Texas SET WG Sub – Team Meeting
Kathy asked K.Thurman; where is TX SET with regards to the timeline?  
· K.Thurman responded she thought that TX SET is still in the conceptualization timeframe.  
TX SET needs to remind AMIT that TX SET needs to be started by Nov in order to achieve the 1st quarter 2010 timeline.

The meeting started off by addressing Task 148 which covered OFF – Cycle Switches.  The brain storming session started with trying to identify what is meant by Real Time Switching.  Is real time switching (a) 1 REP per day just changing the time it takes to switch to same day or (b) multiple REPs per day completing near real time.

It was determined for the discussion we would consider real time switching to be changing the time to allow for a switch and keeping to 1 REP per whole settlement day.

In addition TX SET discussed what might be affected by TASK 148.
Some of the issues that could be impacted by Task 148 are the following:

1. Customer protection 

2. Tariffs (Ts & Cs) 

3. Stacking Transactions - need to look in to stacking if we remove FASD.

4. ERCOT – FASD tied to customer protection & Settlement is currently tied to one rep per whole day (1 ESI ID – 1 REP – 1 Whole Day)
An issue that arose from the task 148 was the meter read time.  We need to have multiply scenarios; one that deals with the simple path of 24 hour and other scenarios encounter in the field.  ERCOT settlement will occur with one 1CR per ESI ID per day (1 Switch – per day – per 1 – settlement)
K.Miller wanted to be clear that ERCOT settlement only allows 1 REP per day.  

K.Patrick asked the question of what is real-time.  Is that a requested a SW today; switches today not necessarily settles today?
Settlement – still keeping the way it is happening as of right now and still be able to SW on the requested day.  If you are able to get them into today, it happens today.  K.Scott stated there would be no cancellation with this solution.  
B.Trietsch reminded everyone that there is a law regarding “Buyer Remorse Law” that might have an impact on Task 148.
· Action Item: The need to have the PUC interpretation of the law for Electric.  Do we allow them to switch first and then indentify them as buyers remorse and move them back later?  
K.Miller asked about real-time request for Non-AMS meters.  Is this going to be a field reading?  
· ERCOT will have the recognize it as an AMS meter.  
· E.Echols suggested TDSPs may use the current tariffs for non AMS and have to add new logic to handle the new AMS systems and the logic behind it. Once you have an AMS meter the read will happen all the day.
Johnny there is going to be an increase in IAG’s and there might be a need to add logic to help protect CR’s?  
· We will need to add additional validation or IAG will go up the roof.  K.Thurman stated that if the ability to cancel is removed IAG’s could go up. In addition, we have to consider if we allow multiple switches to occur in a short amount of time, there is the potential for increased manual work.  If an IAG occurs and you need to get them back yet another switch has completed on top of that one you will not be able to transactionally change them back which will require manual work arounds.
A concerning issue for K.Patrick and E.Echols is the ability for a customer to switch and switch and switch and switch and never pay.  It was mention that there may be a need to set a policy about the number of Switches.  
· The PUC could create a rule to stop it from occurring.  
· K.Patrick also suggested CRs would have to do something internally if they switch to me today and away tomorrow.  It was mentioned CRs could look on TML and maybe internally have a policy that states your company doesn’t accept if you have switched 10 or more times within a certain amount of time.

TWO SETS OF LOGIC  

C.Reed had the question; are we only talking about a solution to AMS meters only?  It has to encompass all types of meters.  If we have an “AMS Only” then there would be two sets of stacking logic.  A large number of IAG (Inadvertent Gains) could be increased with the solution.  ERCOT would have to modify their systems.  C.Reed does not want to add two sets of logic.

K.Thurman asked if they were talking about allowing these to take place on business days, holidays, and weekends.

K.Thurman stated that ERCOT will have to know if it is a request on an AMS or non-AMS meter. We will get the information from an 814-20 and store it some way.  This is only if does not apply all meters.

