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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.
	

	Assumptions
	1
	Implementation of TIBCO product will increase ERCOT’s ability to process transactions.

	
	2
	ERCOT is currently able to interrogate each transaction.

	
	3
	

	
	4
	

	

	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	Market Cost
	1
	ERCOT
	Unknown

	
	2
	
	

	
	3
	
	

	
	4
	
	

	

	
	Impact Area
	Monetary Impact

	Market Benefit
	1
	CRs
	Reduced number of customer complaints.  
Will allow CRs to provide customers with a more accurate estimate for completion of services.
Allow CRs to better manage which requests need to priority and which could be standard.
Reduce the number of Safety Net Move-Ins and MarkeTrak issues.

	
	2
	TDSPs
	Provides the TDSP with as much time as possible to more accurately schedule and manage daily workload.
Reduce the number of Safety Net Move-Ins and MarkeTrak issues.

	
	3
	Customers
	Will allow customers to get their services completed as quickly as possible.
Will reduce costs to customers because they will be able to rely on standard requests rather than priority.

	
	4
	ERCOT
	Reduced number of requests and MarkeTrak issues.
Will allow ERCOT to expedite the processing of orders as prioritized by the Market.

	
	5
	PUCT
	Reduce number of customer complaints.

	

	Additional Qualitative Information

	1
	This PRR proposes placing ERCOT transaction timings into four categories based on their priority in the marketplace:
1. Level 1 Transactions: Including transaction pairs (inbound and outbound) relating to 814_16 priority move-ins and 814_20 creates (adds), which should be processed within 1 Retail Business Hour (any hour within a Retail Business Day as defined in Section 2 of Protocols).
2. Level 2 Transactions: Including transaction pairs relating to standard move-ins, move-outs, Off-cycle Drops to AREP and Off cycle switches, which should be processed within 2 Retail Business Hours. 
3. Level 3 Transactions: Including transaction pairs relating to historical usage transactions, and 814_20 changes, which should be processed within 4 Retail Business Hours. 
4. Level 4 Transactions: Including pairs relating to On-cycle Switches, On-cycle Drops, 814_26 Ad Hoc Usage Request, Establishing/Deleting CSA within 1 Retail Business Day.

	
	2
	All timing requirements are written around when ERCOT has to get paired transactions to the market.  These time limits must also include ERCOT’s processing of the initiating and response transactions.  For example, on a priority move-in, ERCOT must process the 814_16 and get the 814_03 to the TDSP within one Retail Business Hour.

	
	3
	

	
	4
	

	

	Other
	1
	ERCOT systems already process 814_16 Move-In Requests in such a way that would allow them to prioritize based on the priority flag within the transaction and process those transactions first.  This will provide the customer the best possibility of getting a priority request processed as quickly as possible.

	Comments
	2
	Due to the mandatory nature of the rulemaking, TCTF would also ask that ERCOT consider and present other options that may be less expensive to implement in the event that the changes proposed in this PRR would be cost prohibitive or would not allow implementation by the dates required by the rulemaking.

	
	3
	A group needs to review CR and TDSP transaction timing requirements related to Terms and Conditions project in a separate PRR.  

	
	4
	ERCOT has participated In the development of the new timings.  

	

	Comments


AEP Texas Central Company and AEP Texas North Company, CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC, TXU Electric Delivery, and Texas-New Mexico Power Company (collectively, the “Joint TDUs”)support the passage of PRR 672 Retail Market Timing Necessary for PUCT Project 29637 and offer the following comments in response to the ERCOT comments filed on 7/14/2006: 

