
[image: image1.png]




Meeting NoteS December 3-4, 2002





Next Meeting Dates:

1/7/03 and 1/8/03:  Work on How To Use Guides.  

1/21/03 and 1/22/03: Election of Chair and Vice Chairs, Complete How To Use Guides and v1.6 work.

Approval of the Minutes

The Scribe received additions to the November Meeting Notes.  Approval of the November minutes was tabled, and they will be redistributed with corrections along with the December meeting notes

TX SET Officer Nominations for 2003 (Susan Neel-CenterPoint Energy)

TX SET will nominate and elect a Chair and Vice Chairs in January following the RMS Meeting scheduled for January 16, 2003.  Elected officers will be presented to RMS in February for RMS approval.  Susan indicated workgroup Chairs and Vice Chairs must be an employee of a TDSP or a CR, not a vendor or consultant.  The Scribe is a volunteer, not an elected position.

Update on Transaction Scenario Inventory List Discussion from RMS (Susan Neel-CenterPoint Energy)

The PRR to remove the Transaction Scenario Names Inventory List from Chapter 19 of Protocols was withdrawn by Susan Neel at the November RMS meeting.  

The list of EDI Transactions will continue to be maintained in Protocols Chapter 19. TX SET will keep TX SET IGs and Chapter 19 in synch, and will submit Protocol changes where required.

The group reviewed a redlined version of Chapter 19, and a new PRR will be submitted for the changes. Johnny Robertson will compare the version posted on the website with the new redline, make any corrections and submit with a new PRR.  Cary Reed and Dave Robeson will review.  The 814_28 and 814_29 and outage (T0 through T4) transactions will be added to the transaction list in Chapter 19.  Two PRRs could be prepared – one adding the 814_28 and 29 and outage transactions for v1.5, and a second for v1.6 with further changes.  Decision: Submit two PRRs.  The first will add SET 814_28/29 and the Outage T transactions to Section 19 to be effective with SET V1.5.  The second will be to clean-up/correct the SET transaction titles/definitions and would be effective with SET V1.6.

Dave Robeson was asked to represent TX SET at the PRR meeting to support the Protocol Revisions.

Discussion Item from TX SET Change Control Call 11-22-2002 (Ed Skiba—Entergy)

Question submitted to TX SET: “We’re looking for clarification from Texas SET on the 650_04.  Can a TDSP send multiple Cancel Suspensions that cross-reference the same Suspension?  It appears this can happen for situations where there is a multi-metered ESI ID.  The scenario we developed was a TDSP sends a 650_04 Suspension to notify the CR that they are suspending service on four meters for the ESI ID.  Each meter is listed separately on the 650_04.  As the TDSP restores service to each meter, they send a 650_04 Cancel Suspension.  In this scenario there would be four 650_04 Cancel Suspension, which all would all have the same value in the BGN06 (cross-reference number to the original suspension).  Is this a valid scenario?”  

Discussion: Reviewed Change Control for v1.6 for Cancellation of Suspension of Delivery Services.  It clarifies that the Cancellation of Suspension of Delivery Services will cancel the suspension in its entirety.  Separate Service orders are not created for each meter on a multiple metered ESI ID.    There will be a one to one correlation between the 650_04 Suspend and the 650_04 Cancel.

How to Use Guide Format Discussion  (Ed Skiba—Entergy)

· Issue: What format should be developed by TX SET for the How To Use Guides? 

· Discussion:  How should issues/answers be identified and resolved – in the How To Use Guides, Protocols, by the dispute process, etc.? Is an education process needed for MPs?  Should TX SET include interpretations of the Ts & C’s in the How To Use Guides?  There is a lack of understanding of the processes as defined in Protocols and T’s & C’s.  Issues related to Protocols and T’s & C’s can be submitted to RMS for discussion/ resolution.  However, RMS may push the issues back to TX SET.  There continues to be questions from the Market about interpretation of the Market rules.  However, How To Use Guides should not repeat what is in Ts & Cs and Protocols.  

· Reviewed Ed Skiba’s draft How To Use Guide for the 814_20. The document addresses various sections in the IG with clarifications of how each is used.  How To Use guides are an extension of the gray box information in the Implementation Guides and should be reviewed by those doing the coding for Market Participants.  

· Discussed option to have a pilot preceding Market entry. Code in the 814_20 allows for a DTM~307 Change Pilot eligibility date – Pedernales may wish to conduct a pilot prior to market entry.

