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	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. 

ERCOT MET Center – Austin, TX

Monday , August 2, 2010

10:00 AM – 5:00 PM

Tuesday, August 3, 2010

9:00 AM – 4:00 PM

WebEx Meeting:  Meeting # 350 431 232
Introductions

Updates

J.Frederick reviewed Slides for presented at RMS 
Testing Issues:  

· TDSP input on how Expedited Switch is being handled for a Standard Switch

· An issue came up during Flight 0610 related to STK06 and it may be an invalid script now with the way it is handled post Expedited Switch

G.Cervenka is talking about changing the reject code to eliminate some SIM transactions, an A13 code would be a good use.
The TDSP will be taking it back to see what they can come up with regards to using the A13 code.

K.Scott – Can it be just an A13 other?  Yes, it will does not have to be the meter tampering scenario.

The TDSPs would like the banking information before flight testing start.  The information is needed when connectivity is starting in flight test. TDSP are not getting the bank information in a timely manner.

There could be a change in CON 51 & 52 test scripts to incorporate CRs to fill out the EFT Form that it would be a Day 0 transaction. CNP is going to send the form they use to start a template so that it can be done. G.Cervenka will make the necessary language changes to the scripts.

TX SET Issues to Update:  

PENDING ISSUES 

· 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.”

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

· I105:  Support processes related to PUCT Project 37291 – Meter Tampering and Disconnection and Reconnection of service for customers with Advanced Meters

· I106:  With the new functionality provided by AMS meters to detect power outages and power restoration and to allow customers to request power outage/restoration notifications via Smart Meter Texas there is need for TDSPs to receive customer contact information via the 814_PC transaction.

· I107:  PUCT Project 37622 proposes new Critical Care Status designations that would add new identification requirements to all affected TX SET Implementation Guides.
 The rule regarding this issue has not been approved but the issue needs to be with the Rule. 
· I108:  Texas SET Guides should be updated to reflect correct information (3.0A)
· I110:  Remove the 814_07, 814_15 & 814_23 as valid TX SET Transactions
Change Control 733 was written to remove the 814_09 (from CRs), 814_13 (from CRs), 814_19, 814_21 (ERCOT to TDSP only), 814_29, 814_07, 814_15, and 814_23, 814_29..
New Issue:

J.Frederick asked if there was anything that could be done to help in measuring how long it takes the TDSP to work a 650_01 service order (specifically DNP and RC).  The 997 does not include a timestamp and can take up to 24 hours to receive.  
J.Robertson suggested using the ACK response from NAESB systems.  
Documentation for SET 3.0A:  

K.Thurman would like everyone to agree to the red lines. J.Roberston and J.Frederick did not see any changes that needed to be made to the red lines.  TDSPs will need to bring the new SAC 04 codes to the next meeting, How many codes are going to be brought back to TX SET?  E.Echols stated that there will be a lot.
K.Patrick thought TX SET needs to prepare a notice in order to let the Market know of the changes in 3.0A J.Frederick is going to work with RMS leadership and ERCOT to get something out to the Market. J.Robertson wants the links finalized to RMS and be able to show it.    ERCOT Development is working with the November timeframe to have the links available.  
K.Thurman will contact Jack Adams (Retail Client Services) regarding this request. Maybe send this out to the RMS listserv. J.Frederick will work with leadership, ERCOT, and TX SET to get this drafted to send something out to the Market.
Requirements for SET 4.0:  

· Attached are the project request documents provided to ERCOT.  We will use these to start our detailed requirements.  

J.Frederick reviewed the Project 5 requirements document. 
 The AMS indicator Code to show when an AMS meter is provisioned – These are requirements that are going in 4.0 timeline March 2012 is the implementation. 
· Adding this to the 814_20 would require an additional 814_20 for every ESI ID and could be costly if we need to update all ESI IDs that have already been provisioned as of the 4.0 release.  

