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September 17 th, 2003

 MINUTES 2003


Comfort Suites



10:00 AM
Introductions

Approval of Minutes

August 2003 minutes  - APPROVED (Motion by Cary Reed; Seconded by Jason Bear)
820/810 Workshop: CR and TDSP Late Payment on Credit Balances Discussion

Discussion: Issue originated in TX SET, could not be resolved. Issues was addressed by 810/820 workshop, still could not be resolved.  TXU intends to take the issue to RMS, but wanted to give TX SET another opportunity to resolve first.  Several CRs have met prior to this TX SET meeting and have drafted an issues document for review.  If resolution does not result from today’s discussion, this issue will be taken to RMS for a policy decision.

Is it possible to turn off late payments at the ESI ID level?  This could resolve most of the issues.  TDSPs at the last TX SET meeting indicated that this might be a possibility.  They were asked to investigate.  Per AEP, they will never charge a late payment fee on an ESI ID that has a credit balance.  Per ONCOR, each invoice stands on its own.  If a given invoice is past due, it will be considered late, even if it could be offset by credits for the same ESI ID.  The TX market was not designed to maintain ‘balance forward’ amounts for ESI IDs.  Consensus from the TDSPs is that this constitutes a market change that should be referred to RMS.

TDSPs met yesterday and reviewed several cancel/rebill scenarios:

Scenario 1: $100 invoice cancelled 10 days later.  New original (rebill) for $90.  TDSP would expect CR to apply $100 credit (from cancelled invoice) to the first original on or before the due date.  The new original $90 would then be paid on its due date (10 days later).  Some CRs would not apply the $100 credit until it was “due”.  In this case, the $100 first original is paid, then the $100 credit is applied to the $90 new original and the CR still has a $10 credit balance.

Scenario 2 – same as scenario #1, except CR pays first original before it gets cancelled.

Scenario 3 – TDSP sends invoice 123 for $1,000,000.  The following month, the TDSP sends invoice 456 for $90.  It then cancels invoice 123 ($-1,000,000) with invoice 789 and rebills with invoice 999 for $100.  CR pays the $1,000,000 on or before its due date.  When the #789 credit invoice is received, the CR contacts the TDSP for a refund.  Consensus is that the TDSP and CR should work together to get a refund to the CR from the TDSP, given that this is a very large amount and should be handled as an exception.  Would CR be assessed a late charge on invoice 456 (for $90)?  Most TDSPs agreed that they would systematically assess the late charge if it were recognized as past due by the system, but that late charge could be reversed for this exceptional case.

What qualifies as a large amount?  This would vary for each CR.  Current BPO for 820_02 references a “reasonable amount of time” for the CR to offset the credit with other invoices.  TX SET recommends that “reasonable amount of time” be further defined as 2 business days.

Proposed changes to 820_02 BPO:
	Cancel and Restatement
	
	A negative Remittance Advice is not allowed in the Texas Market. If the adjustments are larger than the payments (creating a negative remittance advice), payment must be held until the CR can submit a net positive Remittance Advice.   It is not necessary for a CR to hold an adjustment amount until the days invoice will result in a zero difference but instead they may use the adjustment amount by taking a partial credit on a invoice. If the CR has determined that the negative remittance cannot be offset with other invoices due within 2 business days, the CR will contact the TDSP to:.
1) request a refund to be issued within 7 Business Days, or

2) work through the credit balance to resolve the situation.

While the TDSP is working with the CR to resolve the credit balance, the TDSP will suspend or reverse the late payment fees, for the ESI ID in question, in the event the ESI ID was charged.
A CR can reject an invoice with a 997 when it is not ANSI compliant. A CR must pass an 820-remittance advice for every invoice (original, cancel and restatement) received even when a cancel and restatement of usage subsequently cancels the original invoice

· RMR~IK~012300OR~~250.01   Original

· RMR~IK~012300CN~~-250.01  Cancel

· RMR~IK~012400RE~~150.01     RestatmentIn the same ST – SE loop structure. Net funds transferred by the bank is $150.01

The remittance advice total, which is a sum of all the invoices paid, must match the total payment sent to the bank. 

The correct invoice number to use when retrieving credits, as a result of cancel and rebills, is the invoice number for the cancelled invoice, not the original invoice number.  




ACTION ITEM: The above changes will be submitted as an emergency change control for TX SET v1.5 (Kyle Patrick).  

ACTION ITEM: The Transaction Improvement Task Force should also be advised of this change for the possible addition of this in the ERCOT point-to-point protocols (Kyle/Rita/Cary).

