PRS Report

	SCR Number
	817
	SCR Title
	Related to NPRR1095, MarkeTrak Validation Revisions Aligning with Texas SET V5.0

	Date of Decision
	November 10, 2021

	Action
	Tabled

	Timeline
	Normal

	Proposed Effective Date
	To be determined

	Priority and Rank Assigned
	To be determined

	Supporting Protocol or Guide Sections/Related Documents
	Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 1095, Texas SET V5.0 Changes

Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 169, Related to NPRR1095, Texas SET V5.0 Changes

	System Change Description
	This System Change Request (SCR) proposes additional validations/requirements to existing MarkeTrak subtypes, revises existing workflows, and suggests new subtypes to align with current market practices for more efficient issue resolution.  

	Reason for Revision
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  Addresses current operational issues.
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  Meets Strategic goals (tied to the ERCOT Strategic Plan or directed by the ERCOT Board).
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  Market efficiencies or enhancements
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  Administrative

[image: image5.wmf]

  Regulatory requirements
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  Other:  (explain)

(please select all that apply)

	Business Case
	The Texas Data Transport and MarkeTrak Systems (TDTMS) Working Group proposes the below revisions to the MarkeTrak tool, the web-based application for issue resolution in the retail market.  Since the last upgrades, performed in 2014, market processes have changed, new issues have evolved, and continuous monitoring has necessitated the proposed changes to drive improved efficiencies in resolving Customer issues.

Use of the MarkeTrak tool continues to grow as the overall volume of MarkeTraks submitted in 2017 was approximately 76,000 and in 2020 the number of submittals exceeded 138,000 MarkeTraks.  NOTE:  the 2020 value does not include the approximate 34,000 MarkeTraks submitted for the execution of the Electricity Relief Program.

Two additional subtypes are proposed:

1. Meter Cycle Change Requests:  Today these requests are submitted under the generic Projects subtype which does not allow specific tracking or relevant responses.  In 2017, approximately 200 Project MarkeTraks were submitted.  In 2020, this number has grown to approximately 1200 submittals.

2. 867 vs Sum of LSE Intervals – Dispute:  During the advent of the integration of Advanced Metering System (AMS) data into the market, subtypes were created that were thought to address expected interval data issues.  10 years later, specific situations have been identified which necessitate the creation of a subtype to address the issue when the sum of the Load Serving Entity (LSE) interval data does not match the consumption received on the 867_03, Monthly or Final Usage, monthly periodic transaction.  The current framework of the AMS LSE – Dispute or the Usage & Billing – Dispute subtype does not efficiently support the issue.  Currently, these issues are being submitted under both of the above subtypes as well as the Other subtype.  Volumes of AMS LSE – Disputes for the first half of 2021 totaled over 14,000 MarkeTraks as opposed to approximately 750 submitted for all of 2018. 

Revised workflows are proposed for efficient submittals, transitions, responses, and clarity in resolving issues and, to that end, allow for improved monitoring and identifying overall trends that may be addressed with market training efforts or outreach to appropriate Market Participants.  Examples include common unexecutable reasons, pop-up warnings for Inadvertent Gains, automation for Switch Hold Removal requests, indicator if cancel/rebills are expected, etc.

Validations are proposed to prevent the unnecessary submittal of MarkeTrak issues such as Missing Enrollment Transactions and Switch Hold Removal requests.  In 2015, approximately 40% of the over 9400 Missing Enrollment Transaction MarkeTraks were unexecuted due to 867_04, Initial Meter Read, transactions already being submitted.  In 2015, over 550 Switch Hold Removal requests were unexecuted due to there being no switch hold on the Electric Service Identifier (ESI ID) or because the submitter was the Retail Electric Provider (REP) of record.
The below issues are respectfully submitted to align with the Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (TX SET) V5.0 proposed changes which include major revisions to the Inadvertent Gain/Inadvertent Loss/Rescission subtypes workflow.  The Inadvertent subtype MarkeTrak issues represent nearly 50% of the overall MarkeTraks submitted.  An analysis of over 40,000 Inadvertent MarkeTraks revealed opportunities to streamline the workflow by eliminating delays with manual hand-offs, allowing REPs to submit a Backdated Move-In (BDMVI) transaction once both REPs have agreed to return the ESI ID to the previous REP, thus eliminating the Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) from the workflow in order to prepare their systems for receipt of the transaction.  Synergies of both projects can be gained during the development, testing, market training, and implementation phases of TX SET V5.0 and MarkeTrak upgrades.   

	PRS Decision
	On 10/14/21, PRS voted unanimously via roll call to recommend approval of SCR817 as submitted.  All Market Segments participated in the vote.

On 11/10/21, PRS voted via roll call to table SCR817.  There was one abstention from the Consumer (Occidental Chemical) Market Segment.  All Market Segments participated in the vote.

