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Market Metrics Working Group

Wednesday – September 29, 2004 
ERCOT MET Center- Austin 

Conference Room #168

Agenda

Conference Call Phone #
Participants:   512-225-7282

Chairperson:    512-225-7283

I. Anti-Trust Admonition

II. Review and Approve minutes of last meeting 

[image: image2.emf]MMWGNotes_08.20. 04_DETrevised090804.doc


III. PUCT Staff Update: 
· Robert Manning (Staff)  Project 24462 - Performance Metrics 
· Update – what information provided in the current report is beneficial to PUCT and/or Market and what information maybe questionable as to its usefulness?

· Staff’s Feedback on MCT Success Criteria 

· Lauren Damen (Staff) Project 29760 Reporting – Disconnect/Reconnect Taskforce:  

· Compare Notes with the CR to determine that what the CR is sending and what the TDSP is receiving has been determined to be valid.  Staff as noticed a very big disparity between the numbers being reported by both CR and TDSP.

· If there are big disparities these could or should be resolved between the CR and TDSP prior to filing this information into Staff.  

· If there are issues that cannot be worked out Staff has offered their assistance into getting any issue resolved.   
· Market Metrics: 

· Disconnect/Reconnect Reporting how is each item in the approved spreadsheet being calculated and reported?  Create a methodology for reporting Disconnect Reconnect stats so that all numbers will be established using the same criteria across all market participants.  

IV. RMS Update - 
· Report provided to RMS on Thursday September 16, 2004 
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· RMS Working Group/Taskforce Assignment Form  
· 
[image: image4.emf]RMSWG_TF_Assignm ent_Form_v1.1.doc
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· New Action Items from RMS? 

V. Follow-up Post-MIMO Reporting Requirements: 

· Reduction in NFI Rejects 

· Cancel with Exception Report

· Zip Code – ERROR Report 
· Update and document Validation procedures

VI. Retail Guide Discussion for MMWG documentation  
VII. MMWG Change Request  submitted by Johnny Robertson: 

[image: image6.emf]Market Metrics  Change Request 2004-003.doc


MMWG Comments and Questions should be emailed to:  marketmetrics@lists.ercot.com  and/or pwheat1@txued.com or kathy.scott@centerpointenergy.com 
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		Market Metrics Working Group


08.20.2004



		Attendees:    Pam Wheat, Allan Burke, Shawnee Claiborne – Pinto, Jamie Lavas, Suzette Wilburn, Mike Whitlock, Mike McCarty, [By Phone – Avis Bonner, Qui-Le, Johnny Robertson, Debbie McKeever, Denise Taylor)



		Summary of Event



		Anti-trust Admonition


· Pam Wheat noted the need to comply with ERCOT’s Antitrust Guidelines.

PUCT Staff Update


· PR 24462: Robert Manning was not available to discuss


· Pam Wheat noted that he had mentioned he would have someone from PUCT look at the MIMO Metrics provided to determine if any would be of interest to the PUCT for reporting long term.  Shawnee Claiborne-Pinto will take this back to him.


· PR 29670: Disconnect for Non-Pay


· There have been some questions regarding the use of the PUCT template used to provide reporting for the disconnect reconnect process.  Pam Wheat inquired as to whether everyone understood how the sheet was to be completed.  Shawnee Claiborne- Pinto noted that the PUCT understands that they are not expecting all numbers to match up (e.g. the TDSP DNPs completed may not match the CRs reconnects for that calendar month).  Everything is tracked by Calendar Month.  Once an affidavit is reported by CRs, then the PUCT would like this information even if there is no activity - reporting will be Texas wide, not by market participants.  Pam Wheat noted that there is no requirement with this filing for the TDSPs to provide their information to each CR individually.  D. McKeever noted that the information about the disconnects not matching the reconnects each calendar month needs to be documented and would prefer this information be captured in the Retail Market Guide.  TXUED will sponsor this change control request.


RMS & SCR 737Update Concerning Estimated Meter Read


· Vote passed at RMS to send the SCR to PRR.  SCR 737 was categorized as being less than $100,000.  It will be addressed at PRS and prioritized.  Currently, SCR 737t is ranked as a 3.1 from the RMS prioritization process held August 19th.  


Follow-up Post MIMO Reporting Requirements


· Reduction in NFI Rejects


· First report would be possibly issued in September 2004, but definitely by October 2004.  Mike McCarty noted that his team ran a query that revealed no NFIs on Switches, and 206 NFIs on MVIs for the time period of July 29th – August 18th.  


· Cancel with Exception Reports


·  There were no numbers pulled for this report to date.  


· Zip Code Rejects


· Mike McCarty raised the issue that there were a large number of MVIs rejected for invalid zip code (705 out of ~1400 for MVIs).  This issue was brought to RMS in December 2003.  Group agreed that they would monitor these rejects and determine if it is a market wide issue which they will then bring to TX SET through the new issue form created by TX SET.  


· Jamie Lavas to work with Mike McCarty to get a list of the Retailers that have the high number of zip code rejects and educate them on the tools available for determining the zip code for a premise.  TX SET  looked at zip code issues back in Dec. 03.  As this is not a market wide issue, this would not be something that should be taken to SET.  Mike McCarty will continue to monitor this issue for the next couple of months.

· Retry Queue


· Group discussed whether this team is the appropriate place for determining if the 48-hour retry queue should be scaled back to 31 hours.  It was determined that TX SET would be the more appropriate place for this type of discussion, but that the MMWG could provide statistics to help assist TX SET in determining if there is a need to cut back the hours.  MCT will actually be reviewing this for the next 3 months.  After 3 months if there has been no change and no recommendation made, then MMWG will again review after MCT analysis.