· References to Lodestar were changed to Settlement System. 

· Retire ESI ID – Discussed process for retirement of ESI IDs.  Effective date of the retire ESI ID cannot be prior to the last “stop period”. 

· Unsolicited transactions:  MPs currently receive numerous unsolicited transactions. Documenting this in the How To Use Guides tells MPs how the processes work today, and may bring these issues to the attention of the MPs so they can be addressed and corrected.    

· The 814_20 How To Use Guide draft addresses how the Market works today and does not provide interpretations of how it should work.  

810_02 and 824 Reject Market Issues (Bill Reily-Oncor)

Reviewed Questions submitted by Bill Reily and discussed issues regarding 810’s and 824 rejects.  

1. When and why can an 810 be rejected?  810’s can be rejected when they do not meet TX SET or ANSI standards. There was a difference of opinion on what it means to meet TX SET standards.  One interpretation is were valid TX SET codes used.   Is TX SET validation code validations only, or does it include correct sequencing of transactions? Correct use of the reject codes is an issue. For example, a reject for an invalid ESI ID – what constitutes a valid ESI ID?  What is a valid use of A13 reject code?  

2. Can the 810 be rejected after generating the 997? Yes. If so, what is the purpose of the 997, does it start the clock? The 997 is for ANSI compliancy.  The 997 should start the 48-hour clock if the 997 is being used. However, an 824 reject can be received after the 997 is sent.  What happens if the 997 is not used by a Market Participant, or is delayed for several days?  GISB logs can be used to verify sending/receiving of transactions.  

3. Should a CR be allowed to reject an 810 final if they didn’t receive an 814_06 for a forced move-out?  No– The 810 validations are not contingent upon the flow of other transactions. 
4. When an invoice is disputed, is payment due?  Refer to Ts & Cs and TDSP Securitization agreements (Financing Orders). Disputed amounts need to be paid based on terms in Securitization agreements.  Disputes are addressed in Ts & C’s.  

5. When should the collection clock begin, and how does a reject affect it?  Reject does not affect it, but a dispute does.  Collection clock begins after 35 days as addressed in T’s & C’s. 

6. How can a TDSP reject a reject? Reject responses can’t be rejected.

7. Need clarification on the 48-hour rule. Addressed in Ts & Cs.  The 48-hour clock begins when the TDSP delivers a validated invoice.  

8. Clarification on the BGN08 for action codes 82 and EV. EV = Evaluate. Transaction has been accepted and requesting reevaluation. This is a partial acceptance and the transaction should NOT be resent. For example, a rounding difference may have occurred in the 810 invoice data, which does not require a new 810.   82 = Follow up.  Indicates that the receiver of the transaction must correct and resend the transaction. Is EV currently being used by any MPs?  A change control could be submitted to remove EV, which may prompt a response from MPs on its use.  Both codes are used differently by MPs and TDSP’s must follow up with a phone call to the CR.

Suggest Bill Reily’s questions be submitted to RMS for clarification/interpretation.  RMS would expect recommendations from TX SET, but issues are open to interpretation and TX SET is unable to provide responses.  

There is a lot of information related to the 810 and payments within the Ts & Cs, Section 4.4.5, 4.4.6, and 4. 4.1. Bill Reilly will pull something together for RMS review for some resolution/clarification. For example, T’s & C’s uses term “…validated transaction…” but does not state validated by who or how.  In section 4.4.1, last paragraph. it alludes to possibly this being the CR “…The Competitive Retailer shall validate or reject the SET transaction using the appropriate rejection code within 48 hours of the first Business Day following receipt.”

Action Item:  Question to all CRs:  On the 824, are any CRs using the code “BGN08 EV”? If so, why?  Can SET remove this code? 

Ad Hoc Competitive Metering Subgroup Report (Discussion Only)

· No method for CR, TDSP and/or Meter Agent to coordinate installation, passing of meter data, ownership between parties.

· Responsibility of obtaining inspection/permits needs to be addressed.

· No TX SET transaction to support meter information/characteristics when the TDSP is not Meter Owner.

· Need clarification on communication requirement for Meter Agents as it relates to MP.

· Which entity takes responsibility for meter complying with ANSI standards and TDSP standards?

· Which entity is responsible for establishing/coordinating the installation time with the CR when the TDSP is not the installer or owner

· If fees from Meter Agent are applicable how will these be passed to end use customer?

· Communication does not exist for change in ownership from Meter Agent A to Meter Agent B.

