need to complete a Direct Deposit Authorization form, located at: http://www.cpa.state.tx.us/comptrol/san/payment/74-176.pdf
Please complete each of these forms, and fax them to:    P.U.C., Fiscal Services (512)936-7058

The P.U.C. will not be able to process payment until the Payee Identification Number form is received.  Each company may forward the Direct Deposit Authorization its earliest convenience, but the PUCT must have the Payee Identification form before the P.U.C. can process any type of payment. 

TDSPs:

Please contact P.U.C. Fiscal Services for specific payment information.    

2) Filing Monthly Reports
REPs: 

In order to receive reimbursement, REPs must fill out the Reimbursement for Rate Reduction Discount, by the 20th of the following month.  The form for these reports is located at:

http://www.puc.state.tx.us/electric/forms/sbf/REP_SBFform.doc  

Directions for completion are located on the form.

TDSPs: 

TDSPs must file monthly reports detailing SBF fees, by the 20th of the following month. The form for these reports is located at:

http://www.puc.state.tx.us/electric/forms/sbf/TDU_SBFform.doc
Directions for completion are located on the form.

4.9 Competitive Metering

As specified in the legislation, metering services for commercial and industrial (C&I) customers shall be provided on a competitive basis in January 1, 2004.  Metering services for residential customers shall become competitive services when affiliate REPs lose 40% of those customers or on January 1, 2005 which ever is later.  

4.9.1
PUCT Rulemaking

The Commission began a rulemaking project in July 2002 to define what would constitute competitive metering services in order to abide by the mandate prescribed in the legislation.  As part of this rulemaking project, the staff is acknowledging the need to move forward with meter ownership only at this stage.  The rule allows a transition period with an annual review report made by ERCOT on the market readiness to include items other than ownership at some point in the future.  Other items may be maintenance, testing, installation and meter data collection and/or transfer for settlement.  

5.0 ERCOT


The Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. (ERCOT) is the corporation that administers the state's power grid. ERCOT serves approximately 85 percent of the state's electric load and oversees the operation of approximately 70,000 megawatts of generation and over 37,000 miles of transmission lines.   ERCOT oversees the retail electric transactions that result from the restructuring, while maintaining the overall reliability of the electrical grid.

ERCOT is one of ten regional reliability councils in North America. Its members include retail consumers, investor and municipally owned electric utilities, rural electric co-ops, river authorities, independent generators, power marketers, and retail electric providers.  For more information regarding ERCOT’s history, organization, members, and operations, go to: http://www.ercot.com
5.1 ERCOT Board of Directors
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In keeping with its fiduciary duties to ERCOT, the Board of Directors (Board) establishes the overall direction of the goals and objectives developed by ERCOT staff.  The Board reviews such goals and objectives on an ongoing basis, and may issue policies and resolutions to attain such goals and objectives of ERCOT. http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ArticlesofInc
http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ByLaws
http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/Organization/Directors/index.htm
5.2 Market Participant Registration

ERCOT Protocols Section 16: Registration and Qualification of Market Participants describes the Market Participant registration. For more information go to: http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols
5.2.1 Competitive Retailer or REPs

All Competitive Retailers (CRs) operating in the state of Texas must register with ERCOT.  To become registered as a REP, an entity must execute a Load Serving Entity (LSE) Agreement and demonstrate to ERCOT’s reasonable satisfaction that it is capable of performing the functions of a REP as described in applicable Sections of the ERCOT Protocols.  Additionally, a REP must demonstrate certification by the PUCT Requirements for REP Certification as noted in Section of this guide.  For more information, go to:  http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols
5.2.2 Municipally Owned Utilities and Electric Cooperatives

A Municipally-Owned Utility and Electric Cooperative (MOU/Coop) is required to register with ERCOT and sign the applicable agreements that apply to the functions it performs in the ERCOT Region, regardless of whether planning to be a Non-Opt Entity (NOIE) or a REP.  MOUs/Coops in the ERCOT Region, must notify ERCOT six (6) months prior to opting into retail competition, and register with ERCOT as a REP.  Every MOU/Coop must designate a Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) to schedule and settle with ERCOT on its behalf.  All Non-Opt-In Entities shall have ESI IDs assigned to their wholesale points of delivery as specified in these Protocols.  The ESI IDs must be assigned to an LSE.   For more information, go to:

http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols
5.2.3 Load Serving Entity (LSE)

Load Serving Entities provide electric service to end-use customers.  Load Serving Entities include Retail Electric Providers, Competitive Retailers, and Non-Opt In Entities that serve load. For more information, go to: http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols
5.3 
Retail Mechanics


Protocols for customer registration and the associated market rules are found in Chapter 15 of the ERCOT Protocols, For more information on customer registration, go to:  http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols  Additionally, business process maps that depict the above scenarios and define market participant responsibilities (“swim lanes”) can be found at the following link: 

http://www.ercot.com/Tac/RetailISOAdHocCommittee/Customer/SET/keydocs/Keydocs
For information pertaining to Retail Market Flight Testing, ERCOT Testing on Demand (etod), and Texas Market Test Plan Retesting Guidelines, market participants should go to http://etod.ercot.com.   For Frequently Asked Questions concerning testing on demand: go to: http://etod.ercot.com/Issue.asp?Method=FAQ

5.4 
ERCOT Protocol Revisions and Systems Changes 

5.4.1 Protocol Revisions

The ERCOT Protocols are the standards used by ERCOT to operate the ERCOT System in the deregulated market. As the market and environment change, the Protocols and/or ERCOT systems may require modifications. Section 21 of the ERCOT Protocols, Process for Protocol Revision, describes the process for revising the Protocols and submitting a Protocol Revision Request (PRR).   For more information, go to: 

http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols
One of the downloadable documents available on this page is a PRR template, which should be used to submit a Protocol Revision Request. PRRs may or may not require a change to the ERCOT systems. http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/PRR_Template01.doc
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PRRs are considered by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS), the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Board of Directors 

When a PRR has been received and posted, the related documents will be available for download at: http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ProtocolRev.htm.  

Completed PRRs should be submitted to:  ProtRevReq@ERCOT.com.
5.4.2. System Changes

If there is a need to make a change to the ERCOT computer systems that does not require a change to the Protocols, a System Change Request (SCRs) should be submitted. A SCR template is available at:  http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/SCR_Template.doc for downloading.  

Approval at the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) level does not authorize system changes; it is the starting point for the process.  Upon approval by the RMS, system changes follow the hierarchy of committees.  SCRs are considered by the appropriate subcommittee of the TAC, TAC, and the Board of Directors.  This allows the SCRs to be placed into the queue with other system change requests.  System changes are assigned resources and funding based on priority.  When an SCR has been received and posted, the related documents will be available for download at: http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ProtocolRev.htm
Completed SCRs should be submitted to ProtRevReq@ERCOT.com
5.5
ERCOT Client Relations and Help Desk


For diverse questions about settlement, business transactions, registration, metering and data acquisition, rules, protocols, the renewable energy credit program, transmission congestion rights and other matters requiring specific "troubleshooting", ERCOT's Client Relations Representatives will be available to personally assist Qualified Scheduling Entities, Resources, Transmission and Distribution Companies and Load Serving Entities to resolve concerns. Existing Market Participants should contact their assigned Client Service Representative. Potential new Market Participants may call the general ERCOT client relations phone number at (512) 248-3900 or contact ERCOT client relations via e-mail at ClientRelations@ercot.com
In addition, the Client Relations section also assists with the following:

Ensure all ERCOT Registration Requirements have been met for each Market Participant as provided in the Protocols Section 16

Receipt of LSE Application

Receipt of Application Fees

QSE Designation

PUCT Certification 

Ensure PUCT Certification number issued/pending prior to beginning of testing (not required for MOUs/COOPs).

Issue test digital certificates to Market Participants.  Note:  MPs need to issue to vendors, ERCOT does not issue directly to vendor.

Notify parties of successful completion of Market Testing.

Communicate with PUCT and Market Participants of issues

Provide Production Digital Certificates to Market Participants after all Market Testing and ERCOT Registration Requirements have been met.

For technical questions about automated communications, IT support, data, and system administration issues, market participants should call ERCOT's 24-hour Help Desk at (512) 248-6800.

5.6 Retail Market Conference Call

The Retail Market Conference Call is held twice a week to update all Market Participants on the status of ERCOT.  This includes a Processing Update, which calculates the Total Inbound/Outbound Transactions that require ERCOT Analysis or ERCOT Intervention, for an ERCOT defined timeframe.  The System Update includes any planned outages or maintenance updates.  All TDSPs provide processing updates, planned system outages/maintenance schedules, and any issues affecting more than 1 CR or the entire market (examples could include: re-bill efforts, synchronization).  Additionally, CR's are polled for any updates to their systems that may affect market participants as a whole.  

5.7
Project Priority in the Budget Process

All projects begin as an idea, or concept to improve or fix business operations.  In ERCOT ideas are generated from a Market Participant through the following:  Reliability and Operations Subcommittee, Wholesale Market Subcommittee, Protocol Review Subcommittee, Retail Market Subcommittee, Technical Advisory Committee, Board of Directors, internal ERCOT employees, or state mandated by PUCT rulemaking or in accordance with a legislative mandate.  Ideas generally will come about in response to a perceived problem or need, and represent a solution to that problem or need for the market.

Some of the projects are required due to approval of a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) or a System Change Request (SCR) submitted by an external party or an internal ERCOT employee.  PRRs and SCRs are approved and prioritized pursuant to the requirements in Section 21 of the ERCOT Protocols.  Other projects are submitted by an internal ERCOT employee and do not require a PRR or SCR.  These projects are approved and prioritized by the ERCOT Steering Committee.   

The purpose of the proposal phase is to give a high-level definition of functional requirements, scope, and structure to the project. Sometimes the business decision has already been made for a specific solution to be implemented.  Frequently ERCOT is tasked with defining potential solutions. 

If the idea submitted by the market, the proposed solution will be processed as a Protocol Revision Request if a change to the ERCOT Protocols is required.  If no change to the ERCOT Protocols is required, the solution will be processed as a System Change Request.  There are ERCOT staff assigned to each subcommittee representing the business and technical areas of ERCOT who are responsible for coordinating with the working groups to develop the Impact Analysis, as well as identify functional requirements. The Impact Analysis form posted on the ERCOT website at http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ProtocolRev.htm should be used to prepare the Impact Analysis.

6.0  
ERCOT Committee Structure

The ERCOT Committee Structure may be found at 

http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/Comm_Org_Chart
[image: image2.png]‘Boad of Directozs
(BOD)
Techyical Advisory
Conguitiee
(TAC)
[ 1
Training Sembar Oversight ‘TAC Specisl Task Force
‘Working Group
[ 1
Protocol Revisions ‘Wholesale Mepkot Stbeonmitiee
Subcoritiee (WHS)
(PRS)
- Congestion Management Working Group

- Demand-Sids Resporse Working Group

- Meterng Working Group
~ QSE Prcject Managers Working
[
Belisbility and Operations Subcormittee
(ROS) Eetail Market Subcoraittee
(RIS)
- Dynanics Working Group
- Steadly State Working Group - Profiling Working Group
- Planning Assessment and Review Working Group - Texas Data Transpont Working Group
~Systern Protection Working Group - Tes SET Teara
- Operations Warking Group - Texas Test Plan Team
- Performance Distubance Corplianse Working Group
- Network Data Suppart Warking Group





6.1 Technical Advisory Committee

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) makes recommendations to the Board as it deems appropriate or as required by the Board and perform any other duties as directed by the Board.  TAC has the authority to create subcommittees, task forces and work groups, as it deems necessary and appropriate to conduct the business of TAC.  TAC reviews and coordinates the activities and reports of its subcommittees.  

· Technical Advisory Subcommittees

Wholesale Market Subcommittee

· Retail Operating Subcommittee

· Protocol Revision Subcommittee

· Training Seminar Oversight Working Group

· Retail Market Subcommittee

6.1.1 Retail Market Subcommittee
6.1.1.1 Purpose

The Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS), reporting to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), serves as a forum for issue resolution in regards to retail market matters directly affecting ERCOT Protocols, and customers.  The RMS will hear issues, prepare studies, entertain proposed solutions to retail market issues, research costs, and quantify benefits (when possible).  The RMS will also be responsible for monitoring Public Utility Commission (PUCT) rulings as they would apply to Retail Markets and Retail Market Participants and ensure that PUCT requirements are reflected in the Retail Market Guides, Protocols, and TX SET.  In their recommendations, the RMS will document justification for any changes to ERCOT systems, resources or procedures.  Resolutions adopted by the RMS will be presented to the TAC for confirmation or approval.  It is TAC's expectation that the subcommittee chairs will coordinate with each other, particularly on issues being addressed in one subcommittee which may have an impact on or require input from another subcommittee.

6.1.1.2 Membership

Membership consists of one (1) to four (4) representatives from each Market Segment.  Each Segment will have one (1) vote except the Consumer Segment, which will have one and one-half (1½) votes.  Votes will be fractionally and equally divided among the representatives of each Segment.  At least one representative from each of four (4) market Segments and a majority of the subcommittee members must be present at a meeting to constitute a quorum.  The act of a majority of the votes represented by members present and a minimum of three (3) votes will be the act of the subcommittee.  Segments are:

Independent Retail Electric Providers

Independent Power Marketers

Independent Generators

Investor Owned Utilities

Municipals

Cooperatives

Consumers

6.1.1.3 Meetings

The RMS chair is responsible for calling meetings as often as necessary for the subcommittee to perform its duties and functions.  Meeting notices are sent to each member and posted on the ERCOT Web Site at www.ercot.com at least one (1) week prior to the meeting, unless an emergency condition should suggest otherwise (such emergency to be determined by mutual consent of a majority of the members of the subcommittee or is necessary to expedite “Urgent Request” protocol changes).  Any ERCOT Member may request notification of any such meetings.

In addition to the above, subcommittee meetings are normally attended by an ERCOT staff member who provides support for meeting arrangements, subcommittee meeting minutes, meeting notes and other administrative support.

The RMS Chair holds a Conference Call to organize agenda items from Subcommittees one (1) week prior to the RMS meeting. http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/rms_comm
6.1.2 Retail Market Working Groups 

RMS has several working groups that are in place to allow Market Participants the opportunity to participate in the developing business rules and practices that govern the retail electric market.  These working groups are: 

6.1.2.1 Texas Standard Electronic Transactions Working Group (TX SET)

The Texas SET Working Group is a voluntary working group that reports to the Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS).  TX SET performs various functions as set forth in the RMS Bylaws, and as determined by RMS.  TX SET is responsible for: 

· Recommending & Implementing Protocol Changes

· Designing electronic transactions based on business requirements provided by RMS

· Participating in the National Standards Effort 
· Resolving Technical Standards Disputes/Issues

For more information, go to: http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/set_comm
6.1.2.2 Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)

ERCOT and Market Participants (MPs) must establish their readiness to participate in the marketplace.  This readiness qualification process consists of two steps as outlined in the Texas Marketplace Test Plan (TMTP) document located on the ERCOT testing website: For more information, go to:

http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/ttp_comm
6.1.2.3 Profile Working Group (PWG) 

The ERCOT Profiling Working Group (PWG) is forum in which ERCOT Market Participants may participate to facilitate changes in the market rules pertaining to Load Profiling issues.  Changes are reflected in the Protocols and the Load Profiling Guides (LPG). 

For more information, go to:

http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/pwg_comm.htm
http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/documents/loadprofiling/lpguides.zip http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/documents/loadprofiling/lpform.doc 

6.1.2.4 Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG)

The Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG) identifies technical mechanisms for point-to-point transactions between CRs and TDSPs that would enable EDI transactions be transmitted from one trading partner to another "near real time", or as "near real time" as possible.   

TDTWG performs the following responsbilities:

· Assisting Market Participants in understanding obligations for supporting point-to-point transactions 
· Assisting Market Participants with GISB EDM implementation issues 

· Monitoring and updating GISB EDM standards 

For more information about the TDTWG, go to: http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/TDTWG_comm
6.1.2.5 Competitive Metering Working Group (COMET)

The Competitive Metering Working Group establishes the business policies and procedures to implement competitive metering services that will become available to commercial and industrial customers beginning on January 1, 2004.   For more information, go to: http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/cmetering_comm.htm
6.1.2.6 Ad Hoc Working Groups

RMS may form ad hoc work groups with representation on each work group being appointed or approved by the subcommittee. The members of the work group elect a chair and vice chair, subject to confirmation by the RMS, for a one-year term on a calendar year basis or until the work group is no longer required.  The subcommittee will direct these work groups and make assignments as necessary.

7.0 Interim Market Solutions

Interim market solutions are short-term market “workarounds” or other processes that allow the market to function in a timelier and efficient manner until a permanent solution is developed and implemented.  Interim solutions are developed in either working groups or at the recommendation of the PUCT.  Those solutions developed in working groups are approved by RMS and can be found in approved RMS meeting minutes located at:

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2003calendar/2003Rmsmaterials.  

7.1. Workarounds

7.1.1 Move-In/Move-Out Workaround


ERCOT Protocol section 15 and the PUCT Substantive Rules sections 25.474 and 25.475 describe the market rules governing Move-In/Move-Out processes.  However, as the ERCOT market has evolved, it has been necessary to clarify and revise the Move-In/Move-Out processes.  Revised Move-In/Move-Out processes are categorized as Short-term solutions - to be implemented as soon as possible and prior to April, 2003; Mid-term solutions - to be implemented after April, 2003; and Long-term solutions - to be implemented after January, 2004. 

For more information, go to: http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadhoccommittee/protocols/keydocs/draftercotprotocols

 HYPERLINK http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/index.cfm 



7.1.1.1 Clarification and Process Revision

Switch transaction vs. Move-In transaction (clarification, no process impact) A switch transaction is to be used when a customer wants to switch providers without changing their premise; it is intended to switch a customer from one Competitive Retailer (CR) to another.  A Move-In transaction is used when a different customer is requesting power at a premise other than the customer currently associated with that premise whether or not the premise is de-energized. The customer may or may not switch CRs. Misuse of the Switch or Move-In transactions may result in disciplinary action from the PUCT.  See PUCT Substantive Rule 25.474 and ERCOT Protocols Section 15.1.

7.1.1.2 Expediting ESI ID Creation (Short-term)

When possible, TDSPs will create ESI IDs from Developer/Builder plats.  The ‘create’ transactions (814_20) may contain default values for required fields if doing so increases the speed at which the 814_20 is sent to ERCOT.  Any other reasonable means of speeding up the ESI ID Create process should be considered.     The TDSPs will be required to e-mail a detail of what steps they have taken to expedite the creation of ESI IDs at ERCOT.  The e-mails will be published to the RMS list serve and communicated to RMS.  Prior to each RMS meeting, ERCOT will provide a report encompassing a two-week timeframe, by TDSP and by percent of Invalid ESI ID reject to total 814_16 (Move-In Request) transactions. 

7.1.1.3 ERCOT Monitoring (Short-term)

ERCOT will monitor transactions which have the potential to cancel with exceptions.   A daily report of any instances that are scheduled to go cancelled with exception within 5 business days will be run.  After verifying that the 814_04 (Switch CR Notification Response) or 814_25 (Move-Out Response) has not been received from the responsible TDSP, ERCOT will generate a report to be used by each TDSP to expedite these transactions (814_04s and 814_25s).  ERCOT Metrics by TDSP will be reported to the Move In/Move Out Task Force (MIMO) regularly. The recommendation is that ERCOT monitor the following transactions for rejects:  814_07s (Drop Due to Switch Response), 814_09s (Cancel Switch Response), 814_13s (Date Change Response), 814_15s (POLR Enrollment Response), 814_23s (CSA CR Move-In Response), 814_19s (Establish/Delete CSA CR Response), 814_21s (Create/Maintain/Retire ESI ID Response), 814_29s (Response to Completed Unexecutable or Permit Required).  ERCOT will follow up with the sender of the reject transactions. ERCOT Metrics regarding rejects by volume will be reported to MIMO. ERCOT will provide a monitoring implementation plans to RMS. See PUC S.R. 25.474; ERCOT Protocol Sections 15.1 and 15.4.

7.1.1.4
Programmatically Prohibit Back-dated Transactions (Short-term)

Programmatically, CRs will not allow backdated Move-Ins and Move-Outs at the customer service/call center level. The only situations in which CRs may back date Move-Ins and Move-Outs are for:

a. Transactions for Move-Ins or Move-Outs previously requested on safety net (since safety net is not backdated;

b. Back office clean up efforts coordinated with ERCOT and the TDSP. CRs will be required to submit an e-mail indicating that they comply with this requirement or an estimated implementation date.  TDSPs will be able to request the CRs to cancel Move-ins that do not fit the requirements for back-dating.  After the implementation of Texas SET version 1.5, the TDSPs will be able to use the 814_28 (Completed Unexecutable or Permit Required) transaction.  If a TDSP feels a CR is abusing the backdating functionality, then they can use escalation procedures to address the abuse. See PUCT Substantive Rule 25.474; ERCOT Protocol Section 15.1.
7.1.1.5 Effective Date on Meter Number Correction (Short-term)

If the TDSP needs to make a meter correction, then the 814_20 (Create/Maintain/Retire ESI ID Request) Maintain transaction will have an effective date of the later of these 2 dates:

a. The value from the DTM151 (Service period end date) of the last usage transaction that contained the prior meter number # or the value from the Date on the last initial read. 

b. TDSPs will be required to submit an e-mail stating that they have met the requirement or provide an implementation date by which they intend to comply.  The CRs will have to ‘police’ this and use escalation procedures when necessary. See PUCT Substantive Rule 25.474; ERCOT Protocol Section 15.4. 

7.1.1.6 
Date Reasonableness at ERCOT (Short-term)

ERCOT should reject any initiating transactions with requested implementation dates of more than 90 calendar days in the future or 270 calendar days in the past.  The transactions effected are the Switch, Move-In, Move-Out, and Drop to AREP.  The TDSPs will have to ‘police’ this and use escalation procedures when necessary. ERCOT will provide an implementation plan to RMS. See PUCT Substantive Rule 25.474; ERCOT Protocol Section 15.1.

7.1.1.7 
Pending 814_06s (Drop Due to Switch Request) (Mid-term)

This concept involves ERCOT holding 814_06s (Drop Due to Switch Request) until the morning of 2 days prior to the effective date (5 days on 814_06s from switches).  This concept also involves ERCOT rejecting any cancels, date changes, or new transactions that are dated prior to the effective date for the transaction that is scheduled.

· ERCOT will send 814_06s in the morning 2 days prior (5 days on switches) to the effectuating date. 

· ERCOT will reject any cancels or date changes received after a pre-determined time in the evening 3 days prior (6 days for switches) to the effective date (this does not change the 5 day rule on switch cancels). 

· ERCOT will reject any initiating transactions received after a pre-determined time 3 days prior (6 days for switches) to the effective date if the requested date on the new transaction is prior to the effective date on the pending transaction.  

· If ERCOT receives an 814_04 (Switch CR Notification Response) after the pre-determined cut-off time 2 days prior (5 days on switches) to the effective date, the 814_06 is not held.

· Any 814_12s (Date Change Request) received at ERCOT should not be held by ERCOT because of an In Review Status (no 814_04, 814_28, or 814_25 received), the 814_12 should be sent to the TDSP and ERCOT should wait for an 814_13 before responding to the CR with an 814_13.

· 814_06s should have any 814_13 effective dates from TDSP applied.  

Losing CR could receive cancel/date change, after 814_06, if timely cancel/date change is not responded to by TDSP by a pre-determined time 2 days before effective date (5 days for switches) or if the pre-determined time 6 days prior to a switch effective date is still within the customer rescission period, however, they will not receive cancel/date change if ERCOT has not sent the 814_06.

When ERCOT does the evaluation for the REP of Record to send the 814_06 to the correct party, ERCOT must look for the REP that is scheduled to be the REP of Record on the effective date if there are any other pending Business Process Instances (BPIs).

7.1.1.8
Retired ESI IDs (Mid-term)

When a TDSP needs to retire an ESI ID that has a REP of Record, they will send a 650_04 with a new code to the CR.  The CR must use this new code to trigger the creation of a Move-Out on the ESI ID.  After the Move-Out is complete, the TDSP will send the 814_20 retire to ERCOT. The largest volumes of these are ‘temp’ meters.

7.1.1.9
Invalid ESI ID Resubmission (Mid-term)

If a Move-In transaction rejects for Invalid ESI ID, ERCOT will hold and resubmit the Move-In at a regular interval of time for 48 hours (only counting hours on business days, but not only business hours.)  After the resubmission period has expired, if the Move-In is still in a reject status for Invalid ESI ID, ERCOT will send an 814_17 (Move-In Reject Response) to the submitting CR.  This process will be internally tested at ERCOT. The CRs will be able to verify the success or failure. Metrics will need to be modified to allow for holding Invalid ESI IDs for resubmission.  
7.1.1.10   De-Energize flag (ignore CSA) on Move-Outs (Mid-term)

A code will be added to the Move-Out transaction that will indicate to ERCOT that any CSA relationship associated with this ESI ID should be ignored.  There are three cases in which this code should be used.

· The owner of CSA could use the code to de-energize a premise (Only if the CSA REP is also the REP of Record at the time of the Move-Out effective date).

· The Current CR must use the new code concurrent with 814_24 Remove Meter Flag to avoid a re-energization if a CSA exists.

It was verified that record retention of conversations with customers that would precede the use of this flag is mandatory.   It was determined that much like other cases where it is possible for a CR to improperly use the system; it would not be possible to programmatically ‘police’ the use of this flag at ERCOT.  It will be the responsibility of the CRs to know the rules and to follow them appropriately.  

7.1.1.11   ESI ID Start/Eligibility Date (Long-Term)

The recommendation is that Texas SET makes Eligibility Date and Start Date optional in the 814_20 (create) transaction and that ERCOT defaults to a value of translation date minus 180 days if the TDSP chooses to leave the segment out of the transaction.  TDSPs should only populate the Create date to effectuate a clean-up effort that is greater than 180 days in the past.  The eligibility date should only be used for pilot projects.  The recommendation also includes ERCOT making the Start, Create, Eligibility, and End dates available on the ERCOT Portal.

RMS is being asked to direct Texas SET to make this an emergency change to version 1.5 to be implemented sometime after the implementation date of version 1.5.

Create Date – Date ESI ID is set up in Siebel at ERCOT.

Texas SET will provide the following definitions as part of the 814_20 guide:

Start Date – Date populated in the 814_20 or ERCOT translated date minus 180 days.

Eligibility Date - Date populated in the 814_20 (only used for pilots) or ERCOT translated date minus 180 days.

End Date – Date on 814_20 retire.

TDSPs will be required to submit an e-mail stating that they have met the requirement or provide an implementation date by which they intend to comply.  ERCOT will monitor the usage transactions and notify the TDSPs when the usage is failing due to a period begin date earlier that a Start date. 

7.1.2 Left-in Hot or ‘No REP of Record’  

Due to problems with getting power restored after a customer moves out of a premise, the PUCT mandated that TDSPs provide continuous service to ESI IDs where a move-out has been processed in order to avoid power restoration issues.  TDSPs in turn are tasked with tracking and submitting to ERCOT those ESI IDs which have no current CR relationship (status of de-energized in ERCOT systems) that are consuming more than 250 kWh in a month.  ERCOT will receive the submitted data (via .csv files) through their FTP site and will load the data, validate the data and return reports on the successes and failure to the market participants via their FTP boxes.  .

7.1.2.1. Process for Left in Hot or ‘No REP of Record’

Process to resolve No REP of Record ESI IDs: 

1. TDSP submits a CSV file to ERCOT.

2. ERCOT performs validation against data in Siebel/Lodestar
3. Rejections are returned to the TDSP with specific error remarks
4. Valid submissions change the ESI ID to active with the AREP.

TDSPs (Oncor, Centerpoint and TNMP) implemented the mandate using the following similar steps:  WHAT DID AEP DO?
1.
TDSP queries its system for vacant accounts with over 250kwh usage

2.
TDSP compares list against pending switches

3.
TDSP sends a list to the field to determine whether occupied or vacant.

4.
Field confirms status.

5.
TDSP creates a list to notify AREP of occupied premises. 

6.
TDSP creates CSV file and sends to ERCOT 

7.
ERCOT makes active and assigns to AREP 
Required Steps for implementation of the process:

1. ERCOT will retrieve files from Market Participant FTP boxes.

2. ERCOT validates inbound .csv file from TDSP and provides error response to TDSP for rejected files via their FTP box

3. ERCOT validates each individual .csv record prior to loading into Siebel

a. Individual .csv record validation includes:

i. The ESIID submitted is a valid ESIID in ERCOT’s system.

ii. The ESIID is de-energized

iii. The zip code is a 5-digit number and is equal to the Siebel primary or alternative zip code

iv. The TDSP listed in the transaction is the TDSP of record in ERCOT Systems

v. The CR submitted has a valid relationship with the TDSP

vi. The effective date is greater than any CR relationship end dates in Siebel 

vii. There are no pending transactions against the ESIID submitted

viii. The ESIID is NIDR for the activation date

ix. The effective date matches an existing usage start  or stop date in ERCOT’s Lodestar System 

x. ERCOT performs updates to Siebel from the valid .csv records 

xi. ERCOT provides success/failure summary and validation error report to the TDSP via their FTP box

Process Assumptions:

4. Market Participant will submit files at most once per business day

5. ERCOT will process submitted files once per business day

6. Generic process followed by the TDSP is as follows:

7. TDSP will query their system for vacant accounts with over 250kwh usage

8. TDSP will compare list against pending switches

9. TDSP will prepare list to send to TDSP meter reading group to determine whether occupied or vacant.

10. TDSP meter reading group will confirm status

11. TDSP creates list to notify AREP of occupied premises

12. TDSP will create .csv file and send to ERCOT 

13. ERCOT performs “Left-In-Hot” processing and activates and assigns these ESI IDs to CR

14. ERCOT responds to TDSP with summary and error file

15. TDSP notifies CR to cancel relationship for any .csv validation processing failures

File Naming:

TDSP Inbound 

LIH_TDSPDUNS_#TRANS_YYYYMMDDHHMISS.csv

Invalid format Outbound

LIH_TDSPDUNS_ERROR_YYYYMMDDHHMISS.csv

Invalid Log File Outbound

LIH_TDSPDUNS_ERRORLOG_YYYYMMDDHHMISS.log

Validation failed Outbound
LIH_TDSPDUNS_INVALID_YYYYMMDDHHMISS.csv

Daily Summary Outbound

LIH_TDSPDUNS_SUM_YYYYMMDDHHMISS.csv

File Layout from TDSP:


DATE_TRANS

NOT NULL DATE FORMAT (YYYYMMDD)
ESIID


NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (80)

ESIID_ZIPCODE
N OT NULL VARCHAR2 (15)

TDSPDUNS

NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (13)

EFFECTIVEDATE 
NOT NULL DATE FORMAT (YYYYMMDD)

AREPDUNS

NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (13)

Error Reporting:

01 - The ESIID submitted is a not valid ESIID in ERCOT’s system.

02 - The ESIID is not de-energized

03 - The zip code is not a matching primary or alternative 5-digit zip code 

04 - The TDSP listed in the transaction is not the TDSP of Record in ERCOT systems

05 - The CR submitted does not have a valid relationship with the TDSP

06 - The effective date is less than an existing CR relationship stop date in Siebel 

07 - There are pending transactions in Siebel

08 - The ESIID is IDR for the effective date

09 - The effective date does not match a kWh usage start or kWh usage stop record


Error File Layout back to TDSP:

DATE_TRANS

NOT NULL DATE FORMAT (YYYYMMDD)
ESIID


NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (80)

ESIID_ZIPCODE
NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (15)

TDSPDUNS

NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (13)

EFFECTIVEDATE 
NOT NULL DATE FORMAT (YYYYMMDD)

AREPDUNS

NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (13)

ERROR_CODE

CHAR (2)

ERROR_TYPE               CHAR (100)

Summary File Layout back to TDSP:

TDSPDUNS

NOT NULL VARCHAR2 (13)

SUCCESSES

INT

FAILURES

INT

TOTALS

INT
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7.1.3 Transfer to POLR Process

The following details the workaround process that began on September 24th, 2002, the effective date of the amended PUC Substantive Rule 25.43.  The Drop to POLR portion is currently still in effect.

7.1.3.1
Overview

The workaround involves the sending of a file from the REP wishing to transfer a customer, for reasons other than for non-pay, to the appropriate POLR for the TDSP territory and customer type in which the ESI ID exists. This file will be used by the POLR to send a switch transaction (814_01) to ERCOT with the customer protection waived.  This switch transaction will follow the normal processing track as detailed on the TX SET implementation guides and the ERCOT Protocols.

7.1.3.2
Workaround Commencement Timing

The workaround as detailed in this document began at 5:00 pm on September 24th.  Any 814_10s received by ERCOT after 5:00 pm on September 24th were not processed and the submitting REP will not receive any sort of rejection or notification from ERCOT.  The submitting REP may receive a 997, but the 814_10 will not be processed at ERCOT.

7.1.3.3
Format

The workaround files will be in a comma-separated values format with data elements detailed in the attached Spreadsheet.  Do not send spreadsheets.  All unused fields must be blank.  (Do not use N/A, #N/A, NULL, space, etc.)

7.1.3.4
Frequency

Workaround files from each REP to each POLR are not sent more frequently than once each business day.  On business days that a REP has no records to send, a file would not be sent nor would a notification to the POLR that they will not be receiving a file.

7.1.3.5
Transportation Protocol

All workaround files are sent using e-mail to the e-mail address provided by the POLR(s).  The POLR(s) acknowledges the receipt of the workaround file(s) by returning an e-mail to the designated e-mail address of the submitting REP.

7.1.3.6
File Naming

The File naming convention is: REPName_Date.csv (ex. GreenMountain20020925.csv or First_Choice_Power_20020925.csv). Note the .csv extension this is the valid extension for the workaround files.

7.1.3.7
Processing Timing

Workaround files received by the POLR prior to noon on a business day are processed no later than the end of the next business day unless the volume doesn’t allow for it, in which case the POLR will notify the submitting REP of the delay.  Workaround files received after noon on a business day or anytime on a non-business day are treated as if they were received on the next business day.

7.1.3.8
Off-Cycle Reads

With the process timing established (above) and the protocol timing of a waived switch, a submitting REP should allow 8 business days (counting the business day the workaround file is sent to the POLR) for files sent prior to noon on a business day and 9 business days for a file sent after noon on a business day or anytime on a non-business day at a minimum.

7.1.3.9
Handling Charges Associated with Off-Cycle Drops

When a POLR is charged a tariff by a TDSP for an off-cycle drop from another REP, the POLR and submitting REP will mutually establish a method for reconciling those charges between them.

7.1.3.10 Handling Low Income Discount Customers

How to handle LIDA participants was discussed.  Thought was given to a flag in the workaround file for customers that are enrolled in this program due to the possibility of a customer getting a bill between when the POLR acquires the customer and when the POLR gets the updated list from LIDA.  The POLRs indicated that even with the flag, they would not be able to use the low-income rates for the customer without having them on the LIDA list; therefore, it was decided that adding this field would not add any value.  POLRs and CRs will use their current process of comparing their ESI ID to the list provided by LIDA.  If the ESI ID is on the LIDA list, they provide the lower rate.

7.1.4 867_03 Contingency Plan

A contingency plan was developed in the event that CRs do not receive the ERCOT forwarded 867_03 (monthly meter read) transaction. This contingency plan does not replace the approved Protocol process where TDSPs send 867_03s to ERCOT, who forwards these on to the appropriate CR nor does it restrict agreements between market participants.

7.1.4.1 Contingency Plan Process

1. This process expects Market Participants (MPs) to take all necessary steps because time is of the essence.

2. A MP, including ERCOT, who believes the contingency plan should be invoked, should contact the RMS Chair and the designated Commission Staff. This conference call should occur within 2 hours after initiating this step.

3. MP, RMS Chair and Commission Staff will ask ERCOT staff for a status report.  Following that status report, these four will decide whether the next step is warranted. This report should be provided in one hour after it is requested.

4. The next step: ERCOT will notify and set up a conference call with the market participants. This step should be completed within two hours after the above step determines this call is required.

5. TDSPs sends the 867_03 copy files to the CRs via GISB protocol.

6. MPs and ERCOT will decide to implement the contingency plan and schedule regular follow up calls.

7. The TDSPs will continue to send original 867_03 files to ERCOT.

8. CRs will process 867_03 copies based on business needs.

9. ERCOT will conduct a conference call approximately 2 hours before the 867_03 contingency process is stopped.  At that time, MPs will determine whether the Contingency Plan will be discontinued.

10. Once it can be determined, ERCOT will notify the MPs when TDSPs can cease sending 867_03 to the CRs.

11. The contingency plan can be discontinued once MPs determine the expected “normal” process is satisfactorily functioning.


824s generated due to duplicate 867_03s will be suppressed by CRs and not sent to ERCOT, and 997s back to the TDSP will be suppressed by CRs.

7.1.5. Safety Net

The “safety net” workaround was developed because of the problem where customers are unable to move in for 7 to 14 days because the power cannot be turned on.
7.1.5.1
Safety Net Process (Short-term)

1. a) The requested date on a Move-In sent through ERCOT that is intended to match with a Safety Net Move-In previously sent to the TDSP must have the same requested date as the Safety Net Move-In. 

1.b) CRs should send Safety Net Move-Ins one day prior to the requested date on the Safety Net Move-In and only after validating against one of the ERCOT reports or one of the TDSP reports to avoid duplication with a previously submitted 814_16 through ERCOT. 

7.2
Market Synchronization Processes  

In order to ensure that market systems at ERCOT are in synch with market participant market systems, ERCOT created the ESI ID Service History and Usage Data Extract.    This data extract provides transparency to market participants for ESI ID level data that ERCOT utilizes in market settlement and provides market participants with the data needed to develop shadow settlement systems.  This extract will also expedite resolution of ESI ID level data variances between ERCOT and market participant systems.  Competitive retailers, Non Opt-in Entities, and TDSPs will receive these extracts from ERCOT on daily basis.  For information on the ESI ID Service History and Usage Data Extract go to:

http://fastrak.ercot.com/fastrak.asp?M=FasTrakProcedures and select ERCOT ESI ID Extract User Guide.

Once a market participant has determined that there is a variance between the data extract provided by ERCOT and the market participant’s system, market participant may submit a variance resolution request to the ERCOT FasTrak System.  This system is the primary tool used by market participants to communicate variances to ERCOT.  For more information on the FasTrak System and submitting variances, please go to:  

http://fastrak.ercot.com and 

1. Select FasTrak-ERCOT Production Issue Resolution System

2. Select FasTrak and ERCOT Documents

3. Locate Pending Documents for Review (Not Released)

4. Select ERCOT Market Data Extract Variances User Manual Version 2.1

8.0 NON-ERCOT Entities




In the Texas Market Place, there are TDSPs (such as Entergy Gulf States, SWEPCO, etc.) which are categorized as "Non-ERCOT Entities".  These TDSPs are required to comply with rules and regulations as they apply state-wide to the retail electric market and associated transactions (such as Customer Registration, SET, etc.) regardless of power region.  However, TDSPs designated "Non-ERCOT Entities" do not adhere to the ERCOT Wholesale Protocols nor do they participate in the ERCOT Wholesale Settlements since they are physically located in power regions other than the ERCOT Region.  These TDSPs will participate in the Wholesale Markets via associated market protocols for the specific reliability council in which they are located.

