
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: Texas SET meeting (Day 1)
	Date:  Tuesday, August 19, 2008
	Completed by: David Hanks

	Attendees:  See Attendance List

	

	Texas SET Meeting

Antitrust Admonition

Introductions

Approval of the Draft July 2008 Meeting Notes
RMS Update

Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS on 08-13-2008
Any Action Items from RMS in July?   No
10:30
TX SET Issue Updates:  

· I075:  The use of ignore CSA on a Move-Out where CR is not CSA CR
              Update: ERCOT provide updated Data and there were no questions.  Slight decline in volume.  It was reported at RMS last week that the CR is making system changes this weekend to address this therefore should no longer be an issue.  ERCOT will continue to gather data for progress.
· I077:  Advanced Meter/Master Meter Identifier
            Update: Pending AMIT direction on other potential changes to Retail Transactions
· I078:  Designate the Ignore Loop for DRG generation outflow (for non-IDR only?)
           Change Control will be drafted pending direction from TAC on handling interval data for DRG <50 KW Texas SET WG is still waiting for final requirements from DGTF and market agreement prior to drafting Change Control.
· I080:   New SAC04 Code to identify Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor per new Rule §25.181 
K.Scott  stated that Texas SET long term solution is to have a new code for this instead of manipulating other codes…  The market will use MSC034 ‘special products and services with a SAC15 description ‘Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor’ until Texas SET release can be implemented – C.Reed would like a grey box description with Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery  (EECR) when it has its own code.
                          Action Item:  J.Robertson will investigate the UIG codes to determine if there is a  

                                                 Specific code already assigned for EECRF.
· I082: Modify the How to Use pages of the IGs to show how many times a given loop is actually used.    
K.Scott – Jennifer Troutman is not here today.  
K.Thurman – Provided the estimate of how long it would take to make changes to the guide.  It is going to take around 50 hours, about 1 hour per implementation guide.  She submitted one to Jennifer to take a look at.  It will take that much time, because each person who uses the software has to setup individual user settings.  Then you also must consider changes and the maintenance involved. 
C.Reed still does not see the value in making the changes.

K.Scott – did it give you any more information that you would use?  
K.Thurman response:  I personally would not use it.  
K.Scott - The issue does not benefit us and it is time consuming to make the change.  It is recommended to close the issue if Texas SET agrees .(Issue Closed by TX SET)

· I083: Leap-Frog Language in RMG and Stacking Document
K.Thurman – It was brought to ERCOT’s attention that the current stacking document that is posted is not the most updated version with the changes that occurred with 3.0.  It was determined that we tabled the Stacking Document changes at the August 07 meeting and the September meeting was cancelled and it was never brought back.  The 3.0 redlined version has been posted.   Additional Leap Frog logic has also been added to the document.  Once we approve the changes, the red lines can be accepted and post the most current version. 
                                                        Texas SET went over the Redline changes -  

K. Scott - Does this need to be reviewed (take home) or approved today?
J.Robertson – Would like to have his internal people review it.   
K.Scott - Let’s everyone take it back to their internal people and let them review it.  Then at the September Meeting we can address any questions or changes and get sign off at the meeting.
C.Reed - She does not have an issue with signing off on it now.  
Action Item for SET members – To take a look at the document and bring any questions or comments to the September meeting with a goal of having this signed off in September. 
12:00 – 1:00                                      **LUNCH**_____________________________________

1:00              TX SET Issue Updates (continued):
· I084: Discrepancy in timing for 814_05 – 

             Draft/Review redlined Transaction Timing Matrix (814_05), and

             Draft/Review PRR for 814_05 and 814_06   

K.Thurman reviewed the PRR –cleaned up any of the places where we had the ‘after processing’ logic to be more specific.  The approach we took was that in the beginning we set the levels where a Priority MVI is in Level 1 and a Standard MVI is in Level 2 so as we understand it the remainder of the transactions for that business process 814_03 or 814_05 or 814_06 should also be under the levels as appropriate for the Priority or Standard MVI.
Section 15 – Went over the redlines of changes submitted by K.Thurman

The changes happened on the pages below.

Page 15-7, 15-9, 15-12,   15-15, 15-15.3, 15-15.4.15, 15-29

K.Thurman – the one thing that was not included was the retry’s of the 814_08s and 814_12s.  It was not included because ERCOT was never asked to do this and most MPs probably do not even realize this occurs.  Need to know if you want it included.

