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Agenda

November 2003
ERCOT MetCenter



10:00 AM
	Introductions
	See Attendees in TX SET workbook
	TX SET

	TX SET Minutes 9/2003 Approved
	Minutes approved
	TX SET

	Additional Agenda Items?
	None
	TX SET


	Action Items from September 2003
	60 Min
	


· Bernie Dawson and Kyle Patrick will synch up the VISIO Flows with their previous or most recent changes prior to today, Version 1.6 changes already made, and changes applied today. The corrected (final draft) documents will be re-distributed to SET list serve email address for final review and comments.

	TX SET Discussion
	New v2.0 Visio diagrams are ready and have been sent to TX SET chair and ERCOT.  These will be distributed with TX SET minutes for comment (approx 2 weeks for review) and posted to ERCOT web site before next meeting.  Diagram C4 has been modified (for v1.5 and v1.6) and was reviewed.  This is a scenario where MVO is scheduled for 15th, then MVI is scheduled for 10th and MVO is changed to the 10th.  MVI then changes to the 20th and MVO remains on the 10th (ERCOT does not change the date of the date of the MVO when unrelated MVI changes date).  This illustrates a known market gap and should correct errors on C4 diagrams already posted at ERCOT.  Revised C4 was approved.

	TX SET Action Item
	1. Distribute v2.0 Visios to TX SET listserve and consolidate comments.

2. Bernie to send approved C4 diagram to Mark (ERCOT).  ERCOT to post approved C4 diagram with v1.5 and v1.6 documents on TX SET web pages.


· TXU ES (Charlie Bratton and BJ Flowers) will write a new Change Control to update the BPO to include language that the original invoice has a 35 day due date, however when that original has been cancelled and re-billed the new (re-billed) invoices will have a new 35 day due date.  

· Also TXU ES will provide examples of this issue to the TDSPs for internal research and analysis at a future meeting.
	TX SET Discussion
	Change control has been written (cc #2003-584), but verbiage should be modified to clarify that cancel should have the same due date as original invoice being canceled.  TXU also discussed the possibility of splitting this change control into two parts, one functional change and one BPO change.  Some discussion ensued about when BPO changes could be put into the Implementation Guides.  

	TX SET Action Item
	Change control 584 will be withdrawn and and 2 new change controls will be created: One for BPO wording and a second one for adding a new code to the 810_02 for reissued invoices.

New wording for BPO:  The original 810_02 has a 35-day due date; however, when the original has been canceled the cancel must have the same due date as the invoice being canceled.  The new (re-billed or re-issued) invoice will have a due date that is 35 days from the date of the re-issue.
See change control minutes and additional discussion on cc #2003-584 (below)


· TDSPs should go back to internally identify and document how they are handling the various error codes provided on the 867 spreadsheet. The results of this internal investigation would be provided to TX SET at the November 2003 Meeting

	TX SET Discussion
	CR receives 867_03 transaction that is later rejected by ERCOT because it won’t load into Lodestar.  ERCOT sends these 867 rejects to TDSPs via spreadsheet.  When ERCOT rejects 867, they still keep a record of the Tran ID in their system.  CRs are unaware of these rejects until the new/resent 867 is received.  Do TDSPs send a new transaction with a new transaction ID (cancel/restatement) or do they correct and resend the 867 with the same BPI Tran ID?  

· Centerpoint – Evaluates reject reason.  Some get cancel/restatement and some get resent with same BPI.

· TNMP – Cancels and restates all 867_03s that are rejected with ERCOT spreadsheet.

· ONCOR – Sends new 867_03 transaction, but does not include N1~SJ segment so it does not get forwarded to the CR.

	TX SET Action Item
	· Centerpoint decision process flows for how to handle reject codes to be distributed with minutes (see attached: CNP_2003 Updated Error Code transaction flow.vsd).

· Discuss next month


· Would MPs be opposed to ERCOT implementing CC #2003-493 which makes the N1~ 8S (TDSP segment) optional?  This change will only affect CRs.  ERCOT wants to implement this change immediately as a v1.5 emergency change.  This is a gap since ERCOT cannot reject an 814_26 if the CR does not put the TDSP segment in the original request (TDSP is not required on an 814_26).  CRs asked ERCOT to do more analysis.  If problem is isolated to a single CR or service provider ERCOT may be able to work with them directly.  MPs should be aware that until this issue is resolved no 814_27 would be sent on a rejected 814_26.

· CRs should review this CC and see if they can approve emergency implementation.  ERCOT will research to see how many CRs are leaving off the TDSP segment and present this analysis at the next meeting.

	TX SET Discussion
	TDSP DUNS is not required on 814_26, but is required in 814_27 response.  This causes problems for ERCOT when rejecting 814_26 requests.  Per ERCOT, volume of 814_27 rejects is low.  Since TDSP segment is optional, some CRs send TDSP and some do not.  This is only a problem when ERCOT rejects and does not forward request to TDSP.  CRs generally had no opinion about this change.  Given the low volumes, ERCOT will not proceed with this change at this time.