	Summary of PRS Discussion
	On 10/14/21, participants reviewed SCR817, NPRR1095, and the 10/5/21 RMS, 10/6/21 Tesla, and 10/13/21 Joint TDSPs comments to NPRR1095.  Participants discussed the potential delay that SCR817 and NPRR1095 might incur if amended by the 10/6/21 Tesla comments, and suggested the possibility of addressing Tesla’s proposals via MarkeTrak in the short term and incorporating them into a future Texas SET V5.1 release as a longer term solution.
On 11/10/21, there was no discussion.


	Sponsor

	Name
	Sheri Wiegand on behalf of the TDTMS Working Group

	E-mail Address
	Sheri.wiegand@vistracorp.com 

	Company
	Vistra Corp

	Phone Number
	972-979-5225

	Cell Number
	972-979-5225

	Market Segment
	Not Applicable


	Market Rules Staff Contact

	Name
	Jordan Troublefield

	E-Mail Address
	Jordan.Troublefield@ercot.com

	Phone Number
	512-248-6521


	Comments Received

	Comment Author
	Comment Summary

	RMS 100521
	Endorsed SCR817 as presented

	Tesla 100621
	Supported the integration of “Distributed Energy Resource (DER)” aggregations into ERCOT in alignment with the 10/6/21 Tesla  comments to NPRR1095

	Joint TDSPs 101321
	Requested that PRS approve SCR817 as submitted

	ERCOT 110321
	Proposed an alternative schedule to complete the Impact Analysis for SCR817 prior to the December 9, 2021 PRS meeting


	Market Rules Notes


Administrative changes to the language were made and authored as “ERCOT Market Rules.”
	Proposed System Change



The below matrix outlines the proposed validation requirements, revised workflows, and additional subtypes to align with the MarkeTrak revisions that will be associated with the Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (TX SET) V5.0 enhancements, which includes Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS)-approved TX SET Change Controls and market process changes that are captured in the Retail Market Guide Revision Request (RMGRR) 169, Related to NPRR1095, Texas SET V5.0 Changes.   
	
	ISSUE
	RESOLUTION

	1.
	Inadvertent Gain/Loss/Rescission workflows involve unnecessary manual hand-offs.  The 2020 analysis of over 40,000 Inadvertent MarkeTraks revealed an opportunity to optimize the process by eliminating the Transmission and/or Distribution Service Provider (TDSP) from the workflow once both Retail Electric Providers (REPs) agree to return the Electric Service Identifier (ESI ID) to the Losing REP, allowing the Losing REP to submit the necessary Backdated Move-In (BDMVI) TX SET transaction upon agreement. 
	Revise the Inadvertent Gain/Loss/Rescission workflow to remove the Ready to Receive transition which allowed TDSPs to prepare their systems for a BDMVI.  Upon agreement of the two REPs, the TDSPs would gain visibility of the MarkeTrak and the Losing Competitive Retailer (CR) will submit the BDMVI TX SET transaction with the proposed “IA” or “CR” code.
This resolution once implemented will support the TX SET transactional solution as stated in TX SET Change Control 2021-829, Add a New Indicator to Indicate Regain Due to Inadvertent Gain/Loss and Right of Rescission, that was approved by RMS on May 4, 2021.  
This process change has been documented as part of the implementation of RMGRR169.

	2.
	Not all negative/unexecutable transitions require comments which potentially leaves the receiving Market Participant unclear as to the reason for the denied request leading to duplicate submittal of MarkeTraks and delayed response to Customers.
	Developing a unique set of relevant unexecutable reasons for each applicable subtype in addition to free form comments if necessary.
Common unexcuteable reasons can be tracked for reporting and continuing process improvements.

	3.
	With the proposed Inadvertent Gain workflow revisions involving TX SET V5.0, a Losing REP will not have any system guardrails indicating a proposed regain date is outside of 150 days.
	Add a pop-up validation message, “Regain dates > 150 days in the past will be rejected by the TDSP”. 
This resolution once implemented will be a precautionary warning that will prevent transactional delays caused by TDSP rejects as stated in TX SET Change Control 2021- 832, To Support Change Control 2021-829 for Inadvertent Gain/Loss or Customer Rescission This Change Control Adds 3 New Rejection Reasons, that was approved by RMS on August 3, 2021.
This process change has been documented as part of the implementation of RMGRR169.

	4.
	Rescission MarkeTraks can be submitted up to 25 days past their originating transaction.  To align with subsection (j) of P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.474, Selection of Retail Electric Provider, the rescission window should be reduced.
	Reduce the current hard stop validation of 25 days to 15 days based on the 2020 review of 4600 Rescission MarkeTraks, 94% of which were submitted within 15 days of originating switch transaction.

