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2002-331
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct the N1~FJ segment in the examples at the back of the implementation guides to read N1~FJ

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

To make the examples consistent with the implementation guides

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

The example used N1~5J in error         the example should read N1~FJ

See highlighted examples below for correct use.
Status: Approved as Emergency for 1.4, will also be applied to version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  
Affected Transaction: 814_PC
Emergency Priority:  Yes
Production Implementation Date:   
Recommended Test Flight:  

Notes:

2002-332
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Provide clarification for CRs that a TDSP may report actual quantity even though the start and/or stop read may have been estimated.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Question has been previously submitted to Texas SET.  The TDSPs indicated there are situations where they can have meter that record the actual usage though the readings may be estimated.

Change control is being submitted to add clarity to the gray box and eliminate the need for a new CR to ask the same question at some future date.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See attached redline.
Status: Approved as Emergency for 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 867_03
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:

2002-333

Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Add MEA (Meter Reads) back in the PL loop of the 867_02.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Change Control 2001-153 Removed the MEA~~PRQ segment from the 867_02

Change Control 2001-172 Added the MEA~~PRQ segment back into the PL loop of the 867_02

Change Control 2001-172 was added to the 02/27/2002 redline 1.4 version of the 867_02 implementation guide.

The MEA~~PRQ segment is not included in the 1.5 implementation guide.

Change control 2001-172 is referenced in the 1.5 summary of changes

The examples reflect change control 2001-172. 

Add segment MEA~~PRQ segment back into EDI guidelines, which was inadvertently removed between versions 1.4 and 1.5

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See attached change control 2001-172 listed below.
Status: Approved as Emergency for 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 867_02
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: Version 1.5 redline
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-334
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Currently, upon receipt of an 814_17 with a reject reason of “NFI”, ERCOT does not provide a description that specifies the reason for receiving the NFI.

This change control is to allow ERCOT to provide a short description as to why the CR has received the “NFI” reject.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

At Multiple MI/MO workshops, the CR has indicated that the receipt of the NFI reject on Move Ins is one of the largest problems associated with rejects.  The NFI is very difficult to research since it gives no indication as to why the CR has received it.

ERCOT would like to provide the CR with a short description explaining the reason for the NFI reject. 

This change DOES NOT require a change to TX SET, rather, it is to notify MPs that this change will result in the CR seeing a Reject Description for an NFI reject where previously there wasn’t any.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

ERCOT will be populating the REF03 of the REF~7G when the REF02 = “NFI”.  The CR can expect to 

Receive 1 of four possible error messages:

1. SWITCH_AND_OR_DROP_EXISTS      (Occurs when a switch/DTP is causing the MVI to reject)
2. MVI_AND_OR_MVO_EXISTS               (814_02 Only)
3. MVI_EXISTS_FROM_ANOTHER_CR   (Occurs when another CR is blocking your MVI)
4. MVI_EXISTS_FROM_SAME_CR           (Occurs when the submitter of the rejected transaction is the        same CR that owns the pending MI)
Status: Approved as Emergency for 1.4, will also be applied to version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_17, 814_02
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: Version 1.5 redline
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-335
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct Error on REF~SU and to make the REF~SU consistent with the 814_05

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Clean-up of Texas SET and have segment consistent with the 814_05

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See Redline

Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_05
Emergency Priority: Y
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes: These will be codified at a later date.
 2002-336
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct Error and indicate the field is always required.  

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Since the transaction is a Request the Accept and Rejection conditions are not applicable.  The field is always required.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See Redline.

Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_14
Emergency Priority: Y
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-337
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

REF~SU was added in TX SET 1.5 but there was no change control referencing associated to adding the segment.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Document that REF~SU was added and to correct typo in gray box.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

Status: Approved for version 1.5

Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_22
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-338
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct typographical error in the notes gray box for the REF~SU segment

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Clean-up of 1.5 changes.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See Redlines.
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_01, 814_03, 814_05, 814_10, 814_16,814_20
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-339
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Clean-up examples for Special Needs Indicator.  If REF~SU is always required for 650_02 then examples need to be updated.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Clean-up examples to indicate REF~SU is always required on 650_02.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

Status: Withdrawn
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority: 
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-340
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Make REF~SU only required for Service Order Complete.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

When Change Control 2001-259 was approved to change Life Support Indicator to Special Needs Indicator it made a blanket change on the REF~SU segment indicating the field was always require.  It did not take into account that the REF~SU on the 650_02 was only required when the BGN08 = 51.  Otherwise, the segment is not used.

Need to add verbiage back in to be consistent with other transactions.  For example, Special Needs Indicator is not sent from the TDSP on the 814_05 when rejecting a move-in request nor is the Special Needs Indicator on the 814_28 which is used for Permit Required or Complete Unexecutable. 

Will also need to correct count on example 11 of 11.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See Redlines
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 650_02
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-341
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct Examples

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct examples for the 814_16.

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See Redlines
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_16
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-342
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct SE count in Examples

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct SE number of segment count in examples

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_01
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-343
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct SE count in Examples

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct SE number of segment count in examples

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_03
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-344
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct SE count in Examples

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct SE number of segment count in examples

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_04
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-345
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct SE count in Examples

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct SE number of segment count in examples

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 814_05
Emergency Priority: Y
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-346
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Correct SE count in Examples

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct SE number of segment count in examples and remove blank row between REF~MG and REF~Q5

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 650_04
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

2002-347
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Change REF Segment (Invoice Numberr) to (Invoice Number)

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Correct Typo

Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why?): 

See Redline
Status: Approved for version 1.5
Changes to Clarify the Change Control: 
Affected Transaction: 810_02
Emergency Priority: Yes
Production Implementation Date: 
Recommended Test Flight:  
Notes:  

Question and Answer

***If you address a question to the TX SET list serve this is the forum for your answer***


Question:  1)  814_25

Change Control 272 - This change control is to provide a reject code for invalid bill type - "FRB" - but the 814_24 document does not include the Bill Type (REF*BLT) as being sent.  So would this really be a valid reject code?

Answer: 1) Change Control will be submitted to remove the Bill Type reject reason on the 814_25.

Question:  2) 650_04

There is also one discrepancy in the 650_04 where the change control 308 is not included in the log of changes.  Does this need a Change control update the change control log?

Answer: 2) Change Controls will be submitted for each instance.
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