Action Item: There is a need to have a definition of what “Real – Time” means.  Is it in 15 minute intervals?  C.Reed brought up some issues; the FASD and Customer Protection could affect the way the logic is setup. The need for the ability to cancel would be important and needs to be place.  ERCOT could not do it transactional – more manual workarounds; added labor cost to work these issues.
Task 150
The discussion was about how to indentify the meter as an AMS meter.  It was decided that the best way to indentify an AMS meter was to add the letters AMS in front of the (K1 –K4, KH and COMBO). 

AMS K1 (Kh, K2, K3 K4 or COMBO)

This change would require a change to the gray box. (Page 39 meter type) 

REF~MT~Meter Type in the 867_03.

Brad brought up the topic of also using AMR as well.  This would require a new requirement and is being addressed in the Web Portal project.  The consensus was to stick to defining AMS and not add other indentifiers outside of the requirements. 
 Brad this is fully capable per the rule?  Project 2 check the requirements are and showing the attributes. Assume that all AMS meter are able to handle all functionality; TDSP be ready to support with reps on what the AMS meters functionally is at that time. C.Reed this information will be available via the TDSP web portal data. AEP is not going to put a “Provisioned” AMS meter out there unless it AMS capable.  The AMS meter will be provisioned per what the rules states regarding a provisioned meter.  B.Trietsch stated the meter still does not have the capability at the time of installation.  This is going to require more than one 814_20 being submitted by the TDSP to change the profile type of the AMS meter.  
Has it been provisioned at the point of installation?  Does  AMS mean that the meter has been “Provisioned”?
AMS means that it is a “provisioned” advanced meter according to project 34610 K.Scott stated that AMS is the definition of a “Provisioned” meter not the functionality of a Provisioned meter?
REF MT – meter type: AMS-> K1 through KH

No null values 

Example: AMS_ K1

K.scott – AMS 

BR_001

Recommendation – meter type we would add AMS_ code in front of existing k1 – kh meter type (AMS_k1) REF~MT~Meter Type.  This will require change control to make the graybox corrections.
Assumption:  ERCOT does not and /or will not settle on meter type in the REF~MT of the 814_20 to settle the ESI ID as an AMS meter.

AMS meter type on an 814_20 represented a provisioned a provisioned AMS meter according to the PUCT rule.

REF~MT~AMS_KHMON

                  AMS_COMBOMON

Types of consumption

AMS_K1 Kilowatt Demand (kw)

AMS_K2 Kilovolt amperes Reactive

AMS_K3

AMS_K4 Kilovolt amperes 

AMS_KH Kilowatt hour

Metering intervals reported for billing purposes

Nnn number of minutes from 001 -999

Day daily

Mon monthly

Example: 

KHMON – Kilowatt hours per month

K1015 kilowatt per 15



BR-001.01

C.Reed stated that AEP does not want to pass it on the 650’s.  The 814_20’s are setup to have this data on the 814_20s.  The current CR would get the information on the AMS meter.  The TDSP Web Portal will have the installation date, so this information is not need in the 867_02.  Here is more detail on the transactions that would be affected in indentify as AMS meter.  
The REF~MT segment in each transaction will hold the AMS information.
814_20 ESI ID
814_04
814_05 CR Gaining

814_14 MT (CR) 

814_22 CSA 

867_03 monthly 


BR-001.02

The Web Portal would not show them AMS if they are not provisioned.

Identifiers out there for the long term solution – Web portal display all the unique information characteristics.  E.Echols stated the profile assignment name, web portal, and TX SET transaction each will have different information.  The requirement was met by sending the transaction on the AMS meter.

There will be lots of 814_20’s that will need be sent with regards to setup the “provisioned” meter along with the enabling the settlement process.  The amount of 814_20s will need to be managed by the TDSPs.
***K.Patrick CRs had requested the AMS indicator be in the transaction. The Web portal will have a different attributes.  The question is, do we want t o carry that over in the transactions?  This was decided at AMIT two Mondays ago.


BR002

May require an SCR instead of a PRR since this is not indentified specifically in the protocols.
It was stated that the protocols do not include all of the fields that are currently displayed.   The consensus in the room was to not make a change to protocols to add the meter type since everything is not currently listed for what is displayed.
· SCR would be written to update the current TDSP ESI ID extracts and display on the TML that includes to include the REF~MT~meter type pulled from the 814_20.