	5.
	Meter Cycle Change requests are currently submitted under the Projects subtype and are unable to be specifically tracked.  With the increased volume and need for improved transparency, such requests should fall under an exclusive subtype.
	Creation of a new Meter Cycle Change Request subtype to be submitted by REP of record only:

· requires field entries such as current cycle and proposed meter cycle

· addition of a YES/NO radio button indicating TDSP approval of request
· if “NO” is selected, a drop down of common reject reasons such as:

· “only one meter cycle change per ESI ID per REP of record for this Customer”
· “causes cycle imbalance”
· “unable to accommodate”
· “surpasses TDSP cycle threshold”

	6.
	Current AMS LSE – Dispute, Usage & Billing – Dispute, and Other subtypes do not efficiently support issues when the sum of Load Serving Entity (LSE) daily interval data does not align with the total consumption on an 867_03, Monthly or Final Usage, transaction.  The requirement of an UIDAMSINTERVAL is irrelevant to this issue.
	Creation of a new subtype 867 vs Sum of LSE Intervals – Dispute requiring:

· 867_03 Tran ID to be entered for reference
· Start date/time and end date/time stamps to match the 867_03 transaction dates for validation 
· Required comment

	7.
	Current AMS LSE – Dispute subtype was originally designed to dispute a specific interval, hence the requirement of the UIDAMSINTERVAL reference from the Advanced Metering System (AMS) Settlement extract.  Today, there are various reasons why AMS LSE data is disputed which is not supported in the current format.
	Redesign of the AMS LSE – Dispute subtype to support the various reasons for submittal.  Addition of common reasons for submittal such as: 
· “disputing peak interval”
· “requesting estimation methodology utilized”
· “disputing interval allocation of estimated consumption” 

· “possible 4CP clarification”
· “other”, with required comments

	8. 
	Inability to quickly determine if a Usage & Billing – Dispute MarkeTrak will result in a cancel/rebill situation to set expectations and track results.
	Addition of a radio button (YES/NO) if corrections are to be expected as a result of the dispute.

	9.
	Missing Enrollment Transaction subtypes are either prematurely submitted by a CR or an 867_04, Initial Meter Read, transaction has already been sent.
	If possible, expand Siebel interaction to perform the following validations:

· Check status – hard stop for CANCEL

· Check 867_04 transaction – hard stop if already submitted

· Check for date parameter on 814_04 and 814_05, CR Enrollment Notification Response, transactions; consider date changes/cancels; and if > 5 days, allow MarkeTrak to proceed

	10.
	For Switch Hold Removal requests, when the holding CR fails to respond to the request for removal of a switch hold, time limits are thus exceeded and only the requesting CR can transition the MarkeTrak to the TDSP for final approval creating unnecessary hand-offs.
	Modify workflow for Switch Hold Removal subtypes to allow the TDSP to also transition a Switch Hold Removal request releasing the switch hold and completing the MarkeTrak.

	11.
	Unnecessary Switch Hold Removal MarkeTraks are being created for the following scenarios:
1. No switch hold is pending on the ESI ID

2. Issue is being submitted by current REP of record
(Data from 2015 reveals 481 issues were submitted for Scenario 1 and 89 issues were submitted for Scenario 2.)
	Create validations within the MarkeTrak tool to provide a hard stop with a pop-up message if Scenario 1 is submitted and provide a warning pop-up message if Scenario 2 is submitted.  

	12.
	Current Switch Hold Removal workflow requires the TDSP to manually populate the holding CR, review the documentation submitted, then forward to the holding CR for review.
	Reducing handling time by allowing ERCOT to automatically pre-populate the holding CR prior to transitioning the MarkeTrak to the TDSP for initial review.    

	13.
	Confusion on “Agreement”/”Disagreement” of Siebel Change request and subsequent transition back to requesting Market Participant.  
	Providing clarity to the “complete” button by adding “Agree/Complete” to transition the issue back to the submitter.

	14. 
	Inadvertent Gain MarkeTraks are being submitted when third party or other transactions, such as Move-Out Request, are “Scheduled” thus resulting in an unexecuted MarkeTrak by the TDSP.  Current validations will provide a hard stop for submittal when a third party transaction has completed.  Per ERCOT, approximately 20% of MarkeTraks are rejected for non-REP of record submittal.   
	Create a validation during the submittal of an Inadvertent subtype providing a pop-up warning for any third party or Move-Out transaction that is “Scheduled” or In Review that would potentially result in an unexecuted MarkeTrak response.  Consider adding a warning flag or escalation instructing REPs to take action on a pending order.
This resolution once implemented will prevent transactional delays caused by TDSP rejects as stated in TX SET Change Control 2021- 832, To Support Change Control 2021-829 for Inadvertent Gain/Loss or Customer Rescission This Change Control Adds 3 New Rejection Reasons, that was approved by RMS on August 3, 2021.  
This process change has been documented as part of the implementation of RMGRR169.


PRR_Template.doc
Page 2 of 2
PRR_Template.doc
Page 2 of 2
817SCR-10 PRS Report 111021
Page 1 of 7
PUBLIC

_1698492787.unknown

_1698492788.unknown

_1698492785.unknown

_1698492786.unknown

_1698492784.unknown

_1698492783.unknown