· Who certifies Meter Agent?

· Are Meter Agents required to comply with TXSET transactions?

· Need to clarify role of the Meter Agent.

Issues that are not addressed in the Strawman:

· Move-out where customer moves out and takes the meter with them. 

·  The service is hot and there are safety issues for the TDSP 

· Temporary meters are set with commercial status. 

· Possibility of meters from one service area may not be compatible in all areas. I.e. KW vs. kVa
Until the rulemaking is complete, TX SET cannot begin to address transaction changes/additions.  The current metering Strawman does not contain enough detail for TX SET to begin their work.  For now, the only thing TX SET can do is stay abreast of the rulemaking.  Strawman does not mention TX SET and it’s role in the meter unbundling process.  There are a number of unanswered issues.  Several months ago, TX SET created a Timeline indicating the length of time to implement a new version and/or new requirements.  Using the Timeline, there may not be time to implement the TX SET changes before the 1/01/04 meter unbundling deadline. Discussed intent of the rule.   

Action Item: Cary Reed will address at the next RMS meeting – until the rules are fully defined, TX SET cannot make recommendations regarding the transaction requirements.  It will be added to the RMS agenda for the December meeting.  

TX SET Discussion

· REF~N1~FJ indicates that this should be the name of the First Contact; gray box indicates that customer contact name should be last name, first name. 
· In PER~IC under PER02, free-form name is required for Contact Name; gray box indicates that customer contact name should be last name, first name. 
· N1~8R indicates that this should be Customer Name; I assume this is the main customer, but the gray box again says customer contact name should be last name, first name.

Discussion: N1~8R is the service address loop in all transactions.  It is used as a placeholder to populate the service address.  However, some TDSP's use the N1~8R to populate the customer name in their systems.  There is confusion regarding difference between customer name and customer contact name.  

· Why are there two spots for customer contact name?  Shouldn't the gray box for the customer name be rewritten to say 'main customer' and not 'customer contact name?

· This is in addition to the question, 'Why does the guideline indicate that this transaction is only for Options 2 and 3 customers'? 

Discussion: This should be corrected as it also applies to Option 1 customers.  V1.5 still has the Option 2/3 customers verbiage.  
Above questions refer to the 814_PC.  Gray boxes refer to Customer Contact name, not Customer name.  

Action Item: Charlie Bratton to write a Change Control to correct the 814_PC and add clarification to the issue.  A Change Control was previously written to address the issue in the 814_01.   

Visio Subgroup Update (Kyle Patrick-Reliant Resources)

Scenario B5 – Customer Move-Out TDSP Move-Out cannot be completed (e.g., Cannot Read Meter and TDSP cannot estimate Final Meter Read) 

· Reviewed content and format. Approved.  Will be sent to Dave Odle for posting to the ERCOT website.  

Scenario B6 –Meter is Physically Removed without CR Notification; TDSP Notifies CR; CR Initiates Move Out. 

· Reviewed format and content. First box in TDSP swim lane changed to: “Discovers unauthorized safety hazard; meter removal at retail premise.” Visio modified to show TDSP sends the CR e-mail, and not a 650_04. 

· Action Item: Ed Skiba to check for a change control previously issued for new 650_04 code

· Action Item: Visio will be modified to indicate TDSP sends e-mail and not 650-04. Code will be included in 650_04 for v1.6 E-mail notifies CR a Move-Out is needed for this ESI ID.  

· Approved as modified.  Will be sent to Dave Odle for posting to the ERCOT website.  

Scenario J9 - Regular Monthly Bill in MC TDSP Market: Customer Receives Separate Bills for Wires and Energy Charges. 

· Flow reviewed and edited. Will revise order of swim lanes to be consistent with other flows. Added a note regarding separate mailing of statements by MC TDSP and CR to customer. “ MC TDSP” will be the consistent illustration of the Muni/Co-op TDSP acronym.

· Approved as modified. Will be sent to Dave Odle for posting to the ERCOT website.

Scenario J10: Reviewed and edited scenario. Will revise order of swim lanes to be consistent with other flows. Approved as modified. Will be sent to Dave Odle for posting to the ERCOT website.

Scenario J11: Approved.  Will be sent to Dave Odle for posting to the ERCOT website.

Scenario J5: Deleted sentence from CR box “CR notifies MC TDSP of errors”. Visio subteam and MC TDSP's will review again and edit as required.
TX SET v1.6 Preliminary Discussion (Dave Odle—ERCOT)

· Some time to address the focal points of V1.6 and some methods that I would like to suggest addressing them.

