SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO TITF PRR SINCE MAY 4, 2004 AND

SUMMARY OF ERCOT COMMENTS NOT ADOPTED BY TITF

Changes to TITF PRR Since May 4, 2004

Based on comments from several parties, some additional changes were made to the PRR since it was last circulated on May 4.  Those changes are detailed below:

a.
The following language has been added to Sections 15.2.1.2.1 and 15.2.1.2.2 to ensure that there is no conflict between the Protocols and PUCT rules concerning confidentiality of historical usage information while the premise was occupied by a previous customer:

Provision of meter read data pursuant to this paragraph shall not be required when it would be prohibited by PUCT rules.  

b.
The language requiring consistency between the 867_04 and meter start date that has been included in various sections of Section 15 does not, in some cases, accurately reflect the circumstances at issue.  For example, Section 15.2.1.9, relating to Switch Requests, talks about the 867_04 for the new customer when the customer has not in fact changed.  To address these inconsistencies, the following changes have been made:

i.
Revise the last sentence of 15.2.1.9 to read:

For any Switch Request, the date in the 867_04 for the new CR and the start meter read date of the first monthly meter read (867_03) must always be the same.
ii.
Revise the last sentence of 15.2.2.4 to read:

For any Drop to Affiliate REP, the date in the 867_04 for the AREP and the start meter read date of the first monthly meter read (867_03) must always be the same.

c.
The first paragraph of Section 15.2.2.2 has been revised to delete the phrase “whether valid or invalid” in reference to the 814_11 because the sentence goes on to indicate the transaction will be sent if the request is invalid.  As revised, this section reads:

ERCOT will send a drop response using the 814_11 within one (1) Business Day to the current CR if the drop to Affiliate REP request is invalid.  If the Drop to Affiliate REP request is valid, ERCOT will send the 814_11 within one (1) Business Day of receipt of the 814_04 reply from the TDSP.

d.
The last paragraph of 15.2.3.5 has been revised to reflect the fact that the date in the 867_04 and the start meter read date for the first monthly meter read on a forced move-out may not be the same where a back-dated transaction has been performed.  As revised, this paragraph reads as follows:

Except in the case of a back-dated transaction, on any forced Move out, the date in the 867_04 for the new customer and the start meter read date of the first monthly meter read (867_03) must always be the same. 

e.
A redundant sentence has been removed from the first paragraph of Section 15.2.2.4 and a correction made with reference to the first available switch date.  This change is reflected in the strikeout language below:

ERCOT will submit to the TDSP serving the ESI ID a registration notification request using the  814_03 within one (1) Business Day of the receipt of a valid Drop to Affiliate REP request.  The notification will include the name of the Affiliate REP offering service to the ESI ID and will include the FASD first available Customer switch date.  The notification will include the name of the CR requesting service to the ESI ID and will indicate the FASD.  For more information on how the FASD is calculated, reference Section 15.2.1.3 Response to an Invalid Switch Request.

f.
The second to the last paragraph that had been added to 15.2.2.4 has been deleted because it is duplicative of the preceding paragraph.  This change is reflected in the strikeout language below:

The TDSP shall effectuate the Drop to Affiliate REP within two (2) Business Days of the Service Period End Date specified in the 814_11 generated by ERCOT from the related 814_04 sent by the TDSP.    

The TDSP shall complete the Drop to Affiliate REP process within two (2) Business Days of the specified first available switch date by sending the effectuating meter read.
g.
Section 15.2.6 has been revised to clarify that the TDSP must respond to ERCOT’s 814_12 within one day of receipt.

h.
Section 15.2.4.6 was revised to clarify that the TDSP must send the final meter read on a move-out within three days of taking the meter read.  As revised, the first two paragraphs of Section 15.2.4.6 read as follows:

A Move-Out request is effectuated on the actual meter read date in the 867_04 which must be within two Business Days of the scheduled meter read date provided by the TDSP to ERCOT in the 814_04.
A Move-Out request is completed upon receipt of the effectuating meter read sent by the TDSP.  The TDSP shall send the meter read information to ERCOT using the 867_04 wihtin three (3) Business Days of the meter read.  Upon receipt, ERCOT will send final meter read information to the current CR and initial meter read information to the CSA CR (if applicable) within one (1) Business Day using the  867_03 and 867_04 as appropriate.

Summary of ERCOT Recommendations Not Accepted by TITF

a.
Definition of Business Day.  ERCOT had initially objected to inclusion of detailed examples of how the Business Day concept works in the retail market within the definition of “Business Day” and suggested instead that these examples be incorporated into the Retail Market Guide, a suggested that was adopted by TITF.


At the request of the TDSPs, language was added to the definition of Business Day that clarifies that the holidays noted in that definition apply to ERCOT, and that the TDSPs have different holidays that can be found in their tariffs and on their websites.  Subsequent to TITF’s last conference call, ERCOT raised objection to inclusion of this additional language because it is ERCOT’s position that any details related to the definition of Business Day within the retail context should be addressed in the Retail Market Guide.


TITF has not had an opportunity to address this issue, so RMS is requested to provide guidance on this issue.

b.
ERCOT has expressed opposition to inclusion of point to point transactions in Section 15 of the Protocols.  ERCOT would prefer to see the provisions in Sections 15.7 et seq placed in a separate section of the Protocols.  ERCOT’s objections are as follows :  (1) ERCOT is not involved in point to point transactions and therefore feels that point to point transactions should be treated in a separate section of the protocols; (2) substantial renumbering of Section 15 could be avoided by including point to point transactions in a separate section of the Protocols; (3) going forward it would be easier for ERCOT to revise Section 15 if point to point transactions were not included; and (4) as non-ERCOT entities (El Paso, Entergy, etc…) begin to offer customer choice and begin using ERCOT as their registration agent, they will be required to use the registrations transactions currently in Section 15.  However, they may or may not decide to use the point to point transactions currently used by the retail market.  Therefore, ERCOT feels that for ease of understanding by all market participants, the point to point transactions should not be included in Section 15: Customer Registration, but in Section 24:  Retail Point to Point Communications. 


TITF discussed this issue and concluded that the benefits of including point to point transactions in Section 15 outweighed ERCOT’s concerns.  First, TITF felt that including point to point transactions in Section 15 provides a clearer picture of the entire transaction scheme, providing a benefit to CRs generally and new market entrants in particular.  Second, Section 15.7 makes clear that the subsequent transactions are point to point transactions, eliminating potential confusion about ERCOT’s role with respect to these transactions.  