· Tracking & Reporting of 814_08/09s & 814_12/13s


· Group discussed what type of reporting of 814_08s should be tracked.  Mike McCarty noted that 814_09 rejects would be important to monitor as these leave service orders in ERCOT’s system In Review and open for possible issues.  Group discussed monitoring if they are sent to the correct CR, the timeframe of receipt, and if they are triggering the correct status.  


· Group recommends that the TDSPs look at why they are rejecting 814_08s that are in an ‘In Review’ status and work with their Retail Account Managers at ERCOT to identify any issues.  TDSPs will also evaluate these at their own shops and bring back anything they find.  Market Metrics could help determine what kind of clean up effort this would be going forward if issues are identified.


Review Protocol Changes implemented with MIMO


· PIP188 had been in a gray box in Section 15 of the Protocols for a long time.  It says that ERCOT has 12 hours to forward a meter reading.  It was implemented with MIMO.  Where ERCOT had 12 hours in the table to turn around meter reads, they now have 4 hours.  Mike McCarty does not see any issues with this, but is submitting a change control for the change to include the 4 hours instead of the 12 hours.  Kathy Scott was concerned that there may have been other protocol changes that were implemented, but Mike McCarty says that to date he doesn’t believe there are, but is monitoring all listings to identify any that may have performance measure impacts. 


ERCOT to review 2nd Quarter Overall Performance Metrics Report


· This was the most positive report sent to date.  Question raised on whether it should be presented to RMS on a quarterly basis so that it gets the proper exposure   If disputes are not filed against the ERCOT report and someone has an issue, there could be assumptions made.  ERCOT would have some concerns about setting this trap.  MPs do have 15 days to file a dispute against the report.  We can review at this level.  PUCT staff can report to RMS if they feel it is necessary.  We will review the second quarter report at next meeting and Robert Manning can determine if he wants to present this anywhere else.






		Action Items / Next Steps:



		PUCT Staff Update


· Debbie McKeever to draft RMG Change Request to add text to the guide regarding the PUCT reporting of disconnects and reconnects per calendar month.  


Zip Code Rejects


· Jamie. Lavas to work with Mike McCarty to get a list of the Retailers that have the high number of zip code rejects and educate on the tools available for determining the zip code for a premise

Next Meeting Date


· Next meeting will be held September 30th.






		Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:



		None
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Performance Measures Report

PUCT Project 24462 

2nd Quarter 2004



Data Transparency & Reporting Team

ERCOT













2nd Qtr 2004 Performance Measures

		Highest In-Protocol Compliance Percentages to Date

		 Switch Transaction Comparison

		Move-In Transaction Comparison

		867_02 and 867_04 Meter Reading Transaction Comparison

		ERCOT Reports Summary









2nd Qtr 2004 Performance Measures

Switch Transactions







Sheet1


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						814_01			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						126,878			6,827			119,680			119,987			119,417			105,630			105,258


			% in Protocol			n/a			99.8%			99.9%			99.7%			99.9%			99.9%			99.9%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						124,995			123,531						105,860			104,593


			% in Protocol			99.5%			99.9%						n/a			99.9%


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_01						126,878						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_02						6,827						99.8%						97.9%						83.6%


			814_03						119,680						99.9%						99.8%						84.1%


			814_04						119,987						99.7%						99.6%						96.2%


			814_05						119,417						99.9%						99.3%						83.0%


			814_06						105,630						99.9%						99.2%						96.5%


			814_07						105,258						99.9%						98.7%						99.3%








Sheet2


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						Request			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						636,513			24,577			608,506			605,488			593,365			280,621			300,243


			% in Protocol			n/a			95.9%			97.0%			96.2%			95.7%			99.0%			99.8%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						259,936			258,197						573,323			568,130


			% in Protocol			99.4%			100.0%						n/a			99.90%


			Protocol is 5 hours / Average timing ouside of protocol was less than 14 hours


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_16						636,513						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_17						24,577						95.9%						83.3%						83.6%


			814_03						608,506						97.0%						84.5%						84.1%


			814_04						605,488						96.2%						96.6%						96.2%


			814_05						593,365						95.7%						81.0%						83.0%


			814_06						280,621						99.0%						99.4%						96.5%


			814_07						300,243						99.8%						98.4%						99.3%








Sheet3


			












2nd Qtr 2004 Performance Measures



Move-In Transactions



It should be noted that Move-In transactions have stricter protocol times than Switch transactions 





Sheet1


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						814_01			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						126,878			6,827			119,680			119,987			119,417			105,630			105,258


			% in Protocol			n/a			99.8%			99.9%			99.7%			99.9%			99.9%			99.9%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						124,995			123,531						105,860			104,593


			% in Protocol			99.5%			99.9%						n/a			99.9%


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_01						126,878						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_02						6,827						99.8%						97.9%						83.6%


			814_03						119,680						99.9%						99.8%						84.1%


			814_04						119,987						99.7%						99.6%						96.2%


			814_05						119,417						99.9%						99.3%						83.0%


			814_06						105,630						99.9%						99.2%						96.5%


			814_07						105,258						99.9%						98.7%						99.3%








Sheet2


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						Request			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						636,513			24,577			608,506			605,488			593,365			280,621			300,243


			% in Protocol			n/a			95.9%			97.0%			96.2%			95.7%			99.0%			99.8%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						259,936			258,197						573,323			568,130


			% in Protocol			99.4%			100.0%						n/a			99.90%


			Protocol is 5 hours / Average timing ouside of protocol was less than 14 hours


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_16						636,513						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_17						24,577						95.9%						83.3%						83.6%


			814_03						608,506						97.0%						84.5%						84.1%


			814_04						605,488						96.2%						96.6%						96.2%


			814_05						593,365						95.7%						81.0%						83.0%


			814_06						280,621						99.0%						99.4%						96.5%


			814_07						300,243						99.8%						98.4%						99.3%
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2nd Qtr 2004 Performance Measures

