
	Texas SET Event Summary

	Event Description: TX SET Meeting
	Date:  October 25th – 26th, 2006
          
	Completed by: David Gonzales

	Attendees:  See TX SET Attendance Worksheet

	Summary of Event:

	1. Texas SET Meeting
· Review Antitrust Admonition
· Introductions
· Approved draft October 4-5 2006 Meeting Notes 
2. RMS Update
· PRR693PRR-Approved by RMS with a couple of minor changes.   
· RMS Recommendation 10/11/06 – RMS approved.  Information going to go to TAC for discussion / approval.
· PRS Recommendation 10/19/2006 - PRS approved as written with ERCOT and RMS changes.  Now going to TAC for discussion/approval.
· RMGRR 042
· RMS Recommendation 10/11/06 - After lengthy discussion, comments, and recommendations from          

      ERCOT and TDTWG, RMS approved RMGRR042 with NAESB as the only method of  

     communicating  Customer Billing Information received from the CRs and transmitted from ERCOT.                              3.  Sub-team/MCT Update to Texas SET  
· Update from Visio/Swimlane Subteam (Meeting 10/12/06) – Kyle Patrick                                Subteam reviewed Visios and trimmed the number of visios down to 17. We will be running through them if possible next month at TX SET and then post them online as PDF documents.    Subteam removed instances of letters being sent to customers.  There was discussion on the consistency of visios reflecting some letters sent and some visios not showing letters sent even when there is actually a letter sent.                                                                                                                Subteam was asked to review Visios at next TX Set meeting.
· Update from Market Coordination Team (Meeting 10/24/2006) – Susan Munson                    Clarified use of Mass Transition Use customer on the 814_03.                                                     Discussed the use of the term Mass Transition Customer on the name field of the 814_03 and 814_04.                                                                                                                                         Question: Will the TDSP change the name if they have it?                                                            Response:  That is not the case.  Customer Information is not being taken from the Customer Information File.                                                                                                                                 Discussed the allocation Load. Allocation percentage of load share will come form the PUCT. Reviewed Appendices F2,F3 and F4.                                                                                               MCT is going to cleanup Appendix F2, add customer class to F3, no changes are required for F4 and remove F5 from Retail Market Guide.                                                                                              MCT meetings will review detail of implementation plan going forward.  ERCOT on schedule for implementation timeline.                                                                                                                    
4.  TX SET New Issues / Discussion Items:
· Issue 038 – SCP Reject Code on 814_02 Susan – Based on MIMO Rejection rule this not a valid reject code for a Switch.  Remove SCP Reject code from Implementation Guide.Recommend that TX SET put this forward as a Change Control for our next Version.  Discussion on whether to remove this code or leave it in.  TX SET feels that there is not enough evidence to remove the code.  TX SET suggests closing this issue with no action taken at this time.
· Issue 040 – Pending customer requested MVO is cancelled by ERCOT per stacking rule if MVI is received for same day or earlier.  ERCOT requested more time to review the problem and will bring back a proposal with pros and cons to the next meeting.  A solution may be implemented in the retail release following Texas SET 3.0.
· Stacking Issue – MVO transaction cancelled by MVI, however MVI is pending for 20 days because of permit requirements.  MVO customer is charged additional days of usage because of stacking logic where customer has already moved-out.  If the MVO is cancelled, the CR can resubmit that MVO and it will be accepted if the MVI is in Permit Pending status.  Unfortunately there is not an easy way for the CRs to determine which MVOs they need to resubmit.
            Three potential solutions:                                                                                                                                            
1. Wait to cancel the MVO until the MVI schedules.

