Texas SET Meeting

Antitrust Admonition

Introductions

Approval of the Draft August 2008 Meeting Notes

· RMS Update 
· Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS 
R.Bevill proceeded to go over the slides that were presented at RMS.  
· I075 data that was presented at RMS and the data that K.Thurman provided were reviewed by the TX SET WG. 

· RMGRR 063 and 064 were presented to the board (TAC) and approved and will become effective on October 1st, 2008.  
· The two RMGRR 065 and 066 were presented and approved at RMS September meeting.

· FRG revisions that went to TAC were not the one containing the ERCOT redlines and was placed on an email vote. 

RMS requested the DRG updates be submitted on an urgent timeline.

Ch.1 5 and PRR finalized today NPRR goes along with it.  Market Rules will make the necessary changes to match the PRR and NPRR.   
There were 215 examples and we only kept 119 of them.  Only 14 of the 119 examples have been drafted with new data. These will have to be modified again before we do a new Texas SET release.   

The timeline in which it takes to complete the (AMIT) release was presented at RMS.  It is looking like the 1st Quarter of 2010 for the AMIT changes as long as Texas SET WG clearly understands the requirements coming from AMIT.

RMS requested that TX SET take over the Acquisition Task Force activities.

TX SET Issue Updates:  

· I075:  The use of ignore CSA on a Move-Out where CR is not CSA CR

· *ERCOT to Provide Updated Data 

K.Thurman provided more data regarding I075.  There were only 63 (1.18%) in the last 30 days.  Rob proposed to close the issue at this time.  K.Scott asked ERCOT  if the number spikes in the future please bring the issue back up to the attention of TX SET WG again.  
Some discussion around why these are submitted and that ERCOT is not able to tell if it is for B44 or REF~2W.  K.Thurman will propose an internal SIR to why the bypass flag is being used on MVO’s where there is no CSA.  Right now the transactions log the same no matter if it is a B44 or 2W on the bypass.  ERCOT will continue to monitor the volumes but will not necessarily bring it up unless the data spikes again in the future.  

·  I077:  Advanced Meter/Master Meter Identifier

· Pending AMIT direction on other potential changes to Retail Transactions

The issue was submitted by Oncor to identify if the meter is an Advanced Meter.   AMIT is going to work on this part and Texas SET will take this up in the sub-meeting once AMIT has defined the requirements.  
Some of the old Master meters are less than 5 KW.  The example of master meters was a master is done floor by floor on a multi-story building. 

R.Bevill stated there will lots of changes that come out of the AMIT group that will affect Texas SET.  AMIT will assign all of these to Texas SET once the requirements have been set.  A sub-committee of Texas SET may be needed to start hammering out the requirements from Texas SET.  

On October 6th and 7th the Texas SET WG sub-committee will meet to work on the Advance Metering requirements.     

· I080:  New SAC04 Code to identify Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor per new Rule §25.181

· Action Item to follow up on

R.Bevill asked if this was a new rule or existing one.  K.Scott stating this was an existing rule that allows for Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor (EECRF).  E.Echols stated this was not a new cost but the current cost lumped together will be broken down to show the actual cost of EECRF.  K.Scott the cost needs to be easily identifiable.  J.Roberston will be looking to see which code can be used for EECRF on a permanent basis.  In the meantime the MSC034 combined with SAC15 will be used.  
All TDSP’s with the exception of TNMP will be using the short term solution of the MSC034 and SAC15 by the end of the year. TNMP is working on a solution at this time.  

R.Bevill stated that we need to confirm the change in the systems from transaction to the bill.  Suzette stated this needed to be explained in detailed t notice (business process for reps. on how they are using the code) to go out to the market. 
At this time TNMP has no timeline or date on when the will be able to start using the short term solution of using the MSC034 and SAC25 codes in combination for the EECRF.  TNMP is already using this temporary solution/code for another charge already in their systems.  S.Bordelon is currently following up internally to get a timeline for TNMP.

UIG has given permission to use any code available.  Johnny will be making up the code and submitting it to UIG for future code updates.

· I083: Leap-Frog Language in RMG and Stacking Document

· Need to review the redlined Stacking Document and get final agreement by TX SET

RMGRR is completed and approved.  
An agreement to the revisions to the stacking document before it will be presented to RMS.  The new version will be put in place of the old version of the stacking document.   A log of changes will need to be put in place to maintain the version control of the document.  The changes of both the version and date of November 1st, 2008 will be reflected at RMS. 

