8/4/2010 MTTF Meeting Notes
Lessons Learned

1. Needed an organized test plan for the switch hold files

2. More detail; file formats with examples

3. Finalized document needed to get good end product developed

a. Need 4-6 months from final rule posting to deliver change to market

4. Reach out to the non-Austin plugged in market participants earlier in the process

a. ERCOT Account REPs notify their REP customers

b. Market notification via RMS list-serve of task force formation

5. Need to add process training to MarkeTrak training sessions (ERCOT 101 breakout training)

a. Integrate real-life examples into ERCOT 101 training beyond just this process

6. More detail on escalation path when process/systems aren’t available

Production Questions(REPs)
1) Data quality in “Switch Hold” files are still at times inconsistent.

a) REPs need to reach out to TDSPs as it happens

2) Posting times for files continues to be an issue.  We have a batch job at 9:20, so its critical that files are posted prior to that time.  
a) May have been a start-up issue
3) I would suggest that TDSPs need to provide a direct contact for questions about file issues. 

a) Oncor – REP Relation Manager

b) TNMP – MP Relations
c) AEP – Account Managers
d) CNP- Josh (file issues only)
e) Sharyland – not on call
4) No workaround established if FTP site is down.  This has not become an issue, just a concern in the event it does happen.

a) Oncor – if FTP site is down; there are larger system issues occurring that will outweigh priority of working on getting out a list; systems will still have correct data so that requests will be worked properly
b) CNP – creating a secure, redundant backup FTP site in development (go-live end of August)
c) TNMP – e-mail the files out

5) MVO was turned down because it was on “Switch Hold” list.  We had thought all MVOs would be worked regardless if they were on “Switch Hold”

a) AEP – not aware that they are doing this and have not been informed by REPs that it is occurring on their system
b) CNP – had a system issue where they were rejecting MVO due to Switch Hold; issue resolved on 7/23
c) 814_28 is a legitimate response to a MVO; need to make sure that isn’t being translated by REP systems as a “reject”
6) Will TDSP backbillings for tampering that exceed the 6 month rule prevent a “Switch Hold” from being removed if a CR sends a MT?  Also if TDSP disconnects for non pay of backbillings will they send a 650_04?

a) CNP, Onco, TNMP,AEP  – Switch Hold will be removed per REP request; will send 650_04

7) Retract/Rebills: We are not seeing the 810s in line with what was discussed at Tampering training.  Meter repair/replacement charges are coming on current month 810 not the final month of the cancel/rebill sequence.
a) Oncor – didn’t understand the question; they will have to go back and re-ask the question internally to find out; if found in current month so that charges are incurred in that month they would put it on current month
b) TNMP – no cancel/rebill just charges so goes on current month 810
c) CNP – same as Oncor/TNMP
d) TDSPs are having to go back to their shops and figure out what they want to do; future meeting to be scheduled
8) MVO for DNP have been rejecting for switch hold – The rules state that the MVO should remove the switch hold. We have been opening marketraks then resubmitting the MVO.
a) Same as #5

9) Once we receive response from TDSP via MarkeTrak that hold is removed we have been sending priority MVIs but the workaround team with TDSP turns them down for switch hold. There seems to be some disconnect between switch hold team and work around team at some TDSPs.

a) All TDSPs said this shouldn’t be happening and if it is there should be an escalation.

