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September

MINUTES

2003


Comfort Suites



10:00 AM
Introductions

Approval of Minutes

August 2003 minutes  - APPROVED (Motion by Cary Reed; Seconded by Jason Bear)
820/810 Workshop: CR and TDSP Late Payment on Credit Balances Discussion

Discussion: Issue originated in TX SET, could not be resolved. Issues was addressed by 810/820 workshop, still could not be resolved.  TXU intends to take the issue to RMS, but wanted to give TX SET another opportunity to resolve first.  Several CRs have met prior to this TX SET meeting and have drafted an issues document for review.  If resolution does not result from today’s discussion, this issue will be taken to RMS for a policy decision.

Is it possible to turn off late payments at the ESI ID level?  This could resolve most of the issues.  TDSPs at the last TX SET meeting indicated that this might be a possibility.  They were asked to investigate.  Per AEP, they will never charge a late payment fee on an ESI ID that has a credit balance.  Per ONCOR, each invoice stands on its own.  If a given invoice is past due, it will be considered late, even if it could be offset by credits for the same ESI ID.  The TX market was not designed to maintain ‘balance forward’ amounts for ESI IDs.  Consensus from the TDSPs is that this constitutes a market change that should be referred to RMS.

TDSPs met yesterday and reviewed several cancel/rebill scenarios:

Scenario 1: $100 invoice cancelled 10 days later.  New original (rebill) for $90.  TDSP would expect CR to apply $100 credit (from cancelled invoice) to the first original on or before the due date.  The new original $90 would then be paid on its due date (10 days later).  Some CRs would not apply the $100 credit until it was “due”.  In this case, the $100 first original is paid, then the $100 credit is applied to the $90 new original and the CR still has a $10 credit balance.

Scenario 2 – same as scenario #1, except CR pays first original before it gets cancelled.

Scenario 3 – TDSP sends invoice 123 for $1,000,000.  The following month, the TDSP sends invoice 456 for $90.  It then cancels invoice 123 ($-1,000,000) with invoice 789 and rebills with invoice 999 for $100.  CR pays the $1,000,000 on or before its due date.  When the #789 credit invoice is received, the CR contacts the TDSP for a refund.  Consensus is that the TDSP and CR should work together to get a refund to the CR from the TDSP, given that this is a very large amount and should be handled as an exception.  Would CR be assessed a late charge on invoice 456 (for $90)?  Most TDSPs agreed that they would systematically assess the late charge if it were recognized as past due by the system, but that late charge could be reversed for this exceptional case.

What qualifies as a large amount?  This would vary for each CR.  Current BPO for 820_02 references a “reasonable amount of time” for the CR to offset the credit with other invoices.  TX SET recommends that “reasonable amount of time” be further defined as 2 business days.

Proposed changes to 820_02 BPO:
	Cancel and Restatement
	
	A negative Remittance Advice is not allowed in the Texas Market. If the adjustments are larger than the payments (creating a negative remittance advice), payment must be held until the CR can submit a net positive Remittance Advice.   It is not necessary for a CR to hold an adjustment amount until the days invoice will result in a zero difference but instead they may use the adjustment amount by taking a partial credit on a invoice. If the CR has determined that the negative remittance cannot be offset with other invoices due within 2 business days, the CR will contact the TDSP to:.
1) request a refund to be issued within 7 Business Days, or

2) work through the credit balance to resolve the situation.

While the TDSP is working with the CR to resolve the credit balance, the TDSP will suspend or reverse the late payment fees, for the ESI ID in question, in the event the ESI ID was charged.
A CR can reject an invoice with a 997 when it is not ANSI compliant. A CR must pass an 820-remittance advice for every invoice (original, cancel and restatement) received even when a cancel and restatement of usage subsequently cancels the original invoice

· RMR~IK~012300OR~~250.01   Original

· RMR~IK~012300CN~~-250.01  Cancel

· RMR~IK~012400RE~~150.01     RestatmentIn the same ST – SE loop structure. Net funds transferred by the bank is $150.01

The remittance advice total, which is a sum of all the invoices paid, must match the total payment sent to the bank. 