K. Thurman explained the retry process for 814_08s and 814_12s - that if for some reason you sent in a MVI or MVO and then realized you needed to cancel it and sent an 814_08 depending on the way the system batches transactions or they are sent out there is the potential they could be processed out of order.  This allows for the cancel or date change to go and be retried and allow for the MVI or MVO to be processed.

J. Robertson thought this was good information to include

It was agreed to add it.

K. Thurman will add this to the document and try to send back out today.

K. Scott asked if this needed to be on urgent timeline.

K.Thurman said no we can do any SIRs we need after the PRR is submitted.

Timing Matrix review

The 814_05 was broken into the Priority MVI for 1 retail business hour, the Standard MVI for 2 retail business hours and then left Switch on its own just removing protocol references to the MVI.

There were also clean ups to the examples to keep them consistent.  There were places where the ‘hour’ was used rather than the day and some of the timings using ‘hour’ still had examples for days.  They were changed to be consistent making the timings for those done in hours have examples done by hours.

814_17 broken out into Standard and Priority MVI.

The 814_18 to MOU/EC was added

Protocol references were changed.

867_04 for MVO to CSA was corrected to be 4 retail business hours.

Sandra – caught the exact same with the revisions for the administrative changes for the MVI protocol references.
Section 15 PRR and the RMGRR –Sandra Tindall, Kathy Scott, Rob Bevill, and Kathryn Thurman will get together prior to submitting the documents.
Any Other New Issues?

· Need to remove references to Drop to AREP from Stacking Document

2:00
The Future of Implementation Guide Examples 
· Review list of examples created by ERCOT (Kathryn Thurman) with actual data.
· Update master matrix of Examples to Keep

K.Thurman provided five more examples to review.  K.Scott these are based on what ERCOT is receiving at this time.  
Ed – the question Jennifer brought upon special needs indictor “no” N = No  REF~SU~N from the example.
It is just showing for this example the special needs is No.
05, 18, 19, 20 

K.Scott went over each example for all participants to review.  No questions regarding any of the examples at this time.
2:30

Safety-Net RMGRR066:  

· Consider a concern raised by TXU Energy and potentially file comments on the RMGRR from TX SET
Section 7.3 is what this is dealing at this time..

Review the RMGRR066 J.Robertson has made updates to the doc.  K.Scott is reviewing the language at this time. 814_17 reject might need to be included in this doc.  It has not been voted on at this time; adjustments can be made.
J.Robertson – (in house generation of the report list) originally left out the 814_17; it was found a lot of these were actually rejected.  That is why he is suggesting that it should be included.  
K.Patrick – are we getting it later?  No, we are just adding it to the language with the safety net…The rep has to check to see if the 814_17 was received.

K.Scott does 814_17 need to have to create a MarkeTrak issue in the language.  (use missing response transactions)…

K.Scott will work with Sandra Tindall (ERCOT) to see if we can use these as comments with regards to the RMGRR..  K.Scott is reviewing all the additions of the RMGRR066.. 

Ed – timing question – B.Trietsch is responding to E.Echols question.. if you submit an 814_16 edi (priority MVI), wait until 2 pm before sending  safety net  in for the MVI

K.Scott any more comments; K.Scott will work with Sandra.Tindall (ERCOT Market Rules). Sandra asked K.Scott to send it on and Sandra will take care of it..

RMGRR065 – K.Scott has not received any comments or feed back from the market
3:00 
 

Retail Market Guide Clean-up for v3.0
· Continue review of assigned sections of the Retail Market Guide: 

· 7.3 Safety Net – Bill Reily – Completed

· 7.4 Standard Historical Usage Request – Completed

· 7.5 Transfer from Outgoing Provider of Last Resort (POLR) to Incoming POLR upon Termination of POLR Status --Completed

· 7.6 Disconnect and Reconnect for Non-Payment Process – Completed

· 7.7 Transaction Timing Matrix – K. Thurman - Pending

· 7.8 Formal Dispute Process for CRs and TDSPs – Completed 

· 7.9 No Retail Electric Provider of Record or Left in Hot- Completed 

· 7.10 867_03 Contingency – Completed 

· 7.11 Mass Transition -  Completed

· 7.12 Estimated Meter Reading- Completed

· 7.13 Interval Data Recorder (IDR) Optional Removal/Install Process – Completed 
                                                       K.Scott section 7.7  reviewed from above
K.Scott section 7.8 – asked by internally to look at the email address in the doc; used to provide the dispute spreadsheet in the guide.  The current version section 7.8 no changes; team wants to add, the dispute should go to the (point 1) what is the email address?

