
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: Texas SET meeting
	Date:  Tuesday, June 22 and 23
	Completed by: David Hanks and Susan Munson

	Attendees

	

	Texas SET Meeting

Antitrust Admonition

Introductions

Approval of the Draft May 2009 Meeting Notes

RMS Update

Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS 
Any Action Items from RMS in April?   
1:00                   Call Meeting to Order-TX SET Leadership


Antitrust Admonition 

· ERCOT strictly prohibits Market Participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws. The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, Subcommittees and Working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each Market Participant attending ERCOT meetings. If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, copies are available at the Client Relations desk. Please remember your ongoing obligation to comply with all applicable laws, including the antitrust laws. 

Disclaimer 

· All presentations and materials submitted by Market Participants or any other Entity to ERCOT staff for this meeting are received and posted with the acknowledgement that the information will be considered public in accordance with the ERCOT Websites Content Management Operating Procedure. 
 1:15           RMS Update
      Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS   (Notes Approved)
· Any Action Items from RMS? (Review  of Presentation that was presented at RMS)
· RMR078 going to TAC next week.
K.Thurman provided TX SET with the Retail Release SIRs 
June 27/28 Release review of SIR’s going in that is Market Impacting with Presentation submitted by ERCOT. This presentation posted for this meeting under the key documents.
 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.
The PUCT approved the Expedited Switch Rule.
Are we ready or should we wait on this, since we are dealing with the POLR rule and Expedited switch rule?

Everyone agreed to delay discussions on this issue until revisions for both the Expedited Rule and POLR are approved to help prevent confusion.

· 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  

The Retail Release on June 27/28 will implement the SIR that solves I091. The issue can be closed at next month’s meeting.
 

· I094:  Only 1 ignore loop in monthly meter read transactions causing information to be lost when a meter change occurs

o   Waiting on input from ERCOT as to whether they would be able to allow more than one ignore loop in the future

K.Thurman stated it’s bigger than just a SIR and that ERCOT believes we should move forward with fixing the 867_03 to provide the DG in the PTD~SU with a new meter type for DG as we previously discussed in the market in the DGTF.
Market Participants raised some questions at RMS; there is a workaround at this time but still want ERCOT to look in to this issue. It will have to be project in order to move forward in fixing the 867_03 DG with the Meter type for DG.

C.Reed do we make a decision to have ERCOT to move forward and have this in the next release? Are we going to need it?  

We will see more and more as we move forward. C.Reed is manageable by the TDSP at this time but moving forward it could become issue. As TDSPs move forward with AMS meter deployment; this would be separated out.
 If ERCOT does not want that information, we do not do the same thing that we do with DRG. Included 867 DG for DG. The CR’s may need the information and ERCOT will continue load the information. Because of the way the meter profiled we would not use it in Settlement.

TDSP will still get that message; they will get results of the loading process.
Are there going to be IDR – AMS -DRG? The ones that are AMS are 
Will there be non IDR out there that are not moved to AMS? Yes. Will the current work around process work for these? Yes
TDSP believe that a manual work around and process is the best solution and will continue to be manageable, especially with the pending AMS implementation.  TDSP would need to continue the workaround for any non AMS DG meters to ensure cooperation in settlement process.  

· 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 

o   TDSPs to provide input

Issue 095 was approved at the June RMS Meeting.  

If it was not submitted by TX SET, however we  did review, should we file comments that TX SET has reviewed and SET is good with the RMGRR.  Would we have to have another call to review it? No. Talk at the meeting; that the chair submits the comments and if there was not changes prior to filing, and if changes then TX SET would want to review it again.

I097- Transaction Codes Related to Back-billed Tampering Charges  (Gexa submitted the issue) 
S.Bordelon stated that TNMP does not cancel or rebill for tampering.  C.Reed would like some examples to the TDSP’s and they will come back after reviewing the examples.