The correct invoice number to use when retrieving credits, as a result of cancel and rebills, is the invoice number for the cancelled invoice, not the original invoice number.  




ACTION ITEM: The above changes will be submitted as an emergency change control for TX SET v1.5 (Kyle Patrick).  

ACTION ITEM: The Transaction Improvement Task Force should also be advised of this change for the possible addition of this in the ERCOT point-to-point protocols (Kyle/Rita/Cary).

Further Discussion: TXU still perceives a need in the market to change to a balance forward model of billing (i.e., “netting”), where there would be no late charges applied to any ESI IDs if the CR has an overall credit balance with the TDSP.  There should be no late charges applied if there is a credit due to the CR, even on an ESI ID level.  The proposed changes to the 820_02 BPO do not fully address this issue.  They require a CR to contact the TDSP and treat this as an exception.  TXU believes the late fees should be suppressed automatically, and not only as a part of manual exception reporting where the CR must call the TDSP for a refund on a large credit balance.

TDSPs reiterated that they do not maintain Accounts Receivable (A/R) balances at the ESI ID level.  This clarified the issue for several of the CRs, accounting for some of the miscommunication that has occurred over this issue.

Issue

· Credit Balances are created when the CR makes a payment to the TDSP for an invoice (#123), which the TDSP then creates a Cancel for the invoice (#123).   The TDSP then creates a “New” Original Invoice (#456) for less than invoice (#123), this occurs after receiving the CR payment. A Credit Balance is the final result of these events.  Its is a recommendation that a structured method should be created that will detail the procedure that the CR will use to communicate to the TDSP. This procedure should result in the CR requesting and receiving credit refund (either by check, wire, etc).

CR Desired Outcome

· TDSP’s should turn off Late Payment charges at the ESI level if the ESI has a credit for current Amount Due.

Short Term

· Change Controls should be created to add clarification to the 810 BPO. Cancels should have the same Past Due Date as the Original. All new Originals Past Due date should be 35 days from the date of the new original transmitted 810.

Long Term
· CR would send negative 820 to the TDSP to settle credit balances. Negative 820 would be Point to Point. CR would provide details (ESI Level) on the negative 820.
Lunch

NEW AGENDA ITEMS:
· PWG request for changes to 814_20 (Kyle Patrick)

The TDSP must send an 814_20 Maintain ESI ID transaction when a load profile for an ESI ID changes as a result of the annual validation.  PWG requested a flag or code to identify which load profile changes are the result of an annual validation process to assist ERCOT in tracking/reporting changes resulting from annual validation.  ERCOT/TDSPs identify ESI IDs that must be changed, and this is compiled in a list.  ERCOT would need to have a way to reconcile actual profile changes sent on 814_20 transactions by the TDSP to the list of the ESI IDs on the list.

ACTION ITEM: Jennifer Teel will draft a change request to add a new code to the 814_20 transaction
· Demand readings on non-demand tariffs (Cary Reed)

Protocol 10.3.3 item 3.  Recent PRR approved (10/2002) at the request of ERCOT.  TDSP is supposed to suppress demand readings from reported readings if CR does not use/need the demand reading.  AEP does not believe the protocol change is appropriate.  AEP is currently not compliant.

ACTION ITEM: TDSPs should review the language in this protocol to make sure it is what should occur.

Is there any time that a CR would ever bill for demand where the TDSP does not?

· Update on Chapter 19 Protocols (Johnny Robertson)

Johnny reviewed the latest version of the PRR with TX SET.  All comments received during the review process have been incorporated.  All transactions in TX SET v1.5 are now accurately reflected in this section of the protocols.  Some of the subsections of the chapter have been renumbered.  Some text has been added to the description of the 997 transaction.  Some of the wording in the PRR still does not match the implementation guides (i.e. document purpose/flow), but reviewers thought the language in the protocols added clarification.  If necessary, the IGs should be changed, and not the protocols.

