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October 1-2, 2002

Meeting Notes

Hilton Austin Airport


October 1, 2002 

Minutes of previous meeting approved as written.

V1.5 Project Team  

Conceptual System Design document questions should be directed to ERCOT mailbox: version1.5@ercot.com

TX SET Visio Work Group Status Report – Kyle Patrick/Bernie Dawson

Add dates or versions to the Visios – ERCOT has taken on the responsibility to update the currently posted Visio Flows with the new header/footer concept.  Workgroup has revised the header footer’s concept as follows:














Discussion Point:  The Visio workgroup believes it would be useful to have an extra worksheet added to the Change Control Master List. This additional worksheet can cross reference the Change Controls, and allow TX SET representatives to understand when a Change Control has resulted in a Visio change.  The Visio workgroup would like TX SET’s thoughts on this.  Perhaps we could institute this as a work in concept and see how effective a tool it is.

Discussion: Changes to Visios are not always related to specific Change Controls.  Visio changes and dates of changes need to be tracked.  Dave Odle: ERCOT can support maintenance of a log to track changes.  Visio Change Controls will be developed and approved at TX SET meetings and not on the regularly scheduled Change Control Conference Calls. The Visio Change Controls can be added to the Change Control Log maintained by ERCOT.  The Visio workgroup will develop new Visios and change existing Visios.  The drafts developed by the workgroup can be distributed with the TX SET meeting agendas followed by discussion during the meetings to review, edit, and finalize.  The TX SET Change Control form will be used to track Visio changes, and a “V” will be added to the existing Change Control numbering sequence, e.g. 2002-999V.  The gaps in the Change Control numbers resulting from some being used for Visio changes will be noted on the Change Control Conference Calls as these changes will not be discussed on the Conference Calls.  

Format and consistency of Visio diagrams is required.  Workgroup will develop drawing standards so the Visio document format is consistent.  Requests for changes to Visio documents should be submitted to: txsetchangecontrol@ercot.com. Requests will be assigned to the Visio Subgroup, and the subgroup will create the Change Control document for the Visio in advance of the next scheduled TX SET meeting.

Discussion of developing “HOW to USE” documents for Guidelines

How to Use documentation Sub teams are:
814_18/19

Bernie Dawson

Ed Skiba - Lead

Bill Reily

Ed Skiba – Sub team reviewed the existing 867_03 “How to Use” document format as a guide for development of the new document. Links are included in an “Overview” section at the beginning of the document to facilitate navigation to the various sections. 

Topics addressed in the “How To Use” document:  

· CSA Definition and Use 

· Application of the CSA 

· Changing to a new CSA CR 

· Termination of CSA 

· ESI ID assigned to CSA CR when CSA is terminated

· Temporary termination of CSA

· Unsolicited Transactions

· CSA Considerations in the Muni/Coop Market

Discussion: Process when a new CSA CR takes over, for example, an entire apartment complex.  Clarifying language was added to the document regarding the Establish CSA Request and the process to switch ESI IDs to new CSA CR. The explanations in the document clarify the steps illustrated in the related Visio flows.  Some of the issues with the CSA process were identified – Customer disconnected for non-pay followed by a Move-Out may result in customer remaining at the premise and power reverting to CSA agreement.  Also, there are issues when a premise is energized by a CSA and the customer fails to contact a CR for a Move-In – power remains on with the CSA. Concerns expressed regarding level of detail in the document.   However, CSA’s are complex and detailed explanations are needed for MP’s, as they do not understand the CSA process.  Level of detail is needed as evidenced by many questions addressed to Susan Neel and Dave Odle of ERCOT.  

Where is the best place for the How To Use documents?  Susan Neel thought they belonged in RMS Operating Guide.  However, RMS indicated the information should be included with the TX SET Implementation Guides.  For the CSA processes, which IG(s) should include this information:  for example the CSA processes cover several transactions. CSA “How to Use” document should be included with 814_18.  

The audience for the various documents needs to be considered – technical, business process people, etc.  The Visios and Implementation Guides are tied together by the How To Use documents.  Maintenance and changes to the existing documents is a concern.  

