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	Attendees:  See Attendance List

	

	Texas SET Meeting

Antitrust Admonition

Introductions

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

Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS 
Any Action Items from RMS in April?   
KThurman stated that RMS asked AMIT to create a taskforce for Task 145.  

S.Tindall reviewed the e-mail sent out to subcommittees (from Revision Request) NPRR & PRR – these will need to go through the CEO Review Processes.  Everything has to be reviewed by the CEO at this time when drafting language.  For issues that need to be submitted, we will not submit draft language until it goes through the review process.  ERCOT will work hard to get items reviewed as quickly as possible.
There were no questions.
1:30
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.”
J.Frederick reviewed the last TX SET comments made in regard to issue 087.  At this time, Texas SET will continue to monitor the Expedited Switch rulemaking and will circulate (via RMS and TX SET list serv) the Assumptions/Questions document for comments once the expedited switch is finalized.
· I088:   What is the intent and expected outcome by CRs for Purpose Code:  RD001 – Special Out of Cycle Read
RD001 and RD002
Do we really need both of these codes?  
J.Robertson needs both them for TXU systems.  TXU is expecting different results and takes different actions internally based on the code they use to send to the TDSP’s. TDSPs are not handling them differently when they come in the door. (cancel/rebills)

K.Scott stated that TX SET can close the issue now. Johnny agrees with K.Scott’s suggestion that these will go away when the AMS is rolled out.  Issue 088 will then be closed.  

· I090:   Need additional information to resolve errors on the CBCI file
K.Thurman stated that TTPT believes it should be ad-hoc testing when a CR wishes to test the new format.  The testing would be between the CR and ERCOT.  J.Roberston stated that TXU is automating this service. J. Robertson asked if the proposed order was ok.  K. Thurman stated she didn’t receive any other feedback internally about the order. J.Roberston will write the RMGRR and submit it through the process.

· 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 a SIR is scheduled for June implementation for this issue.  K.Scott requested this issue be left open until the SIR is implemented.
· I094:  Only 1 ignore loop in monthly meter read transactions causing information to be lost when a meter change occurs 

ERCOT is still researching to see if it can handle the additional loops with regard to Distributed Generation in the case of a meter change.
New Issues
· Review Any New Issues Submitted
I095 - Add a Priority Code 5 to identify Disconnect for Non Pay (DNP) and Reconnect for Non-Pay (RNP) service request for pre pay customer for AMS meters.

The RMGRR Prepay Priority document is being reviewed for the language.    
J.Robertson stated we need to talk about the reconnect/disconnect with code 5.  
C.Reed (AEP) and CenterPoint do not use the code.  Stated that it does not make a difference if you use the code with them because it will be routed the correct way.  This only applies to AMS meter with a reconnect.  
K.Scott stated that CNP does not charge for disconnect with a reconnect.  
J.Robertson stated that Oncor is making changes by June 1. Asked when will the other TDSPs be implementing this code?  
CenterPoint will make the change in August but just used for tracking purposes.  
C.Reed stated AEP will put this in place once they have provisioned meters in place.  
K.Scott is going over her redlines of E.Echols’ RMGRR Prepay priority document.   
E.Echols is responding to some of the comments that were made to the document.  
J.Frederick does not think that the TDSP will convert service orders received with the code (second paragraph of the RMGRR). Stated this language does not make sense.  
C.Reed said it seems that we do not need that language in the RMGRR.  Texas SET is working making changes to the RMGRR, so that every can agree with the language.  
J.Robertson had comments on the third paragraph to get clarifications from E.Echols.  
E.Echols is reviewing the verbiage used in the third paragraph to make sure everyone understands what the language means. 
What is the expectation for creating a MarkeTrak issue with regards to Oncor?  Use other and with an attachment.  The MarkeTrak issues need to be submitted as Other – Issue with an attachment with the request information. The MarkeTrak verbiage was changed in the RMRGG.  
J.Robertson wanted to know why Oncor is requiring an ESI ID prepay list.  
E.Echols stated that in January that CRs agreed to the request.  It will help Oncor reconcile while at the same time making sure it is not being abused. Wants to move forward with submitting the RMGRR to RMS.  
The question was asked - Is it on an urgent or regular timeline?  
S.Tindall asked if this will be submitted by TX SET or Oncor.  
The RMGRR will be submitted to RMS by Oncor on an urgent timeline.  RMS can decide whether not it is an urgent or not. Oncor is only doing what RMS has requested from them.  
S.Tindall recommended that the RMGRR be cleaned up so that the document only has one author.  Requested that E.Echols send the document to the revision request email box.  
K.Patrick and K.Scott are good with sending this to RMS on an urgent timeline. 