Per Cheryl Moseley, ERCOT is not a market participant.  She suggests that TX SET should change terminology to state “Market Participants and ERCOT”.
ACTION ITEM: Final PRR will be included with minutes for distribution to TX SET and submitted to RMS for approval.
· 867_03 QTY01 Issue (Cary Reed)
Inaccessible meter (dog tied to meter, locked meter, etc.) resulted in a reading that was estimated for reasons outside the TDSP’s control.  A corresponding inaccessible meter charge will be included on a related 810_02.

Discussion: AEP is planning to begin sending value of ‘92’ in QTY01 field (this code is in 867_03 guide, but not currently used).  If meter is still not accessible after the first month, the CR will be assessed the charge.  Would other TDSPs also incorporate this process?  Per AEP, they may be the only TDSP with an inaccessible meter charge in their tariffs.  CRs have requested that there also be a code to 

ACTION ITEM: CRs to check to see if they are getting emails from TDSPs/AEP regarding inaccessible meters.

ACTION ITEM: CRs to check to see if their systems have coded their systems to accept a code of ‘92’ in the QTY01 data element.  Could the CRs accept this code as notification of an inaccessible meter?

ACTION ITEM: ERCOT to check to see if their system will accept a code of ‘92’ in the QTY01 data element.  
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Approval of TX SET Change Control Minutes: Minutes from last call 07-12-03 were approved


2003-555
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): Create a new reject code to be used by ERCOT for initiating transactions that contain the same original transaction ID

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

To support the MIMO Solution to Stacking market design, ERCOT will reject any initiating transactions that contain the same Original Transaction ID (BGN02) when received from the same CR
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_02, 11, 17, 19, 21, 25, & 27
Emergency Priority:

Notes: It will be noted that these are for ERCOT use only

2003-556

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

Add gray box definition ‘Retired’ to the 814_02, 814_11, 814_17, 814_19, 814_21, 814_25, 814_27, and 814_PD

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  The MIMO Coordination Team identified that the only circumstance by which the ‘008’ code would be used would be when the ESI-ID is retired.  This gray box definition needs to be added to all transactions where the 008 code exists.
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control:

Affected Transaction: 814_02, 11, 17, 19, 21, 25, 27, PD
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-557

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

Remove ‘NFI’ reject reason from the 814_04 and 814_05

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  At the MIMO Solution to Stacking coordination meeting it was determined that ‘NFI’ is not a valid reject reason for use by the TDSPs.  This code needs to be removed from the REF~7G list of reject reasons
Status: Approved 

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_04, 814_05
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-558
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Add reject code ‘MOX’ to the list of codes in the REF~7G segment for the 814_04 and 814_05

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):As part of the MI/MO task force effort to implement a solution to stacking, TDSPs will reject an 814_03 received for a MVO to CSA when they have received another 814_03 for a MVI on the same ESI-ID, regardless of which 814_03 was received first.  
Status: Withdrawn

Version: 

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-559
Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):

Create a new reject code for the 814_02 to be used by ERCOT for Switches received when a MVI is already scheduled

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  The MIMO Coordination team identified the need for a specific reject code to be used by ERCOT in instances when a switch is submitted on a premise that has a Move-In already scheduled with an earlier date
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_02
Emergency Priority:

Notes: For ERCOT use only

2003-560

Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): Add a new reject code to the 814_08 for manual cancels by ERCOT

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

In an effort to provide more clarification to the CR on the cancellations sent by ERCOT, ERCOT will provide a specific code for those instances where the CRs transactions are cancelled manually in ERCOT’s system

This change is included in the MIMO Solution to Stacking High Level Requirements Documentation
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_08
Emergency Priority:

Notes: Replace “Reject” with “Status”

2003-561

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

Create a new reject code for the 814_17 and 814_25 to reject backdated Move-Ins and Move-Outs

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  To support the MIMO Solution to Stacking market design, and additional reject code needs to be added to the 814_17 and 814_25 which will be sent by ERCOT on any backdated Move-Ins or Move-Outs that are requesting a date that is prior to another completed or scheduled transaction
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_17, 814_25
Emergency Priority: 

