
Change Control Conference Call Minutes
November 8, 2002

Dial In Number – 1.800.430.8190  PassCode – 5591
txsetchangecontrol@ercot.com


Facilitator: 
Dave Odle

ERCOT
Call Attendees:
Ed Skiba


Entergy

Dave Robeson

Entergy
Carrie Reed

AEP

Robert Hill

ESG

Sharon 


Oncor

Diana Rehfeldt

TNNP


Wendy Brubaker

Systrends
Elizabeth Moore

TXU

Natalie Dance

Republic

Sonia Howell

AEP






Approval of TX SET Change Control Minutes: 

· Minutes from the September 25th Change Control Conference Call were: Tabled
· Minutes from the November 1st Change Control Conference Call were: Approved
2002-453
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): 

To provide clarification that the start date on the first 867_03 must be the same as the date on the 867_04 and that the start reading can be different.

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

Change Control 243 is not clear.  Clarification is needed on the following two points

1. The reading on the first 867_03 is the actual start reading, even if that reading is different than the reading supplied on the 867_04

2. The date on the first 867_03 must match the date on the 867_04.

Status: Withdrawn and Resubmit (by Texas SET)
Version: 1.6

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 867_04
Emergency Priority: 
Discussion Notes:  Discussed at Texas SET this week, it was decided that this change control should be withdrawn and resubmitted with clarifying language.

2002-454
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): 

Remove the EM code from the PER03 Communication Number Qualifier and PER05 Communication Number Qualifier and update examples.

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

When the PER Segment was added to the 814_01, 814_03, 814_16 to the N1~8R the EM code was not added to the PER03 or PER05.  As a result, if ERCOT receives the EM code on the 814_24 they would be unable to forward the PER segment on the 814_03 transaction.

Therefore, a recommendation was made to remove the code from the 814_24.

Status: Approved:  Withdrawn
Version: 1.6

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 814_24
Emergency Priority: 
Notes:   The reasoning behind this change control is not applicable.   The change control indicates that the reason the change is needed because ERCOT cannot send the EM code from the 814_24 on the 814_03 in the case of a CSA.  Change Control 2002-395, which was approved on 8/30/02 already addressed this issue. 2002-395 stated that the PER segment on the 814_24 will not be sent to the TDSP on a CSA move in (814_03).  In order to be consistent with other transactions, the market may still want to remove the EM code.  ERCOT will submit another change control with a more accurate reason description.

2002-455
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Update EDI example for the 814_24 to show the PER segment in the N1~BT loop.

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

Change control 2002-262 adds the PER segment to the N1~BT loop.  This segment is required if the ESI ID is located in Muni/Coop market, other wise not used.  The EDI examples do now show the segment.

Status: Approved

Version: 1.6

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 814_24
Emergency Priority: 
Discussion Notes:  
2002-456
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Change gray box explanation for the description of code ‘FRB’ in the REF~7G (Reject Code) segment for transaction 814_04 to be applicable to all billing parties, not just the Muni/Coop market.

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

To be consistent with Change Control #2002-444, which allows IOU TDSPs to reject an 814_03 for invalid bill types.  This change request is intended to change the gray box description of the FRB reject code in the 814_04 transaction to make it applicable to this reject scenario.

Status: Withdrawn
Version: 1.6

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 814_04
Emergency Priority: 
Discussion Notes:  If we make the update on the 814_04 reject reason we also should have the same gray box information on the 814_05 and 814_11 transaction since these transactions are responses back to the CR if the TDSP sends the rejection code on the 814_04. There is no gray box on the FRB code on the 814_11.  It was recommended to withdraw and resubmit this change control to include impacts to the above mentioned transactions.

2002-457
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

The gray box description on the REF*6W (Channel Number) segment within the PTD = BO (interval summary) loop needs to be modified as shown in the redline segment below.

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

Cleanup of guidelines

Status: Withdrawn
Version: 1.6

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 867_02, 867_03
Emergency Priority: 
Notes:  The change is to correct the gray box on the channel number in the BO loop for both the 867_02 and 867_03.  Change Control 2002-351 was approved for Version 1.5, which removes the channel number from the BO loop.  The issue is the EDI implementation guide does not include change control 2002-351.  The implementation guide needs updated and this change control needs to be withdrawn.

2002-436
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

The entire 810_03 Implementation Guide was reviewed for completeness, accuracy, and consistency.  Several changes have been made.  In particular, the examples have been updated and changed to make them applicable to real-world situations.

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

The following changes have been made.  These changes were discussed and approved at the TX SET meeting on 10/01 and 10/02.

1. On page 2, deleted reference to Visio scenario M since none of the other IG’s reference Visio scenarios.  The muni/co-op invoice is referenced in the J-5 and J-6 scenarios.  

2. Transaction Notes on page 5 have been changed to indicate that only one ACCOUNT IT1 Loop can be used in this transaction.

3. Update the BIG05 gray box for transaction reference number

4. The first grey box on the IT1 segment has been changed to indicate that only one ACCOUNT IT1 Loop can be used in this transaction.

4.  The first grey box in the SLN segment has been changed to be consistent with the 810_02.

5.   The REF IK segment has been added on page 27.

6.    SAC 04 codes in the first grey box for the SAC segment have been changed to reflect real-world examples.  Also, the values of the SAC 08 and SAC 10 have been switched to make them comply with the descriptions for these two data elements.  The rate is now in the SAC 08 and the quantity is now in the SAC 10.

7.  In the SAC segment, correct spelling, deleted two SAC 04 codes because they are not applicable to the muni/co-op market:  INT001 and INT003.

8.  In the first grey box of the TXI segment, changed the order of the data element for state and local taxes from “SL” to “LS” .  This change makes the 810_03 consistent with the 810_02.

7.  Made several changes to Example #1.

8.  Made several changes to Example #2.

9.  Made several changes to Example #3.

10.  Added Example #4 for unmetered outdoor lighting.

Status: Approved (Texas SET)
Version: 1.5

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:  

Affected Transaction: 810_03
Emergency Priority: Emergency
Discussion Notes:  This was discussed at Texas SET on 11/5/02 and was approved.

Question and Answer

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


Question: 1) Does the CR need to manage, which meters are having cancels to suspensions and which meters are still suspended.  This scenario gets much uglier when one starts to ask what are the 867_03 implications if some meters are suspended for the entire period while others are partially suspended etc...
Answer:  TDSPs will research and respond next week.  
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