Just in general we are not receiving the code, not a TDSP specific. More examples can  be sent to the TDSP contacts                   
   New Issues
HUU shows accept – CNP thought that an 814_27 HUU should close the business process and not expect an 867.  The HUU is Historical Usage Unavailable.
If ERCOT receives 814_27 reject then ERCOT can close it, if an 814_27 accept then we are expecting and 867_02 back.  
A question was asked; Is the Guide is clear? K.Scott there is 3 “status” not sure, why it has 3 “status” if it does not close the issue.

K.Thurman ERCOT could possibly ask the development team to see what it would take to develop a solution for the issue. HUU 
3:30                   Update on Project to Improve EDI Examples
· Review Feedback on EDI Examples created by ERCOT (Kathryn Thurman)

J.Frederick was checking on the status; have examples reviews back before the July’s meeting.  
Is there is not issue with the example out there now, do you still want us to send back?  Send examples even if they are good…

K.Thurman – Question at the 867_03 guide example number #8, no examples let’s pull it.  K.Thurman asked Oncor and AEP to look into an example.
9:00                 POLR Changes 

 

· Discuss impacts of the changes to PUCT Substantive Rule 25.43 (Provider of Last Resort) 

· Discuss recommendations from Market Participants for flagging ESI IDs to indicate they were part of a Mass Transition 

· TDSPs and ERCOT will provide input from their sub-group meeting on the 8th 
 Draft RMGRR and PRR necessary to implement approved rule language and necessary changes
Update from Meeting of ERCOT/TDSPs

E.Echols – with the Expedited Switches will occur 
G.Hutchison the language states based on FASD on regular (standard) switch an actual meter read would be used. J.Robertson states that he believes the meter reading could be used 

J.Landry if the read date falls within the 3 day period; a switch date of – 6/2 and read date 6/1… 

Would a cancel with an approval still be possible?  

Would an 867_03 final on the losing CR and be used as the meter read switch?
G.Hutchison asked will the losing rep, not get the cycle reading? Are they just going to get one read?

 E.Echols stated that Oncor would not send it with a future date. The losing 867 monthly with usage for 2 days and a final read would be the same read. 
K.Thurman you cannot future date an 867, ERCOT would reject it.
J.Frederick is reviewing the draft language for Protocol section 15.    How ERCOT handles will be in the RMG.

New timelines for Expedited Switch

S.Tindall sent updated language to J.Frederick regarding this RMGRR and PRR.

Language changes for Section 15.1.1, 15.1.12
J.Robertson is providing a scenario that with two different switches using the same read date. The rule allows the TDSP to use the same read.

Protocol section: Limited of one valid switch per is this still valid?
J.Landry always has to be FASD self selected. If two CR’s Expedited switches on the same date. What is the TDSP’s going to do? TDSP’s will not reject the switch will schedule for the same day.
C.Reed if ERCOT sends the Switch to AEP will have to do something.  
E.Echols stated, these scenarios need to be written down and go through them to see and make sure everything clear. 

One of the scenarios is, if two Expedited Switches come in the same day the second one needs to be rejected. 
J.Robertson was it PUCT envision that would allow a customer to switch more than once month? Yes, feedback is for a customer to switch when they want to switch. C.Reed stated that everyone needs to brainstorm the issues that we know exist and come back to help resolve the issue.  

Expedited Switch Issues

1. How are multiple switches handled?

a. Multiple Standards received on the same day.

i. Is this different if standards are received back to back days?

b. Standard and Customer Selected scheduled for the same day (received on different days)

i. When Standard received first

ii. When Customer Selected received first

c. Standard and Customer Selected scheduled for the same day (received on same day)

i. When Standard received first

ii. When Customer Selected received first

d. Answer:  Current stacking logic will handle any of these scenarios with the same logic and processes used today

2. Expectation of timelines

a. PUCT Rule

i. If an actual read occurs during the 7 business day timeline the switch will be scheduled for and completed on the date of the actual read

ii. If an estimate is used the switch would be scheduled for and completed on any of the 4 business days beginning with the FASD (date estimated, scheduled date and completed date (867_04) must match)

b. TDSPs

i. TNMP, AEP and CNP:  Switches would be scheduled for and would complete on the 7th business day

