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	Attendees:  See Attendance List

	

	DAY 1

1. Texas SET Meeting
· Antitrust Admonition

· Introductions

· Approval of the Draft September 2008 Meeting Notes

· RMS Update

· Review TX SET Update slides presented at RMS
· I075- KThurman stated there was a spike in move-outs past month because of Hurricane Ike.  Normally there are around 3000-4000 move-outs a day; a couple of days we had 20,000 move-outs.  A SIR has been written and will tentative be implemented in the February time frame.  The SIR will allow ERCOT to determine which codes: B44 or 2W were used with submitted move-outs in conjunction with the bypass CSA flag.
· RMGRR065 (Disconnect and Reconnect for Non-Payment Updates and Corrections) – The language in RMGRR065 needs to be reviewed again today, so that it can be re-submitted to RMS for approval.

· RMGRR068 (Out-Flow Power from Distributed Renewable Generation Facilities) – RMGRR068 passed at RMS without any issues.  This will be a brand new section in the retail market guide for Distributed Generation.

· RMGRR069 (Texas SET Retail Market Guide Clean-up – Section 7:  Historical Usage and Estimated Meter Readings; Section 9:  Transaction Timing Matrix and Letter of Authorization) – There are minor corrections in the following sections: Section 7:  Historical Usage and Estimated Meter Readings; Section 9:  Transaction Timing Matrix and Letter of Authorization.  PRR782 will be on the RMS agenda next month and then go to PRS.
· Action Items from RMS in September? (To be addressed at 4pm)
· Draft an RMGRR to accelerate the Stakeholder process for Revision Requests that have no impact on ERCOT
The RMGRR will revise language in the Retail Market Guide that can accelerate the Stakeholder process for Revision Requests when there is not impact to ERCOT.  

· Draft an RMGRR for eliminating the current Retail Market Call and allowing for ad hoc market calls.
The RMGRR will revise language in the Retail Market Guide that addresses the Retail Market Call was updated with the information to reflect the RMS recommendation of discontinuing the call.  
2. TX SET Issue Updates:  

· I077:  Advanced Meter/Master Meter Identifier
· Update from TX SET AMS Sub-Team
AMIT sub team dug into requirements from AMIT and we will review it later in the day.  10-21-08 AMIT sub team created draft requirements that are still being fully vetted by TX SET WG and AMIT.
· I078:  Use of the Ignore Loop for DRG Outflow           
· Ready to draft a Change Control
· Can this issue be closed or shown as completed?   
· KThurman created Change Control 2008 - 725 –that will need to be reviewed.  TX SET agreed the issue should be closed.

· I080:  New SAC04 Code to identify Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor
per new Rule §25.181
· Action Item for TNMP to follow up on
R.Bevill asked if all TDSPs will be able to use the SAC04 code.  The TDSPs who were present will be able to use the code with the exception of TNMP.  TNMP has not confirmed which code they will be using at this time.  J.Roberston is leading the effort for TX SET to ensure the new SAC04 code is listed and maintained by UIG.  C.Reed stated that AEP will begin using the code starting in December. 
TX SET agreed that the long term solution was to create a new SAC04 code for Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor.   Can the code EECRF be used as the Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor code?  Texas SET is not sure about the restrictions on this Energy charge.  K.Wall stated that there are other possible choices to be used as the Energy Efficiency Cost recovery Factor.  She also stated that TX SET isn’t following UIG standards for these codes.  J.Roberston said all TX SET needs to do is let the UIG know that we were using a different code or creating a new code.  A change control will be required. K.Scott has offered to create the Change Control and send to J.Robertson.  

Note:  The 810_02 transaction field is able to hold up to 10 characters. 

The advanced metering cost recovery factor code is MSCO39. 

It was decided to use the code MSC041 and to communicate this to UIG.  Everyone agreed to move forward with using MSC041

· I083: Leap-Frog Language in RMG and Stacking Document

· Confirm that this issue can be closed

K.Thurman stated the issue can be closed now.

· I085: Update the Move-in swimlane to remove Customer Notification  

(Postcard) and update or remove the Customer Dropped by CR to AREP swimlane.

K.Thurman modified the swim lanes to remove the Post Card and updated the Drop by CR to AREP to show ERCOT will reject an 814_10 submitted by a CR. 

K.Thurman walked TX SET through the Visio diagrams and where she removed the necessary boxes.  The changes were approved and ERCOT is working towards getting updates posted to ERCOT.com website.