ERCOT Protocols that are applicable state-wide to the retail electric market include primarily Section 15: Customer Registration and Section 19: Standard Electronic Transactions, with certain exceptions.  Other retail market protocols, such as Metering, Load Profiling, and Data Aggregation, while similar to ERCOT Protocols, are developed specific to the TDSP's power region and thus may differ from the ERCOT Protocols.

Specific examples of differences in the retail market protocols include:

Non-ERCOT TDSPs are not bound to the ERCOT TDSP requirement of reporting IDR Usage in 15 minute intervals and may report in other than 15 minute intervals.

Non-ERCOT TDSPs transmit the "Interval Usage Summary Across Meters" (SET 867_03) only when reporting Master Meter netted interval usage.  ERCOT TDSPs must always transmit this information regardless of whether the meter is a Master Meter.

Non-ERCOT TDSPs are not required to send IDR data in "whole days".

ERCOT does not validate or load consumption data for Non-ERCOT TDSPs.

ERCOT does not store Non-ERCOT Usage Information.  They just pass this information on to the respective CR.

There is no usage confirmation for the 814_20 Maintenance transaction for Non-ERCOT Region ESI-IDs.

It is recommended that a Market Participant contact the respective Non-ERCOT TDSP to get more specifics related to that Non-ERCOT TDSPs territory. 

9.0 Municipals and Cooperatives


9.1
Municipal and/or Cooperative TDSP Market (MC/TDSP)

In the Texas Market Place, there are TDSPs (such as Nueces, San Patricio, etc.) which are categorized as “Municipal and/or Cooperative Entities (MC/TDSP)”.  There are differences between the MC/TDSP market and the IOU TDSP market (both ERCOT and Non-ERCOT).  These differences can be found in review of the respective Terms and Conditions documents.

Some areas of differences between the IOU TDSP market and the MC/TDSP market:

BILLING

Billing may be consolidated billing or separate billing (based on customer choice) in a MC/TDSP territory versus consolidated billing only by the CR in an IOU TDSP territory.  Please note, the MC/TDSP could choose to delegate the consolidated billing to the CR or contract with a third party. There are other billing and remittance differences as specified in the terms and conditions of each MC/TDSP (such as the number of days that the billing party has to remit payments to the non-billing party)

OUTAGE REPORTING

Differences in who the customer calls to report an outage or make a

service request.  Compare section 4.10 in the MC/TDSP Terms and

Conditions to section 4.11 in the IOU terms and conditions

CUSTOMER PROTECTION

In an IOU TDSP territory, the PUCT customer protection rules apply.

However, in a MC/TDSP territory, the specific MC/TDSP utility service rules apply which in many cases are different from the PUC customer protection rules such as the due date of the bill.

Texas SET

The market added two new Texas SET transactions (810_03 MC/TDSP Invoice; 820_03 MC/TDSP Remittance) and made some modifications to others (i.e., added Customer Billing Information to SET 814_01, 814_16, 814_03, 814_PC, etc.) to support the MC/TDSP market.

It is recommended that a Market Participant contact the respective MC/TDSP to get more specifics related to that MC/TDSPs territory.

9.2
Municipals and Co-Ops Tariff Requirements 

PUCT Substantive Rule 25, Appendix V, applies to the Access Tariff of a Municipally Owned Utility or Electric Cooperative.  For information, go to:  http://www.puc.state.tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.appV.pdf

10.0
Appendix

2001 RMS Decision Matrix
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Sheet1

		Area		Topic		Decision		Areas of Concern		Comments		Change Control Number		Date

		Credit Balances		Time frame for refund		What is standard TDSP practice/GAAP?  TDSPs report their current practice/plan for this to JRH by 5/17.								5/10/01

		Critical Care		Who, what, and where does the reporting required by 25.474.i  get accomplished.		This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.				Recommendation needs RMS approval to move forward.				2/13/00

		Critical Care		A customer has been dropped to POLR and the POLR does not contact the Customer to determine if they are a special needs customer.		Drop to POLR (814-10) transaction contains the Special Needs information to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information on to POLR in POLR Enrollment Request (814-14).				Since the POLR rep will not actually talk to the customer when they are dropped to POLR, the dropping REP must provide the flag on the dropping transaction.  The "YES" "NO" flag is already in the transaction.				2/14/00

		Critical Care		CR and TDSP are responsible for understanding the industrial customer’s process.		The CR communicates the “special needs flag*” using the switch and move-in transactions followed by the 814_PC/PD transactions.  There is no standard qualification for this process and no standard re-qualification for this process. The parties should work out details by contract or agreement.		A definition of an "industrial" customer so that special needs consideration can be implemented fairly.  

We need to ensure that ERCOT can support the "special Needs" flag		The process is that the flag would be sent on the enrollment and switch and the PC transaction will need to provide the Contact Information to the TDSP.				6/25/01

		Critical Care		CRs cannot transfer customer information from REP to REP.		The problem involved in transferring records from REP to REP could be minimized if:
1) the customer is advised to keep a copy of the form; or
2)  the customer could contact their previous retailer and request a copy of the special need form.		When Customer switches CRs they must go through the re-qualification process.		Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Critical Care		Full choice customers will be switching in Jan during their meter read cycle.  Those that do not switch are moved to the affiliate.  How does the affiliate find out about Special Needs customer?		At Market Opening the TDSP will forward to the CR of Record all special needs designation for industrial and residential customers.  If TDSPs currently identify Public customers, they will pass the information.  Other TDSPs will attempt to identify Public customers by Market Opening.  Renewal for residential customers will begin January 2, 2003.				On the initial switch all CRs will be treated equally.  The TDSP will provide the information to all CRs on 1/1/2002 .  The TDSP may send a spreadsheet detailing the special needs customer directly to the CRs.  Paperwork may follow if requested and if it exists.				6/25/01

		Critical Care		Service to customers for which electric service is considered crucial for the protection and maintenance of public safety pursuant to 25.52 and 25.5, examples including but not limited to hospitals, police stations, fire stations, critical water and wastewater facilities, etc. Identification made by customer upon application of service by CR		The CR communicates the “special needs flag*” via process described using the switch and move-in transactions followed by the 814_PC/PD transactions.		Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.		The process is that the flag would be sent on the enrolment and switch and the PC transaction will need to provide the Contact Information to the TDSP.  We need to ensure that ERCOT can support the "special Needs" flag				6/25/01

		Critical Care		Critical Care form		The group stalled trying to develop the form.  It was agreed that the CRs will meet separately to develop the form and a few other issues. Form would be developed by only one segment of the market because of the perceived lack of clarity in the rules. CRS can develop the form and present to the Chairperson of RMS before taking action.				This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.				6/25/01

		Critical Care		Critical Care/ Life Support Minutes
Individual Customers		Individual Customers - A customer has a dangerous or life threatening condition if they require electricity in order to operate life support equipment.  This customer has no alternate supply of electricity and in the event of a suspension of service transportation to an alternate location in order to sustain life would be very difficult.  Qualification for this category must be provided in writing by an attending physician.

The process assumes that the CRs will qualify and maintain the customer list for customer care per the current T&C rules.

Assumptions: 
§ CR is responsible for qualifying and maintaining life support
§ Special needs, dangerous life threatening condition, and critical care customers are assumed to mean individual customers qualified under the form below.
§ Customer has duty to initiate request for special needs consideration.

Process - Individual (Residential) Customers:
1) CR receives notification from customer of potential “Special Needs” status (phone call, e-mail, letter, etc.). Note:  If the TDSP receives the notification, the customer should be referred to the appropriate CR
2) CR provides necessary application forms. 
3) CR receives documentation from customer and if criteria are met, notifies TDSP with 814_PC transaction.
4) TDSP returns the 814_PD transaction.
5) CR renews the status of the “special need” customer annually and provides the Registration Agent with a report.		· This is a Pilot solution ONLY and must be resolved prior to Market open, as it is inconsistent with approved Terms & Conditions and Consumer Protection Rules.
· Customers should not be qualified twice (by CR and TDSP)
· Questions for Market Open
  · How do customers in Pilot qualify for life support status?  
  · Who Identifies Customers, how are they identified
  · Who Qualifies Customers, how are they qualified
  ·  There needs to be an ERCOT wide standard definition and minimum qualifying process
  · There was a request (no consensus obtained) for each TDSP to submit present qualifying criteria to evaluate similarities.

§ If the T&C rules are changed and TDSPs perform this function, the following process does not apply and must be revisited. Some MPs feel that the solution for the critical care issues is to reopen Terms and Conditions and/or Customer Protection and modify the rules.  CRs feel that TDSP should qualify and maintain the customer list for critical care and TDSPs feel that CRs should perform this function.

Concern for Residential only:  CRs are not inclined to do any verification of the information on the form because they are not required, which Reliant TDSP is concerned may lead to larger numbers of customers qualifying for “special needs” status.  This leads to diminution of service for special needs customers.

§ Once the customer is qualified as special needs, the TDSP will follow the processes outlined in their Emergency Response Plan (ERP) and duties under the T&C for customers with dangerous and life threatening conditions.

§ The field labeled Life Support Indicator on current TX SET transactions must be renamed to “Special Needs Flag” 

§ The special needs flag must be marked as Required on ALL TX SET transactions. To make TDSP and CR aware that a customer has been identified as a special needs customer and all the rules that apply to that designation are implemented.

§ If the Special Needs Flag.on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days  if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.		Special Needs:  public, industrial, residential, none
This is all the TDSPs need to carry out their duties.

Public, Industrial Requirements
o Special Needs Flag to say Public, Industrial
o Contact name
o Contact phone number

Residential Requirements
o Special Needs Flag to say Residential
o Contact name
o Contact phone number
o Alternate Contact-optional
o Alternate Phone Number-optional

Any subsequent communication between the TDSP and the Customer will not be used to qualify or disqualify the customer.

**************************
TX SET Instructions – High Priority:
Special needs Customer:  Yes or No
If yes, Provide Category of Special Needs
o Public
o Industrial
o Residential Critical Care
o Residential Special Needs
And the additional requirements outlined above (contact name, phone number, and optional: alternate contact, alternate contact phone number, as appropriate).

The special needs flag must be marked as Required on ALL TX SET transactions where it currently exists

Requires TX SET Change Control
************************
§ Issue:  If the Special Needs Flag on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.
Resolution:  No electronic notification is required by the TDSP if the TDSP special needs indicator is different than the CR special needs indicator on a switch.  The CR notification governs.  If a TDSP finds a condition in the field that indicates a special needs situation may exist, the TDSP may phone the CR to notify them of this situation.  We will not modify the 814_20 because this transaction goes from the TDSP to the CR.  The information should go with the customer, not the premise.

Issue:  A customer has been dropped to POLR and the POLR does not contact the Customer to determine if the is a special needs customer.
Resolution:  Drop to POLR (814-10) transaction contains the Special Needs information to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information on to POLR in POLR Enrollment Request (814-14).  

Issue:  Full choice customers will be switching in Jan during their meter read cycle.  Those that do not switch are moved to the affiliate.  How does the affiliate find out about Special Needs customer?  
Resolution:  At Market Opening the TDSP will forward to the CR of Record all special needs designation for industrial and residential customers.  If TDSPs currently identify Public customers, they will pass the information.  Other TDSPs will attempt to identify Public customers by Market Opening.  Renewal for residential customers will begin January 2, 2003.

Issue:  As customer switches from CR to CR, the transfer of documentation process must be worked out between CRs.  This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.
Resolution:  Aundrea will schedule the CR meeting .

Issue:  How does the CR notify the TDSP about a change to special needs status after enrollment.  
Note:  The 814 enrollment does not carry the customer contact information.  The customer would be designated as a special needs customer.  This designation must be followed up by an 814_PC to provide contact information.  CRs must follow up the enrollment with an 814_PC to provide contact information if the customer was designated as a special needs customer on the enrollment.
Resolution:  
The 814_PC/814_PD transactions will continue to be point to point between the TDSP and CR and will be used to notify the TDSP of a change to special needs status after enrollment.  

Issue:  How do you designate the special needs status and contact information during initial enrollment?
Resolution:  The switch and move-in transactions will carry the special needs indicator.  These transactions will be followed with an 814_PC/814_PD to update the customer information.

ISSUE:  Who, what, and where does the reporting required by 25.474.i  get accomplished.
Resolution:  Aundrea will address in the CR meting.				5/7/2001
6/6/2001
6/13/2001

		Critical Care		Critical Care/ Life Support Minutes
Industrial Customers		Industrial Customers - A critical load industrial customer is one for whom an interruption or suspension of service will create a dangerous or life-threatening condition on the retail customer’s premises.. Ex. chemical plants, refineries, etc
Consensus: A “straw-vote was taken of the Market Participants that were present and consensus was obtained on the following issues”
Industrial Customers with special needs (Examples: Dow Chemical, Oxy, etc.)

§ CR and TDSP are responsible for understanding the industrial customer’s process.  The CR communicates the “special needs flag*” via the 814_PC. 
§ The TDSP responds with the 814_PD. 
Note:  There is no standard qualification for this process and no standard re-qualification for this process.
Recommendation:  The parties should work out details by contract or agreement.		· This is a Pilot solution ONLY and must be resolved prior to Market open, as it is inconsistent with approved Terms & Conditions and Consumer Protection Rules.
· Customers should not be qualified twice (by CR and TDSP)
· Questions for Market Open
· How do customers in Pilot qualify for life support status?  
· Who Identifies Customers, how are they identified
· Who Qualifies Customers, how are they qualified
·  There needs to be an ERCOT wide standard definition and minimum qualifying process
· There was a request (no consensus obtained) for each TDSP to submit present qualifying criteria to evaluate similarities.

§ If the T&C rules are changed and TDSPs perform this function, the following process does not apply and must be revisited. Some MPs feel that the solution for the critical care issues is to reopen Terms and Conditions and/or Customer Protection and modify the rules.  CRs feel that TDSP should qualify and maintain the customer list for critical care and TDSPs feel that CRs should perform this function.

Concern for Residential only:  CRs are not inclined to do any verification of the information on the form because they are not required, which Reliant TDSP is concerned may lead to larger numbers of customers qualifying for “special needs” status.  This leads to diminution of service for special needs customers.

§ Once the customer is qualified as special needs, the TDSP will follow the processes outlined in their Emergency Response Plan (ERP) and duties under the T&C for customers with dangerous and life threatening conditions.

§ The field labeled Life Support Indicator on current TX SET transactions must be renamed to “Special Needs Flag” 

§ The special needs flag must be marked as Required on ALL TX SET transactions.

§ If the Special Needs Flag.on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days  if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.

§ The 814_20 must be modified to add the Special Needs Flag.		Special Needs:  public, industrial, residential, none
This is all the TDSPs need to carry out their duties.

Public, Industrial Requirements
o Special Needs Flag to say Public, Industrial
o Contact name
o Contact phone number

Residential Requirements
o Special Needs Flag to say Residential
o Contact name
o Contact phone number
o Alternate Contact-optional
o Alternate Phone Number-optional

Any subsequent communication between the TDSP and the Customer will not be used to qualify or disqualify the customer.

**************************
TX SET Instructions – High Priority:
Special needs Customer:  Yes or No
If yes, Provide Category of Special Needs
o Public
o Industrial
o Residential Critical Care
o Residential Special Needs
And the additional requirements outlined above (contact name, phone number, and optional: alternate contact, alternate contact phone number, as appropriate).

The special needs flag must be marked as Required on ALL TX SET transactions where it currently exists

Requires TX SET Change Control
************************
§ Issue:  If the Special Needs Flag on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.
Resolution:  No electronic notification is required by the TDSP if the TDSP special needs indicator is different than the CR special needs indicator on a switch.  The CR notification governs.  If a TDSP finds a condition in the field that indicates a special needs situation may exist, the TDSP may phone the CR to notify them of this situation.  We will not modify the 814_20 because this transaction goes from the TDSP to the CR.  The information should go with the customer, not the premise.

Issue:  A customer has been dropped to POLR and the POLR does not contact the Customer to determine if the is a special needs customer.
Resolution:  Drop to POLR (814-10) transaction contains the Special Needs information to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information on to POLR in POLR Enrollment Request (814-14).  

Issue:  Full choice customers will be switching in Jan during their meter read cycle.  Those that do not switch are moved to the affiliate.  How does the affiliate find out about Special Needs customer?  
Resolution:  At Market Opening the TDSP will forward to the CR of Record all special needs designation for industrial and residential customers.  If TDSPs currently identify Public customers, they will pass the information.  Other TDSPs will attempt to identify Public customers by Market Opening.  Renewal for residential customers will begin January 2, 2003.

Issue:  As customer switches from CR to CR, the transfer of documentation process must be worked out between CRs.  This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.
Resolution:  Aundrea will schedule the CR meeting .

Issue:  How does the CR notify the TDSP about a change to special needs status after enrollment.  
Note:  The 814 enrollment does not carry the customer contact information.  The customer would be designated as a special needs customer.  This designation must be followed up by an 814_PC to provide contact information.  CRs must follow up the enrollment with an 814_PC to provide contact information if the customer was designated as a special needs customer on the enrollment.
Resolution:  
The 814_PC/814_PD transactions will continue to be point to point between the TDSP and CR and will be used to notify the TDSP of a change to special needs status after enrollment.  

Issue:  How do you designate the special needs status and contact information during initial enrollment?
Resolution:  The switch and move-in transactions will carry the special needs indicator.  These transactions will be followed with an 814_PC/814_PD to update the customer information.

ISSUE:  Who, what, and where does the reporting required by 25.474.i  get accomplished.
Resolution:  Aundrea will address in the CR meting.				5/7/2001
6/6/2001
6/13/2001

		Critical Care		Critical Care/ Life Support Minutes
Institutional Customers		Institutional Customers – Public safety, sewer, water, hospitals, health care facilities, etc.
Definition 
Service to customers for which electric service is considered crucial for the protection and maintenance of public safety. 
B.   Example
Examples including but not limited to hospitals, police stations, fire stations, critical water and wastewater facilities, etc.
C. Process
· Identification made upon application of service by CR 
· CR must notify TDSP if the facility is a special needs customer via the 814_PC
· TDSP must respond via the 814-PD		· This is a Pilot solution ONLY and must be resolved prior to Market open, as it is inconsistent with approved Terms & Conditions and Consumer Protection Rules.
· Customers should not be qualified twice (by CR and TDSP)
· Questions for Market Open
· How do customers in Pilot qualify for life support status?  
· Who Identifies Customers, how are they identified
· Who Qualifies Customers, how are they qualified
·  There needs to be an ERCOT wide standard definition and minimum qualifying process
· There was a request (no consensus obtained) for each TDSP to submit present qualifying criteria to evaluate similarities.

§ If the T&C rules are changed and TDSPs perform this function, the following process does not apply and must be revisited. Some MPs feel that the solution for the critical care issues is to reopen Terms and Conditions and/or Customer Protection and modify the rules.  CRs feel that TDSP should qualify and maintain the customer list for critical care and TDSPs feel that CRs should perform this function.

Concern for Residential only:  CRs are not inclined to do any verification of the information on the form because they are not required, which Reliant TDSP is concerned may lead to larger numbers of customers qualifying for “special needs” status.  This leads to diminution of service for special needs customers.

§ Once the customer is qualified as special needs, the TDSP will follow the processes outlined in their Emergency Response Plan (ERP) and duties under the T&C for customers with dangerous and life threatening conditions.

§ The field labeled Life Support Indicator on current TX SET transactions must be renamed to “Special Needs Flag” 

§ The special needs flag must be marked as Required on ALL TX SET transactions.

§ If the Special Needs Flag.on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days  if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.

§ The 814_20 must be modified to add the Special Needs Flag.		§ The field labeled Life Support Indicator on current TX SET transactions must be renamed to “Special Needs Flag”.  

Use of flag:  To make TDSP and CR aware that a customer has been identified as a special needs customer and all the rules that apply to that designation are implemented.

Special Needs:  public, industrial, residential, none
This is all the TDSPs need to carry out their duties.

Public, Industrial Requirements
o Special Needs Flag to say Public, Industrial
o Contact name
o Contact phone number

Residential Requirements
o Special Needs Flag to say Residential
o Contact name
o Contact phone number
o Alternate Contact-optional
o Alternate Phone Number-optional

Any subsequent communication between the TDSP and the Customer will not be used to qualify or disqualify the customer.

**************************
TX SET Instructions – High Priority:
Special needs Customer:  Yes or No
If yes, Provide Category of Special Needs
o Public
o Industrial
o Residential Critical Care
o Residential Special Needs
And the additional requirements outlined above (contact name, phone number, and optional: alternate contact, alternate contact phone number, as appropriate).

The special needs flag must be marked as Required on ALL TX SET transactions where it currently exists

Requires TX SET Change Control
************************
§ Issue:  If the Special Needs Flag on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.
Resolution:  No electronic notification is required by the TDSP if the TDSP special needs indicator is different than the CR special needs indicator on a switch.  The CR notification governs.  If a TDSP finds a condition in the field that indicates a special needs situation may exist, the TDSP may phone the CR to notify them of this situation.  We will not modify the 814_20 because this transaction goes from the TDSP to the CR.  The information should go with the customer, not the premise.

Issue:  A customer has been dropped to POLR and the POLR does not contact the Customer to determine if the is a special needs customer.
Resolution:  Drop to POLR (814-10) transaction contains the Special Needs information to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information on to POLR in POLR Enrollment Request (814-14).  

Issue:  Full choice customers will be switching in Jan during their meter read cycle.  Those that do not switch are moved to the affiliate.  How does the affiliate find out about Special Needs customer?  
Resolution:  At Market Opening the TDSP will forward to the CR of Record all special needs designation for industrial and residential customers.  If TDSPs currently identify Public customers, they will pass the information.  Other TDSPs will attempt to identify Public customers by Market Opening.  Renewal for residential customers will begin January 2, 2003.

Issue:  As customer switches from CR to CR, the transfer of documentation process must be worked out between CRs.  This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.
Resolution:  Aundrea will schedule the CR meeting .

Issue:  How does the CR notify the TDSP about a change to special needs status after enrollment.  
Note:  The 814 enrollment does not carry the customer contact information.  The customer would be designated as a special needs customer.  This designation must be followed up by an 814_PC to provide contact information.  CRs must follow up the enrollment with an 814_PC to provide contact information if the customer was designated as a special needs customer on the enrollment.
Resolution:  
The 814_PC/814_PD transactions will continue to be point to point between the TDSP and CR and will be used to notify the TDSP of a change to special needs status after enrollment.  

Issue:  How do you designate the special needs status and contact information during initial enrollment?
Resolution:  The switch and move-in transactions will carry the special needs indicator.  These transactions will be followed with an 814_PC/814_PD to update the customer information.

ISSUE:  Who, what, and where does the reporting required by 25.474.i  get accomplished.
Resolution:  Aundrea will address in the CR meting.				5/7/2001
6/6/2001
6/13/2001

		Critical Care/ Special Needs		Modify TX SET transactions to accommodate data fields required by TDSPs to identify critical care or special needs customers.		Special needs Customer:  Yes or No
If yes, Provide Category of Special Needs
o Public
o Industrial
o Residential Critical Care
o Residential Special Needs
And the additional requirements outlined above (contact name, phone number, and optional: alternate contact, alternate contact phone number, as appropriate

Modified to contain only one residential class combining special needs and critical care.		Option:  The 814-PC can be modified to add the "sepcial needs designator" and then send that designator along with the Customer contact information after the the flag that is sent in the enrolment and switch transactions.   ERCOT will check to see how they currently use the flag.  

Option:  The 814 enrollments and swtiches could be modified from the present values of "Y" or "N"  to a code describing the type of special needs customer.  

Option:  The flag could be changed to a value of  R, P, I, N  to indicate both the type of special needs designation (R,P,I) or "N"one.    "N" would mean they are not special needs customer.  If the "Y" or "N" flag is to continue to exist in the special needs indicator, the code "I", "investigating" will be changed to "not used" in the gray box for the special needs indicator.		Workarounds are impractical on this topic and market open could be threatened.				6/25/01

		Customer Information Transaction		PC/PD- when does CR send?  All 867-04?  Only move-ins or change of information?		CR sends the 814-PC only on move-in or change of key info;  After 867-04 is received for the move-in by CR (or after CR receives info change), within 2 business days.  TDSP responds with 814-PD within 2 business days.
Manual work-around for Pilot:  Hold info until PC/PD transactions are ready.				PC/PD will be tested in mid-July (flight 3).				5/10/01

		Customer Information Transaction		SSN/Drivers License fields on PC/PD - recommend that these fields remain optional.		PC/PD should be finalized and approved.				Future replacement for PC/PD:  No resolution today. 
RMS should recommend a permanent project manager be appointed to coordinate retail processes.				5/10/01

		Data Aggregation		“Productionize” the CSV Files		In order to facilitate MRE’s quick resolution of failed usage transactions, ERCOT will refine its processes, which validate and import usage data, to further analyze the reason for each failed 867_03 transaction and build a new process to provide more information (both summary and detail) to each of the Market Participants sending usage data to ERCOT.  These changes will help expedite ERCOT’s acquisition and processing of correct usage data.  

Proposed solution that a “Daily 867_03 Import CSV File” to each MRE/TDSP will be produced and discussed requirements and assumptions for this file.		Currently, before ERCOT’s Data Aggregation system accepts transactions, validation for compliance with ERCOT Protocols occurs and for each failed 867_03 transaction, an 824_02 EDI file is generated and returned to the Market Participant for import failure notification. During production, however, it has been determined that the ERCOT Protocols defined process for error reporting to MRE, on its own, does not provide adequate information, hence causing process bottlenecks at the point of Market Participants’ trying to analyze each failed transaction and a way to correct it.						11/28/01

		Delivery Service Notification		Coordination of Suspension of Delivery Service (changed from Planned Outages)		For Choice, TDSP coordinate with the customer and REP regarding the planning of the outage.  Clearance coordination will be a triangular responsibility of the TDSP, REP and Customer.
All Others Recommendation:  TDSP will maintain the current level of coordination with retail customers that they have today.				Large Industrial as defined by the TDSP (small numbers of large customer)				6/5/01

		Metering		Additional unmetered service device codes		Add additional unmetered service device codes in Version 1.4 to support Retail Open Market (ROA) in order to provide more information to the market.		This change control was approved by all MPs on 22 February 2001 for inclusion when the next version was released.  The next version released was Version 1.3.  For some reason, this approved change control was not incorporated when Version 1.3 was released.  Therefore, MPs have had to create manual/costly workarounds for this during Pilot.  For Pilot, this poses a small problem due to the small number of end use customers.  However, for ROA, the number increases substantially and inaccuracies are going to be the norm. This change control was also discussed at RMS and is issue number 62 on the RMS Priority Worksheet.  All MPs voted this as Priority 1 to be included for Version 1.4 in support of ROA.This would seem to be a pretty easy update to the SET transactions.  It is our understanding that ERCOT does not store this information.  ERCOT would need to update a cross reference table and do some remapping.  The cost and impact to ERCOT and others is minimal.Therefore, it is imperative that this be included in Version 1.4 for ROA.				2001-047		2/22/01

		Metering		Clarification on reporting demand for interval meters in the 867 guidelines		For Pilot:
All TDSPs will not send demand for interval data; implementation guides need to reflect this.  An emergency change control will be submitted by the Technical Architect to mark demand for interval data as not used for Pilot..

For Choice:
TX SET will remove codes for “demand” from the TX SET Implementation Guidelines for interval data.								5/9/01

		Metering		Is there one place in the 867’s for billable quantity to be found?		For Pilot:
· Non-Interval and Unmetered:  All TDSPs will provide the PTD*SU loop for non-interval and unmetered net usage.
· Interval:  The new net usage interval loop will not be available for Pilot.
For Choice:
· Non-Interval and Unmetered:  All TDSPs will provide the PTD*SU loop for non-interval and unmetered net usage.
· Interval:  The new net usage interval loop will be provided for Choice.								5/9/01

		Metering		Reporting of Historical usage (867_02)
Data for historical usage for interval data was coming in 3 ways:
1) Reading period may not match bill period (meter read twice in one month, not on cycle read date)
2) Reading period reflects actual meter period (i.e. cycle data is sent month by month according to the cycle read date)
3) The entire year is sent in one PTD*PM Loop.		All TDSPs agreed to send historical interval data on a monthly cycle basis as outlined in approach 2) above.  Entergy indicated that their PTDs for historical usage are currently triggered by a read date – which may not be the same as the cycle date.  It is possible for Entergy to send 2 or more PTD Loops for on cycle period. It was estimated that this did not occur on the majority of their accounts.  They agreed to work to providing one PTD per cycle in the future.								5/9/01

		Metering		RMS Metering Workshop determined that a new loop is required to provide net interval usage at the ESI ID level.		This new net usage loop applies only to interval meters and the data elements for this new loop are defined below. (Non-interval loop PTD~SU already addresses net usage).The changes are requested to meet the business needs defined by RMS.
 
Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 
1. Add PTD~IA – 867_02 and 867_03

New loop must contain the following data elements
· 
· Date range
· Net billable consumption
· Meter role = ignore
· Meter type (unit of measure; kWh/kVArh only)
· PTD Flag to indicate that this is the net usage loop.

The new loop will not repeat the listing of following data elements as they are already   provided in the BO loop (IDR), PL Loop (non-IDR), PM Loop (IDR):
· Transformer loss (included in usage, but factor communicated so it can be backed out at CR discretion)
· Power factor
· Meter number
· Meter reads						2001		5/12/01

		Metering		RMS Metering Workshop determined that net usage in the PTD~SU Loop will always be sent for Subtractive/Additive Meter usage on separate ESI IDS from the Master Meter.  In addition, it was determined that the Meter Number must be sent when providing additive/subtractive usage on a meter (tampering, etc.).		1. ADD Gray Box language in PTD~SU:
This loop is required for ERCOT TDSPs and Non-ERCOT TDSPs to provide net usage for non-interval and unmetered usage.

For Additive/Subtractive Metering and Missing or Abundance of Consumption:
When the PTD~PL element PTD06 equals a valid value, ERCOT and NON-ERCOT TDSPs report the net usage is in this Loop..

2. Change Gray Box language in REF~MT from:
This segment is sent primarily to indicate the type of usage that is reported in this PTD loop.
To:
This segment is sent to indicate the type of usage that is reported in this PTD loop.

3. Change Gray Box in the QTY
Note: The billable quantity is the total measured consumption for the billable period including all billable adjustments applicable, e.g., transformer loss factor and the meter multiplier.  For unmetered services QTY02 value is the billable quantity as well.  There is no PTD04=ZY adjusted consumption in this loop because it has already been netted out.  Billable quantity in the 867_03 may not match the invoiced quantity in the 810_02 because of TDSP tariff adjustments to the 810_02 data

To:

Note: The billable quantity is the total measured consumption for the billable period including all billable adjustments applicable, e.g., transformer loss factor and the meter multiplier.  The consumption in this loop has already been netted.  Billable quantity in the 867_03 may not match the invoiced quantity in the 810_02 because of TDSP tariff adjustments to the 810_02 data .						2001		5/12/01

		Metering		RMS Metering Workshop determined that the PTD~PP Loop in the 867_03 will  be sent by Non-ERCOT TDSPs to provide net interval usage when the Master Meter is on one ESI ID and the additive and/or subtractive meters are on ESI IDs that are different than the master Meter.   Non-ERCOT TDSPs must not use the Power Region of “ERCOT”.  The 867_02 must be modified to add the PTD~PP to be sent in this situation only.		1. In PTD~PP, Change designation to DEP. (dependent)
Change language in the PTD~PP Gray box  from:  This loop is required for  ERCOT Participants only. to: This loop is always required for  ERCOT TDSPs.  Non-ERCOT TDPS will send this loop only when reporting Master Meter netted interval usage

2. Add Gray Box to PTD~PP
ERCOT TDSPs must report 15-minute intervals in the PTD~PP.  Non-ERCOT TDSPs are not bound by this requirement and may report in other interval increments.
For Additive and Subtractive Metering Only:
Non-ERCOT TDSPs must only transmit this loop to provide netted interval usage for Master Meters.  ERCOT TDSPs always transmit this loop with netted interval usage regardless of whether the meter is a Master Meter.  In order to provide an easy method for flagging the necessity to pick up netted intervals in the PTD~PP loop, an indicator is sent in the PTD~BO.  If the PTD06 in the PTD~BO is equal to “AI” or “AO” the receiver knows that netted interval usage is provided in the PTD~PP. 

Missing or Abundance of Consumption:
Not reported for Interval Meters. 

ERCOT uses this loop for settlement purposes.  ERCOT TDSPs provide the value of “ERCOT” in the Power Region in the REF~SR in the Header.  ERCOT uses the Power Region designation to determine if the data in the PTD~PP is intended to be loaded into their system for settlement.   Non-ERCOT TDSPs must choose the appropriate Power Region (not “ERCOT”) so that settlement is not affected.

3. Change Gray Box in REF~MT from:  This segment is sent primarily to indicate the type of usage that is reported in this PTD loop.   To:  This segment is sent to indicate the type of usage that is reported in this PTD loop



4. Change QTY Gray Box from:

Note: the billable quantity is the total measured consumption for the billable period including all billable adjustments applicable, e.g., transformer loss factor and the meter multiplier.  There is no PTD04=ZY adjusted consumption in this loop because it has already been netted out.  Billable quantity in the 867_03 may not match the invoiced quantity in the 810_02 because of TDSP tariff adjustments to the 810_02 data.

To:

Note: the billable quantity is the total measured consumption for the billable period including all billable adjustments applicable, e.g., transformer loss factor and the meter multiplier.  The consumption in this loop has already been netted.  Billable quantity in the 867_03 may not match the invoiced quantity in the 810_02 because of TDSP tariff adjustments to the 810_02 data.

PTD~PP 867_02
5. Add PTD~PP loop (after modification above have been made) to 867_02.
a. Modify the GRAY BOX in the PTD~PP so that it is appropriate for the 867_02.  New language must be:

For Additive and Subtractive Metering Only:
ERCOT and Non-ERCOT TDSPs must only transmit this loop to provide netted interval usage for Master Meters.  In order to provide an easy method for flagging the necessity to pick up netted intervals in the PTD~PP loop, an indicator is sent in the PTD~BO.  If the PTD06 in the PTD~BO is equal to “AI” or “AO” the receiver knows that netted interval usage is provided in the PTD~PP.  

ERCOT does not process this loop in the 867_02.						2001		5/12/01

		Metering		RMS Metering Workshop determined that the readings in the PTD~BO Loop will not be sent for Subtractive/Additive Meter usage on separate ESI IDS from the Master Meter.  In addition, it was determined that the Meter Number must be sent when providing additive/subtractive usage on a meter (tampering, etc.).		1. Add language to PTD~BO Loop:
For Additive/Subtractive Metering Only:
This loop is also used to for Additive/Subtractive Metering when the Master Meter is on one ESI ID and the additive and/or subtractive meters are on ESI IDs that are different than the master Meter.   All additive usage is summed.  All subtractive usage is summed.  It is possible to receive two additive/subtractive loops – one with summed additive usage and one with summed subtractive usage  When reporting usage for the additive/Master and/or subtractive/Master usage, the meter number is not provided in the PTD04 and PTD05.  The type of Master/Subtractive and/or Master/ Additive usage must be provided in the PTD06 by using code “AI” or code “AO”.   ERCOT and NON-ERCOT TDSPs provide for the Master/Subtractive or Master/Additive net intervals in the PTD~PP when the PTD~BO element  PTD06  equals   “AI” or “AO”.   No netted usage is reported in this Loop.

Missing or Abundance of Consumption:
Not reported for Interval Meters. 
2. Add examples to PTD~BO Gray Box:
PTD~BO~~~~~AI (used to report Additive/Master metering usage)
PTD~BO~~~~~AO (used to report Subtractive/Master metering usage)
3. Change “Must Use” to Dep on the PTD04 and PTD05
4. Add to Gray Box on PTD04 and PTD05:  Not used if the PTD06 = “AO” or “AI”.
5. Remove “ZY” code from PTD~04
6. Remove following text from PTD~05 Gray Box:
Must be one of the following CODES 01-02 for when PTD04 = ZY:

01 = SUBTRACTIVE
02 = ADDITIVE

When using code “02”, REF~JH=”A”.  When using code “01”, REF~JH=”S”.
7. Add Gray Box language to the PTD~06:  This field is only used when reporting the type of Master/Additive or Master/Subtractive usage.  This indicates to the receiver that they will find the netted interval usage for the Master Meter the PTD~PP.
8. Add the following codes to the PTD~06:
a. AI – Adjustment In  - 
Additive Metering
Additive  Usage for Additive meters off the master meter where a different ESI ID has been assigned to the master and/or all applicable subtractive or additive meters.  When the PTD06 equals “AI”, the REF~MT equals “A”.
b. AO – Adjustment Out – 
Subtractive Metering
Additive Usage for Subtract meters off the master meter where a different ESI ID has been assigned to the master and/or all applicable subtractive or additive meters.  .  When the PTD06 equals “AO”, the REF~MT equals “A”.

9. For adjusting consumption when the added consumption provided has not been registered by the meter.  The condition exists only for non-interval meters on the same ESI ID.  When the PTD06 equals “MD”, the REF~MT equals “A”.
10. Change  the language  from the gray box of the REF~JH (REF02) from:
“A” – This consumption contributed to the summarized total (do nothing) to read “A” “This consumption must be added to the summarized total”
11. Change language in REF*MT gray box from:  This segment is sent primarily to indicate the type of usage that is reported in this PTD loop. To This segment is sent to indicate the type of usage that is reported in this PTD loop.  The last sentence remains. 
12. The gray box language of the QTY language must be changed from:
The quantity in the QTY02 has not been adjusted for any additive, subtractive, tampering, etc. usage occurring in the PTD~PL~~~ZY (additive, subtractive, tampering, etc.).  to:  “The quantity in the QTY02 as not been adjusted for any master/additive/subtractive  usage.  The QTY02 must equal the MEA03 when the MEA03 is provided.
13. The gray box language in the MEA:  Replace the word “Required” with:  
Conditional - Required unless the PTD06 in the PTD~PL equals “AI” or “AO”, then not used.  MEA with an MEA07 = “51” (total) is required unless the PTD06 in the PTD~PL equals “AI” or “AO”.  

MEA with an MEA07 = “51” (total) is required unless reporting Additive/Subtractive Metering Usage (the PTD06  equals “AI” or “AO”).						2001		5/12/01

		Metering		RMS Metering Workshop determined that the readings in the PTD~PL Loop will not be sent for Subtractive/Additive Meter usage on separate ESI IDS from the Master Meter.  In addition, it was determined that the Meter Number must be sent when providing additive/subtractive usage on a meter (tampering, etc.).		PTD~PL – 867_02 and 867_03 
1. Add language to the PTD~PL Gray Box:
For Additive/Subtractive Metering Only:
This loop is also used to for Additive/Subtractive Metering when the Master Meter is on one ESI ID and the additive and/or subtractive meters are on ESI IDs that are different than the master Meter.   All additive usage is summed.  All subtractive usage is summed.  It is possible to receive two additive/subtractive loops – one with summed additive usage and one with summed subtractive usage.  When reporting usage for the additive/Master and/or subtractive/Master usage, the meter number is not provided in the PTD04 and PTD05.  The type of Master/Subtractive and/or Master/ Additive usage must be provided in the PTD06 by using code “AI” or code “AO”.   No netted usage is reported in this Loop.