· TX SET graybox shows if there are multi-meter types on one ESI ID then only one meter type will be sent – examples AMS_ COMBO

· If for any reason ERCOT receives more than one meter type in the same trans then ERCOT should reject the 814_20.

There was discussion regarding using yes/no logic. K.Scott stated she thought it would be more logic to determine rather than pull back what’s in the field.  K.Thurman stated that not being a developer I can’t speak for them, but I would think using yes/no will require more logic.  There are 5 varieties that will be incorporated in the existing REF~MT segment.  If there multiplies in an 867, remember that AMS_COMBO would be used; the COMBO is being used today when there are multiple meter types.  The REF~MT~Meter Type is the segment that needs to be shown on the TML and in the Extracts.

BR-003-02

The CR’s will be able to recognize a Pre-Pay customer in their systems.  TDSP’s do not see the need to carry a Pre-Pay identifier on the ESI ID.

If this is a need for the TDSP, why would this business requirement be necessary?  Would it be the same as BR-003-01?  This is unclear to TX SET as to what the requirement is addressing and to whom.

Will prepay effect any other transactions?

Depending upon the rule outcome, if it is determined that prepay reconnects are on a different timeline than other reconnects TX SET will need to revise the 650_01 transaction to support a pre-pay notification from CR.  An update to Retail Market Guide will be needed to support market processes for pre-pay customers. E.Echols posed the question of the requirement; regarding indentify of as ESI ID as a pre-pay ESI ID.  If we add it to the 650_01 then there will be no need for the ESI ID identified. 
BR 004

TX SET determined the existing 650s transaction will support same day DNP/Reconnect and the two advance notice could be removed with tariffs and/or customer protection rules which is outside of TX SET responsibility.

C.Reed stated the rule in the tariffs have to be changed first before we can move forward. (We take the (tariff changed) back and work on it just as AEP.  TDSP have what we want – AEP prefers to do it with TDSPs only after we have completed it with AEP only.  K.scott stated that CNP will not make changes until Tariffs are finalized.

E.Echols suggested that they start on writing the RMG but the responses we not in favor of beginning to do work on the RMG until the tariff language has be changed.  K.scott informed E.Echols that the information is usually pulled from the rule.  The language in Section 7.6.3.1 in the RMG and substantive rule 25.483 (n) (1-7) are the areas that need to address the DNP.  There two different time lines.  (Hard rule change has to be in there) K.Patrick stated the language with regards to the DNP in the RMG is what we are talking about Section 7.6.3.1 verbiage substantive rule 25.483 (n) (1-7).
E.Echols stated the customer protection might need to address the after 3PM.  The suggestion was that AMIT needs to define. It sounds like a tariff change and Customer Protection change that would affect the CR’s. C.Reed legal will need to interrupt the time line. 

There will be a need for AMS and Non-AMS verbiage for both meter types.

This does not need to be addressed until (decisions are finalized, it does not makes not sense to start putting something together for the RMG)  CNP and AEP both agree the tariff needs to be change first before moving forward with defining this business requirement.  There needs to be different language to apply to an AMS meter – Same day DNP/Reconnect on orders.

A manual process will need to be put in place until everything else in place for the market.  AMIT will need to address this requirement and provide more detail.
BR- 005

TX SET determined the existing 650s transaction supports the request for same day reconnects requests, with reference to disconnects for non-pay see response BR-004.

Field Operational Day 

BR-006

If FTP Site, TX SET would be able to develop file format and data elements once those items have been defined and finalized by AMIT.

If TDSP Web Portal, TX SET would be willing to develop RMG section with applicable information. (Intermediate - solution at this time)

BR008

This is similar to BR-004 and BR-005.    
Does a MVO support the same day?  Yes…

TX SET determined the existing 814_24 MVO transactions will support same day request and the two advance notice could be removed with tariffs and/or customer protection rules which is outside of TX SET responsibility.

