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8 

APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS 6 BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES 3 ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES' TWENTY-NINTH REOUEST FOR INFORMATION 

Question No. 'I: 

Reference Crowder p. 33 lines 9-20. 

a. What annual growth rates for ABD services is AEP or TCC projecting to occur through 

b. Provide all projections of revenue through 2008. 
c. Provide all projections of profit margin (by project or project type) through 2008. 
d. Provide all projections of cost (by project or project type). 

20081 

(1) For each cost projection, include detail of per Unit costs and quantity of each input. 
(2) For labor inputs, provide salary calculations by Job Title, number of hours and wage 

(3) Explicitly identify all overhead loadings for labor and for all other project inputs. 
e. Provide sufficient detail of cost and revenue projections so that profit margin projections 

may be derived. 

rate. 

Response No. 7: 

a-e. Below is the forecast of revenues, expenses and margins for ABD services. Forecasts for 
AT3D services other than LCRA are only done for one year out (2004). LCRA forecasts 
extend through 2007. Detailed projections of costs are not available. 

51 



PUC Docket No. 28840 
Cities’ 29th, Q. #7 

Page 2 of 2 

Forecast of ABD Revenue, Expense and Margin 
(000) 

2004 2005 2006 2007 
Revenue 

Sharyland 
City PS San Antonio 
C i  of Austin 
Trans - O&M 
Distr - O&M 
Preplanning 
Total 

LCRA - TCC 

Expense 

Sharyland 
City PS San Antonio 
City of Austin 
Trans - O&M 

Preplanning 
Total 

LCRA - TCC 

Distr - O&M 

Margin 

Sharyland 
City PS San Antonio 
City of Austin 
Trans - O&M 
Distr - O&M 
Preplanning 
Total 

LCRA - TCC 

$1 5.21 5 $46,371 $45,500 $36,973 
$4,000 

$500 
$500 
$1 00 

$50 

$20,365 $46,371 $45,500 $36,973 

$14,354 $43,541 $42,723 $34,716 
$3,600 
$450 
$450 
$90 
$40 
$220 

$19,204 $43,541 $42,723 $34,716 

$861 $2,830 $2,777 $2,257 
$400 

$50 
$50 
$1 0 
$1 0 

-$220 
$1 , I  61 $2,830 $2,777 $2,257 

Prepared By: Larry C. Foust 

Sponsored By: J. Calvin Crowder 

Mark A. Bailey 

Title: Regulatory & Issues Manager 

Title: Managing Director, External 
AiE3i t .S  
VP, Transmission Asset 
Management 
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APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS 5 BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

CENTRAL COMPANY FOR 8 OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES 6 ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES' TWENTY-"TH REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

Question No. 8: 

Follow up AEP Response to Cities RFI 7-50: 

a. 

b. 
C. 

d. 

e. 

Please provide the net change in TCC Field Service employees for each year in 2000, 
2001,2002 and 2003. 
Please provide job titles for all TCC Field Service employees. 
For each of the six field service employees transferred from TCC to AEPSC, please 
provide the: 

(1) TCC job description at transfer 
(2) AEPSC job description assumed 
(3) reasons for transfer 

For each TCC Field Service job title, please provide the total number of TCC Field 
Service personnel (employee or contractor) by job title in 2000,2001,2002, and 2003. 
For each TCC Field Service job title, please provide the total number of TCC Field 
Service personnel (employee or contractor) by job title in 2000,2001, and 2003, who 
were: 

(1) not full time employees 
(2) contractors rather than employees of TCC 

Response No. 8: 

Please refer to Attachment 1 for responses for Cities' 29th Request for Information, Question 
No. 8 parts a through e. See also Attachments 2 and 3 for job descriptions for part (c). 

Prepared By: Teresa J. Kraske Title: Accounting Consultant 
Sponsored By: Randall W. Hamlett Title: Manager, Regulatory Accounting 

Services 
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AEP Texas Central Company 
Rate Case for Year Ending 6/30/03 
Cities 29th, Question 8 
Part (a) 

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1 033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 

CITIES' 29th, Q. # 8 
Attachment 1 

Page 1 of 5 

inception August 2000 End .ZOO0 End 2001 End 2002 End 2003 

Net Change -3 4 1 I 
Count 1 54 151 155 156 157 
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AEP Texas Central Company 
Rate Case for Year Ending 6/30/03 
Cities 29th. Question 8 
Part (b) 

JobCode Title 
30546 MGR FIELD SERVICES I 
30553 
30554 
31112 
31114 
31123 
31126 
DO310 
DO657 
DO658 
DO856 
DO865 
00882 
00993 
DO997 
D1517 
D1833 

SUPV FIELD COMMUNICATIONS 
Supv Field Services 
Field Revenue Specialist 
Lead Field Revenue Spclst X 
Meter Reader 
Lead Meter Reader X 
CONNECT/DISCONNECT REPR 
FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I 
FJELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I I  
LEAD CONNECT/DISCONNECT REPR 
LEAD METER READER 
LINE TECH TRAINEE 
METER READER I 
METER READER II 
SERVICE TECH TRAINEE 
SUBSTATION TECH TRAINEE 

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 

CITIES 29th, Q. # 8 
Attachment 1 

Page 2 of 5 



AEP Texas Central Company 
Rate Case for Year Ending 6/30/03 
Cities Bth, Question 8 
Part (c) 
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Page 3 of 5 

Trans. From Trans. To Effectlve Dt TCC Job Tltie 
cc 61 2/17/2002 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP II flEL0 COMMUNICATIONS REP II 
cc 61 2/17/2002 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I 

AEPSCJob Title 

cc 61 2/17/2002 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I 
cc 61 2/17/2002 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP 1 
cc 61 2/17/2002 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP 1 
cc 61 2/17/2002 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I 

For lob descriptlons see Word documents entitled 'Field Comm Rep I' and 'Fleld Comm Rep II 

Job Titles dld not change when the employees transferred from TCC to AEPSC. The reason for the transfers was because 
the employws were now covering this function for multiple business unlts and not just TCC. 



