
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: TX SET Meeting
	Date:  October 4-5, 2006
          
	Completed by: David Gonzales

	Attendees:  See TX SET Attendance Worksheet

	Summary of Event:

	1. Texas SET Meeting

· Review Antitrust Admonition

· Introductions

· Approval of Draft September 12, 2006 Meeting Notes 
2. RMS Update
· Discussed 693PRR changes made by ERCOT.  

· RMGRR 042 – Mass Transition Process Necessary for PUCT Rule 31416 Review of ERCOT Comments – TX SET Working Group October 11, 2006 –                                                     Reviewed presentation by Adam Martinez .  Modification made at last RMS meeting to add NAESB and CD as other delivery methods in addition to Secure FTP already identified.                              Adam Martinez reviewed Presentation Key Points: Proven Technology, Maximum Speed Support, Minimal Security Risk, Minimal Risk of Confidentiality Breach and Liability                                                              ERCOT was tasked to do a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA).                                                               ERCOT identified gaps in RMGRR and will file clarifications to RMGRR.                                     Comment: TX SET provided a written proposal to go with Secure FTP.                                          Comment: An MP did not support Secure FTP but rather PGP – Pretty Good Privacy.  This led to discussion at RMS.                                                                                                                                    POLR Classification discussion: Instead of creating a new report/extract it was decided to add POLR Classification to TDSP ESIID Report.  The Premise Type is already on the TDSP ESIID Report and POLR Classification is just more granular information.  Discussed summary of information contained in the TDSP ESIID Report and the timing of availability.                                Adam reviewed Cost Benefit Analysis Overview.  
· Review of RMGRR Comments for RMGRR 042 -                                                                    Reviewed Customer Billing Contact Information File.                                                               Reviewed Reporting by ERCOT to the PUCT section of document.                                            Reviewed the File Transport Method matrix.                                                                          Reviewed File layouts to be included in RMGRR.                                                                            Question:  What will “Mock” data look like?                                                                                 Response:  If a new MP is coming in they will have to create Mock data.  During Flight test it is explained to new MPs that they will be testing with Mock data.                                                               Comment:  ERCOT should expect to be pressed on why Secure FTP and NAESB can’t both be offered as options.                                                                                                                        Response:  ERCOT is dealing with a mandated date.  If ERCOT didn’t have a mandated date we could be looking at policies and then methods.  All CRs currently send and receive files via NAESB.  Our current market uses NAESB.  ERCOT does not currently have Secure FTP.  If the Market decides that ERCOT will use Secure FTP then ERCOT will go back and figure that out.  Comment:  The cost is the same if ERCOT supports Secure FTP Inbound and Secure FTP Inbound and Outbound FTP.                                                                                                                  Response:  Correct.  The key distinction is based on the file containing “customer” data.  ERCOT is only advocating NAESB to send this out.                                                                                      Question: If ERCOT had to adopt Secure FTP, physically once the file was created where would it reside?                                                                                                                                       Response:  ERCOT will follow-up and provide an answer.                                                                 Comment: We need to add a slide that states where the data resides.  Also add how many times “hackers” have hacked into Secure FTP or NAESB.                                                                      Discussion on additional 21 day waiting period if changes are made at RMS.  TAC can make changes or suggest language or remand it back to RMS.                                                          Question:  When is 21 day waiting period up for last RMS changes that were made?                       Response: RMS meeting materials that will be considered at the October RMS meeting are due today.  RMS made a recommendation at the September meeting for RMGRR 042, ERCOT posted the RMS recommendation report.  RMS will consider the recommendation report at the October meeting, if RMS does not make changes to the RMS recommendation report then it will go to TAC.  If changes are made on the recommendation report then it will be subject an additional 21 day comment period.                                                                                                                       Question: How long do you wait to get this approved before you do anything?                                 Response: Planning/Design work will be completed by early December.  
· Reviewed Accomplishments document referring to Retail Market Guide Revision 042 – Discussion on items that TX SET did not agree on from Data Transport Options.  “Texas SET did not totally agree with all the comments recommended by ERCOT, therefore no consensus was established where TX SET could provide a recommendation to RMS in support of ERCOT’s comments.”
· Open Action Items Timeline document reviewed by TX SET in preparation for discussion at RMS.  
3. Swimlane Sub-team and MCT
· Review outcome and Action Items of 10/3 MCT meeting – Met with MCT and reviewed Market Requirements redline changes. 
· Reviewed the approved Texas SET Issue 33, Texas SET Issue 34 and Texas SET Issue 35.
· Kyle Patrick set up Swimlane subteam for next Thursday 10/12/2006 at MET in Room 211.   Talk about Visio VS other Mediums and also look at which flows are appropriate to keep and make assignments.  We will probably not complete all of them but will get good start on direction of project.  