Notes: For ERCOT use only

2003-562

Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): Add a new reject code to the 814_02, 814_17, 814_25, 814_04, and 814_05 to indicate when the date requested is earlier than the start date of the ESI-ID

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

The MIMO Coordination Team identified an instance where an initiating transaction may be submitted on an ESI-ID that is not energized.  This change control is to provide a code that clearly explains when these instances occur
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_02, 814_17, 814_25, 814_04, and 814_05
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-563

Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): A new reject code to be used by ERCOT for rejecting duplicate transactions for the 814_01, 08, 10, 12,16, 18, 20, 24, 26, & 28 

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): To support the MIMO Solution to Stacking market design, ERCOT will begin rejecting all duplicate transactions that contain the same BGN02 (original transaction ID)
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_02, 09, 11, 17, 19, 21, 25, 27, & 29
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-564

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

Add new reject code, DTS, to the 814_11

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): As part of the MI/MO task force effort to implement a solution to stacking, ERCOT will reject a Drop to AREP request if the requestor is the AREP for that ESI-ID
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control: The code will be the “B30: Already with same CR”
Affected Transaction: 814_11
Emergency Priority:

Notes: For ERCOT use only

2003-565

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

Create a new reject code SBD to indicate that the ESI-ID requested is scheduled to be de-energized on the date of the request.  

Remove gray box associated with the ‘008’ reject code from CC 2003-521 and replace with ‘Retired’

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

As part of the MI/MO task force effort to implement a solution to stacking, and to mitigate the risk of processing a Move-Out and Move-In out of order, ERCOT will hold and retry a Move-Out, submitted by a REP for an ESI-ID that is scheduled to be de-energized, on an interval basis for a period of 48 hours (only counting hours on business days, but not only business hours).  If the Move-Out is still in a reject status for a de-energized ESI-ID after the retry period has expired, ERCOT will send the 814_25 reject to the submitting REP

Initial change to have the gray box added to the 008 reject code (CC 2003-521) was incorrect because it did not explain to the CR whether the Move-out was cancelled because the Premise is de-energized, or if the Switch request was rejected for Retired ESI ID.

This change control will replace the changes from CC 2003-521
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_25
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-566

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

1.  Create a new reject code to indicate that the ESI-ID requested is scheduled to be de-energized on the date of the request.  Add to the 814_02, 814_04, and 814_05

2.  Remove gray box associated with the ‘008’ reject code from CC 2003-520 for the 814_02 and add gray box ‘Retired’

3.  Add ‘008’ code with gray box ‘Retired’ to the 814_04, 814_05

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): As part of the MI/MO task force effort to implement a solution to stacking, ERCOT will reject a Switch if the ESI ID is scheduled to be de-energized at ERCOT on the date requested.  For an on-cycle switch, the earliest available switch date will be used for evaluation.  Initial change to have the gray box added to the 008 reject code (CC 2003-520) was incorrect because it did not explain to the CR whether the switch was cancelled because the Premise is de-energized, so they need to submit a Move-In, or if the Switch request was rejected for Retired ESI ID.

This change control will replace the changes from CC 2003-520
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_02, 814_04, 814_05 
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-567

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

Create a new cancellation reason for ERCOT to use when duplicate 814_08s are received with the same cancellation reason for the same business process

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  The MIMO Coordination team identified the need for a specific reject code to be used by ERCOT in instances when multiple 814_08s are received with the same cancellation reason for the same pending business process.  
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_08
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-568

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

Add additional clarification to the REF03 of the REF~7G to include ‘Drop to AREP from Same CR’, and ‘Drop to AREP’

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

As part of the MIMO task force effort to implement a solution to stacking, ERCOT will also reject an initiating transaction if it is a Move-In, off-cycle Switch, or off-cycle Drop to AREP with a requested date that is the same as the scheduled meter read date on another scheduled Move-In, Switch or Drop to AREP.  Clarification was necessary in the REF03 to include the Drop to AREP situations

