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Meeting minutes
June 4, 2002


Reviewed agenda, introductions and lunch choices.

Minutes from last meeting: Approved as written

Feld Report Update -Susan Neel 

· The Feld Group was hired by the TDSP's and ERCOT to analyze Market IT Functions. Recommendations were made to the ERCOT Board, and the Board approved all the recommendations.  Recommendations affecting TX SET:  Stacked Move-In changes applied to V1.5 redline guides will be removed.  Guides will be published without stacked Move-In changes previously recommended by TX SET. The Feld Group will analyze the Move-In/Move-Outs again.  Change Controls 2002-250, 2001-225, 2001-227, need to be removed from the list of approved Change Controls. 

· ERCOT has selected, but announced, a vendor for V1.5 work.  

· V1.5 implementation guides need to be published by the end of this week. 

·  Included in V1.5 - Dave Odle: RFP went out with 20 requirements, three dealing with Move-In/Move-Out and with placeholders for additional work.  The three Move-In/Move-Out requirements have been pulled out of current V1.5 design and designated funds kept for future development.  Requirement 19 also pulled out.  V1.5 will be released,  and when a final design solution is reached for removed requirements, most likely a V2.0 will be released.  Susan and Rob Connell are working on a timeline – will include testing dates, production dates.  This affects Muni/Co-ops and Susan has brought concerns to Feld.  Susan also coordinating with TTPT (Debbie McKeever).  

· Discussed time required to delete V1.5 change controls from Implementations Guides.  Website needs to be updated to show Change Control Status.  Also some Guides are not in Zip files on website – Dave Odle will clean up.  V1.5 guides will be posted to Website as soon as complete.  

Synchronization project discussion 

· ERCOT, TDSP's and CRs sending 1000 files to do a comparison to define the scope of synchronization issues.  Reliant and TXU have done their own comparisons and found magnitude of issues is around 5% of market. Reflects transition issues. If CR and TDSP are in synch, and ERCOT out of synch, ERCOT will correct their records.  

Final Updates to TX SET 1.5

· 820_03 - Change Control 2002-310 Discussion: Add 820_03 Muni/Co-op Remittance Advice to the approved list of TX SET EDI transactions.  Question about BPR segments – are Elements 1 to 16 required?  820-02 does not include BPR’s as transaction is for point-to-point.  If 820_03 goes bank-to-bank, BPR’s are needed to identify funds transfer information.  Discussion of point-to-point with separate ACH vs. bank-to-bank transmission of funds and remittance data.  Draft of 820_03 indicates funds and remittance data are combined.  It was developed for MPs to take to their banks to determine if bank can utilize the TX SET Implementation Guide.  Page 3 – Document flow – should be changed to delete “via Bank”. BPR Segment can be changed from Must Use to Optional.  Must Use is only for combos.  BPR 1-4 and 16 are Must Use.  BPR’s 5,6,7,8,9,12,13,14,15 should be Optional.  Examples at end of IG illustrate Combo and Not Combo.  Add comments to gray box regarding which BPR’s are “Must Use” and which are required for bank-to-bank 820_03.  BPR01 should use codes C and I. Delete codes X and D from BPR01.  BPR04 should have “CHK” added to allow Muni/Coops to request bank to send a check in addition to codes for ACH, FEW, or FWT.  Scope of 820_03 needs to be larger to accommodate Muni/Co-op requirements.  Kyle Patrick changed document flow and redlined BRP Segment to reflect discussion.  Grey box (Comment Notes) changed. “BPR 1,2,3,4, and 16 Required. BPR 5,6,7,8,9,12,13,14,15 changed to “Required if Combo via the bank”.   

· Discussion – TDSP's currently receiving Combo’s do not receive remittance data in consistent formats.

New Discussion of 820_03

· Delete BPR’s 5 - 15 and comments added to gray box.  BPR01 – delete C, for Combo of remittance detail and payment. Delete Example 1 - Combo.  Change Control approved with modifications.  