For Missing or Abundance of Consumption  – Non Interval:
This loop is also used to report missing or abundance of consumption when the consumption (added or subtracted) provided has not been registered by the meter, for example: tampering, fast, slow and/or flat/bypass.  The conditions exist only for non-interval meters on the same ESI ID.  The meter number must be provided in the PTD04 and PTD05.  The type of missing or abundance consumption must be provided in the PTD06.
2. Add examples to PTD~PL Gray Box:
PTD~PL~~~~~AO (used to report subtractive metering off a master meter)
PTD~PL~~~MG~1234568MG~MD (used to report tampering)
3. Change “Must Use” to Dep on the PTD04 and PTD05
4. Add to Gray Box on PTD04 and PTD05:  Not used if the PTD06 = “AO” or “AI”.
5. Remove “ZY” code from PTD~04
6. Remove following text from PTD~05 Gray Box:
Must be one of the following CODES 01-06 for when PTD04 = ZY:

01 = SUBTRACTIVE
02 = ADDITIVE
03 =·ADDEDFLAT/BYPASS
04 = ADDEDSLOW
05 = SUBTRACTEDFAST
06 = ADDEDTAMPERING

When using codes “02”,”03”,”04” and “06”, REF~JH=”A”.  When using 
codes “01” or “05”, REF~JH=”S”.
7. Add Gray Box to the PTD06:
To indicate the type of product transfer movement
This field is only used when reporting the type of Master/Additive usage, Master/Subtractive usage or missing or abundance of consumption adjustment.  This indicates to the receiver that they will find the netted usage in the PTD~SU.
8. Add the following codes to the PTD~06:
a. AI – Adjustment In  - 
Additive Metering
Additive  Usage for Additive meters off the master meter where a different ESI ID has been assigned to the master and/or all applicable subtractive or additive meters.  When the PTD06 equals “AI”, the REF~MT equals “A”.
b. AO – Adjustment Out – 
Subtractive Metering
Additive Usage for Subtract meters off the master meter where a different ESI ID has been assigned to the master and/or all applicable subtractive or additive meters.  .  When the PTD06 equals “AO”, the REF~MT equals “S”.
c. CD - Customer to Distributor – 
Added Flat /Bypass – Missing or Abundance of Consumption
For adjusting consumption when the added consumption provided has not been registered by the meter.   The condition exists only for non-interval meters on the same ESI ID.. When the PTD06 equals “CD”, the REF~MT equals “A”.
d. DC – Distributor to Customer –
Added Slow– Missing or Abundance of Consumption
For adjusting consumption when the added consumption provided has not been registered by the meter.  The conditions exists only for non-interval meters on the same ESI ID.  When the PTD06 equals “DC”, the REF~MT equals “A”.
e. DM – Distributor to Manufacturer –
Subtracted Fast– Missing or Abundance of Consumption
For adjusting consumption when the subtracted consumption provided has not been registered by the meter.  The condition exists only for non-interval meters on the same ESI ID.  .  When the PTD06 equals “DM”, the REF~MT equals “S”.
f. MD  - Manufacturer to Distributor
Added Tampering– Missing or Abundance of Consumption
For adjusting consumption when the added consumption provided has not been registered by the meter.  The condition exists only for non-interval meters on the same ESI ID.  When the PTD06 equals “MD”, the REF~MT equals “A”.						2001		5/12/01

		Metering		RMS Metering Workshop determined that the readings in the PTD~PM Loop will not be sent for Subtractive/Additive Meter usage on separate ESI IDS from the Master Meter.  In addition, it was determined that the Meter Number must be sent when providing additive/subtractive usage on a meter (tampering, etc.).		PTD~PM – 867_02 and 867_03 
1. Remove language from PTD~PM Loop:
There will be separate PTD~PM loops to reflect summed adjusted consumption across all meters and channels.
2. Add language in the PTD Gray Box:
ERCOT TDSPs must report 15-minute intervals in the PTD~PM.  Non-ERCOT TDSPs are not bound by this requirement and may report in other interval increments.

For Additive and Subtractive Metering Only:
The Master Meter interval usage is provided in this loop.  The intervals for the Master Meter have not been netted, e.g. the intervals reflect what the Master Meter read and are not adjusted for additive or subtractive meters that are on different ESI IDs behind the Master Meter.  The PTD~PP loop provides the netted interval usage for the Master Meter.

Missing or Abundance of Consumption:
Not reported for Interval Meters.
3. Remove “ZY” code from PTD~04
4. Remove following text from PTD~05 Gray Box:
Must be one of the following CODES 01-02 for when PTD04 = ZY:

01 = SUBTRACTIVE
02 = ADDITIVE

When using codes “02”, REF~JH=”A”.  
When using codes “01”, REF~JH=”S”.
5. Change  the language  from the gray box of the REF~JH (REF02) from:
“A” – This consumption contributed to the summarized total (do nothing) to read “A” “This consumption must be added to the summarized total”
6. The gray box language of the QTY language must be changed from:
The quantity in the QTY02 as not been adjusted for any usage occurring in the PTD~PM~~~ZY (additive and/or subtractive).  to:  “The quantity in the QTY02 as not been adjusted for any additive and/or subtractive usage.						2001		5/12/01

		Metering		Out of cycle reads				· Pilot rule states that there will be no out of cycle reads for anyone but the industrial demand class during the month of June, does this now apply to July?						5/21/01

		Metering		Sending a change to add a meter to address move-ins where a meter was not installed at the time the TDSP sent the 814_04.		To comply with SET requirements and process requirements.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

NM1~MA (Meter Addtion) gray box language needed and examples.

Notes Page: This transaction set is used to communicate meter level information that was not communicated or was unavailable during the Move-in process.  This information must be sent in the 814_20 before the 867_04 initial read is sent by the TDSP.  The initial read sent on the 814-20 on a meter addition is not the official “start date” which will be communicated on the 867_04 following normal process.						2001 - 2		6/11/01

		Metering		Are meter reads required on historical usage?		The requirement for providing reads on the 867_02 has been dropped.		Impossible to open market without change - severe impact for implementing workaround.						6/14/01

		Metering		Historical Usage may be sent Point to Point if Bi-Lateral Agreement has been reached. 
For IDR meters, is it necessary to provide the interval detail information historically on the 867_02 in addition to the summary data, or could detail information be provided in some other format?		Add a code to request Interval Detail and Summary information where the Interval Detail is sent Point to Point after a bi-lateral agreement has been reached				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/14/01

		Metering		Mid-Cycle Meter Change with Profile Change
How should reporting be handled for mid-cycle meter changes that affect a profile change?		Unresolved:  under investigation.		Option #1: 814_20 Approach
At completion of the meter change, TDSP will send one 814_20 transaction including the meter change and load profile change.  The effective date of change will equal the date of the meter change and will apply to both the meter change and load profile.  At the next meter reading cycle date, TDSP will send an 867 that combines both types of consumption for the month (Non-IDR and IDR data).  ERCOT must recognize the meter change date and settle the premise for each period based on the profile that was in effect during that period. 
Strengths:
o TDSPs will not be forced to perform schedule meter changes on the meter reading cycle date.
o TDSPs will not have to hold the 814-20 for the meter change details  
Weaknesses
o ERCOT will need to modify their systems to recognize a meter change that has a related load profile id change. ERCOT will be forced to settle the premise with meter changes twice during one period.  Currently, ERCOT systems do not have this functionality.
o Texas SET will need to develop an 867 capable of combining two types of monthly consumption (Non-IDR and IDR data).
o The 814-20 may need to be modified to include coding that identifies a meter change with related load profile id change.
 
Options #2: Out of Cycle Bill
At completion of the meter change, TDSP will perform an out of cycle bill and send 814_20 transactions to communicate meter change and load profile changes.  ERCOT will receive - 867 for the meter that was removed and settle the premise out of cycle. The TDSP will send an out of cycle 810 for the meter removed.   ERCOT will then process the 814_20 transactions for the new load profile.   At the next meter reading cycle date, TDSP will send 810 and 867 for the consumption since the meter change.  ERCOT will again settle the premise, this time at regular cycle for the partial period.
Strengths:
o TDSPs will not be forced to perform schedule meter changes on the meter reading cycle date.
o Texas SET does not need to change the 867 transaction.
o 867/810 relationship is not changed from one-to-one to one-to-many.
Weaknesses:
o T&C’s state one bill per month.  This change will force the market to make changes to require billing out of cycle.
o TDSPs must modify their systems to send an “out of cycle bill”.
o CRs may need the ability to consolidate two 810’s into one bill.
o ERCOT will be forced to settle premise with meter changes twice during one period. 

Option #3: Multiple 867’s
At completion of the meter change, TDSP will send the 814_20 transactions to communicate meter change and load profile changes.  At the next meter reading cycle, TDSP will send the 810 and two related 867 transactions.  ERCOT system will need to process the 867 for the meter removed, settle the premise, process the second 867 for the new meter and settle the premise again based on the new load profile id.
Strengths:
o Texas SET does not need major changes to the 867 transaction.
o TDSP will not be forced to perform schedule meter changes on the meter reading cycle date.
Weaknesses:
o Texas SET will need to make changes to the 810 to refer to multiple 867 transactions.
o ERCOT may need a method to identify which 867 to process first
o ERCOT will be forced to settle premise with meter changes twice during one period.  
o Disco will need the ability to send two 867 transactions

Option #4: Delay reporting load profile id change until after cycle.
At completion of the meter change, TDSP will send the 814_20 transactions to communicate meter change.
At cycle, create 867 reporting the removed and new meter data according to current load profile id code.  After cycle, TDSP will send 814_20 transaction with load profile id changes with effective date set to the cycle read date.   

April 1 – Existing meter
April 15 - Meter changes to New Meter
May 1 – Send 867_03 for Existing Meter – Estimated/additive usage as if meter had not changed on April 15.
May 1 – Send the 814_20 notifying of the New Meter.  
June 1 – send the 867_03 for New Meter
Strengths:
o Texas SET does not need to make changes to 814_20 or 867.
o TDSP will not be forced to perform schedule meter changes on the meter reading cycle date.
Weakness:
o TDSP may need to modify their systems in order to create the 867 according to the current load profile id code.
o CR may need to modify their systems to accommodate meter changes with delayed receipt of meter data for the new meter type.		Impossible to open market without change - severe impact for implementing workaround.

TDPS will identify one person to report back on conf call on Monday 6/18 to determine how they can mid-cycle meter cycle (profile change) as to how they can handle the problem (Option 1-4 or any other viable option) from this point forward to Version 2.0.  The TDSPs will put together a strawdog and submit back to this group.   The conf call number will be published so all MPs will have an opportunity to listen to the discussion.  Long-term solution must be developed by all MPs. A small working of all MPs was recommended to work on the long-term solution.

ERCOT does not recognize the Change Read as the previous read date.  This requires TDSPs to change meters on the cycle read date, which is an unworkable requirement.  Work that misses the cycle read date would have to be pended for the next read cycle date.  This is both an ERCOT and non-ERCOT Issue.
Several issues complicate the meter change scenario:
· ERCOT limitations of accepting load profile changes.  ERCOT can only accept load profile changes that reflect a previous read date. 
· TDSPs must force load profile changes to equal the meter change date to allow ERCOT to settle the market.  Otherwise, the TDSP’s 867 transactions will be rejected.
· 867’s limitations in sending different types of consumption data (IDR and Non-IDR data, etc.)
· T&C’s limit one 810 bill per month.  ERCOT, CRs and TDSPs have developed systems that assume this rule.
· 810’s are tied to 867’s in one-to-one relationship.  Currently, Texas SET does not allow for more than one 867 per an 810.
Assumptions:
· Since a meter change could trigger a load profile change, TDSP will need to complete meter changes on the cycle read date.
Meter change scenarios that will cause a load profile change:
· Non-IDR to IDR
· Demand to No-Demand
· No-Demand to Demand
· NoTOU to TOU
· TOU to NoTOU
Conclusion:
· Given the factors of the current environment, these meter changes will need to take place on the cycle read date.  Also, the meter read will need to take place on that date.  The 814_20 load profile update will need the effective date of change set to the read cycle date (meter change date)
Issues:
· Performing the meter changes scenarios listed above on the meter reading cycle date will place an unmanageable requirement on the TDSPs.  If the TDSP is unable to complete the meter change on that date, the meter change will need to pend until the next meter reading cycle date (approx. 30 days).  This creates several issues for the TDSPs and creates the risk of not completing meter changes within a reasonable time frame.  TDSPs can expect more meter changes that will require load profile id changes in the future.  During Pilot, TDSPs will send load profile changes to ERCOT for all premises.  Volume is expected to be higher once market-open starts and CRs begin to request Time of Use and IDR meter changes.

ERCOT does not recognize the Change Read as the previous read date.  This requires TDSPs to change meters on the cycle read date, which is an unworkable requirement.  Work that misses the cycle read date would have to be pended for the next read cycle date.  This is both an ERCOT and non-ERCOT Issue.

Several issues complicate the meter change scenario:
· ERCOT limitations of accepting load profile changes.  ERCOT can only accept load profile changes that reflect a previous read date. 
· TDSPs must force load profile changes to equal the meter change date to allow ERCOT to settle the market.  Otherwise, the TDSP’s 867 transactions will be rejected.
· 867’s limitations in sending different types of consumption data (IDR and Non-IDR data, etc.)
· T&C’s limit one 810 bill per month.  ERCOT, CRs and TDSPs have developed systems that assume this rule.
· 810’s are tied to 867’s in one-to-one relationship.  Currently, Texas SET does not allow for more than one 867 per an 810.

Assumptions:
· Since a meter change could trigger a load profile change, TDSP will need to complete meter changes on the cycle read date.

Meter change scenarios that will cause a load profile change:
· Non-IDR to IDR
· Demand to No-Demand
· No-Demand to Demand
· NoTOU to TOU
· TOU to NoTOU

Conclusion:
· Given the factors of the current environment, these meter changes will need to take place on the cycle read date.  Also, the meter read will need to take place on that date.  The 814_20 load profile update will need the effective date of change set to the read cycle date (meter change date)

Issues:
· Performing the meter changes scenarios listed above on the meter reading cycle date will place an unmanageable requirement on the TDSPs.  If the TDSP is unable to complete the meter change on that date, the meter change will need to pend until the next meter reading cycle date (approx. 30 days).  This creates several issues for the TDSPs and creates the risk of not completing meter changes within a reasonable time frame.  TDSPs can expect more meter changes that will require load profile id changes in the future.  During Pilot, TDSPs will send load profile changes to ERCOT for all premises.  Volume is expected to be higher once market-open starts and CRs begin to request Time of Use and IDR meter changes.				6/14/01

		Metering		The Texas market does not expect to receive 2 cuts of data for a single meter in a single bill period unless a meter change was performed. This rule does not accommodate a meter re-set.		Send an 814_20 first to show a meter exchange at the time that the meter is re-set (no validation on meter number). Then send the 867_03 at the end of the read cycle like a regular meter exchange event.  The preferred source for the actual read information would be the 867_03.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/14/01

		Metering		Unmetered Services Billing for Guard Lights and Street Lights		When pro-rating a change in the number of un-metered devices of the same rate class, incorporate additional DTM data in the SLN segment in the 810.  The TDSP is required to send an 814_20 on an event-by-event basis because this affects scheduling and billing.  814-20 must process through ERCOT.		How to treat add’s/deletes of un-metered devices in the middle of the billing period.  Within the 867, how do you report the additions/deletions, changes in usage, and the service periods associated with those activities.  Current practices are a mixture of pro-ration and non-proration, especially concerning lighting (street lighting and guard lights).  There is no loop in the 867 that can handle the details of changes in the number of devices.  There is also not a place in the summary loop to report the number of devices at the end of the reporting period.						6/14/01

		Metering		A TDSP has a recorder and a meter at an ESI ID.  They have different readings.  The recorder readings would match the usage; the meter readings would not.  Which should they use: meter or recorder?		Each TDSP will follow current practice and report what it is now reporting, recorder or meter.  The readings may not match the usage but will be within VEE tolerances. Recommended Standard: If the recorder and the visual do not match within acceptable range (2 meter multipliers), use VEE rules to adjust interval data				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Metering		Clarification was requested on whether reporting demand data for interval meters in the 867_03 was required.
No TDSPs provide demand at an interval level.		TX SET will remove codes for “demand” from the TX SET Implementation Guidelines for interval data.  Change control 2001-107 has been approved.						Change Control 2001-107 has already been approved by TX SET.		6/25/01

		Metering		Define requirements for providing historical interval data (period, cycle, entire year)
Data for historical usage for interval data was coming in 3 ways.		All TDSPs agreed to send historical interval data on a monthly cycle basis as outlined in approach 2) above.				Entergy indicated that their PTDs for historical usage are currently triggered by a read date – which may not be the same as the cycle date.  It is possible for Entergy to send 2 or more PTD Loops for on cycle period. It was estimated that this did not occur on the majority of their accounts.  They agreed to work to providing one PTD per cycle in the future.		Change control 2001-111 has been approved.		6/25/01

		Metering		For IDR meters, is it necessary to provide the interval detail information historically on the 867_02 in addition to the summary data, or could detail information be provided in some other format?		Add a code to request Interval Detail and Summary information where the Interval Detail is sent Point to Point after a bi-lateral agreement has been reached				Guideline change required for new indicator.  Review implementaiton to be sure this is the best way to handle.				6/25/01

		Metering		Full choice customers will be switching in Jan during their meter read cycle.  Those that do not switch are moved to the affiliate.  How does the affiliate find out about Special Needs customer?		At Market Opening the TDSP will forward to the CR of Record all special needs designation for industrial and residential customers.  If TDSPs currently identify Public customers, they will pass the information.  Other TDSPs will attempt to identify Public customers by Market Opening.  Renewal for residential customers will begin January 2, 2003.				Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.				6/25/01

		Metering		How can MPs receive billable usage in a consistent place?		Currently ERCOT receives and stores billable usage from the PTD~SU loop only for ERCOT TDSPs.  ERCOT must create logic to accept the PTD~SU loop and only process the data if the Power Region is equal to "ERCOT".
In addition, a new billable usage at ESI ID for interval meters has been defined.				PTD~SU Loop would be sent for ERCOT and Non-ERCOT Power Regions for 867_02 only.				6/25/01

		Metering		How can MPs receive netted interval usage in the event of additive/subtractive metering.		The PTD~PP is used for ERCOT settlement and provides net interval usage.  Modify the 867_03 to accept the PTD~PP loop from Non-ERCOT TDSPs without affecting settlement.		Netted intervals at the ESI ID are required for billing and scheduling by the CR.  The transaction will be bloated at ERCOT if the change is not made.  The transaction has been drafted.  This will need to be prioritized, but does not require a Protocol change.  Change to 867_02		Impossible to open market without change - severe impact for implementing workaround.				6/25/01

		Metering		How should reporting be handled for mid-cycle meter changes that affect a profile change?		Unresolved:  under investigation.		The market may be settled with the wrong load profile.  TDSPs don't feel that they can change meters on the cycle date.  TDSPS felt  the non-demand to demand is highest, non-TOU to TOU is second and non-IDR to IDR is third largest volume.						6/25/01

		Metering		How to treat adds/deletes of un-metered devices in the middle of the billing period.  Within the 867, how do you report the additions/deletions, changes in usage, and the service periods associated with those activities.		When pro-rating a change in the number of un-metered devices of the same rate class, incorporate additional DTM data in the SLN segment in the 810.  The TDSP is required to send an 814_20 on an event-by-event basis because this affects scheduling and billing.  814-20 must process through ERCOT.				Impossible to open market without change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Do				6/25/01

		Metering		Is the right to request a change a “permanent change” per  CR (every time a customer changes CR), per ESI ID?		The PUC interprets T&C 4.4.4 as follows:
1. The one time change to the customer's billing cycle is per CR.  If the customer changes CRs, then the new CR may make a one time change to the billing cycle.
2.  The change to the customer's billing cycle is permanent, not a one time occurrence.
3.  By "remote meter reading capability", that would be for a meter that does not require a trip to the area.  The intent is not to include meters that require a truck to drive to the area in order to read the meter from the road.  If a trip is required in order to read the meter remotely, then the meter is not truly "remote."		What is the definition of a remotely-interrogated “IDR” meter?  Confusion exists on remotely-interrogated IDR meters because some meters may be read via telephonic line, satellite, cell; some may be read by a truck nearby, or a meter reader with a device that can pick up readings from a distance.  Also does this requirement apply to interval meters only or interval and non-interval meters.  PUCT needs to clarify.		Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Metering		Metering Issues - Does there need to be a standard for rounding interval and summary usage for IDR meters
Some intervals are rounded/Some are reported at two decimals		RECOMMENDATION:
TX SET Clarification for QTY:  At least two decimals will be sent for detail and summary QTY reporting.  Examples of how to report a “R”eal number:  The maximum number that will be reported:  4 positions to the right of the decimal.
MEA Meter Reads:  No agreement on how many decimal places (if any) to pass for meter reads.
Format for Real number reporting
525 (for 525.00)
525.1 (for 525.10)
525.11 (for 525.11)
Leading zeros are suppressed and trailing zeros are truncated.  Zero is a real number, however, so if the measurement was zero, it is valid to report a single zero.		Rounding each interval to an even number can cause substantial differences when reporting 2,880 intervals per month.						6/25/01

		Metering		Metering Issues - Is there enough information in the 810 to support differences in calculated demand in the 867.		Billing determinants requested to be added to the 810-02 to be supplied at the ESI ID level:
  4CP – based on previous year (ERCOT TDSPS only)
  NCP – non-coincidental peak
  Billed KVA/KW
  Class Coincident Factor

RESOLUTION:  Tabled:  Wait until there is more experience in the market before a resolution is crafted.				One proposed solution (not agreed to by TDSPS)
TDSPs could provide an annual file that contains the 4CPs and/or the class coincident factor for IDR ESI IDs provided in December each year.				6/25/01

		Metering		Programming for Additive/Subtractive Meters and Abundance or Missing Consumption				Ask ERCOT where the “BQ” Loop came from.		TDSPs need to convey what data will be transferred if Version 1.3 stands as it is today.  Annette will issue an email to each TDSP, ask for response by 7/18, and consolidate responses.				6/25/01

		Metering		Metering Issues
Providing demand in the 867_02 and the 867_03
TDSPs agreed they would not provide demand at the detail or the summary levels for IDR meters.  CRs have requested that demand be provided at a summary level.		RECOMMENDATION:  TDSPs recognize there is an issue in calculating price to beat (or to support the calculation of demand) but there is no easy resolution unless the CRs all bill the same.  CRs will have to absorb the additional programming involved to determine price to beat or calculate demand.								6/25/01

		Metering		Netted Interval Loop was reqursted to sum the PTD~PP		This will provide the sum for the ERCOT settelment or net out the PTD~BO loops.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Metering		The transformer loss factor is a decimal value used to gross usage up to a quantity delivered when the end-use customer is metered on the low side of the transformer.  Regulated rate schedules allow for the loss factor to be applied to the billed quantity of consumption.		Those TDSPs have re-evaluated this issue and it is no longer viable.  TDSPs will supply usage with transformer loss applied, and will also send the transformer loss factor, with the decimal character and negative sign character as needed, so the CR can back out transformer loss at their discretion.  Carol Gros(Entergy) will provide language for when the negative/positive is used (high side/low side discussion).  Ignore the “loss” implication in the field name.  The sign will be sent to indicate whether the TDSP has added or subtracted the Transformer Loss Factor to/from the metered usage.								6/25/01

		Metering		Unmetered device types must be expanded.		Change Control 2001-047 was previously approved and slated for implementaton in Version 1.3.  Version 1.3 inadvertently overlooked this change.  The change was also refused for Pilot with the promise that it would be implemented Choice.  Recommend high priority to correct previous errors.				Impossible to open market without change - severe impact for implementing workaround.				6/25/01

		Metering		Metering Issues - Meter Multiplier for IDR Meters		The difference between the Ending Meter Read and the Beginning Meter read do not equal the sum of the intervals.  Would adding the meter multiplier to the 867_02 and 867_03 in the PTD*BO Loop for IDR meters enable the consumption reported by the meter reads to sum to the consumption reported by the recorder?
RESOLUTION:  Create emergency change control to add the meter multiplier to the 867_03 for IDR meters.  Must be “Required”.  For IDR Max meter multipler format can be 99999999.99999 (seven digits to the left of the decimal and five digits to the right of the decimal)..  Need gray box explanation for format in change control.								7/16/01

		Metering		867_03 Contingency Plan Review		The plan was developed in the event that ERCOT is unable to forward 867_03 transactions (CRs are not getting what they need).  Reviewed the current 867_03 forward process and details of the proposed Contingency Plan Process.  Noted that implementation issues around using a “carbon copy” type transaction have been reviewed.  The process to reach a decision as to whether to invoke the Contingency Plan or not should require no more than two hours.  This Contingency Plan does not replace the approved Protocol Process where TDSPs send 867_03s to ERCOT, who forwards these on to the appropriate CR.  Several amendments to the proposed plan were suggested.  Timing when Contingency Plan testing can be started varies by TDSP, however, all TDSPs can support testing by mid to late January.  

Contingency Plan Process 
MPs and ERCOT will decide to implement the contingency plan and schedule regular follow up calls.
The TDSPs will continue to send original 867_03 files to ERCOT.
CR’s will process 867.03 copies based on business needs.
ERCOT will conduct a conference call approximately 2 hours before 867.03 contingency process is stopped.  At that time, MPs will determine whether the Contingency Plan will be discontinued.
Once it can be determined, ERCOT will notify the MPs when TDSPs can cease sending 867_03 to the CRs.
The contingency plan can be discontinued once MPs determine expected “normal” process is satisfactory functioning.
This process does not restrict agreements between market participants.		TDSPs proposed contingency options and provided descriptions of advantages and disadvantages of these options.
CRs, TDSPs and ERCOT reviewed and discussed the details associated with contingency options at RMS meeting on November 29th.		Implementation issues around using a “carbon copy” type transaction have been reviewed.
Naming convention will follow GISB standards
824s and 997s back to TDSP will be suppressed by CRs
Texas SET team will address the forwarding issues and other naming convention issues.
CRs will suppress sending 824s to ERCOT
This Contingency Plan does not replace the approved Protocol process where TDSPs send 867.03s to ERCOT, who forwards these on to the appropriate CR.
TDSPs have identified Business and IT contacts to support Testing the Contingency Plan
TDSPs have provided input on objectives including:
Work with Texas Test Team for uniformity
Set schedules with Trading Partners
Establish success criteria with CRs
ERCOT will coordinate conference calls to report on progress
Testing should be done prior to full volume forwards that begin in February.
Timing when the test can be started varies by TDSP
All TDSPs can support testing by mid to late January				12/11/2001
12/6/2001

		Metering		Cancellation and restatement vs. adjustment to usage		A standard method for handling cancel and restatement of usage for unmetered and metered data was requested. 
Resolution:
All TDSPs have agreed to handle all of their cancel/restating 867s for metered and unmetered data all the same.  The accompanying 810s will also be cancelled and restated.

Method for canceling and restating usage is stated in Architectural Bulletin A0076 and repeated below:

Assume data was sent previously for the following periods and that the usage data for 3/1/01-4/1/01 must be cancelled.
 2/1/01 – 3/1/01
 3/1/01 – 4/1/01  - Cancel
 4/1/01 – 5/1/01
 6/1/01 – 7/1/01
It is necessary to cancel usage for four periods (3/1/01-4/1/01, 4/1/01-5/1/01 and 5/1/01-6/1/01 and 6/1/0-7/1/01) in order to cancel the usage for 3/1/01-4/1/01.  Usage may be cancelled in day date period order.
Cancel Order – Sent in any date order 
Restatement Order – Historic to Current 
ERCOT Validation
Compliant Restatement
Noncompliant Restatement (cancellation spans several periods)				Clarification:  When multiple billing periods are re-sent, they will not be re-sent as a summary of all months.  This assumption should be stated in the EDI guidelines for both the 810 and 867.				5/9/2001
6/14/2001

		Metering		Having all CRs requesting to have their retail customer reading / billing cycle on the first workday of the month.		For Pilot
The option of allowing a CR to request a one-time adjustment to a retail customer’s meter reading billing cycle stands for Pilot but needs investigation for Choice.

For Choice
Unresolved.		Terms and Conditions (Page 35 of 87 – Paragraph 4.4.4.)
Billing Cycle – “The competitive Retailer shall have the right to request a one-time adjustment to a retail customer’s meter reading billing cycle.  The Competitive Retailer must select another company defined by meter reading schedule, if available for that account, unless the retail customer has remote meter reading capability in which case the competitive retailer has the right to arrange for any meter read / billing cycle”.
Clarification: 
Is the right to request a change a “permanent change” per  CR (every time a customer changes CR), per ESI ID.  
What is the definition of a remotely-interrogated “IDR” meter?  Confusion exists on remotely-interrogated IDR meters because some meters may be read via telephonic line, satellite, cell; some may be read by a truck nearby, or a meter reader with a device that can pick up readings from a distance.  Also does this requirement apply to interval meters only or interval and non-interval meters?						5/9/2001
6/14/2001

		Metering		Recorder or Meter?
A TDSP has a recorder and a meter at an ESI ID.  They have different readings.  The recorder readings would match the usage; the meter readings would not.  Which should they use: meter or recorder?		Each TDSP will follow current practice and report what it is now reporting, recorder or meter.  The readings may not match the usage but will be within VEE tolerances.		Recommended Standard: If the recorder and the visual do not match within acceptable range (2 meter multipliers), use VEE rules to adjust interval data.						5/9/2001
6/14/2001

		Metering		Subtractive Metering
1. The PUCT Code of conduct states that the TDSP cannot pass on information that could make possible the identification of the customer.  The meter number could be used to identify the customer.
2. The customer registration protocol states that a TDSP is not allowed to have subtractive/additive metering where ESI IDs are combined.		For Pilot:
Each CR needs to discuss with the respective TDSPS in their territory to define a manual process to address pilot customers who fall in this business scenario (to get net usage amount from the TDSP to the CR).

For Choice:
CRs requested one consistent place to find net usage.  Request TX SET to define new net usage loop in the 867_03 in the July version of the TX SET transactions; for testing in October; for implementation 1/1/2002.  The new loop is going to be used to identify net usage at the ESI ID level. This new net usage loop applies only to interval meters and the data elements for this new loop are defined below.
New loop must contain the following data elements:
· Date range
· Net billable consumption
· Meter role = ignore
· Meter type (unit of measure; kWh/kVArh only)
· PTD Flag to indicate that this is the net usage loop.
The new loop will not contain the following data elements because they have already been applied:
· No transformer loss
· No power factor
· No meter number
· No meter reads		Assigning different ESI IDs to the Master and Subtract meters poses a problem when reporting the consumption on the 867_03 for the Master meter because the actual readings will not match the consumption, unless the consumption factors associated with the subtractive/additive meter(s) are also reported.

To alleviate this problem the 867_03 must have the ability to report the subtract/additive meter consumption at the Interval Summary, Interval Detail, and non-Interval detail.

When all master and subtractive/additive meters are on one ESI ID, all detail can be shown.  The discussion today is when the master and the subtractive/additive meters are for separate ESI IDs.

Concern expressed over volume of data involved in the PM*ZY Loop 
· detailed consumption of summarized subtractive/additive meters 
· the net is already given in the BO Loop 
· PP Loop will have the net by intervals which ERCOT will use for settlement

Action Item:
Receive ERCOT report on this action item. Must check with ERCOT regarding this resolution for processing capabilities and platform sizing considerations. Contact MPs regarding ERCOT response and “poll” the MPs for their opinion. (this action item relates to the PM*ZY Loop). 
Delta
Do the TDSPs want to send aggregated 15-minute intervals for subtractive usage and do the CRs want to receive it?		Recommendation:
1. The PTD~PM with a ZY detail loop is deleted.  (Acceptance of this recommendation is contingent upon implementing the recommendation for Version 1.4.)  The non-ERCOT TDSPs will provide the PTD~PP loop when a master/subtractive/additive metering situation is present.  The PTD~PP will only be present for non-ERCOT TDSPs when master and subtractive/additive usage is provided.  The PTD~PP will always be present for ERCOT TDSPs.  The PTD~PM provides all usage measured by the Master Meter.  The usage provided in the PTD~PP must be added or subtracted to the PTD~MG to arrive at the subtractive usage.  The PTD~PP and PTD~PM provide usage at the interval level.

   PTD~PM  (Master Meter usage)
           +/- PTD~PP (Net Usage)
    Subtractive/Additive Usage Intervals

 The PTD~BO where PTD04=ZY loop contains the total of the subtractive/additive usage intervals derived above.  

2. When the PTD~BO is used to report master meter subtractive/additive usage, the MEA*AF is not used.  The MEA*AF only provides readings.  This loop may provide subtractive/additive usage for one or more meters which make the readings irrelevant.  

3. When PTD~PL is used to report master meter subtractive/additive usage, TX SET must determine if the readings are marked as not used and the consumption is sent in the MEA~~PRQ. The MEA is with an MEA07 of  “51”  - total is normally required so it the may be best to keep the MEA and remove the readings only from this segment.

4. The PTD~PL is not used to report master meter subtractive/additive usage if the PTD05 = 01 or 02 and the subs are on a different ESI ID.

5. The 867_02 must be modified to match the 867_03.  

ERCOT will investigate the possibility of implementing for Version 1.4.  ERCOT must pass the PTD~PP loop to all CRs in all cases, but process for settlement purposes only when applicable to the ERCOT Power Region.  ERCOT will know not to process the PTD~PP for settlement purposes for non-ERCOT TDSPs because the REF~SR (Power Region) will not be equal to “ERCOT”.

Next Steps:
o Submit Change Control to remove the ZY code from the PTD=PM loop (i.e. no need to report subtractive/additive adjustment interval detail) for 867_02 and 86_03
o Submit Change Control for to mark the MEA not used when the PTD~BO = ZY for 867_02 and 867-03 
o Submit Change Control:  When PTD~PL is used to report master meter subtractive/additive usage, TX SET must determine if the readings are marked as not used and the consumption is sent in the MEA~~PRQ. The MEA is with an MEA07 of  “51”  - total is normally required so it the may be best to keep the MEA and remove the readings only from this segment for 867_02 and 867_03.
o Update PTD Definition and Use Document
o Submit Change Control for Gray Box Modification for the requirements for the PP and SU Loops (additive/subtractive/master) for All TDSPs.
o Modify language on PTD~SU Loop
o TX SET must look at the PTD~PL Segment to determine how to best redesign the PTD segment to allow for both the meter number and the additive/subtractive codes.  To do this, the Meter Number may need to remain in the PTD04/05 and move the additive/subtractive codes to the PTD06.   The meter number is not provided for master meter/additive/subtractive scenarios, but is required for additive/subtract usage in Issue 2 below.  
o Provide new examples in guideline
o Provide redline documents for all change controls				5/9/2001
6/14/2001

		Metering		Subtractive/Additive Usage for Non-IDR Meters Only
Missing or abundance of consumption is different than additive/subtractive metering outlined in Issue 1 above.  Missing or abundance of consumption occurs when the consumption provided has not been read by the meter (diversion, fast or slow meter, etc.)  The readings may not match the consumption.		For Pilot:

Currently
· TXU /Entergy TDSPs: Adjusts consumption (consumption may not match the readings).  These TDSPs provide the components (what the meter measured and the adjusted consumption amount) and the net usage.
· AEP and TNMP Adjusts consumption (consumption may not match the readings) and only provides the net consumption (not the components:  what the meter measured and the adjusted consumption amount)
· Reliant HL&P TDSP: Adjusts readings (non-interval; residential) and replaces the meter; provides net consumption currently but can provide both net and components (what the meter measured and the adjusted consumption amount) if asked.

Resolution
All TDSPs must provide the netted usage (with missing or abundance of consumption applied) in the PTD*SU Loop.  

Entergy and AEP (non-ERCOT TDSPs) have agreed to provide the non-interval PTD*SU loop for both ERCOT and non-ERCOT ESI IDs for pilot.

When consumption does not equal ending read minus beginning read due to missing or abundance of consumption, the TDSP will send one PTD*PL Loop containing the usage that the meter measured and another PTD*PL Loop containing the adjusted consumption amount.  TDSPs that already adjust the readings to include the missing or abundance of consumption will only provide one PTD*PL Loop. 
For Choice:

For non-Interval meters – Currently the non-Interval PD*SU loop provides the net usage for ERCOT utilities.   Non-ERCOT utilities will continue to provide this loop as agreed to for Pilot.

For Interval meters, this is not an issue because VEE ( validation, estimation, and edits) identifies and adjusts the intervals for the missing or abundance of consumption.		Recommendation:  For non-IDR meters, when the adjustment code is 03; 04; 05; or 06 (as shown above), use the PTD~PL Loop to provide unique adjustments to consumption.   Have TX SET review the Workshop recommendation and determine how the design of the PTD~PL loop can include a meter number when the adjustment code is 03, 04, 05, 06. Modify the PTD Definition and Use document.		Next Steps:
o TX SET must look at the PTD~PL Segment to determine how to best redesign the PTD segment to allow for both the meter number and the additive/subtractive codes.  To do this, the Meter Number may need to remain in the PTD04/05 and move the additive/subtractive codes to the PTD06.   The meter number is required for additive/subtractive usage, but is not used  for master meter/additive/subtract scenarios in Issue 1 above.  
o Submit Change Control to clarify the usage of codes in the REF~JH (Meter Role).  The “A” intends to say that the usage must be added to the total.  The “I” will be used to identify additive/subtractive meters on the master meter.   
o Create redlines for change control
o Update examples in guideline
o Update PTD Definition and Use Document				5/9/2001
6/14/2001

		Metering		Subtractive/Additive Usage for Non-IDR Meters only		Missing or abundance of consumption is different than additive/subtractive metering. Missing or abundance of consumption occurs when the consumption provided has not been read by the meter (diversion, fast or slow meter, etc.) The readings may not match the consumption. Some TDSPs current business process is not to adjust the readings to compensate for the missing or abundance of consumption. Instead they provide both the the adjustment for missing or abundance of consumption and the actual consumption and readings. Other TDSPs only adjust the readings. For non-IDR meters, when the adjustment code is provided, use the PTD~PL Loop to provide unique adjustments to consumption.
Have TX SET review the Workshop recommendation and determine how the design of the PTD~PL loop can include a meter number when the adjustment code is-provided. Modify the PTD Definition and Use document.				Impossible to open market without change - severe impact for implementing workaround.				5/9/2001
6/14/2001
6/25/2001

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-in Unexecutable		Solution for Pilot:   
TDSP calls CR with information, asap w/in one business day
For delay: TDSP will leave order pending, CR will work it out with the Customer, CR will call TDSP to proceed
For cancel:  CR will submit 814_08 (cancel)
CR will be charged for the extra trip.  For cancelled move-ins the CR will still be charged for the wasted trip?? SEND TO NOTIFICATIONS WS

Solution for Choice: 
814_28 Note in gray box:  needs to include the correct transaction reference number (from 814_16 move-in or 814_24 move-out)
 
Transaction 814_28 Notification Request (Unexecutable)– (New Transaction)    - develop a new ‘request’ transaction including codes for “completed unexecutable” reason codes from 650 and the ‘response.’
814_29 – Unexecutable Notification Response (New Transaction)

Transaction Data Requirements for 814_08 – TX SET Change Control (section 15.1.1.7)
 Add a code on the 814-08 to identify cancellations due to non-response due to permit requirement.								5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-in without Meter		Solution for Pilot: 
Phone call – notify CR of scheduled start date if TDSP cannot meet the date requested 
Send 814_04/05 late – not respond in 2 – 20 business days
Question out to ERCOT – can they hold transactions longer than 20 days during Pilot?

