Profiling Working Group
Meeting Minutes 10-31-02

Attendees:

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)
Kedra Baltrip – TXU
Ed Echols – TXU Energy
Chuck Dodd - Comverge
Terry Bates - Oncor
John Oberwortmann – CPS

Jason Glore - CPS
Carl Raish - ERCOT
Betty Day – ERCOT (scribe)

Via Teleconference:

Lloyd Young – AEP

Alan Graves – AEP

Agenda:

1) 9 AM - Approval of October 15, 2002 meeting minutes.

2) Update reports:
a. PUCT Docket 25516, LP AND LR RULEMAKING. (Ernie)
i. To be presented to PUC open meeting 10/10.
b. PRR 352 Proxy Day Determination Extension 
i. TAC approved 9/5 and To Board 9/17 (Ernie).

c) TAC task force Governance for 9/5 TAC meeting (Ernie).
i. RMS/6 stakeholder groups - 
ii. Consumers, Municipals, Cooperatives, Competitive Retailers, Affiliated Retailers, and TDSPs with participatory voting like PRS.
d) IDR data loading into Lodestar (Ernie or ERCOT). 
e) Competitive Metering update:

i. 10/7 second Workshop, follow-up comments by October 14th.

f) PRR362, Load Profiling Guide –Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type.

i. Protocols Revision Request for Section 18.4.4.2.

ii. Load Profiling Guides Revision Request (LPGRR).

                  g)  4CP recalculation.

3) 10 AM – Initial/Annual 2002 Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

a. Outstanding issues and lists.

b. Lessons learned being developed by Ron Hernandez, ERCOT.

c. Decision Tree 1.06 to be posted to ERCOT web. 

d. Review 2002 implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).

4) 11 AM - DLC implementation 

a. Review ERCOT issues and questions for system implementation.

5) ERCOT update on new issues.

6) Any new issues from Market Participants.

7) Review the PWG Open Issues Master List to the extent time allows. 

8) Confirm next meeting.
9) Review and assignments of action items before adjourning.  

Item #1 

Revised minutes from 10/15 and approved changes (see attached document). 

Item #2

a. 25516 – 10/25 initial publication to TX Register; 11/25 initial comments due; 12/9 reply comments due; 12/16 public hearing.  Ernie questioned whether ERCOT would bring to PWG the approach for fee structure.  Betty replied that ERCOT may provide this for information only.  The current version of the rule explicitly states that TDSPs are doing load research but doesn’t say anything about a competitive vendor providing load research services to ERCOT.  If competitive metering services were allowed for load research, how would cost recovery take place since 25516 puts cost recovery through TDSP.  Ernie was questioning whether the PWG should comment on competitive metering services being allowed for load research to support load profiling.  The group felt that every entity should reply independently.
b. PRR 352 – Board approved on September 17.  Ernie questioned status of evaluation of IDR default profile follow-up analysis.  ACTION ITEM:  ERCOT will provide some analysis by end of November.

c. Governance Structure – no new updates.  New ERCOT by-law revisions were posted yesterday.  Very high level summary – in 12/02 there would be 19 voting Board Members.  By 6/03, there will be additional 3 independent Board Members.  12/03 will reduce to 14 Board members – 3 of which are the independent members.  The document sent out by ERCOT yesterday shows the distribution across various market participants.  How this affects the PWG is unclear at this time.  The TAC task force for Governance is still working on governance issues related to subcommittees.

d. IDR Data Loading – Ernie asked that latest revisions to the IDR/NIDR data loading graphs be sent to PWG exploder list.  Betty pointed out that the IDR data completeness requirements change with 11/20/01 true-up resettlement.  The requirement changes from Board resolution to Protocols requirement, which are:  ERCOT has received and validated at least ninety-nine percent (99%) of the total IDR data and that ERCOT has received and validated at least ninety percent (90%) of the IDR data from each Meter Reading Entity (MRE).  
e. Competitive Metering Update – second workshop on 10/14.  Comments are posted on PUC website.  

