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September 3&4, 2002

Meeting NOtes

ERCOT MetCenter 206B


Next Meeting:  October 1 – 2, 2002 

Airport Hilton – Austin – Time to be announced

September 3, 2002: 

Introductions of Attendees - Introductions made
Approval of the Minutes - Minutes approved as published
Discussion of Agenda - Added one Change Control; Visio update/maintenance procedure discussion
Assignment Updates – The following updates were given on assignments from the previous meeting:

Issue: 820_02 and 820_03 - Discussion from previous meeting: - 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.
820_02 and 820_03 Update/Discussion: Susan Neel and Sonia Howell have begun a review of new 824 transaction requirements.  Johnny Robertson – TXU: described TXU process for handling 820 remittance advices. Does not see need for using the 824 to reject 820 transactions.  Susan Neel – Centerpoint: Could use the 824 reject if the total dollars in the Remittance Advice do not match the dollars banked.  

Use of 824 for transactions that currently can’t be rejected:  824 reject scope needs to be narrow.  For example – 814_05’s have been received without a meter number, which prevents CR from billing from 867_03.  Rejects would need to flow through ERCOT to prevent out of synch ESI ID’s.  Dave Odle to check on ERCOT’s position on 824’s. Use of 824 needs to be carefully reviewed to analyze how all Market Participants and transactions will be affected – what are downstream effects?  Sonia and Susan will continue to work on the 824 review, and they will have a draft of a white paper ready for the October TX SET meeting.  ERCOT needs to provide a response regarding their ability to support expanded use of 824 transactions.  Also for consideration, consistent processing of 824’s by all Market Participants needs to be developed.

CSA related issues – Discussion from previous meeting: 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.  

CSA Issues Update and Discussion: Susan Neel and Kyle Patrick identified gaps in the Move In/Move Out process and forwarded them to John Kassel, Chair of the Move-In/Move-Out Task Group so they can be used as a starting point for the MIMO Task Group assignment.  For example: how to de-energize an ESI ID for a CSA CR; how do you move in multiple tenants in a short period of time; real-time processing; unexecutable transactions, etc.  Their intent was to identify issues for the Task Group instead of chasing problems.  The Sub-team work is complete.

 “How to Use These Transactions” Sub teams: The teams will create “How to Use This Document” for the implementation guides.  The sub teams should use the format in the 867 implementation guides.

A CSV file will be used as a manual work around for the POLR rule change.  The CSV File should also have a “How To Use This Document”. (A CSV file will be exchanged between dropping CRs and AREPs between September 24, 2002 and implementation of v1.5 in April 2003.)  
 The Sub teams are:
814_18/19

Bernie Dawson

Ed Skiba - Lead

Bill Reilly

814_16 and 814_24

Vera Pell

Johnny Robertson - Lead

Kyle Patrick

814_10/11

Leanne Hayden

Elizabeth Moore

824

Susan Neel

Sonia Howell - Lead

814_28/29

Dave Robeson - Lead

Karen Davis

Change Controls – Discussion from previous meeting: Discussion: 310 Withdrawn, 313 was approved as an addendum for 310.

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.

Update/Discussion: Change Control 2002-313 is an addendum to 2002_310:  Kyle Patrick/Johnny Robertson – Examples in Implementation Guide are incorrect, and need to be updated.  

Action Items: Johnny Robertson /Tom Jackson will update examples in Implementation Guide.  Should be ready in a week. 

Sonia Howell – will write a Change Control to add gray box explanation for  “How to repeat the SLN loops when SLNs are over 25.” 

Visio Flows - “Delete CSA and Move-out of a CSA Landlord” – Action Item from Previous Meeting: Sonia Howell and Kyle Patrick will submit a Change Control to submit the new Visio.  

Update/Discussion: Kyle Patrick/Sonia Howell developed Visios and submitted a Change Control.  When the Change Control was discussed on the Change Control Conference Call, not all participants could view the Visio documents and the Change Control was withdrawn.  

Suggestion: Form a TX SET Visio Sub team to be responsible for the Visio changes.  Subteam would bring new/updated Visios to TX SET for review and approval.  Subteam would be responsible for submitting approved Visios to Dave Odle/ERCOT. 

