Texas SET 

June 19, 2001 Meeting – Minutes

Discussion: Shirley Whyte reported on the status of the SET documents, future work and the Change Controls that will be needed for development and implementation.  Discussed the correct order of work for submission of Change Controls. Protocols Group must approve. Fast Track for approval by Protocols Group is mid July per Heidi. 

Discussion:  Metering Workshop Changes/Recommendations for /867-02. Because of the size of Historical Interval Data files, it is not practical for TDSP’s to transmit the files via ERCOT.  Bilateral agreements can be made between TDSP’s and CR’s so HI can be sent point to point. Files are very large for EDI transmission.  The format of the files could be worked out between MP’s, e.g. EDI or CSV. Summary Historical will continue to be sent via ERCOT.

Action Item: 867 Change Controls resulting from RMS Metering Work Group meeting need to be reviewed by SET for correctness before being submitted for approval.

Clarification of Historical Interval Usage Change Control

· Code HP in the LIN will be added to the 814s to request Historical Interval Usage where a bilateral agreement has been made between the TDSP and the CR. With bilateral agreements, TDSPs will be required to send the detail point-to-point, and the summary to ERCOT using the 867-02.

· Change Control verbiage changed to: “If HP, interval detail usage will be sent per terms defined in bilateral agreement between TDSP and CR.” If the historical interval usage is sent via the 867-02 it will be sent point-to-point.    Change Control: LIN09 = HP definition changed to “ Delivered directly by the TDSP to the CR”.  Verbiage changed from “sent point-to-point” to “ The intervals are sent directly by the TDSP to the CR in the format agreed to in the bi-lateral agreement. The Summary is sent directly through ERCOT.”   The format will depend upon TDSP methodology and terms of bilateral agreements.

· The TDSP will reject the request for Historical Interval usage if there is no bilateral agreement with the CR. Verbiage added to Change Control: “If the TDSP receives a code of HP and a bilateral agreement is not in place, the TDSP will send a status code of REF/1P/A13-Other/”No bilateral agreement exists” in the 814 Response. 

· HI in 814 = Summary usage sent by TDSP to ERCOT to CR

· HP in 814 = Will depend upon bi-lateral agreement with CR

· When intervals are not available, the TDSP will send REF/1P/A13/ “Historical Interval Data not available” in the Response, and the 867-02 will be sent via ERCOT.

Red Line Document Management

Versions should be posted to the SET Web Site.

SET Goals For This Week: 

· Multiple Change Controls were issued last week from the RMS meetings. Is it realistic to expect they can be implemented?  AEP stated they are using many manual workarounds to meet requirements, and other TDSPs are not ready.  Should the Change Controls be in version 1.4? Or, is it best to wait until after the market opens?  If the changes are added to version 1.4, ERCOT must also make changes. 

· CSA

· POLR

· SAC04 Code List: TDSP interpretation and usage

· RMS directives

· 867 - PTD Document

Process Flow (Swim Lane Charts) Changes

Issues/Discussion:  Who owns the process flows?  Why is Test making changes to the flows?  Changes have been made on hard copies that are not reflected on the flows posted to the website.  Only SET should make changes to the flows.  Flows need to match what ERCOT is doing and should be updated accordingly.  Changes have been made by ERCOT that are not reflected on the flows. Test Group Representative at SET should take process flow changes back to Test for implementation.  Test should not change their scripts until the flows are approved by SET. There is a need for improved communications between Test and SET.  

Election of SET Vice-Chair

Each company is allowed one vote.

Nominees – Cary Reed, Johnny Robertson, Dave Robeson, Susan Neel

Cary Reed of AEP was elected SET Vice Chair. 

RMS Directives from Workshops:

1. Permits and Move-in/Out – Issue: SET will report to RMS that no solution has been proposed for Move-In with same REP issue.  SET is unable to proceed until the issue is resolved.

2. Notifications/Service Orders/Outages – Not discussed

3. Critical Care – Not discussed

4. Retail Metering – Not discussed

RMS direction on Prioritization of Changes (v1.4 vs. 2.0) 

Discussion re RMS process:  Nancy Hetrick, RMS Chair submits reports, and approvals are made based on SET recommendations.  Approval is expected of issues defined in RMS workshops
Review Change Controls Assignment from previous meeting:

Status of Change Controls was reviewed.  Status will be captured on ERCOT Change Control Log so SET does not need to revisit them again. Current status is: 

· #5 – Withdrawn

· #6 – Implemented

· #7 – Implemented Points 1 and 2.  Points 3 and 4 not approved and are withdrawn

· #8 – Withdrawn

· #9 - Implemented

· #10 – Implemented except Point 4.  Point 3 not approved

· #11 – Change Control was revised but revision is not on Change Control Log. Has been implemented.

· #12 – Withdrawn

· #13 – Withdrawn

· #14 – Implemented 

· #15 – BGN08 change is reflected in redlines. BPT07 addition to 867’s is not found in redlines.  BPT07 issue will be withdrawn and status reflected in Change Control Log.

· #16 – Implemented

· #17 – Implemented

· #18 – Implemented  

· #19 – Withdrawn

· #20 - Withdrawn

· #21 – Withdrawn

· #22 – Pending 

· #23 – To Regulatory on 11/02.  Withdrawn per RMS.

· #24 – Withdrawn

· #25 – Implemented via 814 PC/PD point to point transactions 

· #26 - Implemented

· #27 – Approved but implementation pending – 867 Daily Line Loss Factors. 

· #28 – Implemented

· #29 - Withdrawn

· #30 - Withdrawn

· #31 – 867-03/ ESI ID with multiple meters and meters added and/or removed. 814-20 supports addition/removal of meters. Withdrawn

· #32 – P1/P2/P4 transactions – Implemented

· #33 – Implemented

· #34 – Implemented

· #35 - Implemented

· #36 – Implemented

· #37 – Withdrawn

· #38 – Withdrawn

· #39 – Implemented.  

