MTTF Meeting Notes

Pre – Launch 

· Should the FASD be revised for Mass Transition Projects?

· Kyle Patrick stated that with long term solution it is not an issue.

· Kris Brown asked – if we eliminate this and the switch could be the next available switch date and a customer is trying to beat that switch – would that still be possible?

· Cary Reed stated that this will still not be an issue long term because this will need system changes.  How short we can make it is still unknown.  
· Cary Reed noted that this was not covered in the Mass Transition Task Force Scope and deferred to a pre-launch group.

· We need a better definition of the Mass Transition Project Trigger.  7.11.4.1 & 7.11.4.2

· Question was asked if it is correct that the most recent MT have not been UFE.  Andy Gallo stated that this is correct.  The energy costs associated with REPs that have left the Market and did not make whole restitution on their invoices are no longer considered UFE but are now considered Short Pay and uplifted to everyone.  The main difference being that UFE costs do not impact MOU/COOPs and Short Pay goes to everyone 

· Karen stated that it can be requested that the difference be addressed at RMS.  

· Cary Reed stated that she does not believe this is something that the task force can decide.  It needs to go to RMS.  This may also need some PUCT involvement.   She also requested that someone from ERCOT provide an explanation to RMS as to the differences between the two charge types.
· Karen Farley committed to approaching Betty Day about providing a presentation at RMS.

· Should a blanket waiver for Unprotected Switches for Non-POLR REPs be applied to all Mass Transition Projects? 7.11.5.2.2(2)(b)(ii) pg. 85
· Long Term – ERCOT will initiate it may not be an issue because there may not be time to beat a drop. 

· Should we address bulk ESI ID transfers from the Losing CR to a Non-POLR CR?

· Kris Brown – should there be a deadline set for bulk.  If it comes in before the drop it can be carved out but if not it is too late.  

· Long term – the drops are going to go out a lot faster than currently, the bulk CR may not have time to get in before the drop.  

· Should there be a delay period after they notify ERCOT to allow time for negotiation of bulk?

· The conversation in the meeting felt that bulk should not be a concern of this taskforce because this is outside the scope of this taskforce.  

· Response:  Out of Scope for this Taskforce.   Once the initial list is created and the event is triggered then that is the list that is used.  Will the customer have an opportunity to react and not go to the POLR?   Short Term Recommendation:  ERCOT should start with the initial list and not carve out.  ERCOT should stay with the initial list and not carve out.  May be a good candidate to separate this issue into a different group.  

· Rob Bevill believes there should be a cut off for ability to carve out.

· Lauren Damen stated that the decision on this is something that PUCT Legal will need to look into.  

· Cary Reed noted that this was not covered in the Mass Transition Task Force Scope.

· The language currently in the RMG identifies a Losing CR and a Gaining CR.  The POLR is not specifically identified as the party responsible for submitting switches to transition the ESI IDs away.  

· Cary Reed stated that in the changes to the RMG they are making changes to this language.

· There needs to be a period of time accounted for that allows for TDSPs and EROCT to sync before ESI ID lists are sent out to the POLRs.  
· If ERCOT is sending the transactions the lists will not go to the POLR and once the TDSP receives the drop from ERCOT – will the TDSP then work with ERCOT to sync or should the sync be done before the drops. 

· Kevin Reed stated that if ERCOT could send a list in the morning they could be back to ERCOT within about 4 or 5 hours with changes to the list.

· How quickly can this be done?  TNMP could turn around the list in one day.  This is a TDSP take back question.  Mike Davis to provide the fields to sync.  

· How can we bring more visibility to the sample letters in Appendix F5?  They were not used during these transitions by either CR and how can the notice be better enforced? 

· Cary stated that these letters are a requirement of the Customer Protection Rules.  This group is not the enforcing body but can provide example letters.  

· Lauren stated that there is enforceability if it is in the rule but timing will be an issue.  Lauren stated that she can take this back to the PUCT and propose someone from the PUC remind the leaving REP of the letter. 

· Customer information.  Waiting for this data to be provided delays submission of the POLR Switches.  

· If MTTF continues with their current direction this issue will not be valid. 
Project Duration
· Pending Transactions 7.11.5.3

· The current language does not seem to account for the current stacking rules. 

· Long term this may not be an issue with need to investigate further to determine if that is our final solution.  

