
	DATE

	
	May 18th
	May 19th

	DIAL IN 
	
	

	Long Distance
	512.225.7282
	512.225.7280

	Password:
	1025
	7644

	LOCATION (New Orleans/ Entergy Office)

	Address
	639 Loyola Ave


5/18
1:00 
Kyle Patrick-Reliant Energy
· 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 Brittney Albracht balbracht@ercot.com to receive a copy.
· Introductions

· Approval of April Minutes 
Charlie Bratton motioned, Johnny Robertson second – minutes approved

· RMS Update

· TNMP Service Quality Credit

In the past TNMP has sent these credits to the current Rep of Record (ROR) in an 810_02 with a SER096 Power Factor Correction Equipment Installation code in the SAC04 data element with the understanding that the credit is passed to the customer.  By June 6th TNMP is required by the PUCT to file a plan and by June 19th AEP has to file a plan with the PUCT for issuing these credits.  AEP has system, circuit, and service performance credits.  TNMP has connect and service performance credits.

Short Term Goal:  Use the SER001 Service Charge (TDSP Discretionary Charge) code in the SAC04 with the type of credit communicated in the SAC15 data element. 

Long Term Goal:  TX SET will write a change control to add 5 new CRE (credit) codes to be added to the 810_02 SAC04 data element for implementation in V2.1 as this change is being pushed by the PUCT.

Action Item:  TX SET will hold a change control conference call on June 2nd to discuss this change control, which will also recommend these changes from implementation with TX SET version 2.1. 

1:15

TX SET

· Open Discussion Item. TX SET membership is encouraged to give some thought to these questions ahead of time for the meeting on 4/6.  

· What do you believe is the major lesson that TX SET should learn from 2.1 thus far?
1. Modifications made to the change control procedures should alleviate some of the issues encountered.  There were quite a few change controls written for existing changes that had been tabled.  

2. Assumptions were made on implementation dates.  TTPT had presented 12/16 as the tentative end date for the 1005 flight and that date was ‘assumed’ to be the Implementation date.  

3. Change Control lock down.  

4. Planning up front.  

5. Better focus of what the implementation looks like.
· What can TX SET do to address these lessons?

1. Develop a list of questions to assist TX SET with identifying all the requirements when the change control is created.  

2. Put change controls as an agenda item prior to submitting them to be approved.  

· Do you believe there should be a drop-dead date for change controls to be submitted for a TX SET Version?
Yes

· If so what criteria should be included in determining a drop-dead date for submitting change controls?
Did not discuss

· What do you believe contributed to the addition of change controls pass the Initial deadline provided to RMS? 
Still defining business processes for the MOU/EC Model

· What do you believe TX SET did well throughout 2.1?
· Is there a way TX SET can improve on what they did well?
· Do you believe TX SET should release a version each year?
TX SET believes that planning of a release should be considered each year; however there may not be an implementation that year

· What criteria should be used in determining what a TX SET Version Release should consist of?  
Prioritizing change controls similar to how ERCOT prioritizes projects

· When do you believe TX SET should release the next version of TX SET?
Did not discuss


Cary Reed-Change Control Proposal
· Would like to discuss thoughts on improvements to the Change Control process

Cary Reed presented a proposal for adjusting the process by which changes are approved as future change controls.  TX SET agrees with the concept and discussed utilizing the issue tracking document earlier in the issue identification process.  Rather than writing change controls as issues are identified, TX SET would like to move towards thoroughly discussing issues prior to change controls being written.  This will also set the stage for the version Business Requirements documentation. 
Tom Baum-ERCOT

· TX SET Change Control Procedures

Tom Baum reviewed the revised change control procedures with the TX SET members.  Revised procedures will be posted with the April Notes and if no additional edits are made, will be brought forward for approval, along with the revised Change Control Form.    

Tom Baum to develop Visio flow/Power Point that provides the process for handling issues brought to TX SE T that would normally be created in a change control.  

TX SET agrees that issues brought to TX SET should include the issue and the desired outcome for that issue before putting it on the agenda.  Change controls should not be written until an issue has been discussed, cross impacts to business processes and additional transactions identified, and a proposed resolution determined.  

3:00

Chuck Moore-Direct Energy 
· Negative Usage Issue
CPL has received negative usage in the detailed loops on guard light ESIIDs. Example:  Lights out for 15 days on a 30-day cycle.  AEP does not prorate but applies a credit for the 30 day period.  AEP reports 30 days, and credits 15 days.  TXUED bills for the 15 positive days, not the 30 days. .  CNP prorates the usage for the appropriate number of days the service was working. In this scenario CNP would bill for 15 days usage, not the 30 days.
 RRI does not have an issue of receiving negative usage.  Negatives would only show up in the detail loops, not the summary loops.  