	TX SET Action Item
	None


· TDSPs will need to meet to discuss possibilities and determine a standardize notification process for an event where the meter is inaccessible and the CR needs to be notified prior to any inaccessible charges being applied.  Currently, CRs maybe receiving this same information via email on individual ESI Ids or spreadsheets.  

	TX SET Discussion
	AEP will charge a fee for 2nd denial of access within 12 month period (based on ESI ID, not customer).  Each instance will result in a line item on the 810_02.  The first instance will have a $0.00 charge amount, and the second instance will result in a fee, itemized on the 810_02.

	TX SET Action Item
	Discuss next month, when Cary Reed with AEP is present


	Reverse Payments
	20 Min
	Suzette Wilburn ERCOT

	Muni/Coop Terms and Conditions allow the Muni/Coop to accept payments from end-use customers and those payments would be forwarded to the CR.  However, there are events where the payment received from the customer was insufficient funds or an adjustment was made then those funds forwarded to the CR now need to be returned to the Muni/Coop for the appropriate amount.  

A Discussion item to address this issue will be added to the November 2003 TX SET agenda to allow time for different proposals or solutions to be presented and considered.  Also, Jennifer Teel will provide Kathy Scott with how other states are currently handling this same scenario that could provide SET with some guidance on a Market recommendation.  

	TX SET Discussion
	See change control submitted by Nueces Electric Cooperative (cc #2003-580).  Randy Schroeder (NISC) presented info about how IOU market differs from Muni/Co-op with regard to payment remittance.  Payments are tied to account numbers instead of payments.  In other markets, CR would provide account number at the time of initial enrollment.  In TX, everything ties to ESI ID.  Account number is not sent at enrollment, but only at the time 810_03 is sent.  Payment is only sent to the CR when payment is received from retail customer, without regard to CR invoice date.  Errors could occur when payments are entered by coop (wrong account credited) or customers payment could be reversed (NSF check) that would require adjustment of payment already sent to CR with 820_03 remittance.  Nueces may at a future date submit another change request to allow the total amount on the 820_03 to be negative.  On a side note, Randy suggests that CR account number may be needed on 814 enrollment transactions in the future, or MIMO stacking will not work for Muni/Co-op market participants.  Changes would also be required on 814_PC to allow the CR to change the account number.

	TX SET Action Item
	See change control minutes for discussion on cc #2003-580


	650 Outage Question
	45 Min
	Jennifer Teel EC POWER

	Noticed something quite interesting when testing the SM253 script in V1.6 flight.  This script calls for a 650_04 sent by the TDSP, then the TDSP sends a cancel 650_04 to cancel the outage, and then sends a third 650_04 to have an outage on only one meter on the ESI ID.

We got quite a few different 650_04 variations.  We have got the following: 

TDSP One - sent no Meter Number on the 650_04 original 
TDSP Two - sent both meter numbers on the 650_04 original 
TDSP Three - sent only one meter number on the 650_04 original. 

Now I would think that you would send the original 650_04 and the cancel 650_04 with no meter number, and then went you want an outage on only one meter number you would send only that meter number.

In looking at the guidelines, it does not say to only send the REF*MG when specifically wanting an outage on only that meter.  It says the REF*MG is only required when requesting a subset of meters on the ESI ID for the outage.  So the transaction is valid for all TDSP.  Now I would argue that only TDSP One and TDSP two are testing the intent of the script, but that is a Karen and Susan issue.

Just thought we might need to discuss at TX set if we feel there needs to be more clarification of the guidelines. 

	TX SET Discussion
	BPO for 650_04 implies that meter numbers will be sent whenever service is suspended on a multi-meter ESI ID.  The gray box on the REF~MG states that meter numbers are only required on a suspension when a subset of the meters on the ESI ID are suspended.  This appears to be a contradiction, and TDSPs are interpreting differently.  Note, TDSP Three from example above is doing it wrong (per requirements of the test script).

	TX SET Action Item
	Charlie Bratton will draft a change control to update the BPO to clarify requirements.


	A13 Code Discussion
	30 Min
	Mark Malinak ERCOT

	TX SET Discussion
	Per ERCOT this is still work in progress for completion of the requested analysis for each transaction involved in the previously distributed in a spreadsheet to Market Participants.  ERCOT is still waiting for Market Participants responses on this project.   Mark Malinak will be getting with each individual company directly as a follow-up.  



	TX SET Action Item
	Mark will continue follow-up with market participants that are using A13 for specific types of rejects and draft change controls for December 2003 meeting as applicable.


	2.1 Meeting
	60 Min
	Bill Reily ONCOR

	TX SET Discussion
	Bill R. (ONCOR), Charlie B. (TXU), Mark M. (ERCOT), and Jennifer J. (ERCOT) met last week and reviewed all approved changes that are for future implementation (post v2.0).  Several approved Change Controls need to be evaluated to see if they still apply post-MIMO implementation.  Some older change controls do not have approval documentation on the forms.  We need to make sure these were, in fact, approved (they are on the Change Control log as approved).  Five change controls may conflict with new market rules.  Total number of changes approved is 41 (77 transactions affected).