4. Texas SET New Issues
5. Discussion Topic: 
· Should Texas SET upgrade ANSI X12 Version for Texas SET transactions?  Deferred this discussion to a future Texas SET meeting.
        Lunch

6. 814_20 Mass Volumes 
· Short-term solutions – Referred to September 12, 2006 Brainstorming discussion.  Identified known types of issues and some of the potential types of issues identified.  TX SET determined we need to identify options available and prioritize High, Medium and Low efforts.  Get input from MPs after discussion.  Get input from TX SET on recommendation and prioritization of which options ERCOT should work on first.
· Volume VS Capacity on all 814s (100,000 capacity for all 814s at ERCOT.)  Showed volume of transactions for 2 week period and pulled out 814_20s and inbound 814_21s.  

· Question:  How does capacity look during Annual Validation?                                              Response:  We are above capacity for two week period during Annual Validation.

· Options were discussed along with prioritization.                                                                                            1. MPs use transactions and Bundle - Low                                                                                             2. MPs use transactions but don’t bundle – Medium                                                                                3. ERCOT create parking lot for large volumes and throttle – Medium (TX SET requested that Options 2 and 3 be combined)                                                                                                               4. ERCOT to process like 867_03 forwards – High                                                                                      5. TDSP to code systems to break outbound files into 50K bundles (Per discussion there would still be a coordination issue.  How would 1 and 5 be different?  TDSPs may be manual in 1 VS 5 being an automated process.)                                                                                                                   6. ERCOT to build 814_20 flow outside of 814 transaction flow – Medium                                                             7. ERCOT to increase processing (per developers, it is more efficient to create a separate pipe than modify our existing pipe). – High                                                                                                      8. High Volume Transaction Lane (If we can split off a transaction lane for 814_20s can we re-use this lane for other transactions?  ERCOT to get clarification) – High                                                    9. Processing of a .csv file instead of TX SET transactions – High                                                          10. ERCOT’s RBP project may improve transaction timing volumes.                                       (Based on Market Notices we are still in user acceptance on core base with an estimated start of early November).                                                                                                                        Question: Why is 8 High and 1 Medium?                                                                              Response: ERCOT to investigate and get clarification.                                                               Question:  Was one option looking at one transaction to change from one profile to another?  Is this part of option 8 or was this not worthy of being considered an option.                              Response: Effort would be high for TDSP and ERCOT.                                                           Question: Does effort have an assigned dollar figure?  Bigger pipeline has more diversity VS different pipeline having less diversity.                                                                             Comment: Option 6 could be done via a SIR and would give us a path for high volumes.  We still need some type of freeway to drop and process large volumes.                                              Comment:  TDSPs would need to know which pipeline to drop into.  Response:  ERCOT would separate these out.                                                                                                                         We could look at prioritization to best benefit the Market and manage through the SIR process.  While building for PRR672, we can look to see if additional changes need to be made.                                                                   Comment:  TX SET will look at what other response transactions are not providing value and look at eliminating those.  
· Option 1 is Huge/High for 2 TDSPs and 1 TDSP says it is Low effort but low for CRs per discussion.  This option is a potential risk of putting maintains after something like a retire.  

