	TX SET Issue Tracking Request Form 


	TX SET Issue Tracking Number:
	2007-I075

	 Issue Status:
	Pending

	Last Modification Date:
	2/14/2008

	Retail Assignment Request Number:
	


	ISSUE SUBMITTER SECTION:

	Submitter Name:
	Submitting Company Name:  
	Date of Submission:

	 Johnny Robertson
	 TXU Energy
	11/15/2007

	Submitter’s E-Mail Address:
	Phone Number:  
	Affected Transaction(s):

	 Johnny.Robertson@txu.com
	 214-875-8165
	814_24

	Issue Statement:  (Short description of issue)

	Non – CSA CR sends a MVO with the indicator for ignore the CSA at ERCOT.

Resulting in CSA CR never knowing the ESIID is not active.   CSA premise management company is left with a Unit with no power and may incur charges for permits in the hundreds of Dollars. 

	Operational/System Impact: (What is the issue doing to your system and/or operations)

	 
Segment:
REF Reference Identification (Move Out CSA De-energize)


Position:
090


Loop:
N1        Optional


Level:
Heading


Usage:
Optional


Max Use:
>1


Purpose:
To specify identifying information


Syntax Notes:
1
At least one of REF02 or REF03 is required.



2
If either C04003 or C04004 is present, then the other is required.



3
If either C04005 or C04006 is present, then the other is required.


Semantic Notes:
1
REF04 contains data relating to the value cited in REF02.


Comments:
Notes:
CR to ERCOT: Optional

ERCOT to TDSP: Not Used

Indicates to ERCOT that any CSA relationship associated with this ESI ID should be ignored.  ERCOT will send the 814_24 for the Current CR to the TDSP rather than sending an 814_03 for the CSA CR.

There are two cases in which this code should be used:

The owner of CSA could use the code to de-energize a premise (Only if the CSA REP is also the REP of Record at the time of the Move-Out effective date).

REF~2W~MVO

Data Element Summary


Ref.
Data



Des.
Element
Name
Attributes
Must Use
REF01
128
Reference Identification Qualifier
M
ID 2/3
Code qualifying the Reference Identification

2W

Change Order Authority

Notification that the customer is moving out of a premise with a CSA and that the Current CR does not want ERCOT to invoke the CSA.  

Must Use
REF02
127
Reference Identification
X
AN 1/30
Reference information as defined for a particular Transaction Set or as specified by the Reference Identification Qualifier

MVO

Move Out



	Market Impact: (What is the issue doing to others)

	 ERCOT System validation could be programs with wrong requirements.


	Desired Outcome: (What do you expect to change)

	ERCOT reject or not honor the REF~2W if the CR is not the CR of Record.  
(Only if the CSA REP is also the REP of Record at the time of the Move-Out effective date).




	TX SET DISCUSSION SECTION:

	Date of TX SET Discussion:
	Change Control Created (Y/N):
	Change Control Tracking Number:

	 12/10/07
	
	

	Discussion/Revision History:
	Referred to TX SET Subteam (Y/N):  
	


CRs will need to check internally with their shops to determine what the best solution should be for this scenario.  
1/23/08 – ERCOT’s investigation showed a lot of activity with numerous CRs sending this code where they may or may not have been CSA CR.   The information obtained by ERCOT isn’t definite as to the findings because the CSA CR could have changed from the time the information was pulled.   CRs suggested that ERCOT may want to pull the report based on the last two months of activity to determine if the CR requesting the 2W Move-Out is actually the CSA CR or is it just the current REP of Record (non-CSA CR) requesting a 2W Move-Out incorrectly for their customer.   Additional data is needed from ERCOT to ensure correct result is obtained going forward.  CSA owner may have the CSA established a under different DUNS.  
Follow-up UPDATE:  1,214 – Move-Outs submitted with ignore CSA Flag- 34 was submitted with CSA when CR requesting Ignore CSA was not CSA CR (the majority was requested by one CR).   543-Ignore CSA was correct because they were CSA CR, 637 Ignore CSA CR was submitted when no CSA CR agreement existed.  This was just for 1-days (1/22/08) investigation completed by ERCOT.  
2/14/08 – ERCOT presented additional data for consideration which provided counts of occurrences this scenario during the last 3 days of January: 

	 
	Count
	Percentage

	Total MVOs Accepted
	16,762
	 

	MVOs without flag
	15,208
	90.73%

	MVOs with flag from CSA CR
	608
	3.63%

	MVOs with flag and no CSA CR 
	872
	5.20%

	MVOs with flag from another CR
	74
	.44%


ERCOT stated that most of these were caused by a single CR and agreed to contact that CR and request that they stop doing this.  ERCOT is going to provide similar data for TX SET to review in March to monitor for improvement.  However, this behavior is not expressly prohibited in any market guides or rules and it is possible that CRs are using the By-Pass flag intentionally, following a DNP, so as not to re-energize a premise.  CRs will need to consider this trade-off if we decide to expressly limit the use of the CSA By-Pass flag to the owner of the CSA.  
3-27-08:  ERCOT is going to assess (perform a system impact analysis) what it would take to add validation to check that the CR submitting a REF 2W (CSA By-Pass) is also the current CSA CR (including under a different DUNS number).  Note the grey-box language in the 814_24 in the REF~2W limiting the use of the code to the current REP of Record.  
4-23-08:  ERCOT provided updated data on the frequency of MVOs being submitted with the CSA By-Pass flag in which a different CR is the owner of the CSA.  The data shows that this issue continues to occur at a concerning frequency (see data below).  ERCOT stated that >75% of these transactions came from a single CR and it was agreed that ERCOT Client Services would escalate the issue to that CR and request that they cease this business practice.  (TX SET’s interpretation of the 814_24 I.G. is that this practice (using the REF~2W) is not allowed.)   ERCOT agreed to continue to monitor the volume and to bring updated data back to TX SET in May.  Also, these data include both the REF~2W and B44 and ERCOT agreed look at a sample of the data to get an idea for how many of these are B44 (which is a valid market process).    
	
	01/29/08 – 01/31/08
	02/13/08 – 03/23/08
	04/01/08 – 04/20/08

	
	Count
	Percentage
	Count
	Percentage
	Count
	Percentage

	Total MVOs submitted with bypass flag
	1,554
	
	14,864
	
	7,351
	

	MVOs with flag from CSA CR
	608
	39.12%
	6,261
	42.12%
	2,787
	37.91%

	MVOs with flag and no CSA CR 
	872
	56.11%
	8,007
	53.87%
	4,185
	56.93%

	MVOs with flag from another CR
	74
	4.76%
	596
	4.01%
	379
	5.16%