Solution for Choice: 
SET Transactions
814_04:  meter info, TDSP rate class sub class, unmetered devices fields will  be “required when a meter or devices are present” – SET Change  Control
814_05:  meter info, TDSP rate class sub class, unmetered devices fields will  be “required when a meter or devices are present” - SET Change  Control
814_20:  NM1~MA (Meter Addition) gray box language needed and  examples. - SET Change Control
*Non-consensus item:  AEP would like the CRs to indicate on the Move-in (814_16) that they are aware that a permit is required, this flag would need to be passed to the TDSP in the 814_03.								5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-in/Move-out Date Change		Solution for Pilot:   SENT TO SUB GROUP 
2 business days prior to originally scheduled move-in date, use 814_12 (date change)
1 business day prior to originally scheduled move-in date, CR must cancel move-in 814_08 (cancel)
ERCOT will notify Current CR of ANY date changes.
Will ERCOT send the transaction reference number in the 814_12 that the CR will recognize? 

ERCOT maintain a data-source with all dates around move-in/out for a premise (original scheduled dates, and any date changes) – and send date changes to all affected MPs 
When move-in date forced an earlier move-out date, and subsequently a move –in date is delayed past the original requested move-out date – we would like ERCOT to restore the original requested move-out date.  And send transactions to the TDSP and Current CR (Moving-out). 

Solution for Choice: 
THIS GOES BACK TO RMS – UNRESOLVED

CRs request the magnitude of the change to ERCOT.  
Subgroup meeting 6/12 at 5.

814-12 – Add New DTM – Requires TX SET Change Control (No Protocol Change)
 
A new DTM Code in the 814-12 (REF) when ERCOT is forwarding the move-in date change to the Current REP of record.  This only applies when the move-in date change request date is after the originally scheduled move-in date so that the Current CR knows to send a move-out date change request if they so desire.								5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-in/out Other Questions				Does Ts & Cs differentiate between energized & de-energized?
How will the CR know if the ESI ID is energized or de-energized?
How will the CR know if an ESI ID is tied to a CSA?
Will charges be assessed for an unexecuted move in?
Who will the charge be assessed to?
Will ERCOT manage multiple move-ins and move-outs on an ESI ID where the CR does not change?  Or will it reject (for some invalid action) if a move-in follows a move-out on the same ESI ID?
If a move-in forces a move-out, then the move-in is cancelled ; how does ERCOT notify the CR (who is being forced out) that the forced move out is no longer necessary?  Will the 814_08 cancel be sent from ERCOT to CR?						5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-in/out w/CSA CR Active		Solution for Choice: 
Submit Protocol changes
Resolve Move-in with same CR issue (see Move-in Rejects)								5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-out Response Timing		Solution for Choice: 
Submit Protocol language as written to RMS and PRS.								5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Priority Move-ins		Solution for Pilot: 
Will ERCOT reject a Move-in for today?
CR submits 814_16 (portal or EDI) w/earliest date per ERCOT
CR calls TDSP to notify of priority - next-day move-in.  TDSP needs to have received the 814_03 before the call from the CR.
Priority Move-ins (per TDSP tariff):  ex; same day, next day, holiday, weekends
Transaction must be received by 5PM by TDSP 
TXU and Entergy: same-day move-ins w/ appropriate charges

Solution for Choice: 
Add a “priority” code on the 814_16 (Move-in)
Same as the 650_01 
01 - Priority 01 - This must be "standard"
02 - Priority 02
03 - Priority 03
04 - Priority 04
05 - Priority 05
06 - Priority 06
07 - Priority 07
08 - Priority 08
09 - Priority 09
10 - Priority 10
11-99 - Priority Codes may go as high as 99
 
The meaning of these Priority Codes are defined on each TDSP website.		Action Item:  For same-day Move Ins - ERCOT needs to review their present standard for not providing same-day move ins.  There is a market need for same day move ins that ERCOT needs to support.  There may be a degradation of service for the customer if ERCOT does not support because the service is available today in some TDSP territories.						5/8/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-in/Move-out date change gap

This issue negatively impacts the customer.  Their power will be turned off without their knowledge and consent.		ERCOT maintains a data-source that will track this scenario.  Specifically, whenever ERCOT determines that there is a date overlap (where the move-in changes the requested move-out date), ERCOT will store and track the original requested move-out date along with the current move-in date.  If this cannot be done in an automated action, then ERCOT will initiate a manual process to facilitate.								5/9/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-ins where the CR does not change.				ERCOT currently cancels the move in, therefore the customer does not receive their notification letter from ERCOT which is in violation of Protocols 15.1.4.3.  ERCOT is working on a solution to resolve this issue and treat this as they would any other move in.  ERCOT will report at the next RMS Workshop.

§ What would ERCOT Do in the following scenario?
§ Customer A –  Moves out 15th

§ Customer C (REP 1) calls – Move in 24th

§ Landlord/Customer B (REP 2) – Move in on 16th

Will ERCOT reject Customer B move in because a move in of Customer C is in process?

§ Same Day Move Ins
ERCOT needs to review their present standard for not providing same-day move ins.  There is a market need for same day move ins that ERCOT needs to support.  There may be a degradation of service for the customer if ERCOT does not support because the service is available today in some TDSP territories.

§ Multiple Scheduled Move-In Dates - Protocol Change 15.1.4.9 (#11)
If a move in request is pending or existing for an ESI ID, ERCOT will accept another move-in request for an earlier date than the pending/existing move-in request, but will force a move out on the date of the pending/existing move in.						6/4/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Complete move-in un-executable – TDSP tried to work it and it creates a trip charge (depending on TDSP tariff), but the customer does not belong to the CR.  TDSP does not have a method for charging and collecting.		Unresolved.		§ Identify the Field Service Charge in the 810_02 that goes on the Discretionary Services invoice.

The Notification/Service Order/Outage Workshop
The following issues are referred:
§ The Notification/Service Order/Outage Workshop will resolve force majeure, as delays relate to timing issues regarding service orders.  

§ The Notification/Service Order/Outage Workshop will also deal with the issue of notification of customer disconnection at TDSP initiation.						6/4/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Add New DTM – Requires TX SET Change Control (No Protocol Change)		A new DTM Code in the 814-12 (REF) when ERCOT is forwarding the move-in date change to the Current REP of record.  This only applies when the move-in date change request date is after the originally scheduled move-in date so that the Current CR knows to send a move-out date change request if they so desire.

 Move in date scenario one for New DTM:
§ Customer A request move out on April 15th

§ Customer B request move in on April1st

§ Customer A’s move out date is forced to April 1st

§ Customer B changes move in date to April 10th

§ Customer A’s REP may send move out date change to April 10th

A new DTM will be sent to Customer A REP with notification of new move-in date of April 10th.  This does not change the move-out date of Customer A.  The REP for Customer A may send a date change for the move-out.

Move in date scenario two for New DTM:


§ Customer A request move out on April 15th

§ Customer B request move in on April1st

§ Customer A’s move date is forced to April 1st

§ Customer B changes move in date to April 25th

§ Customer A’s REP may send move out date change to April 15th

A new DTM will be sent to Customer A REP with notification of new move-in date of April 25th.  This does not change the move-out date of Customer A.  The REP for Customer A may send a date change for the move-out.								6/4/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Add priority codes for  Move-ins		Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

Same codes as on the 650_01:

REF~PH
01 - Priority 01 - This must be "standard"
02 - Priority 02
03 - Priority 03
04 - Priority 04
05 - Priority 05
06 - Priority 06
07 - Priority 07
08 - Priority 08
09 - Priority 09
10 - Priority 10
11-99 - Priority Codes may go as high as 99
 
The meaning of these Priority Codes are defined on each TDSP website.						2001 - 3		6/11/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Make meter info fields dependent to address move-ins where a meter is not yet installed.		To comply with SET requirements and process requirements.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 
Make the following segments dependent on if a meter is installed.  
Gray box:  Required unless meter or unmetered devices are not installed.

REF~NH – TDSP rate
REF~PR – Sub-class
REF~MT – Meter type
REF~IX – Dials
REF~4P - Multiplier
REF~PRT- Unmetered service type						2001 - 1		6/11/01

		Move-out/Move-in		How will a priority move in be handled?		For Priority move-ins, add a priority code on the 814_16 (Same as the 650_01).
These priority codes should be on the TDSP web-site(s).
TX SET Change controls were drafted.				Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.				6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		How will a same day move in be handled?		ERCOT needs to review their present standard for not providing same-day move ins. There is a market need for same day move ins that ERCOT needs to support. There may be a degradation of service for the customer if ERCOT does not support because the service is available today in some TDSP territories.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months				6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move in Move Out with  CSA CR Active		Process should be done in 1 business day. Protocol language is being drafted in order to accomplish this.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Protocol change.
This requires Protocol change. ERCOT stated that the 814s are processed real time.  The 814 is currently taking four minutes to process.  Determine if this is worth the time to get through Protocols.				6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move in Move Out with Date Changes		UNRESOLVED.  This will be put on the RMS agenda for discussion. RMS will decide further what to do with this process.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Protocol change.
This is not just a Choice issue, it is also an issue for Pilot.  The market has been unable to develop a manual workaround.  Glen (ERCOT) provided an alternative electronic proposal to the group for Choice..   This will need to go through the formal process.  MPs need to be prepared to provide impact, cost, etc.  A formal request must be made to ERCOT.				6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Move-In Rejects		It was noted that if ERCOT rejects a move in when the CR is currently the CR of record, this is a violation of Customer Protection.
Protocols section 15.1.4.9   
Add new rejection for following reason:  There is already a move in request in progress, not first in for the same requested date.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Protocol change.
ERCOT only needs to know who that CR is for market settlement.  Protocols could be changed so that the CR would be the one to send out a letter to the customer.  The CR needs to get a final read on their outgoing customer.  This must go through the formal process and prioritized.  [This is a major process hole, if this is not fixed the whole move-in process will need to be re-worked because CRs will not be able to follow defined processes.  In this specific case ERCOT will not ned to "update" the REP of record, but the entire process must be facilitated so the CR can receive a final read, invoice with TDSP charges appropriate for the billable period, and an inital read to trigger the update of customer info to the TDSP (point-to-point).]				6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		Scenario for Complete move-in un-executable: TDSP tried to work it and it creates a trip charge (depending on TDSP tariff) but the customer does not belong to the CR. TDSP does not have a method for charging and collecting.		TDSP systems may not be able to handle billing a CR if the CR is not the current CR of record in their system. Could be internal work arounds.  CRs object to this charge because they may not be able to pass the charge on to a Customer (never really had the Customer).  The 810_02 change for this process will be in TX SET v 2.0								6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		What happens if a move in is un-executable?		The 814_28 and 814_29 notification request/response will be used.  Header will include the permit flag,  the un-executable flag, and the same Reason codes as on the 650.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Protocol change.
Predicated on number 1. [TDSPs don't want to CANCEL a transaction that was created/initiated by them.]				6/25/01

		Move-out/Move-in		What is the best process for handling move-ins when permits are required?		Develop two new transactions:  814_28 and 814_29.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Protocol change.				6/27/01

		Move-out/Move-in		PRR - To facilitate purging of Move-ins that require a permit, but the permit is not received by the TDSP.(3 of 6)		The CR will send an 814_08 cancel for permits never received. A change control will be created to create a new code for the 814 08. "Cancel" was sent due to "permit not received". ERCOT will time out the permit request if permit is not received in 20 days.
Process needed to automate the purge process for when a permit is not received within a 20-day window.  TDSPs need to be able to handle permits in an automated fashion.								7/5/01

		Move-out/Move-in		261PRR - This is not just a Choice issue, it is also an issue for Pilot.  The market has been unable to agree on a solution but all parties agree that this issue is important and must be resolved for the market to function correctly.  If this is not resolved there may be situations where a customer will be without power.		A process is needed to notify a CR when move-in date changes have caused a gap between a customer who is moving into a premise and another customer who is moving out of the premise.This issue is presently under review and will be resolved at the RMS Meeting to be held 07/18/01.  The three options currently under consideration are :Option 1:Do nothing.  This does not involve any changes for the CR or ERCOT but will potentially negatively impact the Customer.Option 2:This option places additional responsibility on the CRs.  A new DTM Code in the 814-12 (REF) when ERCOT is forwarding the move-in date change to the Current REP of record.  This only applies when the move-in date change request date is after the originally scheduled move-in date so that the Current CR knows to send a move-out date change request if they so desire.  CRs need to be able to handle this in an automated fashion.Option 3:This option places additional responsibility on ERCOT by requiring it to manage the requested dates in its systems.  When dates are changed, creating a gap that would leave the moving-out customer without service, ERCOT would revert back to the date that the moving-out ESI ID had last requested.  This would involve a system change for the ERCOT system because it is not currently handling date changes in this manner.						261PRR		7/13/01

		Move-out/Move-in		How will a move-in be handled when a meter is not present?		TDSP will respond with an 814_04 without meter information to ERCOT.  ERCOT will pass information to CR.  TDSP will send 814_20 and 867_04 when the meter has been set.  TX SET documents are being updated to make the meter information conditional on a meter being present.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Waiver.

		Notice of TDSP Disconnect		Notice of TDSP Disconnect - Pilot		Safety-related and Non-safety related:
TDSP notifies CR by phone.  Action:  CRs and TDSPs will exchange contact info. By 5/17.								5/10/01

		Notifications		Postcard Language		New language:
“Dear Customer:

This notice is to inform you that _____________, a Retail Electric Provider REP), will no longer provide your electric service.

Your new Retail Electric Provider will be _____________, also known as a Provider of Last Resort (POLR).

The effective date of the service by the POLR is scheduled to be mm/dd/ccyy.

You have the opportunity to choose another REP.  If you choose to do so you must be successfully enrolled as a customer with that REP before the POLR effective date listed above.”								11/28/01

		Outage Notification		Planned Outages		Large Customers - Industrial:
TDSP will maintain current level of contact with customers.  CR will notified by TDSP via phone or email (not a listserver).  Action:  TDSPs and CRs must exchange appropriate names, numbers and email addresses by 5/17/01.
Commercial:
TDSP will coordinate with customer.  Timing may preclude giving useful notice to CR.  Often involves a time window, which would preclude changes to CR’s scheduling of power.
Larger Number of Smaller Customers:
Continue current TDSP practice (may include letters to customers; door hangers.)
TDSP provide CRs with generic copy of letter or generic text of door hanger.  Action:  TDSPs to supply description of their method of communicating with customers and appropriate copies (letters, door hangers) to CRs operating in their territory by 5/17.								5/10/01

		Outage Notification		Related Issue:  Will TDSPs have a special number for CRs to call?		AEP:  800Provider support number, but not available for outages.  Not 24/7.  Have 800 outage number for customers and providers.
TXU - Same, but provider support number is not 800.
Reliant - Provider support number, not 800, not 24/7.  Plus a provider hotline for outage and service order status, probably will be 800, not 24/7.  800 and local number for customers, 24/7.
Entergy - Same as AEP.
TNMP?
SPS?								5/10/01

		Outage Notification		Widespread outages (Storms, for example)		TDSP push an email notification to CRs via a listserver, similar to press release.  Trigger:  TDSP judgement as to what is “widespread.”  CR must still instruct customers to report the outage to TDSP.  This is an interim solution for pilot only, and will be revisited for choice.								5/10/01

		Outage Notification		Will CR be notified that a TDSP has taken an outage call?		Individual calls / small outages:
No provision to notify during Pilot.  CR to refer customer calls to TDSP, or CR calls TDSP to investigate.  For Choice, keep exploring daily or other periodic report from TDSP to CR.								5/10/01

		Outage Notification		Notification of Unplanned Outages		i. Widespread
Recommendation:  For Choice, continue with pilot solution.  TDSP push an email notification to REPs via a list server similar to a press release, using TDSP discretion on definition of “widespread”.  This is not a pre-notification.  The outage has already happened.

ii. Premise level 
Recommendation:  For Choice, continue with pilot solution.  No provision to notify REP. REP to refer customer calls to TDSP or REP calls TDP to investigate.								6/5/01

		Outage Notification		Coordination of Suspension of Delivery Service (changed from Planned Outages) for all others		TDSP will maintain the current level of coordination with retail customers that they have today.  CRs request to have a copy of the letter, door hanger, etc. currently in use by the TDSPs.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Outage Notification		Coordination of Suspension of Delivery Service (changed from Planned Outages) for Large Industrial as defined by the TDSP (small numbers of large customer)		For Choice, TDSP coordinates with the customer and REP regarding the planning of the outage.  Clearance coordination will be a triangular responsibility of the TDSP, REP and Customer.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Outage Notification		Notification of Suspension of Delivery Service		Change Planned Outage to Suspension of Delivery Service.  Now include general categories detailed in table below.    Suspension of Delivery Service includes not restoring a customer for reason, or disconnecting a customer				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Outage Notification		Vehicle for transmitting Notification of Suspension of Delivery Service		EDI transactions need to be developed by TX SET and used for Notice of Suspension of Delivery Service for all notice of suspension of delivery service per ESI ID.  TX SET should make every attempt to utilize an existing transaction to accommodate the data elements below:				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Outage Notification		Notification of Unplanned Outages - Premise level		For Choice, continue with pilot solution.  No provision to notify REP. REP to refer customer calls to TDSP or REP calls TDSP to investigate				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Outage Notification		Notification of Unplanned Outages - Widespread		Recommendation:  For Choice, continue with pilot solution.  TDSP push an email notification to REPs via a list server similar to a press release, using TDSP discretion on definition of “widespread”.  This is not a pre-notification.  The outage has already happened				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Facility upgrade				"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.						4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Inspection not needed on governmental accounts		no identification that this is governmental account.		"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.						4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move out/move in Mobile home		City requirements vary greatly.  In some cities, must know whether or not the mobile home park is responsible for electric service.  Others key off a change in the name on the account.  Must know account is mobile home and if it is a different trailer on lot.		"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.						4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move out/move in premise deenergized between occupant changes		"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.								4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move out/move in premise not deenergized, change on cycle date		Disco may not know a new tenant is there.  Need to forward information on a 814_03 to Disco.		"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.						4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Permits/Inspections		Consensus Positions:
1. The TDSP will be responsible for receiving and logging Permit/Inspections information.
2. Permit/Inspection information will come from Governmental Jurisdiction in the TDSP Service Area. 
3. All orders and transactions (650’s and 814’s) that require Permit/Inspection will use the same process for pending and notifiction.
4. It is the CR’s responsibility to communicate to the end use Customer that a Permit/Inspection may be required.  A source for the CR’s knowledge will be general information provided by TDSP (see#5 below) and specific information provided by the Customer.
5. TDSPs will communicate Permit/Inspection requirements that are presently being used by the TDSP to each CRs for Governmental Jurisdictions/Inspection Authorities in their service area. This information will be updated as it becomes available, and will include telephone contact numbers if known. 
Note: This information is being provided to assist the end use customer with the understanding that it is the customer’s responsibility to determine whether a permit/inspection is necessary. The TDSP or CR will not be held responsible for inaccurate information.
6. During Pilot, TDSP’s will be responsible for the “pseudo move-in Process” for all new ESI ID’s. This must be completed before a CR switch or move-in can be processed. This will require manual processes and communication between TDSP and CR.		1. General Considerations
· Texas SET transaction will need to be modified to add a Permit Requirement. 
· ERCOT Protocols will need to be changed 
· For pending orders, the 20 day cancellation needs to be addressed (I don’t remember anyone discussing this needed changing – 20 days is ample time – it was just a part of the pending process.)
· There presently is no end use customer information on Move In (814_03)
· No way to communicate ‘pend’ status to CR
· Off cycle reads for Move In’s may be at risk
· New customer may be disconnected awaiting Move In process to be complete 
2. Consideration if TDSP Pends/Holds the Order 
· CR has lost the ability to manage premium/priority service  
· Regulatory Compliance Performance Measures will need to be modified
· How long would the TDSP pend/hold the order before cancelling or rejecting it back to the CR?
3.  Considerations if CR Pends/Holds the Order 
· There could be an increased delay in customer receiving service (ie., to complete EDI processing).
· Governmental Jurisdictions/Inspection Authorities may have to develop new lines of communication with CRs
· Delayed forced Move Out
· This would require duplication of effort and redundant staffing
· Increased CR costs due to the possibility of having usage with no customer responsible.		Timing:
All  transactions and processes to facilitate these changes must be developed, tested and implemented prior to Market Open. During Pilot, manual process and work arounds will be required (see consensus position #6 above).				4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Rewire		TDSP may not be aware of rewire from order.  Some discussion with customer may be required.		"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.						4/5/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move-out/Move-in De-energized between Occupant Changes		A.  Definition
· Existing Meter
· Service drop may have been removed to de-energize
· Permit may or may not be required
· Residential/Commercial
· Service line may need installing 
B. Process  (note: Assume the ESI ID has been established)
1. The CR sends the 814_PA Customer Volunteer to the TDSP
2. The TDSP responds to CR with 814_PB and sends 814_20 to ERCOT to update the eligibility date
3. The CR sends 814_16 Move In to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information to the TDSP using the 814_03
4. Permit is required and has been received, the TDSP will call the CR to tell them the estimated date that the move in will be completed, and will complete the order and send 814_04 Premise Information, including all accurate meter information and estimated switch date.
5.  If a permit is required and has not been received, TDSP will call the CR to explain that the Move-In request is pended waiting the receipt of a permit:
à CR will again notify the customer that permit has not been received
à When the Permit is received, TDSP schedules the work and calls the CR to tell them the estimated date that the move in will be complete. 
6.   TDSP completes the order and sends 814_04 Premise Information, including all accurate meter information and the 867_04 Initial Read to ERCOT.								5/7/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move-out/Move-in Mobile Homes		Mobil home inquires will be made for new ESI Ids (See scenario #1 step I. B. 2). Otherwise, the process is identical.								5/7/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move-out/Move-in Premise Energized, Change on Cycle		A. Definition
· Tenant change only, not changing CR
· Change will be made on cycle read date
· TDSP may or may not know about the tenant switch
· Applies to Residential and Commercial customers
· City Inspection likely required for tenant change             - 
B. Process
· Same process as Scenario #2 applies								5/7/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Rewire and Facility Upgrade		· Assumption is that since testing has not been completed, for the start of the Pilot, 650s will not be used. Therefore, this is not an issue because the TDSP will be dealing directly with the customer.
· The Notifications group will notify CR’s of service order completions.								5/7/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Permit wait time		How long does the TDSP hold an order while waiting for a permit? 20 Bus. Days (work/calendar?) - then TDSP notifies CR by phone (during pilot) to cancel order.  Transaction to be developed for choice.								5/10/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Remove codes for permit or city inspection required.		Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):
Moved to 650_04

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 
Remove:  REF~7G~P001, REF~7G~P002						2001 - 5		6/11/01

		Permits/ Inspections		What happens if the permit is never received?		The CR will send an 814_08 cancel for permits never received. A change control will be created to create a new code for the 814 08. "Cancel" was sent due to "permit not received". ERCOT will time out the permit request if permit is not received in 20 days.				Impossible to open market with out change - severe impact for implementing workaround. Protocol change.
During Choice when ERCOT purges, they send the 814_08.  The process outlined is for Pilot.  Perhaps a recommendation can be made to ERCOT to extend the time-out period from 20 days to two months.  [Currently the processes defined do not allow for ERCOT to cancel a transaction using the 814_08 unless it is initiated by (1) the customer rejection of the switch, (2) concurrent processing for the losing CR, (3) the CR who initiated the transaction.  The permit flag is not included in the transactions right now, therefore this 20-day  window for purging does not have a trigger, even still the initial discussion was that the TDSP would callthe CR to have the CR initiate an 814_08 to cancel the transaction out of the TDSP system - a purge process.]				6/25/01

		Permits/ Inspections		Move-in New Premise		A.  Definition:
 1.  Application-Residential/Commercial
· Construction may/may not be required
· May not be connected yet
· Street Light may be metered
2.  Role of CR
· Requests TDSP to establish ES ID
· CR lets end-use consumer know if inspection required and meter can’t be set until inspection received
· TDSP maintains web-site with known inspection requirements 
 3. Role of Customer  --  To obtain inspection
4. Role of TDSP
· To receive inspection information from municipal entity
· To process CR’s request
· Notification to CR if inspection not received when Service Order received  - (this is a new requirement)
· No need for CR to tell TDSP inspection required  (AEP objects)
· If inspection is present, when Service Order received – no notification necessary.
B.  Process…Move-in New Premise
1. The Customer or the CR calls the TDSP to set up the ESI ID. 
2. The TDSP informs the CR (or customer) that a permit is required during this phone call (and also asks various questions, including whether the premise is a mobile home).
3. If the CR was the initial contact, the CR will notify the customer that a permit is needed.
4. The TDSP will set up the ESI ID with ERCOT (814_20) and ERCOT web portal is updated.
5. The CR checks the ERCOT web portal until the ESI ID is established.
6. The CR sends the 814_PA Customer Volunteer to the TDSP.
7. The TDSP responds to CR with 814_PB and sends 814_20 to ERCOT to update the eligibility date.
8. The CR sends 814_16 Move In to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information to the TDSP using the 814_03.
9. Scenarios:
· If permit has been received and meter is in place, skip to Step # 10 
· If permit has been received and meter is not yet in place, there will be a delay while the TDSP schedules the installation of the meter, skip to Step #10
· If permit has not been received, TDSP will call the CR to explain that the Move-In request is pended awaiting the receipt of a permit:
à CR will again notify the customer that permit is still not received
à When the Permit is received, TDSP schedules the work and calls the CR to tell them the estimated date that the move in will be complete. 
10. TDSP completes the order and sends 814_04 Premise Information, including all accurate meter information and the 867_04 Initial Read to ERCOT.		Next Steps:
1. Send out notes for verification   (to be sent to PIWG next Wed)
2. Need one solution for Market Open for Protocol and TX SET changes..		"*Requirements for inspection may temporarily change to react to abnormal conditions, ie. Flooding, tornado, hurricane, etc.
'*Some jurisdictions have unique inspection requirements within geographic areas.  For example, one subdivision may require inspections while another may not in the same city.				4/5/2001
5/7/2001

		Permits/ Move-out/ Move-in		Permits/Move-in/Move-out Revision Request – Issue 1 of 6
Develop two new transactions:  814_28 and 814_29.		Process needed to automate the notification for when a Permit is required.  TDSP needs to notify the CR, so the CR can communicate this info to the customer.  The TDSP will not energize the premise without a permit/inspection, therefore the customer (moving-in) will not have power until all city inspections are complete and returned to the TDSP.  TDSPs have a large volume of permits and need to handle them in an automated fashion.
To facilitate Move-ins where a permit is required.								7/5/01

		Permits/ Move-out/ Move-in		Permits/Move-in/Move-out Revision Request – Issue 2 of 6
The new 814_28 and 814_29 notification request/response will be used to communicate that the service order is unexecuted. The header will include the permit flag, the un-executable flag, and the same Reason codes as on the 650_03.		A process is needed to automate the notification for when a Move-in is unexecutable.  The TDSP needs to notify the CR, so the CR can communicate the information to the customer.  The TDSP will not energize the premise in certain “unexecutable” cases; therefore the customer (moving-in) will not have power until all repairs are complete.  TDSPs need to handle unexecutables in an automated fashion.
To facilitate completion of Move-ins that are unexecutable.								7/5/01

		Permits/ Move-out/ Move-in		Permits/Move-in/Move-out Revision Request – Issue 4 of 6
Add a notifying element for the CRs to identify when date changes have created a gap in time.		A process is needed to notify a CR when move-in date changes have caused a gap between a customer who is moving in to a premise and another customer who is moving out of the premise.This issue is presently under review and will be resolved at the RMS Meeting to be held 07/18/01.  The three options currently under consideration are:Option 1:Do nothing.  This does not involve any changes for the CR or ERCOT but will potentially negatively impact the Customer.Option 2:.   A new DTM Code in the 814-12 (REF) when ERCOT is forwarding the move-in date change to the Current REP of record.  This only applies when the move-in date change request date is after the originally scheduled move-in date so that the Current CR knows to send a move-out date change request if they so desire.  CRs need to be able to handle this in an automated fashion.Option 3:Have ERCOT manage the requested dates in the ERCOT system.  When dates are changed creating a gap that would leave the moving-out customer without service, ERCOT would revert back to the date that the moving-out ESI ID had last requested.  This would involve a system change for the ERCOT system because it is not currently handling date changes in this manner.
This is not just a Choice issue; it is also an issue for Pilot.  The market has been unable to agree on a solution but all parties agree that this issue is important and must be resolved for the market to function correctly.  If this is not resolved there may be situations where a customer will be without power.								7/5/01

		Permits/ Move-out/ Move-in		Permits/Move-in/Move-out Revision Request – Issue 5 of 6
The process for Move-in Move-out with CSA CR Active requires improvement.		If the ESI ID has a CSA CR associated with it an 814_22 must be sent within 1 business day.
 To provide the CSA CR with continuity of service.								7/5/01

		Permits/ Move-out/ Move-in		Permits/Move-in/Move-out Revision Request – Issue 6 of 6
Move-in Rejects reasons need updating		Change Protocols to allow a CR of record to enter a Move-in for the premise/ESI ID.  This will facilitate the normal processing where a CR triggers the 814_PC (Customer Information) transaction after receipt of the 867_04 (Initial Read) transaction.
It was noted that if ERCOT rejects a move in when the CR is currently the CR of record, this is a violation of Customer Protection.In Protocols section 15.1.4.9, Add new rejection for following reason:  There is already a move in request in progress, not first in for the same requested date.								7/5/01

		Reporting		· Clarify the reporting requirements defined in 25.474(i) 
· How does CR submit report (e-mail, fax, etc.) Email
· Where (logistics) is report sent? 
Email to address provided by ERCOT 
· What information does the report include? ESI ID only
· What date does the CR send the report? February 1 (beginning 2003)										6/14/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to C1 Scenarios		Customer Swim Lane:   Changed to “Receive Notification Letter”
New CR Swim Lane:   Receives Move-In “REJECT” Response
    Deleted “full customer info”
    Changed (814_17 Reject Only)
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Sends Drop “Due to Switch” Request to Current CR
    Delete “to utility”
    Question – What is this Move-in Date Box for?
Current CR:    Receives Drop “Due to Switch” Request								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to C2 Scenarios		Customer Swim Lane:   Changed to “Receive Notification Letter”
New CR Swim Lane:  Added  “Move-In” and deleted “Enrollment”
    Deleted “(if applicable)”
    Deleted “full customer info”
    Delete “& Update Registration Database”
    Changed Receive “Initial” Meter Read
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Question – What is this Move-in Date Box for?
    Deleted “to TDSP”								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to C3 Scenarios		Customer Swim Lane:   Changed to “Receive Notification Letter”
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Question – What is this Move-in Date Box for?
    Deleted “to utility” and “to Current CR”
New CR Swim Lane:  Added  “Move-In” and deleted “Enrollment”
    Deleted “(if applicable)”
    Added “Move-in
    Deleted “full customer info”
    Changed “Sends Drop Due to Switch Request to Current CR”
Current CR Swim Lane: Changed “Receives Drop Due to Switch Request”
    In the 814 box, changed to “Receives Date Change Request with 
     Effective Service Start Date for New Customer”
TDSP Swim Lane:  In the 814 box, changed to “Receives Date Change Request with 
     Effective Service Start Date”								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to D1 Scenarios (Changed Numbering Scheme)		Tenant Swim Lane:  Delete box for letter
    …historical usage “can” be requested separately (814_26)…
    Delete CSA CR box
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Delete Letter box and arrow
    Changed all “the ERCOT” to “ERCOT”
    Changed …”ERCOT will initiate an enrollment and will not de-energize 
     the premise.” to “…ERCOT will initiate a CSA move-in 
     request.”
    Changed “Enrollment Request to CSA CR” to “Sends CSA Move-In 
     Request to CSA CR” and deleted “to the utility”
CSA CR Swim Lane:  Delete CSA CR notification box and arrow
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Question – What is this Move-in Date Box for?								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to D2 Scenarios (Shifted all Swim Lanes)		Landlord Swim Lane:  Changed to “Receive Notification Letter”
Current CR Swim Lane:  “Receives” Drop Due to Switch “Response”
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Delete “Special Read”
    “Sends” Drop Due to Switch “Request”
CSA CR Swim Lane:  Delete “Special Read”
    Receives Move-In “REJECT” Response
    Deleted “full customer info”
    Changed (814_17 Reject Only)								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to D3 Scenarios		Title:    Removed the word “Landlord”
New CR Swim Lane:  Changed 814 Move-in box to “Sends Move-in Request with Move-in 
     date & Receives Move-in Reject Response”
    Delete “full customer info”
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Changed (814_17 Reject Only)
    Changed “Enrollment” to “Move-In”
    Changed 814/867 box to “Sends Switch CR Notification Request”
TDSP Swim Lane:  Changed “Response to “Request”								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to D4 Scenarios		Landlord Swim Lane:  Deleted “/delete”
New CSA CR Swim Lane: Changed “/delete” to “CSA”
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Changed “ID” to “CR”
Current CSA CR Swim Lane: Added “Receives”								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to D5 Scenarios		Current CSA CR Swim Lane: Add “814” to box in bold
    Changed wording to “Sends Delete CSA Request”
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Add “CSA” before notification								5/9/01

		Scenario Changes		Changes to D6 Scenarios (Mass Change from “REP” to “CR, Mass Change from “Customer” to “Tenant”, Mass Change from “RA” to “ERCOT”)		Title:    Changed “Customer” to “Tenant” twice
Customer Swim Lane:  Changed name of Swim Lane to “Tenant”
Current CR Swim Lane: Frame 1 - Deleted “including change of premise status indicators”
    Frame 2 – Added the word “Date” and deleted “to RA”
ERCOT Swim Lane:  Changed “Move-out Notification” to “Sends Switch CR Notification 
     Request ” 
    Added box “ERCOT checks the DB for a CSA CR, if a CSA CR is 
     associated with the ESI ID, ERCOT will initiate a CSA move-in 
     Request.”
    Question: What is the ‘New Move-out Date” box for?
    Changed third frame to “Sends Enrollment Request”
    Changed the 9-12 box to, “Sends Date Change and Receives Response”
TDSP Swim Lane:  Changed first frame to read, “Receives Switch CR Notification Request 
     and Sends Premise Information”
    Deleted “on DTM segment” from second box
CSA CR Swim Lane:  First frame should read, “Receives Enrollment Request with Premise 
     Info”
    Second frame changed to “Receive Notification of New Start Date”								5/9/01

		Service Orders		Pre-authorization of charges		At start of pilot, all service orders deemed “pre-authorized.”  TDSP informs customer that their CR may be charged for the service order, and to check with CR about how the charge may be reflected on their bill.  If customer calls CR to dispute a service order charge, CR may call TDSP to investigate the charge (date service requested, date executed, record of call, etc.)  (Was not unanimous; issue needs to be addressed again for market open.)
During the pilot, as option 1 or 2 becomes available (tested successfully) for service orders, parties may implement.								5/10/01

		Service Orders		Service Order Notification - Pilot		Because the testing of the 650  Service Order transactions will not be complete by June 1, “Option 3” is the only available option for the start of pilot.
How does a CR know that a TDSP has taken a Service Order call?
For start of pilot:  No provision to notify during Pilot.  If customer calls CR for status or other issue, CR calls TDSP to investigate.								5/10/01

		Service Orders		REP receives a call from a person that is not their customer		The REP receiving the call must use their best judgment to provide the customer with a TDSP phone number or transfer the call to the TDSP.				Operating Guide/Put in TX SET documentation as a place holder till Operating Guide is developed				5/11/01

		Service Orders		An Option 3 CR receives a customer outage call		Do not send a 650-T1, redirect the customer call to the appropriate TDSP.				Operating Guide/Put in TX SET documentation as a place holder till Operating Guide is developed				5/12/01

		Service Orders		An Option 1 REP gets a phone call from their customer (e.g., reporting a wire down-not necessarily at their premise) when there is no ESI ID known.		The REP receiving the call must use their best judgment to provide the customer with a TDSP phone number or transfer the call to the TDSP.				Operating Guide/Put in TX SET documentation as a place holder till Operating Guide is developed				5/13/01

		Service Orders		TDSP pend the 650s that are holding for an inspection for 20 days.  CRs will send a 650-01 Cancel to delete the Service Order from the TDSP system.		§ TDSP receives a 650 Service Order
§ TDSP checks for need for Permit
§ TDSP sends 650_?? (Permit Required Notification)
§ CR potentially sends a 650_?? Response
§ TDSP Pends the service order 
§ If Permit is not received in 30 business days, the CR will send a 650_01 to the TDSP canceling the 650 Service Order								6/4/01

		Service Orders		Advance Notice of Service Order charges		For Choice (market open) in compliance with Terms and Conditions, 4.11.1, bi-lateral agreements can be negotiated between REP and TDSP in lieu of the pre-authorization of service orders.								6/5/01

		Service Orders		Can TDSPs charge for a wasted trip charge?		The TDSP attempts to work a "connect" or "read-in" for a new CR, and the TDSP is unable to perform the work. The TDSP can still charge a "trip" charge and this should be on the B2B loop in the 810 02.				Gray box to indicate that the charge can be handled in the B2B loop.  Currently this charge is not itemized.				6/6/01

		Service Orders		No transaction is available for the TDSP to report  Option 1 customers who call the TDSP rather than the CR to report an outage		TDSPs will check on timing to process 650-T1s from the time the transaction is received on their server.  CRs will check on the time required to move from their customer care system to the TDSP server.		Recommendation:  If an Option 3 CR receives a customer outage call, do not send a 650-T1, redirect the customer call to the appropriate TDSP.

Recommendation:  If an Option 1 REP gets a phone call from their customer reporting a wire down (there is no ESI ID known), the REP receiving the call must use their best judgment to provide the customer with a TDSP phone number or transfer the call to the TDSP.  

Recommendation:  REP receives a call from a person that is not their customer, the REP receiving the call must use their best judgment to provide the customer with a TDSP phone number or transfer the call to the TDSP.  

Recommendation: The standard process for Option 1 customers who call the TDSP rather than the CR to report and outage, the TDSP will process the outage call.  

Fields for 650-T4-Modified to respond to 650-T1						6/12/01

		Service Orders		Is there a requirement for the TDSPs to send advance notification of discretionary charges to CRs choosing Option 2 and 3.		UNRESOLVED:  Refer to RMS.  If additional options need to be discussed, parties should come to RMS prepared to discuss

Option A:  Develop a stand-alone transaction to send outages and service order charges from the TDSP to the CR, regardless of whether the CR chooses Option 1, 2 or 3.