1. Any actual meter read taken during the 7 business day timeline would be used to complete the switch on the 7th day

ii. Oncor:  

1. When actual meter read occurs in the 4 business days following the FASD:  Switches would be scheduled for and completed on the date of the actual read 

2. When actual meter read occurs prior to the FASD:  Switches would be scheduled for and completed on the FASD or day 7 (yet to be determined) and completed using the actual meter read

a. With AMS another actual read would be taken on the scheduled date and used to complete the switch

3. When estimate is used:  Switches would be scheduled for and completed on the 7th day

c. CRs

i. Actuals:  Switch would be scheduled for and completed on any of the 7 business days (scheduled date and completed date must match) with the actual read occurring on the completed date

1. If remote read capable:  Preference is that the switch would be scheduled for and completed on the 7th business day using an actual read

ii. Estimates:  Preference would be that the switches be scheduled for and completed on the 7th business day

1. If an estimate is necessary due to denial of access the switch would be completed on the scheduled date regardless of where it falls in the 7 business days

DAY 2

1. Expedited Switch Rule

· Continued to review, discuss, and modify the Expedited Switch Issues document that was started on Day 1 of TX SET meeting.

· There was extensive discussion of the different interpretations of the Expedited Switch rule (specifically Subsection R) regarding read dates and switch dates.   

· TDSPs explained their interpretation of processes relating to meter reading.

· TDSPs will be holding internal and joint meetings tomorrow (Wednesday, June 24) to determine changes they will need to make to comply with the rule.

2. POLR Changes

· Discussion was held regarding the process for switching away from the POLR.  Christine Wright will discuss with Shawnee Claiborne-Pinto the topic of whether the process would be used for Mass Transitions, purchasing of a CR’s book of business, or a combination of the two.

· Draft RMGRR and PRR necessary to implement approved rule language

· Review draft PRR to include changes for both POLR Rule Changes and Expedited Switch Rule – 

· Continued drafting language changes for the PRR for Protocol 15.1.3, Mass Transition

· This PRR must be finalized by TX SET on the upcoming Webex conference call so that it may be considered on an urgent timeline and go to PRS in July.

· Draft RMGRR to implement any necessary changes to Expedited Switch Rule

· Made changes to 7.11.5  Mass Transition Roles/Responsibilities

3. Additional Discussion

· A concern was expressed that ERCOT’S changes will be across the board for expedited switches, but Nueces MOU/EC was not involved in any discussions of this rulemaking.  Jennifer Frederick will work with Sandra Tindall to determine who needs to be contacted to get them included in these discussions.

· Jennifer Frederick will send out drafts of the PRR and RMGRR to TX SET listserv for review.  Sandra Tindall will get these documents in the proper format so that TX SET may review and approve them at its next conference call meeting (tentatively set for Thursday, June 25).

· Market Notice needs to be sent out regarding the August implementation of the Expedited Switch project.

· ERCOT has a question about Implementation Guide changes for the Expedited Switch ruling – should these be implemented without a TX SET release?  Kathryn Thurman recommended updating them to avoid confusion if the Guides are not updated.  Kathy Scott asked how long this will take.  Jennifer Frederick recommended making a “cheat sheet” to tell which guides had changes and which did not, but were just re-numbered.  There are at least 10 change controls for language only that are pending implementation in TX SET.  It is unknown during this discussion how many transactions are affected.  Concern was expressed regarding the timeline for implementation of these Guide changes (probably to be a TX SET release 3.0A).  Jennifer Frederick recommended this be brought up for discussion at the July TX SET meeting.  Kathy Scott recommended a 2010 timeline for implementation.  Kathryn Thurman will also bring back Stacking documentation to July meeting for discussion; it needs updating.

· All TDSPs need to be prepared to discuss impacts for DNP from Expedited Switches.    

 

	Action Items / Next Steps

	 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


