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August 5-7,  2002

Meeting notes


August 5, 2002 

· Introduction of Attendees

· Approval of the Minutes from previous meeting – Minutes Approved as submitted

· Discussion of Agenda - Reorganize or add topics to Agenda - No additions were made to the Agenda

· Plan .sef File Subgroup Meeting – Ed Skiba reported compares have been done between .sef and Word documents.  Subgroup will update documents so they are in synch. Dave Odle will provide .sef files to Market Participants who have a Foresight license.  Market Participants must agree to use files for TX SET related purposes only.

ERCOT Update:  Susan Neel gave a brief description of the v1.5 Project Coordination Team, and an overview of v1.5 test requirements and the Texas Test Plan Team Timeline.  Three v1.5 functionalities may be implemented prior to the proposed v1.5 testing start date of 2/24/03. The functionalities are: 1) Add capability for CRs to cancel pending switches via an 814_08 up to five days prior to switch date; 2) 814_27 flow change.  ERCOT will not respond with an 814_27 until TDSP sends their response to ERCOT and ERCOT will forward to CR; 3) Forwarding of 814_05 and 814_25 to CRs.  Currently, CRs are not receiving TDSP rejects.  ERCOT will pass TDSP rejects to CRs. This requirement includes additional reject codes in the transactions, as well as implementation of the v1.5 814_05 and 814_25 prior to 2/24/03 test date.  Issues:  Can CRs manage new reject codes?  Can TDSPs implement v1.5 (815_05 and 824_25) transactions prior to 2/24/03? 
Discussion of developing an 824 to be used by ERCOT to send out mapping status errors on 814_04 and other transactions: Some 814 transactions cannot be rejected. Currently, ERCOT sends spreadsheets to TDSP's listing transactions that failed ERCOT validation.  The manual process has gaps.  The 824 transaction would provide a tracking mechanism for rejected transactions. Current 824 is used to reject 810’s and 867’s. Transactions that cannot be rejected under current rules: 814_02, 04, 05, 07, 09,11,13,15,17,19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, PD; and 650-02, 05; 820-02, 820_03, 867_02, 867_004.  Transactions that should be rejected are not and MPs have incomplete transactions in their systems.  Issue:  Who are you rejecting – ERCOT or the TDSP?  Whose issue is it?  May need to review reject codes to determine whose issues each might be – ERCOT or the TDSP.  Currently, use of 824 rejects is inconsistent.  ERCOT does not review 824’s.  A System Change Request will be required as ERCOT system changes will be necessary for implementation. The 824 could be incorporated into a v1.6 implementation.  Each transaction needs to be reviewed to determine the need for an 824-reject response.  

814_02 – CR to ERCOT – Do CRs need to reject a “Reject” transaction?  824 not needed

814_04 – ERCOT to TDSP – Currently, TDSP’s sending 814_04 to ERCOT and ERCOT sends an e-mail indicating 814_04 failed TX SET validation.  An 824 would replace the e-mail.  The BPI should not be closed by ERCOT if the reject is for a “bad” transaction.  The BPI will be closed for an 814_04 reject which would be passed on to the CR with an 814_05.  Process: 814_03 is bad and 814_04 sent by TDSP to ERCOT.

Issue: if TDSP sends an 814_04 (either an accept or a reject) to ERCOT with bad data, process ends except for e-mails sent to TDSP by ERCOT.  TDSP's are sending e-mails to CRs letting them know transactions rejected.  

Issue:  Why should CRs have to start the process again because ERCOT created the error?  Expanded used of the 824 is not intended to replace existing 814 reject functionality.  Use of the 824 is proposed to eliminate “dead end” transactions.  The intent is to use it for transactions that do not have a response transaction.  

820_02 and 03 - Is the 824 needed to reject the 820?  820 issues continue.  TDSP's should be able to send 824’s to the CRs.  Remittances and dollars continue to be unmatched.  TDSP's are preparing to send late payment charges to the CRs as they have funds that they are unable to apply to ESI IDs.  Discussion: Should 824 reject at the transaction or detail level?  Consensus appears to be entire the 820 should be rejected.  If an 824 is used to reject 820’s, reject reasons will need to be precise.  TDSP's don’t all use the same logic when posting payments.  Oncor posts all they can even if total amount banked and remittance advice totals do not match.  Reliant does not post until they verify bank deposit total and remittance data match.  

