
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: Texas SET meeting
	Date:  Monday, February 23, and 24, 2009
	Completed by: David Hanks

	Attendees:  See Attendance List

	

	Texas SET Meeting

Antitrust Admonition

Introductions

Approval of the Draft January 2009 Meeting Notes (post as final) 
RMS Update

Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS 
Any Action Items from RMS in February?   
1:15 


· Election of Officers for 2009
· Vice-chair for 2009
· Nominations will be made from the floor or by e-mail to the current Texas SET Chair prior to meeting/election date

· Officers can serve consecutive terms, if re-elected

· Each company in attendance at the election meeting shall have one (1) vote

· The successful candidate must receive a majority of the votes to be elected

· The RMS subcommittee must confirm elected officers

· Candidates must be present to be elected

· Company representative must be present to vote

· No proxies
At the January TX SET meeting, K. Scott requested that Texas SET WG vote on the vice-chair at
 the February meeting.   K.Scott will nominate Steven Bordelon of TNMP at the February Texas
Set WG Meeting. The motion to take nominations for vice-chair at the February meeting passed.
J. Frederick opened up the nomination for Vice-Chair for 2009 to the floor.  C. Reed nominated Steven Bordelon of TNMP.  The motion to approve was accepted by K.Scott, J. Robertson, and E. Echols
1:30 


· TX SET Procedures
· Review current procedures for possible updates
J. Frederick wanted to bring to TX SET WG the opportunity to review and compare the procedures of TX SET with the other working groups to see if changes needed.  The review of the current procedure was more specific to the nomination process.

K. Patrick mentioned that other working groups allow phone attendees to vote.  It would be okay for individuals voting to just to vote.   J. Frederick mentioned specific voting groups’ guidelines.  C. Reed does not remember all of the scenarios, but sees no reason to change the Texas SET WG procedures.  

J. Frederick asked about the posting requirements, specifically with regard to the agenda having to be posted two weeks in advance.  Is this expected from the TX SET WG?  C.Reed stated the quicker we can get the agenda, the better planning can be done.  J.Frederick will post a skeleton agenda at two weeks and send an updated agenda one week prior to the TX SET WG meeting if necessary.
2:15

RMS Update
· Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS 
· Any Action Items from RMS? 
J. Frederick gave the monthly update presentation to RMS and updated RMS on each issue.  Issues 70/71 were approved by TAC and issue 72 was board approved.  An NPRR is needed to sync that language with the nodal protocols.

No action items from RMS this month.
2:30
TX SET Issues to Update:  

· I087:   PUCT substantive rule §25.493 (e) states that ERCOT “shall develop procedures to facilitate the expeditious transfer of large numbers of customers from one rep to another.”
· To be addressed as part of day two agenda
J. Frederick stated that this will be addressed tomorrow.

· I088:   What is the intent and expected outcome by CRs for Purpose Code:  RD001 – Special Out of Cycle Read
An action item for CRs with regard to Issue 88 was that CRs were suppose to go back and find out how they are using RD001 and RD002 codes.  J. Robertson stated that TXU ED uses the codes for two different reasons.  RD001 was a special out of cycle read; usually when contract is starting/ending and RD002 was used when a customer complains of a high bill.
C. Reed stated that AEP’s system will not allow them to send out re-read and the same action will be no matter the code.  K.Scott from CNP also stated that both codes are handled the same in their systems.  If RD001 comes back and reads less, requires the same action as any cancel rebills. C. Reed stated that AEP will treat the codes the same on the matrixes.   J. Frederick with Direct Energy did not find anything with regard to RD001code.   
K. Patrick posed the question, ”Do we need too get rid of one of them?”  J. Robertson internally ties it back to the contract start date.  Expecting to get read on specific date.    RD001 is a re-read to the field and RD002 tells them that it is a customer dispute.  Based on the input, question as about what we want to do right now?  E. Echols stated that we do not need to mess with it right now.  
K. Scott stated that we needed to make sure TX SET Guides are in line.   J. Frederick asked whether we want to update the guide.  E. Echols stated if there is a need to do anything; let them know that it is not date specific in the transactions.  K. Patrick stated to either put clarification to it or recommend getting rid of one of the codes.  J. Robertson will go back and get some examples and find out more details on how it is handled and work toward getting rid of one code if TXU ED is using them in same way.  K. Scott will check on her side to see which CRs are using RD001 compared to RD002
E. Echols asked that we put this on the radar for a change control for the next set release if that is the way everyone wants to go.
· I089:   Ability for ERCOT to display AMS Meter Indicator on TML

· Review draft PRR
PRR was reviewed by J. Frederick 
The Section15.2 language was submitted and K. Thurman wants to remove the yes/no from the PRR since the other items listed in this section do not have how they will be displayed Some edits were made to the current version of the PRR and the PRR will move forward in the process. S. Tindall made the suggestion to change the title of the PRR to reflect POLR Customer Class.