Option B:  No notification.  CRs can choose Option 1 or 2 if they require notification other than what appears on the 810_02				Edit the 650-04 to include the information or the TDSP could include the information on the 650_02.  TDSPs are saying that they don't need the cost of another transaction every time they get a request from a customer.  One CR may want to make a phone call to confirm service was completed to customer's satisfaction.  Not all CRS indicated they would make this call.  Option 1 CR will be sending a 650-01 and 650-02.  CR suggested that the 650-02 would be implemented across the board.  650-02 has no trigger for Option 1 and 2 CRS (TDSP couldn't send a transaction without receiving one first).  TDSPs may not be applying the charge codes the same.  No ERCOT impact.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		The Notification/Service Order/Outage Workshop will resolve force majeure, as delays relate to timing issues regarding service orders.		When Service Orders (connects, disconnects, re-reads, street light repairs, tree trimming, etc.) are delayed during force majeure, TDSPs will email via list serve, using their discretion, notice of delays and areas affected.  CRs need to identify the email address where the notification is to be sent.  Completion of the service orders and work on new services orders will be resumed once the event has expired.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		What happens if a customer calls every 15 minutes for an hour to report lights out to a CR?		A CR initiates four 650-T1s to the TDSP.  The TDSP resolves the issue and sends back one 650-T4-modified (in response to the four 650-T1s) to close out the issue because the issue was the same all four times.  T1 is reported at the premise level. 

If the TDSP receives a T1 after initiating the T4 to the CR and closing out the order, the TDSP will respond with an additional T4.

 If the CR receives another report after the T4 is received by the CR, the CR must initiate another T1.  The CR must initiate a 650-T1 each time the customer calls to report a problem, even if the problem has previously been reported.								6/25/01

		Service Orders		For street lighting request where the REP does not know the ESI ID or the party responsible for the light.  Will there be a service order generated by the REP?		No, there will not be a service order generated by the CR.  The CR will take the call.   The customer or the CR will phone the TDSP to report the problem.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		How is a Service Order Un-executable handled?		A 650_03 is used when the TDSP makes a field trip and then determines that a permit is required and the order needs to be completed unexecutable.  The service order is no longer pending.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		How is purging of old service orders accomplished?		Purging can be initiated by the CR using the 650_01 (Cancel transaction).				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		How many service orders must the CR send for an ESI ID with multiple meters?		For an ESI ID with multiple meters the CR will generate a service order request for each meter affected.”				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. 
Transaction must be clarified to say that the Transaction is at a meter level - not an ESI ID level.  "ALL" will not be used in the 650 Meter Loop.  Requires TX SET Gray Box clarification.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		No transaction is available for the TDSP to report Option 1 customers who call the TDSP rather than the CR to report an outage. There is no way to notify the CR if the customer bypasses the CR and goes directly to the TDSP to report the problem.		The standard process for Option 1 customers who call the TDSP rather than the CR to report and outage, the TDSP will process the outage call.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		Particular service orders are distinct for some CRs (POLR).  If the CR is an Option 2 or 3 CR, they still need to send the service orders automatically.		Disconnect non-pay customers and reconnect after nonpayment are not part of the Option 1, 2 and 3.  These are not customer-generated orders and that is what the Options refer to.

TDSP phone centers will not take calls for disconnection and reconnection.  All Options will be adhered to for customer-generated calls.  TDSP is requesting not to take phone calls from a CR to request the issuance of a reconnect if they are dependent on EDI and the possible time delay.		Technology for Option 1 is near-real time EDI via GISB EDM.

Testing recommendation for TTPT:  volume and response timing (internal processing time should be monitored).  End-to-end monitoring for entire life cycle of outage process.

Recommendation:  Adopt 650-T1 (initial outage initiation from REP to TDSP) to be implemented by Choice, Version 1.4 Release.  650-T1 is to be processed near-real time from the time it is received on the TDSP server. 

Need clarification from PUCT on what the TDSP responsibility is for near-real time processing. CRs and TDSPs will work to prioritize outage processing.

Clarification from PUCT on whether this assumption is correct:



A 650-T4 Modified is to be returned (TDSP to REP) for Choice, Version 1.4 Release.  

Whether a 650-T4-Modified is required for every 650-T1 or whether one 650-T4-Modified is required for multiple, related 650-T1s that remain open for the ESI ID.  After the call is closed (650-T4-Modified has been sent to REP), if the REP needs to send another 650-T1, this will generate another 650-T4-Modified from the TDSP.

Recommendation:  A customer calls every 15 minutes for an hour to report lights out to a CR.  A CR initiates four 650-T1s to the TDSP.  The TDSP resolves the issue and sends back one 650-T4-modified (in response to the four 650-T1s) to close out the issue because the issue was the same all four times.  T1 is reported at the premise level. 

If the TDSP receives a T1 after initiating the T4 to the CR and closing out the order, the TDSP will respond with an additional T4.

 If the CR receives another report after the T4 is received by the CR, the CR must initiate another T1.  The CR must initiate a 650-T1 each time the customer calls to report a problem, even if the problem has previously been reported.		Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Do.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		Pre-Authorization when a TDSP takes an outage or service order call		For Choice (market open) in compliance with Terms and Conditions, 4.11.1, bi-lateral agreements can be negotiated between REP and TDSP in lieu of the pre-authorization of service orders.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Service Orders		Service Orders - Permit Required		New transactions are needed for the 650s to go point to point to be a "notification" transaction.  The permit notification will be enabled in the 650 transaction.  650_04 and 650_05 with the same data items for the 814 28 and 814 29		Solution for Choice:
Change Protocol 19.3 – fix listing of transactions, add 814_28, 814_29, 650_04, 650_05.
TX SET change control for 650_03 to remove permit/city inspection codes.
Develop New SET Transactions
814_28 Notification Request 
Transaction flow: TDSP to ERCOT, ERCOT to CR. 
Transaction Data Requirements for the 814_28. This is the same transaction as the 814_04, but the 814_28 will include a permit flag.
Customer name is a required field for ANSI X12 validation. This does not mean that the sender has to have the name of the customer. The word "premise" can be used instead.  
814_29 Notification Response 
Transaction flow: ERCOT to TDSP; CR to ERCOT
Proposed Data fields
ESI#
Life cycle tracking number
CR DUNS
TDSP DUNS
ERCOT DUNS
Reject (REF~7G codes from 814 02, 21
Accept(ASI)

Transaction Data Requirements for 650_04 – Notification Request (New Transaction)
TDSP is holding service order – pending receipt of permit.
Transaction flow: TDSP to CR
Header (Permit Flag) - Gray box – “Used when a permit is required. The service order is pended. If the TDSP makes a field trip, the CR is notified of the trip charge in the transaction.”
ESI ID
Life Cycle Tracking Number
CR DUNS
TDSP DUNS
Customer Name – “PREMISE”
Customer Zip
TDSP Work order number
Trip charge incurred (flag)- dependent

Transaction Data Requirements for 650_05  - Notification Response (New Transaction)
Transaction flow: CR to TDSP 
ESI ID
Life Cycle Tracking Number
CR DUNS
TDSP DUNS
Reject (REF~7G codes 008, A13, A76, A83, ACI, ANK, API, D76, MTI, ZIP) – gray box: CR will not reject except for data errors (invalid ESI ID); CRs will not reject based on reason in request. 
Accept		Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.				5/8/2001
6/11/2001
7/10/2001

		Special Needs		How do you designate the special needs status and contact information during initial enrollment?		The switch and move-in transactions will carry the special needs indicator.  These transactions will be followed with an 814_PC/814_PD to update the customer information.				Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.
Have solution ready for 8/6 workshop. Generate ERCOT System Request Change if necessary.				2/7/00

		Special Needs		Develop standard statewide form for qualifying residential customers		Development of this form was based solely on the assumption that CRs are responsible for qualifying customers.    If not, this does not apply.								6/14/01

		Special Needs		Special Needs		Special needs- for purposes of the report required under 25.474(i) these are customers for whom suspension or interruption of electric service will create a dangerous or life-threatening condition.								6/14/01

		Special Needs		How do you designate the special needs status and contact information during initial enrollment?		The switch and move-in transactions will carry the special needs indicator.  These transactions will be followed with an 814_PC/814_PD to update the customer information.								6/25/01

		Special Needs		How does the CR notify the TDSP about a change to special needs status after enrollment?		The 814 enrollment does not carry the customer contact information.  The customer would be designated as a special needs customer.  This designation must be followed up by an 814_PC to provide contact information.  The 814_PC/814_PD transactions will continue to be point to point between the TDSP and CR and will be used to notify the TDSP of a change to special needs status after enrollment.								6/25/01

		Special Needs		Inconsistent values of Special Needs flag in subsequent transactions		If the Special Needs Flag on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.		We will not modify the 814_20 because this transaction goes from the TDSP to the CR.  The information should go with the customer, not the premise.		No electronic notification is required by the TDSP if the TDSP special needs indicator is different than the CR special needs indicator on a switch.  The CR notification governs.  If a TDSP finds a condition in the field that indicates a special needs situation may exist, the TDSP may phone the CR to notify them of this situation.

CR will qualify the customer for special needs.		Yes		6/25/01

		Special Needs		A customer has been dropped to POLR and the POLR does not contact the Customer to determine if they are a special needs customer.		Drop to POLR (814-10) transaction contains the Special Needs information to ERCOT and ERCOT forwards the information on to POLR in POLR Enrollment Request (814-14).				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		As customer switches from CR to CR, the transfer of documentation process must be worked out between CRs.		This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		CR and TDSP are responsible for understanding the industrial customer’s process.  The CR communicates the “special needs flag*” via process above using the switch and move-in transactions followed by the 814_PC/PD transactions.  There is no standard qualification for this process and no standard re-qualification for this process.		The parties should work out details by contract or agreement.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		CR group will refine the definition of a special needs customers.		This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		How does the CR notify the TDSP about a change to special needs status after enrollment?  The 814 enrollment does not carry the customer contact information.  The customer would be desig0ted as a special needs customer.  This desig0tion must be followed up by an 814_PC to provide contact information.  CRs must follow up the enrollment with an 814_PC to provide contact information if the customer was desig0ted as a special needs customer on the enrollment.		The 814_PC/814_PD transactions will continue to be point to point between the TDSP and CR and will be used to notify the TDSP of a change to special needs status after enrollment				Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		If the Special Needs Flag on the 814_01 (CR Enrollment to ERCOT which becomes the 814_03 ERCOT to TDSP transaction) is equal to “N” and the 814_04 (TDSP Enrollment Response to ERCOT which becomes the 814_05 ERCOT to CR transaction) is equal to “Y”, the CR must return the 814_PC to the TDSP within 30 business days if the flag needs to be changed or the TDSP flag will revert to “N” and the TDSP will send the 814_20 to ERCOT (which then gets forwarded from ERCOT to the CR) changing the flag to “N”.		No electronic notification is required by the TDSP if the TDSP special needs indicator is different than the CR special needs indicator on a switch.  The CR notification governs.  If a TDSP finds a condition in the field that indicates a special needs situation may exist, the TDSP may phone the CR to notify them of this situation.  We will not modify the 814_20 because this transaction goes from the TDSP to the CR.  The information should go with the customer, not the premise.				Workarounds are impractical and market open could be threatened.				6/25/01

		Switch Date		How does RA compute the earliest switch date?  What is RA timing for customer cancellation on the 7th date?  Please provide an example of this timing.		Blackout/Customer Review Period
Counts backward from the scheduled read date (either special read or regular cycle date):
Scheduled read date  t
Early meter read cushion  (2 days) t-2** Might need a day or 2 for utility processing 
Customer review period  (11 days)** t-13
RA processing send postcard t-13
Switch request   (1 day) t-14
· This process uses BUSINESS DAYS, a REP must submit a switch request no later than 14 days prior to the next scheduled meter read date in order to facilitate the switch as soon as possible. The problem is the inconsistency between ERCOT processing which is business days and Customer Protection rule which are in days.  So for example, if a switch request was submitted on the 16th of April, it could occur on May 1st.  If the same switch request came in on Friday; however it would still occur on May 1st.
· The process would be t-6 if the customer waives the customer review period, this allows for the request to be received by the RA (1 day), some RA processing (3 days) and the early meter read cushion (2 days) {a residential customer can not waive the review period.								5/21/01

		Switch Notification		If a CR submits a switch request (814_01) on 6/1/2001 for the 0500 ERCOT upload: 
When will the RA send the switch notification letter to the retail customer?  [6/1/2001, 6/2/2001 or a later date?]		We will send it the day after the switch request is processed by ERCOT.								5/21/01

		Switch Notification		When will the RA send the switch notification (814_03) to the TDSP?  [6/1/2001, 6/2/2001 or a later date?  At which ERCOT download time of day on the date?  0830, 1230 or 1630?]		· Per 5/15 conference call with ERCOT, ERCOT indicated the RA would send 814_03 transaction to TDSP and send notification to customers on 6/1.
· ERCOT will send 814_05 to CR confirming switch, not effectuating it.								5/21/01

		Testing Guidelines		Proposed plan for going forward with the FTP Replacement		· Proceed with FTP Replacement and GISB EDM Version 1.5+ Project.
· Test FTP Replacement with volunteers and all new MPs in March 2002 Test Flight.
· All MPs migrate to FTP Replacement and/or GISB EDM Version 1.5+ later in 2002 (tied to the release of GISB EDM Version 1.5+ and not sooner than third quarter of 2002), exact timing to be determined and voted on later.								12/11/01

		Testing Guidelines		TTPT is attempting to meet the needs of cooperatives, primarily those that will be opting in soon and is identifying their testing needs		In order to participate in the March test flight (Version 1.4F2), cooperatives and municipals would have to select the option that is used by current MPs at this time and would therefore be testing Texas SET Version 1.4.  A workshop will be held in mid-January to help the municipals and cooperatives understand the requirements that need to be met in order to be a Market Participant.								12/11/01

		Testing Guidelines		Requirements for retesting after a company makes changes to their systems must be established.  These guidelines are intended to minimize risk to the Marketplace.  Market Participants should follow well-defined internal change management processes that document results and demonstrate due diligence in making changes.		Guidelines Established
System Change and Retesting Assumptions
System Change and Retesting Categories
System changes and retesting scenarios fit into one of the following categories. Specific guidance on each of these areas is provided in detail below.
1. Connectivity system changes and/or updates
2. Translator system changes and/or updates
3. Back-end/Back office system change and/or updates
4. Change of Service Provider
5. Miscellaneous Changes
a. New Trading Partnership
b. Certification Revoked by PUCT
c. Dormant MPs
d. Marketplace Functional Changes
e. Marketplace Production Failures
f. Emergency Changes
6. Escalation Procedures
Connectivity System Changes and/or Updates
Translator System Changes and/or Updates
Back-end System Changes and/or Updates
A Qualified MP Changes Their Service Provider
Miscellaneous Changes - A New Trading Partnership, Certification Revoked by PUCT, Dormant MPs, Marketplace Functional Changes, Marketplace Production Failures, Emergency Changes, Escalation Procedures,								12/12/01

		Testing Guidelines		RMS asked that guidelines for re-testing be developed by the TTPT and other interested parties.		A re-testing workgroup met on November 13 and developed draft materials to be included in the guidelines.  A small sub-team headed by George Behr and including Dave Odel, Pam Zdenek, and Mike Jarboe assembled the information into a draft that was distributed to the RMS, TxSET and TTPT listserves on Dec 5, 2001 for comments.  Comments were received, incorporated and final reviewed by the TTPT on Dec 12, 2001.  The updated and final document was distributed to the listserves again on Dec 13, 2001.  The final document is now ready for RMS approval.								12/14/01

		Testing Guidelines		Automation of Retail Testing in the Texas Marketplace
The goal of utilizing automation in Retail Testing is to minimize testing barriers for new market participants to enter the market and to expedite the certification process.		Benefits of Automation
· Does not limit MPs to timelines for testing and simulated testing dates.
· Could get MPs into the market quicker.
· MPs could work at their own pace.
· Automation would allow MPs to test their own backend system prior to migrating those changes to production environments 
· Automated systems would be impartial, based on market rules and therefore all market participants are treated the same.
· If synchronized end-to-end testing could be eliminated or reduced, MP would not be dependent on progress of others.
· The tester bears the burden for the testing.
· The receiving MPs would rely on ERCOT to track and document the results of the testing.		Issues from TTPT Dec. 12 meeting
· ERCOT only has enough budget dollars to support 1 E2E tests next year.  
· Same testing dollars will have to:
· Cover all future testing market has to do next year
· Cover the development of the On-Demand system
· Cover 867_Contingency testing
· Can we use some of the ITPTA testing funds? 
· What money is left in ITPTA funds?  Will unused funds be reimbursed to payees?
· Concern over 810 / 820 testing.  Need to define details of billing testing better.
· Are we adapting an all or nothing approach for the next flight?  
· Can we do On-Demand testing and some form of end to end testing simultaneously? 
· Some MPs want to do additional but limited end to end testing.  
· What is limited?  
· One billing script?  
· All those scripts already identified by Future Testing subcommittee?  
· Why do we have to retest the same transactions already in the automated system?  Can a TDSP  opt to not particpate in the limited end to end testing if they are willing to take the risk that the On Demand testing is adquate?						12/10/2001
12/12/2001

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		Technology for Option 1 is near-real time EDI via GISB EDM.		Testing recommendation for TTPT:  volume and response timing (internal processing time should be monitored).  End-to-end monitoring for entire life cycle of outage process.

Recommendation:  Adopt 650-T1 (initial outage initiation from REP to TDSP) and 650-T4 Modified (outage completion from TDSP to REP)  to be implemented by Choice, Version 1.4 Release.  650-T1 is to be processed near-real time from the time it is received on the TDSP server.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.

 Timing and volume will be determined by MPs and be included in the testing of the transactions.  In order to be accepted as a resolution for Option 1, the minimum threshold must be met.				6/25/01

		Transaction Structures		Code in the 814_08 Cancel transaction to indicate that the cancel was due to permit not received.		Code indicating permit not received, transaction will be purged from ERCOT system.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

REF~1P - - SET will choose exact code.						2001 - 4		6/11/01

		Transaction Structures		Number of customers for Option 1 to be identified to justify the expense of implementing the recommended solution.		EDI is the preferred transactional process (TXU REP and wires, Reliant REP and wires).  Timing should be good enough for outages.  Entergy wires and AEP wires have not committed to this process yet.  Cost for these companies can exceed $1 mil.  T1-T4 have been developed along with the process flow for Option 1. (T1 - initial outage initiation , T2-initial response, T3-update status, T4–completion).   REP sends notification to TDSP and TDSP responds.  Time frames have not yet been defined for transmission.  Status transactions need more work.   650 is planned to go to the head of the queue for near-real time processing by outage system.								6/12/01

		Transaction Structures		Provide gray box instructions for looping structure in the 810
Testing data showed that TDSPs were not following the same looping structure for ACCOUNT and RATE Loops.		RECOMMENDATION:  RMS agreed that TX SET should provide gray box clarification via the Change Control Process to explain the looping structure for each IT1 Loop, including ACCOUNT with Service Orders, Account without Service Orders, Rate, Unmetered Services, Unmetered Services with Proration and B2B.  Structure should include usage for IT1, SLN, and SAC.  For example: Account Loop used without Service Orders:  IT1 = Account, SLN, SAC, SAC, SAC (not to exceed 25 SACs).								6/25/01

		Transaction Timeline		Does ERCOT consider federal business days to include Saturdays in their systems scheduling for transactions?		No				Customer Protection Rule defines "federal business days as set forth in 16CFR 429.0(f) Business Day -- Any calendar day except Sunday or any federal holiday (e.g., New Year's Day, Presidents' Day, Martin Luther King's Birthday, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans' Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day.				5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		If a CR submits a switch request (814_01) on 8/6/2001 identifying an out-of-cycle read for a switch on 8/6/2001, how and when will ERCOT process this transaction?  
If a CR submits a move-in request (814_16) on 8/6/2001 identifying an out-of-cycle read for a switch on 8/6/2001, how and when will ERCOT process this transaction?		· After Pilot start on 7/6/2001, if a CR sends an 814_PA to TDSP on 7/9/2001 at 1700 for a new pilot retail customer and the TDSP sends ERCOT the 814_20 to ERCOT on 7/10/2001 at 0500 for this retail customer, on what day and at what time may the CR send the 814_01 to the ERCOT RA for this retail customer?  [7/10/2001 at 1300, 7/10/2001 at 1700 or 7/11/2001 at 0500?]								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		When counting days, does ERCOT begin the system schedule on the day the transaction is received or the next day?  Does the system schedule day end on the last day or the day after the last day has expired?  
For example, if a CR sends an 814_01 transaction to ERCOT on 6/1/2001.  
When does ERCOT send the switch letter to customer? (6/1/2001 or 6/2001)?  
Furthermore, since 3 federal business days are defined in the Customer Protection rule as the time period for the customer to receive the letter, if ERCOT sends the letter to the customer what date does ERCOT system schedule provide for the customer to receive the letter? [Assuming ERCOT sends customer letter on 6/1/2001.  The 3 federal business days for US Mail would provide for the customer to receive the letter on 6/5/2001 and the 7th calendar day for customer recision would expire on 6/12.  Are these the dates that ERCOT system schedules would indicate for purposes of customer recision? ]		The cancellation date for the ERCOT notice is no less than seven calendar days after the customer receives the notice.  
· Given the standard in subsection (h) of allowing 3 federal business days for mailing such notice, ERCOT should presume the time is approximately 11 calendar days.  So we would expect the cancellation period to end on 6/12.
· ERCOT will not process same day switches.								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		· Will ERCOT process transactions 24 hours a day?  What constitutes an ERCOT day for purposes of processing switch, move-in, drop, CSA, ad hoc request transactions?		8-5 for ERCOT employees								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		Does ERCOT consider calendar days to be Monday through Friday only?		No, those are business days								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		Does ERCOT process transactions 24 hours a day?		Some we do, some we don’t								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		How many times and at what times of the day will ERCOT upload, process and/or download to/from the CRs or TDSPs TX SET Transaction sets?										5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		How soon after the RA receives the 814_20 from the TDSP can a REP send an 814_01 to RA?		2 days								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		What company holidays does ERCOT observe?		New Years Day, Good Friday, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and the day after, two days at Christmas.								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		What federal holidays are included in ERCOT system schedules for transactions?		New Years Day, MLK Day, Presidents Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, Columbus Day, Christmas.								5/21/01

		Transaction Timeline		When will ERCOT representatives be available for phone calls regarding transaction processing?		Help desk is manned 24 x 7								5/21/01

		Transfers		Create process for documentation transfer for switches between CRs:		Upon request of a customer, a copy of the form will be sent to the customer that they may then forward to their new CR.								6/14/01

		Transfers		Develop Option 2 Definition and Test Plan for Transfers		Separate subgroup to define all the options and develop test plan for “transferring”				Provide recommendation to Texas Test Plan Team.				2/2/00

		Transformer Loss Factor		At some TDSPs history is stored without transformer loss being applied and the transformer loss factor is not maintained historically.		Use the current transformer loss factor and apply to the historical data.  This will not be an issue after 1/1/2003.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/14/01

		Transformer Loss Factor		The transformer loss factor is a decimal value used to gross usage up to a quantity delivered when the end-use customer is metered on the low side of the transformer.  Regulated rate schedules allow for the loss factor to be applied to the billed quantity of consumption.		Those TDSPs have re-evaluated this issue and it is no longer viable.  TDSPs will supply usage with transformer loss applied, and will also send the transformer loss factor, with the decimal character and negative sign character as needed, so the CR can back out transformer loss at their discretion.  Carol Gros(Entergy) will provide language for when the negative/positive is used (high side/low side discussion).  Ignore the “loss” implication in the field name.  The sign will be sent to indicate whether the TDSP has added or subtracted the Transformer Loss Factor to/from the metered usage.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01
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		Area		Topic		Decision		Area of Concern		Comments		Change Cont No.		Date

		2002 RMS Chair and Vice Chair		Don Bender was recommended for Chair.  Brenda Crockett was nominated for Vice Chair.		RMS approved Don Bender for Chair and Brenda Crockett for Vice Chair.								1/9/02

		2002 RMS Goals and Objectives		Draft 2002 RMS Goals and Objectives for improving RMS effectiveness.		Key initiatives are: 1) Move from student council format to a problem identifier/solver for the Retail Market. 2) Better define operational norms and standards for the RMS and its subgroups. 3)  Improve coordination with other ERCOT Subcommittees such as the PRS and WMS.  RMS Representatives need to make the commitment to attend RMS Meetings and be involved in RMS issues								1/31/02

		2002 RMS Planning Calendar		RMS Working Group meeting and conference call schedules		2002 RMS Planning Calendar will be posted on the ERCOT web site at http://www.ercot.com/Participants/Committees/rms_comm.htm.								1/31/02

		2002 Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT) Chair – Debbie McKeever, Vice Chairs– Sharon Polliard, Rita Morales; Texas (TX) SET Chair – Susan Neel, Vice Chair – Christine Meloro; Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Chair – Darryl Nelson; Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG) Chair – Dave Darnell.		2002 working group chair and vice chair nominations approved as submitted.								1/31/02

		2003 Project Prioritization		Project prioritization process and steps to add new projects		A more in-depth review of the 2003 process will be provided at the 10/16/02 meeting.								9/26/02

		2003 Project Prioritization		Project prioritization process and steps to add new projects		The RMS discussed the process for obtaining cost estimates for proposed new projects so that a decision can be made whether to go forward with the proposed project and how changes will be made to the Project List.								10/16/02

		2003 Retail Market Plan		2003 Retail Market Plan - The plan would help the RMS address issues proactively instead of reactively and would include RMS Goals and Objectives.		RMS decided that a “strawman” should be developed and distributed within one to two weeks.  The 2003 Retail Market Plan will be discussed at the December RMS Meeting.								11/14/02

		4CP Task Force		Options to Resolve 2001 4CP Changes		Option 2 (Spreadsheet True-up) from the 4CP Task Force was approved, pending ERCOT legal review for compliance with Protocols.   TDSPs will send one correction invoice (with sufficient detail for ESI ID determination) for all of the 2002 4CP changes to the CRs.  Normal 810 billing will continue to use prior 4CP determinants through the remainder of 2002.  A materiality threshold of plus/minus $100 annual correction will be applied on a per ESI ID basis.								11/14/02

		Competitive Metering		SB-7 requires that competitive metering be implemented on 1/1/04 for Commercial and Industrial Customers (any non-Residential Customer); therefore, development of competitive metering transaction business rules need to be started no later than September.		A proposed timeline was presented and discussed (see Attachment). RMS needs to be prepared to discuss further at the 8/2/02 meeting.								7/8/02

		Competitive Metering		PUCT Rulemaking		The PUCT has opened a rulemaking project, Project 26359, on Competitive Metering.  A workshop will be held on Tuesday, September 10, 2002.								8/1/02

		Competitive Metering Working Group (CMWG)		Competitive Metering Working Group (CMWG)		The RMS voted to start up the CMWG to begin work during the PUC rulemaking.								1/18/03

		Customer Enrollment		ERCOT receives 867_04s for switches still “In Review”.		TDSPs agreed to form a small ad hoc work group to work with ERCOT to address.								2/28/02

		Customer Enrollment		Extending the Window for Automatic Cancellations		Since this issue was not considered urgent, the RMS agreed to address at its next meeting.								2/13/02

		Customer Enrollment		ERCOT receives an 867_04 prior to receiving 814_04		The TDSPs and ERCOT will address and make a recommendation.								2/13/02

		EPS Meter Readings for Billing		Te RMS previously agreed to bill wires charges using the portal extract from ERCOT.  ERCOT is giving TDSPs data on an ad-hoc basis. On 3/1/02, ERCOT instituted a 17-day initial settlement, however billing needs to go a max of 3 days after the cycle read.  TDSPs cannot use ERCOT data since it is 3 weeks old when received.		It was decided that, in the interim, the TDSPs will use the meter readings they obtain when they poll those EPS meters.This enables TDSPs to submit bills to the CR and not wait 3 weeks for ERCOT readings.								4/2/02

		ERCOT		Two new RMS Ad Hoc Task Forces:  1) Weekly Technical Conference Call – Paul McKinney, Chair; Vice Chair TBD; 2) Market Metrics – Kyle Patrick, Chair; Jim Breakfield, Vice Chair		A Market Metrics Workshop will be conducted on 2/12/02 and information about the workshop will be distributed to the RMS when it is available.  A “strawman” will be developed at the 2/12/02 workshop and addressed at the 2/13/02 RMS Meeting.								1/31/02

		ERCOT		System Change Requests (SCR)		The RMS discussed a list of System Changes ordered by the PUCT and prioritized the following SCRs: 1) 702 – Ad hoc usage request process flow – Low; 2) 705 – Remove meter request – High;  3) 706 – Customer information segments – High; 4) 707 – ERCOT acceptance & pass thru of new reject codes – High; 5) 708 – Forward of bill type to POLR – High; 6) 709 – Reject for invalid bill type – High; 7) 710 – ERCOT rejects move-in or drop to POLR – High; 8) 711 – Forwarding address for final bill – High; 9) 712 – Pass thru of new reject code – High; 10) 713 – Customer information – High; 11) 714 – Special needs indicator – High; 12) 715 – 814_25 Reject Status to CR – High								4/2/02

		ERCOT		SCRs - A proposed ERCOT policy related to Market Notification of System Changes was discussed.		As part of ongoing Commercial Application Systems maintenance, ERCOT will provide written notification to the Market of all production system changes that have the potential to impact market systems.  ERCOT will notify the market up to 10 business days in advance of the change, when possible, noting that for emergency changes, ERCOT will notify the Market as soon as possible.								5/1/02

		ERCOT Client Relations		Jones discussed a proactive communications plan between ERCOT and MPs, and provided a Retail Transaction Processing Update and Quick Recovery Team Update (QRT).		Nancy Hetrick was asked to verify that all MPs were on the distribution list for Retail Transaction Processing Updates. Requests for ESI IDs to be researched should be sent to swhyte@mindspring.com.  There have been nearly 92,000 ESI IDs identified.								7/8/02

		ERCOT Client Relations		ESI ID Tracking System (ETS) Project. The objective of the ETS is to track the complete ESI ID life cycle, allow the Market into ESI ID transaction life cycle data, and maintain ESI ID data until the transaction life cycle is complete. The build phase for Phase 1 will start on 8/5/02 and the estimated implementation date for the ETS is 11/1/02.  A Requirements Document for Phase 2 is in progress.		A summary document will be distributed to the RMS.		It was noted that the Market provided input on the ETS. It was suggested that a “mock viewing” be provided so that users can test.		When the parameters are know, it will be added to the Guides - Chapter 5				8/1/02

		ERCOT Protocols		Two changes were suggested to the PRR. Proposed Protocol Revision language related to Section 15.2 that provides additional information for an ESI ID to include Station ID, Power Region, Premise Type, and status (active/de-energized/inactive) for an ESI ID.  In addition, language has been included to advise if there is a pending Move-In/Move-Out for the ESI ID.		The RMS voted to endorse proposed PRR Language revising Section 15.2 of the ERCOT Protocols as amended (see attachment) and forward to the PRS for review and action.								1/9/02

		IDR Meter Data		9 TDSP recommendations for improving IDR data loaded into Lodestar were reviewed for action and long-term fixed.		Recommendations 2a and 2b were remanded to TX SET, with input from the MPs from the "IDR Data Task Force", to review TX SET related issues defined in the document.								8/29/02

		Left in Hot (LIH)		Proposed solutions: 1) Notify customer they are not associated with a CR and disconnect within 10 days if not with a CR. 2) Drop to AREP and begin disconnecting on move-outs with no corresponding move-in. 3) Drop to POLR and begin disconnecting on move-outs with no corresponding move-in. 4) Provide a mass customer list, customer selects a CR and if not selected, then transfer to either the POLR or AREP.  The RMS also discussed, at length, whether or not to give the customer notice before transferring the customer, and how that communication should take place (door hanger or letter).		RMS agreed that Option 2 was the best option for all MPs.   Each TDSP was again asked to provide “no order” connects information/statistics from its perspective to Connie Corona and Patricia Dolese so that the magnitude of the issue can be determined.  The TDSPs, AREPs and ERCOT will meet ASAP and develop a plan to address the issue of “no order” connects (good faith connects), and transmit to the PUCT.   The group should also provide a proposal for switching to the AREP after notice is given.								3/13/02

		Left In Hot Process		SCR 724 - Left in Hot CSV process: Modify the existing AREP process to meet the needs of the left in hot process.		The left in hot project (SCR 724) was approved and assigned a priority of high with a project classification of high.						SCR 724		9/26/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Proposed PRR language for Section 11.3.3.3 [Non-Weather Sensitive (NWSIDR) Proxy Day Method, approved by PWG on 7/24/02, was discussed. The revision changes the NWSIDR Proxy Day determination method to use the most recent historical ESI ID interval data from the last 12 months.		RMS approved the proposed PRR language, to recommend to the PRS that the PRR be assigned an urgent status, and to forward to the PRS for action.		The RMS emphasized that this effort should not interfere with the effort of getting the IDR meter data loaded in accordance with the Protocols.		Need to ask Don how we are going to get notified from PRS				8/1/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		Load Profiling Operating Guides (LPOG)		Six additional sections were approved to be added to the LPOG. Purpose of Load Profiling, Guidelines for Load Profile Development, KVA to KW Conversion, Request for Changes to Load Profile Methodology, Load Profile Models, and Access to Load Profiling Materials
The RMS provided the LPWG with the following action items:
1) Determine how changes to profiles or Load Profile Methodology will be communicated.
2) Investigate the potential for waiving the ERCOT administrative cost assessment for the OPUC.
The RMS also gave the LPWG the following directives:
1) Ensure consistency with the Protocols regarding the timeframe for notifying the market and implementing changes to Load Profiles or Load Profile Methodology.
2) Load Profile Methodology changes or model changes may not be retroactive.
3) Indicate that the LPOG is subordinate to PURA, PUCT Substantive Rules, and ERCOT Protocols.								1/9/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		Section 4 – The Profiling Working Group; Section 6 – Load Profiling Methodology; Section 9 – Load Profile IDs (RMS agreed not to vote on this section today); Section 15 – Load Research Samples; Section 16 – Supplemental Profiling; Section 17 – Load Profiling Metering		RMS approved the approaches of Sections 4, 6, 15, 16, and 17 of the LPOG as amended.  The LPWG will further review and amend Section 9 as recommended by the RMS.								3/13/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		Section 9 - Load Profile Ids		RMS approved the revised Section 9 of the LPOG as recommended by the LPWG and amended by the RMS (make gray-box language more generic).								5/1/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		A list of options to address the situation where the IDR Default Profile (3 MW) is being used for settlements when no or limited IDR meter data is available was developed as directed by RMS (see Attachment).  10 options were developed evaluated by the use of 4 factors: 1) Cost; 2) Timeliness; 3) Systems Impact – ERCOT; 4) Systems Impact – MPs.		A one-day workshop will be scheduled to evaluate the options and reach an agreement on a solution.				Don, what is the result here?				5/29/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		The LPOG was distributed on 6/4/02 to the RMS, PRS, and TAC for review and comment.		The RMS should vote on the LPOG at its July meeting.  Comments should be directed to Ernie Podraza at epodraza@reliant.com.								6/14/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		Podraza discussed the Annual Validation Process for 2002 of profile ID assignments.  The proposed method allows the following: 1) Application of usage month algorithm in 2002; 2) Load profile ID assignments to be based on recent usage data; 3) TDSPs time to program usage month calculation into production systems.		The RMS was asked to review the document.				Ask Don is this a workaround				6/14/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		The status of completing initial validation of profile IDs was discussed.		The difficulty in distinguishing initial validation transactions from normal business transactions makes tracking the status also difficult. RMS asked the LPWG to develop a proposed resolution and send to TX SET for review.  The resolution of the interpretation of assignment of profile ID on customer level versus premise level should be included in the RMS Operating Guides.				Don, what is the result here?				7/8/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		Load Profiling Operating Guides (LPOG)		RMS approved the LPOG as recommended by the LPWG, including revisions to the Change Control Process to be consistent with the language in the ERCOT Operating Guides and modify the election of chair and vice chair for calendar period to be consistent with RMS Procedures. The TAC will be asked to conduct an e-mail vote to approve the LPOG.		No						7/8/02

		Load Profiling Working Group (LPWG) Report		ERCOT’s proposed Annual Validation Process for 2002 of Profile ID Assignments was discussed (see Attachment).		The RMS agreed to leave the decision making at the working group level and that a RMS vote on the issue was not necessary.								7/8/02

		Market Metrics		Market Metrics "Strawman"		A sample will be developed and distributed the week of 2/18/02.  The working group will develop performance measures/ expectations for each of the transactions.								2/13/02

		Market Metrics		ERCOT is providing the independent third party data collection function and the first round of data collection has been completed. The data collection function encountered a number of problems.		The data will be distributed to the Tiger Team and participating MPs.  C. Corona will use the data as part of the PUCT Market Performance Measures Reporting.				A web site for Metrics is being developed to use in place of the Workbooks (web based reporting) and will be functional for the third round of sampling by Market Metrics. A demonstration will be held at the next Market Metrics Meeting on 3/22/02.				3/13/02

		Market Metrics		Participation and communication, and sample validity for round 4 was discussed.  Sampling qualifications are not being met.		CRs not participating need to be prepared to explain to the PUCT Commissioners why they have chosen not to support this RMS project.								4/2/02

		Market Sync		Non-PTB Customers - PUCT has ruled that non-price to beat customers with a pending switch are not to be moved to the Affiliate REP’s default rate, but instead should continue to receive service under the former integrated utility’s retail base rate tariffs until that switch is successfully executed.  The issue is that the Affiliated REP is not aware of which customers are affected by this ruling.		The RMS agreed to form an ad hoc task force to address market opening switching/settlement issues. P. Zdenek was asked to chair the task force.								1/31/02

		Market Sync		The scenario where customers are in ERCOT’s system as “Scheduled” but the scheduled start date is for a date in the past was discussed.  1) Who does this customer belong to in relation to Settlements, the switching CR (CR X) or the previous CR?  Essentially, does the 814_04 (“Scheduled”) trigger Settlements or the 867_04 (“Complete”) trigger Settlements? 2) Will the monthly meter data (867_03s) be forwarded to the switching CR (CR X) since the scheduled start date for power flow is in the past or will the 867_03s be sent to the previous CR? 3) What efforts are underway to reconcile all three parties?  The market has already acknowledged the problems with “In Review” switches that have power flow.  The “Scheduled” switches that have power flow should be addressed as well.		R. McCarthy was asked to develop a “strawman” related to how other markets have addressed the issue (true up) to determine if the issue needs to be referred to an ad hoc work group.  TDSPs, CRs, and ERCOT agreed to schedule meetings with each other to reconcile issues. The process steps will be distributed to the CRs, TDSPs, and ERCOT.								2/28/02

		Market Sync		If:  ESI ID is on the CR list submitted to ERCOT and the TDSP under the ad hoc working group direction, AND valid 867_04 has been processed by ERCOT, AND ESI ID is greater than or equal to 1 MW Then:  The TX SET Chair to research to determine if 867_04 can be either automatically or manually corrected to original 814_01 request date on both TDSP and ERCOT systems.  If yes, then those switches also will effectively be backdated to original 814_01 request date.  If no, then the issue is brought back to the RMS for resolution.		1) TDSPs (AEP, Reliant HL&P, Oncor, & TNMP) agreed on processes 2) processes will be implemented immediately by TDSPs under interim approval; and 3) processes will be taken to the next TAC meeting for approval.								3/13/02