Change Control 2002-315 

· Withdrawn

Change Control 2002-316 for 814_22

· Discussion: Add N1~8R to 814_22.  Current process is for CR to pull the ESI ID and find the service address and add manually to backend system. This is out of scope for V1.5 and is not an emergency requirement.  Approved for future implementation.  

Change Control 2002-320 for 867_03

· Discussion of MEA segments in PTD~BO Loop for interval summary.  For Reactive metering, there is a single reading – the end read.  Reliant uses Reactive Metering.  AEP may add reactive meters in Texas.  Guideline needs to reflect ability to display reactive meter read data.  CRs can ask TDSP's to install reactive metering.   MEA05 discussion: If Mea04 = KH then Mea05 is Required. 

Change Control 2002-321 for 867_03 

· MEA05 and 06: edited and changes added to redline.

· Change Controls 2002-320 and 2002-321 approved for V1.5.  Will be applied to redline guides and published. 

Dave Odle ERCOT Update Report 

· Dave Odle is still manager of V1.5.  Sherrie Broderick moved to Wholesale side of ERCOT. John Kassel will work with Dave Odle on V1.5 during transition period.  

· V1.5 Vendor has not been announced.  

· All Change Controls for V1.5 are included in Change Control list except Move-In/Move-Out previously described as being deleted.  

· Muni/Coop requirements are included in V1.5 requirements.  Still tentatively set for 11/15/2002 implementation.  However, there most likely will be pushback from the market to implement later than 11/15, as requirements not released in May as originally scheduled.  Testing will not be ready to test V1.5in September as scripts will not be ready.  

Action Items from TX SET Change Control Questions from 5/31/02 Call

Question 2) ”I have a question for you in regards to the 814_20 transaction.  In the NM108 segment the guide ways you can use either 32 or 93, and then NM109 for the value.  The gray box example at the top says 93~ALL used for conversion/create, and 32~meter number used for change if changing at a meter level.

So then, to me this means that a CR would never receive ALL in an 814_20 because they only receive the change transaction and not the create.  Is this correct?

It would seem that if load profile or meter cycle were changed you should be allowed to use ALL.  But since the guide does not read this way we have coded to reject and 814_20 if we get ALL.

We are receiving change transactions with ALL from one of the TDSPs.

This would seem to me, that there is a misunderstanding in what the guide says.”

Dave Robeson wrote Change Control 2002-322 for above question.  Added gray box info to NM1 notes:  “The code ALL in the NM109 can be used with a Change transaction.  Examples illustrate use of ALL.  NM109 – added gray box info to Segment notes: “The code ALL can be used with a change transaction.”  

Change control 2002-322 approved for V1.5.

Question 3) “In the PL Loop of the 867_03 does the QTY02 always equal the MEA03 and is the MEA03 always required?  The notes in the gray boxes and the "Must Use" tags on the QTY02 and MEA03 seem to have conflicting statements.

1) In the gray box of the QTY segment it states:

   Note: Quantity is the total measured consumption for the billable period

   including all billable adjustments applicable, e.g., transformer loss

   factor and the meter multiplier.  The quantity in the QTY02 has not been

   adjusted for any additive/Master Meter, subtractive/Master Meter or

   missing or abundance of consumption occurring in the PTD~PL when the

   PTD06 has a valid code.

   Billable quantity in the 867_03 may not match the invoiced quantity in

   the 810_02 because of TDSP tariff adjustments to the 810_02 data.

   MEA with an MEA07 = "51" (total)  is required.

   The QTY02 must equal the MEA03 when the MEA03 is provided.

2) In the gray box of the MEA segment it states:

   MEA03 must equal QTY02.

3) In the gray box of the MEA03 it states:

   Total consumption after meter multiplier and transformer loss factor are

   applied.

The points of conflict are:

a) The QTY segment implies that the MEA03 segment may not be populated.