E.Echols they would use this if they could resolve the dispute. Then rep relations department.

K.Patrick have not really heard anything with regards to these disputes.
Formal Dispute – do they go to CR REP Relations dept?  This can be changed if all TDSP’s use the same department contact (i.e. CR REP Relations contact) of sending these disputes to the TDSP. K.Scott will wait to make sure all TDSP’s are the same.    C.Reed is to provide written notification of a written formal dispute..

There are differences in the way TNMP/AEP handle the email address. CR REP RELATIONS – is not used… so the generic email address will not be added to the documentation.
K.Scott This is not critical for her team...

K.Scott went over the different sections being submitted as a RMGRR.  RMGRR review… multiple sections July 2008…K.Scott - does any one have any  issue(s) with these changes.  Are there any changes or questions that need to be addressed?  There were no questions, so consent was granted by C.Reed..
K.Scott leaving out the email address request by her internal staff…  Will show these finished.. S.Tindall, R.Bevill and K.Scott to get the RMGRR together to submit.

4:00

Update Action Items Spreadsheet: 
 

Action items - 
2008 TX SET Meeting Schedule and Locations
One day – for Sept meeting if possible due to AMIT meeting.
Conflict with OCT scheduled meetings.  Project 5 (Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday). October meeting was moved to Oct 21st and 22nd in Tulsa.  There was a question if both the meeting and the hotel rooms were at the Cherokee Hotel and Resort if that would be a problem for anyone.
Retail market interface..  AMIT –
September 3rd
September 22 – 23

September 29 – 30

October 6 – 7

October 27 – 29

For the September meeting hopefully we can have the answers from DGTF
Side Issue

J.Robertson – question on DNP= disconnect for non pay; if the TDSP goes out and disconnects, and the customer pays the CR and a reconnect is issued, when the TDSP goes out to reconnect the customer has tampered to turn it own himself, and is disconnected for tampering,  who has to pay the charges before turning on the power again and how does the customer get turned back on? Ed - ROR is out the tampering fee.
K.Scott goes to the CR for the tampering fee.
Cary Reed– the customer is out the tampering fee
The scenario that deals with reconnecting a DNP after the customer has illegally connected themselves back will result in the TDSP disconnecting the customer again.   The customer will have to pay the TDSP a tampering charge before the customer is able to get their power turned back on.  This will require a manual intervention of the TDSP and CR to get the customers power back on. 
..

4:30

Adjourn for the Day


Day 2 – Wednesday 20th
Started by going over the meeting schedule and the changes that are occurring with this meeting dates.  Reminded everyone to review Protocol 15.
9:00

Advanced Metering Implementation Team:  

· Discussion of a Standard Timeline Required for TX SET Releases – ERCOT

· Roundtable Discussion of Potential Issues to consider with regard to changes in Retail Transactions and Business Processes resulting from Advanced Metering networks and a common TDSP Web Portal.

· AMIT and potential impacts to TX SET
· Interim Solution for Settlement of AMS Meters – MARS Task Force Created

· AMIT Meetings;

· August: No Meetings

· September: 3: Kick-off of Retail Transactions Project 

· September: 16-18, 22-23, 29-30

This meeting was to provide Christine Wright of the PUCT a better understanding of what it takes to complete a Retail Market Project.  The Texas SET WG provided some background information on how long it takes to complete a project from start to finish.  K.Thurman presented the timeline on how long it would take to implement a Texas SET release from start to finish.  The timeline presented showed it would take 65 weeks on average for the timeline.

