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	Project Request # 20078
	Date of Request:    April 4, 2002    

	REQUESTOR INFORMATION

	Name:     Robert Connell   
	Telephone No:   (512) 248-3963

	Department:   Commercial  Systems Applications & Registration - ERCOT
	Managers:   Robert Connell & Cherie Broadrick

	Source of Request:   Don Bender, Chair of RMS 
	Directors:   Steve Grendel & Bill Bojorquez

	Project Name:   RMS Requested Plan to Synchronize PTB ESI Id Market Data

	Business Priority: 


	X Critical
	X Significant
	__ Enhanced Client Service

	
	__ ERCOT Efficiency
	__ Stability/Reliability
	__ Other

	Project Description:
Based on a market presentation to RMS on April 2nd and information provided by market participants, there is currently a market issue with the rep of record getting out of synch between ERCOT and various MP systems.  The transition to AREP process identified some of these, and the Move In and Move Out “safety net” processes, market gaps and various system issues have caused many more. This plan will focus on the PTB (Price to Beat) ESI Ids as MPs are addressing the Non-PTB (Over 1 MW) ESI Ids through another process.  
The objective of this project is to provide a plan to; 1) quantify the number of ESI Ids that are at issue, and 2) document the steps required to synch the rep of record in all systems.

Assumptions: 

Resources will have to be committed to provide appropriate Technical Support from ERCOT, TDSPs and CRs to complete this plan.



	Project Justification:
The correct rep of record being maintained via electronic exchange of data between MPs is a basic and critical function for a successful Texas market.  TDSPs and ERCOT are rejecting, or failing to forward transactions properly because the rep of record is incorrect.  TDSPs are also sending point to point transactions, such as invoices, incorrectly due to this issue.  Reps may also be scheduling power and attempting to bill customers that have not been fully assigned via a completed switch or move in process. 

In addition, there are customer impacts due to these discrepancies.  



	Background:
Currently, the market as a whole has a large number of discrepancies in retail statuses

       These discrepancies include:

       Which CR is responsible for an ESI ID?

       What the status of an ESI ID is?

       What date did that status or ownership change?

These discrepancies are a result of market gaps, general system errors and manual interventions.


	Business Objectives:
1) To quantify the current situation on ESI IDs where the rep of record is out of synch between the MPs – TDSPs, ERCOT, and CRs.

2) Document a plan and approach to perform a technical analysis of the differences.

3) Document the impact of the “safety net” on the market gap.

4) Document the business support and decisions needed to implement a resolution to the gap; including: criteria to resolve differences, date issues like meter read, and include assessment of customer impacts.

5) Document “potential” wholesale impacts on existing gaps and impacts if gaps continue.

6) Develop and recommend an on-going process to synchronize the Rep of record once this plan is complete.



	Scope:

In Scope

Out of Scope:

Develop the plan to quantify and repair the ESI Ids that are out of synch.
The development and application of business rules and decisions surrounding disputed statuses.
Identify the staffing needs.
Provide the staffing.


	Requirements:

Requirement

Description

Date Needed

1. Draft Plan

Produce a draft plan for select RMS Review and comment. (comments due 5/29)

By April 25
2. RMS ESI ID Synch & Repair Plan
Produce a plan for RMS and MP approval.  
May 1 RMS Meeting

3. TAC review and approve
Plan needs to be approved by TAC before work begins.

May 9 TAC Meeting
4. Deploy the plan with dedicated resources 
Commitment from MPs to staff and support the process of correctly synching our systems.
90 days



	Approvals:

	  ___Robert Connell ____________      Requestor
______  Init.

  ____________________________  
 Manager    ______  Init.

  ____________________________  
 Director
______  Init.




Charter for the Project
Currently, the Texas retail marketplace, has a number of discrepancies in retail statuses of ESI Ids. This plan proposes a two part process to address these issues: 1) A plan to quantify the issue with the technical approach to synchronize the market systems, and 2) Identify resources and support for timely decisions to implement the corrections.  Some of these discrepancies include:

Which CR is responsible for an ESI ID,
What is the current status of an ESI ID, and
What date did that status or ownership change.
These discrepancies are a result of market gaps, general system errors and manual interventions.  Most other deregulated markets around the country have performed some sort of reconciliation that has run from 4 to 12 months after full market open.  
Business Objectives

· To qualify and quantify the current situation on ESI ID’s where the rep of record and/or date is out of synchronize  between the Market Participants (MPs) – Transmission and /or Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs), ERCOT and Competitive Retailers (CRs) Document a plan and approach to perform a technical analysis of the differences
Project Objectives

· Document a plan to identify the issues.

· Research the impact of the differences.

· Document the impact of the “safety net” on the market gap.

