
AGENDA

January 26, 27
Austin, Texas
Day 1
ERCOT 206 A
9:00 AM 
Kyle Patrick-Reliant Energy
· Introductions

· Approval of December Minutes

· Antitrust Admonition

ERCOT strictly prohibits market participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws.  The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, subcommittees and working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each market participant attending ERCOT meetings.  If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, please send an email to Brittney Albracht balbracht@ercot.com to receive a copy.
9:30

Kyle Patrick – Reliant

· ERCOT Budget Reductions

Group to review TX SET adjustments to the changes in ERCOT budget
10:00

Suzette Wilburn-ERCOT

· 2005 Officer Elections (Current Nominations)

· Kyle Patrick – Chair

· Charlie Bratton – Vice Chair

· Bill Reily – Vice Chair

· Kathy Scott – Vice Chair


10:30

TX SET Chair

· Q1 2005 Goals

RMS has directed the working groups to identify their goals for Q1 05

11:00

Suzette Wilburn – ERCOT 

· ABN Code on the 814_04

The ABN reject reason states ‘Used by TDSP to reject an 814_03, which contains the same value in the BGN02 as a previously submitted 814_03.  The ABN code is to be used only for transactions between the TDSP and ERCOT’.   

ERCOT would like to find out what kind of action the TDSPs expect from ERCOT when they send this code.  Currently this code does not close the business process at ERCOT, as we are expecting the TDSP to send another 814_04.  

· 008/SBD Exception Tracking
Since V2.0 implementation ERCOT has been tracking the number of 008/SBD exceptions.  FasTraks are created for each of theses exceptions and assigned to the TDSP for review.  These codes are a result of a reject response we receive from the TDSP when we have sent them a transaction that we did not expect to be rejected with a 008/SBD reject code.  Either ERCOT shows the ESI ID as not retired and the TDSP shows it as retired OR ERCOT shows a current rep trying to move out, but the TDSP does not.

Upon analysis it appears that creating FasTraks for these exceptions is not effective.  They are rarely worked, and ERCOT would like to propose making these exceptions ‘report-based’ for the TDSPs on an as needed basis through the TML.  This way the TDSP can review this report and file a FasTrak when necessary.

· TDSPs completing Switches prior to Customer Protection

At the last TX SET meeting CRs requested to see a breakdown of the numbers provided by ERCOT on the amount of switches being completed by the TDSP prior to the end of the customer protection period.  

11:30

Suzette Wilburn – ERCOT
· Change Control Procedure Update Request

Would like to discuss with TX SET the possibility of updating the change control procedures to accommodate revisions to existing approved change controls.  We have run into several instances where a change control requires a revision.  As it stands, a new change control is supposed to be written to accommodate that revision.  Would like to propose a new process by which the existing CC is modified and tracked through a revision process in the change control.  

12:00

Lunch

1:00

Tom Baum – ERCOT 

· Change Control Conference Call

	Call In Numbers
	512.225.7284

	Email
	txsetchangecontrol@ercot.com

	Change Controls
	2004-668 through 2004-679

	Moderator
	Tom Baum - ERCOT


	2004-668

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Remove the LIN07 on the 814_28 and the 814_29 and update the codes in the ASI segment to remove differentiating codes (between a MVI and a MVO) leaving just 1 action code indicating a status change.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

At the November TX SET Meeting it was discussed that the TDSP sent an 814_28 with a MVO action code (ASI~002) for a MVI service order.  The CR rejected the 814_28 because they validate on that action code.  ERCOT could have rejected the 814_28 '09' back to the TDSP, but at the TX SET meeting the CRs agreed that they would rather have the 814_28 for the wrong service order and reconcile it at their shop than have ERCOT reject the transaction back to the TDSP and delay getting that information to the CR.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_28, 814_29

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-669

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Update the REF~BLT segment details of the 814_03 to indicate that this segment will not be sent on an 814_03 when it is the result of a MVO to CSA.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

ERCOT stores CSA CR information in order to generate an 814_03 as the result of a MVO to CSA but EERCOT does not store the Billing Type information.  In the IOU territory, the billing type will always be ‘ESP’ but in the MCTDSP territory the billing type can be either LDC or DUAL.  It was determined that a method to communicate these billing types in MOU/EC market was necessary since an 814_03s could be rejected for incorrect billing type.  TX SET discussed and identified that the billing type would best be communicated through the set up of a CSA (814_18) an additional change control 2004-646 was approved to accommodate the communication of the billing type.  This change control removes the billing type segment from the 814_03s generated as the result of a MVO to CSA therefore removing the ability for a reject due to incorrect billing type.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_03

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-670

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Add additional information on the transaction flow page of the 814_PC to describe the use of this transaction per the CR option selected in the MCTDSP territory.

In TX SET change control 2004-650 it was decided to make the 814_PC and PD bi-directional.  After reviewing the language in the change control we may want to consider this additional change control to address adding language to the transaction flow language.  In this paragraph they mention the option 2 & 3 for outage reporting in an IOU area but say nothing of the different options in the MCTDSP area. 

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_PC

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-671

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Update the 814_09 REF~1P gray box to clarify it is used unless it is missing or contains invalid data elements in the 814_08.  This change control is written to replace the changes in change control 2004-654.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

Currently ERCOT cannot send an 814_09 Reject when the the REF~1P segment or the REF02 code is missing from the 814_08 as it does not comply with the 814_09 TX SET rules stated in the 2.0A gray box of the REF~1P.

This change will allow ERCOT to transactionally send an 814_09 reject upon receipt of an incorrect 814_08 instead of logging a mapping status reject.  