This is an addition to the changes requested in CC 2003-518
Status: Approved

Version: 2.0

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_11
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-569

Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet):  Provide gray box clarification to the LIN segment to indicate that the Texas Market supports only 1 LIN loop per EDI Transaction.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): Per ANSI standards, the LIN loop can be used multiple times in an EDI file, however the Texas Market only supports the use of 1 LIN loop per EDI file.  Because there are market participants that participate in other markets where multiple LIN loops are used, this gray box change will provide clarification on how the LIN loop is used in the Texas Market.
Status: Approved

Version: Future Release

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-570

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

Update/Correct Examples.

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  Changes to the Business Process Overview document at the 810/820 workshop resulted in the need for clean up work on the examples.
Status: Withdrawn

Version: Future Implementation

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 820_02
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-571

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

Move segment gray box verbiage for A78 being used only by ERCOT and TDSP to gray box on actual code

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): List usage of codes in code gray boxes not segment gray box.
Status: Approved

Version: Future Implementation

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 814_09, 814_13
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-572

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

Add 

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?): Make consistent between all guidelines.
Status: Approved

Version: 

Changes to Clarify the Change Control: Removing Reference to Reinstate

Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-573

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

Remove references to the word “reinstate”  in the 814_08 and 814_09 transactions.  Modify references in ASI segment  and examples.

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

Clarification of the transaction, the 814_08 is a Cancel transaction – it is not a reinstatement.
Status: Approved

Version: Future Implementation

Changes to Clarify the Change Control: Removing Reference to Reinstate

Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

2003-574

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

Remove existing transaction notes from the 814 PC guide

Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):  In reviewing BPO requirements, it has been determined that the existing Transaction notes do not provide value and should be eliminated.
Status: Approved

Version: Future Implementation

Changes to Clarify the Change Control

Affected Transaction: 
Emergency Priority:

Notes:

10:30 AM
Version 2.0
· Change Controls

Discussion: See TX SET Change Control Conference call minutes
· Baseline Publication

ACTION ITEM: ERCOT will incorporate change controls approved today and distribute to TX SET by 9/19/03.  TX SET members who have volunteered to review baseline documents should return any comments by 9/26/03.  ERCOT will publish version 2.0 baseline implementation guides by 9/30/03.

· Visios
10:45 AM
867 HU issue 
We are receiving 867 HU with a meter type of NONE and no meter number.  Have been told by TDSP that this is because the premise is new.  Would like to discuss how this should work.  In once case we got an 824_28 PT and the 867_02 - should hte 867_02 not wait on getting the 814_05 back??  Another case we got an 814_05 and the 867_02.  There is a status code of HUU that can be sent back onthe 814_05 to indicate no historical usage - should this code not be sent and no 867_02 sent back.  Would like to find out how the TDSP's are handling and there may need to be changes to TX Set - at the minimum add the mter type of NONE to the REF*MT graybox.
Discussion: Consensus is that there is no value in receiving an 867_02 with no historical usage.  TX SET should pursue recommendation that HUU status code from the 814_04/814_05 be used as notification that no 867_02 will be sent by the TDSP.

ACTION ITEM: TDSPs should investigate to see if this is happening and why.  How do TDSP’s currently handle a historical usage request for a new premise?  Can the TDSPs send a status code of HUU on the 814_04?

ACTION ITEM: CRs should investigate to see if they would be OK if they do not receive an 867_02.  Can they process the HUU status code from the 814_05 as notification that no 867_02 will be received?  

rebill indicator 
I know this was talked about in the 810/867 workgroup - but don't know if it got anywhere.  A lot of my CR's are waiting a code on an 810 that is a rebill.  Should I just submit a change control? 

