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	ERCOT/Market Segment Impacts and Benefits


Instructions:  To allow for comprehensive PRR consideration, please fill out each block below completely, even if your response is “none,” “not known,” or “not applicable.”  Wherever possible, please include reasons, explanations, and cost/benefit analyses pertaining to the PRR.

	
	Impact
	Benefit

	
	Business
	Computer Systems
	

	ERCOT
	None
	Unknown
	None

	MARKET SEGMENT
	
	
	

	Consumer
	None
	None
	None

	LSE:
General, Including NOIE
	None
	None
	Larger profit margins.

	LSE:
CR & REP
	None
	None
	Larger profit margins.

	QSE
	None
	None
	None

	Resource
	Greatly Increased Costs
	None
	None

	TDSP
	None
	None
	None


	Comments


This PRR should be rejected for the following reasons:

· The myth that the allocation of the Admin. Fee was simply overlooked during the RUG’s deliberations needs to be dispelled.  The Fee’s payment allocation was based on a legitimate consensus process that still represents a public compact between all Market Participants; there has been no compelling reason offered to change that policy.

· A shift in market design and policy as radical as this one must be preceded by a cost-benefit study to accompany the impact assessment; the cost-benefit study should examine all market costs and assignment of those costs for everything from Ancillary Service costs up to and including the presumably straight-forward ERCOT Administrative Fee; i.e. all costs in the market need to be decomposed and assessed to determine who benefits from the service and to what extent.  If this is not done for every market cost, then this PRR can only be viewed as an attempt at cost shifting without justification.

· The impact statement matrix for this PRR indicates that the PRR’s adoption will benefit customers; what guarantee exists in current Protocols to ensure that any change in this cost’s allocation will translate directly into consumer savings?
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