814_16 and 814_24 - Not reviewed
Shelley McKain
Johnny Robertson - Lead

Kyle Patrick

814_10/11 - Not reviewed
Leanne Hayden

Elizabeth Moore – Will be assigned as the team lead

824 - Not reviewed.
Susan Neel - 

Sonia Howell – Lead

Johnny Robertson

814_28/29 - Not reviewed
Dave Robeson - Lead

Tom Jackson

Karen Davis

814_20

Lisa Numrich

Ed Skiba

Ed Skiba - 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)

Outage workgroup update using MQ - Kathy Scott 

Outage Transactions reviewed:

· T0 - Unplanned Outages: Outage Status Request.
· T1 - Unplanned Outages: Trouble Reporting Request
· T2 - Unplanned Outages: Trouble Reporting Acknowledgement

· T3 - Unplanned Outages: Outage Status Response
· T4 - Unplanned Outages: Trouble Completion Report 

Review of document T0 - Unplanned Outages: Outage Status Request: For use by Option 1 CRs – those managing outage calls. Flow is from CR to TDSP. Data Transport Protocol is IBM MQ Series or MQ Series compatible products.   T0 transactions will be point to point from CR to TDSP.  Data transport protocol provides near real time communication between trading partners.  A T3 Outage Status Response is the response transaction for the T0 Status Request. Document includes “How To Use” section.  EDI transactions are not used for outages.  A fixed length record format of 975 bytes with a combination of characters and spaces will be used. Fields are alpha, numeric or alpha/ numeric.  A new column will be added to the file layout in the Implementation Guide to define each field as A, N or A/N.  Fields are left justified without leading 0’s.  (Spaces follow the characters populating the field to provide the required data element length.)  An example will be added to the end of the guides to illustrate the format of the fixed length format.  “x”  could be used to equal the spaces in the examples.  Zeros should not be used in lieu of spaces in the file.  

Review of document T3 – Unplanned Outages: Outage Status Response:  Flow is from TDSP to CR, and is used to respond to T0 transaction requests.  All Outage transactions use unique transaction identifiers in the same way they are used in the TX SET EDI guides.  T3 response transactions will cross-reference the corresponding T0 request transactions.   

Review of document T1 – Unplanned Outages: Trouble Reporting Request: Flow is from CR to TDSP, and is used to report an outage or service irregularity.  Discussed use of customer contact telephone number.  If customer cannot provide a telephone number (used by TDSP for call backs), field should be populated with zeros, as the telephone number field is required.  TDSP auto dialers will not automatically call back a number that is all zeros.  T2 is sent in response to a T1 Request.  

Review of document T2 - Unplanned Outages - Trouble Report Acknowledgement:  Transaction is a response to a T1 Request.  Its function is similar to EDI transaction 997.  Special Needs does not need to be included in the T2 response. It is “N/A” in the T2 file layout.  

Review of document T4 – Unplanned Outages - Trouble Completion Report:  Used to notify the CR when the trouble condition is resolved. If multiple T1’s are received for the same ESI ID, one T4 response will be sent when the condition is completed.  The response (T4) will reference the most recent T1 request.  Additional T1’s sent after a T4 Response is generated, will restart the process.   Receipt of the T4 does not mean the customer’s service has been restored, as there may be a condition that requires correction by the customer prior to restoration of service.  If field “Customer Action Required” is used, TDSP Remarks field needs to be completed to provide action required by customer.   The TDSP Service Order is a conditional field that can be used by the CR as a cross reference to the Service Order number on an 810_03 invoice when there is a TDSP Trip Charge.

Question and Answer on Outage MQ process - Kathy Scott / Charlie Bratton

Various questions were addressed regarding content and format of data in MQ outage transactions.  Document edited based on comments and questions.  The Outage Proof of Concept Workgroup will publish revised outage documents.  

What versioning method should be used?  Should versions correspond to TX SET Versions?  Decision made to begin with v1.0.  Documents will be submitted to Dave Odle for discussion on a Change Control conference call.  If they are submitted for discussion on the 10/18 Change Control conference call, 10/18/02 will be the version date.

Deleted reference to “protocols” to eliminate confusion with Texas Market Protocols.

Revised the description of the unique transaction ID across all documents for consistency.

