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CR wants to dispute a profile id assignment with the TDSP.

Situation:

There is no language in Protocols that spells out the criteria for a CR who wants to dispute a profile id assignment with the TDSP. As stated in Protocols Section 1.1, this bilateral relationship is not part of protocols. However, Protocols Section 18.4.1 specifies ERCOT shall define how the profile id is to be assigned. And Protocols Section 18.4.2 says any dispute of the profile id is to follow the dispute process in Protocols Section 9.5. However, Protocols Section 9.5 does not specifically detail the profile id dispute but rather is about the settlement dispute process. The LPG states in Section 9.2, because of Protocols Sections 1.1, that the interaction between the CR and TDSP is … “in accordance with the procedures of the TDSP”. Note this transaction is not covered by a Texas Set transaction as well. Consequently each CR has different criteria with each TDSP for requesting profile id changes to reconcile disputes.

It should be noted that discrepancies between entities’ identification of Profile Segment applicable to an ESIID may be valid.  For instance, if a TDSP and ERCOT have completed the protocol’s annual validation process and completed a Profile Segment change that new segment assignment may be different than what a CR that takes ownership later calculates because the CR is not likely to have the 12 Month Usage History that propagated the new assignment.  In this case, disputing the segment assignment should not result in a change in the segment and thus a change in the CR of Record’s settlement. 

FasTrak is a mechanism for submitting or documenting a discrepancy however it is not a mechanism for a dispute resolution between the TDSP and CR.

Proposal:

If there were protocols for point-to-point transactions, perhaps the CR request for a profile id assignment change to the TDSP could be standard across ERCOT and all TDSPs.

Reference Material:

Protocols Section 1.1 Summary of the ERCOT Protocols Document

These Protocols are not intended to govern the direct relationships between or among Market Participants.  ERCOT is not responsible for any relationship between or among Market Participants in which ERCOT is not a party.
18.4.1 Development of Load Profile ID Assignment Table

ERCOT shall develop a cross-reference table of all Load Profile ID used in the ERCOT market.  The table shall clearly state class relationship to Load Profile Type.  This information shall be made accessible, on the MIS, to all Market Participants.  The cross-reference information shall be compiled and expressed in clear, unambiguous language, and in a manner that will minimize Load Profile ID assignment disputes. 

18.4.2 Load Profile ID Assignments at Market Open

At market open, TDSPs shall be responsible for assigning the initial Load Profile ID of all ESI IDs.  All Load Profile ID assignments shall be based on the published cross-reference information.  Competitive Retailers may review and dispute any TDSP assigned Load Profile ID using the ERCOT dispute resolution process, as described in Section 9.5, Settlement and Billing Dispute Process. 

LPG Section 9.2 Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments

All communication among Market Participants and between Market Participants and ERCOT regarding Load Profile ID changes shall be implemented per the appropriate EDI transaction specified by Texas SET, except for alternative communication processes that are specified within the Load Profile Guides (LPG).  Per Protocols Section 15.4, “Assignment of ESI IDs,” CRs shall submit any change in Load Profile ID assignment to the TDSP that serves the ESI ID in question, in accordance with the procedures of the TDSP.    

