
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: Texas SET meeting
	Date:  Tuesday, October 27, 2009
	Completed by: David Hanks

	Attendees: Jennifer Frederick (Direct Energy), Kathryn Thurman (ERCOT), Johnny Robertson (TXUE), Kyle Patrick (Reliant Energy), Kathy Scott (CNP), Cary Reed (AEP Webex), Sandra Tindal (ERCOT), Ed Echols (Oncor),  Jonathan Landry (Gexa), Steven Borland (TNMP Webex), Kim Holley(Webex), Debran (Ambit Energy - Webex), 


	

	Texas SET Meeting

 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, please send an email to Sheila Letkeman at sletkeman@ercot.com to receive a copy. 

· 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. 

Introductions
Approval of Draft September Meeting Notes 
TX SET will approve at the DEC Meeting.
RMS Update
· Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS 
· Any Action Items from RMS? 
· Goals and Accomplishments
J.Frederick will prepare the goals and accomplishments for 2009 presentation.  
K.Thurman asked: When does TX SET want a change control call to get them ready for a release 3.0A? A preliminary review has been done but a change control call will be needed before TX SET can move forward on 3.0A. 
The decision was to hold the call next year.

J.Frederick stated that S.Bordelon gave the update at RMS. The update to RMS was what TX SET is working on now. 
TX SET Issues to Update:  


PENDING ISSUES 

· I087:   PUCTsubstantive 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.”

· Review assumptions now that the Expedited Switch Rule has been approved.
TX SET will review the redline document that J.Frederick prepared for TX SET after all issues have been addressed.
· I097:  Transaction Codes Related to back-billed tampering charges

· TDSPs to provide input on how each will indicate tampering in the transactions.
Pull from issue.
Oncor was looking into whether using PTD~MD would change the summary.  

J.Frederick stated that she will verify if Direct Energy will be able to process the transaction.  Direct Energy would be able to if using the summary loop to bill.  
J.Landry does not see a problem either as long as Oncor will use the “04” when sending tampering charges. 

E.Echols also stated that Oncor does not adjust the meter read but adjusting the total meter read due to tampering.  The code “MD” will be used solely to identify tampering charges.  

J.Frederick asked if any other TDSPs had a chance to look at using the code “MD”, CNP does not plan to use “MD” at all.  CNP uses the code “04” and replaces the meter when tampering occurs.  
K.Patrick stated that would capture the consumption going forward, but what happens to the consumption that happened while the tampering was going on? 

K.Scott stated the read is an estimate

AEP’s common practice is to use the code “04” in the cancel/rebill transaction and to send a spreadsheet for what is estimated.
J.Frederick asked if any of the meter read is estimated by Oncor.  Direct Energy’s stance if any of the read is estimated then the read needs to have to code in the transaction to represent that it is an estimated read. This information is required because it has to be passed on to the end-use customer bill.  

J.Robertson asked: Are there times when the meter is not estimated when tampering is involved in the cancel/ rebill?  The impression is that all cancel/ rebills involve estimated meter reads to account for the difference.
J.Frederick from Direct Energy stated that this is being looked at with the regulatory people. Does have some concerns that the cancel/ rebills are being estimated and the transaction is not being marked as estimated. 
J.Landry agrees with J.Frederick, and would like the code “04” used to show that tampering is associated with the estimated meter read.
E.Echols of Oncor is going to use the code “MD” to represent tampering without using the code “04”. 
K.Patrick stated that if Oncor is the only one using the “MD” for tampering, there needs to be a rule, so that all TDSPs are consistent with their business practices. Both ways can be read by the CRs, but need a way tell if the read is estimated.  
J.Frederick has a real concern that the read estimated but not being marked as estimated.  J.Frederick has no issue with Oncor use of the code “MD” because they read the summary loop.

E.Echols noted that the guide states “MD” is associated with tampering.

J.Frederick agrees with the use of the code “MD” but still feels the need for the meter read to have the code for an estimated read, since some of the meter read has been estimated. AEP and CNP use 04, when a read is estimated the code of REF~5I~04 is used on the read. 

S.Bordelon: Do not back bill tampering, but will follow up and see if TNMP uses the “04” for tampering with meters.

Now there is an understanding that the TDPSs need to approach the cancel/rebills with tampering with regard to meter reads. There are concerns on how the meter reads are being sent.  The regulatory group will be looking into the rule. 

NEW ISSUES 

· I104:  Add additional SAC04 Codes for Transition Charges, Transition Charge Off Allowance, Credits and Weather Events

K.Scott had questions whether there some SAC codes that are not currently being used that TX SET can change to reflect a new use for them.  Will request new codes be added.  

Can market participants use codes that are out there now?  CNP would like to make use of the codes that are not being used at this time. An example would be the “Return Check Charge” code and others out there that may not be used at all.  Is it possible to take the MSC code and change the XYZ code?  Can you change the description for the current code or is it required to use the SAC15 code?
K.Patrick: However code flows will have an impact.  Systems were coded with what is currently in the guide, and changing it will require system changes no matter how you look at it.  Is thankful that we are being proactive in this approach.  Stated that everything is mapped and could remap if needed.  
J.Frederick does not know if they code off the use of the code, or the description in the 810..  
K.Scott asked: Can we omit the SAC15 code be used when the description is different than anticipated and just change the description of the code? 
J.Robertson TXUE likes SAC15 if different.  Is it something that needs to be passed through to the end use customer?
If it is passed on to the end use customer, its in a different loop.  The loop specifies if it is passed to the customer not the specific code.