Action Item: A “How To Use This Document” draft for the 824 transaction will be started.  It will be reviewed at a subsequent TX SET meeting.  Cary Reed, Sonia Howell, Johnny Robertson, Susan Neel will work on the draft.

814_28 Pend MVO Discussion (Heidi Schrab-Green Mountain):

Question to be answered:

From the 814_28 IG: "Upon sending this transaction to notify the New CR and also the Current CR if the Move In was into an energized account, that a permit is required, ERCOT will suspend the 20 day business clock.... etc." 

“I would like to confirm how ERCOT assigns reference numbers in this situation.  When the current CR gets this transaction, does the 814_28 reference the Move In transaction sent to the New CR or does it reference the Move Out transaction on record by the Current CR?  

Basically, if ERCOT is sending the same 814_28 notification to the new and current CRs, is ERCOT also referencing the transaction on record at that CR. Therefore, ERCOT would reference the Move In transaction on the 814_28 sent to the New CR and reference the Move Out transaction on the 814_28 (for the same notification) sent to the Current CR.   

I assume ERCOT is forwarding the 814_28 with the same reference number to the MI-CR and the MO-CR.  The business logic used will depend greatly on which transactions are referenced, so please let me know what we can expect.” 
814_28 Discussion – Unexecutables go to current CR.  In some TDSP service territories, TDSP’s are required by city ordinances to de-energize a premise when they know there is a new tenant and the city ordinance requires a permit.   There can be liability issues if inspections/permits are not issued for new tenants.  Rules differ across TDSP service territories.  A System Change Request may be required for new ERCOT functionality. Does ERCOT send 814_28 to the old CR if it is referencing an 814_24?  Issue needs to be sent to v1.5 Project Coordination Team to verify.

Action Item: Heidi Schrab to prepare a Change Control

Visio Flows - (Kyle Patrick- Reliant Resources):
Disconnect for Non-Pay Reconnect with a Pending Switch” scenarios

“I believe there is an error in the Visio diagram for scenario B3.  It shows the 814_24 going from the TDSP and the response coming from ERCOT. It looks like the directional arrows for steps 4 & 5 should be reversed.”
Issue: There is no Visio flow for a Disconnect for Non-Pay with a Pending Switch. Pending switches can occur if there is a new customer, or if disconnected for non-pay customer calls a New CR. Also, a New CR may submit a switch before the POLR issues the Disconnect. How does the New CR get the customer energized when the ESI ID was disconnected for non-pay?   If customer was disconnected by the POLR and calls a New CR, CR submits a Move-In if the customer indicates the ESI ID is not energized.  In some TDSP territories, the 814_24 Move-Out will final the account.  In others, the 650_02 ends the CR relationship.  

Draft Visio flows prepared to illustrate various Disconnect for Non Payment situations. 

Discussion: How to resolve what to do when customer is disconnected for non-payment, calls New CR to switch but service is not energized because of disconnect. Various scenarios discussed – Option 3 CRs differ from Option 1.  More discussion required, issue not resolved.

Question and Answer Wrap Up: 

Currently there is one CR that will be participating in both the Muni/Coop Market as well as the Choice Market Model.  When a TDSP receives information for a billing option that they do not support, will they reject the transaction? Or accept and throw the unneeded data away?

Discussion: Entergy and Oncor will reject the transaction. Reliant will probably ignore the data and accept the transaction. .  Should this be included in v1.5 testing? If TDSP's processes differ, it should not be tested.  

Action Item:  Sonia Howell to prepare Change Control. Need to add a code to the 814_PC to allow CR to change billing option (for Muni/coops that offer Dual and consolidated billing). 

“Is there a possibility of ERCOT assuming the responsibility for providing historical usage information when requested by the CR on the 814_01 or 814_16?” (Cary Reed-AEP)

TX SET Response: TDSP's will need to continue to send HU.  Should be discussed at RMS, as TX SET can’t determine policy issue response to this issue.  