AEP Texas Central Company 
Rate Case for Year Ending 6/30/03 
Cities 29th, Question 8 
Part (d) 

30546 MGR FIELD SERVICES I 
30553 SUPV FIELD COMMUNICATIONS 
30554 Supv Field Services 
31 112 Field Revenue Specialist 
31 114 Lead Field Revenue Spclst X 
31 123 Meter Reader 
31 126 Lead Meter Reader X 
00310 CONNECTlDlSCONNECT REPR 
DO657 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP I 
DO658 FIELD COMMUNICATIONS REP II 
DO856 LEAD CONNECTlDlSCONNECT REPR 
DO865 LEAD METER READER 
DO882 LINE TECH TRAINEE 
DO993 METER READER I 
DO997 METER READER II 
01517 SERVICE TECH TRAINEE 
D1833 SUBSTATION TECH TRAINEE 

TOTAL 

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 

CITIES' 29th, Q. # 8 
Attachment 1 

Page 4 of 5 

End2000 End2001 End2002 End2003 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 
6 6 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

49 51 
3 5 
2 1 
3 4 
5 6 
0 0 

19 29 
64 53 
0 0 
0 0 

151 155 

0 0 
6 6 

57 57 
4 4 

a5 87 
4 3 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

156 157 
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AEP Texas Central Company 
Rate Case for Year Ending 6/30/03 
Cities 29th, Question 8 
Part (e) 

(1) All employees were full time employees. 

(2) Field Service Contractors: 
Title 2000 2001 2002 2003 

36 36 36 36 
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Attachment 2 

Position 
Description 

Effective Date: 06/01/2000 

Title: Field Communications Rep II 
Location: Varies Department: CUSTOMER OPERATIONS 

Business Unit: ENERGY DELIVERY 

Position Summary: Dispatch scheduled and nonscheduled service orders in a safe and efficient 
manner utilizing radio and computer communications technologies. Monitor and adjust work load 
amount available field resources. 
Prlncipal Accountabilities: 
I. Monitor and adjust service work schedules. Prioritize and schedule service work. 

2. Monitor and operate multiple frequencykhannel radio consoles to call out service orders. 

3. Respond to complex and emergency situations. 

4. Utilize current customers systems to update service orders based on field requests. 

5. Schedule customer appointments as needed. 

6. Provide liaison services between the field and customer services operations. 

7. Provide support for minor work management failures in work locations where that system is used. 

Minimum Requirements: High School diploma or equivalent. Two years work experience in service 
dispatch. Must be able to distinguish colors to determine equipment status. Basic PC skills. Work 
rotating shifts and both scheduled and nonscheduled overtime as required. 
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Title: Field Communications Rep I 
Location: Varies 

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 
CITIES’ 29*, Q. # 8 

Attachment 3 

Position 
Description 

Effective Date: 06/01/2000 

Business Unit: ENERGY DELIVERY 
Department: CUSTOMER OPERATIONS 

Position Summary: Dispatch scheduled and nonscheduled service orders in a safe and efficient 
manner utilizing radio and computer communications technologies. Monitor and adjust work load 
amount available field resources. 
Principal Accountabilities: 
1. Monitor and adjust service work schedules. Prioritize and schedule service work. 

2. Monitor and operate multiple frequencylchannel radio consoles to call out service orders. 

3. Respond to complex and emergency situations. 

4. Utilize current customers systems to update service orders based on field requests. 

5. Schedule customer appointments as needed. 

6. Provide liaison services between the field and customer services operations. 

7. Provide support for minor work management failures in work locations where that system is used. 

Minimum Requirements: High School diploma or equivalent. Four years work experience in service 
dispatch. 
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APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS Q BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

CENTRAL COMPANY FOR § OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES Q ADMINISTRATIVFC HEARINGS 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES' TWENTY-"TR REOUEST FOR INFORMATION 

Question No. 9: 

Follow up to AEP Response to Cities 2-100, attachment page 1 of 19: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d 

e. 

f. 

Please hlly describe the term MSI invoices, their function and why the rejection by CRS 
required fixing. 
Please provide the referenced business case analysis for the project to correct MSI 
invoices issued in error. Fully explain all abbreviations used in the business case analysis. 
Please identify the individual approving the business case and that individual's position in 
TCC or AEP. 
For this type of correction, what level of authority must provide approval for 
implementation? 
Explain fidly AEP requirements for approval in the case of this project and contrast these 
approval requirements with those for other type of projects. 
For actions that can improve service quality to REPS, provide all documents used by AEP 
personnel to identi@ the required approval process for implementation of improvements. 