ERCOT states that they support the prioritization of priority move-ins based on assigned priority.  However, in the ERCOT comments, six (6) hours are provided for processing this transaction.  It is very clear that the intent of the revised tariff is to expedite priority move-ins at a much higher level of service.  Six (6) hours is approaching an entire Retail Business Day which is not nearly the level of service Market Participants were trying to obtain when they drafted this PRR.  
The Joint TDUs agree with ERCOT that a collaborative analysis of end-to-end business processes for ERCOT, CRs and TDSPs is necessary, in order to improve end-to-end transaction processing and ultimately service to the end use customer.  It is clear that this analysis would provide added value to the Retail Market.  
However, the intent of PRR 672 was not to analyze the entire end-to-end transactions processing structure of the market, but rather to address the ERCOT component of the overall transaction processing timeline, so that the market could meet the intent of the revised tariff.  Indeed, ERCOT staff encouraged Terms and Conditions Task Force (TCTF) to submit a PRR covering only improvements to ERCOT transaction timing so that it could approved as soon as possible and so that the funds allocated to the project could be released.  Market Participants, through the RMS-sanctioned TCTF, realized early on in the TCTF process that a PRR to address Retail Market Transaction Timing would be necessary to update the transaction turn-around times in the protocols, which are clearly not adequate to support the revised tariff, and which do not even accurately reflect ERCOT’s current practices.  RMS supported the PRR to provide ERCOT the means to facilitate these transactions in a timely manner consistent with the majority of Market Participant goals and in line with the intent of the revised tariff.   PRS appropriately assigned the PRR “Urgent” status.  Expeditious adoption of PRR 672 is necessary so that required changes to ERCOT systems can be accomplished by the time the revised tariff takes effect in July 2007.
In their comments, ERCOT mentions that the average processing time for all 814_16 transactions is 1.85 hours.  In PRR 672, ERCOT is asked to provide a level of service equal to 2 hours for regular move-ins and 1 hour for priority move-ins.  ERCOT, by its own admission, is extremely close to meeting the requirements of the originally submitted PRR.  It is unclear why this effort is an unwise use of resources, as ERCOT states, when Market Participants deemed it necessary and directly in line with the rulemaking on the revised tariff. 

Until recently the newly termed infrastructure project, Retail Business Processing, (RBP) (previously discussed in market meetings as the Service Oriented Architecture and/or the TIBCO Replacement Project) was promoted in various market meetings as both a necessary and beneficial project for the market.  Based on ERCOT’s current comments, however, it now seems that ERCOT is unsure of exactly what transaction processing times will be with the changes to the systems.  If this project poses a risk of degraded processing or transaction throughput times at ERCOT, all levels of the governance process need to be immediately notified.
While the revised tariff does not direct ERCOT to make changes to its transaction processing windows, it does clearly define the commission’s expectations surrounding Priority Move-In service.  ERCOT’s processing of enrollment transactions is a critical component of the market’s ability to comply with customer expectations and commission rules.  The Joint TDUs note that since TDSP timeline obligations only begin once a transaction is received from ERCOT, TDSPs do not require any change in ERCOT processing to comply with the letter of the revised tariff.  However, the clear intent of the new tariff is for customers to be able to receive a same-day move in if orders are processed quickly enough.  Processing times currently identified in the protocols are not adequate to meet this goal.  

The current market design allows Market Participants to group together in sanctioned forums to engage in protocol revisions that directly support the Substantive Rules – specifically Chapter 25 Applicable to Electric Service Providers.  In this scenario Market Participants did just that and identified a PRR that clearly meets the intentions of the revised tariff.  
The authors of PRR 672 recognize that reducing transaction processing times may pose significant challenges for ERCOT.  However, if the market is to comply with the commission’s intent by July 1, 2007, waiting until after the TIBCO replacement project to address this issue may not provide enough time, which is why the authors stated in the original PRR: “Due to the mandatory nature of the rulemaking, TCTF would also ask that ERCOT consider and present other options that may be less expensive to implement in the event that the changes proposed in this PRR would be cost prohibitive or would not allow implementation by the dates required by the rulemaking.”  We ask that ERCOT engage with the market in a positive manner, acknowledge that the current processing times in the protocols and the actual processing times in place today are not adequate, and join with the market in the work necessary to implement necessary changes by July 2007.  Defeat or delay of this PRR will serve only to delay that process.
Voting members must also be aware that early in the process of the tariff revision rulemaking, Market Participants filed comments that pointed out that ERCOT should be involved in the rulemaking process and that transaction timings would be impacted.  ERCOT did file comments in the rulemaking but did not specifically address the transaction timing issue.  

In conclusion, it is the opinion of the Joint TDUs that MPs at all levels of the governance process should approve PRR 672 as originally submitted.
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