R.Bevill went over redlines within the document.   It was decided to not remove the rules but to make the determination to place the wording “this rule no longer applies to the market”, where it needs to be applied in the document.

Some of the wording has changed to reflect a better understanding of the rules.

· I084: Discrepancy Found in 814_05 Timing Documentation

· Need to do Final Review of draft PRR

· Need to do Final Review of Timing Matrix revision (see agenda item below)

Reviewed the PRR and made any additional edits.  Sandra Tindall combined our edits with the Nodal edits.  There were some edits made during the meeting.  Rob to send our edits back to Sandra to have submitted on a normal timeline.  A sister NPRR will be needed.  TX SET agreed to let NPRR129 post that is scheduled to be effective on November 1, 2008, therefore TX SET would use those approved changes as our baseline to propose redlined timing changes for the new NPRR to be submitted to RMS and PRS for vote.   
· I085: Update the Move-in Swim lane to remove Customer Notification  

                               (Postcard) and update or remove the Customer dropped by CR to AREP swim lane.

R.Bevill we need to address the issue in the swim lanes – MVI postcard still showing and DROP to AREP shows the original transaction flow.  K.Thurman will remove the postcard and update the swim lanes and bring back to the next meeting for review by Texas SET WG.

· I086: The 650_04 HL loop is required when BNG08= S2 (suspended)

if the  TDSP can estimate the time. Should this be optional instead of mandatory? The TDSP does not know when all disconnects will be turned back on.

The issue was submitted by K.Miller.  The HL loop states that it is required which is a little unusual for this type of segment to be required. 

K.Scott stated that there are other elements in other transactions that state it is required when it meets a certain circumstance.  R.Bevill it is required when certain condition is met and that condition is verified by the party.  J.Roberston stated this is implied as conditional. K.Scott that is only required if that condition is met.  K.Scott is going to talk to K.Miller about the issue and the issue will be closed.

****If it just said required – validation can be setup; other wise it is a conditional requirement.

· 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

· We should have enough info now on DRG <50 KW to finalize the RMGRR, submit as Urgent and draft a Change Control

Kelly Brink and Don Tucker joined for the entire conversation.

Jackie and Bill stepped in for a very short time to address a couple of questions.

There were questions on why there was so much detail for the NIDR process but not for the IDR process.  It was discussed if a CR would know what to do for a RID.  The consensus was to contact their Retail Account Manager.  Kelly Brink stated there was an action item from DG to go through the form and determine what needs to be filled in and what didn’t and bring it to the next meeting.  Don stated Art Deller is working on this and will run through WMS and DGTF if there is another meeting.

A question was asked if we would know where this information would live and it was stated this had not been decided yet.

The question was asked if these 867s would be forwarded for the RID.  Yes, if ERCOT receives who to forward to in the N1SJ then we will.  Otherwise it will not be sent, just as the process works today.

It was stated for IDR there are 2 separate transactions.  The normal 867_03  just as it is today and the 867_03 with the RID for generation.

It was stated by the TDSPs they do not feel there will be a lot distributed generation on IDR accounts.

It was also stated when a meter is tagged as AMS, that does not make it an IDR meter.  

There were questions on settlement of these meters.  Legislation states ERCOT  will settle these 1/1/09.  ERCOT stated the profiles are effective 1/1/09 and we will have to have an 814_20 submitted after that time to set it to the DG profile. Question if you send an 867 on Jan 5 that covers Dec 5 – Jan 5 and there is DG in there.  ERCOT stated you can not cross profile change.  It was suggested you could send your read from Dec 4 – Dec 31 and then another for Jan 1 – Jan 5 with the DG.  Stated we must be careful around the cutoff time.
Reason there is not as much on IDR is it is the current process.  We are utilizing what is already there with the RID processes.  For the NIDR we are now using a segment that used to be ignored so we must put more detail around it.

Question on if the REP will receive the interconnection agreement.  TDSPs didn’t really want to send it to the rep, but agreed they will send it to the Original Rep of Record at the time the interconnection agreement is completed.  After that, if the REP changes, they will have to get it from their customer.

The remainder of the conversation was around word smith and changing the wording in the document.

Submit to Stakeholder Services and let the process make any additional changes as necessary.

