
AGENDA

	DATE

	April 5th , 6th 

	DIAL IN (For 4/5 & 4/6)

	Long Distance
	(888)-896-0306

	Password:
	101606

	LOCATION (For 4/5 & 4/6)

	Address
	539 North Carancahua Street 
Corpus Christi, Texas 78401-2431 


4/5
10:00 AM 
Kyle Patrick-Reliant Energy
· Introductions

· Approval of March Minutes 

Minutes approved as written
· Antitrust Admonition

ERCOT strictly prohibits market participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws.  The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, subcommittees and working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each market participant attending ERCOT meetings.  If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, please send an email to Brittney Albracht balbracht@ercot.com to receive a copy.
10:15

Tom Baum-ERCOT

· TX SET Change Control Procedures

Tom Baum reviewed the revised change control procedures with the TX SET members.  Revised procedures will be posted with the April Notes and if no additional edits are made, will be brought forward for approval, along with the revised Change Control Form.    

11:00

Suzette Wilburn & Tom Baum-ERCOT
· 2.1 Update

· What is complete?  What needs to be completed?

· Complete:

· Version 2.1 requirements document (sent to MCT)

· Version 2.1 Redlines (posted April 1st)

· To be Completed:

· Section 19 (TX SET)

· Section 15 (will be sent to MCT)

· Section 24 (will be sent to MCT)

· Update 814_08 Transaction Flow page for canceling the 814_18 after pending period expires (notify MCT)

· Swimlane Review
· Change Control Call  3/30/05

· CC2005-688 – New, approved for V2.1

· CC2003-576 – Existing, modified for V2.1

· CC2003-503 – Existing, modified for V2.1

· CC2004-676 – Existing, added to V2.1
· Implementation Guides

· Redlines sent out April 1st.  

· Update on TTPT Script Sub-team Meeting 3/22/05  (Suzette & Kyle)

· The script subteam has identified 19 scripts.  MCT will go through the scripts identified and determine if more are necessary or some need to be removed. 
· Visio Swimlanes
· A) Customer Switch Scenarios (3) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003)
· B) Customer Move Out Scenarios (5) VS. 1.5 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· C) Customer Move In Scenarios (8) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· D) Continuous Service Agreement Scenarios (6) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· E) Provider of Last Resort Scenarios (4) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· F) Establish/ Maintain ESI Scenarios (3) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· G) Ad Hoc Historical Usage Scenario (1) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· H) Maintain Customer Information Scenario (1) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· I) Service Order Scenarios (5) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· J) Billing Scenarios (8) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· K) Notification of Suspension of Delivery Service Scenario (1) VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 
· L) Scenarios Unplanned outage VS. 2.0 (Nov 11,2003) 
· M) MIMO Cancellation Scenarios VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 

· N) MIMO Concurrent Processing Scenarios VS. 2.0 (Nov 11, 2003) 

12:00

Lunch

1:00

Suzette Wilburn-ERCOT

· Protocol Section 19 Review
Suzette Wilburn reviewed the redline Section 19 based on TX SET V2.1 changes.  TX SET made additional modifications that removed text that may contradict with TX SET’s procedures.  

(AI):  Suzette Wilburn to draft PRR for redlined Section 19

2:00

Kathy Scott-CenterPoint Energy 

· Update on IDR Removal Meeting 3/21/05
· Recommendation from PWG to RMS is to establish a taskforce to address open issues from 3/21 (IDR Removal) and 3/23 (PWG) meetings.  Also, to draft clarification language if and where needed for section 18.6.7 of Protocols.  PWG has created a presentation and document for RMS Open meeting on April 12, 2005.  
18.6.7
IDR Optional Removal Threshold

A Customer, or the CR upon a Customer’s request, may request, in accordance with PUCT rules and regulations, removal of an IDR at a Premise.  The IDR Optional Removal Threshold is established as follows:

(1)
for an existing Customer, where the Load at the Premise has never exceeded the IDR Optional Removal Threshold of one hundred and fifty (150) kW (kVA) during the most recent twelve (12) consecutive months; or

(2)
for a new Customer Move-In, where the request is submitted within one hundred and twenty (120) days of the Move-In provided the new Customer’s Demand at the Premise has remained below the IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold between the Move-In date and the request date and that meter readings covering at least forty five (45) consecutive days of usage at the Premise have been registered for the new Customer.

