
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: TX SET Meeting
	Date:  April 5, 2006
	Completed by:  Jennifer Frederick

	Attendees:  See TX SET Attendance Worksheet

	Summary of Event:

	1. Antitrust Admonition

· Antitrust Admonition Reviewed – No Questions
2. Introductions

· See TX SET Attendance Worksheet
3. Mass Transition Taskforce – Long Term

· What timeline does your company support concerning the Mass Transition Long Term Solution?

· Cirro* – supports an expedited timeline for Mass Transition Long Term Solution and implementing the solution by the end of 2006.
* Commerce Energy, Inc. and Accent Energy supports Cirro Energy’s responses.
· First Choice – supports a single phased approach and feels that 3rd Quarter 2007 would be a realistic implementation date. 

· South Texas Electric Cooperative – we don’t support the phase approach due to resources and the cost of testing each phase. 

· Direct Energy Organic – Preferable end of year 2006

· Green Mountain – supports an expedited timeline that can be implemented by the end of 2006. 
· AEP – in a position to support a bare minimum of 814_03 and 814_04 by end of year and do not believe it needs to be in a test flight since it is a code change and not a new transaction.  If it is anything other than bare bones AEP can not support a 2006 implementation. 

· Vantage – would prefer to implement bare bones without a flight test

· Constellation – echoes the comments of Cirro and would be ready for 1006 to implement Phase I.

· Reliant – support the direction of the Market.  Reliant understands that the Credit Working Group has been looking at credit requirements that would affect decisions. 

· Gexa – have systems locked down until around August and being able to implement this year is a little aggressive.  Quarter 1 or Quarter 2 of 2007 would be more in line. 

· TXU ES – Yes, supports long term solution in 2007.  Concerned with having multiple releases in one year.  

· TXU ED – can implement bare bones of 03 and 04 by end of the year but not a full phased approach by the end of the year.  TXU ED has concerns with multiple implementations in one year.  

· ERCOT - ERCOT supports an approach to project management that is consistent with the SAS70 compliance and the ERCOT Governance model.  
As part of a discussion at TX SET regarding a ‘typical’ timeline, the following are the rough dates ERCOT gave to TX SET on 3/27/2006:

 

Board Approval - 5/16/06

Project Initiation - 5/22/06

Beginning of Planning Phase - 6/5/06

Business Requirements Development - 6/5/06 to 7/17/06

Business Requirements Sign-off - 7/17/24 to 7/24/06

Conceptual Design Development - 7/24/06 to 8/7/06

Detail Design Development - 8/7/6 to 9/18/06

Detail Design Sign-off - 9/18/06 to 10/2/06

Build / Unit and Product Testing - 10/2/06 to 12/11/06

Integration and User Acceptance Testing - 12/11/06 to 2/5/07

Flight - 0407 as defined by TTPT

Best implementation date - 5/31/07

 

This was presented as the very best case scenario and the following potential delays were mentioned:

· RFP - 6.5 weeks 

· Return to board for additional funds - 2 months 

· Final POLR rule that requires changes to solution - Unknown, but at least 2 months for increase in $

It was also mentioned that this timeline of 12 months and 15 days was at the most aggressive end of ERCOT’s 12 to 18 month estimate that was originally delivered and that any change to this would be an extension, not a compression.
· TNMP – TNMP can be ready to test by end of 1st Quarter 2007

· CenterPoint - For Mass transition CNP supports a December 2006 implementation based upon a phased approach for implementation with Phase 1 testing being Market Testing in Flight 1006.   This support is totally contingent upon Mass Transition Phase 2 functionality being combined with Terms and Conditions requirements either late 1st or early 2nd quarter 2007,  systems development 3rd  quarter 2007, along with Phase 2 /T&Cs Market testing with version implementation being scheduled 4th quarter 2007.   

· Does your company support a phased approach, if the approach allows an earlier/faster implementation (with the understanding that subsequent phases and/or additional functionality will require second TX SET release and full market test)?   

