Mass Transition Task Force

Meeting Notes

January 12, 2006
Purpose of the meeting is to discuss (not resolve) issues with Mass Transition.  Leadership will take all issues back and evaluate possible solutions.  

Introductions:
Cary Reed:

RMS was charged by TAC to look at what it takes for a transition to be completed.  Intention for today is to go through the issues looking at Pre, During, and Post – Transition.  

Mike Davis:

In developing his points of discussion Mike tried to capture all conversations with POLRs and TDSPs as well as end user calls that occurred during the recent Mass Transitions.  Mike pointed out that the slides do have some data from recent transitions.  He stated that the data is just data and does not have an agenda or intention.  

Pre – Launch 

· Should the FASD be revised for Mass Transition Projects?
· Cary Reed stated that the idea that the 6 business days was set for the TDSP is a misnomer in the market.  The TDSP can and will comply with other timelines.  

· Charlie Bratton stated that the 6 days was set to allow transactions to flow.  

· Tommy stated that transactions flow much better than in the beginning so the timeline can be shorter. 

· Rob Bevill stated that the long term solutions are not impacted by the FASD and therefore doesn’t have to be considered through this.  Short Term has agreed for no system changes and this would constitute a system change.  

· It was pointed out that if you turn this off it is turned off for all switches.  
· We need a better definition of the Mass Transition Project Trigger.  7.11.4.1 & 7.11.4.2

· Charlie asked if there is a structured process for someone to let ERCOT know they are leaving the Market.  

· Mike stated that from a Legal stand point there are triggers but when it is a voluntary transition the LSE notification to ERCOT is the trigger.  

· Cary Reed stated that the Task Force is charged with working after the declaration of transition has already gone through and is not something that should be worked on here.

· Kyle Patrick stated there were already scenarios developed that could be added to the documentation.

· Mike stated that from ERCOT’s prospective it would be easier to add a list of situations to the procedures so that ERCOT has something to point to as to why they triggered a transition.  

· Shannon Bowling suggested a decision tree be developed to help with the process.  
· 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

· Question was raised as to how a Competitive Retail would know that they can submit an unprotected switch on an ESI ID involved in the Mass Transition.

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

· ERCOT has seen in the past where a leaving CR will sell a bulk of their ESI IDs but ERCOT has no guidelines to follow as to when they should take these ESI IDs off of the POLR list.  

· Carol asked how the decision is made for bulk transfers.

· Cary stated that it is an agreement between the CRs for these customers to be transferred.  

· Carol asked if a notice is going out to the customers. 

· Mike stated that a notice is going out after prodding from ERCOT but is not necessarily the correct notice.  Notice is also going to the gaining CR in some cases but has had the incorrect information such as instructions to submit a MVI.

· Rob stated that he does not believe bulk transfers should be addressed in this group but should be dealt with by the CR.  

· 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.  

· There needs to be a period of time accounted for that allows for TDSPs and ERCOT to sync before ESI ID lists are sent out to the POLRs.  

Project Duration

· Pending Transactions 7.11.5.3

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

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

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

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

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

· ERCOT will/can formalize the delivery of the Pending Transactions lists to the CRs. 

· ERCOT will formalize the communications and response from CRs with Pending Transactions.  

· Charlie Bratton stated that the email for the pending is confusing and would like for it to be a standard email.

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

· 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.  

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

· Kris Brown – should the POLR be forced to submit MVIs on ESI IDs that the defaulting REP had pending MVIs for but never owned the ESI ID?  Should these customers go to POLR?

· Mike stated that ERCOT was operating with the customer’s best interest in mind and ERCOT has the same questions. 

· Jason Bear stated that as the customer they would not 

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

· It would be cleaner in determining ongoing market activity vs. POLR activity during a Mass Transition Project if the POLRs were required to have a separate DUNS number to submit transactions under. 

· Will be addressed with the Mass Transitions long term solutions and may not be an issue if ERCOT is generating the drop transactions. 

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

· 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. 

· 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.  

· Language has been developed to address this but has not been incorporated yet.  

· Chuck Moore stated they had a situation where they were the gainer and it was not worked in the way that was discussed.  

· Kris Brown they have had situations where they were trying to get customers back but they then went to POLR and now there is a leap frog situation.  

· Kyle stated that we may need to work pending FasTraks with priority and look at them during the process just as we do transactions.  

· 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). 

· 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.  

· Need to look at the timing of reporting 

· Kyle stated that as the POLR reporting is a large burden. 

· Charlie stated that in the long term the reporting will be different.  

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

· Revised lists to POLRs and TDSPs.  When is it appropriate and what is the format?

· Several TDSPs had issues with doing off cycle meter reads on street lights.  

· Look at Customer Notification of a customer being dropped to POLR.  

· Roy McCoy stated that REPs leaving the Market are not following up with their REC obligation.  

· Cary Reed and Chuck Moore stated this is something that Mass Transition can not resolve.  

· Kris Brown – when a REP defaults when is the last date that a customer would receive a bill from the leaving REP?

· Mike Davis stated that the PUC rules states it would be the effective date of the transition of the ESI ID.  

· Cary Reed stated they would like to look at new installations during the Mass Transition process.  

· Kris Brown – more information on TDSP stacking of POLR switch dates.  Needing to spread these out over multiple days’ results in the backdating of some meter reads and causes confusion and issues with starting contracts.  They would like to better understand the TDSPs process of meter reads.  

· Cary stated that long term this will hopefully be resolved.  

· Can explore this for short term.

· Kris asked if there had been any short term solutions to the customer notification.  

· Mike stated that ERCOT does actively pursue the customer information.

· Cary Reed stated that the purpose of the repository will be to contain information for the POLRs but does not have anything to do with the notification that is outlined in Customer Protection. Whether they follow this is between the CR and the PUCT.

· Mass Transition Reporting – how should the numbers be reported?  

· Right now they are reported from information obtained from the call. 

· Should this information be pulled from the system?

· Need to define and specify what information should be reported and what source the information should come from. 

· Need to address the fact that some CRs are using MVIs to obtain the customer and in some cases it is causing issues because of Permit Pending.  

· Kris Brown asked what would happen in the short term the TDSP was not able to provide customer information.  

· Cary Reed and Kathy Scott stated that they may not always have information to provide.  

· Cary stated that long term the customer repository will be there.  

· Kyle stated that POLRs will have to look at how they will handle customer information since the long term will be information from ERCOT through the transaction.  The POLR will have to look at how they will update the information after the fact.  

Cary stated that a team has been put together to revisit the PRR 645 and rewrite it to talk about the drop transactions and ERCOT’s responsibilities with the transactions.  The customer repository will also be discussed and what will ERCOT’s roles in the repository be.  ERCOT will manage the repository and will look into whether it is better to house that at ERCOT or with a third party.  It will have the 21 day comment period and hopefully be looked at during the February RMS meeting.  

A Mass Transition meeting will be scheduled soon to go over the topics that have been raised.