K.Scott – The conceptual design is based on having the requirements.  If the project was started Nov 2008 timeframe the projected deliverables would be pushed out to January 2010 based on the timeline presented in this meeting.  K.Scott asked the question, does anything with regards to Advanced Metering need to be implemented prior to January 2010?  Christine with the PUCT stated the Prepay and time of use has a June 2009 timeframe and nothing else was due before January 2010 to the Market.  
Christine asked the question about the 65 week timeframe.  Does the timeframe apply to new and/or modification to transactions?  The answer was that both have a timeframe of 65 weeks.  Christine was trying to get a better understanding of what was in involved in the whole process to come up with the 65 week timeframe.  K.Scott responded with ERCOT would have to look at there logic along with market participants checking the stacking logic in all Market systems.  K.Miller stated that some transactional changes and timing changes would happen at the same time as the release.
K.Farley provided the information that K.Thurman went back to historical projects and look at the time it took to implement a project into the Market in order to come up with the time frame of 65 weeks;12-14 months.  The 65 weeks is what it will take to clearly outline and come together as a Market.
K.Scott asked if the timeline needed to be broken down into a new project and modification project in order to get an accurate measurement?  E.Echols brought the discussions from Day 1 of the Texas SET WG meeting when “changing fields” was the topic.  He stated that the timeframe would vary on an implementation release that only involved changing fields.  C.Reed spoke of the things in the market that we can use to support the market for short term.  If there is a code to utilize in short term until the market decides on a new code to use we will use it until a long term solution has been reached by the Market.  If a new code must be created to support the market it will take longer because the change has to be fully tested in the Market before being implemented into the Market.  The timeline from the PowerPoint provides us time to gather all the requirements and have the market come together before setting up the release and testing it.

K.Scott suggested that Texas SET WG provide examples of the different scenarios that would lower the 65 weeks.  This would include the testing and system checks before implementing into the Market.  B.Gross would like Texas SET to provide more information to the PUCT with regards to bullet points on the 65 week time line Power Point Presentation to give the PUCT a better understanding what each timeframe will encompass.  K.Farley stated that K.Thurman will provide the necessary bullet points to the time lines for the PUCT.
Christine with the PUCT asked the question.  Will the work in AMIT help with the timelines? K.Farley It could very well help but it was going to depend on what is changing in the market that would affect the timelines.  
E.Echols  Suggested that we ask the question during the requirements gathering stage.  What do we have now that we can use?  AMIT will need to take back all information and really go over it to get a better understanding what it is going to take to really define the project.  K.Scott  Texas SET WG is going to need clear requirements from the AMIT group.  This will prevent the TX SET WG from trying to interpret the requirements in a different way.  If this is not done properly and thoroughly it could impact the 11 weeks it take for the project conceptualization.  E.Echols stated that other projects can take less time at ERCOT but legacy systems that the TDSP’s will take a bit more time as all changes are hard coded into the system.
Rob Bevill stated that the Texas SET WG will need to come up with the response to the questions. 
Can anything be implemented sooner than the 65 weeks?

What exactly will it take?  
Rob Bevill Texas SET will need to recommend that it is in one big release and answer all questions head on.  

Christine Wright from the PUCT stated that there is more time since meters will not be in the field until late 2009 and early 2010. PUCT will be working on the POLR rule in coming months.  
Christine asked some important questions with regards to the POLR rules and AMS.

How can POLR Rule be forward thinking in customer mass transition with AMS?

How can end customers be transitioned faster?
Things that will be helpful for the September 3rd meeting.  The requirements need to be specific.  Are there guidelines or something to  bring to AMIT to say if you want this we need to know this?  C.Reed discussed that the Texas SET team would need to take it back to TX SET, go over it and work things out.  Then follow up with questions to AMIT or the different subcommittees or working groups. Here is what Texas SET WG interpreted the requirements to be saying and receive feedback to find out if the interpretations were correct.  K.Scott Texas SET will need to decide whether a TX SET change is needed.
Cary Reed suggested that the issue document (Texas SET issue tracking form) may be helpful to the AMIT team. K.Scott proceeded to go over an issue document as an example to see if it would be helpful to AMIT. K.Farley posed the questions.  What do we expect to change?  What will stay the same?  There needs to be dialog to talk through the things will help before setting the requirements. Texas SET needs to work with the AMIT team to come together to make sure the clarity is there with regards to the requirements.  
Rob Bevill suggested that having Texas SET WG members at the AMIT meetings will be really helpful.  

E.Echols. asked, Is there anything that could change to drop the timeline?  C.Reed We do not really want to circumvent the timeline.  AMIT has two months to get things going.
K.Miller broached the subject of settlements.  He sees settlements changing in the timeframe including the potential to settle in partial days.  

