ISSUE FOR

RMS CONSIDERATION

SUBMITTED BY:  ____First Choice Power_______

SCENARIO/SITUTATION:  Brief description of how the issue would occur 

Transactional change has not been implemented as of yet.  It is scheduled for June 2003.

ISSUE/PROBLEM: Brief, concise explanation of what the issue is and the basis for the RMS decision/recommendation.

On November 14, 2002 RMS passed a recommendation from the Move In / Move Out Subcommittee that would change the timing of the 814_06 (notification that a customer is switching away).  Currently, this notification is sent to the current REP of record once the TDSP responds to ERCOT with an 814_04.  After this change is implemented, the 814_06 will be held and sent two days (in the case of a Move In, 5 days for a Switch) before the Scheduled Meter Read Date.  At this point no Date Change (814_12) or Cancellation (814_08) transactions will be accepted at ERCOT.

The primary reason for this timing change is for data accuracy purposes since transactions arriving after the 814_06 has been sent can alter the current REP of record in ERCOT’s systems.  It is thought, and we agree with this presumption, that holding the 814_06 and not allowing any transactions after it is sent will correct most of the inconsistencies.

Although we agree with the above, we feel the solution will cause more issues.  Some REPs in market call their larger customers once an 814_06 has been received to verify if the customer willingly applied for the Switch / Move In.  If not, then an” inadvertent switch” is in progress. The customer has no way of stopping the switch from taking place since the violating REP cannot do anything (except call ERCOT) to prevent the switch. 

The two primary weaknesses of this solution

1.) The PUC has indicated that “slamming” penalties will eventually be imposed on the market. Every “inadvertent switch” will in essence become a slam because they are allowed to effectuate.

2.) This solution forces every “inadvertent switch” to be corrected by means outside of the existing transaction set (i.e. Fastrak)

PROPOSED SOLUTION:  Describe “long term” option or alternative to resolve the above defined issue.  Include responsibilities of each market participant, e.g., ERCOT, TDSP, CR.  

We recommend that the Move In / Move Out Subcommittee’s recommendation be implemented with an additional notification message to be sent to the current REP BEFORE the business process “locks.”  Essentially, keep sending the 814_06 as it is currently.  It should be understood that the notification would not be accurate 100% of the time.

Multiple possible solutions exist that would mimic the current 814_06 transaction and its timing:

1.) Create a new notification transaction outside of the 814 market structure

2.) Create an “814_06-notification” transaction and an “814_06-final” transaction.

3.) Add another 814 transaction to Texas SET (814_30?)

4.) Should customer class limit the scope of the new notification?

INTERMEDIATE/TEMPORARY WORKAROUND:  If necessary, provide an  “temporary” solution that could be utilized until the “long term” solution can be implemented.  