I096 – The 867_03 TX SET Guide to be updated for ERCOT Read Load Transactions
K. Thurman stated this is just a guide cleanup.  This is current functionality.  There were no questions or comments.  K. Thurman will write the Change Control.  
I097 – Transaction Codes Related to Back-billed Tampering Charges
Gexa has found that in 867_03 replacement transactions sent as back-bills for tampering, the “O4” code designated for this purpose in the TxSET Implementation Guide is not being used.  Sometimes it is a different code, or the 867_03 transaction contains the “QD” code to indicate an actual read instead of an estimate.  Also, we have found that the SER072 code for invoice transactions is only being used for the single 810_02 used to indicate the meter replacement costs.  This is sometimes sent a month after the back-bills, or not at all.

Since the replacement transactions are not labeled with the codes, we are sometimes unable to explain to customers who may have been back-billed, the exact reason why.  Sometimes when we receive an 810_02 containing the SER072 code, it is up to a month after the replacements are received.  On some premises, we do not even receive the 810_02 containing the SER072 code.  In the meantime, we have to contact the TDSP to find out why the usage was re-billed. Without the inclusion of these codes in the 867_03 or 810_02 transactions, CRs may lack the necessary information regarding tampering charges to provide for customers upon request.  When customers receive bills with the estimated usage, they could be misinformed of the reason of the estimate, or that these are actual reads instead of estimates.

The 867_03 replacements for tampering sent as back bills for tampering marked as actual and not estimate.  
K.Scott stated that metering registering –is an estimate and that a pro-rated usage is used by some TDSP’s use that as actual.  
J.Frederick stated that this affects CRs.  

The desired outcome is to have the TDSPs start using the correct codes on the 867s.  
K.Scott’s suggestion was to send it to all the TDSP’s and get feedback on how these are handle.  The TDSPs will discuss and provide input back to TX SET.

I098 – Unable to reconcile 727 extract information properly
The 727 extract ZIP codes from ERCOT do not match USPS ZIP codes.  
K.Scott stated that CenterPoint gets quarterly updates sent from the United States Postal Service.  
A MarkeTrak can be used to look at individual examples. S. Bordelon also stated that P&M Resources also receives quarterly updates.  It was also mentioned that TDSPs use the delivery service point and not the mailing address which could differ. The issue will be closed.

PRR -  Find Transactions 
The PRR with the language change to 15.2.3. ERCOT will submit the Protocol Revision Request. 
Some questions that were asked by ERCOT are as follows.

When using Find Transaction, what amount of history are you typically expecting to retrieve?

Most of the attendees stated they can go back years depending on the request.  A lot of the requests are one-offs.  
J.Robertson commented that last week he had to go back three years.

What information from Find Transaction is most important?

All fields are used, for example key dates, priority codes, tran type, and BGN# ; 
J.Robertson uses all the data that is provided.  Use the data because it is data in case we need  Again looked back on when we submitted the switch, and it is usually because of an escalation   

3:30
Update on Project to Improve EDI Examples 

· Review EDI Examples created by ERCOT (Kathryn Thurman)
The TX SET group volunteered for review of the EDI examples.   A couple of the examples have been updated and they have been scheduled for posting to today’s meeting webpage.  