Issue 089 is being close out.
· I090:   Need additional information to resolve errors on the CBCI file
J. Frederick reviewed Issue 090.  CRs were supposed to find out if changing the CBCI would cause issues with their internal systems.  Direct Energy processes the file manually. 
J. Robertson stated why he put the issue in - it was to help resolve the errors and get the file to ERCOT.   
Questions:

Will this change need to go through testing?  Tom/Gene would need to address if there is a need to require testing of a new response CBCI file.

K. Patrick is concerned on how the change would be made on the new format.  What is it at ERCOT?  K. Thurman stated that we can do this with a SIR.  J. Frederick stated that the change is not on the front end.  The templates for ERCOT would need to be changed to reflect the new format of the response file.  Most CRs seem to handle the file manually instead of with a system.  
There was some concern that only a small group of people, those that attend TX SET, would be knowledgeable about this change and that others not attending TX SET wouldn’t know.  We would have to address how we go about making the change and the timing around it.
· I091:   CNP received 814_08 A95 cancels on several 814_26 transactions during Hurricane Ike activities.  ERCOT never received the 814_27s and after a month, ERCOT sent CNP an 814_08
K. Thurman stated ERCOT development is still researching why ERCOT sent out the 814_08 transactions.
· I092:   TX SET Transaction Guide should specify the reject reason “RNE” (Request Not Eligible) for ERCOT use only
Change Control number 727 has been drafted for issue I092.  Issue 092 will be closed out.
· I093:   Review the language for the CBCI and determine if CSA’s should be included in the monthly CBCI file submission

·  Review draft RMGRR
Section 7.11.6.4 RMGRR was drafted by ERCOT. “Active Rep of Record with CR.” The RMGRR will be populated and submitted.  The issue will be closed.


New Issues
· I094:  Only 1 ignore loop in monthly meter read transactions causing information to be lost when a meter change occurs 
K. Brink stated the clarification to make is that more than one REF~JH~I loop is okay. However, for Distributed Generation ERCOT will only read the first loop.  

K. Brink asked whether it is a common function for the REF~JH~I to be used for meter change? K. Scott replied that yes, it is the normal process.  One suggestion was to move that information down to another loop – stated the first REF~JH~I is designated for Distributed Generation.   J. Robertson stated that a normal meter change from the old meter is in one loop, and a new meter is in one loop as well.  There would be two sets of loops in both cases.

K. Brink stated that ERCOT is expecting one value in the first loop for Distributed Generation.  ERCOT is looking for the DTM 150/151 and not DTM 514, which is part if the problem here.
K. Scott did not realize that ERCOT validated to the DTM level.  Can ERCOT let the transaction process through without validating on the DTM for a meter change?  ERCOT is looking for the combination of the two DTM 150/151 segments; it is normally on every other transaction except for meter change out.

E. Echols stated the requirements changed at Oncor. They could not start the profile type until January 1, which highlighted the issue and meter switching will continue to happen.  An example is if a meter stops working - some recording of energy, meter change captures the start reading of the new meter and stop of old meter (Summarize overall). 

Distributed Generation would use the first REF~JH~I loop and if a change is needed ERCOT will have to change their systems. The Market is open to anything. Until a solution is found we will continue to have issues.  
J. Robertson mentioned that a QSE might get a meter read on the two meters at two different times.  This  would mean the consumption would be spread across two different meters and might confuse them if they are tracking on the meter.
K. Brink stated that Settlements and Billing need to load the data in the Settlements and Billing system and report on that. Kilo Watts and Distributed Generation would load the first one loop and fail on the second loop.  K. Brink stated that multi-loops can not be handled by the system because ERCOT reads the first loop for Distributed Generation.  In the case of a meter swap, that information can be placed in the subsequent following loops. 
C. Reed stated that ERCOT is doing this based on “what the market wanted.”  C. Reed stated that the meter change issue is not going to be quick fixed for the market.  E. Echols said the market missed this and not ERCOT.  All of the TDSPs overlooked this meter swap out scenario. 

E. Echols stated that manual workaround is to resubmit after fixing the part of the transaction that has failed in ERCOT systems.
K. Scott suggested it is best to totalize the Distributed Generation consumption in one loop with one meter and combine generation into one loop instead of separating them.  This problem will only be on meter exchange.  J. Robertson is concerned on how the customer will see this with regard to the two meters.  

J. Frederick asked whether CRs asked TDSPs for customer questions. E. Echols stated they can always come to us. E. Echols said that Oncor will continue to do what is being done already and go on to fix.  
Possible solution for meter exchanges, TDSPs will separate consumption by meter by will combine generation into one loop instead of separating it.
Questions that need to asked:

What the issue is?  Concerns for the market?  What needs to be done?