“Discussion on adding Channel Number to the transactions that have metering information such as the 814_20, 814_04, 650_02” (Ed Skiba-Entergy)
Change control adding channel number with same unit of measure was withdrawn.  Is clarification required in the IG to clarify multiple iterations of the same unit of measure?  

814_24 Muni/Coop CSA Customer Name Issue (Jennifer Garcia-San Patricio & Nueces)

“The co-ops intend to have a distribution CSA with landlords and so when we get an 814_03 with the MVO code, we should be able to recognize that it’s a CSA and we’ll pull the landlord information and contact the landlord for final bill info for the tenant.”

Action Item: Change Control will be issued for v1.6.  

Change Controls 2002-317, 324 – “Add reference to 814_06 in BGN06 and text in the flow at the beginning of the guide.  Does the Change Control mean that the 814_08 BGN06 refers to the BGN06 of the 814_06 instead of the BGN02 of the 814_06?  We’re seeing 814_08s referring to the BGN06 currently in production.  Could that be a mistake on the change control when the author wants to include the 814_06 in the list of transactions that can be canceled by an 814_08?”  (Kyle Patrick-Reliant Resources)

Discussion: BGN06 is the lifecycle number.  Change Controls 324, 317 and 349:  Change Control 317 needs to be added to the IG.  It was added to the front of the guide and not added to the transaction.  Change Control 2002-324 was issued to correct the omission.  Change Control 2002-349 was issued to clarify 2002-324.  2002-349 could be withdrawn.  2002-324 will add what was approved in 2002-317.  BGN02 is the original transaction number.  Withdraw Change Controls 2002-317 and 2002-324. Change Control 2002-349 is O.K and should not be withdrawn. Will need to be cleaned up and brought up at next Change Control Conference Call.  New Change Control required restating the issue correctly.

Action Item:  Kyle Patrick will submit new Change Control.   

“The TDSP removes one meter and de-energizes/ retires the ESIID belonging to REP - B. Then sets five new meters and assigns an ESIID to each of the new meters. The new ESIID went to the affiliated Rep-A by default. REP-B was never notified of the new meters or new ESIID for their customer. How does this happen and what transaction do we need to modify (814_20)?” (Johnny Robertson-TXU)
Discussion: TX SET can address how a TDSP gets the information to install a permanent service and delete a temporary service.  A TDSP cannot tell a CR they have additional EDI IDs.  In the example above, the current active meter was removed and five new meters and ESI IDs were added without new Move-Ins from the CR. CR should have issued five Move-Ins.  Recommend a How To Use this Document for these situations. TX SET needs to prepare Visio flows for the various scenarios.  A recommendation needs to be made to RMS.  AEP sends a 650_04 to the CR, which lets the CR know to disconnect the customer when a meter is removed.  Currently, CRs sometimes do not drop the ESI ID because this is their way of holding on to the ESI ID.  However, the TDSP will continue to bill the ESI ID to the CR unless the CR drops it.  The 650_04 may need a new code indicating meter and service removed to indicate to the CR the need to issue a Move-Out.  

Action Item:  Cary Reed will prepare a Change Control to add a code to 650_04 to let CRs know they need to issue a Move Out so ESI ID can be retired.  TDSP can then remove meter and retire ESI ID.  A Visio will be included with the Change Control to illustrate the process.  

August 6th 2002

Recap of Action Items from Monday:

824 – How To Use Guide – Oct. Deadline – Susan Neel

Change controls 2002-317,324,349 Issue – Change control – Kyle Patrick

814_28 Issue – Change Control  - Heidi Schrab

650-04 Change Control – Cary Reed

814 _18- Change Control for CSA – Jennifer Garcia

814_PC- Change control - Sonia Howell

Update on .sef file work from Tuesday evening:

Is a Change Control required to add clarification to the BT Loop (Muni/Coop) regarding use of State and Province?  

