Enrollment, Drop, and Account Information Change in Demand Response Programs
Late Comments of the Retail Demand Response Work Group

The Work Group agrees with many of the suggested changes.  However, there are concerns about some of the comments as noted below.

Introduction – The Work Group does not necessarily disagree with this editorial change.  It does read a little better, but this language is standard across all Model Business Practices.  Some have been revised/updated already and the Work Group would defer to the Business Practices Subcommittee as to accept this change for future revisions across the board.
Principles

REQ.24.1.3 – Originally this Principle referred to contracts or agreements.  These are defined as Governing Documents.  A question is whether the full definition of Governing Documents should be applicable here.  For example, a Distribution Company Operating Manual is a Governing Document.  Should this be a controlling document if it has not been revised to conform to the Model Business Practice ??  The Work Group disagrees with this change.
Definitions

A change to the definition of Uniform Electronic Transaction is suggested.  This is an issue that must be reviewed by the Glossary Subcommittee and will affect Model Business Practices across the board.  The Work Group does not necessarily disagree with the change, but attempting to make this change will delay approval of the MBPs.  It is suggested that this be a separate request to the Glossary Subcommittee.
Model Business Practices

REQ.24.3.1.2 – The Work Group does not agree with this change.  Using Governing Documents opens the decision up to much more than just the Distribution Company.  The more restrictive limitation is preferred.

REQ.24.3.1.6 – The phrase “at the account level” came from Book 10 (RXQ.10) where the majority of the participants in the development were Distribution Companies.  It didn’t raise any eyebrows then.  Would using “at the billing account level” help ??

REQ.24.3.3.2 and REQ.24.3.3.3 – Both of these changes state that the Authorization form will show whether the Retail Customer is already a client of another Demand Response Service Provider.  There is currently no requirement that the Authorization form provide any information that would show this.  In fact, the Joint Retail work group working on a standard Authorization form has decided that an Enrollment in programs form is not necessary.  Therefore, this requirement is not consistent.
REQ.24.3.3.6.1 – Only a minor change before the proposed change.  The word “be” should also be deleted

REQ.24.3.3.12 – The Work Group disagrees with changing “may” to “should”.  This is one of those very few places where “may” is appropriate because some jurisdictions do require one or more of the elements.  The BPS used this term here specifically for this purpose in the original Enrollment and Drop MBPs.  These MBPs just carried it forward.
REQ.24.3.3.17 – The Work Group agrees with the intent of the propose change.  However, it is suggested adding at the beginning of the MBP the following “In addition to the provision of REQ.24.3.3.16, “

REQ.24.3.4.6 – The Work Group agrees with the addition of the word “notice”, but the deleted language should be retained.  The phrase should read “…rejection notice of the payment request from…”
The Work Group disagrees with the changes from “required” to “needed” in the following MBPs.  Needed is too soft a term.  This goes along with the use of “may” in the MBP.  Some jurisdictions require an additional confirmation item.

REQ.24.3.5.3

REQ.24.3.6.3

REQ.24.3.6.7

REQ.24.3.5.3 –Also, Retail IR/TEIS has requested that the requirement for the five digit zip code be eliminated on the comparable Model Business Practice in RXQ.10.3.3.3 (Drop Request) since it is not needed for a Drop.  BPS has discussed this and has agreed with IR/TEIS.  Therefore, it is suggested that the same deletion be made in REQ.24.3.5.3.  Please note that the requirement for the five digit zip code is being retained on the Enrollment Request Model Business Practice (RXQ.10.3.2.3) since it is used there.
The Work Group disagrees with the changes from “required” to “recommended” in the following MBPs.  If/when these MBPs are accepted by a Distribution Company or an Applicable Regulatory Authority, then these do not become recommended but rather a required set.
REQ.24.3.5.4 – also the use of “requested” vs. “required”

REQ.24.3.5.5

REQ.24.3.5.6

REQ.24.3.5.7

REQ.24.3.5.10

REQ.24.3.5.12

REQ.24.3.6.4

REQ.24.3.6.5

REQ.24.3.6.6

Please note that this disagreement also extends to the change proposed in the Process Flow in REQ.24.4.2
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