10) We have seen the need to send inquiries to the TDSPs about Switch Holds (for example them removing them without us asking them to) and needed a way to identify those in MarkeTrak.  
a)  TDSPs need to take it internally to figure out what they want to do
11) Development of a safety net process if MT or REP/TDU systems are down.
a) Use escalation process
12) In scenario testing last week, we discovered a scenario that should probably be addressed, especially since a lot of tampering is illegal reconnects.  Here the scenario:

a) Customer is inadvertently switched to a gaining REP.

b) Customer doesn’t pay gaining REP.

c) Gaining REP disconnects customer for non-pay.

d) Customer illegally reconnects.

e) TDU discovers tampering and places switchhold.

f) Customer discovers IGL and reports it.

g) IGL MT process is implemented and agreed to by all parties.

h) At this point, unless the gaining REP lifts the switchhold, the BMVI will be rejected and the losing REP will have to obtain evidence of a new customer which will also be rejected because it is the same customer.  If the gaining REP lifts the switchhold, and the BMVI is completed, the losing REP loses its switchhold leverage.
i) One-off scenarios should be escalated to the involved parties to handle

13) AEP timeline to go to automated/FTP process

a) Looking at alternate solutions (not necessarily FTP site); no date yet from their IT people; hoping for the end of the year
14) How will the >180 billing collections split work for the REP (how do they get the money?)
a) TDSPs don’t have a process yet; they need to go back and figure it out
15) Landlord trying to MVI to vacant
a) Use affidavit of landlord

Production Questions (TDSPs)

1. CRs submitting MarkeTrak (MT) issues that were not needed. No Switch Hold in place on the Premise.
a. TDSP rejects MarkeTrak issue; CRs need to check daily switch hold lists before submitting issues
2. CRs submitting supporting documentation when they are current REP of Record (ROR). 
a. TDSP rejects MarkeTrak issue; CRs may need to have more internal process training with their staffs that are handling these issues

3. MTs submitted with incorrect ISA Number. (i.e. 7146)
a. TDSP rejects MarkeTrak issue; CRs may need to have more internal process training with their staffs that are handling these issues
4. MTs submitted without the ISA Number populated.
a. TDSP rejects MarkeTrak issue; CRs may need to have more internal process training with their staffs that are handling these issues

5. Inadequate Support Documentation
a. TDSP rejects MarkeTrak issue; CRs may need to have more internal process training with their staffs that are handling these issues

6. Handwritten Lease agreements.
a. TDSP has final decision on comparable document threshold; however this example was explicitly discussed in previous meetings as not comparable to the documents listed within the rule

7. CRs submitting “Inquiry Only” MT issues to determine if the Switch Hold is still in place. 
a. TDSP rejects MarkeTrak issue; CRs need to check daily switch hold lists to determine if a Switch Hold is in place; if this is post MarkeTrak issue to remove a switch hold to process a MVO this is better handled via a call to the REP Relations contact than a MarkeTrak issue
8. ROR failure to respond to MarkeTrak. (ROR forfeits right to dispute the removal of the Switch Hold).
a. Per the RMG; the ROR has forfeited right to dispute the removal of the Switch Hold and the TDSP will remove the switch hold as requested

9. Submitting CR failing to transition the MT issue to the current ROR.
a. Per the RMG this is reason for rejection of the switch hold removal request due to failure to adhere to the process

10. Duplicate MTs submitted for the same issue.
a. TDSP rejects the duplicate MarkeTrak issue; CRs need to avoid submitting duplicate requests as this slows down the overall process

11. CRs submitting MT issues with ISA 71644 (Current ROR requesting removal of the flag) where CR is not current ROR.
a. TDSP rejects the MarkeTrak issue; 71644 MarkeTrak requests are not valid from a non-ROR

12. Submitting CR failing to close the MT issue after the switch hold has been removed.  This results in an appearance that the MT is still open for potentially days or until ERCOT auto closes after 14 days.
a. If TDSP sees a CR failing to close issues on a consistent basis it should be reported to their ERCOT Retail Account Manager; Retail Account Managers will work with the REP to make sure they are aware of and compliant with the RMG

Needed RMG Revisions

1. Comparable Documents language added

2. Add MVO language (maybe)

3. Add an example to file format; get script into Test Plan

4. Start working on DPP version

Future Meeting to Discuss
1. 810 issue

2. Putting switch hold on accounts before final determination

3. >180 bill money splitting

4. MVO scenarios
