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Texas SET Meeting Notes

November 5 – 6, 2002

Future Meeting Dates
· December 3-4, 2002

· January 7-8, 2003
· February 4-5, 2003
· March 4-5, 2003

Approval of the Minutes:

Minutes from October meeting were approved as written.

RMS Agenda Planning Conference Call Issue:  Johnny Robertson will suggest a PRR be written to modify the ERCOT letter to register a security administrator.  Currently, only one person may be designated as the security administrator, and a proposal will be made to RMS to allow a second security administrator.  This will address a problem when the designated security administrator leaves, and a replacement is not assigned.  

TX SET Version 1.5 Workgroup Update (Dave Odle-ERCOT)
ERCOT and MPs are moving forward with v1.5 development. A v1.5 status was provided at the last v1.5 Project Team meeting, and it appears MPs will be ready to meet testing and implementation requirements. 

Version 1.5 Change Controls: Discussed need to stop v1.5 change controls.  One was approved last week for a “broken” process.  TX SET is now requested to stop issuing v1.5 change controls.  Susan Neel explained the difference between a broken process and a Market gap.  Gaps will not be addressed for v1.5.  Broken processes should be addressed. For example, codes in guides that are not ANSI compliant represent a broken process, as the transaction will fail. Recommendation to v1.5 Project Team will be TX SET will not approve any more v1.5 change controls  

Concurrent Processing with DROP and Switch on Same date plus Cancel Switch Request: There was confusion at the v1.5 Project team meeting regarding concurrent processing.  ERCOT concurrent processing will not change when CRs can cancel their own switch requests. To clarify a TDSP question regarding concurrent processing when the TDSP receives 814_08’s, the TDSP will receive only one 814_08.

ERCOT Polled Services Usage Transaction Issue: On 11/06/02, ERCOT will implement a correction to the 867_03 for ERCOT polled meters. ERCOT will send “EX” instead of “00” in the BPT01.  Question:  On corrected usage, usage will be re-sent without a cancel transaction.  Dave Odle will follow up, as there is no way to distinguish a cancel from a replacement 867.

Spaces have been passed in original Transaction IDs:  ERCOT will add validations to check for spaces in Transaction IDs in the BGN02, BGN06 and in ESI ID’s. Validation of the 814_24 will be included in v1.5.  There is no response to the 814_24, so follow-ups will be handled manually by ERCOT.  Currently, ERCOT has found spaces only on 814_24’s, but the validation will be added to the remaining transactions inbound to ERCOT for v1.6.  Question:  Will change controls be used for this correction?  No, because the implementation guides are correct.

814_20 create ESI ID Issue:  In some cases the start dates are not in synch with the eligibility dates.   Move-Ins need to be requested on or after the eligibility date. As an interim solution, ERCOT could default the start date to the eligibility date.  However, this raises issues for Move-Ins via the safety net, permits received after move-in date, (new construction), etc.  MVI/MVO work group is addressing the issue.

Canadian Postal Service Issue:  ANSI only allows “CA” for the country code for Canada in the N404.  The Canadian Postal service requires “CN”. Canada uses three digits, a space, and three digits for zip codes.  Issue with spaces in zip codes and it is 6 characters in length. There may also be issues with other country codes.  This currently requires manual intervention by the CRs because mail is being returned by the Canadian postal service for incorrect postal codes.  

Action Item:  Discuss country code issue at next TX SET meeting.

814_28 and 814_29 Accept vs Response Driven (Dave Robeson –Entergy)

Reviewed issues raised by the 814_28/29 How to Use Guide subteam.

· Should the 814_28 have a code to identify an updated 814_28 when it was previously rejected with an 814_29?  Once a TDSP has sent an 814_28, they do not have anything in their systems to generate an updated/recreated 814_28.  ERCOT will not allow an updated 814_28 to flow as they have closed the business process.  What needs to be done if an 814_28 is sent erroneously?  ERCOT comment – There is a gap, but what is the best way to address it. Suggest the MP receiving the 814_29 needs to contact the sender of the transaction to manually work out the issue.  A resend of the original 814_28 will reject at ERCOT.  814_29 reject would have no functional value.  