What is the best way to fix this issue?

Action item for TDSPs is to go back and see how the rejects are being handled by each TDSP.  

5:00

Adjourn for the Day
Day 2 – Tuesday, February 24th 

9:00

Quick Review of Day 1 Activity 
 

· Is there anything we haven’t finished yet from yesterday’s agenda?

· Complete any outstanding items

J. Frederick reviewed the day one agenda.

9:30

2009 Texas SET Schedule
· Discuss alternate date for May meeting

· This meeting is currently scheduled for Memorial Day
The question was asked about doing the May TX SET meeting by conference call.  At this time the May TX SET meeting is TBD (to be held via conference call if one is necessary).
9:45
Update on Project to Improve EDI Examples 
· Review the Tracking Matrix of EDI Examples 
J. Frederick stated that one-third of the examples will be reviewed every other month.  K. Thurman will present in June instead of May as there is a possibility of just having a conference call.
10:00

Review NPRR to sync Section 15

· Necessary to update Nodal Protocols with changes incorporated by PRR 782

J. Frederick reviewed the NPRR to sync with Nodal.  Sandra stated that this was brought up in the fall of last year.  Now that the PRR was submitted, the NPRR needs to be synced.
J. Frederick stated that the language in the PRR is better to update the NPRR.  E. Echols suggested waiting until expedited switch is done, so that there is only one change to the protocols.  S.Tindall stated that if you put it off, then you will have to remember what was done prior with regard to the Section 15.

K. Scott asked about 814_08s being in the section 15 of the Texas SET Guides and K. Thurman responded, answering that it is retry information.  

J. Frederick does not see a problem with going forward with syncing them as does K. Holley.  With PRR 782, there were a couple of instances where the board had questions.  ERCOT responded with more clarification for the board.  E. Echols is fine with submitting it.  J. Robertson is fine with it, and we will see it again with expediting switches.
10:30

Acquisition and Transfer of Customers 

From one REP to Another: (Issue I087)  
 

· Short Term Solution 

· Review RMGRR and PRR language for Short Term Solution 
Section 16 PRR and companion NPRR for any of the PRRs we are doing.  The Nodal protocol does not have a Section 16.1, but J. Frederick thinks it might be needed to be added into the nodal protocols. 
· Long Term Solution 

· Draft RMGRR to incorporate Long Term Solution                          

J. Frederick mentioned that we need to go over change controls to figure out how change controls will be handled.   Does more than one change control need to be created?  Mass Transition had only one change control, so we may want to stick with one change control.  

Outline Transactions that will be effected by the change

K. Patrick stated that there might not be a need because we do not want to hand hold them through process.  K. Scott concern is that the transaction comes in her system with the correct code. 

K.Thurman stated that there is only scenario she can think of where we may need to have an identifier in the transaction and that is for  the reject of SNP 
E. Echols from Oncor – SNP reject of that drop should this be applicable to acquisitions, ERCOT would need to code to accept it other than “TS” on a mass transition.   K. Thurman - they would continue doing safety nets.

E. Echols stated there is a need to get a list of questions to take back to Oncor.  Imagine the safety net would be a priority for them.  It still needs to be identified.

Does ERCOT need acquisition code?  SNP can be modified to be applicable to move-in and switches (acquisitions);   IF SNP is changed to be applicable to all transactions, ERCOT does not need a specific identifier in the transaction, unless another special reject code is identified.
Questions:

Should the SNP code be applicable for all Business Process Types?

What information should be populating in the 814_14 for the customer?

Assumption:  Both Date Specific and Expedited Switch times lines will be used for Acquisitions.  

•
TDSPs will process any date specific drops as off-cycle switches and any non date specific as expedited switches.

•

•
Coordination and follow up from ERCOT - D. Michelsen 

                   ERCOT will make assumptions if the rules are not specifically outlined.  

Move-in day before – MIMO logic – still in place.

 What timeline will these follow?  (Date specific, expedited, or both)

Should there be a limit the number of times a CR can leverage this process in a year?  
(J.Roberston does not like the limit being put on it.  A min volume would create a limit in some way.)

Should there be a minimum volume set for use of the acquisition process?  

Would the 814_04 – Special indictor – change control – populate with an N?

K. Thurman and K. Scott suggested using a gray box – MT transactions – REF~02 (no special needs are required) LIN segment – “DRP” and not “SW” trigger is off of the “TS” not the DRP

The RMGRR and PRR language for Short Term Solution will be submitted.
Do the TDSPs need anything to identify?  K. Scott states that it does not need to be treated any differently.  They only care if it is an off-cycle or on-cycle.

J. Frederick is it the same timing of mass transition or switch?  K. Scott is looking at more of a switch instead of a mass transition.  Would they be off-cycle switches?