Switch Meter Reading Transactions







Sheet1


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						814_01			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						126,878			6,827			119,680			119,987			119,417			105,630			105,258


			% in Protocol			n/a			99.8%			99.9%			99.7%			99.9%			99.9%			99.9%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						124,995			123,531						105,860			104,593


			% in Protocol			99.5%			99.9%						n/a			99.9%


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_01						126,878						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_02						6,827						99.8%						97.9%						83.6%


			814_03						119,680						99.9%						99.8%						84.1%


			814_04						119,987						99.7%						99.6%						96.2%


			814_05						119,417						99.9%						99.3%						83.0%


			814_06						105,630						99.9%						99.2%						96.5%


			814_07						105,258						99.9%						98.7%						99.3%


			switches


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			(In) 867_02						124,995						99.5%						94.6%						96.7%


			(Out) 867_02						123,531						99.9%						99.9%						100.0%


			(Out) 867_04						104,593						99.9%						98.5%						100.0%


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


																														Moveins


			(In) 867_02						259,936						99.4%						84.1%						97.8%


			(Out) 867_02						258,197						100.0%						99.9%						100.0%


			(Out) 867_04						568,130						99.9%						98.6%						99.9%








Sheet2


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						Request			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						636,513			24,577			608,506			605,488			593,365			280,621			300,243


			% in Protocol			n/a			95.9%			97.0%			96.2%			95.7%			99.0%			99.8%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						259,936			258,197						573,323			568,130


			% in Protocol			99.4%			100.0%						n/a			99.90%


			Protocol is 5 hours / Average timing ouside of protocol was less than 14 hours


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_16						636,513						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_17						24,577						95.9%						83.3%						83.6%


			814_03						608,506						97.0%						84.5%						84.1%


			814_04						605,488						96.2%						96.6%						96.2%


			814_05						593,365						95.7%						81.0%						83.0%


			814_06						280,621						99.0%						99.4%						96.5%


			814_07						300,243						99.8%						98.4%						99.3%








Sheet3


			












2nd Qtr 2004 Performance Measures



Move-In Meter Reading Transactions







Sheet1


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						814_01			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						126,878			6,827			119,680			119,987			119,417			105,630			105,258


			% in Protocol			n/a			99.8%			99.9%			99.7%			99.9%			99.9%			99.9%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						124,995			123,531						105,860			104,593


			% in Protocol			99.5%			99.9%						n/a			99.9%


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_01						126,878						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_02						6,827						99.8%						97.9%						83.6%


			814_03						119,680						99.9%						99.8%						84.1%


			814_04						119,987						99.7%						99.6%						96.2%


			814_05						119,417						99.9%						99.3%						83.0%


			814_06						105,630						99.9%						99.2%						96.5%


			814_07						105,258						99.9%						98.7%						99.3%


			switches


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			(In) 867_02						124,995						99.5%						94.6%						96.7%


			(Out) 867_02						123,531						99.9%						99.9%						100.0%


			(Out) 867_04						104,593						99.9%						98.5%						100.0%


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


																														Moveins


			(In) 867_02						259,936						99.4%						84.1%						97.8%


			(Out) 867_02						258,197						100.0%						99.9%						100.0%


			(Out) 867_04						568,130						99.9%						98.6%						99.9%








Sheet2


			814 Transactions - Enrollment and Meter Read Scheduling


						Request			Reject			to TDSP			Schedule			to New CR			to Old CR			from Old CR


						636,513			24,577			608,506			605,488			593,365			280,621			300,243


			% in Protocol			n/a			95.9%			97.0%			96.2%			95.7%			99.0%			99.8%


			867 Transactions - Historical Usage (H) and Initial (I)  Meter Read Deliveries


						H to ERCOT			H to CR						I to ERCOT			I to CR


						259,936			258,197						573,323			568,130


			% in Protocol			99.4%			100.0%						n/a			99.90%


			Protocol is 5 hours / Average timing ouside of protocol was less than 14 hours


			TRANSACTION						VOLUME						IN PROTOCOL %						COMPARISON  TO 2nd QTR 2003						COMPARISON  TO 1st QTR 2004


			814_16						636,513						n/a						n/a						n/a


			814_17						24,577						95.9%						83.3%						83.6%


			814_03						608,506						97.0%						84.5%						84.1%


			814_04						605,488						96.2%						96.6%						96.2%


			814_05						593,365						95.7%						81.0%						83.0%


			814_06						280,621						99.0%						99.4%						96.5%


			814_07						300,243						99.8%						98.4%						99.3%
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2nd Qtr 2004 Performance Measures



Reports Generated by ERCOT







			


			Q1 - 2004


			


			Q2 - 2004





			CR Summaries


			58


			


			59





			TDU Summaries


			7


			


			9





			CR_TDU


			236


			


			249





			Cancels


			110


			


			128





			Meter Reading


			63


			


			66





			ERCOT Reports


			31


			


			31





			Emails


			65


			


			68





			Files emailed to Market Participants


			887


			


			956





			Files submitted to PUCT


			486


			


			524





			Total Files Reported 


			1,373


			