However, the MEA segment indicates the MEA03 field is a "Must Use"

b) The QTY segment indicates that the QTY02 includes adjustments such as

transformer loss factor and meter multiplier, but leaves the door open for

other types of adjustments to be applied.  The MEA03 states that it only includes the transformer loss factor and meter multiplier.”

Change Control 2002-323 prepared by Ed Skiba for above question.

Discussion:  Suggested clean up - delete the following in the gray box: “The QTY must equal the MEA03 when the MEA03 is provided.” ERCOT is not validating to determine if QTY and MEA03 are equal.  The number of transactions that do not have equal QTY and MEA03 is very small.  Some TDSP's estimate reads and some estimate consumption.  

Change Control 2002-323 approved for V1.5 (Gray box change)  

Final Updates to TX SET 1.5 Visio Flows
Questions received on updates to Visios from last meeting.  

· Scenario A2 - Customer Switch, Customer Objection, Return to Current CR:  In Step 17, transaction should be an 814_08.  Need a Step 18 where Current CR responds with an 814_09 to ERCOT.  Step 17 needs to become 16 and 11 needs to become Step 1. Should be an 814_08 and 17 should be an 814_09. Grey box note discussed.   Changed Enrollment to Invalid Enrollment  - gray box in all “A” scenarios will be corrected.

· Scenario D2: Landlord/Tenant, Landlord Initiated Move-In: O.K. – no changes.  

· Scenario I2: Service Order Process Reject or Complete Unexecutable: Move Step 3 to follow first box in TDSP swim lane to allow for Reject. Existing Step 3 changed to Step 4.

· No additional Visio issues have been raised.  New Visios will be published on TX SET website.    

Discussion of CR ability to Drop Pending Enrollments

· Protocols were changed to allow for Cancel of Pending Enrollments. Scenario:  Customer gets dropped to POLR, finds a New CR then decides to stay with POLR.  New CR sends in drop of pending enrollment and customer winds up with CR that dropped them to the POLR.  System change request indicates there is a five-day window prior to the switch date for pending enrollments.  Solution unknown at this time.
Working Group (TX SET) Procedures Document Review

· Reviewed redlined TX SET Working Group Procedures document.  Changes are not substantial – cleanup type changes.  Change Controls:  Add to first bullet: “or at TX SET Meetings”. Second and third bullets –“Meeting” changed to “calls”.  Third bullet: these “calls” (added calls). Fourth bullet changed “raised” to “submitted.  Last bullet; ”representative” changed to “ at txsetchangecontrol@ercot.com”. Added bullet:  “Change Controls to be discussed at TX SET meetings will be on the agenda”.  

· Additional text added regarding duties of Scribe.

· Election of Officers:  Added to third bullet: “if re-elected”

· Change Control for example added to document.  

· Posting of redlined documents on website: Approved Change Controls are not reflected in current version guidelines posted to website.  When do approved Change Controls get implemented when not assigned to a future version?  Emergency Change Controls should have an implementation date assigned to them.  Posting of redlined documents to the website can result in conflicts when additional redline changes are made to redlined documents.  MPs will need to keep up with changes by monitoring the Change Controls on the TX SET website. There are no resources at ERCOT to continuously update redlined documents for the website.  Issue can’t be solved at TX SET.  Leave no redline posting to website as is.

· Changes reviewed and accepted as final version.  Will be posted to TX SET website.  Redline posting issue should be brought to RMS or discussed with Dave Odle of ERCOT.  

Publication of Meeting Minutes  

· Send to listserv and send separate copy to Dave Odle requesting they post minutes to TX SET website.