Response No. 9: 

a. MSI (Miscellaneous Service Invoices) represent customer-incurred charges that are not 
otherwise included in the wires energy billing. These PUCT-approved charges include 
such items as connect fees, disconnect fees, special read fees, etc. and are presented to 
the CR via ED1 billing consistent with established TX SET protocols. CRs generally 
prefer to have MSI invoices held and presented with the regular cycle billing rather than 
to receive separate electronic billings within the cycle. In some cases, CRs rejected the 
separate billings which created special handling and manual intervention by both 
parties. By making the programmatic changes described, CRs received the billing 
information in their desired format and both AEP and CRs avoided unnecessary manual 
costs. 
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Page 2 of 2 

b. The business case was provided in AEp's response to Cities' 16th Request for 
Information, Question No. 18 as Attachment 1. The following abbreviations are utilized 
in the business case: 

CCO - Customer Choice Operations (department within Customer Operations) 
CCPWL - Customer Choice PriorityLarge 
TX - Texas 
CR - Competitive Retailer 
Misc. - Miscellaneous 

CHG 709265 - Project reference number with CHG representing "change" 
BU - Business Unit 
IT - Information Technology (reference to department) 
I220 - Internal electronic message between internal applications and the outsourced 
service provider Market Data ClearingHouse 
PRD - Period Billing 
MSI - Miscellaneous Service Invoice 

Acct - Account 

c. Jeffiy Lahe, Director, Customer Choice Operations. 

d. Director level approval is required for this magnitude of request. 

e. For this situation, the correction implemented was a change to IT systems. The 
approval level for the commitment of IT resources to implement a change is based on 
the number of staff-hours and expenditure for the project. The IT approval procedures 
are outlined in Attachment 1. For non-IT projects the approval process is similar. 

f. AEP has no such documents. 

Prepared By: James H. Sorrels Title: Manager, Customer Choice 

Sponsored By: Jeffiy L. Laine Title: Director, Customer Choice O p s  
Operations 
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Process for IT Work Requests 
06/05/2003 

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 

Cities' 29", Q. # 9 
Attachment 1 

Page 1 of 3 

"Small" Support Requests: Less than 20 Hours 
For small support requests, IT generated SPUFI queries, enhancements 
or any other request that fall into the "support" bucket and require less 
than 20 work-hours of IT effort (based upon high-level IT estimate), and 
less than $1 0,000 total IT cost, the following process applies: 

0 Request comes to the CCBA from either Functional Reps (role from 
existing prioritization 

0 Request will be documented in Remedy by the CCBA. 

0 CCBA will discuss request with IT lead to determine category (small, 
medium, large). 

0 CCBA to approve small reauests that meet business justification 
criteria. 

0 No formal proposal required for request of this size. 
0 IT Team Lead includes request in weekly bundle (Wednesday) for the 
IT Sr. Leadership Approval. 

0 IT SR. Leadership approves, Customer Operations Director signs 

process), or from the Business Unit Managers. 
(Business Unit Designee --+Customer Care Business Analyst) 

(Customer Care Business Analyst) 

(Customer Care Business Analyst ---a IT Lead) 

(Customer Care Business Analyst) 

(IT Lead --a Bill Daugherty ---a IT Sr. Leadership) 

(IT Sr. Leadership ---> IT Account Manager (Karen Sloneker) --- 
>Customer Ops Director) 

0 IT Account Manager informs IT Lead that request is approved. 
(Karen Sloneker ---> Bill Daugherty ----> IT Lead). 

0 IT Lead incorporates new request within existing team workload. . 

"Medium" Support Requests: 20 - 80 Hours 
For the same type of requests that require anywhere from 20 - 80 work- 
hours of IT effort (based upon high-level IT estimate), and less than 
$10,000 total IT cost, the following process applies: 

0 Request comes to the CCBA from either Functional Reps (role from 
existing prioritization 

(Customer Care Business Analyst --> Business Unit Designee) 
process), or from the Business Unit Managers. 

0 Business Unit provides cosffbenefit justification for the request, 
soliciting assistance from CCBA as needed. 

0 Request will be documented in Remedy by CCBA. 

0 CCBA will discuss request with IT lead to determine category (small, 
medium, large). 

(Customer Care Business Analyst ---> Business Unit Designee) 

(Customer Care Business Analyst) 

(Customer Care Business Analyst ---> IT Lead) 
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Page 2 of 3 
CCBA then reviews request having appropriate business justification 

with Business Unit 
Management for written approval. 

(Customer Care Business Analyst ---->Business Unit Designee) 

(IT Lead) 
IT Lead prepares proposal 

IT Team Lead sends proposal and Overview form to IT Account 
Manager for the IT Sr. Leadership approval and copies CCBA 

(IT Lead + CCBA +Bill Daugherty -.) IT Account Manager (Karen 
Sloneker) + IT Sr. Leadership) 

IT Senior Leadership approves, Customer Operations Director signs 
(IT Sr. Leadership +IT Account Manager (Karen Sloneker) 
+Customer Ops Director +Prioritization minutes) 

0 IT Lead incorporates new request within existing team workload. 

"Large" Support Requests: Over 80 Hours 
For requests that require over 80 work-hours of IT effort (based upon 
high-level IT estimate), the following process applies: 

Request comes to the CCBA from either Functional Reps (role from 
existing prioritization 

(Customer Care Business Analyst ----> Business Unit Designee) 
0 Business Unit provides costlbenefit justification for the request, 
soliciting assistance from CCBA as needed. 

(Business Unit Designee ---> CCBA) 
0 Request will be documented in Remedy by CCBA. 

(CCBA) 
CCBA will discuss request with IT lead to determine category (small, 

medium, large). 

0 CCBA then reviews request having appropriate business justification 
with Business Unit 

process), or from the Business Unit Managers. 