			1,480










THE TEXAS CONNECTION




TRANSACTION VOLUME IN PROTOCOL 


%


COMPARISON  


TO 2nd QTR 


2003 


COMPARISON  


TO 1st QTR 


2004 


814_16 636,513 n/a n/a n/a


814_17 24,577 95.9% 83.3% 83.6%


814_03 608,506 97.0% 84.5% 84.1%


814_04 605,488 96.2% 96.6% 96.2%


814_05 593,365 95.7% 81.0% 83.0%


814_06 280,621 99.0% 99.4% 96.5%


814_07 300,243 99.8% 98.4% 99.3%


TRANSACTION VOLUME IN PROTOCOL 


%


COMPARISON  


TO 2nd QTR 


2003 


COMPARISON  


TO 1st QTR 


2004 


(In) 867_02 124,995 99.5% 94.6% 96.7%


(Out) 867_02 123,531 99.9% 99.9% 100.0%


(Out) 867_04 104,593 99.9% 98.5% 100.0%


TRANSACTION VOLUME IN PROTOCOL 


%


COMPARISON  


TO 2nd QTR 


2003 


COMPARISON  


TO 1st QTR 


2004 


814_01 126,878 n/a n/a n/a


814_02 6,827 99.8% 97.9% 83.6%


814_03 119,680 99.9% 99.8% 84.1%


814_04 119,987 99.7% 99.6% 96.2%


814_05 119,417 99.9% 99.3% 83.0%


814_06 105,630 99.9% 99.2% 96.5%


814_07 105,258 99.9% 98.7% 99.3%


TRANSACTION VOLUME IN PROTOCOL 


%


COMPARISON  


TO 2nd QTR 


2003 


COMPARISON  


TO 1st QTR 


2004 


(In) 867_02 259,936 99.4% 84.1% 97.8%


(Out) 867_02 258,197 100.0% 99.9% 100.0%


(Out) 867_04 568,130 99.9% 98.6% 99.9%


   Q1  -  2004   Q2  -  2004   CR Summaries  58   59   TDU Summaries  7   9   CR_TDU  236   249   Cancels  110   128   Meter Reading  63   66   ERCOT Reports  31   31   Emails  65   68   Files emailed to Market  Participants  887   956   Files submitted to PUCT  486   524   Total Files Repo rted   1,373   1,480      
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Retail Market Update


Topics


			Data Archive Update 


			FasTrak D2D / DEV Update 


			727 Checkpoint Meeting follow up 


			Pre-TX SET 1.5 Clean up


			Customer Protection Period & 814.08 Issue


			Data Extracts Working Group Meeting follow up 


			Stacking (V2.0) Coordination Team Update


			Flight 0703 Progress Update 


			Flight 1003 Announcement 


			TEM IT Forum announcement


























Data Archive Update





			 Data Archive Issue


			 Group Consensus Decision


			 Preliminary Timeline














Data Archive Issue








Background


	ERCOT has identified issues which have resulted in missing records in the archive and/or data extracts.  ERCOT and MPs have focused on the impact on SCR727 extract data and the Data Extract Variance process.





Completed Items


Group meetings in Austin on 8/7 and 8/12


Consensus decision reached on 8/12 


Solution to provide new data to MPs


Data Extract Variance process treatment





Next Steps


RMS “blessing” on consensus decision (8/14)


Define timelines for: 


Providing data to the Market


Closure of “old” variances


Meeting to discuss Phase 2 MP requirements for SCR727











Data Archive Issue


Group Consensus Decision








Variance Treatment


Continue to work all existing variances


			Close out all “old” variances once new data is implemented 


			Need to define timeline when “old” variances are closed





Extract Delivery Solution 


Full Extract Against Production Lodestar


			Provides clean starting point


			Addresses issues MPs have had with data loading


			Requires 5-6 weeks


			ERCOT to provide supplemental data for deleted items for MPs that want to maintain a historical perspective














Data Archive Issue


Preliminary Timeline


























FasTrak Issue Status











FasTrak 2003 “Day to Day”


Issue Stats (as of 08-13-2003)


			Of the ### In Progress with ERCOT, ### are resolved and awaiting other party resolution check off


			1 remaining issue for 2002 are not included in the numbers to the left


			1 is in progress pending a response from the CR


			0 are in progress pending a response from the TDSP
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								ERCOT



				STATUS				Issue
Count				Issues as a
% of Total



				New								0.00%



				In Progress (ERCOT)								0.00%



				In Progress (w/TDSP)								0.00%



				In Progress (w/CR)								0.00%



				Resolved								0.00%



				Rejected								0.00%



				Total				0



								Non-ERCOT



								Issue
Count				Issues as a
% of Total



				New								0.00%



				In Progress								0.00%



				Resolved								0.00%



				Rejected								0.00%



				Total				0
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FasTrak 2003 Data Extract Variance


Issue Stats (as of 08-13-2003)


			Of the ### Service History Issues In Progress with ERCOT, ## are resolved and awaiting other party resolution check off


			Of the ### In Progress Issues a ### of these Issues were received by ERCOT after the resettlement date.
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								ERCOT



				STATUS				Service History				Usage				Total
Issues				Issues
% of Total



				New								0				0				0.00%



				In Progress (ERCOT)								0				0				0.00%



				In Progress (w/TDSP)								0				0				0.00%



				In Progress (w/CR)								0				0				0.00%



				Resolved								0				0				0.00%



				Rejected/Withdrawn												0				0.00%



				Total				0				0				0



								Non-ERCOT (CR to TDSP)



								Service History				Usage				Total
Issues				Issues
% of Total



				New								25				25				3.15%



				In Progress								382				382				48.17%



				Resolved								239				239				30.14%



				Rejected								147				147				18.54%



				Total				0				793				793
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SCR727 Checkpoint Meeting





 


			 Summary


			 Day-to-Day versus Extract Variances


			 Issues for Market Decision 














SCR727 Checkpoint Meeting 








Background


	ERCOT had identified scenarios for which Market direction was needed.  A meeting was set with an expanded agenda.





Completed Items


Group meetings in Austin on 8/7 


Defined FasTrak differences between Day-to-Day and Data Extract Variance issues


Consensus decisions reached for ERCOT scenarios on 8/7 (See additional slides) 


Training scope defined and tentative timeline set





Next Steps


RMS “blessing” on consensus decisions (8/14)


Set meeting time and complete MP training


 

















FasTrak Day-to-Day versus DEV Issues


General Guidelines:


			Day to Day (D2D) issues should be filed for issues related to transaction or data processing with regards to current or subsequent transactions. 