· The 814_29 IG does not have a code to notify the TDSP who submitted the 814_29 reject. A change control should be issued for v1.6 to add a code.

· If the 814_28 Permit Required is sent to the incorrect CR, ERCOT should receive an 814_29 Reject from the CR.  ERCOT should then correct and send the 814_28 to the correct CR and reset the 20-day clock. For v1.5, ERCOT will not reset the 20-day clock.  This is a v1.5 gap and may need to be addressed in v1.6.  ERCOT will have metrics to determine if this is an issue when the 814_28/29 transactions are implemented.  The 20-day tracking for Permits is different from the other 20-day clocks.  CRs should try to determine how far a new premise is from inspection before submitting a Move-In so the permitting process will occur within the 20-day window.  When the Permit Required clock begins, ERCOT eliminates the 20-day clock associated with the 814_03.  The clock is reset when the 814_28 Permit Required is received by ERCOT.

· Should ERCOT wait to close their BPI for 814_28 Completed Unexecutable until after receipt of the 814_29 Accept from the CR? Answer: No

· What happens if the CR sends an incorrect 814_29 to ERCOT? Can ERCOT send an 814_29 Reject to the CRs 814_29 Reject? Answer: If CR sends invalid data, ERCOT will follow up manually.  
· Does ERCOT validate the correct CR, ESI ID and other information prior to sending on to the CR? Answer:  If ERCOT receives an incorrect CR in the 814_28 from the TDSP, it will be rejected to the TDSP for invalid REP of Record.  ERCOT will send the 814_28 to the REP of Record (should be the same as the pending CR on a Move-In).  

· Does ERCOT validate there is a corresponding Originating Request from a CR prior to sending the 814_28 to the CR? Answer:  Yes.  814_28 will go “unsolicited” when ERCOT does not have a Move-In

· Cancel of an 814_28/29.  Can a TDSP send an 814_08 Cancel if they determine they sent the 814_28 in error?  Can CR and/or /ERCOT send an 814_08 Cancel if they determine they sent the 814_29 in error? Answer:   No to both questions.  

· Timeframe when Permit Required (BGN07=PT).  MVI/MVO work group is addressing a code in 814_20 when there will be a subsequent Move-In.  A flag could be added to the 814_20 to indicate a permit is required.  

· Use of 814_29 as Cancel transactions.  They are not designed as Cancels.  Discussed use of 814_28 vs. ERCOT sending 814_08 in a later version.  CRs will need to review the PT and 09 codes in the 814_28’s and process accordingly.  The end result is the same whether the transaction is a Completed Unexecutable or a Cancel Move-In.  The Current CR will remain as the REP of Record.  New CR will need to follow up with their customer to have the “Completed Unexecutable” issue resolved and resubmit their request Note:  814_28 is not used for switches – only MVI/MVO  

· MVI & MVO sequence issues:  If TDSP can’t complete the MVO or the MVI, they should send two 814_28’s – one to the old and one to the new CR.  Some TDSP's may make more than one attempt to complete a MVO before sending the 814_28 Completed Unexecutable.  If the TDSP is able to execute the Move-In, the Current CR will receive an unsolicited 867_03 final.  CR needs to recognize this as notification of a forced move out.  They will not receive an 814_06.  Current CRs should not reject the 867_03 Final when they have not received the 814_06.  This is a known market gap.
· When ERCOT receives an 814_28 Permit Required, date changes will not be passed on until they receive the 814_04. ERCOT will do nothing with a date change if they have not received the 814_04 from the TDSP.  ERCOT does not have a date to change until they have the 814_04 from the TDSP.  

.

Discussion on TX SET Officer Elections (Susan Neel-CenterPoint Energy)
Action Item:  SET Members are encouraged to think about possible nominees for TX SET leadership.  New officers will be nominated at the December TX SET meeting.  Candidates for Chair and the Vice Chairs must be Market Participants.  They cannot be a vendor, a consultant or from ERCOT.  One vote per company present at the voting meeting is allowed. No proxy votes are allowed.  

Question from TX SET Change Control Conference Call:
“For a Move In, we would have received on the 814_03 a value for Special Needs, which would indicate the CR's desired status for the customer. Normally, if we send back on the 814_04 our existing value and this is different from that on the 814_03, this starts the process of getting the customer qualified.