f. PRR 362 – Correction Procedure to Profile ID type (10 day correction window).  Isabel just sent out 367 & 368.  All three are in works for comments.  Making the wording fit the original intent.  Ernie questioned LPGRR tracking mechanism.  ACTION ITEM:  ERCOT to draft 1st LPGRR to change LPG related to Profile ID changes to remove 10-day window.  Kedra questioned whether the LPGRR should be done first and then the Protocols.  Ernie says that LPG cannot contradict Protocols so Protocols must be corrected first.  The timeline for all PRRs is posted on the ERCOT website.
g. 4CP – at RMS meeting the recalculation of the 4CP (which resulted in a different peak day for August 2001) was a significant issue.  Billing data is tied to usage data sent to ERCOT.   The change in the peak day resulted in issues related to transmission billing because it is tied to the 4CP.  Current TX Set rules require the IDR data to be backed out and resent (even though it is only the billing amount that needed to be revised).  A group of Market Participants is meeting today (10/31/02) to discuss this issue.  Other point of note from Ernie regarding RMS is that Felecia Lokey will be heading a group to develop RMS Guides.

Item #3 Initial/Annual Validation of Profile ID

· Ron Hernandez is still working on creating samples for annual validation.
· Oncor and CenterPoint are still working on a small subset of ESI IDs to complete initial validation.

· ERCOT agreed to provide the initial list to CRs of the ESI IDs that are proposed to have a profile id change as a result of annual validation. (action item for ERCOT).  The actual profile id changes will be provided to CRs via the 814_20 changes submitted by the TDSP.
Item #4 DLC Issues

Additional Attendees:
Jay Zarnikau – Frontier Associates

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source

Paul Wattles – Good Company

Danielle Jaussaud – PUCT 

Terri Eaton – Green Mountain Energy

The group began discussing the issues listed in the word document attached entitled “DLC Issues”.  Please see comments in red in that document.  In addition, the group discussed a document sent by Malcolm Smith on costs for IDR metering for DLC load research (please see the attached document).  Malcolm stated that the costs in the document reflect installed meter costs and assumes there would be coordination with TDSPs for installation.  Coordination costs for TDSPs are not included in his overall cost figures.  Terry pointed out that no metering standards were provided in regards to the costs Malcolm shared.  Malcolm stated that his costs also assume the TDSP would specify the meter equipment and that his additional pulse accumulating equipment would utilize the TDSP meter socket.
Danielle stated that she is interested in getting a firm idea on costs and that the PUCT is very interested in seeing DLC move forward.  She said DLC (and all Load participation initiatives) is a high priority for Commissioner Perlman.  He directed Danielle to hold a workshop on demand-side issues and she is specifically looking for participation from ERCOT and/or the PWG to participate on a panel during the workshop.  Topics to discuss would include technical issues slowing the development of the DLC load profiles, what has been done to date, what remains to be done, and a rough timeline for implementing DLC in ERCOT.

The group discussed the items on the attached list of DLC issues.  The discussion was touching on many issues and the group decided there was a need for each PWG participant to identify issues they see with DLC and bring to a group meeting to discuss.  The suggestion was made to put together a high level graphic that represents what Protocols currently describes for DLC.  This will be used as a starting point for discussion for everyone to identify issues.  Kedra agreed to combine questions raised by different companies into a single document for the next 2-day PWG meeting.  ERCOT will put together this high level graphic and distribute next week.
Paul Wattles stressed the need to include the BUL requirements in the discussion so that we don’t miss some important functionality.  He pointed out that it will likely not be cost effective to implement a DLC program if they cannot participate in the BUL market.  Therefore, it is critical to focus on those requirements as well.

NEXT MEETING

The next meeting is scheduled for 11/13/02 at the ERCOT Met Center.  An agenda will be sent prior to the meeting.