Please review these examples and provide input to Kathryn Thurman (kthurman@ercot.com) as you finish reviewing each example.  Please provide information to Kathryn as soon as you can.  
J.Robertson requested that at least one example of all of the transactions (814, 810, 820, 650, 824, and 867) recommending using the DBA (Doing Business As) and the additional address overflow fields.   
K.Thurman will add these manually to the examples.  
J.Roberston requested that the examples in the REF~Q5 which hold up to 36 characters be adjusted to use all 36 characters in the examples.  
J.Frederick it is good to have some variances in some of the fields in some of the examples.

Take a look at the updated TX SET Guide Examples.

9:00
POLR Changes 

· Discuss possible impacts of the pending changes to PUCT Substantive Rule 25.43 (Provider of Last Resort)
Paragraph pulled from Page 114 of 155 of the PUCT Rule (Project 35769)

Customers who are mass transitioned shall be identified for a period of 60 calendar days.  The identification shall terminate at the first completed switch or at the end of the 60-day period, whichever is first.  If necessary, ERCOT system changes or new transactions shall be implemented no later than 14 months from the effective date of this section to communicate that a customer was acquired in a mass transition and is not charged the out-of -cycle meter read pursuant to paragraph (16) of this subsection.  To the extent possible, the systems changes should be designed to ensure that the 60-day period following a mass transition, when a customer switches away from a POLR provider, the switch transaction is processed as an unprotected, out-of-cycle switch, regardless of how the switch 
C.Wright (PUCT) stated this project will be completely separate from expedited switch project and specific to customers in a POLR- mass transition.  This is going to be faster than the new switch rule that may take effect. Stated that this is date specific. The timeline would 3 business days.  Any switch submitted will be out of cycle date specific switch.  Said that K.Farley worked with her and stated that it would require a TX SET change.  
K.Farley would like to see TX SET draft the necessary language within the Protocols and Retail Market Guide. 

In the Retail Market Guide under Mass Transitions there is a need to make changes to a document that has not been fully approved through the approval process.  There is a sense that there will be confusion. 
K.Scott mentioned the projects slated for 2010 are expedited switch and POLR.  
K.Patrick stated that RMS could talk about the project for 2009 and T.Anderson from ERCOT would be the person to talk about ERCOT projects.
J.Frederick asked, would this need TX SET release?

What is the effective date of the rule? Per Christine it is June 5, 2009
When does the 14 months start? The effective date of rule is June 5, 2009.
The PUCT signed the rule on May 15, 2009.  The TDSPs are thinking that they have to implement it quicker than the 14 months.  Will it be required for the TDSPs to be in place earlier?  Nothing is required before the solution goes in so TDPS can wait in order to keep them in sync with the ERCOT.  

In order to get the project kicked off, do we need a PRR?  
S.Tindall stated that yes; a PRR will kick off the project.   
It was requested that C.Wright from the PUCT get back on the call.  
The changes have to be implemented within 14 months.  
K.Patrick stated that he thinks 14 months is enough time to do a TX SET release.  
Is there a solution without a TX SET release? Based on the rule language a TX SET release will be required. 
K.Thurman stated that ERCOT will need to flag these but when does ERCOT begin to flag the ESI ID?  Texas SET is brainstorming on the when, where, and how to flag it.  
E.Echols stated that we need to think of the different scenarios that happen in a mass transition.    
Can ERCOT make the changes or flag it without a TX SET release? 

J.Robertson what if the ESI ID now with the POLR Duns decides to stay with that particular DUNs but a non POLR rate?  How would ERCOT take the flag off?  Is there still a need to wait 60 days since there would be not transactions flowing through the market? What does this do to AMIT? 
K. Thurman stated the flag would remain on until the 60 calendar days expired unless another order completed on the ESI ID.
K.Scott stated that their resources are thin and requirements would be needed to for a TX SET release.  The deployment of AMS metering for the TDSPs would be happening in the middle if a TX SET release required.  TX SET needs to look at an alternative instead of having a SET Release.  
K.Scott and C.Reed stated that the TDSPs need to sit down with ERCOT to see what can be done to capture the information needed.  C.Reed, K.Scott and E.Echols to brainstorm with ERCOT to identify.  K.Thurman stated that we needed to have before June’s meeting.