· On the heels of the above, I would like to ask for two task forces out of TX SET, to address Reject Reasons/Codes and Market synch gaps that may be addressed by TX SET.

Dave Odle: Market Issues – Would like to see TX SET work on issues for v1.6 implementation.  Reject Codes – would like to see elimination of A13 – Other, and resolution of Market synch gaps.  Would like to see two separate task forces: Reject and warning codes across all transactions, and Market synch gaps.  

Discussion:  How would these task groups differ from Move-In/Move-Out, QRE and Market Synch groups?  QRE is going away and will be transitioned to ERCOT. They are fixing out of synchs, but are not addressing the root causes.  Dave would like the TX SET subgroup to address root causes.  Dave has identified issues where the causes are not obvious.  However, some of these issues cannot be corrected/addressed by TX SET.  In some cases more data and/or better codes will help, and there are some things in v1.5 that will also help.  Reject Codes:  Need to build better reject and warning codes for V1.6.  

Will there be any emergency v1.5 changes from the MVI/MVO subgroup? Nothing has been identified to date that would be implemented as emergency changes for v1.5. 

Proposed steps to address issues:

Form the group-TX SET

1) Identify errors (mission)

2) Aggregate analysis

3) Solutions

4) Cross impact analysis 

5) Change Controls

Discussion:  Can this process be the new focus for TX SET to prepare for v1.6?  Suggest one day or specific time period per meeting be spent on these issues.  Focus would be on what is learned from Market Synch group and Move-In/Move-Out workgroups.  However, the focus of TX SET could shift when the Competitive Metering requirements are defined and TX SET will be required to develop the transactions to support it.  Suggest the How To Use Guides should be completed/published as they identify existing Market gaps.  

Reject Codes:  At one time it was agreed that reasons used with codes A13, A83 and API would be analyzed and codes created for the commonalities found in the reasons added as text to the rejects.  

Should TX SET address solutions within the confines of SB7, Protocols and T’s & C’s?  The solutions need to be within the boundaries of the established Market rules and regulations.  At the January meeting, TX SET will begin addressing reject codes.  And, the How To Use Guides need to be completed and reviewed/approved at the January meeting.    

Action Items: MPs need to review types of codes received and will bring to next TX SET meeting in January - A13, A83, API, A84, A76, etc.

TX SET Change Control Conference Call Discussion (Dave Odle)

· Is a quorum required?  If so what constitutes a quorum.

· Should this decision be documented in the operating guide or TX SET Working Group Procedures?

On a recent change control call, there were only 3-4 people and participants were uncertain what to do. Sometimes, Change Controls are approved with little discussion.  When consensus is not reached on the Change Control Conference Calls, the Change Controls are tabled and taken to TX SET.  TX SET discusses and approves and the Change Control is not brought back to a TX SET Conference Call for approval.  

To constitute a quorum on the Conference Calls, ERCOT would like to have at least two TDSP’s, two AREPs, two CRs and/or a service provider representing a CR.  If a major player is not on a call and there is an unresolved issue, the issue should be tabled. Previously, MC TDSP's have not been counted by ERCOT as a TDSP when determining a quorum. 

There was a discussion regarding input from non-certified market participants.  What should be done about participants who are non-certified Market participants or who do not represent any certified MPs, and they bring up issues that are not appropriate for the TX SET meeting or a Change Control call?  This will be addressed again if it continues to be an issue. 

MP absence constitutes consent to approved change controls - Silence is agreement. 

Decision on a quorum on Change Control Calls:  TX SET should use similar quorum requirement as used by RMS.  For a quorum, Change Control calls will require six different Market Participants representing one entity each plus ERCOT, or a total of seven people on each Change Control Conference call.  A vendor can represent only one entity on a call.  They do not represent all their clients as individual entities.  For example, a vendor with 4 CR clients does not represent 4 entities.  Proxy votes will not be allowed.  Once a Change Control is approved, it will not be cancelled. However, another Change Control can be issued to undo a previously approved Change Control.  

Frequency of Change Control Conference Calls:  All SET members agreed to change the weekly change control call to every other week.  The change control call frequency can be reviewed again at the January meeting.  

Schedule of Change Control Conference Calls for December and 1st call in January:

12/06/02 

12/20/02
01/03/03

TX SET Chair: Susan Neel, Chair of TX SET, tendered her resignation, and Johnny Robertson will serve as Chair until a new Chair is elected.