			Require the ESI ID with Original Tran ID


			Data Extract Variance (DEV) issues should be filed for data discrepancies identified by comparing the  ERCOT 727 ESI ID extract to the MP source system.


			Require that transactions have been tried to correct the data discrepancy (i.e. back dated MVI, 814_20 Update for ESI ID Characteristics, etc.), if applicable


			Require the ERCOT 727 ESI ID extract record to complete spreadsheet for FasTrak














FasTrak Day-to-Day versus DEV Issues


Examples: 


A D2D should be submitted to correct an ESI ID start time because move-ins are failing to process. 


A DEV should be submitted to correct an ESI ID start time by a TDSP to ERCOT because the 814_20 ADD was populated with the incorrect date. 


If an MP submits a D2D just to change a date because they do not agree with ERCOT (without transactional reasoning), then ERCOT will reject and require a DEV be submitted.














Issues for Market Decision


Multiple CR involvement  - Record change request that affects multiple CR records in ERCOT system (e.g. adjustment of the start time or the stop time where there is continuous energy service, but different CRs) 


 


Who owns responsibility for notification and reconciliation with additional CR(s)? 


			ERCOT recommendation: ERCOT will open another DEV issue and submit to the other CR(s) involved.








Acceptability of all CRs involved knowing who each other is? 


			ERCOT recommendation: Utilize a process similar to the Inadvertent Switch Process for notifying multiple CR involvement.








What happens when one CR or more disagree with proposed fix?


			ERCOT recommendation: MPs default to ERCOT decision.   ERCOT to provide MPs with basis for decision.





Consensus reached on 08-07-03











Issues for Market Decision


Completion of some CR requests will create de-energized periods in ERCOT systems where usage data exists





Will Market Participants accept that usage will be UFE? YES


(What if usage exists and is really large?)





Is anyone responsible for “finding the correct CR” if completing another CR request results in usage during a de-energized period?


			ERCOT recommendation: ERCOT proposes that the TDSP will notify ERCOT of the CR that owns the period that is being requested to be de-energized, and ERCOT will manually create a service instance for the ESI ID and notify the CR of such and  ERCOT will provide CR with basis for decision.  If agreed to, TDSP and CR will exchange appropriate transactions to facilitate corrections. 


			To date approximately 130 ESI IDs have been changed causing de-energized period





Consensus reached on 08-07-03











Issues for Market Decision


For LSE relationship issues where ERCOT and TDSP agree on record: (reflected in issue # 1)


CR should modify their database (for 2002 issues)


			ERCOT recommendation: No transactions will be generated, manual corrections will be required.  If agreed to, TDSP and CR will exchange appropriate transactions to facilitate corrections. 








Non-ERCOT DEV issues where TDSP responds TDSP in agreement with ERCOT data extract:


CR should modify their database (for 2002 issues)


			ERCOT recommendation: No transactions will be generated, manual corrections will be required.  If agreed to, TDSP and CR will exchange appropriate transactions to facilitate corrections. 





Consensus reached on 08-07-03




















Pre TX Set 1.5


Data Clean Up











Pre-TX SET 1.5 Data Clean-up








A Reminder from RMS 07-17-03 Meeting Minutes


	A motion was made by B. J. Flowers and seconded by Terri Eaton that the RMS directs ERCOT to completely clean-up by August 13, 2003 the Pre-Texas SET 1.5 In Review, Scheduled, and Cancel With Exception that have been identified and sent to the Market Participants which should include cancels with CR approvals.  ERCOT will provide at the August RMS Meeting full statistics involving Market Participants broken down per issue type.  ERCOT is directed that if the TDSP provides file names ERCOT will locate and reprocess if it is a valid transaction.  The RMS directs the TDSPs and CRs to provide transactions or information necessary for ERCOT to achieve the completion of the clean-up.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote











Pre-TX SET 1.5 Data Clean-up








Background


	On March 18, 2003, ERCOT identified approximately 40K Pre-TX SET 1.5 service orders in various pending statuses which were causing “Not-First-In” exceptions.  ERCOT is to compile lists to send to TDSPs and CRs to request corrective actions.  Response expected by:   


8/1 for Cancel with Exception but meter read exists  


8/6 for Scheduled but not completing meter read 





Completed Items


Lists were compiled and sent to MPs on July 22, 2003   


Responses and current statuses are documented in following slides





Next Steps


TDSP to provide Meter Reads for scheduled


ERCOT to compile result for Cancel with Exception


TDSPs to provide missing transaction 


or  provide confirmation to cancel from the CR


Finalize and close-out clean-up initiative











Pre-TX SET 1.5 Data Clean-up Process


In Review Status


			Date			Issue Count


			03-18-03			16,188


			06-12-03			     207


			07-17-03			       12


			08-13-03			     262





			Current Status


			All have been completed, scheduled or changed to CWE.
(Changed to CWE indicates ERCOT did not receive and meter read, 814_04 or 814_25)
























































Pre-TX SET 1.5 Data Clean-up Process


Scheduled Status


			Current Status


			AEP			229			All have been verified and are in process of being completed; AEP has sent 103 transactions thus far.


			CNP			67			All have been verified and are in process of being completed


			ONCOR				349			All have been verified and are in process of being completed


			TNMP			942			No response





			Date			Issue Count


			03-18-03			23,030


			06-12-03			11,038


			07-17-03			6,153


			08-13-03			1,587







































































Pre-TX SET 1.5 Data Clean-up Process


CWE with


Meter Read


Present


NOTE: ERCOT has identified an additional 5,481 that are CWE with meter reads that weren’t on the previous lists.  This situation was likely created because the cleanup efforts were not coordinated as well as we had hoped.  ERCOT will send these out to the TDSPs by 8-19-03 for verification and ask that the results be returned to ERCOT by 8-29-03.