· #40 – Implemented

· #41 – Will be implemented in Ver. 1.4 

· #42 - Implemented

· #43 – Implemented

· #44 - Implemented

· #45 – Implemented

· #46-47 – Will be implemented in Ver. 1.4

· #48 - Rejected

· #49 - Rejected

· #50 – Resubmitted as #73

· #51-54 – Rejected

· #55 – Resubmitted as #76

· #56 – Tabled but appears to be implemented

· #57 – Resubmitted as #59

· #58 – Implemented

· #59 – Implemented

· #60-61 Withdrawn

· #62 – Resubmitted as #73

· #63 – Resubmitted as #71

· #64 – Approved

· #65 – Approved – High priority

· #66 – Resubmitted as #74

· #67 – Implemented

· #68 – Implemented 

· #69 – Implemented

· #70 – Resubmitted as #72

· #71 – Implemented

· #72 – Implemented

· #73 – Confirmed

· #74 – Implemented

· #75 – Not implemented – several Change Controls for this issue – was implemented via #72. (650-02 Reason Codes). Close #75.

· #76 – Implemented

· #77 – Not implemented.  Re: REF – Power Region. Gray box not changed. Discussion:  Resubmit to ERCOT – Pending.

Change Control Action Items:

· #27 – In progress – 867-05

· #77 needs to be reviewed by ERCOT.  

Mass Customer List

Discussion: 

· Add a header and footer to the list.  

· Shell stated they want the format to be comma delimited. 

· Intent is to provide entire market with list.  Suggestion – all lists should be sent to PUCT and they would combine into one list for distribution to market participants. However, per e-mail from PUCT, they will not publish one Mass Customer List.

· CR Issue- CR’s don’t want other market participants to know who their customers are. Shell expects to bring up distribution and content of list at RMS meeting on 6/20

· Report Format – Commas and Enclose text in quotes. 

· Format of report – If MP to MP, there could be more flexibility in formatting options.

· If MP to PUCT, format will depend on what Commission can support – there should a be standard format for all MPs.

· Majority favor sending report to PUCT. 

· Group favors comma format using strings.

· Chuck Moore (PUCT) reiterated the PUCT will not distribute the Mass Customer List as the Commission has no way to distribute it. T’s & C’s specify distribution is to be REP to REP or REP to Aggregator. However, the T’s & C’s say CRs and Aggregators provide a list, but do not indicate how the list is to be distributed. 

Action Items: 

· Discuss distribution of list at RMS meeting on 6/20/01

· Add a Header to Mass Customer List, with DUNs+4 of sender and receiver, plus a Trailer with total number records

SAC04 Codes
Discussion:

· How will SAC04 codes be used in the 810’s? CRs need to know what to expect from each TDSP. Codes need to be reviewed by TDSPs for consistent use. No changes should be made for pilot
· Mapping of SAC04 codes is not the same for each TDSP.  Some charges may not be line items in TDSP tariffs as they are included in the basic charge.  

· SET needs an interpretation of each code to reach consensus. Text in SAC05 may vary from TDSP to TDSP.  

· Suggestion made to map with same Service Order Codes in 650 for associated charges in 810.

· There are varying interpretations of use of Rate and Account level charges in 810-02. California and Pennsylvania use the Account Loop for all SAC04 charges. Distinction should be between consumption-based charges and flat fees but this does not guarantee consistency, as there are different interpretations of flat fees vs. consumption-based charges. What is the significance of using both Loops?  SET IG does not differentiate use of Acct and Rate Loops. TDSP participants were unable to accurately define if charges should be at the Rate or Account Level.  

· Example, SAC04 Code SER01 may be used for all Service Level Charges by some TDSP’s.  This makes it difficult for CRs to validate the charges, and determine which should not be passed on to their customers. Some Service Level charges may be buried in TDSP basic charges. TDSP’s do not consistently itemize what should be categorized as service order charges.  

Action Items:

· Each CR needs to request SAC04 code interpretation from their TDSP REP Relations person. 

· Interpretation of charges is not a SET issue. TDSP’s need to meet again and come up with one list, and an implementation timeline of when changes could be implemented.  

Attendees:

	Name:
	Organization:

	Susan Neel
	Reliant

	Darrell Hobbs
	TXU

	Mike Kennedy
	Shell

	Jason Wrubel
	Shell

	Mike McCarty
	ERCOT

	Laura Strait
	Xcel Energy

	Heidi Schrab
	Green Mountain

	Shirley Whyte
	ITPTA

	Rita Morales
	Entergy/Exolink

	Glen Wigerd
	ERCOT

	Johnny Robertson
	TXU

	Jill Prince
	TXU

	Dave Darnell
	Systrends

	Kathy Scott
	Reliant

	Dave Robeson
	Entergy

	Angela Cheng
	Reliant

	Kyle Patrick
	Reliant

	Christine Meloro
	New Power

	Cary Reed
	AEP

	Blake Gross
	AEP

	Sharon Polliard
	AEP

	Nancy Hetrick
	Enron

	Chuck Moore
	PUCT

	Wendy Brubaker
	Logica


June 21, 2001

SET was scheduled to meet on June 21, 2001.  However, the meeting was cancelled pending further direction from RMS.

The following SET members met on June 21, 2001 to begin drafting of new 650 point to point transactions:

	Name:
	Organization:

	Johnny Robertson
	TXU

	Kathy Scott 
	Reliant

	Christine Meloro
	New Power

	Rita Morales
	Entergy/Exolink

	Wendy Brubaker
	Logica


Johnny Robertson will distribute the 650 drafts to the SET members for review.
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