   3.  New Issues
· I087: PUCT substantive rule §25.493 (e) states that ERCOT “shall develop procedures to facilitate the expeditious transfer of large numbers of customers from one rep to another.”

· Acquisition Task Force issue will be addressed at 9:00 a.m. on Day 2 
K.Scott – What are we supposed to be doing with RD001?  Expectations

There were questions on how the RD001 and RD002 are being used by the market today.

As of right now both are used to send request for reads and re-reads of the meter.  The guide is not clear on when to use the two codes.  There is a need for more clarification if Market Participants are using the code other than for the intended use.   C.Reed will perform the same function for RD001 as the RD002 so it is nothing different for them. K.Scott wanted to know what RD001 is being used for today.   J.Roberston was not sure how TXU uses the RD001.  K.Scott stated CNP is getting both from CRs now.  C.Reed stated that J.Robertson may handle the code differently once the CR receives the RD001 & RD002 when it comes back into the shop.   J.Roberston will verify how TXU is using the codes.

K.Scott can submit an issue on this to possibly eliminate one of the codes. J.Roberston needs both codes different from an error on the read and wants to keep both (one may deal with a contract).

RD001:  Special out of cycle read

RD002:  Used for Rereads & cancel/rebills (errors)

TX SET will have to determine if changes will need to be made to the Retail Market Guide.
   4.  Retail Market Guide Clean-up for v3.0

· Review language in RMGRR065 (DNP Section)
Blake Gross from AEP made some changes to the language in the RMGRR065 with regards to the Friday authorization flag.   Each TDSP handles the yes/no flag differently and this needs to be documented.   The intent is the make the language clear for all parties.  TNMP confirmed that they handle the Friday authorization flag the same as AEP and ONCOR.

Note: If an order has been re-routed roles to premium location they get another 3 days.

· Review language in RMGRR069 (LOA Section)
· Comments received from TXU Energy

Chris Rowley of TXU Energy reviewed the changes he made to RMGRR069.

Chris Rowley made changes to the RMGRR069 to reflect electronic routing of the Letter of Authorization (LOA) without a signature.  The way the language was written in the Retail Market Guide was unclear to some TDSPs.  The LOA was rewritten by Chris to bring a clearer understanding for the market when trying to obtain the LOA without a signature for historical usage request.

· Change the language – in 7.4 – Added language to make it clear that a customer’s signature is not required on the LOA form and that the TDSP is held harmless if the REP indicates that they have the customer’s authorization.

· Change the box – to allow the rep to take responsibility and provide to the TDSP and LOA.

· Still had to have signature – by checking the box – can get the information that is needed.

· AEP, CNP, and ONCOR – are okay with the changes.

Spanish version may need some changes and AEP will have someone look at it and will send their comments separately if there are issues.  

The RMGRR069 is scheduled for the RMS meeting in November.  The comments will be submitted for review.   S.Tindall will take it back to EROCT and have someone in her group check the document.  The edits need to be changed to TX SET comments – if they (K.Scott and R.Bevill) are good will post and send them out.

  5.  Advance Metering Implementation Team
· Review of results of TX SET Sub-team for Advanced Metering and create action plan for report back to AMIT on 10-27.  K. Scott will review these documents.
TX SET started to review Assumptions, Business Requirements and Task documents.
A -004.P5 

TX SET change the time to provide more clarification.
· R.Bevill asked the question, how would this affect the work of TX SET?  
· If the current constraints are removed the stacking logic will be affected.

· Would it be helpful to get more specific on what we want AMIT to address?

A-005.P5

This would require a redesign of ERCOT if it is decided to have more than one Switch in day.  It involves a lot and needs to go back to AMIT.  The Customer Protection Period is a concern when talking about real-time switches.  R.Bevill The first time a customer could switch providers will need to be determined.  Real-time switching will be limited to only one switch a day.

· Can we assume that there will not be multiple switches on one day?

· Should we consider the implications of the customer being able to waive the rescission period?

C.Reed stated that this needs to be brought up by a CR at AMIT to discuss this and raise a concern about having multiple switches in one day.  The TX SET did this when considering real- time switching.

A-008.P5

The outage status request (the MQ Series T Series Transactions) will not be affected or impacted by the rollout of AMS – TX SET added clarification.  These changes came from Texas Set WG Meeting on the 21st with regards to the Sub team meeting.