Issues and discussion: How are Market Participants notified when changes/updates are made to Visio documents – notification to listserv, include in meeting notes.  Is a history log needed to track changes to Visios? Can footers be used in Visios to track changes? Can Visio changes be tracked in the Implementation Guides? More time is needed to review changes.  Review process is needed to allow documentation of issues.  Could v1.6 Change Controls be discussed at TX SET instead of on the Change Control Conference Calls? Susan will discuss with Dave Odle.  Also, will discuss limiting Change Control Conference Calls to fewer Change Controls per call.

Volunteers for Visio Subteam: Sonia Howell, Kyle Patrick, Bernie Dawson, Wendy Brubaker, and Dave Robeson.  Bernie and Dave will co-lead the Subteam. Subteam will be responsible for review and updates of Visios.  Visio updates should be posted with meeting agendas.  

Change Controls:  The ERCOT website is not up to date with newest Change Controls.  Susan Neel discussed with Dave Odle that new approved Change Controls should be updated on the Monday following the Friday Change Control Conference Calls.  

Action Item: Karen Bergman will follow up on Change Controls and Meeting Notes.  

814_24 Muni/Coop CSA Customer Name Issue from previous meeting: (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.  

Update: Jennifer Garcia will complete the Change Control

814_28 Discussion from previous meeting: 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
Update/Discussion: Mike Herzog of Structure needs completed Visio flows for the v1.5 development work.  Ed Skiba – If permit required on CSA (814_24 with 814_03 response and 814_28), who receives the 814_28?  Issue sent to Move-In/Move-Out task force as a gap.  Should both CSA CR and Current CR receive notification of “Unexecutable”?  Current CR customer has moved out so Move Out should be complete for Current CR.  Permit required notification not needed for Current CR. Gap exists in CSA’s for Permit Required.  TX SET needs to identify who receives the 814_28 and when they are received.  Primary issue:  Does ERCOT know where to send the 814_28? Reviewed the process including the Forced Move-Out.  TDSP's need to understand when there is an 814_ 03 and an 814_24 for the same day and the same ESI ID, (when move-in overlaps the move-out), 814_28 Unexecutable needs to be sent for the 814_24 and the 814_03 with one referencing the 814_24 and the other the 814_03.  

Second issue: Completed Unexecutable with a Forced-Move Out.   ERCOT needs to send the 814_28 to CR “A” and CR “B” when there is a forced Move-Out. This will require new ERCOT logic.  The instance remains open at ERCOT until the 867 is received.  Process needs to be reviewed with Dave Odle to determine current ERCOT processing.  If BPI is closed, ERCOT will not know where to send the 814_28.  

Update from Dave Odle: ERCOT could forward 814_28 to Current CR, or drive the process by the 814_29 and create an 814_08.  814_29 would be sent to the New CR and 814_08 to Old CR.  If an 814_29 reject is received, then ERCOT will forward to TDSP.  The BPI would not be closed until there is an Accept 814_29.   CSA CR needs to be notified when a Permit is required.  ERCOT could forward 814_28 to CSA CR and 814_08 to the old CR. 814_08 needs a code to indicate why Switch is being canceled when TDSP cannot provide final read via the 867_03.  After additional discussion, it was decided the 814_28 will go to both the current and new CR. CSA CR needs to accept an unsolicited 814_28.  

Permit required with a CSA:  814_28 guide needs to be updated to show it can flow from ERCOT to the CSA CR.  
Action Item:  Cary Reed will write Change Control to add ERCOT to CSA CR to the transaction flow in the 814_29 Implementation Guide.

Action Item:  Visio workgroup needs to prepare a Visio flow for an 814_28 with a Forced-Move Out.

Billing Option – Discussion from previous meeting: 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).

Update/ Discussion:  Implementation Guides say TDSP's will reject transactions when billing information is included. Texas Test Plan Team needs to write test scripts for v1.5 testing and requires a decision from TX SET on use of the billing option code. To test a reject from an IOU TDSP, a Test Script would require a CR not participating in a Muni/Coop territory to test sending a billing option code to an IOU TDSP.  TX SET will notify TTPT to build test scripts to test the billing option code, but Implementation Guides will not be changed.  IOU TDSP position on reason for rejecting transactions with billing option codes is to not give an indication to a CR the TDSP would bill differently.  And, TDSP's would be required to add a reject code for something they do not use.  Centerpoint’s position is not consistent with the guides, as they have opted to ignore the billing option code if received and not reject the transaction. Dave Odle/ERCOT is researching customer protection aspects of rejecting transactions based on invalid billing code as the reject would delay the customer’s switch to a new provider or a Move-In transaction.  When the billing option is used in the Muni/Coop transactions, the billing address is also included.  This is an issue for IOU TDSP’s, as they are not supposed to receive any customer information.  Pros/Cons – If rejected, the customer switch is delayed; why should the TDSP reject something they do not use, etc. vs. TDSP accepting an invalid billing code and perhaps CR expecting TDSP to bill customer as will be done by Muni/Coops.  TDSP could assume the ESI ID is correct but billing option is incorrect. TDSP's can set up their systems to ignore the invalid codes.  