Is the idea that, in the case where a permit is required, we populate the flag in the 814_28 in the same way that we would have done on the 814_04, so that the process can be started at that stage, rather than waiting for the 814_04 which might come much later?

If so, what would we then put on the 814_04?” 

TX SET Discussion: 

At CenterPoint, the change of Special Needs status process does not begin until the customer submits form completed by a doctor.  AEP changes the status prior to receiving a form completed by doctor.  Question is will TDSP’s populate the Y/N indicator using the same logic?  Centerpoint position is the 814_28 and 814_04 should be populated with the current status the TDSP is holding in their system at the time the transactions are generated. The status could change between the time of the 814_28 and the 814_04 transactions. 814_24 should not have a Life Support indicator, as Life Support should not be used for CSA’s. 

 Format for Subtractive metering in the 867_03 (Sonia Howell –AEP)
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Metering configuration
· For the above metering configuration there appears to be two possible 867_03 configurations for the building.

Option A:
· PTD~BO~~~MG~Meter A

· Actual read information from Meter A (includes Meter 1 usage)

· PTD~BO~~~MG~Meter B

· Actual read information from Meter B (includes Meter 2 usage)

· PTD~BO~~~MG~Meter C

· Actual read information from Meter C (includes Meter 3 usage)

· PTD~BO~~~~~AO

· Net usage of subtractive meters (Meter 1 + Meter 2 + Meter 3)

Option B:
· Choose 1 of meter A, B or C to be the master meter, in this example choose Meter A.

· PTD~BO~~~MG~Meter A

· Actual read information from Meter A (includes Meter 1 usage)

· PTD~BO~~~~~AI

· Net usage of additive meters (Meter B + Meter C)

· PTD~BO~~~~~AO

· Net usage of subtractive meters (Meter 1 + Meter 2 + Meter 3)

TX SET Discussion:

Reviewed above diagrams. The issue is how to reflect the usage for these types of metering configurations in the 867_03.  This type of configuration will occur when there is cogeneration with a combination of additive and subtractive metering.  CenterPoint will review metering configurations and use of additive metering.  When an 867_03 has additive and subtractive meters, AEP/Logica does not see a scenario where there is a master meter and both additive and subtractive Loops in the 867_03. AEP will review again to see if they have additive metering behind a master meter.  CenterPoint will review their meter configurations for additive metering and how the data is being represented in the 867_03.   

Action Item: Susan Neel will follow up at Centerpoint to determine if they are populating 867_03 correctly. 

Bill Type Indicator Issue: The Bill Type Indicator REF segment is required on the 814_03.  The Bill Type Indicator does not exist on the 814_24.  The ERCOT systems default to using ESP as the Bill Type Indicator when one is not provided on the initiating transaction.  Such is the case with a Move-Out with CSA scenario.  

If the TDSP does not allow a Bill Type Indicator of ESP, they will reject the 814_03 using the FRB reject code.  Since Bill Type Indicator is not on the 814_24, the corresponding reject code (FRB) is not on the 814_25.  As such, ERCOT will not forward the reject to the initiating CR.  Furthermore, even if the FRB reject code were available on the 814_25, the initiating CR could not do anything to prevent the situation, since every Move-Out/CSA will generate an 814_03 with the ESP Bill Type Indicator.

TX SET Discussion:

· Are there any TDSPs for whom ESP is not a valid Bill Type Indicator? ERCOT reviewed with MC TDSP's and they said they would not reject when “ESP” is the bill type indicator. 

· Is there a need to have the option of multiple types of Bill Type indicators?  Should Bill Type Indicator be stored at the CSA level?  This would be a substantial functional change and would probably impact the 814_18 transaction as well. If stored at the CSA level, ERCOT can populate the 814_03.