Discussion: Change control has been submitted (to be discussed at October change control meeting).
BGN06 as the lifecycle reference 
On some transactions the BGN06 references the BGN02, others it references an original switch, move-in, etc transactions.  Should we not consider putting the lifecycle number in another place and let the BGN06 always reference back to the BGN02.  There are instances (I think the 814_08) where we get an 814_08 to cancel and 814_06 and the BGN06 is referencing another CR's switch - this number happens to match transaction reference numbers we have.  Had to put some very specialized coding in place to handle this.  Just would like to see consistent use of BGN06 - not dual use. 

Discussion: Consensus is that this could be a HUGE change to fix this problem.  Suggestion was made to leave the BGN06 alone and add a new data element to use to close the original request, always referencing back to the BGN02 in all cases.  Will there ever be a need to reference two separate business processes?  MPs should be considering this as a potential future change.  Implementation of stacking could impact the need for this information.  Would this make coding for v2.0 any easier?  If not, it is unlikely to be added to v2.0.

ACTION ITEM: MPs should investigate to see if this change would add value to the market.

ACTION ITEM: A small TX SET subgroup will meet (Kyle, Jason, Brian, Charlie, Suzette, Shelly, Kathy, Jennifer) to pursue this issue in more detail.  Jennifer Teel will coordinate the subgroup meeting.

Jennifer Teel EC Power
11:30 AM
· Mass Transition: Subteam Formation

Kyle Patrick Reliant
Discussion:  A subteam will meet tomorrow to review results of Customer Transition Task Force to prepare to implement recommendations approved by RMS. Bernie, Brian, Shelly, Kyle, Diana, Robert, Johnnie, Bill, and Charlie will participate.  Meeting is at ERCOT Metcenter office beginning at 9:00 AM.
Lunch

12:30 PM
Visio Changes

Discussion:  Changes have been made to TX SET Visio diagrams for both v1.6 and v2.0.  So far, there are no new v1.6 diagrams illustrating any competitive metering processes.  Most of the v1.6 changes are for mid-term MIMO changes that were implemented on 6/28/03.  There are approx. nine new v2.0 scenario diagrams to illustrate MIMO (5 new M Cancellation scenarios and 4 new N Concurrent Processing scenarios).  The v2.0 scenarios will be distributed to TX SET for review by members and approval at next month’s TX SET meeting.  V1.6 scenario changes will be reviewed at today’s TX SET meeting for approval and publishing as soon as possible.

ACTION ITEM: v2.0 scenarios will be distributed with meeting minutes. TX SET members should review new v2.0 scenarios for correctness and be prepared to approve at next meeting.

ACTION ITEM: ERCOT will review the C4 scenario to validate its accuracy.

ACTION ITEM: Bernie Dawson will send the approved v1.6 diagrams to ERCOT and ERCOT will publish on the TX SET web page.
Bernie Dawson Envision Utility Software
2:30 PM
· A13 Reject Analysis 
Mark Malinak ERCOT
Discussion:  ERCOT has performed analysis of all reasons for A13 rejects.  Most common reasons are summarized below:  

· Switch cannot be backdated. Add reject code FRG to 814_04.  

· Service order cancelled.  Add SOC code to 814_04 for ‘service order cancelled’.  Note that this would be related to a move-in or switch (as opposed to 650 service request).

· Duplicate 814_06.  Add ABN to 814_07.

· No matching original transaction found. Add EBA code to 814_09 for no record found.

ACTION ITEM:  ERCOT will contact MPs that are currently sending A13 rejects for these reasons and suggest these changes.  Mark with ERCOT will write change controls if requested by MPs.

3:00 PM
Question and Answer

· CC 2003-493 was written so that the TDSP duns is not required on 814_27 rejects.  Currently there are quite a few 814_26s at ERCOT rejecting at our paperfree validation, and do not contain the TDSP duns, which therefore fail because according to TX SET, this segment is required.   ERCOT would like approval from the group to implement this fix in order to allow these 814_27 rejects to be sent out.  

Discussion:  ERCOT may not have the TDSP DUNS, and could therefore not send this on the 814_27 reject response.  Would the 814_27 fail at the CR if ERCOT were to send it with no TDSP DUNS?  A change control has been approved for future implementation to make the TDSP segment optional.