Decision/Action Item:  The gray box in the guide will be changed. Steve Rollings/ Logica will write a Change Control. 

Change Controls 2002-317, 324 – Discussion from previous meeting: 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. 

Update: Kyle Patrick submitted a Change Control to correct/restate the issue.

Issue from previous meeting: “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)
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.  

Update: Susan Neel sent this issue to the Move-In/Move-Out Task Group as a gap.  Cary Reed received differing responses from several CRs regarding their positions/processes on the issue.  A code for meter removal will be added to the 650_04 for v1.6.  However, issue needs to be addressed with a work around until v1.6 is implemented.  Currently, some TDSP’s are sending a “hazards” code in the 650_04 and CR’s are not acting upon it by submitting a Move-Out so the TDSP can remove the meter on their records.  Issue:  If CRs receive text, they may not process it. A consistent code is required for processing/initiating the correct response by the CR. TDSP occurrences are numerous, and TDSP’s can’t return meters to inventory or retire the ESI IDs until CRs send Move-Outs.  Process needs to be consistent across all TDSP’s when responding to CR’s.  Some TDSP's send an e-mail notification for Move-Outs so meter removals and retirement of ESI IDs can be completed.   If CRs would agree to read 650_04’s, TDSP's would have to send consistent responses.  Some TDSP’s are not sending 650_04’s or e-mail notifications to CR’s.  This issue was included in the 8/31 Change Control Conference call but was withdrawn as it included a Visio that could not be reviewed.  

Action Item: Susan Neel will send an e-mail to the TXSET listserv requesting a response from all MPs, including MCTDSP’s, regarding their position on a solution to this issue.  Cary Reed will not write a Change Control. 

Issue from previous meeting: 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

Update: Change Control already written and approved. 
System Change Requests:

No new SCRs
Miscellaneous Action Items

Action Item: Check Visios on website for dates/versions.  
Update: The Visios flows do not include dates are version numbers. Visio Subgroup will handle

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.

Update: Kyle is working on this Action Item, will bring response back for further discussion at a later date.

Issue/Discussion from previous meeting: 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.

Update: 814_20 has meter exchange date of (for example) 6/1, and the 867_03 has different date.  Are CRs validating this?

Action Item:  CRs will verify how the handle issue

Protocol Revision Requests

Decision/Action Item from previous meeting: 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.

Update:  Susan Neel - PRR submitted for Chapter 19 changes and asked for removal of Transaction Inventory. Cheryl Mosley (PUC) feels transactions should be included in Chapter 19.  

Susan will do another Protocol revision regarding Chapter 15.  
Change Control 2002-373 Discussion - Modify B5 and C7 Scenarios if Change Control is approved:
Will be turned over to Visio Subteam to modify flows.  Change Control 2002-373 was tabled as it addressed Visio flows and could not be completed on the Change Control Conference Call.

New Issue:  814_28’s are closed by TDSP after they are transmitted.  What action should be taken when TDSP’s receive an 814_29?  For example, if ERCOT waited for an 814_29 for the permit clock to start, the order may expire (20 day clock) before permit is received and the order completed.  

If the 814_29 is not sent and another CR submits a Switch or Move-In, the request would be rejected for Not First In.  If 814_29 is used as an Accept transaction as well, all MPs would have same status for the ESI ID.  However, some CRs may have not coded to use the 814_29.  At one time, a pending file for the 814_28 was discussed.  A13 - Other reject code may need to be deleted from the 814_29 as the reject reasons defined in the business processes do not include “Other” reasons.  Current reject reasons are for “invalid data”.  Protocols indicate a one-day response for the 814_29.  Out of synch conditions will not be resolved by additional use of the 814_29.  TDSP's do not want to develop a “Pending” order status when they send the 814_28. For example, how long would the order remain as pending, when should it be closed, etc?  Use of 814_29 is clear in the Implementation Guide.  