(CCBA ----> IT Lead) 

Director for approval. 
(CCBA ---->Business Unit Director) 

Director submits the request at the Directors Prioritization meeting. 
(Business Unit Director --> Directors Prioritization Meeting) 

0 Directors discuss and approve IT proposal for request. 
(Business Unit Director ---> Directors Prioritization Meeting) 

0 IT Lead prepares full PSA project proposal. 
(IT Lead) 

0 CCBA receives the completed proposal and reviews it with appropriate 
Business Unit Manager 

(CCBA --> Business Unit ManagedDirector) 
0 Directors review proposal with business justification and IT costs in 
subsequent 

Directors prioritization meeting. 
(Business Unit Director ---> Directors Prioritization Meeting) 

0 Directors approve proposal to be worked. 
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Attachment 1 

Page 3 of 3 
(Directors Prioritization Meeting) 

0 IT Manager notifies IT teams of approved proposals. 
(Prioritization Minutes ---->IT Lead ----> CCBA) 

0 IT Lead incorporates new request within existing team workload. 

*Weekly Reports 
Approved requests will be reported weekly, to include the following 
information: 
0 Who initiated the requests 
0 Approved Requests - summary with business justifications 
0 IT hours required to complete request 
0 Update on work in progress, completed requests 
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APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS 3 BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

CENTRAL COMPANY FOR 0 OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES 0 ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES' TWENTY-NINTH REOUEST FOR INFORMATION 

Question No. 10: 

Follow up to AEP Response to Cities 2-100, attachment page 2 of 19: Please describe the 
meaning of the rejected invoice code 82. 

Response No. 10: 

A Code 82 Reject is also known as a "hard" reject or one where the receiving party expects the 
sending party to resend. The Code 82 reject can be used on both invoices (810s) and usage 
(867s). 

Prepared By: David L. Hooper 
Sponsored By: David L. Hooper 

Title: Mgr. Customer Service I 
Title: Mgr. Customer Service I 
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APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS 8 BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

CENTRAL COMPANY FOR 9 OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES 5 ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES’ TWENTY-NINTH REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

Question No. 11: 

Follow up to AEP Response to Cities 2-104, page 10 of 36: Please provide a legible copy of 
the entries under the Texas Column. 

Response No. 11 : 

Please see attachment. 

Prepared By: Cynthia J. Stewart 
Sponsored By: Harry R. Gordon 

Title: Manager, Business Improvement 
Title: VP, Distribution Region Ops 
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Measure Name 
ASA 

YEAR TO DATE 

BILLADJ 
YEARTODATE 

LIGHTREPL 
Monthly 

NEWSERVICE 
QUARTER TO DATE 

NONSTD 
QUARTER TO DATE 

STANDARD 
QUARTER TO DATE 

- Year 
2001 12 

2001 12 

2001 I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

' 9  
10 
11 
12 

2001 3 
6 
9 
12 

2001 3 
6 
9 
12 

2001 3 
6 
9 
12 

Texas Quality of Service 2001 SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 

CITIES' 29th, Q. # 1 1 
Attachment 

TEXAS TEXAS TARGET Annual Average 
56.3 60 

99.79 99 

82.65 95 
83.82 95 
85.69 95 
84.19 95 
85.35 95 
81.94 95 
83.51 95 
86.17 95 
84.69 95 
83.4 95 
81.12 95 
77.93 95 

96.99 95 
96.72 95 
97.12 95 
97.19 95 

100 90 
98 90 
100 90 
98 90 

95 90 
95 90 
95 90 
94 90 

83.37 

97.01 

99.00 

94.75 

68 



SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC DOCKET NO. 28840 

§ 

§ 

9 

APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS 

CENTRAL COMPANY FOR § OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES 8 ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

AEP TEXAS, CENTRAL COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES’ TWENTY-NINTH REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

Question No. 12: 

Follow up to AEP Response to Cities 2-104, page 22 of 36 and Attachment 2: 

a. Is the accounting system referenced on page 22 as unable to differentiate between standard 
and non-standard lighting replacement activities (as of the report date) now able to provide 
this differentiation? 

b. Please provide the business case analysis or analyses which described the necessary 
change@). Explain why or why not the change(s) have been made. 

c. Please fully describe all improvements made to work order reporting since January 2002 
and provide the business case analyses. 

d. Please identify and fully describe workarounds eliminated since March 2002, and provide 
the business case analyses. 

e. Please identify and fully describe workarounds not eliminated since March 2002 and 
provide the business case analyses. 

Response No. 12: 

a. No, the order tracking system is still unable to differentiate standard versus nonstandard 
lighting replacement activities. 

b. There has not been a business case analysis because the system can only differentiate 
nonstandard lighting if the person placing the order knows what is required to correct 
the lighting problem. This requires a service technician to investigate the problem in 
order to know what restoration activities are required. In 2001, a TCC team determined 
a procedural change to accommodate nonstandard lighting requests. This change, 
however, relied on functionality that became available with the implementation of the 
new Distribution Work Management System. The procedural change will be 
implemented during 2004 and TCC‘s reported performance should reflect its actual 
performance by the last quarter reporting period for 2004. 
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Page 2 of 2 

c. There have been no improvements made to the reporting systems for this measure as the 
solution is procedural in nature, since the person reporting the street light outage is 
generally unable to provide information that would be necessary to code an order as 
standard verses nonstandard. Also, please refer to part (b) above. 

d.-e. Please refer to part (b) above. 