· If Stacking Logic is adhered to in these events it should not be an issue.  
· MTTF recommending that Short Term the stacking rules apply except when the PUCT two day rule applies. 

· Waiting for responses from the CRs with pending transactions complicates and delays POLR switches.  

· Discussed long term creating logic in the Staking Rules to cancel a POLR switch. 

· Processing responses from CRs with pending caused multiple lists to be sent to the POLRs.

· Allowing stacking rules to apply would diminish the lists.  

· ERCOT to work on standardizing communications with the POLRs and TDSPs. 

· Processing responses from CRs with pending caused POLR switches to be submitted and the subsequently canceled. 

· Not an issue with ERCOT sending transactions. 

· Processing responses from CRs with pending caused delays in the completion of switches by the TDSPs. 

· Not an issue with ERCOT sending transactions and stacking considered.  

· MTTF recommending that stacking rules apply except when the two day rule applies.  

· ERCOT will/can formalize the delivery of the Pending Transactions lists to the CRs. 
· EROCT asked for suggestions on the Pending transactions email that is distributed to the CRs providing instructions.

· Kyle Patrick said that they are still not comfortable with the allowance to send unprotected switches.  They do not feel this language is formalized somewhere.  
· Lauren Damen is going to take that back to the PUC to see if the two day timing can be incorporated into the RMG and stacking. 
· It was suggested ERCOT request a two day turnaround on CR responses to the pending transaction email and submission of transactions in response.    
· ERCOT will formalize the communications and response from CRs with Pending Transactions.  

· Not a discussion point.

· ERCOT used the responses to document intentions of CRs with Pending Transactions, but some of those intentions did not complete as indicated by the CRs. 

· If the list is sent and responded to that will cover the ERCOT responsibility and stacking rules will apply after that. 

· ERCOT used the response from CRs with Pending Transactions that used the same DUNs number to submit their POLR switches as a guideline for the cancellation of POLR switches.  

· POLR take back.  

· With Stacking in place is it necessary to process the Pending Transactions as stated in the RMG?

· Not an issue - discussed earlier.

· Cancellation of POLR switches was handled via an email guideline from the PUCT.  Should this be formalized? 

· PUCT take back

· There was no clear guideline for handling Pending MVIs to prevent a customer from not receiving service at their scheduled date.  

· Power from the POLR is better than no power and they can transition away after that.  Short term we should allow the POLR to submit a MVI and notify the customer that they need to choose another REP. 

· Lauren is going to address the issue of whether the POLR would be obligated to serve the MVI customers with Matt.  
· It is not clear how ERCOT should address carve outs to the POLR list resulting from the bulk transfer of ESI IDs to Non-POLR CRs. 

· Previously addressed

· Inadvertent Switches – when someone takes an ESI ID from the losing CR, but then wants to return it to them as they’re leaving the market (or after they’ve left it), we’re not sure what to do.  We sent them to the POLRs which resulted in switches submitted well after the 5 day timeline.
·   ERCOT (Karen Farley) has developed language to address this scenario for the addition into the RMGRR for Mass Customer transitions. 
· Move out to CSA where the Losing REP is the CSA.  The RMG currently lets these execute as scheduled allowing the Mass Transition Project to extend beyond the stated timeline.  7.11.5.3 (c). 

· Short-term Recommendation is: 

· ERCOT will cancel the CSA Relationship for the Defaulting CR

· ERCOT will manually Cancel MVI to CSA for Defaulting REP, which will also cancel MVO 

· ERCOT will contact the REP sending the MVO asking them to resubmit MVO allowing the MVO to go forward as a regular 814_24 Move-Out.  At the same time the ERCOT will notify the POLR of a potential MVI on this ESI ID and let them make the determination if the will send a MVI for that address. 

· Retail Customer will be responsible for contacting new CR (maybe POLR CR) to establish new CSA Relationship. 

· Long term is being considered for discussion at TX SET 

· Reporting of updates.  Most likely this was due to the Holiday season, but updates were very slow to arrive at ERCOT causing inaccuracies in the reporting to the Market.  

· Market Participants have committed to timely responses and that the information will fit definitions of standard terms provided by ERCOT

· POLR ESI ID totals 

· TDSPs 
· Reporting to the Market should be standardized.  

· Resolution of straggler ESI IDs timeline and urgency would be a good topic for discussion.

· AEP and CNP are currently providing taking the monthly reading and pro-rated back to the date wanted for the off-cycle switch.  
