
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: TX SET Meeting
	Date:  June 6, 2006
	Completed by: Susan Munson

	Attendees:  See TX SET Attendance Worksheet

	Summary of Event:

	1. Texas SET Meeting

· Antitrust Admonition

· Introductions

· Approval of the Draft May 22-23, 2006 Meeting Notes
2. Combined Project (Mass Transition, Ts & Cs, and TX SET 3.0) – Reviewed CBA for this combined project.  
· The Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) is posted for review on ercot.com under PRR660, Key Documents.  
· Kathy Scott led a review of the Assumptions on the CBA and Elizabeth Mansour of the ERCOT PMO answered questions.  Elizabeth explained that the numbers in the assumptions relating to PRR660 came from the Credit Working Group.

· Rob Bevill mentioned that references to Phase 1 and Phase 2 are no longer valid.  Do we need to re-write Assumptions 5 & 6 to remove references to phases?  Elizabeth Mansour and Susan Munson to revise CBA to remove the references to phases and adjust the costs accordingly.
· Kathy Scott said that Assumption 8 is now incorrect due to the fact that the solution to mass transition project no longer has phases.  Elizabeth Mansour said this assumption cannot be deleted; Kathy recommended re-wording the assumption.  Catherine Meiners worded it to state that all pending transactions will be handled by the full solution.
· Assumption 10 stating that flight testing is not required is no longer true.  Elizabeth Mansour recommended this be re-worded to mention that flight testing will now be included.  Chuck Moore and Rob Bevill gave input to the wording to include verbiage regarding “as determined by TTPT”.
· Rob Bevill asked the question if the numbers given in Assumption 11 included both TDSPs and CRs.  The group looked at the PRR which was the source of these numbers.  It was determined that this Assumption should state that these numbers are for POLRs.
· It was recommended that a reference to the source of the numbers given in Assumption 12 be added for clarification.
· Kathy Scott asked where the information in Assumption 13 came from.  Elizabeth Mansour believes this came from Retail Client Services, but will confirm this.

· Assumption 17:   Action Item for TCTF (Kathy Scott to advise Terms and Conditionss Taskforce Chairt) – Re-evaluate the costs associated as a placeholder for the Ts & Cs part of the combined project (i.e. $500,000 listed for ERCOT costs only).  MPs need to provide their costs and benefits as well.
· Discussion of Assumption 18 – what is the scope of the changes associated with a Texas SET version 3.0?  It was suggested that the additional change controls outside of Terms & Conditions (T&Cs) and Mass Transition will not have a large cost associated.  Cary Reed recommended the costs of Version 2.0A be used for this; Catherine Meiners said we could use the costs associated with the coding portion of this project (excluding testing).  Elizabeth Mansour will get this number by tomorrow.

· Updated CBA with revisions will be discussed as an agenda item first thing tomorrow.  
3.   Mass Transition – Long Term Solution

· Review and Approve TX SET Implementation Guides for Long Term Mass Transition Transactional Solution
· Reviewed the Draft document that Catherine Meiners and Kathryn Thurman modified
· Item number 4 requiring all CRs certified in the Texas Retail market to implement and test the 814_14 and 814_15 transaction:   TTPT talked about the testing implications for this requirement at their meeting last week, particularly for “umbrella” companies that have multiple DUNS.  Chuck Moore stated that there is no need for a company that is ineligible to ever be designated a POLR.  Discussion of this will be referred to RMS and TAC for follow-up answers.
· Reviewed the Process for Pending Transactions (all scenarios) and made changes to clarify the requirements.
· Changed the term ‘Transition Date’ to ‘Retail Business Day 0’
· Discussed the scenario in which an AREP defaults.  Consensus was to leave that scenario in place though this is an unlikely occurrence.
· Question was raised if it matters if the premise is energized or de-energized on a Move-In.  
· It was determined that no special code is needed for the 814_08 because the Competitive Retailer should be aware of what transaction requires re-issuing and/or if the transaction was a Drop to AREP the Competitive Retailer may want to reconsider dropping the ESI ID. 
· Updated responses to the Action Items in the document
· Once ERCOT sends the mass transition drop (814_03 transaction) to the TDSP, ERCOT will not cancel the mass transition drop for any reason outside of normal Stacking rules.
· Reviewed the Parking Lot items in the document.
· Eloise Flores and Dave Lowder responded to the MOU/EC TDSP issues as to what will be populated in the 814_03 Drop request initiated by ERCOT:

· N1 Name (Customer Billing Name) – ‘Mass Transition Customer’

· N2 Additional Name Information (Customer Billing Name Overflow)

· N3 Address Information (Customer Billing Address) – ‘Default Service Address includes 
· N4 Geographic Location (Customer Billing Address)

· REF~BLT Reference Identification (Billing Type) – ‘LDC’

· REF~1W Reference Identification (Membership ID) – ‘9999999999’

· Would the MOU/EC expect to receive an 814_18 Delete transaction in the event that a Defaulting CR is the CSA CR? – No, MOU/EC will not need this information
· Reviewed Implementation Guide changes submitted to the group.  Made additional changes as needed.  The Change Control Documents must be drafted in time for the 6/27 Change Control call. 
·  Outstanding question:  Do we want to have one change control document for Mass Transition and a separate one for Ts and Cs or should they be combined?
· Review of these changes will continue tomorrow.

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Elizabeth Mansour and Susan Munson to analyze the effects of choosing a specific project number (of the 3 existing project numbers) due to the project tracking and associated costs.
2. Elizabeth Mansour and Susan Munson to revise CBA to remove the references to phases and adjust the costs accordingly.

3. Elizabeth Mansour to verify that source of Assumption 13 is from Retail Client Services, but will confirm this.

4. TCTF (Kathy Scott to head this effort) – Re-evaluate the costs associated as a placeholder for the Ts & Cs part of the combined project (i.e. $500,000 listed for ERCOT costs only).
5. Outstanding question to be decided:  do we want to have one change control document for Mass Transition and a separate one for Ts and Cs or should they be combined?

 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