			Current Status


			AEP			0			31 changed to complete 


			CNP			0			697 changed to complete/in process of completing;
93 remain CWE after verification


			ONCOR				0			624 changed to complete; 
2 remain CWE/cancelled after verification


			TNMP			162			No response





			Date			Issue Count


			06-12-03			1,609


			07-17-03			1,349


			08-13-03			247 + New
















































































Customer Protection Period


and 814.08 Issue











Customer Protection Period and 814.08








Background


	ERCOT has determined that there was an issue with the 814_08 manual-processing tool related to the “cancel by customer objection” process.  While ERCOT systems were updated appropriately, 972 ESI IDs (spanning the August 2002 through July 2003 time frame) were identified where ERCOT has been unable to confirm that the TDSP was sent the 814_08 cancel. 





Completed Items


ERCOT compiled lists and forward them to the TDSPs on 8/6/03





Next Steps


TDSPs are to confirm they canceled or completed the service orders and return the response to ERCOT by COB 08-22-2003. 


ERCOT will compile the results and work with TDSPs and CRs to determine a course of action to synchronize records across MP systems. 


ERCOT will compile final results and statistics for reporting to RMS as required.











Customer Protection Period and 814.08


Note: Current understanding is that process will require manual correction in the TDSP and CR systems along with probable cancel/re-bill activities. 


			Breakdown


			AEP			111			Add Responses


			CNP			499


			ONCOR			358


			TNMP			4












































Data Extracts Working Group














DEWG Follow Up


			DEWG was originally established by the QSE Project Managers Working Group to understand & review extracts for accuracy and timeliness.








			As Retail Market has developed & matured, it now has the same needs.  CRs & TDSPs are encouraged to participate to define extract requirements.








			Goal of the DEWG:  To determine gaps within existing QSE/Retail extracts in order to conduct business within the ERCOT market.














DEWG Follow Up


Accomplishments:


			Review of Retail Extracts and the change request process








			Review of Betty Day’s presentation on ERCOT’s default profile analysis given at the June RMS meeting


			CRs receive usage for an ESI ID only for the period where they are the REP of Record in their SCR 727 extract


			Difficult for a CR to always know with certainty what usage was used to scale a profile in the aggregation process


			CRs should not assume that historical usage they receive from a TDSP has successfully loaded into Lodestar


			Difficult for a CR to determine from the SCR 727 extract if a default profile will be used in settlements





Possible solutions and Market Participant requirements were developed





			Identified need for future meetings & Retail involvement

















Presented by: Glen Wingerd


Thursday, August 14th, 2003


Move-In/Move-Out 


Market Solution to Stacking 


(Texas Set V.2.0)











V2.0 Coordination Team 


Accomplishments/Goals


			Continuing efforts for Project Success.


			Working with PRS to approve PRR444


			Working with Tx SET to finalize Version 2.0 baseline


			Modifications to Ts SET Visio Swim Lanes


			Continued improvements in communication


			Added Requirement Specification to V2.0 baseline


			FAQ E-mail address for questions StackingFAQ@ercot.com


			MP development design sessions


			Working design/functional issues as they are discovered


			Most have been identified and resolved


			Version control on Requirement Specification

















Project Overview








Summary of Changes:


Manage customer expectations by accepting and processing all valid requests.


Impact Level


Efficiency


Communication


Competition


Business Problem


			Existing NFI logic forces an unreasonable amount of dependency on labor intensive workarounds.


			Execution of workarounds are causing synchronization issues between market participants.


			Lack of synchronization leads to improper billing and mismanagement of customer expectations








Solution


			All valid transactions will be accepted and processed based on a set of market rules.


			Drop notifications will be sent at a point in time where the proper recipient can be positively identified.


			Rule based cancellations are sent on a pre-determined timeline with enough time for the recipient to react.














Solution to Stacking


Production Implementation Timeline














1/1


2004





Oct. RMS





Production Implementation Date:


8/1/2004








7/7


2003


MIMO Task Force delivery of PRR to PRS








7/31


2003


Texas SET Version 2.0 Final Baseline








10/1


2003





Market Coordination team review of Production Processing Schedules











8/31


2003


TDSPs and ERCOT Production Processing Schedules due














11/14


2003





38 weeks


Details on ERCOT exception processing due











Draft Implementation schedule and plan due








5/3


2004





5/17


2004





10 weeks





7/23


2004





Market Test














Testing checkpoints at weeks 5 & 8








Final Implementation schedule and plan due

















Next Steps


			Production Processing Schedules Due 8/31/03


			TDSPs and ERCOT


			Details on ERCOT Exception Processing Due 11/14/03 


			Develop Flight Test Plan


			Scripts


			Develop Production Implementation Plan




















Thank-you


 











Flight 0703 Progress Update














Flight 0703 Progress Update


Frame 00 – GREEN


Frame 01 – GREEN


Frame 02 – GREEN





Frame 03 status – in progress





We are ON SCHEDULE





Transaction Progress


91.5% complete











Flight 1003 Announcement














Flight 1003 Announcement


This test will be for TX SET Version 1.6 and include Market Changes necessary to support Competitive Metering.  Testing is required for all Current Market Participants as well as New Market Participants entering the Texas Retail Market. 





The deadline to register for participating in the Flight 1003, TX SET Version 1.6 Retail Market Testing is 


September 4, 2003, 5 p.m. CPT.