2. Do away with MOX completely so that a Permit Pending does not hold a customer from    Moving Out of a Premise.
3. Combine the first 2 suggestions – wait for the MVI to schedule before canceling the MVO  and also not do MOX cancels within the window.                                                                                                                

      ERCOT will do additional analysis at ERCOT and follow-up with suggestions next month.         Question: Do we also need to look at Stacking Logic for Move Ins and Move Outs?
· POLR Discussion – Confirm process for treatment of POLR Customers at end of POLR term – Discussion may require PUCT Staff input.                                                                                    Comment: There is concern that rule required 2 year customer to be moved to one of the new POLRs.  Customer gets switched next year and then POLR duration expires then the customer would need to go to a new POLR.                                                                                                                                 At some point in time the customer gets switched from existing POLR to incoming POLR.  Exiting POLR has to notify the customer of their rights.                                                                         Question: As new POLR what process do new POLRs need to follow to switch customer after 2 year expiration of previous POLR?                                                                                                       Response: The way to do this would be the Existing POLR would send a POLR spreadsheet to new POLR.                                                                                                                                                      Comment: This is not that easy because of the splits among new POLRs (Potentially 5 POLRs).
Question: At end of 2 year expiration does “Customer Class” need to be re-evaluated?  If this does happen, MPs need to know what to do and if ERCOT is involved then ERCOT and MPs need to be prepared.                                                                                                                                          Comment: If I have 5000 POLR customers in December and in January I decide not to serve those customers, the exiting POLR needs to provide a list back to ERCOT on Customer Class and if ESIIDs are Energized or DeEnergized and “parse” the ESIIDs out to new POLRs.  This has been a manual process using a spreadsheet in the past.  The end of term should be December 31st.                                                                                                                                    Comment: It sounds like as a new POLR you need to know when to start submitting Switches as new POLR from expiring POLR.                                                                                            Question: Does this go to ERCOT to “parse” out ESIIDS for each new POLR?                    Question: Do we assume that the PUCT is going to split the ESIIDs or just assign one POLR to take the ESIIDs involved?                                                                                                          Comment:  Set tomorrow morning to discuss details and required documentation?                                                                                                                       Question: Who will go to Voluntary vs. Non-Voluntary POLR?                                               Comment: Rulemaking on POLR Rule to take place at Open Meeting at PUCT.  The outcome of this rulemaking could have an impact on 814_10 transaction processing?
· 814_20 Rejects A76 (ESIID Not Found or Invalid) Issue identified by ERCOT.  Should 814_20 Maintains that are failing for A76 (ESIID Invalid or Not Found) go into a retry queue?                                             ERCOT’s research indicates that about 30% of those maintains that get rejected are on ESIIDs that eventually get created.  (70% of them are on ESIIDs that never did get created in our system).  Of the 30% that are real ESIIDs, 95% get created within a day or 2 of the reject, so a retry queue would prevent them from rejecting.  ERCOT apologizes for asking so close to the actual meeting, but they need the answer soon.  If the Market agrees next week, ERCOT can get this functionality when RBP goes live in December.
· Analysis:  
Count

Percentage

Total # 814_20s rejected for A76

38,451

  

ESI IDs that were eventually created

11,182

29.08% of total the rejected

Number that were created within 2 days of 814_20 reject

10,700

95.7% of those that get created would be saved by a 2 day retry queue

Question: Do we want this functionality and if so do we want 24 or 48 hour retry?                            Need language in the Protocols for 814_20s.                                                                               Question: Do we need to wait for the Protocols to be updated or can we put in place without waiting for the Protocols to be changed?  We need to check to see if we need to wait for Protocols to be updated since the Protocols do not address this issue so it is really not necessary to wait on Protocols.     
5.  Review Texas SET Transactions
· Reviewed the Transaction matrix.
· Concerns expressed that the 997 doesn’t give sufficient validation of the transaction that was sent.  Question: Cost Benefit - Will enough savings be gained to change all of our processes to remove transactions?                                                                                                                                    Comment: Suggestion to pick top 6 transactions, analyze volumes, determine cost benefit analysis.  Question: Is there that much to gain since you are fundamentally changing the way the Retailer processes transactions?
· Comment:  Recommend group re-visit this issue In March or April after RBP is in production and 814_20 SIR enhancements are in place at ERCOT.                                                                                  Question:  What other Action Items is TX SET working on right now; shouldn’t the group start asking the questions now in order to have answers ready in the spring?                                           Question: Is common knowledge in the Market that some of these transactions are ignored? Response: No                                                                                                                                                Comment:  It would be good to educate the Market of the transactions that are in this category and then try to effect change.  
· Decision:  Re-evaluate matrix around 3rd quarter 2007.  Next few meetings we will review long-term 814_20 solution.
6.  814_20 Mass Volume of Updates
· Near-Term Recommendation – Reviewed the analysis done to date and answered questions asked at the last meeting and via email.
· ERCOT to get additional information on: Understand the difference between two pipes and increasing current capacity. 