Retail Market Guide Clean-up for v3.0

· Continue review of assigned sections of the Retail Market Guide: 
· 7.4 Standard Historical Usage Request – Completed

· 7.7 Transaction Timing Matrix – K. Thurman - Pending
· 7.12 Estimated Meter Reading- Completed

· Review our last draft clean-up RMGRR and finalize for submission

Market Rules have already done a lot of work on this document.  (Note:  The red redlines are Texas SET ones.)

Some of the changes to the documented were included to the sections below.

7.12 estimate meter reading. (Cut out the wording that talks about the spreadsheet.)

7.12.1 - 

7.12.2 Estimate base on the denial of access  (Added verbiage Paragraph 1)

7.12.3 & 7.12.5 & 7.12.6 minor edits to the document

6 – Estimate force majeure and weather were taken out

Appendix for transaction timings:

K.Thurman and S.Tindall have gone thru this together and made sure everything is correct and reference section represents the correct section.  R.Bevill asked the question.  Are the timing targets for performance measures?  K.Thurman replied yes, these are for performance measures.  
There were new lines added for the 814_17 breaking out the priority and standard and adding the MOU/EC for the 814_18.  

Market Rules will review the document one more time before submitting the document on a normal timeline.  

Advanced Metering Implementation Team:  

· Review of AMIT Draft Documentation of Changes to Retail Business Processes

· Identify any issues, gaps or feedback to bring to AMIT

· Review the Release Timeline and identify where we are on the timeline and if we want to propose any deadlines for AMIT

All of the AMIT information will review on October 6th and 7th at the PUCT.  A Texas Set WG sub-meeting will meet to dig into the details of the AMIT requirements.

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

This was postponed at this time and will be review at a future meeting.

Acquisition and Transfer of Customers from one REP to Another

 Mentioned that this issue came from RMS.  And that currently the mechanism for doing this is using the switch processes and there is no other method to facilitate large numbers quickly.

Began by reading the title of the rule 25.493 SUBSTANTIVE RULES APPLICABLE TO ELECTRIC SERVICE PROVIDERS. And section e

(e)
Process to transfer customers.  The registration agent shall develop procedures to facilitate the expeditious transfer of large numbers of customers from one REP to another.

Stated we can do one of 2 things (1) do nothing and not sure that it would be an expeditious process or (2) look at leveraging Mass Transition process – we have 2 ways of moving customers quickly and that is (a) Priority MVI’s which are one or two customers or (b) Mass Transition Process

Kathryn was asked to provide some of ERCOTs thoughts on this.

Kathryn provided some of the brainstorming questions they came up with and stated that some of what they brainstormed on is because we as ERCOT are not familiar with all the processes that go on in a buying process such as pending orders.  We don’t know if you would ‘buy’ a customer that has a pending MVI or MVO or would these normally not be included.  Kathryn stated we would have to work out the entire process from how we receive the list of ESI ID’s to the format of the list all the way down to how we want to deal with certain situations.

Kathryn also stated we would have to work out what to do if the buying company stated they are acquiring ESI ID 123 and ERCOT doesn’t show the selling CR as Rep of Record that a process will need to be worked out for these.  ERCOT was asked if during the current way of doing these this was determined, what ERCOT does now.  Kathryn stated that currently the switches are submitted by the buying CR, there is no logic built into the system at this time to know that this switch would be by a CR buying the ESI ID and no way to validate systematically at this time.

TDSPs stated you can’t use the Mass Transition process because the TS code in the transaction causes the REP to be out of the Market in their system and they will no longer accept any transactions from that CR.  There has to be something else in place of a Mass Transition with the TS code used for this.  Kathryn stated if we are to use this exact same process I suggest that a new code be created.

TDSPs also asked the timeline for the acquisition.  How far out would these switches be for?  TDSPs also asked about estimating.  It was asked if these would be switches or drops?  One CR asked if it would make any difference if this was a partial buyout of full buyout.  TDSPs stated if we use the current process it has to be a complete and the CR will be marked as out of business.  ERCOT stated that if you are just purchasing them, they are still in business until we have the word from the PUC that they are actually out of business and we will still accept transactions from them and leave their MarkeTrak issues active.
Kathy brought up the transition earlier this year with the non POLR and their gaining customers during one of the Mass Transitions.  Many in the room were not aware this was done.  Johnny stated the only reason that worked is it was a full transition.

ERCOT was asked if we dropped switches for these.  Kathryn answered these were not switches but were actually Mass Transitions Drops sent by ERCOT to the non POLR CR.  

It was stated we needed to look at all options both a full cr acquisition and a partial.