· Should Bill Type Indicator be made optional on the 814_03, with the knowledge that it will be used in every case except the CSA scenario? This is a value that needs to be sent from the CR to the MC TDSP.  Currently, ESP is being sent by ERCOT, not by the CR.  The Bill Type Indicator could be stored by ERCOT, but there is no way to change it, and v1.5 will not add/change this functionality. A long-term solution is to add Bill Type Indicator to the 814_18.  Change in bill type could require submission of new CSA with a new billing type.  When CSA move-ins are sent to the MC TDSP, the ERCOT stored billing option for the CSA would be passed to the TDSP and the CSA CR.  If the Bill Type Indicator were changed, it would only change it for those ESI Ids where the CSA is “activated”.  The 814_18 would need to be modified to add the Bill Type Indicator and a process developed to change it.  MC TDSP’s do not have an issue with the current process.  However, a long-term solution is needed.
· Should Bill Type Indicator be added to the 814_24?  If so, the FRB reject should be added to the 814_25. Answer:  No.  Was previously added and then removed from the 814_24.
· Process needs to be researched and recommendation and change controls made.  MC TDSP's may need to store the bill type indicator rather than having ERCOT store it. MC TDSP's will discuss and follow up.  
Change control 2002-453: Start dates on 867_04 and 867_03 need to be the same.  Start reads can be different.  Dates can’t be changed, but readings can be changed.  Differing readings may reflect an error in the turn on read.  867_03’s go through VEE so errors would be discovered, but they would not be discovered on the 867_04 as they are not VEE’d. 

CRs should not reject 867_03’s when the start read differs from the 867_04 read, and the dates are the same.  ERCOT will reject 867_03’s to the TDSP when the start date on the 867_03 is different from the 867_ 04 date.  ERCOT will not reject if the consumption differs between the two transactions.  Additional verbiage explaining above should be added to How To Use documents.        
Visio Subgroup Update (Kyle Patrick-Reliant Resources)
Visio subteam will meet on 11/5 following TX SET meeting to discuss Visio design, Outage Proof of Concept and Muni Co-op Visios.  The MC TDSP billing scenario is missing from the J Scenarios.  

Cancel With Exception Discussion (Dave Odle-ERCOT)
Issue: What if ERCOT has meter data?  ERCOT received the 867_04 and/or 867_03, but did not receive an 814_04. Thereby, the CR never received an 814_05 or an 814_06 (FMVO)....  at the TDSP, this transaction is complete... the switch happened.  At ERCOT, 20 days pass, and we (ERCOT) kick out an 814_08.  The TDSP can't cancel it... it has already passed.  The CR may or may not be able to cancel it depending on how they are reacting to the 867 without the 814_05/06.

TX SET Discussion: Issue - ERCOT is getting out of synch. Solutions are dependent upon MVO/MVI solutions.  Rejecting the 867_04 is not a good option.  However, if the CR has not received the 814_05, the CR may not be able to accept the 867_04.  Currently, CRs are required to contact ERCOT to resolve.  TDSP's may not send 814_04’s within the 20-day period.  ERCOT should not cancel switches when they have received an 867_04, but have not received the 814_04.   ERCOT needs a way to notify the TDSP that they have not received the 814_04 prior to issuing the 814_08.  What should occur after the 20-day clock expires?  The CR is waiting for the 814_05 and ERCOT is waiting to receive the 814_04 from the TDSP.  ERCOT should have a proposed solution by the next TX SET meeting.  Several solutions were discussed:  ERCOT stores the meter data; the Complete with Exception Report is used, perhaps changing the title; hard and soft completions are implemented depending upon whether all data has been received.  If NFI problems are resolved, extending the 20-day clock should be reconsidered.  ERCOT could consider the Complete with Exception report as an interim solution and have MVO/MVI develop a long-term solution. Complete With Exception is a confusing name for the report – changing report name may help.   Occurrences of ERCOT getting a read but no 814_ 04 are in the “thousands” per month.  

Finalize the 1.6 change control on invoice and usage corrections.
Susan Neel sent a survey to MPs for comments for invoice corrections when consumption is not affected.  Currently, an 867_03 cancel must be issued when an 810_02 is cancelled. A few responses were received, and the majority opinion was an 810 cancel could take place if the 810’s all tied to the same 867_03. A cancel 810 could be issued for a monetary correction, and the cancel and the corrected 810s would both reference the original 867_03. The 4CP workgroup is addressing issues that could require rebilling of previous billing periods with no changes to the associated consumption.  