Added Agenda Items: 

814_28 – If CR with CSA and same CR, with forced move out.  Scenario results in two 814_28 transactions – one to the current CR and one to the CSA CR. Each transaction will have the same BGN06.  ERCOT discovered there would be two 28’s during system test.  System designed to send one to the Move-Out CR and a second to the Move-In CR. 

Missing MMO reject of the 814_03, TDSP and ERCOT implications. ERCOT will not send a second 814_03 without TDSP concurrence.  ERCOT will contact the TDSP on this condition and respond accordingly.  (Dave Robeson - Entergy)

The TDSP will close the BPI after they send the reject, and they cannot send another 814_04.  At this point it would be unknown if the error is ERCOT’s or the TDSP’s.  Memo was sent to TDSP's to try to determine how this should be handled.  If rejected, TDSP will have a closed BPI and ERCOT will have a pending order.   

TX SET Discussion: 650_01 and 650_02 – What is TX SET’s opinion on the use of the BGNs in the 650_01 and 650_02 transactions?

Kyle Patrick reviewed the use of the BGN’s in the 650_01 and 650_02 transactions. 

Discussion – The IGs indicate the original Transaction ID should be carried in the BGN06 as the lifecycle number and should be carried throughout request/response transactions.  However, there are two different processes – the Disconnect for Non-Pay Request and the Reconnect Request.  Reviewed 650_02 IG for correct usage of the BGN’s.  650_01 Disconnect is an original request and the 650_01 Reconnect is an original request.  The question is should the Lifecycle number be carried throughout both of the disconnects, and the associated reconnects?  When the TDSP disconnects the meter, the lifecycle of the 650_01 is completed from the TDSP’s perspective.  A new lifecycle number will be used for the Reconnect Request and Response transactions.  Suggest the IG be updated to correctly reflect use of the BGN06 cross-referencing.  The IG examples are for cancel/updates, not disconnect orders.  Disconnects can’t be cancelled or updated, they can only be reconnected.  There is disagreement on the correct use of the BGN06.  

Action Item: TDSP's to verify current processes. More investigation is required before recommendations can be made. (Currently, only AREPs can request disconnects for non-payment, but this will change when all CRs are allowed to request disconnects for non-payment.)  

Attendees:

	Name
	Company
	E-Mail Address
	Phone Number

	Sonia Howell
	AEP
	slhowell1@aep.com
	614/883-7661

	Cary Reed
	AEP
	careed@aep.com
	918/599-2026

	Vera Pell
	AEP Retail
	vpell@aep.com
	918/493-9529

	Tom Jackson
	Austin Energy
	Tom.Jackson@austinenergy.com
	512/322-6324

	Susan Neel
	CenterPoint Energy
	Susan.neel@centerpointenergy.com
	713/207-5106

	Kathy Scott
	CenterPoint Energy
	Kathy.d.scott@centerpointenergy.com
	713/945-6630

	Geetha Santhhappan
	Constellation New Energy
	Geetha.santhappan@constellation.com
	713/646-5464

	Robert Rodriguez
	Constellation New Energy
	Robert.Rodriguez@constellation.com
	281/793-6339

	Ed Skiba
	Entergy
	edskiba@us.ibm.com
	504/576-5246

	Dave Robeson
	Entergy
	drobe90@entergy.com
	504/576-2571

	Bernie Dawson
	Envision
	bernardd@envworld.com
	512/266-7787

	Dave Odle
	ERCOT
	dodle@ercot.com
	

	Ernest Godoy
	Nueces/San Patricio
	egodoy@nueceselectric.org
	361/387-2581

	Bill Reily
	Oncor
	Breily1@txu.com
	214/875-2520

	Kyle Patrick
	Reliant 
	kpatrick@reliant.com
	713/207-3396

	Diana Zake
	Reliant 
	dzake@reliant.com
	512/494-3004

	Leanne Hayden
	Republic Power
	leighannmc@att.net
	

	Wendy Brubaker
	Systrends
	wendy.brubaker@systrends.com
	562-693-9856

	Neil Eddleman
	TEAM
	neil@txteam.org
	214/289-6008

	Johnny Robertson
	TXU 
	jrobert1@txu.com
	214/875-1565

	Charlie Bratton
	TXU
	Cbratto1@txu.com
	214/875-3703
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