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_09

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-672

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Add gray box language to the REF~1W segment (see Change Control 2004-649) to state that alpha numeric characters will only contain uppercase letters (A to Z) and digits (0 to 9).  Note that punctuation (spaces, dashes, etc.) must be excluded.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_01, 814_03, 814_04, 814_05, 814_08, 814_10, 814_14, 814_16, 814_24, 814_PC, 650_01

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-673

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Update the gray box text in the REF~PR and REF~NH of the 814_04, 814_05, 814_14 and the 814_22 to indicate that this segment is optional.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

Discussion at the December 2004 TX SET meeting regarding the TDSPs use of the REF~PR (TDSP Rate Class) and REF~NH (TDSP Rate Sub Class) took place.  The guides state that this segment is required if maintained by the TDSP and then states that it is required on un-metered services.  ERCOT created validation to reject the transaction if it was un-metered services and where the REF~PR and NH were sent in the transaction.  It was determined these segments are currently not used in the Texas Market and ERCOT should not reject when these segments aren’t used.  This change control is created to remove the incorrect statement in the guide.  TX SET discussed whether or not to remove these segments but agreed to leave them in the transactions.  These segments are considered optional.  See redlines below for details.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_04, 814_05, 814_14, 814_22

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-674

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Remove the BPO from the 867_02 and add applicable information back into the appropriate segment gray boxes of the guide.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

This BPO of the 867_02 was removed and any information contain in this section was applied to each segment gray box where applicable.  The current BPO contained information that is out-dated and no longer correct, such as the ERCOT section on Gap and Overlap validation.  See redlines below for details.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	867_02

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-675

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Remove the BPO from the 820_03 and add applicable information back into the appropriate segment gray boxes of the guide.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

This change control was originally submitted prior to the December TX SET Change Control Call but was withdrawn due to the need of additional text clarification.

BPO is being removed from the 820_03 to be consistent with the TX SET decision to remove BPOs and put necessary information back into the guide in the appropriate segments/data elements.  Applicable segments and data elements were updated with necessary information from the BPO.  See attached document.  

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	820_03

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-676

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Remove the BPO from the 824 and add applicable information back into the appropriate segment gray boxes of the guide.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	824

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-677

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

In the DTM~649 segment of the 867_03, the IG says that this segment is required when the Bill Type is LDC, but later in the gray box it states ‘not provided on cancel transactions’.  Add text to the gray box to indicate that this segment is not required on 867_03 Cancels.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

This change control was originally submitted in November and was withdrawn in the December 2004 TX SET Change Control Conference call.  It was withdrawn by NEC TDSP and was later determined that the DTM~649 on the cancel transaction is not necessary.  This change control is being re-submitted as originally intended.



	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	867_03

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-678

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Update the Example on the 814_22 Implementation Guide to remove the unmetered REF~PRT segment (Unmetered Service Type) since there is already a metered segment in the same NM1 loop.  Both Metered and Unmetered Services cannot be sent in the same NM1 Loop.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_22

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-679

	Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

Add the ability to forward the 814_18 to MCTDSPs and provide an 814_19 response back before initiating a CSA agreement for ESI IDs in MOU/EC Territories.

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? To which TX SET Standards? Why? Redline Example 

This solution allows an MCTDSP the ability to validate the Billing Type that is setup on a CSA ESI ID. Currently ERCOT does not store the billing type information therefore by forwarding the 814_18 to the MCTDSP, it allows them to identify whether or not it is correct before the CSA is accepted and active in ERCOT’s system. Change Control 2004-646 was approved to add the REF~BLT, billing type, segment to the 814_18.  This change control is cross impacted with Change Control 2004-646 and need to be implemented in the same version.

	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_18, 814_19

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-633 (Requested Nullification)

	This change control is being brought back for nullification.  It has been determined by TX SET that the examples provided in the documentation are incorrect.



	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	867_03

	
	Emergency Priority
	


	2004-654 (Requested Nullification)

	This change control is being brought back for nullification.  Change Control 2004-671 has been written as a replacement. 



	
	Version
	

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_09

	
	Emergency Priority
	


	2004-582 (Requested Revision)

	This change control requests adding ‘B30-Customer already enrolled with Same CR’ to the list of acceptable codes for ERCOT to use.  ERCOT has determined that their logic prevents any scenarios where this would be used and therefore do not need this code added.  



	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	814_08

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


	2004-645 (Requested Revision)

	This change control modifies the 824 reject reasons based on the 824 Workshop.  One of the requests of this change control is to remove the ‘API – Required Information Missing’ reject reason.  This code is used by ERCOT for usage transactions with missing segments.  Removal of this code would require ERCOT to use an A13 reject reason in these instances.  ERCOT would prefer the API reject reason not be removed from the list of acceptable codes on the 824.



	
	Status
	

	
	Version
	Request 2.1

	
	Changes to Clarify the Change Control
	

	
	Affected Transaction
	824

	
	Emergency Priority
	Yes


3:30

Tom Baum – ERCOT

· Revisions to Protocols Section 15

Would like to review a draft PRR to add text indicating 814_08s are used to cancel Drop to AREPs


4:00

Robert Rodriguez - Constellation
· Update on Usage Smoothing

CRs to provide update on the January 14th Conference Call

4:30

Kathy Scott – Centerpoint Energy
· Option 2 for Outages and Service Orders
5:00

Adjourn

Day2

ERCOT 206 A
8:30

Suzette Wilburn - ERCOT
· Continued V2.1 Evaluation

This effort will consist of reviewing all approved Future Implementation CCs to discuss which change controls will be considered for V2.1  

These change controls can be found on the ERCOT website through the following steps:

www.ercot.com 

Click on ‘Market Participants & Stakeholders’

Click on ‘Texas SET’

Click on ‘Key Documents’

Click on ‘Change Control’

Click on ‘Master Change Control Log’

Go to the tab titled ‘Future Implementation’
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