If a Customer or CR requests removal of an IDR meter at a Premise, the same Customer or CR may not request reinstallation of an IDR meter at that Premise for a period of twelve (12) months following such removal.  Removal or re-installation of IDR meters may be subject to applicable tariff charges.

2:15

Suzette Wilburn – ERCOT

· Update on TDSP Rejects for DUPLICATES.

(2/28/05) From the January meeting, TDSPs were going to follow up on what they validate on to determine a Duplicate and what they are expecting ERCOT to do with this information.

Action Item:  ERCOT will bring examples to the April TX SET meetings of any use of the ‘ABN’ reject reason to determine approach for process in handling the ABN code.

Rejects were sent to individual TDSPs.  There were only 21 ABN rejects from the market after the ERCOT System Fix that was put in to correct the logic that was sending out duplicate BGN02s in their transactions.  Of the 21, 19 were due to reprocessing errors, and 2 were invalid use of the reject code.  
2:30 

Kathy Scott-Review TX Set Workbook


Updated  Attendance and Open Action Items in Workbook.  
3:00

Break-Out Sessions
· Remainder of Day will be devoted so that TX SET representatives will have time to discuss and work on outstanding action items. Two such issues that need time devoted to them are:

· TDSP Review of smoothing questions

TDSPs reviewed their responses to the CR Smoothing Questions. 

(AI):  CRs will take the TDSP answers back to review as a group and will determine their next course of action and if any further questions are necessary.  


[image: image1.emf]meter estimating  Questions- TDSPs Joint Comments 04_05_05.doc


· 814_20 Metered and Un-metered Transaction Processing
CRs reviewed the proposals for communicating changes in the number of unmetered devices.  There was consensus on the using the MA or MR to indicate the addition or removal of devices, with the REF~PRT (Unmetered Device Type Segment) providing the Total number of Devices after the applied change.  

(AI):  Brett Harper to review redline and create a change control with the requested changes to the 814_20.

4:30

Adjourn


4/6
9:00am
Continue work of break out session if needed.

Question and Answer: 
· Total Amount Value in the 810_02 TDS01 data element

· a. Should this value equal the SAC05?  The product of the SAC08/SAC10?  How is this value calculated by each TDSP?
The TDS01 Total Amount should equal the SAC05s, however there is rounding that occurs in the determining of this total.  The TDSPs have not made any changes to the calculations in their invoices, and the gray boxes in the 810_02 do not indicate that the 810_02 should be rejected.  
· Should TX SET continue to have 2-day meetings until version 2.1 is implemented or should 2-days be only required for TX SET when or if needed?  How would membership like TX SET leadership to notify the team.

TX SET will leave the 2 day meetings scheduled and allow the Agenda to determine whether the meeting will stay as 2 days.  The schedule will be assessed as the meetings approach.

· Open Discussion Item. TX SET membership is encouraged to give some thought to these questions ahead of time for the meeting on 4/6.  

· What do you believe is the major lesson that TX SET should learn from 2.1 thus far?
1. Modifications made to the change control procedures should alleviate some of the issues encountered.  There were quite a few change controls written for existing changes that had been tabled.  

2. Assumptions were made on implementation dates.  TTPT had presented 12/16 as the tentative end date for the 1005 flight and that date was ‘assumed’ to be the Implementation date.  

3. Change Control lock down.  

4. Planning up front.  

5. Better focus of what the implementation looks like.
· What can TX SET do to address these lessons?

1. Develop a list of questions to assist TX SET with identifying all the requirements when the change control is created.  

