Data Transport Issue
DRAFT


In 2007 a Market Participant requested that the TDTWG investigate technical solutions for the NAESB protocol due to critical failures in the marketplace.  Investigation by TDTWG uncovered these facts:
1.1. CR Multiple Day Failure

The major reason for the request was an infrastructure failure by a CR that lasted multiple days.  The failure rendered TDSPs and ERCOT unable to send/receive EDI transactions from the CR. For point-to-point transactions this would include invoices from the TDSP to the CR and remittances from the CR to the TDSP. 
TDTWG believes this is the first multiple-day down incident.  A brief analysis of the average impact of a down CR, using 8M customers and 100 CR is below.   This table tells us that on average a CR being down will prevent TDSPs from properly invoicing $42,500 per day.

	ID
	Formula
	Average Impact Assumptions
	

	A
	
	Customers
	8,000,000

	B
	
	CR’s
	100

	C
	A / B
	Avg Customers per CR
	80,000

	D
	
	Business Days Per Month
	20

	E
	
	Avg Customers per Business Day
	4,000

	F
	
	ERCOT Total Power dollars 
	$17,000,000,000

	G
	F / A
	Avg Invoice Amount
	$2,125

	H
	G x D
	Avg Invoice Amounts Per Day
	$42,500


1.2. Technical v. Business

Some parties believe this is a technical problem that needs to be solved, while most parties believe there is an underlying business problem that needs to be solved first.

While indeed a CR’s website being down is a technical problem, it is impossible for the marketplace to police these efforts with technical solutions.  The same reasons the CR’s core NAESB services are down would apply to any backup solutions developed.  It takes us back to the same problem, i.e. the utilities are unable to bill.

1.3. Technical Solutions

TDTWG discussed in several meetings different technologies that could be established as a ‘failover’ in this scenario.  Technical discussion included these topics:

· NAESB, FTP, email and others

· Requiring all parties to implement a failover technology because one party did not exercise due diligence in their systems management is not fair

· The same reasons a party’s core NAESB services are down would apply to any failover/backup solutions developed; ie those failover solutions would be down also.
1.4. No Business Rules

There are no business rules (TAC, PRS, etc.) that define how this scenario is fairly resolved by trading partners.
TDTWG believes that business rules should be reviewed to address this scenario.  While some business rules cover the scenario where a NAESB server is down, there are no scenarios that cover when this becomes a persistent situation.

1.5. No Trading Partner Agreement Coverage

Based on cursory review of several TPA’s, there are no provisions in existing TPA’s that dictate how this scenario is fairly resolved by trading partners.
Based on the discussions below, TPA’s should also be reviewed to address this scenario, especially any interim solutions established.

1.6. Interim Technologies

There are two technology solutions that should be considered as interim solutions:
· Fax:  TDSP’s could successfully invoice CR’s via fax when CR’s core NAESB services are down.  While there is a chance that fax machines would be down, this technology has proven itself quite durable over the past 40 years.

· US Postal Service:  TDSP’s could successfully invoice CR’s via USPS when CR’s core NAESB services are down.  The USPS postmark is globally recognized as a valid legal authority that would bind CR’s to payment of those invoices.  This technology also has proven durable over the past 200 years.
1.7. Incentives

A CR that chooses to be down (e.g. lack of redundancy, business resumption capabilities, etc.) can unilaterally increase the cost of doing business in the marketplace.  A TDSP that cannot invoice loses cash flow.  Wouldn’t it be great if everyone could choose to not receive invoices from our utilities?!

A TDSP that invoices via fax or paper has many processes required to get those bills printed, to mail them, to collect:  processes not required in the current design of the marketplace.

When one party is able to unilaterally drive up the cost of doing business, incentives are necessary to convince this one party not to do this.  
There is precedent in the marketplace.  Off cycle switches require a TDSP to send a person out to read a meter.  This is more expensive and a TDSP charges a fee for this service.
Likewise the printing and faxing/mailing of an invoice is more expensive.

Non-dereg EDI implementations often use fee-based non-EDI solutions as incentives.  For example, if a CR knew they were going to pay $100 per fax or paper invoice from a TDSP, CRs would pay more attention to their ability to receive electronic invoices from TDSPs.
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