Discussion regarding MP action on mismatches of Special Needs (e.g., CR sends Special Needs = Y in a T1 and TDSP sends Special Needs = N in the T4 completion response.)  If TDSP receives Y and TDSP database is N, TDSP will not escalate customer outage priority because they control the Special Needs verification process and their records should accurately reflect Special Needs status. .  If there is mismatch, which MP is responsible for sync up of customer status by both TDSP and CR?  CRs may wish to review mismatches for follow-up with the customer.  

October 2, 2002
Visio Review/ Kyle Patrick 

The following Visio drafts created by the Visio subgroup were reviewed and edited:  

· Scenario: Meter Physically removed without CR Notification:  TDSP notifies CR.  Scenario will be turned over to Move-In/Move-Out Task Group for review based on recent RMS discussion.  

· Scenario:  Move In - CR Submits Special Needs for a Customer: The TDSP’s do not process acceptance of Special Needs in the same way so the review period illustrated on the draft Visio may differ from TDSP to TDSP.  For example, Centerpoint has a staff physician investigate each request when the customer submits the Critical Care letter.  AEP creates Special Needs status upon receipt of the customer Special Needs letter.  Reference to 30-day investigation period deleted from Visio as review period is not consistent across all TDSP's.   

Discussed how to illustrate on the Visios the points where a process will stop when a reject transaction is generated.  The Visio sub team will review.

All Move-In transaction Visios will be reviewed to correctly reflect where usage history requests are required if the CR wishes to receive the 867_02.  

· Scenario: Customer Move-In (Energized with Old CR – Forced Move Out), Complete Unexecutable:  Completed Unexecutable step – Issue:  if Move-In is Unexecutable the old CR will continue to have the customer and the new CR will not gain the customer.  Should the 814_28 be sent to both the old and new CR’s?  Issue:  What is process when the TDSP receives an 814_29?  ERCOT has closed the BPI with the 814_28, so the TDSP would not receive the 814_29, as ERCOT would not pass it through from the CR to the TDSP.  Text will be refined to describe the process when the unexecutable transactions are sent/received.  Current processes are unclear and need to be clearly defined so there will be consistency across all MPs.  Move-In/Move-Out workgroup will address.

· Scenario: MVO with CSA, Permit Pends the CSA MVI: Verified with Dave Odle, the ERCOT logic to create the 814_29 transactions.   814_28 permit pending transactions are sent to both old and new CRs.  If rejected, ERCOT forwards the New CRs 814_29 to the TDSP.  Issue: The 867_03 Final and the 867_04 will have different dates.  This will result in a reject of the 867_03 Monthly.  

· Scenario: MVO with CSA MVI Unexecutable:  Reviewed and edited.

Outage Visio Review/ Kathy Scott

Reviewed drafts of new L Scenarios - Outage Notifications

· L1 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages. CR and TDSP opt to use all outage transactions  

· L2 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages. Outage Status Request and Outage Status Response

· L3 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Initial Status Request and Initial Status Response

· L4 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Outage Status Request and Outage Status Response (Rejection ESI ID invalid – A76)

· L5 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Outage Status Request and Outage Status Response (Rejection Response Information not in standard format - A83)

· L6 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Outage Status Request and Outage Status Response (Rejection Response Invalid Relationship Not CR of Record - A84)

· L7 - Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Outage Status Request and Outage Status Response.  TDSP’s Outage Management System Off-line – SOL

· L8 - Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Trouble Reporting Request, Trouble Acknowledgement, and Trouble Completion Report

· L9 - Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Trouble Reporting Request, Trouble Acknowledgement (Rejection ESI ID Invalid – A 76)

· L10 - Option 1 – Unplanned Outages.  Trouble Reporting Request, Trouble Acknowledgement (Rejection Response - Information not in standard format –A83)

· L11 – Option 1 – Unplanned Outages. Trouble Reporting Request, Trouble Acknowledgment (TDSP accepts Trouble Reporting Request, no status or completion information will be provided to CR – Not CR of Record for ESI ID.)

Discussed need for separate scenarios illustrating each reject reason.  Processes are the same in the reject scenarios.  Outage Visio flows will be combined into five Scenarios: L1, L2 and L3, one Scenario will illustrate all rejects, and one scenario will illustrate multiple T1’s with one T4 response.  