AEP wants to remove the underscore “_”; C.Reed was able to get a hold of B.Trietsch to get the underscore “_” removed.  PWG has the solution of RESIDR (Load Profile Code) – to identify a meter as AMS. J.Roberston wants to use the profile code as the long term solution.
K.Thurman stated as of right now only meter /unmetered is on the TML reports and not the entire profile code.  J.Roberston has made a suggestion to add load profile yes/no and unmetered/meter/AMS.  The meter type code is changing from the Load Profile and adding the AMS meter type to the Load Profile.

AMS identifier on the 867_03 – AMS meter will split the 867 data and not store them.  The long term solution is to pull the meter data via the web portal.

TX SET has to go with the assumption that no one really wants a TX SET Change.  J.Ashbaugh presentation has a scenario that would allow settlement to split AMS vs. Non-AMS meter.    E.Echols asked the question; where do I need to go to get my information on the profile type with regards to Data Aggregation?

Non-IDR and IDR meters will be setup this way. In the requirement BR004 it specifically says that the CRs want to use the 867_03.  K.Scott stated that this needs to discussed and decision made by AMIT.  E.Echols recommended using the meter type and profile type and put them on all transactions discussed by TX SET.  There is a need for AMIT to see all options and make the best possible decision for the market.  CRs wanted to see the AMS meter type on the 867_03.  The AMS profile recommendation is not available on the 867_03 transaction.

Need to bring J.Ashbaugh’s presentation to PWG and AMIT -The displaying of the Load Profile with a specific code to show that a meter is an AMS meter.  The interim solution for indentifying AMS meters is for the load profile to add the IDR, RES (residential) and WS (Weather Sensitive).  In the long term PWG recommends using the load profile but at this time we do not know how AMIT will proceed with a long term solution.  
K.Thurman stated if we continue with the REF~MT, ERCOT would like to see it on the 867_03F.   The TDSPs do not want it on the 867_04 but are fine with the 867_03F and 867_02.   These transactions indentify all of the transactions that were brought to the AMIT group.  J.Roberston stated that TXU did not necessary need it in the transaction as long as it is on TML.  That is why the load profile code is the one he would like to use.  This solution would leave out certain transactions.

· Do not know if this information will be populated on the TML reports.

· Does the load profile code always show on the response transactions?

· IDR – IDR rules
· AMS – AMS rules

· RES_ IDR  Load Profile guide – the third part the of the segment, (WS)  

BR 002 

K.Thurman stated that Section 15.2 will need to be updated to display what is on TML and a PRR will be needed for the change to take place at ERCOT. There was a push to add the POLR CUSTOMER Class as well to TML.  Even if there is a Load Profile change there will still need to update Section 15.2 but this will depend on how the information will be displayed on TML.  

BR003 -01

 This workshop will be happening soon.  TX SET does know if they need an indicator at this time until after the workshop. 

· Right now these are dealt with manually.
BR003 -02

R.Bevill stated that It was meant to have the ability to identify within the transaction that it is an ESI ID with pre-pay.  The reconnect transaction is the only transaction that potentially needs to carry the pre-pay indicator.

BR004 nothing done

BR005 Nothing done

BR006  

On the FTP Site CRs would have ability to go out and retrieve meter data and no TX SET Input is required.  In either case if TDSP Web Portal, or the FTP Site CRs would have ability to go out and retrieve meter data.  TX SET would be willing to develop Retail Market Guide section with applicable information that has been agreed to by AMIT.  
BR007 nothing done

BR008 some changes were made to BR008 by TX SET.

What is the definition of “Real-time”?

· Texas Set assumes that Same Day meter Readings do not necessarily equate to same day settlement

· One CR per one settlement day 

· Does “Real time” include Holidays, Weekends, or just business days? Currently, only Retail Business Days are valid (except for MT)

· Would there be no-rescission allowed for “Real Time” processes? 

Customer Protection Changes
· How are cancels handled?  Manual work around to correct issues could increase (i.e. date changes, cancellations and in adverted switches.)

· ERCOT – First Available Switch Date (FASD) tied to Customer Protection 


· Currently 7 Day Recession Period – Do customers have option to cancel?

· Changes would be required to ERCOT and some MPs for the FASD calendar (or does calendar go-away) would require changes to Stacking Logic at ERCOT and TDSPs.
· Logic must be built around FASD for non-AMS meters and AMS meters

Additional comments

· R.Bevill stated that the Load Profile route would only need TX SET change to add a pre-pay indicator. 