· Cirro* - Yes, we support a phased approach in the interest of implementing a solution by the end of the year in order to reduce the mass transition durations.  By accelerating the Long Term Solution, the market would benefit from reduced uplift, reduced unpaid wires charges, and reduce the need for potential collateral increases. 
· First Choice – No, First Choice Power feels that a multi-phased approach unnecessarily adds additional cost to the long term solution and while the CWG solution will also add cost, it is more easily managed and some if not all of this cost will be removed when the long term solution is implemented. 

· South Texas Electric Cooperative – No

· Direct Energy Organic – A phased approach is ok, however would like to have the 814s ready for use as quickly as possible for the Mass Transition process.  The solution does not have to be fancy, but effective. 

· Green Mountain – Yes, GMEC supports a phased approach if that is what it takes to get the core solution implemented this year.  GMEC feels that the credit exposure to the market caused by Mass Transitions (on today’s timeline), dictate that an expedited approach be taken.

· Reliant – supports an all in one approach.  It is easier to implement everything at once.  

· Gexa – would prefer an all in one approach. 

· TXU ES – yes, but would prefer one TX SET Release that could be combined with Ts & Cs or POLR Rule. 
· ERCOT - supports the phased approach already developed as the short-term solution.  
ERCOT cannot implement a ‘bare bones’ phase in the manner currently being discussed by the Market.  Once ERCOT begins initiating Mass Drop orders in our system, we must define the rules for how these Mass Drop orders interact with the orders current existing in our system (MVI, MVO, Switch, Drop).  TX SET 2.0 (MIMO) introduced complicated stacking logic into ERCOT’s system.  A new order type cannot be introduced into that system without defining the corresponding logic for that type. ERCOT will work with TX SET to minimize the impact to the Market and may suggest additional enhancements for later in 2007.  
· TNMP – No

· CenterPoint - Yes, for Mass transition CNP supports a December 2006 implementation based upon a phased approach for implementation with Phase 1 testing being Market Testing in Flight 1006.   This support is totally contingent upon Mass Transition Phase 2 functionality being combined with Terms and Conditions requirements and system development 3rd quarter 2007 along with Phase 2 /T&Cs Market testing with version implementation scheduled 4th quarter 2007.   

· Can your company be ready to Market Test Phase 1 as documented by TX SET in Flight 1006?  Phase 2?  Why or Why not?  
· Cirro* - would be prepared Phase I and/or Phase II during Flight 1006.  We would be prepared to add any additional transactions or enhancements to existing transaction to our back office systems to meet this timeline.    
· First Choice - Yes, if required. FCP is currently in the process of transitioning business processes due to a recent outsourcing with Alliance Data. This work effort coupled with the increase associated with testing in Flight 1006 to implement phase one of the long-term solution is not desirable.
· South Texas Electric Cooperative – Again depends on the time the IGs are released, but if we don’t have something quickly probably not. 

· Direct Energy Organic – Yes
· Green Mountain - Yes.  GMEC can be ready to test Phase 1 (or both Phases) in the October Test Flight this year.  GMEC feels it is important enough to do whatever it takes to be ready for the 1006 Flight.  
· TXU ES – Yes, as long as Phase 1 is only 814_03 and 04.  Would prefer to have one release in a year.     
· ERCOT – No, No, the Phase 1 solution does not enable ERCOT to meet the market expectations for delivery of the automated 814_03.  In addition, implementing any part of a transactional solution by August 2006 can not be completed within the SAS70 compliant Program Management Office procedures.
· TNMP – No, No, Conflicting Projects
· CenterPoint -  would not be ready to Market Test Mass Transition Phase 2 functionality until Flight 1007 due to our extensive development efforts and resources that would be required to make system changes to support changes in the TDSP’s Terms and Conditions.  Therefore CNP would require that Mass Transition Phase 2 and Term and Conditions are completed simultaneously to allow Market Participants to better manage cost and resources, along with allowing for more accurate information through managing Market needs and timelines, such as allowing required time through the current governance model to:

· Identify and create business rules and requirements 

· Revise/update TX SET Implementation Guides 

· Prepare Market test scripts

· Schedule development and internal testing requirements

· Revise/update Retail Market Guides

· Revise/update Protocols  
· Can your company support a solution that could be implemented by end of year 2006?
· Cirro* - Yes
· First Choice - Yes, if it was a topical solution and did not involve substantial system changes. As previously stated, FCP does not feel that this is practical due to the limited benefits that will be achieved in the first phase with this approach and the added costs associated with it. 

· Direct Energy Organic – Yes, but an automated solution is preferred. 

· Green Mountain – Yes

· Gexa – If Market direction is 2006 they will have to look at their current load but are strongly against 2006 implementation. 

· TXU ES – Yes
· ERCOT - will support solutions that address the mass transition business requirements and that can be implemented within the governance process and SAS70 compliance by the end of 2006.
· TNMP – No
· CenterPoint - Yes, with the high level requirements received to date from TX SET, CNP can support Mass Transition Phase 1 with an implementation date of end of year 2006.  Again this support is totally contingent upon Mass Transition Phase 2 and Terms and Conditions requirements being initiated either late 1st or early 2nd Quarter 2007, systems development being 3rd quarter 2007,  with  Market Testing and production implementation 4th quarter 2007.    
· If the outcome of your internal investigation determines that an implementation would be later than 1st Quarter 2007, then what are your company’s issues and/or concerns?    
· Cirro* - prepared to implement one or more phases of the Mass Transition Long Term Solution prior to 2007.    
· First Choice - The Credit Working Group has identified several options to mitigate credit risk and market uplift that can be utilized until the long-term solution is implemented. When the long-term solution is implemented, FCP expects that the cost of the CWG solution will be reduced or eliminated. FCP is optimistic that if done correctly, the long term solution will remove much if not all of the transactional lag associated with a mass transition and in doing so will mitigate or eliminate the market exposure.

A two phased approach potentially exposes the POLRs to a high level of risk in between phases one and two if ESI's are expeditiously transferred without customer billing information, delaying internal account set-up and billing capabilities. As such the market risk will be transferred from the market to the POLRs and only adds to the difficulty encountered with life cycles that are typically short lived.

For these reasons, FCP feels that an implementation in the 3rd Qtr 2007 is practical and will help to ensure active participation by CRs in support of the market's POLR function.

· Green Mountain – GMEC can be ready for the 1006 Test Flight
· Reliant – credit requirements are the main concern

· Gexa – would prefer Quarter 2 of 2007 but will be willing to try to meet the Market expectations and direction.  It is currently cheaper for Gexa to submit switches.  They still believe that automated is best.  

· TXU ES – if later than first quarter won’t be avoiding uplift.  TXU ES has concerns with credit requirements and multiple TX SET releases.  Since Market Open only one REP that has defaulted has not cooperated as far as customer information so TXU ES feels that a CIR may be an unnecessary cost.  TXU ES has submitted a rough order of magnitude to internal IT department so they are working on that to get things started. 
· ERCOT - will continue to work with the market (i.e. TX SET) to have approved business requirements within an aggressive timeline (5/16/06).  If this occurs, along with the steps needed for approval through the governance process, ERCOT would work along with the market to complete testing in Flight 0107 (possibly the last part of the flight) in order to have the automated transaction solution by March 31, 2007.  
· TNMP – None
· CenterPoint - has clearly identified our dependencies for a 2006 Phase 1 Mass Transition implementation in our previous responses.  If the decision is made that T&Cs must be implemented in 2006 and would not be included with Phase 2 Mass Transition’s implementation for 4th quarter 2007, then CNP will not be able to support Phase 1 Mass Transition implementation 2006 or 1st quarter 2007 because of the level of effort and resources required by CenterPoint Energy to implement both projects on such short notice with market and internal business and technical requirements undefined would be unachievable.   