Review 353PRR/Johnny Robertson 
PRR 353 was issued to remove the Transaction Inventory from Section 19.  The Transaction Inventory is maintained on the TX SET website.  
Discussion:  The PRR to delete the transaction list from Chapter 19 was rejected and returned to RMS.  Protocol changes take a long time so the list of transactions in Chapter 19 will not be in sync with the Transaction Scenario Names Inventory on the ERCOT website.  As an example, the 814_28 and 814_29 are not included in Chapter 19 and it typically takes 8 months to reflect changes to the Protocols.  A new PRR could be submitted to remove the transaction list from Chapter 19 and add a statement that the transactions can be found on the TX SET website.  The new PRR can be presented at the next RMS meeting.  Protocol changes do not follow the release of TX SET versions.  

Action Item:  Johnny Robertson will draft a new PRR to be presented to RMS.  It needs to be added to the RMS agenda.  

361PRR/Johnny Robertson

Change Chapter 15 to update verbiage in several sections. Companies are encouraged to make comments on the PRR.

Review Change Control for 810_02 and 810_03/Tom Jackson/Johnny Robertson

810_03 (Muni/Coop Invoice) Discussion:  A Change Control has been submitted for clean ups to the implementation guide.  Changes requested:

· Page 2, delete reference to Scenario M

· IT1 segment – modify first gray box to indicate separate IT1 loops will be used for service orders and late payment charges.
· SAC04 codes in first gray box have been changed to reflect real world examples.  Values of SAC08 and SAC10 have been switched to make them comply with the descriptions for these two data elements (in the examples at the back of the IG). The Rate is now in the SAC08 and the quantity is now in the SAC10.

· In the SAC segment, deleted two SAC04 data elements as they are not needed – they are not used in the 810_02. SAC04 codes deleted – INT001 and INT003 as MC TDSP's Ts and C’s do not require payment of interest on improperly billed charges.

· SAC10 – Gray box reference should be 810_03, not 810_02.  

· In the SAC Segment, deleted SAC06/07 data elements, as they are not needed.  Not used in the 810_02.

· In the first gray box of the TXI, changed the order of the data element for state/local taxes from “SL” to “LS”.  
· Made changes to examples 1, 2 and 3.  
· Added example #4 for unmetered outdoor lighting.
· REF~OW - MCTDSP Service Order Number
· Change the SLN Segment to match Change Control 2002-416.  If MC TDSP's have already coded, this will be deleted from the 810_03 Change Control.
· Need to add to the Change Control – Page 5 “How To Use This Guide” – need to edit reference to “multiple” IT Loops.  
Discussion:  Muni/Coops will bill CRs for Service Order charges on the 810_02.  If CR wants to pass charges to the customer, the charges need to passed to the Muni/Coop on the 810_03 (Muni/Coop bills the customer.)  What may not be clear is CRs will receive an 810_02 from the MC TDSP for Service Order charges.  Service Order number will be included in the 810_02.  (MC TDSP's may not use the 650’s.)  Question:  Is the 810_02 required?  Paper bills could be used to bill CRs for Service Order charges.  The method the MC TDSP will use to bill CRs for Service Order charges is not clearly defined, and in the 810_03 it is not clear how the CR receives the Service Order charges.  Verbiage will be changed in the REF~OW (REF02) “The CR will obtain the Service Order number from the Invoice that it receives from the MC TDSP.”  

Discussion: Use of IT1 Loops with multiple SLNs and limit of 25 SAC’s.  Use of separate IT1 Loops and SLNs for Service Order charges.  The MC TDSP 810_03 uses IT1 ACCOUNT Loops only.  

Statement regarding repeating of IT1 Account level loops when SACs exceed 25 will be deleted from IT1 gray box and added to the SLN Segment.  Change Control 2002-416 for 810_02 needs to be reviewed so 810_03 is consistent with IT1~SLN~SAC usage.

Suggestion:   This Change Control mixes functional changes with clean up changes so it needs to be revised.  Functional changes are not allowed for v1.5 unless a process is broken, and MC TDSP's are coding to v1.5 guides now.  

SLN 01 gray box – move “Used as a loop counter” to the IT101 to clarify correct usage of the IT101 as a loop counter.  
SAC05 amounts in the examples have decimal points.  These need to be deleted from the example to correctly illustrate use of SAC05 as the SAC05 has an attribute of N2.