Action Item:  Ed Skiba will write a Change Control to correct

Recap of Action Items from TX SET Members:

· Process for Approval of TX SET Change Control Conference Call Minutes

Discussion: The Minutes reflect what occurred on the Change Control call.  Comments on the Minutes are limited to whether the Minutes correctly reflect the decisions on the call.  It is not a time to change the decisions reached during the Conference Call.  Texas SET approved the Minutes as written for the 8/2 Conference Call. On each Change Control call, the previous week’s minutes will be voted on for approval with/without corrections.
· ERCOT Protocols Section 19 matching Implementation Guides - (Kyle Patrick - Reliant)

Completed.
· System Change Requests
There are no new SCRs at this time other than Move-In/Move-Outs that were pulled from v1.5

· Protocol Revision Requests (Susan Neel – CenterPoint)
PRRs were submitted for Chapter 15 and 19 updates.  However, one was not received and the other was on an incorrect form.  They have been resubmitted and Susan will follow up with Isabel Flores to determine their status.    
Transaction Scenario Names Inventory List - (Wendy Brubaker-Systrends)

It was decided at the last TX SET meeting that the TSNIL would no longer be kept up.  Since then several MPs have asked about this document.  Can someone be responsible for this document?

Discussion: TX SET previously voted not to maintain the Transaction Scenario Names Inventory List.  A Market Participant requested ERCOT to maintain the list. However, ERCOT can’t maintain the document.  What is the value of the document?  Does TX SET need to maintain it? A list of the TX SET transactions is included in Protocols Chapter 19.  Is a transaction inventory needed in the Protocols, or should it be removed from Chapter 19? A reference to where the scenario names are found could be added. There is an advantage to not maintaining the transaction inventory in the Protocols – requires a Protocol Change to update.  Should the list be added as an Appendix to the TX SET Working Group Procedures?  Or should it be a separate list on the website?  

Decision/Action Item: Do a Protocol Revision to Chapter 19 to remove the transaction inventory and maintain a separate Transaction Scenario Names Inventory. Wendy Brubaker and Bernie Dawson will create/maintain Transaction Scenario Names Inventory document.

TX SET Document creation and maintenance:  Visio transaction flow documents are being added and updated by TX SET.  Currently, there is no process to track changes to these documents, and there are concerns about this process.

Discussion: Are Change Controls needed when Visios are changed/updated?  Should every document maintained by TX SET be created, changed, deleted via the Change Control Process?  Should the Change Control form be modified to reflect document being created, changed or updated?  Maintaining a Change Control Log for the Visio flows would be difficult to maintain.  Visios are for discussion purposes only and are not used for programming.  However, they illustrate the business process flows.  Without a record of changes there is no way to track changes, and redlining Visio documents is not possible. 

Decisions:

· Visio documents need to be dated

· Anyone can submit changes to Visios via the TX SET Change Control process

· Should a summary page be added to each Visio to track changes – Majority opinion is No

· Are separate Change Controls required when both the Visio and IG are changed? Agreed to use separate Change Controls

Action Item: Check Visios on website for dates/versions.  

Initial discussion of Billing Determinants on the 810_02 Invoice- (Kyle Patrick-Reliant Resources)
Meetings were held a year ago in which CRs raised the issue of receiving Billing Determinants from the TDSP's in the 810_02 Invoice transaction.  Kyle introduced the following for v1.6 or other future implementation: 

IDR

· Meter type

· Billing KWH

· 4CP KW/KVA

· Peak 1 4CP KW/KVA

· Date/Time

· PK 2 4CP

· Date/Time

· PK3

· Date/Time

· PK 4

· Date/Time

· NCP KW/KVA

· Date/time

· Billing KW/KWH

· Historical 11 Month High

· Date/Time

Discussion:  4 CP Peaks are found on the ERCOT website so does not need to be provided by the TDSPs. No need to pass them on every 810_02.  CRs could download from the ERCOT website and include in their billing routines.  Some TDSP's would need to write programs to provide this data and would charge for it.  CRs are asking for this data on the 810_02 transactions.  It would provide information to customers that was provided by some TDSP's before deregulation, and could allow CRs to calculate their charges from the 810_02.  Can meter type be added to 810? Billing type?  Meter type is on the 867_03 so it may not need to be repeated on the 810_02.  Data is needed so CRs can validate the 810’s.  Reliant’s customers received this information before dereg, but TXU and AEP did not provide it pre-dereg.  Customers in Reliant territory are asking for this data. CRs have taken this issue to their TDSP Client Relations Reps, and were referred back to TX SET.  Could be added as Optional in the 810’s.  It might be appropriate to add a segment to the 810_02 to provide billing determinants in each transaction with these types of billing calculations.  