Action Item: Change Control: 2002-373 will be withdrawn.  Dave Odle/ERCOT concurs.

Action Item:  Visio Subteam needs to update Visio flows to correctly reflect use of 814_29

Change Control 2002-375 - BGN references on duplicate 814_28 and 814_29 transactions

Discussion:  Issue is not duplicate transactions, but two transactions that could be identical.  If TDSP sends two transactions, ERCOT could reject one of the transactions as a duplicate, and the TDSP may not know which transaction ERCOT rejected as the duplicate.  If TDSP receives a reject for a duplicate, they would probably investigate the reason for the duplicate. Various aspects of the issue discussed to determine CR, TDSP and ERCOT processes when there are duplicate transactions.   Issue:  This is an anticipated problem, not necessarily something that is happening now.  And, volumes are low.  Issue may need to be addressed later if it appears to be a problem.
Change Control 2002-378 (Status: Withdrawn)
Addressed earlier in discussion of TDSP response when billing option included in transactions to IOU TDSP’s.  Reject reason not required, as the gray box will be clarified.  

Change Control 2002-393:  (Tabled from Change Control Conf. Call) 

1) Change Control 2002-393 will be withdrawn. 2) Jennifer Garcia will review Change Control that will be issued by Steve Rollings addressing same issue.  (Addresses inclusion of Billing Option on 814_PC.) 

Update Transaction Scenario Inventory List 

Reviewed draft of the v1.5 Transaction Scenario Names Inventory List prepared by Bernie Dawson and Wendy Brubaker.  Document descriptions were taken from front of Implementation Guides for consistency.  Transactions are cross-referenced to updated Visios.  Discussed problems with maintaining a current transaction list in Chapter 19 of the Protocols.  The current process for obtaining approval, waiting for comments, etc., delays timely update of Protocols.  

When transaction names are updated in the guides, they need to be updated on the Scenario Names Inventory.  Sonia Howell and Ed Skiba have reviewed the directional flows of a number of the transactions and found some errors/omissions.  They will issue Change Controls to correct and the Transaction Names Inventory List will also be updated.  The newest revision date of the list will be maintained in the document. Transactions referencing POLR will most likely be changed.  

Decision:  The new list will be sent to Dave Odle to be published on the TX SET website.  As Change Controls affecting list are approved, the list will be redlined and new redlined version maintained on the ERCOT website. 
TX SET is to flow out the process for getting 1.6 ready for implementation
Discussion: Susan Neel and Johnny Robertson prepared a document listing the steps required to develop v1.6 standards.  The task list was developed into a Timeline. Discussed concurrent team activities – one doing IGs and a second team creating Visios. Timeline identified it will take at least five months to develop v1.6.  Timeline identifies work will be required during every week of the five month period.  Project teams will work concurrently during the TX SET development process.  This should reduce the number of emergency Change Controls for v1.6, and there should be fewer changes during the build period.  ERCOT will be doing design analysis while TX SET is doing their reviews.  ERCOT requires redline implementation guides and updated Visios to begin their work.  ERCOT can prepare an RFP for a vendor to analyze, review, develop based on requirements in v1.6 Change Controls.  ERCOT vendor will be brought on board during 1st review period described in the Timeline.  ERCOT Technical System design should begin near the end of the 1st review process.  

Action Item: Susan Neel will present the v1.6 development timeline to RMS.  The timeline will also be published to the listserv for Market Participant review.

TX SET Change Control Conference Call Discussion

Change Control Calls:  Will be limited to no more than eight Change Controls per Conference Call.  If any received for v1.6, they will be deferred to handle v1.5 first when there are more than eight Change Controls scheduled for a Conference Call.  Discussion on each Change Control will be limited to 10 minutes.  Motions will not be made until Change Controls are fully read and discussed.  After Change Controls are complete, Q & A period will follow.  If Change Controls are tabled, business reason for tabling should be stated on the call and documented in meeting notes. Person doing additional analysis of tabled Change Controls should be identified.  Schedule for submission of Change Controls to Dave Odle prior to weekly calls will be adhered to.

Subteam Discussion

Is additional guidance needed for the subteams?  Visio Subteam documents should be complete and ready for review by the October meeting.  Teams will need to scope out their work outside of the TX SET meeting.  