General Comments/Concerns:
· Discussions with the Credit Working Group needs to take place. 

· Reliant suggested that ERCOT work with the Credit Working Group to determine if there is a possibility of the CWG backing off on the proposal to increase collateral requirements.  Understanding was that collateral requirements would be increased if there was not a solution by the end of the year to shorten uplift exposure time.  Suggestion was made that ERCOT needs to explain to CWG that they can not implement a solution by end of year 2006 but can by end of First Quarter 2007.  ERCOT should talk to the CWG to see if this will satisfy their solution requirements. 

· TNMP suggested that approach the Credit Working Group about backing off on the requirements to allow for time to implement solutions since they are the ones affected by the increase in requirements.  TNMP stated that every time the Market has rushed into a solution there have been gaps left and it might be better to look at more time allowance. 
· Constellation stated that the Credit Working Group is looking at an August 07 implementation so they would assume that first quarter 07 is still a better scenario than they are assuming.  
· Shannon Bowling voiced concern that the summer months are the most risky and that ERCOT is pushing increased collateral requirements but is not pushing the transactional solution.  
· POLR Rule Concerns

· Is there a legitimate concern that changes in the rule could affect transactional solution changes?
· Lauren Damen stated that the current rule timeline still allows for the rule to be approved before implementation.  
· Market Participants voiced concern that even if the rule is approved before implementation the changes to system need to be in the works long before implementation. 
· AEP suggested that ERCOT implement an emergency procedure and timeline for instances such as this.  

Assumptions for Implementation:  

· Testing is needed for changes but may not be necessary to do so in a flight test. 

· Customer Information is not included in any phase being considered at this time. 
· Implementation of the TS codes on transactions other than the 814_03/814_04 are not possible at this time for some TDSPs and agreement was made that anyone can go ahead and implement the codes if they are ready but the MAN code can be used for system generated Cancels until everyone is ready to accept the new cancel codes and TS segment on the 814_08.

Final Positions:
· POLR

· Direct Energy – December 2006 full implementation

· Gexa – First Quarter 07

· Constellation – bare bones 2006

· Reliant – market majority

· TDSPs

· TXU ED – support bare bones by the end of 06

· AEP –bare bones 2006

· CenterPoint – bare bones 2006

· TNMP – end of first quarter 2007for full 

· CRs

· TXU Energy – support 06 for bare bones

· Green Mountain – bare bones 06

· Accent – full  06

· Commerce –full  06

· Cirro – full  06

· First Choice – full implementation first second  quarter 2007

· STEC support 2006 for full 

· ERCOT

· Full solution by end of First Quarter 2007 

· Glen asked that for those that provided for bare bones that they provide timeline for full blown.

· Direct – December 06

· TXU Energy – With Ts & Cs

· AEP – With Ts & Cs

· TXU ED – With Ts & Cs

· CenterPoint – With Ts & Cs
4. Mass Transition Taskforce – Long Term (continued)
· PRR Section 15.1.2 Mass Transition – TX SET Recommended Changes
· Reviewed and made appropriate changes. 
· Supporting Documents (What updates are needed based on recommendation?
· Requirement Documents
· Mass Drop Scenario Excel Spreadsheet
· Visio Flows
· Implementation Guides
· Retail Market Guides
· Others
5. Check Point 

· Action Items – What is needed for TX SET Meeting?
· ERCOT will work to provide a list of specific information that ERCOT needs from TX SET. 
· TX SET Issue for RMS
6. Adjourn



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1.  ERCOT will work to provide a list of specific information that ERCOT needs from TX SET. 
2. TX SET will look at setting up addition meeting to go through and outline documentation needed and baseline exact aspects of proposed phases. 


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































