
	MITTF Event Summary

	Event Description: 
	Date:  2/25/2010
	Completed by:  K. Thurman

	Attendees:  Michael Matlock – Gexa, Kyle Patrick - Reliant, Kathy Scott - CNP, Jen Frederick - Direct, Kathryn Thurman - ERCOT, Dave Michelsen - ERCOT, Jay Foliano - Accenture, Gricelda Calzada – AEP, Ed Echols - Oncor, Ronnie Puckett – Oncor, Rob Bevill – Green Mountain

Phone: Cary Reed - AEP, Johnny Robertson – TXU Energy, Sandra Tindall - ERCOT



	

	1.

Antitrust Admonition and Introductions

2.

Agenda Review

Scope:

The purpose of the MIT Task Force is to determine and define how to expedite (shorten) those service order completion timelines that can be leveraged in order to take advantage of AMS deployment. The scope of this project includes reviewing and identifying the required changes to the applicable subst. rules, market rules, and protocols. 

3.

Update from ERCOT on any additional transactions that were added to the previous tables of “Field Names”.  Thus far we have:

814_01,  814_03, 814_05, 814_06, 867_03, 867_04

D. Michelsen is currently working on these.
4.

Point-to-Point Service Orders (Disconnect/Reconnect)

· Disconnect and Reconnect for Non-Pay

· Summary of outcome of our efforts last year

5.

Registration Orders (Move-in, Move-out, Switch)

· Same-day if received by 2pm?

· MVI

· MVO
· Switch

· Next Steps?

In the beginning of these discussions we agreed we would not introduce intraday settlement into the discussions.  Everyone agreed we are still on the same page.

We already have same day MVI support although designed around legacy meters and field trips and field trip costs associated.

In our wish list we have same day supported for standard MVI’s.

The reason we were able to go through what was considered low hanging, was we looked at things  that do not go into stacking logic or into CIS. 

It is now important that we start with what a transaction does and not just what the transaction flow is.  We need to consider everything including time stamps for start and stops.  If a meter read were to occur for 2:00 today, what energy value does this have?  It will go in tonight’s batch, but it’s for yesterdays date. That type of thing is important going forward.

Walk through the Standard MVI

· See diagrams

· D.Michelsen will take an action item to take averages on how long it takes to get and receive transactions through the process flow (i.e. how long does it take to process the 814_16 to the 814_03, how long does it take the TDSP to send ERCOT the 814_04 after the 814_03 is sent)  Also, what is the average gap (in business days) between the meter-read date in an 867 and the date that the 867 is received by ERCOT (for each TDSP)?  What is the average turnaround time at ERCOT for an 867 from the time it’s received by a TDSP to the time it is forwarded to the REP? 

· Currently the TDSP has 3 days following the 867 read to send the 867 to ERCOT. The question was asked if any of the processes that are involved requiring the 3 days will change with AMS

· The response was “no” from CNP, AEP and Oncor. None of these processes will be changing.  Billing calculation occurs during that time along with creation of 810s and none of that is changing.

· TDSPs cannot complete the order and send the 867 on the same day.

· CNP sends reads out 2 or 3 days after the actual read

· Oncor sends out reads the next day

6.

Changing Name of Task Force

Rob requested we change the name of the Task Force to be something more specific.  Something that gives a better description to what we are doing.

The question was asked; what will this group be doing that TX SET isn’t already doing?

This group should be quite different and will be looking into long term proposals for concepts for making changes to the business processes of Move-In, Move-Out, Switch that leverage the automation that the TDUs will have from AMS.

The changes we come up with in this group should flow into TX SET
The question was asked if the driving force behind this Task Force should be AMIT?

MARS wanted the long term solution to come from AMIT.  Then MARS would put the solution into place.  Couldn’t this group do the same thing and let AMIT drive the scope so that we know that we are not outside the scope of the Task Force.

Isn’t the expectation that AMIT provide more direction on MVIs and Switches?  Then we put it into practice.

Are you thinking we should put this group back in AMIT and let AMIT develop high level requirements and then give it back to this group and let this group determine how to do that?
These discussions should have taken place at an AMIT meeting.  The request would be that this happen at the meeting on the 8th and try to gain a better understanding.
New Name:

Retail Advanced Metering Processes (RAMP)



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