		Market Sync		If:  ESI ID is on the CR list submitted to ERCOT and the TDSP under the ad hoc working group direction, AND no valid 867_04 has been processed by ERCOT, AND ESI ID is greater than or equal to 1 MW; Then: TDSP backdates 867_04 to original 814_01 request date.  If:  ERCOT shows the TDSP as the LSE past the original 814_01 request date; Then:  TDSP backdates 867_04 to original request date on the 814_01.		1) TDSPs (AEP, Reliant HL&P, Oncor, & TNMP) agreed on processes 2) processes will be implemented immediately by TDSPs under interim approval; and 3) processes will be taken to the next TAC meeting for approval.		TNMP has a couple of customers where this If/Then may be a problem.  Affected CR or CRs will work with TNMP to address.   No (problem resolved)						3/13/02

		Market Sync		Possible need for a second ad hoc switch task force that would be tasked with expediting the PTB account switches that are currently not yet completed.		Non-PTB accounts will continue to be resolved via the task force and the current methodology (reconciling lists at the utilities’ offices), and not through the use of the Tiger Team. A new task force is not needed.								4/2/02

		Market Sync		A Market True-Up Process was presented. The presentation included a definition of the issue, risks of not performing a true up, other Market’s actions, preparation activities, ground rules, risks of performing true ups, and next steps. It was suggested that the CR, TDSP, and ERCOT databases be synchronized.		R. Connell and R. McCarthy agreed to develop a plan to be used by ERCOT, CRs, and TDSPs to perform a technical analysis to assess the magnitude of the problem.  The plan will be distributed to the RMS prior to the next RMS Meeting for vote.		It was noted that the magnitude of the issue between the TDSPs and ERCOT is known, however the magnitude of the issue between the CRs and ERCOT is not known.		Chapter 7 - Market Sync				4/2/02

		Market Sync		CR of Record Synchronization - An ERCOT Project Request to synchronize PTB ESI ID market data (synchronization plan) was discussed. This plan will focus on the PTB (Price to Beat) ESI IDs.  Based on a market presentation to the RMS on 4/2/02 and information provided by market participants, there is currently a market issue with the REP of record getting out of sync between ERCOT and various MP systems.		RMS will undertake the synchronization of the CR of Record utilizing a project plan with the following objectives: 1) Quantify the number of ESI IDs that are at issue; 2) Document the steps required to synchronize the REP of record in all systems; 3) Present root causes of out of synch CR of Record; 4) Report to the RMS on objectives 1, 2, and 3 above by no later than June 1, 2002.  Will be presented  to the TAC on 5/9/02.		It was noted that the work of the Market Open Switch-Settlement Ad Hoc Task Force related to the resolution process for disputed switches of non-Price to Beat (PTB) ESI IDs (greater than 1 MW) was essentially complete. The following statistics relate to the number of ESI IDs that ERCOT settles on each month: PTB Premises – 5,710,000; Non-PTB Premises – 5,000.		Chapter 7 - Market Sync				5/1/02

		Market Sync		Retail Settlement - An issue where Load Serving Entities are incurring incorrect settlement charges was discussed.  This could be due to the mounting problems with the inability to generate 867_03s by the TDSPs or the inability for ERCOT to load 867_03 data due to either a gap in the information or it does not conform to ERCOT’s system requirements.		A PRR is needed but there is not enough time. The RMS agreed to conduct an e-mail vote on the following Resolution:
The ERCOT Board direct the ERCOT Staff to perform a one-time re-settlement of 7/31/01 through the current Wholesale Settlement Statement published.  Such re-settlement will commence after ERCOT’s receipt of consumption data for at least 95 % of the IDR premises from each TDSP.  In addition, ERCOT would suspend future true-up settlements until the 95 % IDR consumption data standard is met.  
In addition, TDSPs would be required to correct Load Profile ID assignments identified in the Initial Validation Process for Non-IDR ESI IDs retroactively to the last meter read date in 2001.  Such corrections shall be transmitted to ERCOT by 6/15/02.								5/1/02

		Market Sync		PTB Synchronization Plan		Kick off conference call was held on 5/21/02.  All parties agreed to the following action plan: Each MP will ensure internal/provider systems are synchronized; A test run will occur to ensure queries and file layout is correct; This test run begins on May 29th and will be completed by 6/7/02.								5/29/02

		Market Sync		PTB Synchronization Plan – Test run is in progress and will be complete on 7/21/02.  All TDSPs and about two-thirds of the CRs have submitted test files.		A full data comparison will begin 6/28/02.								6/14/02

		Market Sync		Market Sync activities were discussed in detail.		A list of ESI IDs with agreed upon switch dates should be sent to ERCOT by and the resettlement process for Non-PTB ESI IDs will begin on 7/31/02.		Concern was expressed that this deadline cannot be met.  The differences between ESI IDs that are to be backdated versus synchronized were discussed and clarified.		Chapter 7 - Market Synchronization				7/8/02

		Market Sync		Two other steps that must be performed before this project is totally completed from the CRs and Retail Customer’s perspective: 1) TDSPs must issue the cancel/re-bill transactions and 2) the losing and gaining CRs must resolve any outstanding customer payment and/or billing matters.  There are 262 out of the 1,004 ESI IDs that still need to be re-settled.		ERCOT agreed to publish a re-settlement schedule.   That is the final date when the cancel/re-bill transactions and their related usage transactions need to be successfully processed by TDSPs and ERCOT.								8/1/02

		Market Sync		Retail Synchronization Project - the objective is to address Market issues resulting in out of sync “Rep of Record” between ERCOT, TDSP, and CR Systems for all ESI IDs. Cohea also discussed a timeline for the effort.		TDSPs and CRs will need to compile files on 8/10/02 and 8/11/02 and send to ERCOT by no later than 8/12/02.  A proposal on how to proceed (repair process) will be distributed to the RMS by 9/10/02.								8/1/02

		Market Sync		Non-PTB (>1 MW) customers - Of the total 1,004 ESI IDs in this particular synchronization. ERCOT must provide their analysis to MPs for 145 ESI IDs.		Analysis results will be distributed by the end of next week.Changes to or questions about MP contact information should be addressed to Karen Bergman (kbergman@ercot.com).								8/1/02

		Market Sync		Resettlement of True-Up - ERCOT has completed an assessment of the readiness activities needed for the resettlement of true-up settlement statements.		ERCOT has set a target date of 8/14/02 to start this effort with resettlement of the first trade day of market operations, 7/31/01.								8/1/02

		Market Sync		Non-PTB (>1 MW) customers - Of 998 ESI Ids, 807 have been corrected. The remining 191 ESI Ids need to be corrected.		ERCOT was to remove any ESI ID received after 4/30 deadline established by TAC and Board.  That revised list would be distributed to TDSPs and CRs as the revised "official" list.  ERCOT will modify the figures being reported in the following categories based upon the revised "official" list:  ESI IDs submitted after 4/30/02, ESI IDs where there has been no agreement, ESI IDs where there has been agreement but no cancel/re-bill has been issued, and ESI IDs executed-can/re-bill complete.		Resolved						8/29/02

		Market Sync		Non-PTB (>1 MW) backdated switches - 28 out of 126 ESI Ids that remain to be switched are where the CR and TDSP are not in agreement.		ERCOT will analyze the 28 disputed ESI Ids and send reasons for the disputes to the RMS for resolution.		Resolved						9/26/02

		Market Sync		Out-of-sync market files - Retailer Synchronization Project		For those scenarios that the Market Synchronization Project identified as out-of-sync, if the Market Synchronization Task Force unanimously agrees on the steps necessary to correct the out-of-sync Market condition, then the MPs shall correct the out-of-sync Market condition accordingly.  The Market Synchronization Task Force shall report to the RMS any decisions reached to correct out-of-sync Market conditions.  If there is any disagreement regarding the steps necessary to correct the out-of-sync scenario, the issue shall be passed to the RMS for resolution.				When agreement cannot be reached, will be elevated to TAC for resolution.				10/16/02

		Market Sync		Non-PTB - The objective is to make necessary corrections to ensure that >1MW customers were switched on the correct date in January 2002.		ERCOT will continue to confirm changes in Siebel and Lodestar.  It is expected that the number will be at zero in another month.								10/16/02

		Market Sync		"TDSP as LSE" Cleanup - the objective is to ensure that all ESI IDs are converted from the “TDSP as LSE” by the time True-up Settlement of February 2002 begins (December 7, 2002).		ERCOT will send revised lists to TDSPs by 10/21/02 and TDSPs will respond with new effective dates or status data by 11/1/02.  It was suggested that the TDSPs include their Trading Partner in the loop.								10/16/02

		Market Sync		“TDSP as LSE” Clean-up Project		The reporting mechanism related to out-of-sync files has been defined and put in place so that he would begin reporting to the RMS in January.  It was noted that once the true-up settlement has passed, the only way data can be disputed is if it is considered a “valid” dispute (as defined by the ERCOT Protocols) and the MPs must go through the ADR Process.  For the “TDSP as LSE” Clean-up Project, ERCOT will provide lists of ESI IDs to the TDSPs by December 20th requesting that they provide all relationship records by January 3rd.  ERCOT will then perform a reconciliation confirmation to finalize this project.				ESI ID Consumption Data Loading Statistics are available at http://www.ercot.com/Participants/PublicMarketInfo/ESIIDStat.htm.				12/18/02

		Market Sync		ESI ID Settlement Data Extract - Lack of ESI ID settlement data requested in SCR 727 has repercussions on the dispute process for QSEs.  It was proposed that QSEs be allowed to dispute the full amount of any True-up Settlement Statements until ERCOT can provide ESI ID Settlement Data Extracts to allow REPs to know which ESI IDs are settled on estimated usage versus actual usage within the aggregated load profiles used for settlement.		1) Upon TAC approval, suspend further true-up resettlements for 2002.  2)  True-up resettlement (starting with 1/1/02) will commence 4/1/03 or upon completion of the criteria below, whichever occurs first.  Any discrepancies after the deadline must be accepted by all parties.  Progress toward completion criteria will be reviewed at each RMS Meeting. a) Develop functionality and provide data extract as defined in SCR 727.  The RMS places a High-High project approval/priority to SCR 727. b) Outstanding QRE Issues documented by ERCOT as of 12/16/02 be 95% complete (“In Progress” and “In Analysis” as reported to the RMS on 12/18/02). c) ERCOT will have in place a mechanism for daily monitoring and synchronization of ERCOT’s Siebel and Lodestar Systems. d) ERCOT’s Siebel related data issues will be monitored and brought to a point of being repaired daily.				Note:  ERCOT is currently performing a one-time ESI ID service history data dump and will provide the information to REPs.  Cohea will provide this data to only those MPs who request the one-time data extraction.		SCR 727		12/18/02

		Market Sync		ESI ID Service History and Usage Extracts -  Currently, REPs are unable to determine whether the ESI ID is being settled on estimated or actual usage.  REPs receive only the aggregated Load Profile data within the QSE Load Extract.		ERCOT will provide REPs and TDSPs information regarding the relationship of ESI-IDs to all components of the settlement recorder (REP, TDSP, Profile, Congestion Zone, Loss Code, UFE Zone, sub-UFE Zone and QSE) and relative usage information for a given trade date, as of a given settlement date. This data will also provide TDSPs a means to validate the EDI documentation previously sent to ERCOT.						SCR 727		12/18/02

		Mass Customer List		The PUCT Customer Protection Rules (25.472) require the REPS to provide the PTB Mass Customer List on 12/31 of each year from 2002 to 2006.		RMS agreed that the CRs should meet and develop recommendations, including possibly hiring a third party to collect and distribute the information.  No further RMS action is planned for this item, as CRs will be responsible for this RMS issue.  It was also agreed that the Texas SET Implementation Guide for the Mass Customer List should be posted.		No, PUC rule removed the mass customer list requirement						8/1/02

		Metering		Historical Usage may be sent Point to Point if Bi-Lateral Agreement has been reached. 
For IDR meters, is it necessary to provide the interval detail information historically on the 867_02 in addition to the summary data, or could detail information be provided in some other format?		Add a code to request Interval Detail and Summary information where the Interval Detail is sent Point to Point after a bi-lateral agreement has been reached				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/14/01

		Metering		867_03 Contingency Plan Review		The plan was developed in the event that ERCOT is unable to forward 867_03 transactions (CRs are not getting what they need).  This Contingency Plan does not replace the approved Protocol Process where TDSPs send 867_03s to ERCOT, who forwards these on to the appropriate CR.  Several amendments to the proposed plan were suggested.  Timing when Contingency Plan testing can be started varies by TDSP, however, all TDSPs can support testing by mid to late January. Contingency Plan Process - MPs and ERCOT will decide to implement the contingency plan and schedule regular follow up calls.  The TDSPs will continue to send original 867_03 files to ERCOT.
CR’s will process 867_03 copies based on business needs. ERCOT will conduct a conference call approximately 2 hours before 867_03 contingency process is stopped.  At that time, MPs will determine whether the Contingency Plan will be discontinued. Once it can be determined, ERCOT will notify the MPs when TDSPs can cease sending 867_03 to the CRs.		TDSPs proposed contingency options and provided descriptions of advantages and disadvantages of these options.
CRs, TDSPs and ERCOT reviewed and discussed the details associated with contingency options at RMS meeting on 11/29/01.The contingency plan can be discontinued once MPs determine expected “normal” process is satisfactory functioning.
This process does not restrict agreements between market participants.		Chapter 7 - Workaround				12/11/01

		Metering		867 Processing issues		When issues are identified, a 3-way conference call between the CR, TDSP, and ERCOT will take place. Pilot issues need to be resolved in January.								1/9/02

		Metering		867_03 Contingency Plan - 824s		824s generated due to duplicate 867_03s will be suppressed by CRs and not sent to ERCOT, and 997s back to the TDSP will be suppressed by CRs. The contingency plan will be implemented no later than 1/29/02.								1/9/02

		Metering		Transition Plan for 867_03 Contingency Plan		A decision was made to compile a task force to develop an exit plan for the 867_03 Contingency Plan.				It was noted that this does not mean that the Contingency Plan will be shut down, but only that a plan for shutting down the Contingency Plan should be developed.				10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out Working Group (MIMOWG)		Long-term MIMO Working Group		The following items will be moved to the Long-Term MIMO Working Group to be addressed: Cancellation of pending switch, CR holding move-in "X" number of days, Expedite ESI ID creation (7B-Oncor's portion)								9/26/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Customers unable to move in for 7 to 14 days because power cannot be turned on. Number of move-ins are less than expected.		TDSPs will provide its Provider Support telephone number to L. Grimm for inclusion in minutes.  ERCOT will provide information on how quickly or often information submitted thru the Portal is updated. The utilities will investigate if continuting to post updated ESI ID lists on their Pilot Web Sites is possible.								1/9/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		4) Remove Meter Indicator on Move-Out Transaction – There is currently no mechanism for a CR to request that a meter be removed from a premise.  In the situation of builders with temporary meter poles and other similar situations, the customer contacts the CR and requests a move-out with a meter removal.  The move-out transaction does not have a remove meter indicator nor does it have a Text Message segment.  Thus move-out transactions to the TDSP only cause the TDSP to de-energize the meter, yet leave the meter in the meter can.  The customer is unable to remove their pole resulting in an unhappy customer.  The proposed solution is to add a “request to remove meter” indicator to the move-out transaction.  The segment would indicate that the customer is requesting a meter removal, however it will be at the TDSPs discretion if the meter needs to be removed or not.  This change will be functional to all MP systems, and Texas SET is requesting that this be approved as an emergency change and that the RMS set an emergency implementation date.  In the interim, the TDSPs will recognize that the move-outs on temporary meter poles require a meter removal, and will manually issue remove meter orders after the receipts of the move-out transactions on such premises.		The RMS agreed that the item stay in its place on the Version 1.5 high priority list.		Will be implemented with 1.5						1/31/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		3) ERCOT System Change Request to Forward Rejects to CRs – Switch/Move-In transactions are rejected at the TDSP.  CRs are unaware because the transaction reject is not forwarded.  When a TDSP rejects an 814_03 via the 814_04 and sends the transaction to ERCOT only the TDSP and ERCOT are aware of the reject.  The CR still has a pending switch/move-in in their system that it is awaiting a response.  Currently ERCOT is using manual intervention to notify CRs of the condition.  A System Change Request has been written for Version 1.5 that would correct that situation.  The change only affects the ERCOT Systems.  Texas SET suggests that the change be escalated to an emergency for immediate system change and implementation.		3) RMS approved this issue as the number 1 priority on the Version 1.5 high priority list, declared as an emergency item, and requested the TAC to instruct the vendor to address as soon as a vendor is brought on board.  J. Adams was asked to document the work around for RMS review at its next meeting.		Will be implemented with 1.5						1/31/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Work towards efficiency:  Two goals addressed: 1) 1. The customer should make one phone call to schedule a move-in. 
2. The customer move-in should take 1 to 2 business days once their premise is ready to take service.		1) Identify issues related with point-to-point move-in transactions. 2) Address the current problems the market is experiencing with the current move-in model. 3) ERCOT agreed to investigate when the Premise Info Rejects forwarded to the CR (Change Control 246) and 814_20 (ESI ID) Issues can be fixed and will inform the RMS by the end of the week (2/15/02).  These fixes are anticipated to result in significant improvement in the throughput flow.  The TDSPs will address questions associated with transaction processing.						CC 246		2/13/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Operational and technical problems experienced by the market in processing move-in transactions were discussed.  The TDSPs’ practice was to disconnect the service when the customer moved out of the premise, unless there was a move-in transaction waiting for this premise.  Because of the market opening problems and service was not connected, TDSPs immediately began receiving faxes and spreadsheets from CRs for ESI IDs that required service be connected within a short time period.  When calls were received from customers saying they needed service immediately for a variety of reasons, the AEP TDSP dispatched a service order without receiving a spreadsheet or fax from a CR or receiving an electronic transaction from ERCOT (814_03).  These “no order” connects are contributing to UFE, which the entire market is paying for.  The customer does not realize they could be facing a multiple month bill if they continue to receive energy without having a CR.		Connie Corona noted that the PUCT would review the issue.  Each TDSP was asked to provide a summary of the issue from its perspective to Corona and Patricia Dolese by no later than Monday, 3/4/02.		It was noted that the AEP TDSP will identify the “no order” energized meters as the meters are read this month.  If a “no order” situation is discovered, AEP will hang a door hanger on the premise that informs the customer they need to select a CR within the next 10 business days from the date the door hanger is hung or the AEP TDSP will disconnect the service.  AEP will no longer connect customers without either an 814_03 transaction or a manual spreadsheet submitted by the CR.  If customers continue to contact AEP directly because their CR can’t process a move-in transaction, the customer will be referred back to the CR where the CR can submit a manual spreadsheet to AEP.   Is this a GAP and what is the process by TDSP?		It was noted that this does not mean that the Contingency Plan will be shut down, but only that a plan for shutting down the Contingency Plan should be developed.				2/28/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		ESI IDs are not always available		TDSPs were asked to submit information about what they are doing related to the issue.  It was suggested that a small ad hoc work group be formed, or a workshop or conference call be held to further address the issue.								2/28/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		ERCOT takes 12 hours to process switch and move-in/move-out transactions through its systems		ERCOT agreed to report on the status of their target to improve process times related to the issue at the next RMS Meeting.								2/28/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		CRs do not get TDSP rejects and cancel messages from ERCOT		TDSPs were asked to investigate whether they could provide information to CRs (Trading Partners) related to 814_04 and 814_25 rejects and why they are rejecting, and report at the next RMS Meeting.								2/28/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		The table summarizing the major issues and actions identified by the RMS related to the move-in issue was discussed.		RMS approved asking the TAC to request that the Board approve releasing budget funds to implement the electronic solution to the Texas SET proposal as described in Version 1.5 (Issue 7).		No, resolved with the implementation with 1.5						3/13/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Issue 9 was discussed; TDSPs do not receive feedback from ERCOT on rejects for ERCOT process downstream from Paper Free, at length.		ERCOT was asked to provide a status report within a week on the mapping changes status.		It was emphasized that the information flow must be improved and the RMS discussed what could be done to address the issue.						3/13/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		NIDR Meter Usage Report		The PUCT (Connie Corona) asked that each TDSP provide a breakout of safety net transactions they are waiting on by CR, if possible.								5/1/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Workarounds/Stacked Move-ins/Move-outs		Bill Bojorquez was appointed to form an ad hoc task force to address issues (gaps) related to the stacked move-in/move-out process and forward recommendations to the RMS to be discussed at the 6/14/02 meeting.  The Feld Group will act as a facilitator for the ad hoc task force.								5/29/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		The RMS further discussed Conceptual Recommendation 3.		RMS voted to remand Conceptual Recommendation 3 back to the Move-In/Move-Out Working Group for further analysis and to address concerns expressed by the RMS.								6/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		It was suggested that the second bullet be removed from Conceptual Recommendation 5 and added to the “Ideas” List.		RMS voted to remand the first bullet of Conceptual Recommendation 5 back to the Quick Response Team for further analysis and add the second bullet to the “Idea” List.								6/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		ERCOT proposed that it develop a scope and requirements to implement Conceptual Requirement 7.  The estimated cost would be $50,000.		RMS approved Conceptual Recommendation 7 to be included with the other approved Conceptual Recommendations, and remand back to the Move-In/Move-Out Working Group for further development.   D. Odle will develop a SCR to fund the project design. An e-mail vote will be conducted.								6/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		A Same CR Move-in proposal was discussed, as well as its benefits and challenges. The proposal would address current market operational problems with the volumes of Move-Ins/Move-Outs when the same CR is involved.  If current market conditions change, this concept might not be viable.  The Move-In/Move-Out Working Group has reviewed this idea.  The concept proposed by ERCOT would be interim and optional for any CR.		The TDSPs were asked to develop documentation (recommendations) on how they intend to proceed and a timeline.  J. Kassel of ERCOT will coordinate this effort with the TDSPs.								6/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		7 Conceptual Recommendations developed at the MIMO workshop: 1) Greater Transaction Visibility – MPs should provide Portal requirements to ERCOT before July 15th  (Consensus achieved); 2) Cancellation of Pending Switch (Consensus achieved); 3) Holding Move-Ins/Move-Outs (Majority agreed, with some not agreeing); 4) Splitting Move-Ins from Switch (Consensus achieved); 5) Safety Net Move-In (Consensus achieved); 6) NFI Rejection Codes (Consensus achieved); 7) Expedite ESI ID (Consensus achieved).		RMS approved Conceptual Recommendations 1, 2, 4, and 6 and remand back to the Move-In/Move-Out Working Group for further development.		PRRs, SCRs, or additional details might be required.  The Move-In/Move-Out Working Group would be responsible for PRR and SCR development.  It was noted that should a fatal flaw be determined when defining the detailed requirements of any of the Conceptual Recommendations that are approved by the RMS, the issue would be brought to the RMS for resolution.						6/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		IDR/NIDR Meter Usage Reports		TDSPs were asked to begin providing IDR/NIDR Meter Usage Updates in conjunction with ERCOT’s monthly report at future RMS meetings.								6/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Same CR Proposal - Reliant and Oncor have distributed their proposals. The remainder of the TDSPs expects to distribute their proposals before the end of the week (no later than 7/12/02).		The Independent Generators and Independent CRs were asked to develop and distribute Same CR Proposals prior to the 8/1/02 RMS Meeting.		It was noted that the TDSPs are attempting to provide low cost interim solutions that can be implemented relatively easily.  The proposals from the TDSPs to date have not been consistent.  A standard proposal would be ideal, but difficult to achieve since TDSPs were attempting to provide a quick solution that was interim.		Same note as life support - see your local TDSP				7/8/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Monty Jones provided a Retail Market Operations Update (see Attachment to RMS Minutes).  Jones discussed an approach for addressing Move-In/Move-Out Issues, and noted that there is a need to develop a single plan for addressing unresolved issues along with approved Conceptual Recommendations and Ideas.		The Sponsor of each Conceptual Recommendation will create a baseline of the design requirements for discussion once the Move-In/Move-Out Working Group is convened.  These drafts will include what the Sponsor believes the Design Requirements are per the particular Conceptual Recommendation assigned.		It was noted that one Master Plan would be developed that integrates all of the Move-In/Move-Out Initiatives. This plan will be discussed at the next RMS Meeting.  Jones discussed the projects that would be included in the Master Project Plan.		NO				7/8/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		IDR Meter Usage Report – ERCOT and the TDSPs are in the process of developing a project to identify, evaluate, and implement business rule changes for Lodestar.  Currently, TDSPs are brainstorming ideas and will forward them to ERCOT.  A project plan will be shared with the Market once ERCOT has it completed.		The RMS expressed that there was a great deal of confusion over the IDR Meter Usage Report.  Jones agreed to clarify.								7/8/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Short-term and long-term recommendations related to the Conceptual Recommendations previously approved by the RMS were discussed.		Each Sponsor will develop a standardized detailed analysis on the Conceptual Recommendations by 8/9/02h.  Projects will be brought back to the RMS as they are completed.								8/1/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		It was proposed that the RMS form a task force to develop a Detailed Requirements Document for an RFP.  The question was asked about whether a detailed root cause analysis would be performed to determine what the problems really are and to help ensure that the real problems get fixed.  As stated in previous RMS Meetings, Jones affirmed the need to identify which scenarios represent the significant transaction volumes and Market occurrence volumes, and which scenarios rarely occur.		ERCOT agreed to review and determine what kind of analysis could be performed.  Jones agreed to distribute the problems that have been identified by ERCOT to the RMS for review. D. Bender, R. Comstock, and B. Bojorquez will develop and distribute to the RMS a proposal for the task force composition before the 8/29/02 RMS Meeting.  At that meeting, the RMS will vote on the task force composition.		Concern was expressed about the length of time being proposed to complete the process and award a contract to a vendor.  It was suggested that the process be expedited, however, it is believed that the timeline is already somewhat aggressive.  No		Jones also pointed out that it might come down to technology solutions that are applied to the highest volume scenarios and potentially other solutions for low volume scenarios.  Although not totally defined, the process would have the RMS reviewing the technical requirements portion of the RFP before issuing the RFP to vendors.				8/1/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		In additiona to the 29 scenarios discussed, Reliant identified approx 50 additional scenarios that must be further reviewed before including them in the RFP technical requirements.  The vendor will be provided very detailed procedures and program specifications, and will subsequently provide changes to software to address the problems.		RMS approved a request that the ERCOT Board release approximately $180,000 of budget funds to support consulting services for implementing the proposed Move-In/Move-Out Solution.								8/1/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		New issue related to "moved-out" ESI IDs with consumption ("no-order connects" or "left in hot").		ERCOT is having processing problems using the market opening coversion process, which involves TDSPs transferring ESI Ids using greater than 250 kWh, to the AREP.		ERCOT must develop a process to activate "moved-out" ESI Ids to the AREP based on the old AREP .csv process.  ERCOT is performing a code review and defining modifications, and will create a project request.  TDSPs will procide a list of ESI Ids to process when requested by ERCOT.  The TDSP using 814 move-in transactions to transfer these ESI IDs is unaffected.		No				8/29/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Move-In/Move-Out (MIMO) Task Force		The MIMO Task Force was directed to complete root cause analyses as described by Kassel, further define and catalog all of the 29 business scenarios, and develop the long term MIMO requirements for RMS review and approval.  The task force will start 9/2/02.  M. Jones will implement a process to keep all MP Executives informed on the long term MIMO direction and status.								8/29/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Move-in Conceptual Recommendations (CR)		An update on short-term CRs was provided.  CR#1 - provide visibility into ERCOT's Systems and CR#5 - Safety net move-in were voted to be closed.  CR#4 - Splitting move-in from switch and CR#6 - NFI rejection codes were referred to the long-term MVI/MVO Initiative.								8/29/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		AEP will disconnect meters in Victoria in mid-October on a pilot basis.		A recommendation to the PUC on whether to continue meter disconnects in AEP's service area will be made after a 5-day pilot period.								9/26/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Service is de-energized and the CR did not initiate the action; the TDSP is the only party aware of the premise condition. This leaves the premise in an energized status at ERCOT and the CR, but TDSP cannot continue with their billing and consumption transaction requirements.		TX SET was unable to determine a long-term solution so the following interim solution was approved:  the TDSP will send an e-mail to the CR of record and request that they send an 814_24.  The long-term solution was remanded to the Long-Term MIMO Working Group.		Yes, workaround using an electronic communication from the TDSP to the CR that the premise is de-energized for conditions like temp meters that have moved by builder, house burned, meter thrown in the ditch						9/26/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Safety Net Guidelines (short-term)		1.a and 1.b were approved and voted to be integrated into the RMS Guides. 1.a) The requested date on a Move-In sent through ERCOT that is intended to match with a Safety Net Move-In previously sent to the TDSP must have the same requested date as the Safety Net Move-In. 1.b) CRs should send Safety Net Move-Ins one day prior to the requested date on the Safety Net Move-In and only after validating against one of the ERCOT reports or one of the TDSP reports to avoid duplication with a previously submitted 814_16 through ERCOT.								10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Programmatically Prohibit Backdated Transactions (short-term)		4.a was approved and voted to be integrated into the RMS Guides.  4.a) CRs will programmatically not allow backdated Move-Ins and Move-Outs at the customer service/Call Center level.  Only situations that CRs may back date Move-Ins and Move-Outs are for:  i) Transactions for Move-Ins or Move-Outs previously requested on safety net (since safety net does not allow back dated Move-Ins and Move-Outs).  ii) Back office clean up efforts coordinated with ERCOT and TDSP (QRE, Market Sync, etc.)  This includes any efforts regardless of effective date that are coordinated with ERCOT and TDSPs.				There was considerable discussion related to the transaction backdating move-in process and whether the TDSPs were all going to handle these backdating situations in a consistent manner.  It was emphasized that this recommendation was important and greatly needed.				10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Expediting ESI ID Creates (short-term)		2.a and 2.b were approved and voted to be integrated into the RMS Guides. 2.a) When possible, TDSPs should create ESI IDs off Development/Builder plats.  Create transactions may contain default values for required fields if doing so increases the speed at which the Create Transaction is sent to ERCOT.  2.b) Timing around changing the default values to corrected values with an 814_20 maintain need to be established.  Timing around changing the default values to corrected values with an 814_20 maintain need to be established.				Any other reasonable means of speeding up the ESI ID Create process should be seriously entertained.				10/16/2002 Minutes   11/14/2002    Move-In/Move-Out Concepts Presentation

		Move-in/ Move-out		ERCOT Monitoring (short-term)		3.a and 3.b were approved and voted to be integrated into the RMS Guides. 3.a) ERCOT will monitor potential cancels with exceptions.  This monitoring should be performed by pulling a daily report of any instances that are scheduled to go cancelled with exception within 5 business days.  After verifying that the 814_04 (or 814_25) has not been received, ERCOT should generate a report for each of the TDSPs that they can use to expedite the 814_04s (or 814_25).  3.b) ERCOT will monitor the following transactions for rejects:  814_07s, 814_09s, 814_13s, 814_15s, 814_23s, 814_19s, 814_21s, and 814_29s (after Version 1.5).  Rejects should be followed up with the sender of the reject.  In some cases, it might be necessary to route an original transaction (814_06, 814_08, etc.,) to the MP that should have received the transaction.  ERCOT will monitor potential cancels with exceptions.  This monitoring should be performed by pulling a daily report of any instances that are scheduled to go cancelled with exception within 5 business days.  After verifying that the 814_04 (or 814_25) has not been received. ERCOT should generate a report for each of the TDSPs that they can use to expedite the 814_04s or (814_25s).								10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Effective Date on a Meter Number Correction (short-term)		5.a was approved and voted to be integrated into the RMS Guides.  5.a) If the TDSP needs to make a meter correction, the 814_20 maintain transaction will have an effective date of the later of these two dates:  i) The value from the DTM151 of the last usage transaction that contained the prior meter #.  ii) The value from the date on the last initial read.								10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Date Reasonableness at ERCOT (short-term)		6.a was approved and voted to be integrated into the RMS Guides. 6.a) ERCOT should reject any initiating transactions with requested implementation dates of more than 90 calendar days in the future or 270 calendar days in the past.								10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		3 types of issues relating to move-in/move-out: Existing Systems; Current Execution; and Market Gaps; The timeframe for resolutions of issues was discussed.		3 time frames for solutions of 32 concepts:  1)  Short-term - solutions implemented immediately or prior to April-03;  2) Mid-term - solutions that can be implemented after April-03; 3) Long-term - solutions that can be implemented after Jan-04		It was noted that a CR using a Move-In Transaction to affect a switch violates procedures that have been put in place by the PUCT including Customer Protection Rules.  Misuse of the Switch or Move-In Transactions might result in disciplinary action from the PUCT.		Yes, Chapter 7 MIMO				10/16/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Retired ESI Ids (Mid-term)		This recommendation was approved.  It is intended to develop how retired ESI IDs are handled when there is a REP of Record.  The volumes of these are “temp” meters.  When a TDSP needs to retire an ESI ID that has a REP of Record, they will send a 650_04 with a new code to the CR.  The CR must use this new code to create a Move-Out on the ESI ID.  After the Move-Out is complete, the TDSP will send the 814_20 retire to ERCOT.		It was noted that AEP believes this is a good interim solution but not necessarily a good long-term solution.  Bender also noted that until the move-out transaction is received by a TDSP, the CR is responsible for all wire charges for this retired ESI ID.		Yes, Chapter 7 MIMO				11/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Processing Efficiency		There was a question about whether the correct issue is being addressed and whether the focus should be elsewhere.  It was suggested that the issue should be revisited after Version 1.5 implementation.  Some TDSPs were not comfortable implementing this concept at this time.  It was re-emphasized that MPs ensure that representatives be present at the MIMO Task Force Meetings that understand the issues and can make decisions.  The issue was remanded back to the MIMO Task Force for further discussion.								11/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Pending 814_06s (Mid-term)		This concept was approved as recommended: a)This concept involves ERCOT holding 814_06s until the morning of two business days prior to the effective date (five business days on 814_06s from switches) on the 814_04 and 814_12s to the submitting REP for Move-Outs until the morning of two days prior to the effective date on the 814_25.  This concept also involves ERCOT rejecting any Cancels, Date Changes, or new transactions that are dated prior to the effective date for the transaction that is scheduled.  b) This concept is essential to processing multiple pending transactions (not currently in place in the market), but adds significant benefit to the current CSA issues.								11/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Invalid ESI ID Retry (Mid-Term)		This concept was approved.  If a Move-In rejects for Invalid ESI ID, ERCOT will hold and retry the Move-In at a regular interval of time for 48 hours (only counting hours on business days, but not only business hours.)  After the retry period has expired, if the Move-In is still in a reject status for Invalid ESI ID, ERCOT will send an 814_17 to the submitting CR.								11/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Handling Switch After 650 Disconnect (Short-term)		The RMS discussed the differences between a switch and a Move-In/Move-Out.  There was confusion over what occurs under different scenarios.  The issue was remanded back to the MIMO Task Force for further discussion and clarification.								11/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Customer Canceling Move-Ins and Move-Outs (Short-term)		The RMS discussed the timing of a Move-In transaction and a Move-Out transaction and that a customer might be unintentionally de-energized.  It was re-emphasized, again, that MPs ensure that representatives be present at the MIMO Task Force Meetings that understand the issues and can make decisions.  The issue was remanded back to the MIMO Task Force for further discussion.		Slamming issue - see minutes from January						11/14/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		MVI & MVO cancellation process		RMS approved the motion to make the Move-In/Move-Out cancellation process consistent with the Version 1.5 switch cancellation transaction flow and process.  This process will be added to the project scope of Version 1.5 or implemented prior to Version 1.5.				Note:  This cancellation process can be implemented with Version 1.5 and will not delay Version 1.5 implementation.				12/18/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		De-Energize flag (ignore CSA) on Move-Outs (mid term)		This recommendation was approved. A code will be added to the Move-Out transaction that will indicate to ERCOT that any CSA relationship associated with this ESI ID should be ignored.		Yes - Chapter 7 Workaround - MIMO						12/18/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		ESI ID Start/Eligibility Date (mid term)		This recommendation was approved. Texas SET will make Eligibility Date and Start Date optional in the 814_20 (Create) transaction and ERCOT will default to a value of translation date minus 180 days if the TDSP chooses to leave the segment out of the transaction.  TDSPs should only populate the Create Date to effectuate a clean-up effort that is greater than 180 days in the past.  The Eligibility Date should only be used for pilot projects.  The recommendation also includes ERCOT making the Start, Create, Eligibility, and End dates available on the ERCOT Portal.  The RMS is being asked to direct Texas SET to make this an emergency change to Version 1.5 to be implemented sometime after the implementation date of Version 1.5.								12/18/02

		Move-in/ Move-out		Reversing the effects of Move-Ins and Switches (short term)		This recommendation is intended to provide direction for reversing Move-Ins and Switches that were submitted in error including “slamming” situations.  This short-term concept is intended to address pending and completed transactions.  It is the intention of the MIMO Task Force to develop a transaction based mid-term or long-term solution; this concept details how these situations will be handled in the interim.  The RMS referred the issue back to the MIMO Task Force to further clarify the impacts on settlements related to non-IDR metered customers and bring a recommendation back to the RMS at its January 14th meeting.  The task force was also asked to further evaluate the issue related to IDR metered customers and bring a recommendation back to the RMS at a future meeting.		Abandoned concept for now…to be addressed at a later date due to slamming implications.						12/18/02

		Outage Proof of Concept		It was suggested that an Electronic Outage Reporting Meeting be held to coincide with the next RMS Meeting. The meeting would be used to deliver and present promised documentation, answer questions, and develop a timeline for moving forward.		When the success criteria have been met, a recommendation will be provided to the RMS for approval as a new standard. The RMS will be asked to vote on the issue at a future RMS Meeting, which will probably be after the 8/1/02 meeting.		No						7/8/02

		Outage Proof of Concept		Technology for Option 1 REPs.		The following 2 recommendations were approved:  1-a permanently suspend the EDI 148 transaction and approve the MQ technology model as the Market Standard for Electronic outage Notification for those CRs who choose Option 1; 1-b the telecommunication connection to the TDSP will be the financial responsibility of the CR.  2-a TDSPs would not be required to develop the Option 1 Outage notification functionality until or before an Option 1 CR has an active customer base in that TDSP's service territory; 2-b the TDSP and CR will mutually agree to an implementation timeline (estimated at 6 to 8 months, based on the Proof of concept development).								8/29/02

		Proof of Concept Testing on Demand		Proof of Concept Testing on Demand		E-mail vote approved and granted permission for ERCOT to move forward to develop.								1/9/02

		Provider of Last Resort (POLR)		Currently Protocols Section 15.1.2.7 states that ERCOT will forward historical usage to the POLR upon request by the POLR.  To meet the Protocol, ERCOT would be required to store the usage information and wait for a request from the POLR before forwarding.  This would be a very intensive change to the ERCOT Systems.		B. J. Flowers agreed to sponsor a PRR to be developed to change the Protocol to meet the current system design.								2/13/02

		Provider of Last Resort (POLR)		Solution related to TDSP recognition of Switch vs. Drop		The LIN solution was approved for the following reasons:  preferred solution of those who responded to the survey, reasonable implementation timeline, consistent with other TX SET transactions, consistent with other busienss practices, no problem with off-cycle drops.		This solution is neutral and would not influence any later decision, I.e., 2004.  C. Biedrzycki expressed concern that a post card would not be sent by ERCOT under these circumstances and noted that she did not support omitting the post card.  T. Eaton clarified that customers would receive notice from their provider.  The PUC has indicated that it would be acceptable to go forward withouth the post card.		No, implemented with 1.5				8/29/02