· Document the business support and decisions needed to implement a resolution to the gap, including: criteria to resolve differences, date issues, like meter read, and include assessment of customer impacts.

· Document “potential” wholesale impacts on existing gaps and impact if gaps continue.
Project Success Criteria

· Market supports plan with RMS and TAC approval.
· Appropriate technical and business resources are assigned.

· The quantity is identified and technical process developed to synch the ESI Ids.
· The causes can be identified and documented.

· Business decisions to apply corrections can be made in a timely manner.

Summary Level Plan
	 
	RMS PTB Database Synchronization Plan
	 
	 

	Item
	Task Description
	Est. Start
	Duration
	Resouces Needed

	1
	Project Plan
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 - Draft plan for RMS Approval
	10-Apr
	10 days
	R Connell & R McCarthy

	 
	 - Review Plan with Key MPs
	25-Apr
	5 days
	TBD

	 
	 - Present Plan to RMS
	1-May
	1 day
	D Bender & R Connell

	 
	
	
	
	 

	2
	Resource Assignments
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 - ERCOT Resources Assigned
	3-May
	5 days
	S Grendel

	 
	 - MP Resources Assigned
	3-May
	5 days
	TBD

	 
	 - AREPs assign Resouces 
	
	
	 

	 
	 - TDSPs Assign Resources
	
	
	 

	 
	 - CRs Assign Resources
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	3
	Preliminary Analysis 
	13-May
	5 weeks
	Team

	 
	 - Analyze ESI Ids out of Synch
	
	
	 

	 
	 - Document differences
	
	
	 

	 
	 - Research causes
	
	
	 

	 
	 - Document root causes
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	4
	Complete Quatifying Differences  
	21-Jun
	2 weeks
	TBD

	 
	Concurrent with Analysis
	
	
	 

	 
	 - At ERCOT
	
	
	 

	 
	 - At Affiliate Reps
	
	
	 

	 
	 - At TDSPs
	
	
	 

	 
	 - At CR's
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	5
	Construct Draft Proposal to RMS
	1-Jul
	1 week
	TBD

	 
	 - Estimate Time and Resources
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	6
	Present Plan to RMS
	Mid July
	 
	TBD

	 
	 - Draft plan 
	
	
	 

	 
	 - Review with Key MPs
	
	
	 

	 
	 - Present to RMS
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Preparation Activities

· Market buy-in and support will be required prior to beginning this process.

· TDSPs need to provide a list to each CR of all ESIIDS that CR owned or did own.  This list should include the begin date and end date (if applicable) for that CR.

· ERCOT needs to provide the same list for each CR by TDSP.
· CR needs to take both lists and identify accounts that are not in synch.
· The list can be divided by ESIID type (with the market deciding to prioritize by type), or date effective by month.
Process to Follow

· Ahead of an actual true-up meeting, the discrepancies need to be sent to ERCOT so that they can true up whether or not there is pending order for that ESIID or if another CR already owns the ESIID.

· The discrepancy list for the CR will also be sent to the TDSP and ERCOT and each Market Participant must provide what the read dates are within their respective systems. As disputes are resolved, read dates will be used to determine effective dates of switches. No manual updates will be performed without a matching read. (All read dates should be based on actual accepted usage).

Potential Risks to Address

· Potential discrepancies could be due to timing issues of when Market Participants run their list and perform the true up.  

· QSEs may be out of the true-up loop due to manual processing.

· CR needs to ensure that the QSE is notified of any manual updates.

· There will be market contention for ESIIDs that multiple CRs claim ownership over. 

· This will require resolution on a case by case basis.

· The resolution may require contact with the customer.  

· There will need to be a predefined set of rules the market agrees on to work through resolution of disputes. Every market participant needs to agree and adhere to these rules.

· Corrections may involve resending of multiple retail transactions. This may be a significant quantity.

· Example:  814_20s (Create/Maintain ESIID) or initial/final usage may need to be resent as part of the reconciliation.  Currently there is no prioritization of transaction being re-processed as part of the reconciliation. 

· Not all Market Participants have to or will participate or prioritize the reconciliation process. 

· The Market Participants will resolve the issues for the ESIIDs but will not address the overall market issues.

· The reconciliation will affect customer billing.  The TDSP and the CR will need to have procedures in place to deal with billing discrepancies.  

· The reconciliation may occur after the settlement process has completed.  The market will need to determine how to re-settle for periods already completed.   

· Reconciliation will need to occur multiple times until market stabilizes and potentially even long term.

· Reconciliation may be too large. May have to divide reconciliation up into all pilot first to gather and apply lessons learned.

· This reconciliation only covers current and past relationships. Another may need to be performed for pending transactions.