It was asked if these were business or calendar days?

It was asked if these are to be switches or drops?
It was stated these are all good questions that must be addressed before we can move forward on this.

Again the previous transition was brought up where a non POLR bought them.  A CR stated this only worked because the CR went out of the market and everything was transitioned away.  Another CR stated this is precedence to use this process.

Rob stated the PUC Language just added to RMG was that the Mass Transition process should not be used unless this is a default. Not sure the POLR rule would support this.

Jennifer thought the PUC wanted answers before they wanted to say it could be used for it.

It was stated one option would be for ERCOT to take in a file format of ESI IDs to be acquired.  ERCOT would processes these and create switches.  Then the TDSP could use what they have today for switches.  They can’t reject switches and if we have a large volume we would have to estimate reads.  It’s what is at the beginning that initiates the switch that would change to be ERCOT.

Again a TDSP asked why we can’t use the off cycle switch

Kathryn stated we can move the off cycle unprotected Switch up where it is no longer 3 business days so you can submit switches sooner if this would help.  We could set it to 2  business days you could send in switches and then the stacking logic would work just as it is today.  CR asked if we did go this route could ERCOT validate the list of ESI IDs before they submitted the switches to make sure they show they are with the CR they are buying.  Kathryn said we should be able to do that with processes written.

CR we could also go the route of ERCOT validating the list of ESI IDs for the selling CR.  Notify the selling CR of any of the ESI IDs they don’t own and/or that have pending orders.  Kathryn initially I don’t see why this would be a problem, we would just have to have the rules around it.

ERCOT was asked if we have to change FASD for ERCOT to drop switches.  Kathryn stated that if ERCOT must submit switches, then should be able to utilize something similar to the way we do it now with the Mass Transition Drops and we shouldn’t have to change FASD for that.

TDSP mentioned that accelerating a switch like this causes a particular rep to be over another REP.  CR said that it’s the point to convert the customers as quickly as possible to prevent them from going to POLR which is a higher rate.  Kathryn stated if this is the route we have to go, we need rules around those other pending switches.  If a switch is out there to another CR not involved in this buyout we may not want to transition this customer at all.  For the customer sake they don’t want to be with a CR for a week or a few days because the old CR was bought out.  All these questions will need a lot of direction and discussion.

We need to decide if we want to build a process or not.  Depending on the amount of time to implement and the cost.  One Kyle Patrick, Reliant,  stated they can churn out a large number of switches if they need to.  So, it may not be worth the time or money for them.

CR stated that in the event the company they are buying is about to default.  If the CR submits switches what about the pending transactions?  They won’t know about them.  This is why we need a process for ERCOT to monitor.

We all agreed that we would need to know if we are looking at this process only for CRs about to go under or for any transfer of customers including full and partial.

Do we continue looking at this a TX SET or does it go somewhere else?  Rob said we have identified an initial list of issues to be considered with any solution and we have identified and 2 main potential avenues to go down for an automated process:

Option 1 – leveraging the existing mass trans process whereby create a new process with a new code and rewrite the pending transaction rules and business process around it – clearly a long term TX SET project. This would use the 814_11 and 814_14.

Option 2 – ERCOT works off a list and initiates switches to the TDSP that have no specific code necessarily – potentially not identifiable by the TDSP as an acquisition switch – and presumably process without any major changes – requesting business days or next days – would be requesting a date sooner than FASD for an unprotected switch.  The TDSP, if didn’t change process, would push to the next business day if the date fell on a non business day.
CRs receiving 815_05 and 814_06 transactions would need to be prepared to accept these transactions even when they did not create the 814_01 Switch Request, since it was internally created by ERCOT instead in this situation.  This would be a long term TX SET project.
TX Set recommendation:  (not a strong recommendation but the only thing they could see to use in the short term)

· TX SET believes that the current process for Mass Transition could be used to transfer some (with remainder going to POLR) or all of a defaulting REP’s ESI IDs to an acquiring/designated CR as a short term option (as was done this Spring)

Kyle recommended an issue document be created.  Kathryn offered to submit the issue on behalf of RMS using why the task force was created as the basis of the issue.  She will include Rob’s doc as our discussion for today and will publish it. These notes will be available there and will be talked about at rms.  TX SET recommendation will be that doesn’t see any easy short term immediate solution other than the one above but would welcome the opportunity to look at more and see if can come up with something based on the 2 options we have identified so far.