K. Patrick suggested mimicking the process of a POLR.  If these are run as a mass transition, it would be additional load on the TDSP.  If we are proposing out of the 814_14 process and it would take longer for the transition.
Mass transition off cycle - 2 calendar days (K. Scott); K. Patrick - drop the 814_14s, same process as an off-cycle switch.  The long-term solution would be 814_14’s.  K. Patrick stated that we need to leverage the 814_14 drop process, K. Scott what about 814_01 logic to accept the 814_05 from ERCOT? K. Thurman – we previously discussed the switch process and that would involve CRs being able to accept an 814_05 on an order where they did not submit the initiating transaction.
J. Frederick - every CR would have to build to accept an 814_01 from ERCOT and POLRs would be able to accept the 814_14.  K. Scott does not need to know if it is an acquisition at all.  K. Patrick suggested adding the code “AQ” as the process. K. Scott will to look at the logic.  Without the “TS” or date; what would be the date? (off-cycle switch or expedited switch), do not treat it any differently.

C. Reed stated that if ERCOT uses “AQ”, TDSP would do nothing differently.  It is the same logic followed in place now that could be used.    

A.Brennan asked, should we build the Option to do either OFF or ON cycle for these types of switches.  Date (if a specific date is wanted it would be provided by a CR and in order to get the date wanted it would have to be handled TDSP)  K. Scott asked if the emergency would go to the mass transition, otherwise the acquisition  process would be followed.  K. Patrick - lets build the ability to have an off-cycle thing. There is a time period of when these have to be processed.

E. Echols questioned if an expedited switch comes from the acquiring party or losing party. (These kinds of decisions are not made lightly when it comes to acquisitions.  ERCOT would be brought in at some point to help facilitate the acquisition.    J. Frederick ERCOT would want to talk with both of them.  

Do we still need a change control?  These are not rejected by SNP.  Treating these like regular switches, then the SNP is only applicable to “TS

A.Brennan stated that the customer information on the 814_14 needs to be clarified.  K. Scott replied that the business requirement document needs to be done.  How this is handled, triggers, exceptions, customer information, gaining CR 14 (required data fields).
Currently outlined in the RMG for Mass Transition so we need to do the same AQ. 

K. Scott asked if the protocols have to change. K. Thurman stated that a protocol change would be needed since it only references mass transition.

D. Michelsen asked if we want to set a number (transactions) min volume.
K. Patrick would like to set a reasonable number, but each REP is different depending on the size.  Each REP is different depending on their load.   How many switches would need to be performed?  Decided that 500 to be set as the minimum

C. Reed - TDSP – wants them spread out (1000) and they have to be completed in a certain timeframe, and not all of them with the same FASD.  C. Reed and E. Echols - a switch with dummy information would overwrite in their systems at AEP and ONCOR.  There is a concern with populating dummy information in the switch.  AEP could ignore the Customer information if the name is exact every time.

J. Frederick said a code might be needed.  E. Echols asked - should the customer information be the same with CR-A and CR-B?  

D. Michelsen said that no matter the volume, there is always involvement by everyone. Thinks there is a need to set the min.

J. Frederick - is there a need for PUCT to approve this?  There needs to be some indication that this has been discussed with the PUCT prior to being handled as an acquisition.

Let’s give the Market a chance to respond; and bring this RMS to pose the questions.

Acquisition Assumptions for Market Participant Feedback

1. Endorsement of the acquisition of customers must be received from PUCT Staff before a transition of customers will be initiated by ERCOT.  

2. Both Date Specific and Expedited Switch (as currently under discussion) timelines will be used for Acquisitions.  

· TDSPs will process any date specific drops as off-cycle switches and any non-date specific as expedited switches.

3. Processing and/or follow-up required by ERCOT

· ERCOT will generate 814_03 drops to the TDSP using FASD logic.  

1. ERCOT will populate with generic customer information for all required fields

2. The generic customer information will be used for all subsequent transactions that apply to the acquisition

· Current Stacking logic will be used to determine whether ESI IDs will be transitioned 

· ERCOT will have two (2) business days from official notification (including PUC endorsement) by CRs to evaluate and process the transactions 

· Customer Information exchange is the responsibility of involved CRs.

1.  The CBCI File ERCOT has on file pertains to Mass Transitions only and will not be provided to the gaining CR.

Questions

1. At the Texas SET meeting on February 24, 2009, it was discussed that 500 ESI IDs be considered “large volume” as referenced in PUCT S 25.493.   

a. Is this an appropriate minimum? 

b. If no, what should it be and why?

2. Are there any addition assumptions/questions that were not addressed that should be?

1:00

Acquisition and Transfer of Customers 

From one REP to Another: (Issue I087) 

· Continued, as necessary
3:00 

Update Action Items Spreadsheet: 
 

J. Frederick updated the action item spreadsheet.
3:30
Adjourn  


	Action Items / Next Steps

	 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