Prepared By: Cynthia J. Stewart 
Charles R. Brower 

Sponsored By: Harry R. Gordon 

Title: Manager, Business Improvement 
Manager, Region Engineering 

Title: VP, Distribution Region Ops 
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APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS 8 BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

CENTRAL COMPANY FOR 0 OF 

AUTHORITY TO CHANGE RATES 8 ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO 
CITIES' TWENTY-NINTH REOUEST FOR INF'ORMATION 

Question No. 13: 

Follow up to AEP Response to Cities 2-104, Attachment 3: Please provide all correspondence, 
memos and documents related to AEP's pledge to "continue to investigate and evaluate our 
reporting methodology to more clearly capture this information in the future." 

Response No. 13: 

The statement quoted in this question refers to TCC's ongoing efforts to improve the accuracy 
of its reporting relating to the completion of new service installations requiring standard 
construction, so as to have an accurate measure of the Company's compliance with the ISA's 
standard for completing these types of installations. As indicated in the attached documents, 
TCC believes that changes in the percentage of installations meeting the ISA standard are the 
result of difficulties in obtaining accurate reporting of start andor completion dates, rather than 
a failure to timely complete the required installation. 

TCC has been investigating this issue since it became known that some completed service 
orders were not completely processing through the systems. Problems could be grouped into 
several categories; market issues, system interfaces, and training. The planned implementation 
of a new customer information system, a new Distribution Work Management System 
(DWMS) and the associated training along with improvements in the ERCOT system have 
mitigated the problem. 

Please find attachments with requested documents below. 

Attachment 1: 
Attachment 2: 
Attachment 3: 

Email chain providing specific examples of the reporting problem. 
Email chain documenting the drop in reported numbers. 
AEP's filing on 2/28/03 to PUC Docket No. 25157 containing Quality of 
Service Reports, Customer Surveys and discussion of the reporting 
problems. 
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Page 2 of 2 

Attachment 4: 
Attachment 5: 

Email documenting the problem of "hung orders" and DWMS. 
Email chain discussing the impact of storm days on new service 
performance and the normal means of correcting this. 

Prepared By: Cynthia J. Stewart 
Charles R. Brower 

Sponsored By: Harry R. Gordon 

Title: Manager, Business Improvement 

Title: VP, Distribution Region Ops 
Manager, Region Engineering 
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Mr. Marc H. Burns 
Administrative Law Judge 
Policy Development Division 
Public Utility Commission of Texas 
P.O. Box 13326 
A~stin,TX 78711-3326 

RE: PUC Docket No, 25157: Petition of American Electric Power Company, Inc. for 
Establishment of Project to Modify Quality of Service Plan and Motion for 
Interim Stay of Plan Provisions 

Dear Judge Burns: 

The Commission StafF recommended in their response to Order No. 1 that AEP 
file in this docket and with the Commission's Office of Customer Protection the reports 
8s required by the Integrated Stipulation and Agreement ("ISA," as entered in Docket No. 
19265) in Section 7, gualitv of  Service. AEP has once again talked with representatives 
of the Commission Staff and they have agreed that AEP only file the same information as 
previously filed this time last year in this docket. "herefore, AEP files the Annual 
Customer Service Report with a descriptive cover page in this docket, a copy of which is 
attached. Also, AEP is providing the annual customer service survey pursuant to Section 
7 '(A)(4)@). Both the report and survey have also been filed with the Commission's 
Ofice of Customer Protection. 

The Commission Staff also recommended again that AEP file its Electric System 
Service Quality Report as required by PUC Substantive Rule 25.81 consistent with the 
reporting requirements in that rule for the calendar year ending December 31, 2002. 
These reports are also filed in Project No. 27270, with copies filed in this docket and 
served on the Office of Customer Protection. 

Randal E. Ropes 
AEPSC Regulatory Case Manager 
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AEP Texas Oualitv of Service Reports 

One of the agreements reached in the Motion to Implement Settlement in PUC Docket 
No. 19265, Application of Central and South Wmt Corporation and American Electric 
Power Company, Inc. Regarding Proposed Business Combination, was the production of 
certain reports dealing with Quality of Service, Customer Service Standards. Specifically, 
these reporting requirements are found in Section 7 (A) (4) which is the reporting 
requirements under the Customer Senrice Standards within the Section 7, Qualitv of 
Service. Under this section, "The Merged Company shall provide the PUCT with the 
measurements and summaries thereof for any of the items included herein on mquest of 
the PUCT." (Section 7 (A)) Pursuant to the recommendation of and agreement with 
Commission Staff in Docket No. 25157, Petition of American Electric Power Companv, 
Inc. for Establishment of a Project to Modi8 Ouality of Service Plan and Motion for 
Interim Stav of Plan Provision% AEP is filing the attached reports in this docket and with 
the Commission's Office of Customer Protection. 