ERCOT will host a MANDATORY orientation meeting in preparation for Flight 1003, TX SET Version 1.6 Retail Market Testing.  The meeting is required for both Current Market Participants operating in the Texas Retail Market as well as New Market Participants entering the Texas Retail Market.  This meeting will be held on Tuesday, August 26, 2003 10:00 am – 3:00 pm CPT at the Austin Airport Hilton. 











ERCOT Texas Electric Market IT Forum Announcement














TEM IT Forum Announcement


ERCOT is sponsoring an Texas Electric Market IT Forum on September 15, 2003. 





The mission is to provide an environment for Texas electric IT professionals to network with peers, share common issues and lessons learned, discuss new market initiatives, and provide feedback to ERCOT for the purpose of Advancing the Texas Electric Market. 





There are still seats available.  





Call to register (512) 248-6338 








THE TEXAS CONNECTION





STATUS



Issue



Count



Issues as a



% of Total



New #DIV/0!



In Progress (ERCOT) #DIV/0!



In Progress (w/TDSP) #DIV/0!



In Progress (w/CR) #DIV/0!



Resolved #DIV/0!



Rejected #DIV/0!



Total 0



Issue



Count



Issues as a



% of Total



New #DIV/0!



In Progress #DIV/0!



Resolved #DIV/0!



Rejected #DIV/0!



Total 0



Non-ERCOT



ERCOT



STATUS



Service 



History Usage



Total



Issues



Issues



% of Total



New 0 0 #DIV/0!



In Progress (ERCOT) 0 0 #DIV/0!



In Progress (w/TDSP) 0 0 #DIV/0!



In Progress (w/CR) 0 0 #DIV/0!



Resolved 0 0 #DIV/0!



Rejected/Withdrawn 0 #DIV/0!



Total 0 0 0



Service 



History Usage



Total



Issues



Issues



% of Total



New 25 25 3.15%



In Progress 382 382 48.17%



Resolved 239 239 30.14%



Rejected 147 147 18.54%



Total 0 793 793



ERCOT



Non-ERCOT (CR to TDSP)
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Market Metrics Change Request Form 

Change Control #2004-003

 


This Market Metrics Change Request can be found on the ERCOT website: www.ercot.com 

 


		Requester’s Name: 

 Johnny Robertson

		Company Name:  


 TXU ES

		Phone #:  


 214-875-8165



		Date of Request:

 09-07-2004

		 

		E-Mail Address: 


 jrobert1@txu.com



		Reason for Request (Explain why this change is needed. For business or technical purposes?):

 

 Add a column in the Protocol Calculation Table that references the Performance Measures Row.  This will allow for quick reference between the two documents.  

 

 

 

 

Detail Explanation (Exactly what change is required? Redline Example Required.  

 


 The new table is embedded and the added column is in red.  

 

[image: image1.emf]Market Metrics  Protocol Calculation Table 082504.xls




The format of the table has previously been a word table.  This change makes the Protocol Calculation Table an EXCEL spreadsheet.  This change was made for ease in updating the table.  

 


 


 


 


 





  

 

 

 

For Change Control Manager Use Only:

		Date of Market Metrics Discussion: 09-30-2004

 

		Expected Implementation Date:    


 October 5, 2004

		Status: 


pending work group review



		Description of Change (Text for Change Control Log and IG Summary of Changes):

 Add a column in the Protocol Calculation Table that references the Performance Measures Row.  This will allow for quick reference between the two documents.  

 

 



		Market Metrics Discussion/Summary and Resolution:


 





 

 

_1155724916.xls

Sheet1


			Market Metrics


			Performance Measures Formulas and Calculations for Use in Reporting the Market Metrics


			Performance Measures Template Row No.			Transaction Type			Description			Protocol Calculation			Transaction Reported Month


						Switch


			2			814_01			number of 814_01 transactions received from the CR			No protocol calculation made.			Reported in the month the 814_01 was received at ERCOT


			4			814_02			number of 814_02 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_02 less the date time stamp of the 814_01 ≤ 24 hours= In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_01 was received at ERCOT


												If the transaction enters the retry queue the calculation is:


												(Retry Queue Entry Time – 814_01 date time stamp) + (814_02 Sent Time – Retry Queue Exit Time).  If the result is 24 hours or less the transaction is In Protocol.


			7			814_03			number of 814_03 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_03 less the date time stamp of the 814_01 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_01 was received at ERCOT


												If the transaction enters the retry queue the calculation is:


												(Retry Queue Entry Time – 814_01 date time stamp) + (814_03 Sent Time – Retry Queue Exit Time).  If the result is 24 hours or less the transaction is In Protocol.


			10			814_04			number of 814_04 transactions received from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_04 less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent from ERCOT


			15			814_05			number of 814_05 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_05 less the date time stamp of the 814_04 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


			18			814_06 Sent			number of 814_06 Sent transactions generated and immediately sent by ERCOT where the scheduled meter reading date is within 5 business days			Date time stamp of the 814_06 Sent less the date time stamp of the 814_04 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


			19			814_06 Sent Pending			number of 814_06 Sent Pending transactions generated by ERCOT			must be sent by 6 a.m. five business days before the scheduled meter reading date			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


									The 814_06 is held from the time the 814_04 was received until 5 business days before the scheduled meter reading date.