· Option 2 and 3 were combined.  – ERCOT automation of throttling capabilities is based upon type (add, maintain, retire).  Combined # 2 and 3 from original list - could be risk if transactions backup - High Impact to TDSP and CRs.  

· Option 4 is a Little or No effort but “Risk would be High”.  ERCOT doesn’t store – the risk would be low.                                                                                                                         Comment:  If ERCOT would make change to system, it could prevent risk of being out of sync but effort would be high.  In order to change validation order in ERCOT’s system it would take a high effort.                                                                                                                                                      Question: What if we say “Change ERCOT validation to beginning of process instead of end of process (to mimic 867_03 forwards)  This would be a low effort for TDSP per TDSP consensus in attendance. 
· Option 5 is a High TDSP effort.  Risk to CRs for putting maintains after retires, risk to CRs to receive large volumes – low is relative to 814_20s only, if other transaction are included – it would change to high.  * Limit of 1 50K file per day / TDSP would still need to coordinate with ERCOT.
· Option 6 is a low effort depending on capacity.                                                                          Question: Is this option 3 but with a separate pipeline?  Karen changed Option to read “ This is like option #2 in addition – building a separate pipe for 814_20s.  
· Option 7 (Option reworded to read “ERCOT to increase capacity of current processing architecture for 814s”.  TDSP effort is N/A.  

· Option 8 – Clarification – if we create a 2nd pipe for 814_20s could it be reused for other transaction types?
· Option 9 would be a Low TDSP Effort.  

· ERCOT will do additional analysis and bring back updates on the 25th.  
· 10/05/2006 Discussion on “Transaction Review” spreadsheet – Discussion on eliminating transactions.  TX SET will investigate at their own shops what it will mean to eliminate Except PDs and all of the rest of them.  TX SET will come back with “numbers” if available on what it will cost/save to eliminate a particular transaction.                                                                   Comment: We may not ever get to where we have a dollar amount associated with what it will save to eliminate a particular transaction but it would eventually pay for itself because the transaction would have been used forever in the future.  
· 10/05/2006 - Comment: CRs would like to get customer information as soon as possible in order to offer a different rate with a new product.                                                                                Question:  When does a CR get customer information from MP leaving the market?                                                                                                                 Response: If leaving MP does not provide customer information the TDSP will provide customer information.  CRs would serve the customer and send the TDSP an email requesting customer information and then the TDSP will provide information if available.  Rob will take this issue and get CR input.                 
Adjourn
            Day 2 – October 5, 2006

1. Review Draft Version 3.0 Implementation Guides (continued)
· Review Redlines

· Baseline Guides
2. Emergency Change Control Call if Needed
· Conference Call Number 512-225-7282 Code: 6361

Lunch

3. Review Outstanding TX SET Agenda Items

4. Check Point
· Action Items for Next Meeting?
· Susan updating Action Items Log per discussion.  CRs are looking at whether they could handle receiving 100,000 transactions at one time.  
· Any New Business for Next Meeting?

· Schedule December Houston Meeting Dates – Do we need to have 1 day of MCT and 2 days of SET or 1 day of SET and 1 day of MCT?  Discussion on what dates we should meet.    Comment:  We need to do this as early as possible seeing how busy December gets.  December TX SET will be hosted in Houston on MCT on Monday December 11th and TX SET on December 12th..
      Adjourn

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. ERCOT will do additional analysis on Mass Volumes options and bring back updates on the 25th.  
2. CRs to look at whether they could handle receiving 100,000 transactions at one time.
3. CRs to bring back to next meeting the fields they need on the ESI ID spreadsheets in the event of a mass transition starting 1/1/07.
4. ERCOT will send out a TX SET email explaining the 650_01 Standard/Priority Reconnect issue and requesting CRs to review their processes regarding sending of Priority Reconnects to help resolve this problem (follow-up action item from MCT).
5. ERCOT will take the prioritized list of potential 814_20 Mass volume solutions back to the ERCOT development team to estimate the effort of the top three options and bring back to October 25 TX SET meeting. There is a possibility that one of these options could be considered as a near-term solution for a January/February retail release at ERCOT.


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































5