Action Item: Kyle Patrick – Should he submit his list of requests to the Client Relations Rep or?  Recommend the issue be framed and submitted to the TDSP's for review.  Responses can be brought back to TX SET to see if they can settle the issue.

810_02 – SLN Segment limit of 25 - (Tom Jackson – Austin Energy)

Question regarding SLN limit of 25 in the 810 transactions:  (Issue from a previous Change Control).  Verbiage for the guides – the first 25 SLN’s should be in the first Loop.  If there are more than 25, they would be added to the next Loop.  Change Control example should illustrate multiple SAC’s per SLN Loop.  Some of the SAC04 Codes in the examples are not in the IG. 

Action Items:  Tom Jackson to prepare a Change Control to correct the examples to match the codes in the 810_02 and 810_03 Implementation Guides.   

Sonia Howell to rewrite and resubmit the original Change Control addressing use of SLN.

Visio Flows -  “Delete CSA and Move-out of a CSA Landlord” - (Kyle Patrick- Reliant Resources)
Need to develop documentation that explains what will happen for the following situation: “A CSA delete agreement does not cause a move-out or final bill –This will be needed in a scenario map also.”

Discussion: Visio draft prepared to illustrate current process.  Several suggestions offered to resolve the issue.  With a CSA, the premise is not de-energized.  CSA landlords need to de-energize service when a tenant does not sign for service.  Because of a Commission rule, currently, TDSP's are not allowed to de-energize premises except for a non-pay disconnect or hazardous condition. Landlords are asking for a temporary drop of the CSA in order to have service de-energized but do not want to not drop the CSA agreement from the ESI ID.  The Market should not have to design a process to resolve what is a landlord/tenant issue.  Landlords could turn off the service at the breaker box and lock it until the tenant applies for service.  In the deregulated market, the process is different than in the past.  For a long-term solution, could ERCOT process by not reverting back to the CSA when there is a CSA Move-Out?  Move-Out could have a flag to indicate the service is to be de-energized and not revert back to the CSA again thus not de-energizing the service.  CSA CRs want to have the CSA agreements deleted for a temporary period of time.  Issue is complicated by use of the safety net process, because CRs don’t always submit Move-Ins. Or transactions fail and are rejected for Not First In. 

Action Item: Sonia Howell and Kyle Patrick will submit a Change Control to submit the new Visio.  

Visio Flow (Kyle Patrick- Reliant Resources)
Visio Scenario Question “Are we missing any flows for Version 1.5?  An example might be Special Needs.”
Issue:  Mismatch between TDSP and CR Special Needs designation on ESI IDs.  TDSP's will not change a Special Needs status from a Yes to a No without verifying the status in the field. 

Draft Visios prepared to illustrate current process using various scenarios (Move-In, Drop to POLR).  

Reviewed the Critical Care handout from previous Critical Care Workshop.

Discussion: TDSP’s must do a great deal of work to support critical care customers in the field.  There is an issue between protecting the customers and abuse of the process.  One TDSP immediately adds critical care information to account, circuit, substation, meter, etc. upon receipt of “Y” for Special Needs transactions received from CRs.  Another does not do anything other than add the “Y” to the account until the Critical Care forms are received from the customer and the Critical Care status is verified and approved.  They have the account marked as Critical Care but fieldwork is not completed until the form is received.  Some TDSP's handle residential Special Needs differently from Priority customers.  Discussed liability issues related to Critical Care.  

“TDSP Finds Meter on Ground” – New Visio prepared to illustrate process when TDSP discovers unauthorized removal of meter - not initiated by CR. 