J.Frederick stated that there is a need to add the language to the Protocols and work out the details of the Retail Market Guide.  It is being determined where in the Protocols to place the language.   

S.Tindall stated that H.Parrish is dialing into the call now.  

H.Parrish stated that TX SET could start drafting the language and she would reach out to J.Frederick if she needed any more information.  The PUCT ruling is enough to get a project started on the ERCOT side.  There is a need to see how the rule is going to affect everyone including ERCOT.   Anything can start the conceptualization since the PUCT rule is out there.  Stated that project will not decide the solution.  Recommended that the draft language gets drafted sooner because it could affect the project.  TX SET can gray boxes the language until we know more.

J.Frederick thinks the Retail Market Guide should be updated with the details instead of adding it to the Protocols.  
K.Thurman thinks there needs be something in the Protocols as well as the Retail Market Guide in order to show what ERCOT responsible for with regards to the rule.  
S.Tindall trying to get K.Farley on the phone.  
J.Frederick stated that K.Thurman wants to have language in the protocol.  She drafted some language for a PRR. Stated that ERCOT (K.Thurman) wants to change language in the RMG.

J.Frederick asked S.Tindall to see if TX SET needs to make the changes to the Protocols.  
K.Thurman said she was not able find the “volunteer” anywhere except the appendix F3 of the RMG.

K.Farley joined the call. Suggests that ERCOT still wants language in the Retail Market Guide (RMG) and Protocols.  Would like to get things moving with the addition of new language this at this time. Stated that she suggests that TX SET draft the proposed language in the RMG and Protocols and that the necessary redlines could be made as changes as they work to a solution.  
J.Frederick stated that Hope said a Protocol Revision Request is not needed.  
Hope suggested that TX SET draft the language as soon as possible.  
K.Farley reminded TX SET that the new process of the CEO review process.  The sooner the language is drafted and submitted the sooner it will start the CEO review process. J.Frederick will send the updated protocol to S.Tindall for review.

ERCOT will be required to Mail, automated phone call and automated email; one piece that does not reside in the CBCI.  Ask for an optional field to add in to the CBCI.  (Page 120 of the rule.)
Changes were made to the RMG Appendix to add email to the CBCI file for both CRs to send to ERCOT and ERCOT to send to the POLRs.
Business process change for the Protocol
15.1.3.1 Protocol – language was inserted in the Protocols. The main language will be captured in the Retail Market Guide.  

Protocol section 15.1.1.1 – ERCOT suggested that change the FASD be made; waiting on this change since it could change because of expedited switching.  

Protocol section 151.1.4 - ERCOT suggested that changes to this section.

(covered in a different section) 

RMG changes suggested by ERCOT:

Appendix:

VREP 

CBCI – adding email as optional field. 

RMG 7.11.5.2.2

K.Thurman wants to add the language about the tracking (60 days); 
J.Frederick wants to wait until we have more details before adding the language.  Will draft a RMGRR for the appendix changes.   Do we want to submit or bring back to SET the RMGRR?  

There was talk about the possibility having to test the new CBCI file with the addition of the e-mail address to the CBCI file.  

June 5th - requirement to be able to start sending the email, phone calls..

Texas SET needs to talk to G.Cervenka (ERCOT flight administrator) in regard to testing the new CBCI format.  
K.Scott suggested that ERCOT get clarification on the timeline regarding the implementation.

****Need to schedule the meeting for the TDSP and ERCOT*****

K.Scott wants to setup meeting with ERCOT and TDSP discussions in a face to face to meeting.  

       June 8th – Austin with TDSP and ERCOT

       June 11th - follow up meeting after the meeting on the 8th…

1:00
POLR Changes (continued) 

4:00

Adjourn 



	Action Items / Next Steps

	 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