· PWG and TX SET bring both documents back to AMIT and let them make the decision.

· Brief update on the MARS Task Force Activity – K.Scott

MARS will meet on Thursday with use cases.  C.Meiners needs feedback from group to finalized December 2nd for the LSE format and ftp site.
There has been a date change for MARS to October 29, 2008.  

· Upcoming AMIT Meetings;

· October 27-28: Retail Market Interface

· November 10-11: HAN Project

· November 17-18: HAN Project

Change Control Preparation

· Discuss outstanding Change Controls and assign Action Items to draft all Change Controls that have been identified by TX SET to date for possible inclusion in the next release.
· Determine a target date for the next Change Control call
K.Scott and R.Bevill talked about getting the Change Control queued up and ready to move efficiently through the system.  There were not as many Change Control documents as originally thought.  There will be no TX SET meeting in November. December will be the next meeting date for TX SET.  TX SET would like to have all Change Controls done and approved before the end of 2008 so that we can address the ones that come in the future.
· Get these prepared and review in December – Change Control call for Jan. / Feb. time frame.

· DRG Outflow

· AMS – indictor change control

· SAC04 – EECRF code

· 716 tabled (done, just needs to be approved)

· 722 tabled 

· 723 tabled 

· 724 approved

Action Items from RMS 
· Draft an RMGRR to accelerate the Stakeholder process for Revision Requests that have no impact on ERCOT
· (NOTE: See Heading - Review language in RMGRR069 (LOA Section)

4:00

Adjourn for the Day
Day 2 – Wednesday October 22nd
9:00

Quick Review of Day 1 Activity 
 

· Is there anything we haven’t finished yet from yesterday’s agenda?

· Complete any outstanding items

9:15

Join PWG Call if Time Permits 
 

· Dial into PWG for AMIT discussion

· Add a Meter Type to TX SET Transactions

· Vs.

· Use the Load Profile as Source Indicator

TX SET WG called in to the Profiling Working Group (PWG).  The attendees from PWG are as follows:
Jane E AEP

Lloyd

Ernie 

Kyle Miller CNP

Blake Gross AEP

Chris Riley TXU

A Valid ID for a Load Profile is going to have five characteristics of the decision tree.  IDR in the field and business in the 15 minute solution database in the settlement will be used.  A code would need to be created so that the new code identifies the meter as an AMS meter.
J.Ashbaugh’s presentation was to facilitate a discussion on what the alternatives are with regards to the AMS as possible solution.  ERCOT does not take a stance one way or the other.  PWG is presenting something to the market in order for AMIT to make a decision  on what is best for the whole market

BR001 
There needs to be an attribute 
BR001.01
This would require a TX SET change.  CRs want to receive this information.
BR001.02 
Have the ability to use the 867_03F as an option within the transaction.  TX SET was handed this by AMIT to come up with the best solution.  ERCOT does not need to know that the meter is AMS to perform for settlement.  The data to ERCOT is just interval Data.  R.Bevill asked about the bottom of the presentation.  J. Ashbaugh stated ERCOT does not need to know if ERCOT need to use Non–IDR or IDR data; AMS – 867_03 or F.  The long term solution does not have a need to continue to load the non-IDR data, 867-03F Non IDR will continue to flow.  The AMS vs. Non_AMS data filtering will happen as the transactions pass through the Paper Free Application.  R.Bevill the benefit for ERCOT is using the 867_03/F. J.Ashbaugh stated ERCOT will still figure out how to not load the data.  The codes that are being requested on other transaction have nothing to do with the profile code.  E.Echols wanted to know which transactions show the profile.  It was stated that the following transactions 04, 05 and 20 show the profile. It was asked if the 814_14 – Mass Transaction – DROP has the profile code. The answer was yes since it is within the 814 series transactions.  TX SET was also considering adding in the 867_02 transaction.

J.Eyanson stated the profile IDR start date has to be match to the meter read period and a load profile code change has to line up with the meter read date.  An 814_20 Maintain is different for IDR vs. Non-IDR if you are changing the profile code, the start and stop time for the Non IDR has to line up with the profile code.  IDR start 0000 end 2359 read has to be loaded... +1 second.  E.Podraza wanted to loop back to long term solution.  ESI ID (AMS meters) would eliminate the need for non-IDR data loading since we are receiving IDR.  The Non IDR load data has nothing to do with settlement.  E.Echols asked, why the 867_03 monthly?  This is still a triggering point for some reps for customer billing and switching as well.  ERCOT only need is the 867_03F to complete the order.  There would not be a ton of changes on the backend solution.