Action Item:  Susan will submit a change control to add a code to the 810_02 invoice to indicate it is a corrected invoice.  The 810_02 How to use guide will need to be updated to reflect this process.

Change Control 2002-199 – B44 code in Move-Out to remove meter. Reliant Retail had a question regarding the word “Drop” in regards to service drops.  Meters will be disconnected on date requested, and TDSP will remove meter and determine if service drops also need to be removed. TDSP will make appropriate decision in the field regarding meter and associated service drop removal.  Code is intended as an investigate code for the TDSP.  All TDSP's do not have the same processes for retiring ESI IDs when meters are removed.  AEP deletes ESI ID as soon as meter is removed.  CenterPoint waits to see if the ESI ID might need to be retained.

TX SET Change Control question not answered:  In the 814_13’s do any CRs use REF~1P?     No CRs have responded.  A13 is only code defined in guide for CRs.  Why would this be used?   

810_03 (Tom Jackson-Austin Energy & Johnny Robertson-TXU)
· Johnny Robertson and Tom Jackson reviewed entire 810_02 and 810_03 implementation guides.   The 810_03 is now structured with one IT1 Loop to be consistent with the 810_02.  The 810_03 redline description was changed to clarify IT1 Loop usage.  
· 810_03 allows late payment charges and monthly billing charges on the same invoice for MC TDSP invoices.  CRs can’t send an invoice for late payment charges without tying to an 867_03.  Could two original invoices be sent that are tied to the same meter read?  How could a CR bill late payment charges after a final bill is generated?  The MC TDSP 810_03 requires a cross reference to the corresponding 867_03. Code “26” Misc. Service Invoice will be added to the BIG06 of the 810_03 in v1.6 for invoices that are not tied to an 867_03.   An example was added to illustrate a transaction for a late payment charge after a final bill. The gray boxes in the DTM segments were changed to indicate they are not used for Late Payment Charges after final invoice.  

· Two change controls will be issued for the 810_03:  One to correct the examples in the v1.5 guide. Incorrect examples need to be corrected for v1.5 as some MPs may code to the examples.  MC TDSP's have not completed their coding so a v1.5 change will be allowed for this transaction.  The incorrect examples could lead to a broken process if they are used for coding.  Change Control 2002-436 previously prepared by Tom Jackson/Johnny Robertson will be resubmitted for v1.5 so MC TDSP's can move forward with coding using the correct examples in the Implemention Guide.  Change control 2002- 436 was modified and approved at TX SET for v1.5 and it will be reflected on the Change Control log on the website.  The second change control will apply the remaining changes for v1.6.       

· Proration example:  added a cross reference to 867_03
How To Use Guide Updates

· Discussion of all How To Use Guides:  What is the purpose of the How To Use Guides?  Consistency across all guides is necessary, and they need the same look. The level of detail in some may be “overkill” while others do not have enough detail.  Should they be high level overviews or be very detailed?  Currently, there is no place to document the transaction relationships unless they are included in the How to Use Guides.  While the 814_20 guide is lengthy, it does represent complicated processes associated with the 814_20.  The implementation guides are what should be used for programming, not the examples in the IGs, and not the How To Use Guides.  Do the How To Use Guides belong with the IGs?  Or, should they be associated with the Visio flows? The IGs do not clearly illustrate the business processes and exactly how to use the transactions.  If separated from the IGs, the How To Use Guides might be updated outside of the change control process. Should greater detail be added to the gray boxes in the IGs? If there is a difference between the IG and the examples, and/or How to use documents, the IGs rule.  However, because TX SET publishes the documentation, they need to be as accurate as possible.
How many How to Use Guides are really needed?  Will having How to Use guides for all the IGs add to market confusion? 

Some examples of what needs to be illustrated are: when does the 20 day clock begin, where do dates need to match, proper use of 814_28, etc. 

Should How To Use Guides be renamed to “FAQ’s About This Document “? Creating additional documents means How To Use Guides, IGs, Protocols, Transaction Flows and Scenario Names Inventory documents will all need to be updated and kept in synch. Focus of How To Use Guides should be to further define idiosyncrasies and any known gaps in the implementation guides and associated business processes.  Protocols do not contain the level of detail needed by Market Participants.  