The first report (Attachment 1) is in response to Section 7 (A) (4) (b), which provides a 
statistically valid annual customer service survey. It provides a survey that represents a 
weighted sample of residential and commercial type customers based on the ratio of 
customers in those customer segments. The second report (Attachment 2) is in response 
to Section 7 (A) (4) (c), which provides perfonnance standards for call center response, 
billing errors, light replacements, and service turn-ons and upgrades. This information is 
provided either on an annual basis, quarterly basis, or monthly. Performance and targets 
shown are based on the measurement specifications and performance targets discussed in 
Section 7 (A). Of spooial note in reviewing this information is the performanw for light 
replacements. Lighting repairs or replacements have been handled on trouble tickets, 
which are really set up for minor repairs (such as just replacing the light). However, in 
numerous instances it has been found that the repairs can be more involved The problem 
that has been encountered with the major repairs is that they often take more than the 72 
hours to complete, but the work has still been perf'ormed as a "light replacement" instead 
of opening up a new work order for non-standad repairs. The accounting system &om 
which AEP took its Mmmtion for this filing could not diff-tiate between standarri 
light replacement and nowstandard light replacement activities. Therefore, the 
performance numbets indicate non-compliance with the standard under Section 7(A)(2). 
AEP modified ita system in January 2002 in an attempt to allow such differences to be 
recognized, but reporting problems are still being encountered and further improvement 
to the work order reporting will be necessary to demonstrate that its performance is better 
than represented in this filing. Also, attached is a onepage write-up (Attachment 3) of 
problems that are being encountered in verifying service connect times where new 
construction is required. This problem is the result of an application conversion fivnn the 
old CSW Companies Legacy CIS to the new MACSS reporting system beginning in 
December 2001 and the impact that customer choice had along with this conversion. One 
of the problems that AEP has encountered with customer choice in Texas is the result of 
having to implement worlcarounds because of data exchanges between ERCOT, REPS, 
and the TDSP. These workarounds along with electronic exchange problems inherent 
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with conversion of reporting systems has caused multiple layers of processing problems 
resulting in additional workaround procedures being implemented to attempt to 
reconstruct loss data such as construction completion dates. The compliance data for 
STANDARD and NONSTANDARD service installations provided is computed with 
these workarowds considered, but these workarounds do involve best attempts to 
reconstruct loss data based on recollection of people in the field. Therefore, the 
compliance data cannot be specified as being totally accurate, but AJ3P has no indications 
(i.e., compIaints) from any customers that stated deadlines have not been met the majority 
of the time. AEP is continuing to address the problems and hops that solutions can be 
found soon such that workarounds will not be required. 
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AMERICAW 5 ELECTRIC 

Customer Satisfaction Study 
2002 Texas Data 

January 31,2003 

The data contained in this communication originated in the 2002 AEP Customer 
Satisfaction Study. This study was administered by Market Strategies, Incorporated of 
Livonia, Michigan and was fielded via a telephone methodology. A total of 4,000 AEP 
residential and 3,3 16 unmanaged commercial customers were SUNeyed during four 
quarterly survey periods in 2002. Data were weighted to reflect a mix of 90% residential 
customers and IW? unmanaged commercial customers, a ratio approximating the actual 
retail representation for these two customer segments across the AEP service territory. ‘ 

Residential and unmanaged AEP commercial customers with Texas sewice addresses 
were isolated fiom the rest of the AEP system data and their responses to a number of 
Seevice related mvey questions were analyzed. The peroent of ‘refused’ (respondent 
refbsed to answer the specific survey question) and ‘don’t know’ (respondent did not 
know the answer to a particular survey question) responses were included as components 
of the total ‘valid responses’ in these analyses. 

In addition to the actual wording of specific survey questions, frequency responses and 
graphs illustrating the ‘valid response’ percentages for each question are shown. 
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Flequerey Pwcwit 
LalM -2Refused 2 .l 

1 verydisawmd 70 4.6 
-1 DonYkncm 9 .0 

2somewhatdissptisfied 95 6.2 
3 N e l t h e r ~ w ~  107 7.0 
4someWhat- 476 31.3 
5 verysptisfied 763 fio.2 
Tocal 1521 100.0 
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chlmuww 

.1 .l 

.6 .’I 
4.0 5.3 
6.2 11.6 
7.0 18.6 

31.3 49.8 
60.2 100.0 

VppdPercent Pelcent 

lW.0 

413. Based on your overall experience with AEP’s service, how 
satisfied are you with having them as your electric company? Would you 
say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied? 

Overall Satisfaction Based on ALPS S ~ I c a  (all) 
-1 

III 40 

20 

10 

0 

Response 

5 
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414. In term of what you expect from AEP, to  what extent has your 
local u t i l i t y  f a l l e n  short of or exceeded your expectations? Using 
another sca le  where zero means f a l l s  short of your expectations 
and ten means exceeds your expectations, how would you 
rate AEP’s performance? 

Q14 AEP Exceeded Expuctatbns ((214) 

bdd -2R&t~& 
-1 D ~ n ’ t k n ~  
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
0 
10 
Totel 

- 
%quency 

3 
10 
40 
16 
24 
36 
38 

325 
107 
185 
309 
130 
288 

1521 - 

- 
Percent 

2 
.7 

2.6 
1.1 
1.6 
2.4 
2 5  

21.4 
7.0 

122 
20.3 
9.1 

19.0 
100.0 - 

UaSd Percent 
.2 
.7 

2.6 
1.1 
1.6 
2.4 
2 5  

21.4 
7.0 

12.2 
20.3 
0.1 

19.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

.2 

.Q 
3.5 
4.6 
6.2 
8.6 

11.1 
32.5 
39.6 
51.7 
72.0 
81 .o 

100.0 

+.‘ E z 
10 a 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 
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'requency 
3 

15 
2 
5 

20 
22 

132 
63 

128 
324 
257 
550 

1521 

Q15. How would you rate AEP's overall ability to provide you 
electricity without interruption? 
scale where zero means they are doing an extremely poor job, ten means 
they are doing an extremely good job, and five means they are doing 
neither a good nor poor job. 
performance being able to provide you electricity without interruption? 