 K.Scott: What do we need to do in these cases where the code is used for a different purpose than intended?  What needs to happen regarding future cases?
There could be two events within the same year, using the same codes for both events, and still being able to achieve a valid audit.
J.Frederick: Prefers changing the description as the short term solution until addition of new codes. K.Patrick and J.Frederick will have to check their systems in order to see what they go off to validate.

C.Reed is concerned about the precedence being set by allowing this outside a TX SET change control process.  We should proceed using the same code and wait for the TX SET release.  Has some real concerns with this.

J.Robertson: Will have to change the code logic in order to indentify the code change, so why not create a new code and make the change now?

K.Patrick: A change is a change; is it more to change a current code or create a new code.
K.Scott is still asking for new codes, but what can be used in the short term? Do we change of what a code means currently - or use a current code and use SAC15 code? CNP will use codes already approved and add a SAC15 code.  

E.Echols: Are you asking for MSCXX more generic or specific code meanings as similar to Ike (hurricane Ike code)?
J.Roberston:  Should CRs go back and see what impact this would have on their systems?  How their systems validate?

K.Scott: Are the codes currently developed by TX or UIG? 
J.Robertson: Both really, if TX SET has a code that needs to be created, we go to UIG. UIG uses only the digits SER060; x12 allows for 10. Suggested something like SERC060A.
K.Patrick: Is there a way to build allowance within the 810 transaction to allow TDPSs to handle these situations?  The solution needs to be flexible enough to be able to handle the different problems that can create coding issues now and into the future.
For the short term, the current workaround will be used but need to figure out how to mitigate this issue in the future.  
Will set aside some time at the next TX SET meeting to explore ways to allow for changes to the use of SAC and MSC codes to incorporate changes between releases. A change control will be written to add additional codes.  
J.Robertson supports adding the codes but wants to go back and see other codes.
Category AMS 

Maybe AMS001(example)

Transfer of ESI IDs from one CR to another due to Acquisition

Review redlines of Retail Market Guide changes necessary to implement the Long Term Solution for Acquisition.
J.Frederick created some redlines for everyone to review with possible changes, and submit in the near future.

7.11 – Transitions -  pull some stuff and separate the POLR and Acquisitions 

S.Tindall asked: For what other reason would a CR contact ERCOT in this situation?
Nothing else, that would be for Mass Acquisition.

 The long term solution that would not require exiting the market.  They have different rules for each scenario handled. Trying to incorporate the same section as two subsections of the section.

C.Reed feels the new expedited switch process takes care of this rule. Is there new process mass transition?  
J.Frederick stated the logic is - there would be more switches than a CR could do a in a given day. ERCOT could generate the switch as the rule was intended as the long term solution. Does not agree that this could be done by a CR (1500 ESI IDs) in a day or two. Would be able to submit these in that time period.  
E.Echols stated that using the expedited switch process will take away the ability to use estimated reads. 
K.Scott: Rule is a procedural and not process issue.  When you work a mass transition, estimated meter reads are excluded from the reporting process regarding reporting compliance. Acquisitions do not use the “TS” code and therefore are not exempt from not just using estimated meter reads

J.Robertson: When mandating cycle switch on a specific date, the CR would be responsible for submitting these switches.  There are a lot of different scenarios; do we want to address each of these scenarios?
K.Patrick is familiar with the MT and submitting switches.  There is a line in the language that states that a procedure is needed. 
J.Landry: If it went through ERCOT, would it guard against IAG? Using ERCOT would help facilitate against IAGs?
K.Scott said the rule stated that the “registration agent shall develop procedures to facilitate the expeditious transfer”.   Asked has ERCOT developed a procedure
K.Thurman said that ERCOT’s current process is to submit switches.  

K.Patrick: If something were to happen and need to ability to acquire, Reliant would push the issue with using the Mass Transition process to get the switches done. RMS had requested a long term solution to be reported back to RMS.
J.Frederick: at the time of the rule by the PUC, switches were in process if they felt that was adequate they would not have added the PUC rule.

 K.Scott: who would benefit from this change?
J.Frederick wants to know that TX SET is willing to support these retail guide changes.  
K.Scott: TX SET did make changes to the Mass Transition section. 
S.Tindall asked if there is anything else besides the expedited switch process that was happening before TX SET started working on the long term solution that would have affected TX SET moving in this direction.
K.Thurman stated not speaking as ERCOT, she could see the advantages to having ERCOT submitting the switches. At the same time, it would be expensive for ERCOT and TDSPs to make the changes.  The market needs to consider how often this process will be used..  
J.Frederick believes that market mandated 25.493 and needs clarification from PUC since the expedited switch process is in place now. Acquisitions using the switches in the past can get messy and cumbersome to the REP.  Believes there is a benefit to the market. 
There is a need to get clarification from PUC staff on whether this rule has been met at this time.
What is the meaning of “large”?

Add to RMS report or offline.
7.11 

Other Business

RMRGR072 - CNP utilizes the report at this time until AMS meters. K.Patrick explained the lack of need for the report.  

How many reps give CNP the reports? Very few reps provide the report. CNP will ask the person using the reports to see how many CRs are providing the report to CNP.
E.Echols stated that Oncor generates an internal document to forecast their own numbers. AEP would like to see a wider use of the report.
E.Echols – time of use profiles and how that will play out in our territory.  They are not in the market approved guide, so when we implement AMS profiles it will flip the Time of Use to AMS.  Those that want to keep those as Time off Use send us a list and we will put those on the non AMS list until the second release.  Then we would put them back on the AMS Time Of Use when it is an available profile.  

Adjourn  

 

 

 

 

	Action Items / Next Steps

	Move the DEC TX SET MEETING to Tuesday Dec 1st 
The DECEMBER TX SET MEETING has been moved to December 1, 2009.

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