			23			814_07			number of 814_07 transactions generated by the CR and received by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_07 less the date time stamp of the 814_06 (Sent or Sent pending) ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_06 (Sent or Sent pending) was sent from  ERCOT


			37			867_02 Received			number of 867_02 transactions received from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 867_02 Received less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent from  ERCOT


			38			867_02 Sent			number of 867_02 transactions generated by ERCOT and sent to the CR			Date time stamp of the 867_02 Sent less the date time stamp of the 867_02 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 867_02 Received was received at ERCOT


			47			867_04 Received			Number of 867_04 transactions related to Switches received from the TDSP.			No protocol calculation made. 			Reported in the month the 867_04 was received at ERCOT


			48			867_04 Sent			number of 867_04 transactions forwarded by ERCOT to CRs			Date time stamp of the 867_04 Sent less the date time stamp of the 867_04 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 867_04 Received was received at ERCOT


						Move In Transactions


			54			814_16			number of 814_16 transactions received from the CR			No protocol calculation made. 			Reported in the month the 814_16 was received at ERCOT


			56			814_17			number of 814_17 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_17 less the date time stamp of the 814_16 ≤ 5 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_16 was received at ERCOT


												If the transaction enters the retry queue the calculation is:


												(Retry Queue Entry Time – 814_16 date time stamp) + (814_17 Sent Time – Retry Queue Exit Time).  If the result is 24 hours or less the transaction is In Protocol.


			59			814_03			number of 814_03 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_03 less the date time stamp of the 814_16 ≤ 5 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_16 was received at ERCOT


												If the transaction enters the retry queue the calculation is:


												(Retry Queue Entry Time – 814_16 date time stamp) + (814_03 Sent Time – Retry Queue Exit Time).  If the result is 24 hours or less the transaction is In Protocol.


			64			814_04			number of 814_04 transactions received from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_04 less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent from ERCOT


			66			814_05			number of 814_05 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_05 less the date time stamp of the 814_04 ≤ 5 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


			70			814_06 Sent			number of 814_06 Sent transactions generated and immediately sent by ERCOT where the scheduled meter reading date is within 2 business days			Date time stamp of the 814_06 Sent less the date time stamp of the 814_04 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


			71			814_06 Sent Pending			number of 814_06 Sent Pending transactions generated by ERCOT			must be sent by 6 a.m. 2 business days before the scheduled meter reading date			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


									The 814_06 is held from the time the 814_04 was received until 2 business days before the scheduled meter reading date.


			75			814_07			number of 814_07 transactions generated by the CR			Date time stamp of the 814_07 less the date time stamp of the 814_06 (Sent or Sent pending) ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_06 was sent from ERCOT


			79			814_28 Received			number of 814_28 Received transactions generated by the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_28 Received less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent by ERCOT


			80			814_28 Sent			number of 814_28 transactions sent by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 814_28 Sent less the date time stamp of the 814_28 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_28 Received was received by ERCOT


			84			814_29 Received			of 814_29 transactions related to a Move-In received from the CR			No protocol calculation made.			Reported in the month the 814_28 was sent by ERCOT


			85			814_29 Sent			of 814_29 transactions related to a Move-In Sent to the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_29 Sent less the date time stamp of the 814_29 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_29 Received was received by ERCOT


			89			867_02 Received			number of 867_02 transactions received from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 867_02 Received less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent by ERCOT


			90			867_02 Sent			number of 867_02 transactions forwarded by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 867_02 Sent less the date time stamp of the 867_02 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 867_02 Received  was received by ERCOT


			99			867_04 Received			number of 867_04 transactions related to a Move-In. 			No protocol calculation made. 			Reported in the month the 867_04 Received was received by ERCOT


			100			867_04 Sent			number of 867_04 transactions forwarded by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 867_04 Sent less the date time stamp of the 867_04 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 867_04 Received was received by ERCOT


						Drop to AREP Transactions


			142			814_10			number of 814_10 transactions received from the CR			No protocol calculation made. 			Reported in the month the 814_10 was received at ERCOT


			144			814_11			number of 814_11 transactions generated by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 814_11 less the date time stamp of the 814_10 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_10 was received at ERCOT


			146			814_03			number of 814_03 transactions generated by ERCOT to the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_03 less the date time stamp of the 814_10 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_10 was received at ERCOT


			148			814_04			number of 814_04 transactions received by ERCOT from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_04 less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent by ERCOT


			150			814_14			number of 814_14 transactions generated by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 814_14 less the date time stamp of the 814_04 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_04 was received at ERCOT


			152			814_15			number of 814_15 transactions generated by ERCOT to the CR			No protocol calculation made.			Reported in the month the 814_14 was received at ERCOT


			158			867_02 Received			number of 867_02 transactions received from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 867_02 Received less the date time stamp of the 814_03 ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_03 was sent by ERCOT


			160			867_02 Sent			number of 867_02 transactions forwarded by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 867_02 Sent less the date time stamp of the 867_02 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 867_02 Received  was received by ERCOT


			162			867_04 Received			number of 867_04 transactions related to a Drop to AREP 			No protocol calculation made. 			Reported in the month the 867_04 Received was received by ERCOT


			164			867_04 Sent			number of 867_04 transactions forwarded by ERCOT to the CR			Date time stamp of the 876_04 Sent less the date time stamp of the 867_04 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 867_04 Received was received by ERCOT


						Historical Usage


			105			814_26 Received			number of 814_26 received transactions generated by the CR			No protocol calculation made. 			Reported in the month the 814_26 Received was received by ERCOT


			106			814_26 Sent			number of 814_26 transactions generated by ERCOT and forwarded to the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_26 Sent less the date time stamp of the 814_26 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_26 Received was received by ERCOT


			110			814_27 Received			number of 814_27 transactions received from the TDSP			Date time stamp of the 814_27 Received less the date time stamp of the 814_26 Sent ≤ 62 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_26 Sent by ERCOT


			111			814_27 Sent			number of 814_27 transactions generated by ERCOT			Date time stamp of the 814_27 Sent less the date time stamp of the 814_27 Received ≤ 24 hours = In Protocol.			Reported in the month the 814_27 Received was received by ERCOT


						Meter Readings


			NA									ERCOT provides meter reading 867_03s in separate spreadsheet and it is not reported the same manner as other transactions. 
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