Please rate them using a zero to ten 

Again, how would you rate AEP's 

Peroent Valid Percent 
2 -2 
I .o 1 .o 
.l .1 
.3 .3 

1.3 1.3 
1.5 1.5 
8.7 8.7 
4.1 4.1 
8.4 8.4 

21.3 21.3 
16.9 16.9 
36.2 38.2 

100.0 100.0 

QlS Provkllng ReUabkt Electric Sewke (QlS) 

?aU -1 Dontimow 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Total 

overall Reliable Electric Senrlce (Q15) 

Cumulative 
Percent 

.2 
1.2 
1.3 
1.6 
2.9 
4.4 

13.1 
17.2 
25.6 
40.9 
63.0 

100.0 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 

7 
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Q19. 
earlier, where zero means they are doing an extremely poor job, 
ten means they are doing an extremely good job, and five means 
neither a good nor poor job. 
or know about AEP's performance, how would you rate their general 
ability to restore electric service when power outages occur? 

I'd again l i k e  t o  use the same zero to ten  s c a l e  that  you used 

Based on what you have experienced 

Q19 Service hborath Satkfeotkn (ais) 

)atid -1 Don'tknow 
0 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
7 
8 
0 
10 
Total 

_ _  -- 

EE!!!x 
30 
13 
7 
8 

19 
33 
1W 
75 

128 
326 
234 
401 

1521 

Percent 
2 0  
-8 
.5 
.5 

1.3 
2.2 

10.3 
5.0 
8.4 

21.4 
15.4 
32.3 

100.0 - 

valid Percent 
2 0  
.8 
.5 
.5 

1.3 
2.2 

10.3 
5.0 
8.4 

21.4 
15.4 
32.3 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Peroent 

20 
2.8 
3.3 
3.8 
5.1 
7.2 

17.6 
22.5 
30.9 
52.3 
67.7 

100.0 

O v d l  ELecbOc Service Restoration (QIO) 

#rn 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 

8 
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\aM -2 Refused 
-1 Don'tknow 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
TOM 

420. 
I mean the  condition of the e l e c t r i c i t y  t h a t  enters  your 
(residence/business/organization). Power qua l i ty  problems might 
occur when the l i g h t s  f l i cker ,  o r  when voltage f luctuat ions cause 
computers o r  other  sens i t ive  equipment t o  malfunction, but  the  
power is s t i l l  on. 
when a l l  e l e c t r i c a l  equipment stops operating f o r  a few seconds. 
Again, how would you rate AEP's performance regarding power quali ty? 

Now I ' d  l i k e  you t o  think about power qual i ty .  By power qual i ty ,  

This is d i f f e ren t  than momentary outages 

Frequency 
4 

12 
10 
3 
8 

22 
34 

108 
89 

127 
321 
263 
521 

1521 

Percent 
3 
.8 
.6 
2 
.6 

1.4 
2.3 
7.1 
5.9 
8.4 

21.1 
17.3 
34.3 

100.0 

V a l  Percent 
2 
.8 
.6 
.2 
.6 

1.4 
2.3 
7.1 
5.9 
8.4 

21.1 
17.3 
34.3 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Per& 

.2 
1 .o 
1.6 
1.8 
2 4  
3.8 
6.1 

13.2 
18.0 
27.4 
48.4 
65.7 

100.0 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 

American Electric Power - Decision Research and Analysis Group Page 6 of 10 

9 89 



SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 
CmEs29TH,Q.#13 

ATTACHMENT3 
Page 10 of 16 AEP 2002 Texas Customer Satisfaction Dah 

Q36. 
deal with your needs and concerns? 

How would you rate AEP on having knowledgeable people to 

Q36 Havlng Knowledgeable People To Deal wfth Your Needs and Concerns 
(cws) 

h i d  -2 Reluaed 
-1 Don'tknow 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
0 
10 
Total 

- 
'requency 

2 
35 
41 
17 
21 
47 
45 

1 87 
54 

135 
288 
195 
451 

1521 

Percent 
.1 

2.3 
2.7 
1.1 
1.4 
3.1 
2.0 

12.3 
3.5 
8.9 

18.0 
12.8 
29.0 

100.0 

- Valid Percent 
.I 

2.3 
2.7 
1 .l 
1.4 
3.1 
2.0 

12.3 
3.5 
8.0 

18.9 
128 
20.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

.I 
2.5 
5.2 
6.3 
7.7 

10.8 
13.7 
26.0 
20.5 
38.4 
57.3 
70.1 

100.0 

Having Knowlet@uable People (436) 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 
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Q38. How would you rate AEP on following through on commitments 
made to customers? 

Q38 Folkwlng Through on Commitments (Q36) 

JaHd -2 Refused 
-1 Don'tknow 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Q 
10 
Total 

a 

5 
51 
46 
15 
27 
22 
43 

232 
68 

134 
251 
158 
470 

1521 - 

.3 
3.4 
3.0 
1 .o 
1.8 
1.5 
2 8  

15.3 
4.4 
8.8 

16.5 
10.4 
30.9 

100.0 - 

V e M  Percent 
.3 

3.4 
3.0 
1.0 
1.8 
1.5 
2 8  

15.3 
4.4 
8.8 

16.5 
10.4 
30.9 

100.0 

Percent 
.3 

3.7 
8.8 
7.8 
9.5 

11.0 
13.8 
29.1 
33.4 
42.2 
58.7 

100.0 
80.1 

Commitment Follow Through to customers (438) 

I I  

lo[ 0 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 
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.2 

441. 
needs? 