· Question: Could new pipe be used for additional transaction types?                                                   Response: Yes, but it could compete for processing with 814_20s which is the current issue.  Question:  Could original pipeline be used to balance 814_20s on weekends when there is less 814_20 traffic if we have 2nd new pipe.                                                                                            Response: ERCOT will follow-up on question.

· Question: Could an 814 initiating transactions compete with 814_20s?                                                   Response: Yes currently.  With SIR for new Pipeline this could be prevented.  

· Based on last meeting’s discussion, two 2/2007 SIRs have been written: 1.) automate throttling for 814_20s within current processing pipe (all 814s), and 2.) building a separate processing pipe for 814_20/814_21 processing.                                                                                                                                             Comment: First SIR would be for issues such as Annual Validation 814_20 processing.  Second SIR would be for Day to Day processing.  

· Until recommendations are implemented TDSPs are encouraged to continue to work with ERCOT with Mass Transaction Processing.  ERCOT believes that these changes fall under PRR672 which has already been approved by the Board.  These SIRS are already moving forward in the process.  Comment: To date the pipeline capacity has been the problem.  

· Questions to CRs and TDSPs: Based on ERCOT’s interim recommendation for Large Volumes of 814 transactions:
· Can TDSPs /CR’s systems process receipt of mass quantities of 814s received all at once?  (example – Mass Transitions)                                                                                                  Response from a CR: We would receive them and process them as we could.  We have to catch and process them as they come.  But if we were submitting mass volume of Switches we would send them all at once and expect the TDSP to be able to handle them.                                           Comment from TDSP: Maximum number would be 50,000 814_03s.  This volume would create havoc for TDSP.                                                  
· If there are system limitations what are the limitations?                                                                                            
       7.  PRR672 Market-Collaboration Discussions and Conference

· Follow-up Action Items from PRR672 October 2, 2006 Meeting Wrap-up

· Group reviewed and modified the draft slide presentation for November 8 RMS 

· Discussion/Recommendation                                                                                                  Reviewed PRR672 Collaborative Analysis presentation to RMS.  ERCOT noted that comments were received from only one MP and asked for additional comments or questions during presentation review.                                                                                                             Presentation was updated with comments from TX SET.  
· Karen shared that she would make the changes requested.  If MP wanted to provide additional changes/suggestions, open until 10/30 to provide feedback.  After that, would be posted with RMS materials.

· Karen asked the team if the collaboration effort was complete.  Team said yes.  Karen thanked everyone for their participating in the effort.

· Reviewed Transaction Matrix                                                                                                 Comment: Received negative response from MPs regarding removal of transactions.  There is a fear of moving backwards and causing potential “out of sync” conditions.  Per discussion, there are mixed opinions on removing transactions. 
Adjourn
            Day 2 – October 26, 2006

1.  Review Mass Transition Spreadsheets
· Appendix F2 – ERCOT to TDSPs – Market Sync
· Appendix F3 – ERCOT to CRs – Gaining List of ESIIDs