Data Element Matrix: Should this spreadsheet be updated/maintained for TX SET v1.5? (Bernie Dawson/Envision) 
Discussion:  The Data Element Matrix on the ERCOT website is old and is incorrect – last change date was May 21, 2001.  Should the document be maintained?  Update process is completely manual.  Most likely to be used by new Market Participants, but is not used by existing MPs based on question previously posed to MPs by Susan Neel.  Document could be used as a checklist for adding the Change Controls to the appropriate guidelines.  Reviewed options for building a replacement document for the matrix.  Issues: Who has time to update the existing matrix?  There are better ways for a new MP to develop their maps.  

Decision/Action Item:  Remove Data Element Matrix from the website.  Consider adding “expanded guides” for v1.6.  Dave Odle will create a sample IG and TX SET will review at the next meeting. 

Version 1.5 Updates & Discussion (Dave Odle-ERCOT & Susan Neel CenterPoint)

Susan Neel – LIN Loops in POLR transactions: RMS approved addition of a new code to the LIN Loops to indicate a Drop to AREP to support the new POLR rulemaking.  Guidelines need to be updated to change verbiage from POLR to AREP.  Transactions that need to be changed are: 814_03, 814_04. Discussion:  Add LIN 10 and 11 to add “SH” in the 10 and use the LIN 11 for “DRP” for Drop to AREP.  (LINs are used in pairs thus the need for two LINs to add the new code.) Currently, the off cycle read date request and historical usage requests can be in either of the current two LIN pairs.  Gray box will be modified to show the “DRP” code will always be in the LIN 10/11 pairs.  The off cycle read and historical usage request LINs will remain the same.  Decisions: 

814_ 10/11/14/15: Change transaction names in IGs and Transaction Scenario Names Inventory list replacing POLR with AREP

814_03/04:  Add new LIN 10 and 11 to accommodate new code. 

Action Item: Change Controls will be written by Kyle Patrick and Ed Skiba to add the new LIN segments, and to change POLR to AREP in the Implementation Guides. 

Visio Subteam:  Drop to POLR Visios need to be changed to “Drop to AREP”.  Transaction Names Inventory list will be changed to “Drop to AREP”.

Dave Odle/ERCOT Update: v1.5 updates going well.  Over 25 change controls were approved for v1.5.   Appears the bulk of v1.5 changes have been identified.  Conceptual system designs will be released soon.

Would like to see an end to additional functional changes to v1.5.  Gaps have been identified and change controls submitted to correct.  Nothing further should be done to v1.5, unless it is something that is a major program and represents a “broken” process.  New POLR changes will be implemented for v1.5.  

Issue of a workaround prior to v1.5 to remove one meter from a multi meter service: - Johnny Robertson   

Phone call or e-mail should be used to resolve.

Next Meeting:  Oct. 1 – 2, 2002

Austin Hilton

Attendees: 

	Name
	Company
	E-Mail Address

	Sonia Howell
	AEP
	slhowell1@aep.com

	Cary Reed
	AEP
	careed@aep.com

	Vera Pell
	AEP Retail
	vpell@aep.com

	Ed Skiba
	Entergy
	edskiba@us.ibm.com

	Dave Robeson
	Entergy
	drobe90@entergy.com

	Bernie Dawson
	Envision Utility Software
	bernardd@envworld.com

	Kristi Hobbs
	ERCOT
	khobbs@ercot.com

	Karen Bergman
	ERCOT
	kbergman@ercot.com

	Dave Odle
	ERCOT
	dodle@ercot.com

	Mike Herzog
	ERCOT/Structure Group
	Mike.Herzog@scgo.com

	Rebecca DuPont
	Gexa Energy Corp
	Rebecca@gexaenergy.com

	Vivian Land
	LCRA
	vland@lcra.com

	Steve Rollings
	Logica
	Rollingss@logica.com

	Bill Reily
	Oncor
	Breily1@txu.com

	Rodney Smith
	Oncor
	Rsmith11@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

	Leanne Hayden
	Republic Power
	leighannmc@att.net

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

	Darrell Klimitchek
	STEC
	Darrell@stec.org

	Kathleen Sproles
	STEC
	Kathleen@stec.org

	Wendy Ohrt
	STEC
	wendyjo@stec.org

	Wendy Brubaker
	Systrends
	wendy.brubaker@systrends.com

	Johnny Robertson
	TXU Business Services
	jrobert1@txu.com

	Elizabeth Moore
	TXU Energy
	Emoore2@txu.com
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