2. Put change controls as an agenda item prior to submitting them to be approved.  

· Do you believe there should be a drop-dead date for change controls to be submitted for a TX SET Version?
Yes

· If so what criteria should be included in determining a drop-dead date for submitting change controls?
Did not discuss

· What do you believe contributed to the addition of change controls pass the Initial deadline provided to RMS? 
Still defining business processes for the MOU/EC Model

· What do you believe TX SET did well throughout 2.1?
· Is there a way TX SET can improve on what they did well?
· Do you believe TX SET should release a version each year?
TX SET believes that planning of a release should be considered each year, however there may not be an implementation that year

· What criteria should be used in determining what a TX SET Version Release should consist of?  
Prioritizing change controls similar to how ERCOT prioritizes projects

· When do you believe TX SET should release the next version of TX SET?
Did not discuss





























<1>

_1174840267.doc
We would like for the TDSPs to provide the Smoothing Team the answers for the next TX Set meeting.  The TDSPs have requested that the smoothing team provide them a list of questions.  


1. What is the TDSP’s policy with regards to gaining access to meters for obtaining usage readings?


TDSP Consensus:  

Our goal is to read each meter every month and provide the read to the CR’s within protocols. Meter readers attempt to gain access to read the meter in whatever manner they can safely do so, i.e., ladders, binoculars, knocking on the door, and etc.  If access becomes an on- going issue, other personnel (not meter readers) may attempt to contact customer, using contact information we have on file, or leave a door hanger. TDSP may also contact the CR for assistance.


2. Does the TDSP work with end use customers (ex. gate codes, keys, etc.) to gain access? Y or N?  If Yes, how is it done? 


TDSP Consensus: 

Yes, the TDSP’s will work with the CR and/or end use customer to remedy the access issue using a variety of tools.  We will try to accommodate the customer, but the efficiency and safety of our field operations is the primary factor in deciding which access solution is employed. 


3. How many billing cycles will the TDSP estimate usage before having to obtain an employee read? 


TDSP Consensus:  

In vast majority of the cases, accounts are not estimated more than 1 or 2 consecutive months. On accounts with continued access issues, the TDSP’s may estimate until a solution can be reached or it is determined that service is to be disconnected.  


4. What if the TDSP is still unable to gain access?  Will the TDSP disconnect service, with REP approval, if access is not provided?


TDSP Consensus: 

The tariff allows the TDSP to disconnect a customer for failure to provide access.  While the tariff requires the TDSP to provide notice to the CR of such disconnection, it does not require CR approval.  There is currently no set period of time after which disconnection would occur, but we view it as a last resort after multiple unsuccessful attempts to remedy the access issue.


· If so, how many months of estimation have to occur before this action is taken?


TDSP Consensus:  

There is currently no set period of time after which disconnection would occur, but we view it as a last resort after multiple unsuccessful attempts to remedy the access issue.


If visual assessment made of the premise is thought to be a safety issue, the service can be disconnected on the first visit to a premise with access denial.  Otherwise, the TDSP’s will continue to work to contact the customer or CR to resolve the access issue. 

5. Does the TDSP consider zero usage a valid estimate? (Y or N)

TDSP Consensus: 

Yes, in appropriate circumstances zero usage can be a valid estimate (e.g. seasonal premise sites).

6. Does the TDSP estimate zero usage? (Y or N)

TDSP Consensus: 

Yes, in appropriate circumstances zero usage is a valid estimate (e.g. seasonal premise sites).

7. After estimating usage for several billing cycles, does the TDSP have any “flags” in place to keep aggregation from adversely affecting subsequent usage estimates?


TDSP Consensus: 

No

8. How does the TDSP notify the REPs of accounts that they cannot access to obtain a meter reading?


TDSP Consensus:  

Each month the 867_03 transaction contains codes to indicate how the previous and current meter reads were obtained, however currently there is no transactional way or data element within the 867 or 810 transactions where a TDSP could provide a CR with the reason for the estimation.  The recommendation of the TDSPs would be that all Market Participants would work within TX SET to provide an automated process where access information could be developed, tested, and implemented into some future version of TX SET Implementation Guides.


9. Does the TDSP provide the CR the reason for estimate (i.e. Bad Dog, Gate Locked etc)? If it’s done on the transaction how is this performed?