How would that work with a Texas SET release?  
K.Farley responded that until we have nodal schedule that question can not be answered at this time.  Once the Nodal Schedule is released we will have a better understanding on where a Texas SET release would fall.  The discussion of settling partial days is a great AMIT settlement discussion.  ERCOT does not currently settle for partial days.  A customer with an AMS meter will have the ability to Switch at the time meter is actually read, will it be utilized.  Discussions in AMIT and the current Settlement process as of now have everything settled on a 24 hour period. 

Christine Wright from PUCT – AMIT – What is the wish list for AMIT on September 3 meeting.  To go over some things during the September meetings and take it back to October TX SET meetings.

Christine Wright (PUCT staff) nothing detailed so far, but would like to see things to happen faster.
There will not be that many meters in 2009.  This will give everyone a chance to see whether or not it works the way it is expected.  We have an interim solution, which already has the problem with whole day settlements. The problem exist with the settlement of the whole day in that it is creating a UFE because ERCOT will only settle on whole day.  In the future Market Participants may want to be able to settle ½ days etc.  NIDR meters currently do not account for the UFE. K.Scott The issue will be addressed on the 1st day of the MARS taskforce. 
K.Scott-reiterated that Texas SET WG needs to make sure that the correct tasks are assigned before moving forward.  Rob. Would setting the priorities on the requirements at AMIT help?

Christine Wright (PUCT) – Will there be limitations in regards to the CCS systems?  K.Scott stated that (CCS) may have some limitations
B.Gross The TDSP’s will try to accommodate the Market (TDSP); aligned to market...
What is AEP’s CCS status?  AEP and Oncor are still trying to determine where to house the data.
There was a question about the IDR tariffs and Non- IDR tariffs and how these will be handle with the new systems.  As of right now each tariff comes out of a different system   Is this going to change with the new CCS systems?   The hope is that a consolidation will occur and both come out of one system.
Rob Bevill brought up the issue of Inadvertent gains and other customer problems and not having the processes in place to handle it. Christine Wright stated the customer protection rules will need to be updated. 
Christine Wright (PUCT) asked the questions.  

Do we know at the beginning how we are going to identify a meter as a advance meter (will be in the profile)  
How will the CR  identify that it is an advance meter?  Transaction?

Christine – ERCOT should know; K.Farley there would be a validation happening with a advanced meter (can and can not do)

Christine with the PUCT asked the question.  What has happened in the past when changes like this are made Market wide?  Have CRs have not come back into the Market?  K.Scott responded that each market participant will need to successfully complete testing to recertify in order to participate in the Market
The items needed for the AMIT 9/3 meeting:  The swim lanes Switch, MVI, DNP. Lessons learned docs. Issue doc (both blank and completed). Modify the timelines of the presentation…
Examples:  of timelines in the presentation….

AMIT – facilitator’s will need to modify a bit (may need a conference call before Sept 3) Christine will setup a call with regards to the facilitators with the docs and slides with the team line...

Christine with the PUCT mentioned prepay with AMS – Rule 25498- reconnect within 2 hours (specified timeframe is not addressed) 1hour rep gets payment – once the TDSP gets the call from the Cr  
When does clock start ticking on it?
Reconnects come in batches from some service providers currently and with Prepay they will come in 1 by 1.  

B.Gross – the timing or performance of CRs payment receipt, how will it be measured?
C.Reed stated that the Web Portal Requirements need more clarification and that everyone needs to agree on the same requirements.  Protocol changes will be identified in AMIT. There will be different sections for AMS and Non-AMS for a time period.  The protocols and guides will need to be addressed.  Also, Rob Bevill brought up transaction timing and the possibility that it could change as well but it will depend on the requirements.
11:45
2008 TX SET Meeting Schedule and Locations:  
12:00
Adjourn  


	Action Items / Next Steps

	· K. Thurman to continue to gather data for Issue 075

· J. Robertson to determine if there is a specific code already assigned for Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor (EECRF)

· All TX SET members should take the Protocol 15 and the Timing Matrix redlines back for internal review and bring back any comments/questions to the September meeting.  

· All TX SET members should review the redlined Stacking Document and bring questions/comments to September meeting for discussion/review.

· S. Tindall, R. Bevill, K. Scott and K. Thurman will work together to get the RMGRR completed and submitted

· K. Thurman to update the TX SET Timeline with bullet points on what is involved during each phase of an TX SET Implementation/Release 


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