Non-IDR – with no AMS – K1 / KH will continue to load for settlement

Long term solution – not to load

Interim solution – continue to load the data

BR008 
Slide 4 of the Presentation
For real–time enrollment switching ERCOT has to be able to determine if the meter is AMS or not.  The Market is requesting real-time switches do not change the way settlement is done.  Settlement will still be done on whole days.  The ESI ID has to be active be available to have a real time switch happen on the ESI ID.   ERCOT system will have to show the ESI ID as active.   When ERCOT is doing the evaluation, changes to ERCOT systems may be required.  

BR002

TX SET recommended changing the profile codes within the REF-MT segment to identify whether the meter is an AMS meter.  AMIT needs to have everything in order for it to be considered as a solution.   Would there be a need to change the system that handles the Extracts and Reports with regards to an AMS meter?  ERCOT would treat the AMS meter as an IDR meter.  
If you add another code within the Load Profile a TX SET release is not required.  TX SET provided straight transactional changes (TX SET Change -on the 814’s 86_03, 03F, 02 (BR 1, 2, and 8)) as the recommendation to AMIT based on AMIT request of TX SET. The Load Profile code change for the meter type of AMS again would not require TX SET change and would include the 814’s transactions.
Lots of questions popped up with regards to costs of implementing both solutions with regards to AMS meters.  J.Ashbaugh stated that she did not come to give you a dollar figures or get granular on the project.  There is a need to try to come to the same consensus.  E.Echols stated an option might be in the load profile segment by changing the profile segment name to indicate a third meter type of AMS. Would this change benefit ERCOT? C.Opheim stated the change would not affect ERCOT. 

K.Scott stated that TX SET was satisfying the requirements set forth by AMIT.  PWG and TX SET will need to bring everything to AMIT and let AMIT make the decision on the best solution.  TX SET is not opposed to any solution.  Each market participant will need to go back and find out the pros/cons for each of the solutions that will be presented to AMIT.   The pros/cons for each solution were stated on the conference call.  TX SET needed to drop of the conference call in order to get back on schedule.  

J.Ashbaugh would like feedback on the different solutions before the AMIT. E.Echols stated an option might be in the load profile segment by changing the profile segment name to indicate a third meter type of AMS. Would this change benefit ERCOT? C.Opheim stated the change would not affect ERCOT. 

Below are some of the Pros Cons that were gathered on the conference call with PWG and TX SET WG.
Pros
·   Sends the AMS information that the CR - Including the 867’s series 

·   867_03 catalog change 

·   AMS indicator in the ERCOT registration system

Cons
· Changes to every market participant system

· TX SET Change

· Cost to update Extracts and Web Reports

10:00

Acquisition and Transfer of Customers From one REP to Another: (Issue I087)  
 

· Review documentation from previous discussion

· Continue discussion

· Should we include a long term solution in the next TX SET release? 

· Determine next steps 

Higher level discussion about where we want to take this and the form we want to present to RMS.

Slides presented to RMS; R.Bevill is going over these.

The PUC staff contributed to the RMG that established that the Market is not suppose to use the Mass Transition process unless it was an actual Mass Transition. Everything is based off the PUCT rule 25.43. and the PUC will need to review.  PUC rules are the governing body not the RMG.  

How did we get around doing it with the CR that bought some in a previous transition?  ERCOT permission was granted by the PUC.

Short term solution is that the way to handle it if the entity will not be in the market anymore is to do a Mass Transition.  If they think they need to exit the market do you want to wait and ease them to someone else or wait until the Mass Transition itself and the customers go to POLR?  The potential is there for any REP to go out but this is not the process for a REP to off load part of the book.