Steve Rollins– Logica suggests creating FAQs for the next release and then move the changes/additions to the gray boxes for the next version.  FAQ’s could indicate the clarifications will be added to the next version of the guides.  How would this work with the Change Control Process?  The FAQ/How to Use document could be less formal and the change controls would continue to be used to modify the IGs.  Another suggestion is to name the document “Process Issues Related to Implementation Guides”.  Document would only cover what is not included in the IGs, i.e. gaps and other items that are not clear in the guides.  It must be clear these documents will not take the place of the IGs.  Next steps:  Remove some of the information in the 814_20 How To Use guide and delete references to v1.5. However, some of the questions relate directly to v1.5 and that should be noted where appropriate. A next step will be to produce a new Strawman for the 814_20 for review by TX SET. Those guides already published, such as the one in the 820 will remain.   

TX SET’s role is to provide information regarding how to use the IGs, not to interpret the business rules. Felicia Lokey of RMS is working on the RMS Operating guides. TXSET How to Use guides and the RMS Operating Guide documentation processes are being coordinated. 

Next Steps – Ed Skiba will redo the 814_20 draft, and send to Dave Odle/ERCOT. Dave will distribute for comments, the draft and the comments will be reviewed at the December TX SET meeting, and the draft finalized. The remaining How To Use guides will be created using the format of the TX SET approved 814_20.    
· 814_16 & 17 (Johnny Robertson-TXU)
· Status- Used the same template developed for the 814_20. Review led to above discussion. 
· Review-Reviewed and edited draft How to Use document. Clarified 20 days is 20 business days. 
· 814_24 & 25 (Johnny Robertson-TXU)
· Not reviewed
· 814_28 & 29 (Dave Robeson-Entergy)
· Not reviewed

· 814_10 & 11 (LeeAnn Hayden-Republic & Elizabeth Moore-TXU)
· Not reviewed
· 810_02 (Bill Reily-Oncor)
· Status -Draft document prepared
· Review - T’s and C’s indicate that the CR can reject an 810_02 with an 824 only within 48 hours.  Including it in the How To Use document is redundant. However, it could be included as a FAQ with a reference to finding the answer in the T’s & C’s.  An 810-02 should not be rejected if the 867_03 is not received first. 
· 824 (Johnny Robertson-TXU)
· Not reviewed

814_20 & 21 (Ed Skiba-Entergy)
Comments from 10-01-02: Subgroup has multiple questions regarding developing “How To Use” document for the 814_20.   There is an issue regarding meter number differences between 814_20 and 867s.  For example, if the 867 is rejected for incorrect meter number, CR may have incorrect meter number loaded in their system (and other issues).

· Review: Discussed items in the draft How To Use Guide that address idiosyncrasies related to the 814_20/21 transactions.  Are there items in the How To Use that belong in gray boxes?   
Review of Action Items from October and November Meeting - Action Item from 10-02-02:  Johnny Robertson will draft a new PRR to be presented to RMS.  It needs to be added to the RMS agenda.  PRR 353 was written to remove the TX SET Transaction list from Chapter 19 of the Protocols.  PRR 361 was written to update the use of the 814_28/29 for both Permit Required and Completed Unexecutable for Move-Ins/ and Move-outs only, and to update Special Needs indicators to reflect IG language. The PRRs are on the agenda for the November RMS meeting.  

Question:  What is a CR to do to handle unsolicited 867_03 finals when an 814_06 has not been received?  CR issue is they are scheduling power for customers they no longer have.  Is this an RMS issue?  CR stops scheduling power when they receive the 867_03 final.  For ERCOT, this is a drop with exception and they need to review that process.  Issue is related to TDSP’s not sending 814_04’s to ERCOT and 814_05 from ERCOT to CR.  There are efforts to speed up processing of 814_04’s, which should help the problem.  Result is the CR is the REP of Record beyond the period they are scheduling power for the customer.  

Action Item: Dave Odle will take the issue to Move-In/Move-Out workgroup and also refer to Out of Synch workgroup. This could be one of the root causes for out of synch issues and is probably increasing out of synchs. Out of Synch group needs these examples for their root cause issues work.   ERCOT clock should not cancel too early and send the 814_08, but needs to take some action at the end of the 20-day clock.
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