ACTION ITEM: CRs will determine if they can accept an early implementation of the change, making TDSP optional on an 814_27 reject from ERCOT.  ERCOT would like a response by 10/3/03.  

ACTION ITEM: ERCOT will bring up this issue on the Retail Market conference call to give more CRs an opportunity to provide feedback.
· On an 814_12 date change to the TDSP for a MVO to CSA, which CR is the TDSP expecting in the N1~SJ?  We believe it should be the CSA CR, as the TDSP treats the MVO to CSA as a MVI, but wanted to confirm this.  

Discussion:  TDSP consensus is that the CSA CR would be in this segment.

· On a MVO rejected at ERCOT for TX SET validation, we send out a DTM segment, as it is a required field. Want to find out if the DTM segment is being used by anyone on a rejected transaction to determine if this segment is necessary.
Discussion:  CR consensus is that their translators expect to receive this DTM.  No changes will be pursued by ERCOT for this segment.

3:15 PM
· RRI is receiving 650_02s where the BGN08=51, and the service order type is DC001. The gray box for the MRR segment states the following:
	Required when Complete (BGN08 = 51) and Meter Read Date is required on the following service order types: 
   Disconnect for Customer Requested Clearance (DC002) 
   Meter Exchanges (ME0xx) All 
   Meter Maintenance (MM0xx) All 
   Reconnect for Customer Requested Clearance (RC002) 
   Special Out of Cycle Read (RD001) 
   Re-Read/Potential Error (RD002) 
   Meter Test (MT001)


Meter Read Date is Not Used on all other Service Orders. 

Should RRI be seeing these MRR segments?  We do not believe so..the language is a little confusing to me..I am not sure how it is supposed to read but it looks to me that it can be interpreted in one of two ways either MRR is required in conjunction with the service order type? or if its just required in all instances?...please send me back some comments we have a bunch of these that failed and need to know if a code fix needs to be pushed in, or a TX SET change control needs to be written. Kyle Patrick Reliant
Discussion:  Currently in the market, disconnection rights only belong to the AREP.  AEP and Centerpoint are handling this differently.  As long as AREP and affiliated TDSP are in agreement with the way they are being done, there is no issue.  This may be a bigger problem when other CRs can disconnect for non-payment.  TDSPs should note that if they are sending meter read dates with DC001 service order types, they are out of compliance with TX SET.

· Power Factor Adjustments – Power factor adjustments could begin appearing on the 810 transactions next month.  Is there a need to add a new Power Factor Adjustment charge code to the 810_02 transaction?  This is particularly applicable to ONCOR, who is adding KVAR readings to its tariff (Commercial only).

Kyle Patrick Reliant
Discussion:  TXU agreed that this is going to be a problem.  The quickest solution would be to add a new SAC04 charge code to the 810_02 transaction.  Without a new Power Factor adjustment charge code, the other standard charges would increase and the Power Factor adjustment would be hidden to the CR and the customer.  Another possible solution is to provide all of the billing determinants that are used to calculate the Power Factor adjustment, and not just the additional charge.  This is preferred by TXU.

Oncor has offered to host training to any CRs who that are interested in getting more details on this issue.  Per Oncor, billing KW will be adjusted with the power factor adjustment.  Power factor adjustment factor will be included on the 867_03 transaction.  Power factor is not currently in the Oncor billing system (it is in the meter system); therefore it would not be available to send on the 810_02 transaction.

ACTION ITEM: Bill Reily with add this issue to the 810/867 meeting regarding billing determinants.

· The need to pursue additional means of communication back to the CRs via EDI (TDSP initiated).  Some of the communication items discussed are meter tests and rereads for Option 3 CRs, Denial of Access Resolution Investigation Orders responses, etc.The purpose for this discussion is to determine if the need exists and if so, assignment to investigate use of an existing transaction (modify the

650_04) or development of a new transaction to accomodate. 

Cary Reed AEP
Discussion:  Cary was unavailable to clarify issue.  Hold until next month?
Adjourn
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