· Texas SET developed possible transactional solutions and will decide which one to present to AMIT.  SET will provide a transactional solution as well as outline the processes that are already in place around indication that a meter is an AMS meter.  
BR010 – Ability to transactionally date change move in and move out transactions with a window of 1 business day prior to the scheduled date.

· Stacking logic will need to be reviewed for this requirement
· ERCOT asked, would you want ERCOT do the evaluation on all “In Review” orders? Transactions would move so quick that you might want to do this on “in review” orders as well.
· BR010 is a solution to decrease the manual work done through MarkeTrak.
BR013 – ability to add multiple customer contact points and the type of contact to the TX SET transaction

BR018 – Ability for all REPs to process and accept payments and process reconnects on Saturdays

Processing and accept payments on Saturday’s – Would take a PUCT rule Change. (TSK 065)
Possible remove the no disconnect on Friday flag from the transaction. K.Scott to draft Change Control

Other Business

J.Frederick reviewed the red lines in the PRR submission form 07_01_10 document and made changes as needed.
J.Frederick reviewed the red lines in the RMGRR Submission form 07_01_10 document and made changes as needed.
J.Frederick reviewed the red lines in the Texas Set 4.0 Outline document and made changes as needed.
K.Scott asked 814_20 TD segments in the guide. One for the premise and other is at the meter level. Why do both have a TD code for both? The use of TD is for a change to either the premise or meter.
 (PRR doc) 15.1.6.1- TX SET made necessary changes to the document.

Section 15.1.4.1 AMS rate case – They are not to be treated differently. Priority code will be needed to perform a priority service. At some point the priority service will reach the same level of transactional treatment.
There were discussions on the priority code with an AMS and IDR meter with the same level transactional wise.

Stacking Document:

There were discussions on shorten the evaluation window from 2 days to 1 day SW, MVI and MVOs.   Going ahead and shorten the cancellation and date change window while leaving the evaluation as is at 2 days.

· An Action Item for ERCOT 
What would be the impact on ERCOT systems with regards to moving the window from 2 to 1 day?
Day 2

Review – Business Requirements – Project 5
AMS Indicator:  E.Echols wants to walk through each of the scenarios.  
· The Load Profile Code is identifying as an AMS Meter.  4.0 Outline Document – Addition of transactional AMS meter flag. 
· Not all market participants code for the load profile code.  The Load Profile Code can be changed without a TX SET.
· A simple Yes/No would suffice but the retroactive of the AMS meters already in place.  E.Echols what is the cost per transactions? 2- 8 million is an est.cost of transactions.
*****Options of each Cost of the different transactions******
E.Echols stated that the assumption for the cost of the 814_20/21 transactions would be about six million dollars based on the number of AMS meters that will be installed at the time of implementation. 
E.Echols suggested that all solutions be discussed thoroughly before moving forward with a recommendation from TX SET.
· We need the full scope; TDSPs send 1 attribute per 814_20
· Send  814_20s limited to ERCOT 50K a day: 

Option for AMS indicator Solutions:
Transactional Solutions 

1.  Adding indicator to meter type

a. Would be included in all registration transactions

b. If already ROR would receive an 814_20 updating

i. Possible to limit this to a going forward basis only 

c. When gaining would receive on the 814_05, 814_14 or the 814_22

d. Transactions impacted:  814_04, 814_05, 814_14, 814_22, 814_20, 814_21, 867_02 and 867_03

2. Add a REF segment that would contain a AMS Flag

a. Would be included in all registration transactions

b. If already ROR would receive an 814_20 updating

i. Possible to limit this to a going forward basis only 

c. When gaining would receive on the 814_05, 814_14 or the 814_22

d. Transactions impacted:  814_04, 814_05, 814_14, 814_22, 814_20, 867_02 867_03

· Notes for 1 and 2: 

· Would require an additional 814_20 from TDSP to ERCOT and then from ERCOT to the CR and an additional 814_21 from ERCOT to the TDSP to be sent for every ESI ID being provisioned (and an additional one per ESI ID already provisioned unless we only do this going forward). 