CSA Muni/Coop Discussion

· Muni/Co-op Visios – 814_18, which includes customer billing option.  Jennifer Garcia proposed short-term fix to be illustrated in Scenario D6 - Tenant Move-Out, CSA Exists, Tenant changes Move-Out Date.  Issue:  How does Muni/Coop know who customer is and where to send bill? 814_03 from ERCOT will not include billing option.  Muni/Coop will have CSA billing option stored in their systems.  LIN03 will have MVO in LIN to indicate a Move-Out.  Doesn’t provide billing info, but does indicate transaction created by ERCOT for CSA. Muni-coops will ask CSA CRs to sign CSA agreement with Muni/Coop so they will have billing option on file.  A long-term solution is required.  Suggested that Muni/Coops do not ask ERCOT to store additional data to pass on the 814_03.  Current CSA process is not working and may be addressed in Move-In/Move-Out review by Feld.  CSA’s are being received after Move-Ins due to increased processing time at ERCOT for CSA’s.  Muni/Co-ops are looking at a short-term solution.  Add gray box to current D4 (Establish CSA) flow to indicate CSA customer needs to contact MCTDSP with CSA info: “MCTDSP Market – The landlord customer will need to request CSA with both CR and MCTDSP.  The CR will establish CSA Agreement via 814_18. The MCTDSP will only establish the CSA within their internal system for billing purposes.” 

Question and Answer Session 

· CSA CR’s – Deenergizing with a CSA at an ESI ID.  The CSA needs to be cancelled via an 814_18, followed by a Move-Out to deenergize a premise.  Another CSA request needs to be resubmitted to reestablish the CSA at the premise.  This is the current process to deenergize when customer does not sign up with CR for a Move-In.  814_03 – PER needs to be passed from 814_01.  How would this work in a CSA agreement?  814_18 does not have any customer information. 

· Issue - The CSA notis received by ERCOT but MCTDSP has CSA – what do they do?  MCTDSP should contact CSA CR to submit an CSA 814 to ERCOT.

· Protocols Chapter 19 – Changes to Chapter 19 not submitted yet so flows can’t be updated to reflect the changes.  A Protocol Revision will be submitted.  After Chapter 19 revisions are approved, flows will be updated.  Chapter 15 of Protocols will have stacked Move-In changes that can’t be submitted yet.  

Next Meeting

Scheduled for July 9 and 10, 2002.   If Move-In/Move-Out processes not decided and if there are no other new issues, the meeting will be cancelled.  
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	E-Mail Address

	Cary Reed
	AEP
	careed@aep.com

	Vera Pell
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	vpell@aep.com

	Shelly McKain
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	slmckain@aep.com

	Tom Jackson
	Austin Energy
	Tom.Jackson@austinenergy.com

	John Adams
	CPS
	jsadams@cps-satx.com

	Wayne Callender
	CPS
	wdcallender@cps-satx.com

	Ed Skiba
	Entergy
	edskiba@us.ibm.com

	Dave Robeson
	Entergy
	drobe90@entergy.com

	Bernie Dawson
	Envision Utility Software
	bernardd@envworld.com

	Dave Odle
	ERCOT
	dodle@ercot.com

	Neil Eddleman
	Exolink
	nneddleman@exolink.com

	Rosemary Freeman
	Exolink
	rosemary.freeman@exolink.com

	Vivian Land
	LCRA
	vland@lcra.org

	Mark Podorsky
	Oncor
	mpodorsky@maryn.com

	Paul McKinney
	Oncor
	dpmckinney@oncorgroup.com

	Angela Hurdle
	PUC
	Angela.hurdle@puc.state.tx.us

	Susan Neel
	Reliant
	susan_j_neel@reliantenergy.com

	Kyle Patrick
	Reliant Retail
	kpatrick@reliant.com

	Jennifer Garcia
	San Patricio & Nueces Electric Coops
	Jennifer@sanpatricioelectric.org

	Darrell Klimitchek
	STEC
	Darrell@stec.org

	Kathleen Sproles
	STEC
	Kathleen@stec.org

	Mike Coyle
	STEC
	mac@stec.org

	Wendy Brubaker
	Systrends
	wendy.brubaker@systrends.com

	Elizabeth Moore
	TXU
	Emoore2@txu.com

	Johnny Robertson
	TXU Business Services
	jrobert1@txu.com

	Charlie Bratton
	TXU Energy
	cbratto1@txu.com
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