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Change Control Conference Call Minutes
September 27, 2002

Dial In Number – 1.800.430.8190  PassCode – 5591

txsetchangecontrol@ercot.com
(2002.422, 2002.424)


Facilitator: 
Dave Odle
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Susan Neel
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Carrie Ray

EC Power

Wendy Ortt

STEC

Jennifer Garcia

San Patricio


Sonia Howell

AEP

Paul McKinney

Coral

Ernie Godoy

Nueces





Announcement: 

· TX SET will be meeting October 1, & 2, at the Austin Airport Hilton
Approval of TX SET Change Control Minutes: 

· Minutes from the September 13th Change Control Conference Call were Tabled
· Minutes from the September 20th Change Control Conference Call were Tabled
2002-422
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

When Change Control 2001-176 was written to remove references of Drop To POLR, the change control should have also removed the references of Drop to POLR on the 814_13.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):Remove references of Drop To POLR and concurrent processing on the 814_13 Date Change Response.  Since the 814_13 is a response to the 814_12, the Document Flows section should be the reverse of the 814_12.  This change control provides consistency between the 814_12 and the 814_13.
Status: Approved
Version: 1.5

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 814_13
Emergency Priority: Yes
Notes
2002-423
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Update the implementation guide for the 814_03 (REF~BLT) to indicate IOU TDSP rejection for erroneous billing information is NOT mandatory. This was omitted in CC#2002-411.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): Currently the grey box makes no statement regarding accepting or rejecting the transaction based upon the presence of the billing type, this needs to be changed to state that rejection is optional as some IOU TDSP’s will not validate against this information but will instead accept the transaction and discard the billing information.
Status: Withdrawn
Version: 1.5

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 814_03
Emergency Priority: 
Notes
2002-424
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Add code to REF~5H (Suspension Code), of the 650_04 so the TDSP can notify CR electric service for an ESIID has been permanently disconnected.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):This will provide a vehicle to allow the TDSP to notify the CR of a perceived permanent disconnection of service.  The CR may generate an 814 _24 to the TDSP or contact the customer to determine status of the disconnect/move out and /or potential re-connect.
Status: Withdrawn 
Version: 1.5

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority: 
Notes: This issue has been referred to the Move In Move Out Workgroup
Question and Answer

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


Question:  1) 

On the 814_12, there is a REF~TD (Reason for Change) segment, which

provides an indication as to whether the Move-In Date (DTM~375) or the

Move-Out Date (DTM~376) segments on the EDI will be populated.  Should a REF~TD segment added to the 814_13?

Answer:  1)

Will be discussed further at TX SET, not an emergency so further discussion is required.

Question:  2)  

If the PER Segment in the 814_10 is used to generate the PER on the 814_03, which transaction needs to be corrected?  The 814_10 transaction supports an Communication Number Qualifier of EM (Electronice Mail) in the PER03 and PER05.  The 814_03 does not allow for the value of "EM".  The decision will affect other transactions as well.

Answer:  2)

A change control will need to be written to remove this.

If any of these scenarios are valid for submitting an 814_12 would ERCOT forward the 814_12 on to the losing CR or the CSA CR after they received the 814_13 accept from the TDSP. We are trying to find out if there is any possibility that a CR may receive an 814_12 before they receive the 814_06 (forced move-out), 814_28 (CSA permit required) or the 814_22 (CSA move-in).

If a CR submits a move-in request, which is more than 20 days in the future and the TDSP responds back with an 814_28 Permit Required, does the 20-day rule for canceling the move-in take into account the original requested move-in date?  For example on October 1 the CR submits a customer’s move-in request for October 31 for a new home being built.  The TDSP responds back on October 2 with an 814_28.  The customer will not be able to obtain the permits until October 30 when construction is scheduled for completion.  Will ERCOT cancel the move-in request because of the 20-day clock rule?

Answer: 2B)

The Move In would be cancelled.
Question:  3)   

1. Can a CR submit a date change for a move-in or move-out if they have not     received the 814_05 or 814_25?  Please review the following scenarios:

· A CR submits a move-in for October 15. The TDSP has not responded to ERCOT with an 814_04 or 814_28.

· A CR submits a move-in for October 15. The TDSP has responded to ERCOT with an 814_28 permit required.  The CR contacts the customer to notify them they need a permit.  The customer tells the CR they need to change their move-in date from October 15 to October 17 and will have the permit by October 15.

· A CR submits a move-out for October 15.  The TDSP has not yet responded with an 814_25.

· A CR submits a move-out for October 15.  There is a CSA in effect. ERCOT has sent the 814_03 to the TDSP. The TDSP has not yet responded with an 814_04.

· A CR submits an 814_24 for October 15.  There is a CSA agreement in effect.  The TDSP responded to ERCOT with an 814_28 permit required.  Can the CR submit a date change to change their move-out date.
Answer:  3)
The 814_28 date change question will be submitted at TX SET, Tuesday October 1, 2002

Question:  4)  

On page 31 of 38 in the 1.5 version of the 650_01, the gray box states the following:
  

	Notes:
	 
	HL Parent Loop (Service Order Level Information)

 

Required if customer requests a call before the work is to be performed.  This requires a phone number to be populated in the PER Segment.

 

	 
	 
	YNQ~~Y~~~~~~9~CAL


 

You then have an option of Y or N  which states that it is a Must Use segment.  The gray box says "Required if the customer requests a call... " If Y is required when the customer requests a call why is there even an option of NO?  Can the segment be made optional?  If Y or N must always be sent, can the gray box be worded differently so that it is more clear?  I would be happy to do a change control, once I have an answer to the question.

Answer:  4) 

This is a required if situation, so it is considered optional. Change Control will be written.
Question:  5)  

Does ERCOT build the N1~8R (Service Address Loop) on the 814_14 from the information received on the 814_10 or information received on the 814_04 from the TDSP?  If the loop is built based on the 814_04, why does the N1~8R loop in the 814_10 contain the:

· N1 Name (Customer Name) with a format Last Name, First Name rather than “PREMISE” or “X” like the 814_04

· N2 Additional Name (Customer Name Overflow)

· N3 Address Information (Customer Service Address) 

· N401 (City Name) and N402 (State or Province Code) in the N4Geographic Location (Customer Service Address)?

Additionally, if ERCOT is building the 814_14 N1~8R loop from the 814_04, why does the transaction on the 814_14 have the N2 segment on the N1~8R loop since the information is not contained on the 814_04?

Answer:  5)  

Future Discussion at TX SET
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