Discussion:  Reviewed what might be appropriate codes to be used based on the intent of the 650_04 and the conditions found at the premise.  For example, will ESI ID be retired, is meter removal temporary, etc.  Intent of the 650_04 is to tell the CR to issue an 814_24 so the ESI Id can be retired.  Codes need to differentiate between temporary and permanent removal and retirement of ESI ID.  Proposals:  Add a segment to the 650_04 or a code to an existing segment.  One CR indicated an analysis of the issue is required to determine what they do when they receive the 650_04.  

Action Item: CRs will review their current process and determine what they need in the 650_04 to tell them the meter/service has been removed and they need to initiate a Move-Out transaction.  Responses are due to Cary Reed by 8/15.  

Forced Move-Out and Completed Unexecutable: What does the Current CR receive?  ERCOT is designing to send an 814_08 to the Current CR if they have received 814_28 completed unexecutable.  New CR will receive the pass through of the 814_28. 

814_20 with a meter exchange, effective date of meter exchange may be for a previous meter read date.  However, 867_03 date may be different.  Dates do not match – process meets ERCOT validations, but may fail CR validations.  Example:  meter change from kWh to IDR metering.  These meter exchanges are supposed to take place on the meter read date.  However, this is not consistent. Sometimes meters can be exchanged to restore or maintain service and a different type of meter can be installed on a date other than the regular read date.  867_03 cannot contain mixed values.  Issue: How to report mixed values during a billing period.  Also, profile will be changed.  One TDSP sends all measured usage rather than sending what is appropriate for the tariff if under 10K.  CR needs to know how to handle this issue.  TDSP's need to review their processes.  

Action Item: CR to send examples to TDSP's and they will research their logic for these situations.  Will be added to next meeting agenda for further discussion.

August 7th

650_04 Recommendation to trigger an 814_24 by the CR – Add a code of R8 – Terminate - to the BGN08.  This will allow the TDSP to indicate an unauthorized meter removal was found and the CR needs to send an 814_24 to the TDSP.  A reason code RF001 in the REF~5H will also be included. In the opinion of some4 TDSP's, development of the 650_04 for this purpose should be implemented as an emergency.  This is an issue for TDSP's as lack of the 814_24 transactions is a problem.  Some TDSP’s feel this is a CR issue.  Disagreement on whether or not this should be implemented as an emergency.  There is confusion when the CRs do not receive the 650_04, as they are unaware of the status of the meter.

Action Item: CR’s to provide input to Susan Neel..  TDSP's should also submit comments on this issue.  If consensus is not reached, it will be presented to RMS for a decision.

Muni/Coop Question – can a MCTDSP use the 650_04 for a Move-Out? 

Discussion: Whom does the customer call, the MC TDSP or the CR for a move out?  No resolution as Muni/Coop T’s and C’s differ from IOU T’s and C’s.  
TX SET Version 1.5 Workgroup Update (Dave Odle-ERCOT)

See spreadsheet attachment to meeting notes with list of issues and TX SET discussion/resolution.  Change Controls will be issued for approved issues presented to TX SET by ERCOT 
Sub team Issues:  

Request made to TX SET to write Outage Implementation Guides.  Charlie Bratton – TXU ES - volunteered to lead the sub team to write the guides.  Others have volunteered to participate in the sub team.  TX SET commissions the sub team to complete this project.  Outages are not an EDI process.  Timeline for development of MQ Series IGs is October 15, 2002.  Will be presented to TX SET at the early October meeting.  

Question:  CSA related issues – Is a sub team needed to explore CSA related issues?  Discussion: Should it go to the Move-In/Move-Out Task Group?  TX SET could frame the issues and make recommendations to Move-In/Move-Out Task Group.  A small group could document all identified unresolved CSA related issue and provide to the Move-In/Move-Out group.  

Decision/Action Item: Form a Subgroup consisting of Kyle Patrick, Daryl Hobbs, Elizabeth Moore, Ed Skiba, Susan Neel, Cary Reed, and Dave Odle. Will meet in Austin on 8/16 to perform a CSA gap analysis.  

Next meeting will be 9/3 and 9/4.  Times and location to be announced.  
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Draft – TX SET Meeting Notes 8/5,6,7,2002

9

_1087192264