Further Discussion: TXU still perceives a need in the market to change to a balance forward model of billing (i.e., “netting”), where there would be no late charges applied to any ESI IDs if the CR has an overall credit balance with the TDSP.  There should be no late charges applied if there is a credit due to the CR, even on an ESI ID level.  The proposed changes to the 820_02 BPO do not fully address this issue.  They require a CR to contact the TDSP and treat this as an exception.  TXU believes the late fees should be suppressed automatically, and not only as a part of manual exception reporting where the CR must call the TDSP for a refund on a large credit balance.

TDSPs reiterated that they do not maintain Accounts Receivable (A/R) balances at the ESI ID level.  This clarified the issue for several of the CRs, accounting for some of the miscommunication that has occurred over this issue.

Issue

· Credit Balances are created when the CR makes a payment to the TDSP for an invoice (#123), which the TDSP then creates a Cancel for the invoice (#123).   The TDSP then creates a “New” Original Invoice (#456) for less than invoice (#123), this occurs after receiving the CR payment. A Credit Balance is the final result of these events.  Its is a recommendation that a structured method should be created that will detail the procedure that the CR will use to communicate to the TDSP. This procedure should result in the CR requesting and receiving credit refund (either by check, wire, etc).

CR Desired Outcome

· TDSP’s should turn off Late Payment charges at the ESI level if the ESI has a credit for current Amount Due.

Short Term

· Change Controls should be created to add clarification to the 810 BPO. Cancels should have the same Past Due Date as the Original. All new Originals Past Due date should be 35 days from the date of the new original transmitted 810.

Long Term
· CR would send negative 820 to the TDSP to settle credit balances. Negative 820 would be Point to Point. CR would provide details (ESI Level) on the negative 820.
Lunch

NEW AGENDA ITEMS:
· PWG request for changes to 814_20 (Kyle Patrick)

The TDSP must send an 814_20 Maintain ESI ID transaction when a load profile for an ESI ID changes as a result of the annual validation.  PWG requested a flag or code to identify which load profile changes are the result of an annual validation process to assist ERCOT in tracking/reporting changes resulting from annual validation.  ERCOT/TDSPs identify ESI IDs that must be changed, and this is compiled in a list.  ERCOT would need to have a way to reconcile actual profile changes sent on 814_20 transactions by the TDSP to the list of the ESI IDs on the list.

ACTION ITEM: Jennifer Teel will draft a change request to add a new code to the 814_20 transaction
· Demand readings on non-demand tariffs (Cary Reed)

Protocol 10.3.3 item 3.  Recent PRR approved (10/2002) at the request of ERCOT.  TDSP is supposed to suppress demand readings from reported readings if CR does not use/need the demand reading.  AEP does not believe the protocol change is appropriate.  AEP is currently not compliant.

ACTION ITEM: TDSPs should review the language in this protocol to make sure it is what should occur.

Is there any time that a CR would ever bill for demand where the TDSP does not?

· Update on Chapter 19 Protocols (Johnny Robertson)

Johnny reviewed the latest version of the PRR with TX SET.  All comments received during the review process have been incorporated.  All transactions in TX SET v1.5 are now accurately reflected in this section of the protocols.  Some of the subsections of the chapter have been renumbered.  Some text has been added to the description of the 997 transaction.  Some of the wording in the PRR still does not match the implementation guides (i.e. document purpose/flow), but reviewers thought the language in the protocols added clarification.  If necessary, the IGs should be changed, and not the protocols.

Per Cheryl Moseley, ERCOT is not a market participant.  She suggests that TX SET should change terminology to state “Market Participants and ERCOT”.
ACTION ITEM: Final PRR will be included with minutes for distribution to TX SET and submitted to RMS for approval.
· 867_03 QTY01 Issue (Cary Reed)
Inaccessible meter (dog tied to meter, locked meter, etc.) resulted in a reading that was estimated for reasons outside the TDSP’s control.  A corresponding inaccessible meter charge will be included on a related 810_02.

Discussion: AEP is planning to begin sending value of ‘92’ in QTY01 field (this code is in 867_03 guide, but not currently used).  If meter is still not accessible after the first month, the CR will be assessed the charge.  Would other TDSPs also incorporate this process?  Per AEP, they may be the only TDSP with an inaccessible meter charge in their tariffs.  CRs have requested that there also be a code to 

ACTION ITEM: CRs to check to see if they are getting emails from TDSPs/AEP regarding inaccessible meters.

ACTION ITEM: CRs to check to see if their systems have coded their systems to accept a code of ‘92’ in the QTY01 data element.  Could the CRs accept this code as notification of an inaccessible meter?

ACTION ITEM: ERCOT to check to see if their system will accept a code of ‘92’ in the QTY01 data element.  
9.16.2003
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