· Appendix F4 – ERCOT to CRs – List of Pending Transactions

· Develop Emergency/Urgent RMGRR – Title - “Modified Appendices to comply with POLR Rule Project 31416” Worked on Retail Market Guide Revision Request for changes to Appendices to comply with the POLR Rule Project 31416 effective January 1, 2007.      
· Changes must be implemented by January 1, 2007
· Discussion for POLR for customers currently on POLR that no longer want to provide service beginning December 31st.  (Continuation of yesterday’s discussion).  
· Lauren with PUCT – According to Matt and Jeff with PUCT they expect the POLR transition will go through ERCOT and ERCOT will assign the ESIIDs.  The POLR is going to have to tell ERCOT who is going to leave and ERCOT would have to assign accordingly.                                                                            Question: Will this be done with transactions generated at ERCOT or will new POLRs submit Switches.                                                                                                                                      Response: The POLR gaining the customer will have to do a Manual Switch.                                    Question: Is there a timeline in the Rule?                                                                                    Response: The exiting POLR needs to notify the POLR 60 days in advance.                         Question: How do we ensure the date on an “On Cycle Switch”?  The new POLR would not know the cycle.                                                                                                                                      Response:  New POLRs have to get the list early enough to do the research for cycle read date.  Comment: The TML and TDSP ESIID report provide Meter Read Cycle.                                    Question: If we use the current spreadsheet process will it be acceptable?                                     Response Lauren with PUCT:  As long as it gets done it should not be a problem.                            Question:  Will ERCOT be ready to do the POLR Allocation process by January 1, 2006?  Response:  ERCOT will look to see if ERCOT is prepared to do this January 1, 2006.  This may actually take place by middle of December and December 1st is actually a better date to target this for.                                                                                                                                             Question:  How are we going to communicate this to the Market?                                                   Response:  Kathy had spoken to Shannon Bowling on sponsoring a POLR meeting to discuss and have a Q and A with the Market.                                                                                                    Question: How do we want to document this?                                                                        Response: This needs to be RMS documentation.                                                                          Comment: I think that this needs to be added to the Retail Market Guide.                                        Question: How do we get this done quickly in the remaining time that we have?                            Response: We need to have it drafted in the next few days and do an Urgent RMGRR.   

· Comment: We need to draft up documentation for the Retail Market Guide.  Reviewed Section 7.5 Transfer to Provider of Last Resort (POLR) and drafted the language to support options for ERCOT or Market to handle transactions for transition.            
· Post Meeting: Per Sonja, RMS has to approve Urgency.  TX SET can submit with an Urgency Request prior to RMS and request a 48 Hour Vote.  

2.  Review Outstanding TX SET Agenda Items

3.  Check Point
· Action Items for Next Meeting – Reviewed and updated TX SET Action Item spreadsheet.  .  
· Any New Business for Next Meeting?

      4.  Adjourn – Next Meeting Schedule:
      November 2006 - 2 dates

· Meeting Location ERCOT Met Center Conference Room 168: 

· Market Coordination Team Meeting date: 

· Monday, November 6, 2006 (10:00AM - 5:00PM)

· Texas SET Meeting date: 

· Tuesday, November 7, 2006 (09:30AM - 3:00PM)

      December 2006 - 2 dates

· Meeting Location CenterPoint Energy Houston Office 

· Address: 1111 Louisiana Street Houston, Texas 77002: 

· Market Coordination Team Meeting date: 

· Monday, December 11, 2006 (10:00AM - 5:00PM)

· Texas SET Meeting date: 

· Tuesday, November 12, 2006 (09:30AM - 3:00PM)



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Review 814_10 Drop to AREP in light of PUCT Open Meeting tomorrow (10/26) potentially removing DTA functionality in Market.

2. Catherine Meiners to check in-house to ensure ERCOT will be ready with the ESI ID allocation process December 1 in preparation for this occurrence.  Exiting POLR will have to send ERCOT the ESI IDs.  ERCOT will allocate them according to the POLR Allocation process (same one to be used for Mass Transition).
3. Write PRR for 814_20 retry queue to go in with RBP

4. Find out if ERCOT feels they have a responsibility for sending out the 814_03 in the POLR-to-POLR transition.  ERCOT to respond at November 7 meeting.   



	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:
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