Summary of details: Gray box (51), ERCOT only (4), Small (10), Med (9), Large (3).  Transaction with the most approved change controls was the 810_02.

	TX SET Action Item
	· Distribute summary of v2.1 change controls to TX SET minutes for review by members (see attached: 2.1 Recommendations to TX SET.doc; TX SET 2.1summary Change Controls.xls).

· Add item to December 2003 agenda for TX SET to discuss all 41 change controls in detail to determine validity for future implementation.




	TX SET Procedural Question
	20 Min
	Jason Bear TCE

	Market Participants discuss Change Controls on the conference call and reach consensus on the status (Approved, Tabled, Rejected, etc.) 
  

I have a question regarding the documentation for approving, rejecting, or tabling a change control.  It states that “Market Participants discuss Change Controls on the conference call and reach consensus on the status” which implies to me that a vote should be taken and the results should be a majority for approval of a change control.  I know that it only takes a motion to approve and a second currently to approve a change control.  Can either one of you clarify this for me? 

	TX SET Discussion
	Per Diana Rehfeldt, TX SET does not make policy decisions that define operating rules.  These decisions are made at a higher level (RMS), and TX SET is just tasked with implementing the decision(s).   TX SET is regarded by the market as the group with EDI expertise and the market has delegated authority to it for determining appropriate transactions and codes. General discussion indicates that there is not a well-documented process for approval of change controls.  Reaching “consensus” is a vague concept, implying general agreement by all parties (often implying unaniminity).  It is assumed that any major TX SET changes will come from an RMS-sanctioned working group or task force, and that overall concept/solution is not an issue for TX SET resolution.  

	TX SET Action Item
	At next meeting, discuss updating TX SET procedures and perhaps adding a section on the Change Control form to indicate originating Task Force/Working Group.


	867_03 Question
	10 Min
	Suzette Wilburn ERCOT

	The REF~TN on the 867_03 states it's only required on a final.  I believe this segment is required all the time.   Wanted to verify with the group.  

	TX SET Discussion
	Per guide, it is clear that this segment is only required on an 867_03 final. Gray box states: “Required on Final Usage, otherwise Not Used.”

	TX SET Action Item
	Refer back to party with question to draft change control if they believe this segment is being improperly used.


	Change Control Document
	30 Min
	Mark Malinak ERCOT

	

	TX SET Discussion
	Some minor recommendations were made to change proposed new change request form, clarifying which fields should be completed by requestor.  It was also suggested that originating source of change (i.e., task force name, RMS approval, etc.) be identified on the form.  Mark also proposed a new checklist for Change Control administrator to use as an aid to managing the change.

	TX SET Action Item
	· Mark will make suggested changes and send to Bernie to distribute with November minutes (See attached: Suggested New TXSETChangeControlForm.doc; Change Control Call Moderator Checklist.doc).

· Seek approval of new form at December 2003 meeting for use beginning in January 2004.


	814_20 Question
	10 Min
	Kyle Patrick Reliant

	We have noticed that the effective date sent on the 814_20's does not always match a meter read date. Do any of you know the rules around this or if this is an issue that has been addressed with the TDSPs already?

"Effective date of any Characterics stored in ERCOT Lodestar must match a loaded usage starttime or stoptime or fall within a De-Energized period of time (part of validation in 814_20 process)"

	TX SET Discussion
	Currently, there is nothing in the guides requiring the dates on the 814_20 to match a read date on an 867_03.  Per Kyle, this is a small volume and only involves one TDSP at this time.

	TX SET Action Item
	None


	TX SET December Meeting Discussion
	10 Min
	Kyle Patrick Reliant

	TX SET Discussion
	MIMO v2.0 coordination team would like to meet after Change Control call on the second day of TX SET in December (12/9/03).  Kyle has suggested that all items other than Change Controls should be scheduled for the first day of next month’s meeting (12/8/03).

	TX SET Action Item
	Kyle will organize December agenda to accommodate MIMO meeting.  TX SET members not involved on MIMO team can plan travel accordingly.


	Competitive Metering Discussion
	60 Min
	Johnny Robertson TXU


· TX SET could start reviewing the documents presented to the PUCT Staff that the staff is using to write the rule.  
	TX SET Discussion
	COMET has recommended 24 changes to new or existing transactions for phase 2, meter services (installation/removal, meter test, move/repair, etc).  The “new” transactions do not necessarily need to be EDI, and could continue as TMI form, etc.  To clarify, phase 2 is meter services, not to include meter reading.  TDSP will continue to read the meters.  PUCT is not currently considering any rules for phase 3.  PUCT rule will be finalized before any change controls are written.  PUCT will begin writing rule for phase 2 next February.

	TX SET Action Item
	None
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