· Would require coordination with ERCOT and the TDSPs as to volumes of transactions that will be sent daily as well as a schedule for the duration of the changes.  

· If each transaction cost is $0.25 per this would result in a cost of $4.5 million.  (Cost was derived estimating 3 transactions per ESI ID for 6 Million ESI IDs).

· This cost is assuming having to send 814_20s for meters that were provisioned prior to SET 4.0.  Cost would be much less if 814_20s were only sent going forward from SET 4.0 Release.  

3. ERCOT uses the Load Profile Logic to populate the AMS Flag on the 814_05, 814_14 and 814_22

a. Would be populated when gaining the ESI ID

b. CRs would not receive an AMS Flag when changes are made using the 814_20

· Notes: 

· Would require coding in ERCOT systems to populate information on these transactions.  

· ERCOT can provide feedback on what the system impacts and cost would be for this solution.  

· ERCOT does not currently manipulate these transactions and just pass this information through to the CR.  

4. Make the 814_PC bi-directional and the TDSP would send the 814_PC with the AMS indicator at the same time as changing the profile code at ERCOT

· Notes: 

· Would require an 814_PC from the TDSP to the CR and an 814_PD from the CR to the TDSP when the profile is updated.   

· Currently the 814_PC is CR to TDSP only and the PD is TDSP to CR only.   Both would have to code to be able to send/receive both the PC and the PD.  

· If each transaction cost is $0.25 per this would result in a cost of $3 million. (Cost was derived estimating 2 transactions per ESI ID for 6 Million ESI IDs).

5. Instead of indicating AMS Flag indicate Non AMS Flag

a. Would be populated for ESI IDs where an AMS meter is not installed/provisioned.  

b. If already ROR would receive an 814_20 updating

i. Possible to limit this to a going forward basis only 

c. When gaining would receive on the 814_05, 814_14 or the 814_22

d. Transactions impacted:  814_04, 814_05, 814_14, 814_22, 814_20, 867_02 867_03

· Notes: 

· Would require 814_20 (TDSP to ERCOT and ERCOT to CR) and 814_21 (ERCOT to TDSP) but would be a smaller population.

·  If each transaction cost is $0.25 per this would result in a cost of $1.3 million. (Cost was derived estimating 3 transactions per ESI ID for 1.75 Million ESI IDs – estimation of ESI IDs is a rough estimate using expected deployment timelines).

· Would only be provided for metered services (Unmetered would assume Non AMS since it is unmetered).

· CR would assume AMS is this flag is not present on a metered service.  

Outstanding Question:

· The question was raised as to whether TDSPs would want to look into sending multiple changes on an 814_20.  The Implementation Guide allows this but market practice has been to send one change at a time.  

Alternative to Transaction Solutions

1. Use of Load Profile Logic 

a. CRs are able to derive if not BusIDRRQ & is IDR then it is an AMS meter

b. CRs can code system to evaluate the Profile Code to then populate an AMS y/n in their system

2. ESI ID Extract 

a. ERCOT is currently using the Load Profile to derive the indicator and is populating this information to the Texas Market Link find ESI ID Functionality, which in return populates the TDSP ESI ID Extract

b. Updated when the 814_20 changing the Load Profile is received by ERCOT

3. Use of the current AMS list of EIS IDs provided by the TDSPs

a. List is updated weekly on Friday

b. TDSPs, per PUCT requirement, post a list of ESI IDs where an AMS meter is installed.  The list indicates that it is provisioned to provide VEE’d  meter data but may not yet be provisioned for settlement at ERCOT (meaning an 814_20 changing the Load Profile has not been sent to and accepted by ERCOT).  

Note:   All 3 of these solutions are already in place and some CRs are currently using these tools to populate the AMS indicator in their systems.  