Switch is the current process used when not considering it as a Mass Transition.  If it is a full acquisition; 20 cycle days, on cycle - all of those in a short time, can not be done with an off-cycle switch.  Automatically estimate as of today.
Long Term Solution: Option 1 
(Requires new logic for processing and setup)
Two codes – all AQ or partial AQ 

Leverage the Current Mass Transition Process 

· This would utilize the 814_14 and 814_11 transactions

· A new code would be created to identify these transactions as separate from Mass Transition transactions

· Rules for pending transactions would be reevaluated for potential changes

· This would require a TX SET Release

The different scenarios would require K.Thurman look at all of the current logic.  At least some of the same logic could be used by leveraging “TS” when used only when a CR is in default depending on what we decide.  Again, there would be a need to create two codes for all or partial acquisitions.  K.Thurman stated that “TS”, reports the defaulting CR in default.  The defaulting CR would not be able to come back in to the market without reapplying and going through the certification process. 
It is the responsibility of the leaving Rep to deal with any pending transactions.  K.Thurman asked if you want ERCOT to cancel the switch or move-in.
Partial Acquisitions Key Points of Option 1:  

· Rob does not want 2 types of AQ codes and Kathy agrees.

· Business days – not calendar days?
· Mass Transition deals in calendar days, why do we not want to have calendar days?  Rule states that during a Mass Transition calendar days is to be used.  

· Want to use business days – time frame –2 days and volumes could lead to estimated reads.

· K.Thurman stated we will have to look at all the current  scenarios with regards to 2 business days instead of calendar days
· Bankruptcy – do we need another code for this? 

· Need to revise transaction rules 
· New code or codes

The next release of TX SET is going to be tied to changes by AMIT.  TX SET recommendation is high level enough that it gets them in the process of providing a short term and long term solution will be sent to RMS.  Mass Transition with the “TS” to transfer customer in limited circumstance and the rep is leaving the market.

Acquisitions rules do not have to get PUC approval if a CR is just buying part of the book.  The only time is if acquiring CR is getting PUC approval to wave customer protection.
Long Term Solution: Option 2

ERCOT to create off-cycle switches

· ERCOT initiates Switches based on list of ESI IDs
· CRs would need to be able to accept 814_05 transactions for Switches when they did not initiate the Switch 
· Requested Switch date in 814_03 transaction could be as early as 2 business days in the future
· Rules for pending transactions would be reevaluated for potential changes
· TDSPs could estimate reads if volumes were high
· This would require a TX SET Release

Option 2 gives the Market the opportunity create switches without creating a need for a TX SET change.  Only system change would be needed.  There might be need to create a new acquisition indicator code on a switch to distinguish the switch as a Mass Transition.

· ERCOT initiating transactions based on the list and lets the rep stay in the market.  
· ERCOT would have another FASD and stacking logic if this is the case.
· There would be an Increase in leap-frogs. 
· Would Mass Transition rules logic need to be changed? 
· When the selling CR is staying in the market the “TS” could not be used as the code.  The TDSPs use “TS” as a flag to close the exiting CR out of their systems.

· K.Thurman asked if the same MIMO logic was going to be used or will another set of logic have to be created? 

· We will have to consider are pending Switches/ Move-In  legit; or Move In pending
· Issues – drop rather than a switch.  
· A lot of backend systems will not be able handle the 814_05 because of BGN does not match up in their system to one that was submitted.
· ERCOT would need to track a CRs ability to test and handle the 814_14.
The point of the rule was to place the customer first and do it as fast as they can.  Rob pointed to 25.493 rules (e)…  ERCOT needs to have a process in place.  25.493 CR wants to sell part of the book has to involve ERCOT and PUC. The option that is always available is the normal process of sending switches..  E.Echols stated that CRs need to remove the impeding processes that prevent them from off loading partial or their entire book.  The process available to a CR that has more than one entity is by switching ESI IDs to another Duns number.  

The Mass Transition with the “TS” code would be limited to CRs that are going out of the market.  Today off-cycle switches are used and some TX SET WG participants do not know why the market needs to put another process in place. If the transition is not done in 1 day is it then still considered a Mass Transition. It could be the same time frame with a partial acquisition of a book a switch could happen within 1 day with a new code and estimated reads.
· Is there a way to submit on cycle switches and eliminate the FASD?
· What about off cycle switches done in less than 3 business days?

 (Note: permission would be needed to do the unprotected switches within 1 day.)  The 3 day was for transaction timing for unprotected switches.  The timing for processing a transaction is 1 retail day.
E.Echols stated there is a need to someone from the PUC to come and discuss this with TX SET.

11:00

Update Action Items Spreadsheet: 
 

Issue 1
· K.Thurman stated that they have started entering the data. 

Issue 2
· Task 096 which deals with the Web Portal needs to be better defined before moving forward on this item

11:30
2008 TX SET Meeting Schedule and Locations:  

11:30
Adjourn  
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