TDSP Consensus: 

Currently there is no transactional way or data element within the 867 or 810 transactions where a TDSP could provide to the CR of the reason for estimation.  The recommendation of the TDSPs would be that all Market Participants would work within TX SET to provide an automated process where access information could be developed, tested, and implemented into some future version of TX SET Implementation Guides. 



10. Consider the case where the TDSP has been estimating usage for some period of time and finally is able to obtain an employee reading, does the TDSP “smooth” the usage over the estimated periods?  If so, what is the method used?


TDSP Consensus: 

TDSPs are concerned about the Retail and Wholesale implications of this issue.  All TDSPs have in the past done some smoothing of usage over previously estimated billing periods.  However, smoothing can have various impacts on multiple market participants based on a number of issues.  This fact has resulted in a mixed response from Market Participants.  Some of the issues which can be involved include:


· There may be multiple CRs impacted by smoothing over several months.  A CR which is no longer the CR of Record can have concerns about not receiving payment from previous customers which also could impact the TDSP’s ability to recover payment from the CR.


· Usage may be shifted between months that are priced by the CR under different seasonal rates.


· The allocation of usage among the months impacted could be gamed based upon settlement rates versus re-calculated rates.


· The extent of weather changes affects on particular customers can be questioned. 

Currently, TXU ED smoothes in all cases, CNP does not smooth in any case and AEP and TNMP smooth only when requested.


If smoothing is desired, a comprehensive Market Process should be established to consistently deal with smoothing, allowing the opportunity for all Market Participants’ interest to be addressed.


11. What is the TDSP’s definition of “under-billing”?  


TDSP Consensus: 


Under-billing occurs when a TDSP bills an amount that is later determined to be less than it should have been.  Under-billing can occur due to either estimation, or an error.  The fact that estimates do not precisely equal actual usage does not mean that each estimate constitutes an error; rather, lack of complete accuracy is a characteristic inherent in estimation.  Thus, while estimates can result in under-billing, that under-billing is not an error and is not subject to the six-month limitation on back-billing found in Tariff Section 4.4.3 with respect to errors.


12. Does the TSDP consider billing for zero usage or under-estimated usage “under-billing”? Y or N


TDSP Consensus: 

No, billing for zero usage does not constitute under-billing if the actual meter read shows zero usage.  If the zero usage amount is estimated, and an actual meter reading shows that the usage was zero, then again no under-billing has occurred.  In the event the estimated usage was lower than actual usage—irrespective of whether that estimated usage amount was zero or a positive value – then as detailed in the Response to Question 11, under-billing has occurred, but there has been no error, and the six-month limitation on back-billing found in Tariff Section 4.4.3 does not apply.


13. What is the TDSP’s interpretation of Section 4.4.3 of the Tariff for Retail Delivery Service as it pertains to correcting billing for estimated zero or under-estimated usage for a period exceeding six months?


TDSP Consensus: 

Section 4.4.3 applies to “adjustments for errors, including, but not limited to, arithmetic errors, computational errors, and Meter Reading errors.”  An estimate is not an error.  Such “true-up” of an estimate is not a correction of an error, and is not subject to the six-month limitation in Section 4.4.3.


If the TDSP has been unable to obtain an employee read for more than six months and finally


obtains an actual read, does the TDSP bill for usage for the periods in excess of six months?


TDSP Consensus: 

Yes

Does the TDSP aggregate all the estimated billing cycles, even those in excess of six months


and spread or smooth them out over the most recent six billing periods? 


TDSP Consensus:  

See item #10 response to this question.


14. Does the TDSP have system measures in place that prohibit underbilling for periods greater than six months? Y or N?


TDSP Consensus:  

The system validations used by all TDSPs are utilized on all monthly billing periods.  

15. Do the TDSP's use the default profile to estimate usage? Y or N?


TDSP Consensus: 

No 

16. If the TDSP does not use the default profile to estimate usage, what method is use?


TDSP Consensus: 

TDSP’s provided this information to the RMS list serve on 5/5/04: "As a part of the 


TDSP's Uniform Business Practice Validation, Estimation and Editing for automated


estimating the following are taken into consideration; customer’s historical usage pattern,


and/or, customers previous month usage and/or weather events and patterns, when


determining the estimation".