		Retail Market Operating Guides (RMOG)		Purpose of the guides is to provide a centralized location for Retail Market participants to find the informaiton needed to participate in the Market and to understand the Retail Market relationships.		The RMS will review the draft Guides and send changes/comments to K. Bergman. Action on the draft to be taken at the 1/31/02 meeting.  Updates to the Guides will be done quarterly.								1/9/02

		Retail Market Operating Guides (RMOG)		Draft Retail Mechanics Certificaiton Guide		RMS approved the final draft Retail Mechanics Certification Guide as presented and voted to forward to the TAC for consideration. Additional sections will be added in the future.								1/31/02

		Retail Market Operating Guides (RMOG)		System Changes discussions: 1) Returned expiration of switch transaction back to 20 days was implemented last week; 2) Automated 867 loading and enhanced error reporting to be implemented this week; 3) EDI files must contain a single type of transaction, will begin rejecting mixed files (814s and 867s together) in mid May; 4) ERCOT will implement outbound EDI file size limits (less than 20 Mg) based on number of transactions per file in mid May.		It was suggested that these system changes also be included in the Market Operating Guides.								5/1/02

		Retail Market Operating Guides (RMOG)		SCRs - A proposed ERCOT policy related to Market Notification of System Changes was discussed.		The Market Operating Guides Ad Hoc Task Force was directed to insert this policy into the Market Operating Guides.								5/1/02

		RMS  Structure/ Governance Proposal		The current proposal includes 6 stakeholder groups-Consumers, Cooperatives, Municipals, CR, AREP, and TDSPs.		The TAC Chair will present recommendations and the proposed procedure language changes to TAC.  A date has not been determined as to when this will occur.  In the meantime, Bender and Barrow request additional input and comments to be sent to rms@ercot.com.								9/26/02

		RMS Procedures		Decisions that affect the RMS and need to develop a process to prioritize RMS related PRRs.		RMS affirmed the Version 1.5 System Change Requests, Version 1.5 priorities, and key target dates for Version 1.5 (May 1, 2002 – start build efforts; September 1, 2002 – start testing; November 1, 2002 – full production); and forward to the TAC.  The previous key dates for Version 1.5 will be revised where needed to reflect these changes. C. Moseley was asked to determine the “drop dead” date for adding new requirements to the Version 1.5 RFP without impacting the above key target dates for Version 1.5.		Concern was expressed about the Change Request giving a CR the ability to cancel a switch (high priority item 4).  ERCOT noted that it would cease canceling switches if this Change Request does not get reaffirmed.  It was also noted that additional Change Requests might be generated to address Municipal and Cooperative Issues as they are identified.		Yes, Chapter 6 - RMS procedures				1/31/02

		RMS Procedures		Proposed RMS Procedures Revisions		RMS approved the Proposed RMS Procedures Revisions as presented.  Each working group was asked to review their respective procedures and working group chairs were asked to transmit their respective procedures to B. Crockett for posting on the ERCOT RMS Web Site.  D. Bender and B. Crockett will review the RMS Procedures with respect to retail settlement and other issues.								1/31/02

		Service Orders		For street lighting request where the REP does not know the ESI ID or the party responsible for the light.  Will there be a service order generated by the REP?		No, there will not be a service order generated by the CR.  The CR will take the call.   The customer or the CR will phone the TDSP to report the problem.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		CR and TDSP are responsible for understanding the industrial customer’s process.  The CR communicates the “special needs flag*” via process above using the switch and move-in transactions followed by the 814_PC/PD transactions.  There is no standard qualification for this process and no standard re-qualification for this process.		The parties should work out details by contract or agreement.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		CR group will refine the definition of a special needs customers.		This will be addressed in a subsequent workshop.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months.				6/25/01

		Special Needs		RMS was asked to provide direction to Texas SET on several changes that the TDSPs believe need to be made, particularly as they relate to changes on the 814_20s.		1. Approved change request to modify the Critical Care indicators is scheduled for release Version 1.5.  The RMS agreed to not elevate the request to emergency status (leave as is). 2. TDSPs will use the 814_20 to communicate Critical Care status changes for an ESI ID.  The 814_20 does not have the Critical Care indicators. This will replace the short-term workaround. The RMS agreed to instruct Texas SET to issue a Version 1.5 change request to add the Critical Care indicators.  ERCOT should receive an 814_20 anytime a TDSP changes the indicator.  3. POLR’s 650_01 to disconnect service will carry the Critical Care indicator.  If TDSP has the ESI ID as Critical Care and POLR does not, the POLR may not have issued the disconnect order.  The RMS agreed that the TDSPs should complete the POLR’s disconnect order as un-executable if their Critical Care indicators are not the same.  4. TDSPs are now responsible to manage the Critical Care Process. The RMS agreed that the TDSP would call the CR on a mismatch when the TDSP has a “No”.  This call leaves the CR responsible to initiate the paperwork required to qualify eligibility.  When there is a mismatch and the TDSP has a “Yes”, TDSPs send the correct Critical Care indicator in their 814_04.  CRs then update their database with the indicator coming from the TDSPs.								1/9/02

		Special Needs		Four issues were discussed and voted on:  1) Critical Care Indicators – Instructions to Texas SET on adding Critical Care Indicators to the 814_20 where unclear. a) Should the segment in the 814_20 be identified as “critical care” or “special needs customer”? b) Should the choices be: i) Yes or No?  ii) Public, Industrial, Residential or No? c) Do the answers to questions a) or b) above change any other implementation guide language for version 1.5?  Change Control 155 will be withdrawn.  A new Change Control will be written and inserted in the Version 1.5 Priority List.  J. Hudson will develop “gray box” language for the Special Needs flags on various SET transactions (see attachment).		1) Critical Care Indicators (a) The RMS agreed on “special needs”. (b)(i) The RMS agreed on this option. (c) Change Control 155 will be withdrawn.  A new Change Control will be written and inserted in the Version 1.5 Priority List.  J. Hudson will develop “gray box” language for the Special Needs flags on various SET transactions (see attachment).								1/31/02

		Switch Resolution Council		The RMS discussed the issue that the same company employs the RMS Vice Chair and WMS Chair and whether there was any value added by the Switch Resolution Council.		It was decided that the Switch Resolution Council is not needed at this time.  The ad hoc group shall continue to meet within its original ad hoc working group scope and identify issues that shall be brought directly to the RMS for a vote.								3/13/02

		TAC Report		PPRs 303 and 304		TAC approved an urgent timeline.						PPR 303/ 304		1/9/02

		TAC Report		PPR261		TAC approved PPR 261 with an effective date in conjunction with implementation of Version 1.5.						PPR 261		1/9/02

		TAC Task Force to Review Subcommittee Structure/Governance		The TAC Chair has established a TAC Task Force to examine the TAC Subcommittee structure and governance and make recommendations to the TAC at its August meeting.  The task force is to solicit and compile suggestions pertaining to the subcommittee structure.  The Legislative Oversight Committee (LOC) has expressed concern over the apparent lack of ability of the current ERCOT governance structure to identify and effect solutions to the numerous market problems in a timely and expeditious manner.		A process was outlined (see Attachment) by which input will be collected to support the task force's Scope of Work.  The Segments represented on the RMS should electronically send their input to Bender by no later than 5:00 p.m. CDT on  7/24/02.  The task force will meet again on7/31/02 to discuss and formulate recommendations (if any) to be presented to the TAC on 8/8/02.		Specifically, the subcommittee chairs were charged to gather comments from subcommittee representatives on voting structure and voting member makeup (segment or other designation) with an attempt to keep voting membership to a “workable” number.  There continues to be value in continued input and involvement from all interested parties, while having a governance structure that is responsive and effective.  There is a need to balance the desire to take quick, decisive action with the need to bring well-developed, effective solutions forward.		No				7/8/02

		TAC Task Force to Review Subcommittee Structure/Governance		The information from the RMS was collected by Segment and provided to the task force unfiltered. Bender noted that the task force has just “scratched the surface”.		The task force has scheduled additional meetings and hopes to have recommendations for the TAC at its 9/5/02 meeting.  Bender noted that any additional comments could be sent to him.								8/1/02

		TDSP Rejections		Duplicate transactions are the primary reason that switches are being rejected.		The Market Operating Guides Ad Hoc Task Force was asked to develop a matrix of issues/parameters associated with rejects and develop recommendations (including proposed Protocols Revisions), and present them to the RMS at its next meeting so that valid reasons for TDSP rejects can be developed.  This list of rejection reasons should be consistently applied across the marketplace.								3/13/02

		TDSP Rejections		A proposed list of rejection codes/reasons will be located in Appendix A of the Retail Mechanics Certification Guide and are as follows:  Existing Reject Reasons:  1) Duns Invalid; 2) Invalid ESI; 3) ESI not active; 4) Duplicate transaction; 5) Bad date; 6) Other.   New Reject Reasons: 1) No delivery service agreement with CR; 2) ESI de-energized; 3) Current CR = New CR.		All comments on the above proposal should be sent to B. J. Flowers (bj.flowers@txu.com).								5/1/02

		Technical Research Team		Tiger Team - 2/18/02 Kickoff meeting to fine tune roles and responsibilities, logistical concern, and prepare to commence work on the first "hot spot" transaction.		RMS endorsed the concept of the "Tiger Team" and will conduct an e-mail vote to approve definition and organizational issues resulting from the 2/18/02 kickoff meeting.								2/13/02

		Technical Research Team		A Texas Retail Market Escalation Process that was developed to coordinate with the proposed Tiger Team Approach was discussed.		RMS will review the document and send questions or comments to D. Bender. If no comments are received an e-mail vote will be distributed on 3/18/02.								3/13/02

		Technical Research Team		Tiger Team activities - Proprietary information is not currently being displayed.  The RMS discussed what information should be displayed and a process to be employed.		ERCOT will take the lead in developing a template for MPs to use to log issues that can be discussed at the next RMS Meeting.								4/2/02

		Technical Research Team		Texas Retail Market Escalation Process		The RMS approved the Texas Retail Market Escalation Process by an e-mail vote.								4/2/02

		Technical Research Team		Tiger Team		The Feld Group has been hired and is performing a 30-day diagnostic.  Noel briefly discussed The Feld Group’s Scope and Deliverables.  Periodic reports will be provided with a final report issued to the Market Participants at the end of the 30-day period (soon after 5/12/02).  The final report will include a recommended course of action for moving forward.  Noel also briefly reported that a recommendation for a vendor to implement Texas SET Version 1.5 would be made to the Board on May 21st for approval.								5/1/02

		Technical Research Team		SCRs -FTP Replacement Project (Phase 2)		ERCOT was asked to develop a cost estimate for Phase 2, a list of final requirements, explore options to purchase an off-the-shelf product in lieu of building one, and the impact this project would have on Version 1.5 implementation.								5/1/02

		Technical Research Team		TX SET Version 1.5 - ERCOT is currently negotiating with a potential vendor to implement Version 1.5. Version 1.5 has been grouped into 4 categories: Group 1 – High Priority/Solid Requirements (Req. 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, & 20); Group 2 – Low Priority/Solid Requirements (Req. 6 & 9); Group 3 – High Priority/Requirements Need Further Analysis (Req. 3, 4, & 5); Group 4 – ERCOT Recommended Enhancements: Maintain performance; Separate Maps; Consolidate decision-related Move-in code; Improve concurrent processing; Standardize XML schema.		The RMS reviewed and discussed suggested actions for each of the 20 requirements.  Requirements 3, 4, 5, and 19 should be deferred.  It was suggested that Requirements 1, 2, 6, and 8 implementation be expedited since they are directly tied to eliminating workarounds.  The RMS discussed a possible release date for Requirements 1, 2, 6, and 8 of September 2002, however it was stressed that the dates were only guesses (swags) at this time and are not “etched in stone”.  It was further suggested that Requirements 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 be deferred until after Requirements 1, 2, 6, and 8 are implemented.  It was agreed to release the associated guides as appropriate.								5/29/02

		Technical Research Team		Retail Mechanics Issues		The Feld Group has a new 6-month assignment to address retail mechanics issues. Initiatives will be posted on the ERCOT web site.								5/29/02

		Technical Research Team		FTP Replacement Project		MPs are to provide Connell with feedback on support for the project.  A timeline will be provided.								5/29/02

		Technical Research Team		FTP Replacement Project		The RMS took no action on Phase 2. ERCOT has placed this project on hold.		It was noted that implementing Phase 1 of the FTP Replacement Project is optional for existing MPs and is required for new MPs.  NO						6/14/02

		Technical Research Team		FTP Replacement Project.  The FTP Replacement Project Part 1 is ready for production at ERCOT.  Jones discussed Part 2 and interim FTP Replacement options.		The TDTWG will survey Market as to their preferences and estimate to complete available options.  The target is to retire FTP by 4/1/03. It is proposed to implement GISB 1.4 by 10/1/02 and finalize the GISB/NAESB 1.6 Plan by 11/15/02.  The Market would then migrate from FTP during the 11/1/02 to 4/1/03 timeframe.								7/8/02

		Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG)		The results of a survey of MPs to determine which FTP Replacement proposal (short-term and long-term) is supported by the individual MPs was provided.		RMS approved the ERCOT proposal as follows: 1) First ERCOT would implement the HTTPS solution (FTP Replacement Phase 1) as planned for new MPs and optionally for those MPs that volunteer; 2) ERCOT would implement GISB EDM Version 1.4 by 10/1/02 (tentatively); 3) ERCOT would have the intent of eliminating FTP by 4/1/03, i.e., every MP must select and implement either GISB EDM 1.4 or HTTPS by 4/1/03; 4) A long-term plan will be formulated to migrate from GISB EDM Version 1.4 to NAESB EDM Version 1.6 by  1/1/04.								8/1/02

		Texas SET		An implementation plan for Version 1.5 was discussed. The contractor (The Structure Group) to implement Version 1.5 is on board as of 6/17/02.		The Project Plan will have the following five phases: Design, Build, Internal Testing, Flight Testing, and Production Implementation.								7/8/02

		Texas SET		PRR 353 - Change Control Classification Update:  Eliminates the Transaction Inventory from Section 19.  The Transaction Inventory is maintained on the Texas SET Web Site and is the point of origin for the document.  Updates the change control classification to reflect the current priority classification used by the Texas SET Working Group.  Also eliminates the duplication of effort and the out of sync conditions that happen when a document is maintained in two locations.		RMS approved Texas SET to maintain the Transaction Scenario Inventory List. PRR 353 will be withdrawn.  The RMS instructs Texas SET to submit PRRs periodically to update Protocols Sections 15 and 19 to be consistent with the Texas SET documentation.		No, ERCOT does not support removing the explanation of what EDI transactions are from the Protocols.  If the explanations are removed from Section 19 then they should be added to Section 15 because these are “defined terms” that need to be in the Protocols.  It was noted that Protocols Section 19 was currently not up to date and that an initiative was needed to update the Protocols.				PRR 353		11/14/02

		Texas SET		PRR 361		PRR 361 – Section 15 Update was also remanded back to the RMS by the PRS.  It was unclear why it was remanded back, however, the RMS believed that any issues with PRR 361 were also addressed by the action taken above on PRR 353.  PRR 361 is still recommended for approval by the RMS and will be sent back to the PRS for action.								11/14/02

		Texas SET		2) Wrapper Count Issues and the Use of a TA1 Transaction – When the GS count and the Wrapper Count are inconsistent there is basically a problem with the GS count. The proposed solution is that MPs should fix the problem within 30 days.  If within 30 days the problem is not fixed then ERCOT will ask for an escalation of the problem.		2) Texas SET was asked to change its documentation related to a TA1 Segment.  MP EDI technical personnel were asked to provide their respective company’s position on this issue to S. Neel.  Texas SET will address and bring a recommendation to the next RMS meeting.								1/31/02

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		This document establishes baseline requirements for retesting after a company makes changes to their systems.  Also intended to minimize risk to the Marketplace.		Retail Marketplace Retesting Guidelines were approved as presented.  These Guideslines will be incorporated into Texas Market Test Plan Document.								1/9/02

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		The TTPT selected Wendy Brubaker as Vice Chair of the TTPT.		RMS approved the selection of Brubaker as Vice Chair of the TTPT.								5/1/02

		Transformer Loss Factor		Some TDSP's history is stored without transformer loss being applied and the transformer loss factor is not maintained historically.		Use the current transformer loss factor and apply to the historical data.  This will not be an issue after 1/1/2003.				Defer till after market opening - workarounds are possible and set date of 9 months. Business Process change.				6/14/01

		Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		Changes in Chair and Vice Chair - Market Metrics Ad Hoc Task Force Vice Chair - Paul McKinney; Retail Market Operating Guides Chair - Felecia Lokey.  Texas SET has selected Johnny Robertson of TXU as First Vice Chair and Kyle Patrick of Reliant as Second Vice Chair.		RMS affirmed Johnny Robertson as First Vice Chair and Kyle Patrick of Second Vice Chair of Texas SET.								5/29/02

		Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		The LPWG had elected Ernie Podraza as Chair and Terry Bates of Oncor as Vice Chair of the LPWG for the remainder of 2002.		RMS approved Ernie Podraza as Chair and Terry Bates as Vice Chair.								6/14/02

		Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		TDTWG - Susan Tope had been selected to be Vice Chair of the TDTWG.		RMS approved S. Tope as Vice Chair of the TDTWG.								8/1/02

		Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		RMS needed to select a vice chair for the remainder of 2002. Read Comstock had been nominated.  .		RMS approved Read Comstock as RMS Vice Chair.								8/1/02



&C&"Arial,Bold"2002 RMS Decisions

&L&D&R&P of &N

&C&"Arial,Bold"2002 RMS Decisions



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1113995650.ppt






© Property of ERCOT 2001








Protocol Change Process Timeline


Urgent





Protocol Comments Submitted


21 Days








PRS Committee Review


14 Days








PRS  Revision Recommendation sent to TAC and posted


10 Days








PRS Recommendation Report Comments Submitted


21 Days








ERCOT Impact Analysis Submitted


21 Days








TAC Consideration


Next Meeting








ERCOT Board Consideration


Next Meeting








Appeal Submitted after TAC or Board decision


35 Days





Revision Submitted


5 Days


Revision Acknowledged














5 Days


Revision Posted








Copy of request immediately reviewed by PRS then sent to TAC











THE TEXAS CONNECTION










© Property of ERCOT 2001


Protocol 


Comments 


Submitted


21 


Days


PRS 


Committee 


Review


14 


Days


PRS  Revision 


Recommendation 


sent to TAC and 


posted


10 


Days


PRS 


Recommendation 


Report 


Comments 


Submitted


21 


Days


ERCOT Impact 


Analysis Submitted


21 


Days


TAC 


Consideration


Next 


Meeting


ERCOT Board 


Consideration


Next 


Meeting


Appeal Submitted after TAC 


or Board decision


35 


Days


Revision 


Submitted


5 


Days


Revision 


Acknowledged


5 


Days


Revision 


Posted


Protocol Change Process Timeline


Urgent


Copy of request immediately 


reviewed by PRS then sent to TAC





_1116416849.xls
Sheet1

		Area		Topic		Decision		Area of Concern/Notes		Comments		Change Cont No.		Date

		2003 RMS Chair and Vice Chair		Don Bender was recommended for Chair.  Dennie Hamilton was nominated for Vice Chair.		RMS approved Don Bender for Chair and Dennie Hamilton for Vice Chair.								1/15/03

		2003 Texas Retail Market Plan		Don Bender discussed a draft RMS 2003 Plan (4th version) that includes a Mission Statement, Guiding Principles, Roles and Responsibilities, and Goals and Projects/Initiatives.  Comments received were incorporated.  There are currently two ideas being proposed as RMS's Mission.  Idea A is from the second version of the RMS 2003 Plan.  Idea B suggests some changes to the second version’s Mission Statement and proposes a new thought that RMS adopt a position that the Texas Retail Market Model be used by other states as their retail model and seems to place RMS in an advocacy role for that position.		Additional comments will be incorporated and a new version of the document distributed to the RMS for action at its February meeting.  Prior to distributing, Don Bender and Dennie Hamilton will attempt to work out any areas of disagreement with the involved parties.  DISCUSSION:  The RMS discussed ideas related to the Mission Statement and Kenan Ogelman discussed additional suggestions for the document proposed by the OPUC.  The group specifically discussed the meaning and use of the term “end-use customer”.								1/15/03

		2003 Texas Retail Market Plan		The latest version of the draft 2003 Texas Retail Market Plan that incorporates feedback received was discussed.  Sara Ferris requested that one change be made to Guiding Principle 3.		RMS approved the draft 2003 Texas Retail Market Plan as presented and agreed to incorporate the proposed revision to Guiding Principle 3.		Bender noted that it was believed that the current version struck a balance between all comments and outlines the critical work facing the Retail Market in 2003.						3/20/03

		2003 Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT) Chair – Bill Bell, Vice Chair– Leanne Hayden; Profiling Working Group (PWG) Chair - Ernie Podraza, Vice Chair - Terry Bates		2003 Working group Chair and Vice Chairs were approved as submitted.  It was noted that the Texas SET and TDTWG would each be submitting their nominations for Chair and Vice Chair at the February RMS Meeting.								1/15/03

		2003 Working Group Chair and Vice Chair		Texas Standard Electronic Transactions (Texas SET) Chair - Diana Rehfeldt, Vice Chairs - Kyle Patrick and Johnny Robertson; Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG) Chair - Debbie McKeever, vice Chair - Susan Tope; Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG) Chair - Terry Bates, Vice Chair - Bruce Mueller		2003 Working group Chair and Vice Chairs were approved as submitted.								2/24/03 and 2/25/03

		2003 Working Group Voting Process		The need to develop formal voting guidelines that all RMS Working Groups and Task Forces should comply with was discussed. Bill Bell presented and discussed the draft “strawman” which included the purposes of the RMS Working Groups, the working groups’ process for attempting to build consensus, membership guidelines, and voting procedures.		The RMS was asked to vote on the membership guidelines and voting procedures contained in the “strawman” recommendations.  It was also recommended that any material changes to the membership guidelines or voting procedures must be approved by the RMS.  Comments on the “strawman” recommendations are to be e-mailed to: Bill Bell (william.bell@centerpointenergy.com), Dennie Hamilton (dhamilton@reliant.com), Don Bender (dgbender@aep.com). The deadline for submitting comments is April 15th.  A revised draft “strawman” will be distributed to the Market by April 17th and the final draft “strawman” will be distributed to the Market by April 21st.  The RMS will be asked to vote on a recommendation at the April 23rd RMS Meeting.								3/20/03

		4CP		The TDSPs provided a brief update on the status of the 4CP rebilling.   Oncor – All invoices, information, and letters were mailed out earlier this week. CenterPoint – All invoices, information, and letters will be mailed out by the middle of next week.  TNMP – All invoices, information, and letters will be mailed out next week. AEP – All invoices, information, and letters have been mailed out.				TDSPs noted that the 4CP adjustments being issued covered the entire calendar year of 2002.  The entire calendar year was adjusted because the 2002 matrix had interim approval and subject to refund or credit based upon the final approved matrix.  It was noted that current transmission rates are based on 2002 data.						3/20/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Don Bender reiterated the need to activate the Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG) and noted that he had received the names of companies and individuals that have expressed an interest in participating on the working group.		The COMETWG was asked to begin meeting and elect a Chair and Vice Chair and develop a Charter and Scope for approval at the next RMS Meeting.  It was suggested that the CMWG could possibly utilize the technical expertise of the WMS Metering Working Group (MWG).  Bruce Mueller volunteered to schedule and organize the first COMETWG Meeting.								1/15/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Terry Bates reported on the activities of the COMETWG.  Bates provided a progress report on the three teams that included the status of deliverables and potential future RMS voting items.  The COMETWG is discussing how to include competitive metering in the Protocols and whether a Competitive Metering Operating Guide is needed.  Bates discussed a draft competitive metering ownership timeline that will be submitted to the PUCT.		The RMS will be asked to vote on the timeline at the April 23rd RMS Meeting.  The RMS discussed coordination between the COMETWG, Texas SET and TTPT.  There was also discussion about whether the timeline is reasonable.  A workshop will be held on March 26th and 27th to work on the timeline.								3/20/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		A draft Competitive Metering Ownership Timeline that will be submitted to the PUCT was presented and discussed.  The RMS discussed the PUCT Final Rule (Project #26359) and possible impacts on the timeline.  All TDSPs must be ready to implement the business processes related to meter ownership at the same time. The RMS discussed why the TDSPs might not be ready to implement these changes by January 1, 2004.  The TDSPs will need to make several back end changes to their systems.  There was considerable discussion about developing manual workarounds until the automated process can be implemented.  It was suggested that any manual workarounds should be standard and transparent to the CRs and be the full responsibility of the TDSPs.		The RMS discussed, at length, the implications of delaying the RMS vote on the timeline until the May RMS Meeting after the next PUCT Open Meeting.  A PRR related to Texas SET Guideline changes will be developed for RMS vote in August with Board approval by no later than December.  The draft Competitive Metering Ownership Timeline was approved as presented subject to change as necessary.		Concern was expressed that TDSP changes related to the 814_20 might not be ready for implementation by January 1, 2004 and the problems this could cause for CRs.						4/23/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		The Standardized Lists of Three-Phase and Single-Phase Meters to be used was presented.  Bates discussed various concerns that had been expressed about the lists.		The RMS discussed whether all meters that were submitted to be on the lists were included and the process for adding meters to the standardized lists. RMS approved the Standardized Lists of Three-Phase and Single-Phase Meters as recommended by the COMETWG as a deliverable to the PUCT on April 25th subject to adding more meters to the lists prior to January 1, 2004.		Bates noted that an evaluation and approval process for adding new meters to the lists is being developed.  It was clarified that the TDSPs were not required to carry all of the approved meters in their inventory but must be able to install and maintain all of the meters on the lists.  The TDSP costs to install and maintain these meters are to be included in the TDSPs’ tariffs.  Angela Hurdle noted that these lists were not considered by the PUCT to be all inclusive and final at this time.						4/23/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Bates asked for direction from the RMS on the issue of whether a meter owner (non-TDSP) can have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data.		The issue was remanded to the PWG to be addressed.  The PWG is to provide a recommendation to the RMS at its May 15th meeting.								4/23/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Bates reported on a clarification from the PUCT related to competitive metering.		TDSPs are to standardize and streamline the process for customer access to meter data.  The RMS discussed.								4/23/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		The Competitive Meter Approval Process, Competitive Meter Issue Resolution Process, and ERCOT Competitive Meter Standards were discussed.  Bates presented the Competitive Meter Approval Process.  One part of the process is that TDSPs will test new meter types and if approved by 80% of the TDSPs, the new meter would be added to the list of approved meters.  There was some discussion related to including Market Participants other than TDSPs to the parties that review/approve new meter types and making information available to all Market Participants.  There was discussion about the potentially sensitive nature of the information.		RMS approved the Competitive Meter Approval Process as recommended with the revisions proposed by the COMETWG at the May 6th meeting.  The motion was amended and approved to make information related to the meter test available to all Market Participants upon request.								5/15/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		The Meter Issue Resolution Process was presented.		RMS approved the Meter Issue Resolution Process as recommended with the revisions proposed by the COMETWG at the May 6th meeting.								5/15/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		The Competitive Meter Standards was presented.		RMS approved the ERCOT Competitive Meter Standards as recommended with the revisions proposed by the COMETWG at the May 6th meeting.								5/15/03

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		COMETWG presented a draft Charter and Scope for approval by the RMS.  COMETWG’s approach, organization, and timeline was also discussed.  The following three teams were formed to more efficiently handle issues:		RMS approved the draft Charter and Scope as developed.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Team 1 – Equipment and Hardware.  This team will define standards and testing requirements for meter approval, and develop communication standards and a process for new meter adoption, among other activities.		RMS approved the draft Charter and Scope as developed.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Team 2 – Business Processes for Implementation of Competitive Meter Ownership.  This team will define all business processes, transactions, and affected entities, as well as data ownership requirements.  It will also identify potential gaps and issues related to customer protection, tariffs, and Protocols.		RMS approved the draft Charter and Scope as developed.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Competitive Metering Working Group (COMETWG)		Team 3 – Other Competitive Metering Services.  This team will be looking at the eventual implementation of full competitive metering for all customers, as well as different metering-related services such as installation, maintenance, data collection, certification of service providers, and default metering services		RMS approved the draft Charter and Scope as developed.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		ERCOT		Retail Market Operations- Nancy Hetrick provided an overview of the Retail Market Operations Update.  The following topics were presented related to Market Operations:
 ERCOT Master Project Plan – Hetrick             GISB 1.4 Update – Hetrick 
 Texas SET Version 1.5 – Odle 
 Texas SET Version 1.5 Market Participant Testing – Bergman 
 ERCOT Data Transparency – Kassel
 ERCOT Registration – Hetrick
 Market Synchronization Activities – Cohea 
 Move-In/Move-Out Task Force – Wingerd 
 867_03 Contingency Plan – Hetrick 
See 1/15/03 RMS Attachments		Related to Market Synchronization, James Cohea asked that TDSPs and CRs submit updated response files to ERCOT at marketsync@ercot.com five business days prior to each RMS meeting.   Related to Version 1.5-Three Version 1.5 functional training sessions will be conducted by ERCOT for all MPs.  It was suggested that training on ETOD be included.  ERCOT will investigate to determine if the additional ETOD training is doable.  Version 1.5 will go into production (April 11th) before testing of new MPs is complete (April 17th).      
The current plan is to make the ESI ID Tracking System (ETS) available to Market Participants as part of ETS Phase 2 in the 3rd quarter of 2003.  The RMS discussed whether to invoke an escalation process for MPs who have failed to follow through on the execution of the approved Move-In/Move-Out (MIMO) Concepts.  The RMS discussed the concept related to the re-evaluation of customer protection rules that was remanded to the MIMO Task Force by RMS on December 18th.  There was some discussion about including this issue in the ERCOT Protocols.  

Don Bender and Dennie Hamilton agreed to develop a draft escalation process for non-responding MPs to MIMO status requests made by Glen Wingerd and non-responding MPs to Market Sync status requests made by James Cohea.		Market Synchronization - It was noted that if MPs do not provide the required responses related to the resettlement completion criteria, that ERCOT report and escalate the issue as needed.          GISB 1.4 -  It was noted that the current plan is to go into production of Version 1.5 using GISB 1.4.						1/15/03

		ERCOT		Escalation Plan for non-responding MPs to MIMO and Market Sync status requests.  See also MIMO and Market Sync.		Don Bender and Dennie Hamilton agreed to develop a draft escalation process for non-responding MPs to MIMO status requests made by Glen Wingerd and non-responding MPs to Market Sync status requests made by James Cohea.								1/15/03

		ERCOT		Don Bender reported that Nancy Hetrick had left the employ of ERCOT on April 15th and suggested that the RMS express their appreciation for a “job well done”.		John Hudson agreed to draft a resolution from the RMS to be sent to Nancy commending her for all she has done related to the development and implementation of the ERCOT Retail Market.								4/23/03

		Inadvertent/ Unauthorized Switches and Move-Ins		The RMS discussed the need for a Market approved process to address inadvertent (unauthorized) switches and move-ins.		The RMS agreed that ERCOT should not have to continue to coordinate the initial conference call between involved CRs.  A workshop will be scheduled to further develop a “Market Approved” Mechanism for handling Unauthorized or Inadvertent Switches/Move-ins.								4/23/03

		Inadvertent/ Unauthorized Switches and Move-Ins		A draft Texas Retail Market Inadvertent Switch Resolution Processes Scoping Document was discussed.  A workshop was scheduled on May 20th to start developing an agreed upon process for handling inadvertent switches/move-ins.  The group will meet to review and discuss the process proposed by ERCOT, and address gaps or bring into focus areas of disagreement for resolution at the RMS.		RMS established the group as a task force to be chaired by Burke and asked that the group bring something back to the RMS in July.								5/15/03

		Incentives for Tariff and Protocol Obligations		Terri Eaton discussed a proposal to provide incentives for TDSPs and CRs to meet their obligations under tariffs and Protocols.  The proposal includes incentives for specific errors or omissions.  There was a discussion related to accountability of various Market Participants.		Eaton requested a record vote on this issue.  After extensive discussion, Eaton withdrew the proposal.								5/15/03

		Incentives for Tariff and Protocol Obligations		Eaton reported that there is a growing amount of frustration related to the unsuccessful completion of transactions.  Eaton noted a number of problems with transactions and suggested that a task force be formed to re-evaluate the roles and responsibilities of Market Participants (CRs and TDSPs) and ERCOT as they relate to each other in the Market to determine if changes are needed to enhance Market performance.  Additional measurement, reporting, and accountability are needed as well as standard processes to address problems.  Eaton suggested that additional data transparency and “aging” criteria are needed so that it is known where transactions are getting hung up.		Richard Gruber will distribute a notice to MPs of a meeting to specifically discuss Fastrak issues and determine where improvements can be made to the process.  In addition, Don Bender suggested that a group be formed to develop a Scoping document for a task force that would re-evaluate the roles and responsibilities of Market Participants (CRs and TDSPs) and ERCOT as they relate to each other in the Market to determine if changes are needed to enhance Market performance.  The Scoping document would be presented to the RMS for discussion and possible vote at its May meeting and to the TAC at its June meeting.  No one expressed a concern about moving forward with development of the scoping document and Eaton agreed to lead the group to develop the document. Leanne Hayden also asked that ERCOT provide information on its validation processes and business rules.  Gruber agreed to review the issue and discuss at the May RMS Meeting.		Terri Eaton noted that a proposal to provide incentives for TDSPs and CRs to meet their obligations under Tariffs and Protocols will be presented at the May RMS Meeting.						4/23/03

		Market Metrics Task Force (MMTF)		Patrick reported on Project 24462 that establishes the reporting requirements for ERCOT, TDSPs, and CRs.  There are six measures in the reporting process.		The MMTF participants agreed to a voluntary “practice run” of the Long-Term Performance Measures Report. K. Patrick reviewed the "practice run" and discussed the next steps.  The “practice run” is to be performed by March 20th.  Anyone who would like to be added to the MMTF E-Mail List should contact postmaster@ercot.com and request to be added to the marketmetrics@ercot.com e-mail list.								3/20/03

		Market Notification		Don Bender reported that an issue had been submitted by the Texas Energy Association of Marketers (TEAM) on behalf of its Membership.  Neil Eddleman discussed the need for a Market Procedure under Protocols to be developed that defines the formal communication/ notification medium and responsibilities of each party to escalate, notify, and disclose Market impacting situations through a process which provides full and complete Market coverage regardless of the MP’s role. Eddleman again proposed that there is a need for a consistent approach and guidelines for broadcasting far reaching issues to the Market.		Eddleman was asked to develop a draft “strawman” on a communication process to address this issue that can be discussed by the RMS.  The Market notification aspects of an unusual volume of cancel/rebill transactions are to be considered in the Market notification recommendation.		John Hudson noted that the event in question was purposely announced on the Market call which he assumed was the proper forum for this type of communication.  Leanne Hayden noted that the current Market call is not the correct forum and that issues can be buried in the call meeting minutes.Tommy Weathersbee and Bender noted that Oncor and AEP, respectively, would notify the impacted trading partners directly and not count on a regularly scheduled general call to communicate the issue.						3/20/03

		Market Notification		An update on work to develop a draft “strawman” for a clearly defined Market Notification Process was provided.  Eddleman discussed the background behind developing the “strawman”, objectives, deliverables, process flow, and a Market Notification Form.		Eddleman asked that everyone review the proposal and provide comments to him, and that there be a vote on the proposal at the June RMS Meeting.  Anyone who would like to participate in the further development of the “strawman” should contact Eddleman.								4/23/03

		Market Sync		Don Bender reported that the TAC had discussed the RMS Resettlement Resolution approved at the December 18th RMS Meeting.  Bender noted that the primary RMS objectives were achieved which were to have SCR 727 receive the highest priority possible and receive TAC & ERCOT Executive support to allocate resources and suspend 2002 true-ups.		The TAC made several amendments to the RMS Resolution and approved the following Resolution:  “The TAC recommends that upon Board approval that 1) Further true-up resettlements for 2002 will be suspended and 2) True-up resettlement (starting with January 1, 2002) will resume when adequate accuracy can be assured (as developed by the RMS and approved by the TAC) and 45 days after SCR 727 has been implemented.  Every effort will be made to resume true-ups by April 1, 2003.  Progress toward completion criteria will be reviewed at each RMS Meeting and reported to the TAC and the Board monthly.  If the April 1, 2003 date cannot be met, the Board shall be advised and a revised target resumption date shall be given.”						SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		Bender noted that the RMS needed to further define the restart criteria and clearly define the targets (adequate accuracy).  The TAC has asked that the further defined criteria and targets be presented to the TAC at their February 6th meeting.								SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		James Cohea provided the status of true-up settlements (see Attachment to RMS 1/15/03 Minutes).  If the Board approves and true-up settlements are stopped after Board approval, assuming that true-up settlements are resumed on April 1, 2003, ERCOT expects to be back to the six months after trade day true-up settlement by December 29, 2003.  Cohea discussed the following completion criteria needed for moving forward and status of each:		The following are RMS discussions and recommendations, of the completion criterias needed to move forward, to the TAC for restarting true-up settlement for 2002, for approval:		Although ERCOT has a number of issues to address and processes to develop, it was noted that the MPs also need to ensure that they have processes in place to implement this project.				SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		1. Develop functionality and provide data extract as defined in SCR 727.  The RMS places a High-High project approval/priority to SCR 727.		RMS recommendation:  Develop functionality and provide data extract as defined in SCR 727.						SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		2. Market Synchronization Project priorities 1 through 6, including “TDSP as LSE” clean-up and DART/QRE defined issues, must be 95% complete by all Market Participants based upon Market Sync Reporting Tool.		RMS Recommendation:  Market Sync completion criteria will be 95% complete for ERCOT and CR groups and 95% complete for each TDSP for Priorities 1,2,4(1) and 5 as reported on the Market Sync Reporting tool status.   DISCUSSION:  The RMS discussed whether 95% completion is an acceptable number (for Criteria 2 and 3) or whether the number should be higher.  The RMS also discussed at length whether each MP should achieve whatever percent completion number is agreed on or whether each group (ERCOT, CR, and TDSP) should achieve that percent completion number based on aggregating each group.  The RMS discussed recommending for TAC approval that the 95% completion threshold be applied to the ERCOT group, to the CRs as a group, and to individual TDSPs.  The motion was approved by a voice vote with one abstention.  There was agreement that the second bullet (Reporting mechanism for Market Sync – DART/QRE Priorities 3, 4(2,3,4) & 6 to be defined in early February 2003 based upon data submitted by MPs) in Criteria 2 be removed from the RMS Recommendation.		Concern was expressed that if the target is set too high, it might be a year or longer before the Market can be settled.				SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		3. Outstanding QRE issues documented by ERCOT as of December 16, 2002 be 95% complete. (“In Progress” and “In Analysis” as reported to RMS 12-18-2002).		RMS Recommendation: Outstanding QRE issues documented by ERCOT as of 12/16/02 be 95% complete. (“In Progress” and “In Analysis” as reported to RMS 12-18-2002.)  DISCUSSION: The RMS discussed Criteria 3 above and whether to keep in the RMS Recommendation.  RMS agreed to maintain Criteria 3 above in the RMS Recommendation.  ERCOT was asked to regularly report on the status of meeting the 95% completion threshold for both Criteria 2 and 3.						SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		4. ERCOT will have in place a mechanism for daily monitoring and synchronization of ERCOT’s Siebel and Lodestar systems.		RMS recommendation: ERCOT shall have the organization and procedures in place to daily synchronize ERCOT’s Siebel and Lodestar systems, and synchronization of Siebel and Lodestar systems shall be in place before the initial release of SCR727 data to Market Participants. DISCUSSION:  The RMS discussed Criteria 4 and 5 and whether they should continue to be part of the restart criteria.						SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		5. ERCOT’s Siebel related data issues will be monitored and brought to a point of being repaired daily.		RMS recommendation: ERCOT shall have the organization and procedures in place to daily synchronize ERCOT’s Siebel and Lodestar systems, and synchronization of Siebel and Lodestar systems shall be in place before the initial release of SCR727 data to Market Participants. DISCUSSION:  The RMS discussed Criteria 4 and 5 and whether they should continue to be part of the restart criteria.						SCR 727		1/15/03