TXI Segment – Notes:  Added for applicable taxes “at the IT1 Loop.”

TXI02 – Added, “If negative, this amount must be preceded by a negative sign” 

Action Item: Wendy Ohrt of STEC will validate how they are coding for v1.5 for use of multiple IT1 Loops rather than multiple SLNs to determine what is to be included in the Change Control – if coding has started, the functional changes will not be included in the Change Control.  If they have not started coding, the IG can be modified and the changes included in the Change Control. 
810_02 Discussion: 

Clean Up Change Control:

· Page 4, update the Change Control log to reflect changes to v1.5

· First gray box for SLN Segment example has been changed to reflect the true rate and quantity.  Swapped position of the example values.  Removed the line from example with SAC04 code MSC027.

· Invoice Number REF - corrected the spelling of “number” at top of page – Discussion – Ed Skiba believes he previously submitted a Change Control for this correction.  

· In the SAC segment, corrected the gray box example

· Made several changes to the SAC in Examples 1, 2 and 3

· Made several changes to the right hand column of example #4.

· Made several changes to title and body of Example #5 

· Correct prorated examples.

· Examples will be renumbered to reflect correct number of examples in the Guide

Discussion:  Review approved Change Control 2002-402 on the TX SET website to change Example #5 of 5 in the Implementation Guide to match the Change Control example. 

Some of the codes in the examples are not appropriate for B2B loops.  Codes will be changed to reflect correct B2B charges.  

Decimals are included in the SAC05’s in the examples – need to be corrected.  

Both Change Controls will be withdrawn and resubmitted with the changes agreed to at the TX SET meeting.  

Activity Required to Publish a New Version of TX SET/Johnny Robertson

Timeline for development of v1.6 was discussed at RMS.  Only change was to correct one date.  Added a comment: ”These dates are for illustration only.  Document to be published with TX SET Meeting Notes. 
Question and Answer Wrap Up

Item 1: When should the 814_21 Create/Maintain/Retire ESI ID Response be sent from ERCOT to the TDSP?

Question: “It is my understanding that an 814_21 Create/Maintain/Retire ESI ID

Response is sent from ERCOT to the TDSP prior to ERCOT receiving the 814_21 from either the Current CR or New CR.  How does the TDSP/ERCOT/New CR/Current CR know that they are out of sync if the Current CR or New CR sends an 814_21 reject response back to ERCOT?  How do all participants get back in sync?  Should the "OA" code be added to the 814_21?”

ANSWER:   Some functional analysis is required by ERCOT.  Then this issue will be discussed with TX SET.  Modify flow of the 814_21 to resemble that of the 814_26/27.   Addition of the code of OA to the N1~SJ loop may be the solution.

 Item 2: “Can someone please provide additional clarification as to when the Current

CR will receive the DTM segment in the 814_08?  After reading the 814_08 it is unclear what transactions the Current CR would have submitted or received prior to receiving the 814_08 with the DTM segment populated.

               Segment: DTM Date/Time Reference (Service Period Start)

               Position:      040

               Loop:    LIN        Optional

               Level:   Detail

               Usage:   Optional

               Max Use: >1

               Purpose: To specify pertinent dates and times

               Syntax Notes:  1. At least one of DTM02 DTM03 or DTM05 is

               required. 2.  If DTM04 is present, then DTM03 is required.

               3. If either DTM05 or DTM06 is present, then the other is 

               required.

               Semantic Notes:

               Comments:

ANSWER: There does not seem to be any business requirement supporting the continued use of this DTM segment.  Recommendation is to wait and request it be removed in v1.6 unless someone can come up with a business need.  It should be ignored by all MPs in Version 1.5.

Item 3:  650_01 TDSP finds meter tampering - Bill Reily-Sharon Quarles ONCOR.

ANSWER:  TDSP has tampering on ESI ID Change Control has been submitted by

Bill Reily

Item 4: N1~8R sends the full Service Address. ERCOT does not use this from the 814_10

What purpose does this serve?

ANSWER:  Only the ZIP code is used by ERCOT. Why does the CR need to send all this data?  All extra data should be removed as required in v1.6

Item 5: 814_28/29 in conjunction with 650 or CSV file?  From Page 25 of the Conceptual Design document.

ANSWER: Error and will be addressed by ERCOT.
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