(K.Thurman stated there is a need for this a discussion in more detail before in it goes back to AMIT. This needs to get done by comments and ERCOT needs to respond to each of the solution before going to AMIT.  
AMIT had CRs that are not involved in TX SET and need to defend why they need this solution. There are more CRs that were at AMIT that are not here.  J.Robertson stated that TXU does not need this because they will get the information from another source.

J.Robertson would like to see TX SET come together and agree and prioritize these options before sending to AMIT. K.Patrick is discussing what might be going on at AMIT and that the Conference Call would not be the last meeting of AMIT.  K.Patrick stated there is a need to let AMIT know what TX SET has learned.
K.Scott would like to take back to her shop and find out what the best solution would be for CNP.

Texas SET will discuss this again on August 18th to decide which transactional solution to recommend to AMIT.  
BR_007 
The timeline for this BR_007 would be in tariff. 
At what time would ERCOT stop processing?  K.Farley stated in earlier meetings that ERCOT would have to stop processing transactions for Maintenance and Retail Release Outages.  Christine stated that business hours will change with this new implementation going forward.  

814_24 to ERCOT?  ERCOT does not know if it is an AMS meter when it comes into the ERCOT system.  ERCOT forwards the 814_24 to the TDSPs and the TDSP will push the date out on a same day MVO.

Do we want add a priority on same day MVOs?  ERCOT needs an identifier to put priority code (mirror MVI logic and language) on MVOs for an AMS Meter in order to possibly indentify MVOs requested on same day.  This can only be used for AMS meters only.  
J.Frederick stated that the systems will not act any differently than they do today with regards to how a MVO is complete. Use the same logic that is currently being use for the MVIs.  

What does the tariff language state regarding the same day MVOs on AMS Meters? 
Move In will be evaluated to determine if it is useful to change the priority code to a ‘Same Day’ code.

Protocols changes will be needed and a J.Frederick will submit of a new Change Control to add a ‘same day code’ similar to Priority Code.

BR_008

TX SET needs input from PUCT on this BR_008.

Do we set FSAD to be same day or remove all of that logic which would allow a backdated Switch?  
· Need to keep the logic in place for meters switches and not allow backdated Switches. Update FASD to zero. There will be a “No Fee” switch available for consumers. 
C.Wright stated she had an action Item with regards to Same Day Switches to get with all Commissioners and then bring back to AMIT. She does not have response from all of the commissionaires but should have them by the meeting on the August 18th, 2010. 
BR_009

Move Ins are currently processed same day with the use a Priority Code.

There is no TX SET change.

After TX SET 4.0 the market will continue to use the priority code to identify a same day Move In.

Evaluate if ‘priority code’ should be changed to say ‘same day code’.

BR_010 
The Requirement and Protocol have been updated.
ERCOT asked whether we should remove the CW2 Code and add CW1. The feedback was to just add CW1 and leave CW2 code in place.
Do we want to develop a transactional process Customer Recession Period (3days) if a customer wants to go back to an old CR?

· Federal Rule – 3Days – Door to Door (Applies) – PUCT is looking to clean up the language, C.Wright needs to provide feedback on the August 18th.
BR_016 – Processing on Saturday.  
Other Business:

K.Thurman asked whether it would be okay to change the order type for Acquisition so that it displays “Acquisition” instead of Drop to POLR? The order type will be viewable on TML and any extracts.
Should the selling CR be able to send 814_08 on Acquisitions orders?  Answer: No There are different customer protections for a mass transition and acquisition.

What reject code needs to be used? ERCOT will come up with a reject code regarding a selling CR not be able to cancel the transactions. 
K.Scott asked, Does ERCOT have everything they need for 3.0A? Yes, some examples are still needed. 
TDSPS are to bring back any new SAC04 Codes by August 18th.


	Action Items / Next Steps

	Actions Items to discuss on the August 18, 2010

AMS Flags

Same Day Switches

Options  (go over)

Evaluation window change and the impacts from ERCOT from 2 day to 1 day

SAC04 Codes Submitted at the August 18th meeting.



	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	

	