		Market Sync		Escalation Plan for non-responding MPs to MIMO and Market Sync status requests.  See also MIMO and Market Sync.		Don Bender and Dennie Hamilton agreed to develop a draft escalation process for non-responding MPs to MIMO status requests made by Glen Wingerd and non-responding MPs to Market Sync status requests made by James Cohea at the 1/15/03 RMS meeting.								1/15/03

		Market Sync		The RMS was instructed by TAC to review the Siebel and Lodestar synchronization criteria in light of the results of ERCOT’s comparison of data in these systems.		This motion was amended at the 3/5/03 RMS meeting (see changes in bold).  The RMS approved a motion to suspend any further effort by all MPs for Market synchronization Priority 5, DART, and QRE until the ERCOT Board approves the 2002 True-Up Restart Criteria, and furthermore moves to cease any further efforts on Market synchronization and QRE upon Board approval of 2002 True-Up Restart Criteria.  MPs are obligated to complete Priorities 1, 2, and 4(1) no later than 30 days prior to the scheduled resettlement of the effected trade date.  This motion is intended to eliminate the possibility of a duplicative work effort.  It was noted that issues can still be addressed on a day to day basis through FasTrak.								3/4/03

		Market Sync		Draft ESI ID Service History and Usage Data Extract User Guide related to SCR 727 - The user guide provides background information related to SCR 727 and the purpose of the data abstract, extract details, extract delivery, how to use the data extract, a variance analysis table, how ESI ID service history rows work, and how usage data records work.  A request was made that if future changes are made to the DDL, MPs should be notified about how these changes impact the historical data that MPs already have in their database. The RMS discussed, at length, many issues including issues related to the submittal of data extract variances, how the Market would identify and reconcile when multiple parties submit multiple issues for the same ESI ID; iIf a large volume of variances is received, prioritization of these variances needs to be addressed as well as if there is a need for this information for reporting; how an issue can be identified that has been reviewed (issue changes from “new” to “in progress”) or if it has been remanded back to the submitter for additional information; the need for an appropriate target for issue resolution in cases where variance issues are not closed prior to the scheduled settlement of the affected trade days.		Available metrics will be reviewed at subsequent RMS Meetings and a determination will be made if a workshop on metrics reporting is needed.  As a result of the review and discussion of Data Extract Steps 1 through 9, a number of issues were placed in a “Parking Lot” to be further addressed.		t was noted that Balancing-Up Load (BUL) and Direct Load Control (DLC) would likely have an effect on the ESI ID Service History.  This might require a Protocol Revision or the need to integrate into the PUCT Performance Measures.  Metrics reporting was discussed at length however no final agreement was reached on what should be reported.  It was suggested that a workshop might need to be held to determine the metrics that should be reported.						3/4/03

		Market Sync		The RMS discussed, at length, the variance analysis table, particularly Service History Variance Descriptions 2, 4, and 5 and Variances Requiring MP Resolution Items 8 and 10.  Several amendments were suggested and agreed to.		The RMS approved a motion that the Service History Variance Description 4 (Page 9) remain in the draft ESI ID Service History and Usage Data Extract User Guide as recommended by ERCOT (Any CR relationship record date mismatch prior to 04-01-2002).								3/4/03

		Market Sync		Don Bender reported that the TAC and Board approved the RMS recommended refined criteria for restarting true-up settlements for 2002 and related motion to suspend any further effort by all MPs for Market synchronization Priority 5, Data Analysis Review Team (DART), and Quick Recovery Effort (QRE).  Nancy Hetrick reviewed the timing of key events.  It was emphasized that data extract variance requests are due for the trade days of January 1 and 2, 2002 from TDSPs and CRs on April 11th.		The RMS discussed the status of the “Parking Lot” Items from the March 4th RMS Meeting.  ERCOT will review these items to see what items remain to be addressed, if any.		Bender noted that the 60-day clock started on March 14th and true-ups will begin on May 13th.  Once true-ups begin, initially two days will be completed each night.						3/20/03

		Market Sync		A Market Sync and QRE Update was provided.  The status of Market Sync “Proper”, Market Sync DART, TDSP as LSE, QRE Project, and ERCOT Internal Fixes Daily Activities was provided and discussed.		The RMS will continue to get status reports until further notice. It was noted that, unless told otherwise, ERCOT intends to close the Market Sync DART and QRE Project Activities as a result of the February 25th RMS resolution. No one at the RMS Meeting expressed any concerns about closing these two activities.								3/20/03

		Market Sync		Restarting true-up resettlements - The TAC approved a resolution in response to the RMS recommendations on the requirements for restarting true-up resettlements in the ERCOT Market, which were suspended per the ERCOT Board of Director decision at its January meeting.  The following is the TAC directive to the RMS:		Dennie Hamilton discussed the development of a revised RMS Resettlement Criteria for TAC action at its March 6th meeting.  Hamilton reviewed the background of the previously approved RMS and TAC Resolutions to date and the timeline going forward.  The primary TAC and Board concerns are related to the impact on customers and the uncertainty regarding schedule and timelines.  The RMS discussed the January 15th RMS approved criteria to determine if any of them needed to be eliminated or altered. After discussion, the RMS recommends that the TAC approve the following criteria for restarting true-up settlement for 2002.(restarting with trade dates beginning January 1, 2002).		Additional discussion of recommendations that were not approved can be found in the 2/24 and 2/25 RMS Meeting Minutes.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Market Sync		1. ERCOT should complete work on the data extract associated with SCR 727 and provide the subject data to the Market as soon as possible, without regard to questions associated with the integrity of the underlying data vis-à-vis synchronization of data resident in ERCOT’s Siebel and Lodestar Systems.		1. True-up settlements for 2002 shall begin 60 days after the initial release of the SCR 727 data. 2. MPs will have up to 30 days prior to the scheduled settlement date for a particular operating day to identify variances in the data extract pursuant to procedures to be developed by ERCOT.  Should a MP raise an issue in a true-up dispute, ERCOT shall consider the MP’s compliance with this resolution in evaluating that dispute.
3. ERCOT shall present a resolution for consideration by the RMS concerning the process for variance resolution.  This resolution shall be processed in a timeframe such that a resolution concerning the variance resolution process will be presented to the Board at its March 2003 meeting.  The process shall identify specific responsibilities and timelines for variance resolution.  ERCOT shall coordinate and report compliance with the variance resolution process.		Criterion 1 -  Develop functionality and provide data extract as defined in SCR 727.  Concern was expressed that eleven days for CRs to submit data extract variance requests is not enough time.  There was general agreement that 30 days was needed.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Market Sync		2. The RMS is instructed to reconsider the success criteria for completion of Market synchronization and QRE corrective actions, particularly in light of the number of customers that could be impacted if the previously recommended target completion rates are retained (resolution of at least 95% of out-of-synchronization conditions in specified priorities in each of ERCOT, REP collective, and TDSP categories for the Market data synchronization project; and resolution of 95% of QRE issues that were within QRE scope as of December 16, 2002).		The RMS moved to suspend any further effort by all MPs for Market synchronization Priority 5, DART, and QRE until the ERCOT Board approves the 2002 True-Up Restart Criteria, and furthermore moves to cease any further efforts on Market synchronization and QRE upon Board approval of 2002 True-Up Restart Criteria.  MPs are obligated to complete Priorities 1, 2, and 4(1).  This motion is intended to eliminate the possibility of a duplicative work effort. It was noted that issues can still be addressed on a day to day basis through FasTrak. (This decision was amended at the 3/4/03 RMS meeting.)		Criterion 2 - Market Sync completion criteria will be 95% complete for ERCOT and CR groups and 95% complete for each TDSP for Priorities 1, 2, 4(1), and 5 as reported on the Market Sync Reporting tool status.  MPs discussed when they might get to 95%, what items are barriers to successful resolution of the conditions, what is needed from other MPs and when, an estimate of the number of customers whose issues cannot be addressed, and target success criteria.  There was considerable discussion about eliminating this criterion altogether.  The RMS also discussed instituting a mechanism to track variances should Criterion 2 be eliminated.  Criterion 3 - Outstanding QRE issues documented by ERCOT as of December 16, 2002 be 95% complete (“In Progress” and “In Analysis” as reported to the RMS December 18, 2002).  The RMS discussed the possibility of also eliminating Criterion 3.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Market Sync		3.  The RMS is instructed to review the Siebel and Lodestar synchronization criteria in light of the results of ERCOT’s comparison of data in these systems.		The RMS moved to suspend any further effort by all MPs for Market synchronization Priority 5, DART, and QRE until the ERCOT Board approves the 2002 True-Up Restart Criteria, and furthermore moves to cease any further efforts on Market synchronization and QRE upon Board approval of 2002 True-Up Restart Criteria.  MPs are obligated to complete Priorities 1, 2, and 4(1).  This motion is intended to eliminate the possibility of a duplicative work effort. It was noted that issues can still be addressed on a day to day basis through FasTrak. (This decision was amended at the 3/4/03 RMS meeting.)		Criterion 4 - ERCOT shall have the organization and procedures in place to daily synchronize ERCOT’s Siebel and Lodestar Systems, and synchronization of Siebel and Lodestar systems shall be in place before the initial release of SCR 727 data to Market Participants.  It was noted that the first part of this criterion is done or will soon be done and the TAC said “no” to the second part.  The Siebel and Lodestar Systems will be synchronized by March 18th.  The RMS discussed the possibility of also eliminating Criterion 4.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Market Sync		SCR 727 and the service history and usage data extracts (See 2/24 and 2/25/03 RMS Attachment).  A review of the ESI ID extract database structure, initial historical data extracts, daily incremental update extracts, data extract delivery, and MP’s responsibilities was provided by N. Hetrick.  Hetrick noted that data extract variances should be submitted no less than 30 days prior to the scheduled resettlement date when in the “catch-up” mode.		The RMS agreed to discuss issues related to the “maintenance” mode at a later time.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Market Sync		The SCR 727 Implementation Plan and the current schedule for SCR 727 is as follows: 2/5 - 2/20  Extract development; 2/18 - Market notification of SCR 727; 2/18 - Data Definition Language (DDL) distributed and posted to ERCOT Portal; 2/24 - 2/27 - Creation of TDSP and LSE initial historical ESI ID Service History and Usage data extracts; 3/3 - Implementation – initial historical extracts posted to the ERCOT Portal, or CD with the initial historical extract will be sent to the applicable TDSPs and LSEs; 3/3 - Incremental daily ESI ID Service History and Usage update extracts from the day the initial historical extract was pulled through 3/1/03 will be posted to the ERCOT Portal; 3/4 -  Begin regular posting process to the ERCOT Portal of daily incremental ESI ID Service History and Usage update extracts; 3/14 - TDSPs and CRs to submit data extract variance requests for January 1 & 2, 2002 (if resettlements resume on 4/15).		It was noted that the formal dispute process still exists.  ERCOT will discuss this process at the next RMS Meeting.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Market Sync		It was noted that true-up resettlements restart criteria must be set very soon.  Cohea discussed resettlement and market synchronization activities.  Cohea reported on the Market Sync Project, QRE Project, and ERCOT internal data discrepancies.  ERCOT is maintaining a detailed master reporting mechanism and Cohea presented and discussed the status as of 2/21/03.		The RMS also discussed at length the reasons why there are so many unresolved QRE Project requests for information and the need to hold MPs responsible for responding to these requests in a timely manner.		Concern was expressed that ERCOT is not responding to questions in a timely manner.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Metering - 867_03 Contingency Plan		867_03 Contingency Plan.  The RMS approved the 867_03 Contingency Plan on 12/11/01. Hetrick reported that some MPs noted they were no longer relying on the 867_03 Contingency Plan and did not want to receive usage via the Contingency Plan any longer, while other MPs noted they still relied on the usage received via the 867_03 Contingency Plan as they felt they were not receiving all usage from ERCOT.  Since the 867_03 Contingency Plan was the result of an RMS decision, MPs have requested that it be revisited by the RMS.		It was decided that a plan to go forward will be developed for RMS action at its April 23rd meeting.  This will allow time to determine if Version 1.5 is successful before a plan is developed.		Comments received from MPs and data received from CRs were reviewed.  It was suggested that if two trading partners would like to discontinue the use of the Contingency Plan, they can.  However, if a CR in a TDSP’s Service Area wants to continue its use, the TDSP should continue it. It was noted that some TDSPs do not have the ability to quit providing the Contingency Plan to some CRs while continuing to provide it for others.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Move-in/Move-Out		Escalation Plan for non-responding MPs to MIMO and Market Sync status requests was discussed.  See discussion in Market Sync.		Don Bender and Dennie Hamilton agreed to develop a draft escalation process for non-responding MPs to MIMO status requests made by Glen Wingerd and non-responding MPs to Market Sync status requests made by James Cohea at the 1/15/03 RMS meeting.								1/15/03

		Move-In/Move-Out (MIMO) Task Force		The Move-In/Move-Out (MIMO) Task Force has developed high-level requirement specifications for the solution to the stacking problems.  The MIMO Task Force will sponsor a market-wide educational seminar on May 7th.  The seminar is intended to educate the Market on the details of the stacking solution.		The RMS will be asked to vote on the requirement specifications at the May 15th RMS Meeting.		Wingerd noted that all MPs should review these specifications.						4/23/03

		Move-In/Move-Out (MIMO) Task Force		This task force was created by the RMS to develop solutions for retail enrollments.  Wingerd introduced the members of the task force and indicated that they have been meeting and working on Move-In/Move-Out Issues since last September.  As part of this effort, the task force has developed high-level requirement specifications for the solution to the Stacking problems.  The MIMO Task Force hosted a market-wide educational seminar on May 7th.  The seminar was intended to educate the Market on the details of the Stacking solution.  Wingerd discussed the high-level requirement specifications for the solution to the Stacking problems and noted that the execution of the requirement specifications will likely require substantial Protocol Revisions, changes to Texas SET Implementation Guides, and potential programming changes for most Market Participants.		The RMS will be asked to vote on an anticipated May 2004 Production Implementation at its June 12th meeting. RMS approved the high-level requirement specifications for the solution to the Stacking problem, including some go/no go checkpoints in the Production Implementation Timeline, and establishing the Market Coordination Team as proposed.		Wingerd noted that the definition of Stacking is:   A method that allows CRs, ERCOT, and TDSPs to accept (and process) multiple, non-sequential transactions concurrently on a single ESI ID.  Shannon Bowling stated she would like to see some go/no go checkpoints in the Production Implementation Plan. Terri Eaton expressed concern that processing efficiency was abandoned as a principle of the task force.						5/15/03

		Move-In/Move-Out (MIMO) Task Force		Harper recommended that the MIMO Task Force recommendation be implemented with an additional notification message that would be sent to the current REP before the business process “locks.”  Essentially, the 814_06 would continue to be sent as it is currently.  The notification would not always be accurate 100% of the time.  Multiple possible solutions exist that would mimic the current 814_06 transaction and its timing: 1. Create a new notification transaction outside of the 814 Market structure.
2. Create an “814_06-notification” transaction and an “814_06-final” transaction.
3. Add another 814 transaction to Texas SET (814_30?).
4. Should customer class limit the scope of the new notification? See RMS Issue-814_06 Timing Attachment.		On November 14, 2002 the RMS passed a recommendation from the Move-In/Move-Out Task Force that would change the timing of the 814_06 (notification that a customer is switching away).  Presently, this notification is sent to the current REP of record once the TDSP responds to ERCOT with an 814_04.  After this change is implemented, the 814_06 will be held and sent two days in the case of a Move-In (five days for a Switch) before the Scheduled Meter Read Date.  At this point no Date Change (814_12) or Cancellation (814_08) transactions will be accepted at ERCOT.  The primary reason for this timing change is for data accuracy purposes since transactions arriving after the 814_06 have been sent can alter the current REP of record in ERCOT’s Systems.  A motion was made by Brett Harper to remove functionality related to 814_06 from MIMO.  The motion died for lack of a second.  After more discussion, the issue was assigned to the Inadvertent Switch Task Force.		Harper noted that although he was in general agreement with the November RMS decision, it is felt that the solution will cause more issues. He noted that the two primary weaknesses of this solution are:  1. The PUCT has indicated that “slamming” penalties will eventually be imposed on the Market. Every “inadvertent switch” will in essence become a slam because they are allowed to effectuate. 2. This solution forces every “inadvertent switch” to be corrected by means outside of the existing transaction set (i.e. FasTrak).						5/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		The PWG met on January 8th.  Podraza reviewed the timelines for Annual Validation 2002 and 2003.  Podraza discussed the draft Direct Load Control (DLC) Program Settlement and Baseline Methodology.  A PRR and Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR) are being drafted.		The draft PRR will be distributed to the RMS for review prior to being forwarded to the PRS.   For additional information, see the 1/15/03 RMS PWG attachment.								1/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		A PWG Issues Master List which is a collection of issues, bullet status points and milestones, documents history, keeps MPs current, assists in prioritizing outstanding issues, and tracks delegated assignments was discussed.		The next PWG Meeting is scheduled for January 16th.								1/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		PRR 362, Load Profiling Guide –Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type, had been remanded back to the PWG by the PRS.  The PRR removes the procedural details from the Protocols and refers MPs to the Load Profiling Guides.		The RMS will be asked to vote on annual validation procedures and timelines at the next RMS Meeting.						PRR 362		3/20/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		DLC Implementation - The TAC approved a waiver related to Protocols Section 18.2.9 “Adjustment and Changes to Load Profile Development” and Load Profiling Guides Section 12.4 “Process Timing for Requesting Changes” to implement the Beta Test Proposal with the restrictions as presented by ERCOT.		Expressed concern that the Protocols are being waived instead of appropriately revised and directed Green Mountain to submit a PRR to that effect on an urgent timeline to the PRS for TAC action at its April meeting.  The issue has subsequently been dropped by Green Mountain and the Board did not address.								3/20/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Additional annual validation issues, including the annual validation preliminary analysis of profile ID changes; opt-in entity issues for PWG; and an oil and gas properties profile change request was also discussed.		No action at this time.								3/20/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Podraza discussed PRR 362, Load Profiling Guide –Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type.  The PRR had been remanded back to the PWG by the PRS.  The PRR removes the procedural details from the Protocols and refers MPs to the Load Profiling Guides.  Podraza also discussed LPGRR2003-002, Annual Validation Implementation, which removes details regarding Annual Validation of Profile IDs from the Protocols and adds them to the Load Profiling Guides (LPG).  Language was revised to:      Add and clarify detailed information and procedures for Annual Validation in the LPG;  Coincide with revisions proposed for Protocols Section 18.4.4.2 (PRR 362);  Minor wording changes.		The PWG comments on PRR 362 as recommended by the PWG and LPGRR2003-002 as recommended by the PWG were approved.		Podraza noted that there was some confusion over whether the PRS should review all Load Profiling Guide Revisions.				PRR 362		4/23/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Podraza provided an update on PUCT Project 25516, Load Profiling and Load Research.  Load Research is to be done by TDSP per the sample design of ERCOT and TDSP cost recovery would be through the TDSP rate making process.  ERCOT has 6 months to establish a procedure to provide a method of recovery of research costs associated with obtaining a new profile.		The PWG will develop a “ballpark” estimate of the research cost for a new profile.								4/23/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Podraza also provided an update on PUCT Project 25516, Load Profiling and Load Research.  .		The PWG's “ballpark” estimate of the research cost for a new profile will be provided to the RMS at its June 12th meeting for a vote.  It is anticipated that two or three cost recovery methods will be provided to the RMS for consideration								5/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		The status of PRR 399 – Requirements for Replacing an IDR with a Non- IDR Meter was discussed.  The PRS did not approve an urgent status for PRR 399.		A recommendation on PRR 399 will be provided to the RMS at its June 12th meeting for RMS consideration.						PRR 399		5/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		The Annual Profile Type and Weather Zone Validation Profile Decision Tree 1.08 were discussed.  The Profile Decision Tree 1.08 has been posted on the ERCOT Web Site.				It was noted that Nueces, San Patricio, and STEC would be using the Version 1.08 Profile Decision Tree to set up ESI IDs.						5/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		The status of the Direct Load Control (DLC) Project was discussed.		PRR 385 will be presented to the TAC and Board at their June meetings.		A May 8th memorandum from PUC Commissioner Perlman related to PUC Project 26359 on Competitive Metering suggests that wires companies need to develop a rate structure that provides strong incentives for demand responsiveness by charging different rates during high load periods.				PRR 385		5/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Podraza discussed the issue of whether a meter owner (non-TDSP) can have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data.		This issue was remanded to the PWG at the April 23rd RMS Meeting.  Podraza discussed clarifications/ assumptions and noted that this issue should focus on the revenue meter being used for settlement.  He also discussed pros and cons identified by the PWG.  The PWG was unable to reach a consensus on the issue.  This issue needs more discussion.  Don Bender noted that he has contacted the WMS Chair about the WMS discussing this issue since it is related to settlement.  The issue was sent back to PWG and WMS for discussion.  This is not a critical time-sensitive issue.								5/15/03

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		Podraza discussed draft PRR language (PRR 385) developed to implement DLC.  Podraza also discussed a draft Load Profiling Guide Revision Request (LPGRR 2003-001 – as revised February 10, 2003) developed to implement Direct Load Control (DLC). The LPGRR modifies language in the Load Profiling Guides (LPG) to better represent how DLC will be implemented in ERCOT.  The requested changes include:   Adding and clarifying detailed DLC implementation information in the LPG;  Modifying language to be consistent with the revisions made with respect to profiling ESI IDs in DLC programs;  Coinciding with revisions in Protocols Section 18.7.2;        Minor wording changes.		RMS approved PRR 385 and LPGRR 2003-001 as recommended. The approved changes will allow the DLC programs to be appropriately profiled and ERCOT Systems to properly process DLC programs.						LPGRR2003-001 and PRR 385		2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		A Beta Test Proposal on how DLC could be implemented in ERCOT in some form by the summer of 2003 has been developed because the lagged dynamic methodology of DLC contained in PRR 385 and LPGRR 2003-001 cannot be made functional by the summer of 2003.  James Cohea discussed the background of DLC, DLC Beta Testing proposed engineering estimates, and DLC Beta Test limitations (controls), requirements, load profiles, ERCOT involvement, and hurdles to implementation in the Summer of 2003.  This methodology is engineering estimates and not lagged dynamic sampling, and is a temporary fix for the summer 2003. Protocol exception implications related to this Beta Test and the Protocol requirement of 150 day notice for a new profile were reviewed.  The Beta Test could still take place this summer with the 150 day notice required.  The test would begin in late July if the RMS approves the concept and directs ERCOT to send the 150 day notice.  A waiver to Protocols Section 18.2.9 “Adjustment and Changes to Load Profile Development” and Load Profiling Guides Section 12.4 “Process Timing for Requesting Changes" would be required.		RMS approved a motion to recommend that Protocols Section 18.2.9 “Adjustment and Changes to Load Profile Development” and Load Profiling Guides Section 12.4 “Process Timing for Requesting Changes” be waived and to implement the Beta Test Proposal and restrictions as presented by ERCOT.		Betty Day noted that there would be no ERCOT System costs and the DLC Beta Test implementation could be supported by ERCOT for a short period of time.  This implementation would take place in the CenterPoint Energy Area only.  Terri Eaton discussed the need for the Beta Test.  The PUCT would like the Beta Test to be implemented this summer.  Eaton noted that ERCOT had originally indicated that DLC could be settled by summer 2003, however due to internal process changes this date cannot be met.  It was noted that ERCOT would be monitoring Green Mountain and Comverge.  Dennie Hamilton noted that although the proper way to implement DLC would be consistent with PRR 385 and LPGRR 2003-001, the Market recognized that there were extenuating circumstances due to the timeline for implementing the approved Protocol revision.  The restrictions and limitations placed on the scope and size of the proposed Beta Test were intended to mitigate parties' concerns with the approach.						2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		The PWG nominated John Taylor of Entergy Solutions as the new PWG Vice-Chair.		John Taylor was approved as Vice-Chair of the PWG.

		Profiling Working Group (PWG)		PUCT Project 25516, Load Profiling and Load Research, was approved at the March 5th PUCT Open Meeting.  Load Research is to be done by TDSP per the sample design of ERCOT and TDSP cost recovery would be through the TDSP rate making process.  One of the requirements of the rule is that ERCOT has 6 months to establish a procedure to provide a method of recovery of research costs associated with obtaining a new profile.  The PWG will develop a “ballpark” estimate of the research cost for a new profile.  Since a large number of customers’ wholesale obligations are settled based on load profiles, it is imperative that the profiles be as accurate as possible.		It was noted that a PRR might be required and Podraza was asked to discuss with Kevin Gresham (PRS Chair).								3/20/03

		Provider of Last Resort (POLR)/ Drop to Affiliated Retail Electric Provider (AREP)		Clarification of the Drop to AREP/POLR Processes		Glen Wingerd stated that the MIMO Task Force would begin to take a closer look at the PUCT Substantive Rules regarding slamming and drops to POLR.  Brian Lloyd of the PUCT stated that the PUCT will review the PUCT’s Substantive Rule regarding slamming as part of the PUCT project to review the Customer Protection Substantive Rules.  Kristi Hobbs of ERCOT agreed to send an e-mail to the RMS detailing the POLR workaround process.  ERCOT also confirmed that with the implementation of Version 1.5, there would be a new EDI transaction process for drops to the AREP for non-payment reasons.  There is not a Texas SET transaction for drops to POLR for reasons other than non-payment.  The workaround process for drops to POLR will continue after implementation of Version 1.5.  The RMS discussed the need for this issue to be discussed in the future.		Read Comstock noted that the RMS might want to review the slamming and drop to POLR procedure/transactions for potential improvement.  As part of this discussion, ERCOT also noted that the current POLR workaround process is the same process for drops to AREP for non-payment and drops to POLR for reasons other than non-payment (i.e. contract termination).						1/15/03

		Retail Market Customer Transition Task Force		A status report on the activities of the Retail Market Customer Transition Task Force was provided.  The task force has held three work sessions over the last month and met last on April 16th. The task force scope, transition scenarios being addressed, scenario variables, task force approach, task force deliverables, a high level generic process flow, an application of the process, possible support requests, emerging issues or areas needing consensus, and next steps were discussed.		The goal of the task force is to present the deliverables to the RMS for a vote at the July RMS Meeting.								4/23/03

		Retail Market Guides (RMG)		A draft Retail Market Guides (RMG) Document (see Attachment) was discussed.  Comments received on the document were reviewed and incorporated as appropriate.  The RMG is a reference document for MPs to use as a “roadmap” to locate information concerning Market structure, Market rules, and Market decisions that are necessary for participating in the competitive Retail Electric Market in Texas.  Each section was taken from existing ERCOT, PUCT, and/or other Market related documents/Web Sites.  This document will be updated quarterly.		Additional comments are to be provided prior to the June RMS Meeting.  The RMS will vote on this document at its June 12th meeting.								5/15/03

		Retail Market Guides Working Group (RMGWG)		Don Bender reported that the draft Charter and Scope for the Retail Market Guides Working Group (RMGWG) had been distributed to the RMS.		RMS approved the draft Charter, Scope, and timeline with the caveat that changes can be made if needed. The goal is to have the initial draft reference document completed for review in April.  See the Guides in the 1/15/2003 RMS Attachments.		Felecia Lokey noted that the RMGWG has been tasked to create a reference document that will help Market Participants locate information concerning Market structure, Market rules, and Market decisions that are necessary for participating in the competitive Retail Electric Market in Texas.   The RMGWG will not establish policy, but will compile information from working groups, regulatory rulemakings, and operational guidance related to the competitive Retail Electric Market in Texas.						1/15/03

		Transaction Improvement Performance		At the April 23rd RMS Meeting, it was noted that there was a growing amount of frustration related to the unsuccessful completion of transactions.  A suggestion was made to form a task force to re-evaluate the roles and responsibilities of Market Participants (CRs and TDSPs) and ERCOT as they relate to each other in the Market to determine if changes are needed to enhance Market performance.  The RMS also discussed the need for additional measurement, reporting, and accountability as well as standard processes to address problems.  Additional data transparency and “aging” criteria are also needed so that it is known where transactions are getting hung up.  A seminar to specifically discuss FasTrak issues and determine where improvements can be made to the process is scheduled for May 22nd.  This seminar has several purposes:  Relay the inception, evolution, and design of FasTrak. 
 Educate users on functionality, design, and extensibility of FasTrak. 
 Suggest how best practices can optimize the effectiveness of FasTrak. 
 Discuss how enhancements to FasTrak can better serve the user.		A scoping document (see Attachment) for a task force that would re-evaluate the roles and responsibilities of Market Participants (CRs and TDSPs) and ERCOT as they relate to each other in the Market to determine if changes are needed to enhance Market performance was discussed. The goal is to achieve timely and accurate processing of all transactions between and among Market Participants and ERCOT, including point-to-point transactions that do not involve ERCOT.  After much discussion, the RMS made one change to the scoping document in the “Implementation” Section.  The statement “Develop an orderly implementation plan and cost-benefit analysis for system changes” was added.  Terri Eaton agreed to Chair the task force.  ERCOT stated that Dave Odle will be the ERCOT business contact for this task force.								5/15/03

		Texas Commercial Energy (TCE)/POLR Issues		Brian Lloyd (PUCT) reviewed what occurred during and since the cold weather event on 2/24 and 2/25 related to TCE/POLR issues, especially the process to move the >1MW customers off of POLR service.  As of 3/19, 60 of the 83 customers had made arrangements with another REP.  Lloyd suggested that the PUCT-lead activities be transitioned into a RMS Task Force to address the following: 1. Mass transfers from one REP to another; 2. Continuation of the mass drop to POLR process; and 3. Processes to move customers off of POLR service expeditiously.		The RMS agreed to create a task force to address the issues related to this subject from a Retail Market perspective.  Dennie Hamilton will lead the group and a scope will be developed.  The task force will likely meet within the next week to ten days.  (See Retail Market Customer Transition Task Force.)		Richard Gruber reported that the Board approved a resolution that effective for schedules submitted for the operating day of Friday March 21, 2003, each QSE shall schedule at least 90% of its Load obligation, on a daily average, with bilaterally contracted or self-provided energy and not by relying upon Balancing Energy from ERCOT until further notice.  Lloyd expressed a great amount of concern about the Board’s action.						3/20/03

		Texas SET		Diana Rehfeldt reported on the activities of the Texas SET.  Rehfeldt briefly discussed what would occur after Version 1.5 changes are implemented and the status of the Version 1.6 Implementation Guides.										3/20/03

		Texas SET		Rehfeldt discussed an RMS issue related to the TDSP 867_03 Submission Timeline.  ERCOT Protocols Section 15 does not explicitly state a timeline requirement for TDSPs to send the Regular Monthly Usage Transaction (867_03) to ERCOT.  CRs want to know how long, from the date of the actual meter read, that the TDSPs have to send the 867_03 Regular Monthly Meter Reads to ERCOT.  Texas SET recommends a Protocol Change to Section 15.3 Monthly Meter Reads to explicitly state the timeline that the TDSP has to send the 867_03 Monthly Meter Reads to ERCOT.  The RMS discussed whether there was a need to change the TDSP Tariff.  There was general agreement that making a Protocol Change would be the preferred approach and quicker.		The Texas SET was asked to develop a Protocol Change to Section 15.3 Monthly Meter Reads to explicitly state the timeline that the TDSP has to send the 867_03 Monthly Meter Reads to ERCOT (not later than 3 business days after the date of a meter read).  A draft PRR will be completed by and discussed at the next RMS Meeting.  It was agreed that various options should be developed related to the 810/867 Process and a recommendation should be made to the RMS.  A task force will be formed and Tommy Weathersbee agreed to sponsor and lead the group.  See Attachment to 3/20/03 RMS Meeting.								3/20/03

		Texas SET		It was noted that PUCT Chairman Klein’s office is receiving comments from CRs on the number of cancels/rebills created by TDSPs.		Texas SET was directed to explore options to reduce the overall number of cancel/rebill scenarios.  Changes to business scenarios, transaction formats, and the potential modifications to the Market model should be considered.								3/20/03

		Texas SET - 810/867		An RMS issue related to the TDSP 867_03 Submission Timeline was discussed. The ERCOT Protocols related to Monthly Meter Reads contain no timeline for the TDSP to send the 867_03 to ERCOT.  At the March 20th RMS Meeting, the Texas SET was asked to develop a Protocol Change to Section 15.3 Monthly Meter Reads to add a timeline such that the TDSP has to send the 867_03 Monthly Meter Reads to ERCOT (not later than 3 business days after the date of a meter read).  Rehfeldt discussed a draft PRR (see Attachment to 4/23/03 RMS minutes).		The RMS agreed that this issue be addressed at the 810/867 Market Workshop.  Tommy Weathersbee will provide an update at the May 15th RMS Meeting.								4/23/03

		Texas SET - 810/867		A Market Workshop will be held to discuss issues related to 810s and 867s.  The intent of this workshop is to address existing issues and concerns regarding the receipt and processing of invoices and meter reading transactions.  This workshop is intended to focus on business processes and transactional issues between Market Participants.		To help facilitate this workshop, Weathersbee requested that issues or processes be identified that should be addressed in the workshop and forwarded to him.   These comments will form the basis for the Workshop.  The workshop is scheduled for May 13th-14th.								4/23/03

		Texas SET - 810/867		A Market Workshop was held on May 13th and 14th to discuss issues related to 810s and 867s.  The intent of this workshop was to address existing issues and concerns regarding the receipt and processing of invoices and meter reading transactions.  The workshop focused on business processes and transactional issues between Market Participants.  The TDSP 867_03 Submission Timeline was also discussed at the workshop.  The ERCOT Protocols related to Monthly Meter Reads contain no timeline for the TDSP to send the 867_03 to ERCOT.  The Texas SET had been asked to develop a Protocol Change to Section 15.3 Monthly Meter Reads to add a timeline such that the TDSP has to send the 867_03 Monthly Meter Reads to ERCOT (not later than 3 business days after the date of a meter read).		The RMS subsequently agreed that this issue should be addressed at the 810/867 Market Workshop.  Don Bender asked that the task force include in its scope the exit strategy analysis for the 867_03 contingency process.								5/15/03

		Texas SET		Diana Rehfeldt reported on the activities of the Texas SET.  Texas SET met on May 12th and 13th. Rehfeldt discussed the following proposed Texas SET Version Release Schedule for RMS discussion:                        Version 1.6
o Publication June 2003
o Anticipated Implementation December 2003
 Version 2.0 
o Publication July 2003
o Anticipated Implementation May 2004
 Version 2.1
o Publication June 2004
o Anticipated Implementation November 2004		This will be brought back to the RMS in June for a vote.								5/15/03

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		Bill Bell provided an overview of the TTPT, discussed the TTPT sub-teams and their activities, reviewed the current updated timeline for the Version 1.5 Test Flight, and provided a status report on the Version 1.5 Test Flight.  There are two additional flights scheduled for later in 2003; the first in July and the second in October.		The RMS agreed to vote on the two additional 2003 Version 1.5 Test Flights for July (Flight 0703) and October (Flight 1003) at its next meeting.								2/24/2003 and 2/25/2003

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		The Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT) recommending two additional Version 1.5 Test Flights to be conducted later in 2003; the first in July (Flight 0703) and the second in October (1003).  Key dates are as follows:  
• Flight 0703 for New Market Participants testing under Texas SET Version 1.5
o Flight pre-test activities begin – April 8th 
o Deadline to Join Flight – May 22nd 
o First transactions – July 14th 
o Flight Scheduled to End – September 5th 
• Flight 1003 for New Market Participants testing under Texas SET Version 1.5 and Possible Transaction Changes from COMETWG for all MPs to test
o Flight pre-test activities begin – July 23rd 
o Deadline to Join Flight – September 4th 
o First transactions – October 13th 
o Flight Scheduled to End – December 5th		The RMS approved a motion to approve the Market Testing Timelines for Flight 0703 and Flight 1003 as adopted by the TTPT.  The RMS further approved all dates included in the timelines, particularly the "deadlines to sign up for the Flight" and directs that any material changes to these timelines or changes in scope of the test flights must be approved by the RMS.		Concern was expressed about some of the dates, particularly for Flight 1003.  The RMS was assured that the schedule can be changed with the approval of the RMS.						3/20/03

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		Don Bender and Bill Bell noted that during the Version 1.5 Testing, the Market approached an issue, related to the effects of an existing Market Participant failing to pass the test and not receiving a certification letter for production after the close of a certification flight.		The TTPT plans to discuss what might be done if this occurs in the future.								4/23/03

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		Bell discussed proposed changes to the Market Testing Timelines for Flights 0703 and 1003.  Bell emphasized that the deadline to register for Flight 0703 is May 22nd.  Proposed changes to the scope of Flight 1003 which include Texas SET Version 1.6 and COMETWG changes were also discussed.  A Version 1.5 “Lessons Learned” Workshop will be held on May 27th.  The TTPT also plans to evaluate the Texas SET recommended roll out schedule and will consider Flights for 2004 in June.		RMS approved the revised Market Testing Timelines for Flights 0703 and 1003 as adopted by the TTPT and the revised scope of Flight 1003 which will include Texas SET Version 1.6 and COMETWG changes.  The RMS further directs that any material changes to these timelines or changes in scope of the test flights must be approved by the RMS.		It was noted that ERCOT has provided notice to affected Market Participants that a potential new TDSP territory might be included as a customer choice eligible service area as a possible result of PUCT Docket 27261.  Pedernales Electric Cooperative (PEC) has applied to serve as a TDSP for retail customer registration in a geographical area that PEC proposes to add to its service area (proposed to be acquired from AEP).  PEC has registered to test in Flight 0703 as a TDSP.  CRs that are currently certified in the AEP territory might need to test with PEC in Flight 0703.  The deadline for signing up for this flight is May 22nd.  It was further noted that testing is required for new Market Participants entering the Texas Retail Market as well as for current Market Participants entering new service territories or testing additional business functionality.

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		Bell noted that Leanne Hayden has resigned, so a new TTPT Vice Chair will need to be elected.		The nomination for TTPT Vice Chair will be brought to the RMS for approval in July.								5/15/03

		Texas Test Plan Team (TTPT)		Additional issues, regarding failure of certification/testing, were discussed for consideration and guidance by the RMS.		The RMS discussed the issue at length.  There are operational/technical issues but this is also a policy issue.  Brian Lloyd stated he would take this issue back to the PUCT.		It was noted that during the Version 1.5 Market Test, one of the existing Market Participants almost failed to gain their certification letter.						5/15/03
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