Nothing will change currently.  AEP is not out of compliance. 
Action Item:  This will be placed on the Action Items list as CRs work to develop a process they would like to see the TDSPs implement. 
3:30

Suzette Wilburn-ERCOT

· V2.1 MCT Issue:  MOU/EC Requirements 9 & 10

Two of the V2.1 requirements (9 & 10) make modifications to the 810_03/820_03 to include the use of the Membership ID.  These modifications remove the segment/data element assigned for the CR Customer Account Number and apply the MOU/EC TDSP Membership ID in its place.  The exact changes are as follows:  

· Requirement 9 (CC2004-664): Removes the CR Account Number segment (REF~11) and replaces it with the Membership ID segment (REF~1W) on the 810_03 
· Requirement 10 (CC2005-665):  Changes the RMR01 from an 11 (CR Customer Account Number) to a 12 (Membership ID) on the 820_03
Nueces has requested that these requirements be pulled from V2.1, as the implementation of them would remove the CR’s ability to communicate their Customer Account number to the MOU/EC TDSP for use on the bill to the customer.  MCT is requesting the nullification of these two change controls by TX SET.  

Action Item:  Change controls will be nullified on the June 2nd change control conference call

5/19
9:00

Kathy Scott-CenterPoint Energy 

· RMS Assignment Form
Kathy Scott reviewed the process flow for how the RMS Assignment form will be addressed in the Market

Action item:  RMS form will be sent out for TX SET review

· 650 Service Order Request and Response
Due to inaccessible meter problems, TDSPs are unable to accurately determine customer specific need or requests because of limited information.  To reduce the number of complete unexecutable and impacting customer satisfaction CNP has developed a white paper on proposed changes to the 650 to assist in correcting some of these issues.  Other TX SET members may have identified additional areas where clarification maybe needed for both sender and receiver of the 650_01 and 650_02 transactions.  
Action Item:  650 Service Order Request and Response White paper will be emailed to TX SET membership via listserv.   

· Update on IDR Removal Meeting 5/9/05 
Rita would take responsibility to write a new code to the 650_01 to show that CR is requesting an IDR Removal for those CRs requesting the removal of the meter.  Non Option 1 CRs were not in the meeting, but would still need a process similar to what Option 1 CRs would accomplish with the 650_01.  This needs to be revisited to see what options exist to make this a consistent process for all CRs.  RMS approved request from taskforce to increase  scope for mandatory installations threshold changing from 1000 kw to 700 kw  – which will start in October 2005.  

Action Item:  Kathy Scott will distribute documents to the group

10:00

Robert Rodriguez

· Smoothing Discussion
Access seems to be one of the biggest reasons to why estimation occurs.  CRs would like to meet to develop a proposed policy for addressing access issues and what the CRs would like to see the TDSPs do in these situations and provide their proposal to the TDSPs for review.  

TDSPs need to meet with their regulatory and legal departments to determine what their next steps should be as this issue is also currently in the TDSP’s Terms and Conditions discussions.  TDSPs feel that due to the fact that this same issue is currently in two different arenas it would be counter-productive for all involved in this issue if two different processes are  developed to satisfy the CRs need.   In short, the TDSPs would require one solution to close out this issue for all CRs.   
10:15 

Kathy Scott-Review TX Set Workbook
Question & Answer

867_03 Original Transaction ID formatting

BPT02 gray box states:  Transaction Reference numbers will only contain uppercase letters (A to Z) and digits (0 to 9).  Note that punctuation (spaces, dashes, etc.) must be excluded. 
If lowercase letters are sent, ERCOT forwards the transaction with those lowercase letters.  Want to find out if the Market would like us to change the case on the Original Transaction ID to all Uppercase before forwarding on to the CR.  

Action Item:  Would prefer that ERCOT does not make the change and contact the affected TDSP to let them know that they are sending lowercase letters so the TDSP can make a change.  TDSPs in the meeting stated that they believe these transactions are manual re-drops because legacy systems do not allow lowercase letters.  
11:00

Rita Morales - 

Does the TDSP keep the customer information from the 814_16 and 814_01? Do we have to send an 814_PC after every MVI for every TDSP's? or do we only have to send the 814_PC only if there is a change. 

Not sure if this is an issue but we may want to put some clarifications in the guides on what are the business rules around sending the 814_PC.

Answer:   AEP, TXU ED, CNP all receive and store customer information received on the 814_03 from the initiating 814_16 or 814_01.   TNMP was not available to determine note their process in this scenario.  

CNP requested that all CRs send 814_PC after every MVI because of the additional customer information found in the 814_PC and is not present in the 814_03  is stored in CNP’s database for VRU Outage systems and the additional customer information, if provided,  allows for data match points.   AEP and TXU ED did not use the information found in the 814_PC in the same manner as CNP.  



Adjourn
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