How would you rate REP on being responsive in meeting customer 

- .2 - .2 

441 Wng Responsive in W n g  Customer Needs (441) 

i/alid -2Relused 
-1 Don’tknow 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Total 

- 
Frequency 

3 
10 
41 
12 
35 
38 
50 

201 
67 

1 38 
266 
1 78 
474 

1521 

I I Cumulative 

1 .o 
2.7 
.8 
2.3 
2 5  
3.3 

13.2 
4.4 
9. I 

17.5 
11.8 
31.2 

100.0 

1 .o 
2.7 
.8 
23 
2 5  
3.3 

13.2 
4.4 
9.1 

17.5 
11.8 
31.2 

100.0 

1.3 
4.0 
4.7 
7.0 
9.5 

12.8 
26.0 
30.4 
39.5 
57.0 
68.8 

100.0 

Responsive In Meeting Customer Needs (041) 

DDntkwM 1 3 5 7 9 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 

12 

American Electric Power - Decision Research and Analysis Group 

92 

Page 9 of 10 



SOAH DOCKEiT NO. 473-04-1033 
PUC Docket No. 28840 
CITES 29m Q. I 13 

ATTACHMENT 3 
Page 13 of 16 

Percent ValidPercsnt 
.1 .1 
.a .8 

5.6 5.6 
7.5 7.5 
9.5 8.5 

35.5 35.5 
40.8 40.0 

100.0 100.0 

AEP 2002 Texas Customer Satisfaction Data 

Cumulative 
Percent 

.l 

.9 
6.5 

14.0 
23.5 
59.1 

100.0 

(250. 
customer service they provide, would you say you receive a very good 
value, moderately good value, neither good nor poor value, moderately 
poor value, 01: very poor value for what you pay? 

When you consider the value you receive from AEP i n  terms of the 

Palid -2 Refused 
-1 Don‘tknow 
1 Verypoorvakw 
2 Moderetelypoorvaiue 
3 Neither good nor poor value 
4 Moderatelygoodvelue 
5 Verygoodvalue 
Total 

:requency 
2 

12 
86 

114 
144 
sll 
623 

1521 

Value of Custumer Senrice for the Prlce (QSO) 

Response (0 to 10 rating scale) 

13 
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B l W J  2002 12 99.86 None 
YEAR to DATE 

NEWSERWCE 
WAR= To DATE 

N O " 0  
OUARTER To M7'E 

2002 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

81 .a4 
85.66 
79.12 
85.17 
78.81 

78.21 

92.1 2 
91.83 

78.86 

a i  .75 

83.7 
a i  .i 1 

2002 3 99.07 
6 98.79 
9 99.83 
12 99.89 

2002 3 100 
6 100 
9 95.24 
12 100 

2002 3 94.58 
6 94.1 
9 89.19 
12 89.59 

95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 

95 
95 
95 
95 

90 
90 
90 
90 

90 
90 
00 
90 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

- Texa Oualitv of Servi e Rer, rting 

In order to report on Quality of Service standards established for varlous states in our jurisdiction, 
AEP created a database (New Service Mart - NSM) to capture pertinent information from new 
service type orders to determine compliance with appropriate standards. Extensive testing of the 
application in development showed that order information was accurate when compared to 
existing mainframe reporting. In addition, reporting accuracy for the former CSW companies 
would be improved beyond what was capable wlth their Legacy billing and reporting systems due, 
in part, to the conversion from Legacy CIS to MACSS (Marketing And Customer Services 
System) in December 2001, However, an accurate measure of compliance wlth the standard 
relating to new service Installations requiring construction has proven very difficult due to process 
workarounds necessary for customer choice. Following are brlef explanations of the most 
prevalent issues: 

1. Since January 2002, two different methods were implemented to process new service 
orders requirlng construction. The first occurred from January I, 2002 to February 28, 
2002, where the CIS Legacy system was utilized to create trouble Wets far the new 
service request to connect or install the meter. An OPS (Order Processlng System) order 
would then be created to cmectly establish the new customer record. Once all required 
ERCOT messaging was recehred, the trouble ticket would be matched to the OPS order 
and completed so billing could begin. In practice, the trouble tickets were not matched to 
the OPS orders since our system Is designed to be paperless. All orders are dispatched, 
updated and processed electronically through several different systems and interfaces. 
When OPS orders were completed In the system, the current date was used In place of 
the actual physical work completion date since that information had been contained on 
the trouble ticket and was not accessible. Consequently, these orders. when evaiuated 
for compliance In the NSM, would fail, and further workarounds were requlred. 

Beginnlng March 1 , 2002 through present, a similar process Is being used to complete 
the new sewlce orders. The current workaround uses an RNDN (Reconnect/Dimnect) 
order or investigation order for the lnltlal request rather than a trouble tlcket, which Is then 
followed with the appropriate open or new install OPS order. However, the result is the 
same as described above since order matching is not possible with the w e n t  systems. 
Again, further Hlorkamunds were required. 

2. Certain internal work processing issues and system-interface problems have also 
contributed to the problem of accurately measuring the new service standard. For 
instance, data that was either missing from the order or entered/provided In error would 
cause an excepUon in the order processing system. As mentioned earlier, the Intent to 
maintain a paperless d e r  pracessing system and the education process of 
hnplementing new systems created m e  confusion as to the necessity of reviewing 
exceptions. When these exqtlons were completed, the current date was agaln used 
rather than the actual physical work completion date, causing an out of compliance 
condition when evaluated. Again, further workamunds were required. 

These two issues have contributed significantly to our inability to accurately capture 
order information and veri@ the actual completion dates necessary for compliance 
determination. In particular, workaround procedures have made accurate reporting and 
verification extremely difficult and have been largely based on the best recollection of 
people involved in the service connection process. However, AEP has no reason to 
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believe that new service requiring construction has not been installed within the 10- 
business day timeframe (standard) or the 90 day t i m e m e  (non-standard) and will 
continue to investigate and evaluate our reporting methodology to more accurately 
capture this information in the fitture. 
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