PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes 05-07-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:

Terry Bates – Oncor




Brian Coons - TCE

Steven Bordelon –TNMP



Jennifer Garcia – San Patricio Electric

Karen Butterfield – Honeywell



Eddie Johnson – Brazos Electric
Ed Echols – TXU




Derek Mauzy – Reliant
Cody Graves – Automated Energy


Diana Ott – ERCOT
Ernie Godoy – Nueces Electric Co-op



 

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT  




Darrell Klimitchek – STEC




Adrian Marquez – ERCOT





Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)
Carl Raish – ERCOT

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source 

[image: image1.wmf]John Taylor – Entergy

Garry Waters – Competitive Associates

Paul Wattles – Good Company

Frank Wilson – Nueces Electric Co-op Represents action items for PWG members
Lloyd Young – AEP
Agenda

1) 9 AM - Approval of 1/27 conf. call and April 16, 2003 meeting minutes.
2) Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/statement be based on non-IDR data? (Shall build a recommendation for RMS.)
3) 10 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

a) Review annual validation implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).
b) Profile id assignment issues (Adrian).
c) SAS code distribution from ERCOT.
4) Review ERCOT strawman procedure to provide a method of recovery of research costs associated with obtaining a new profile, due Oct. 16, 2003.  (Ballpark estimate of the research costs for a new profile, and two or three potential cost recovery methods, each with pros and cons.)  (Shall build a recommendation for RMS.)
5) Discuss PRR 399, Requirements for Replacing an IDR with a Non-IDR Meter.

6) Review of STEC members San Patricio and Nueces opt-in issues (Mid-July).
7) Oil and gas properties profile change request.
a) ERCOT status (Request posting to Web site status).
8) UFE Analysis Report from ERCOT.

9) Update reports: 

a) True-ups could resume about May 13.

b) PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering, 05/02 revised rule, 05/09 Open meeting.

c) PRR 362, Load Profiling Guide – Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type.

i) PRR 362 Section 18.4.4.2. (before TAC 5/8/03)  
ii) LPGRR2003-002 Sections 11.4 and 11.5 (before TAC 5/8/03)
d) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106)

i) PRR385 Section 18 (RMS approved 2/25, PRS approved 03/20, deferred by TAC due to full agenda for  TAC 5/08, Board June?).

ii) LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 2/25).

iii) ERCOT status (Schedule).

iv) PRR Section 6, (submitted by DSWG to PRS pending).

10)  ERCOT update on new issues.  

11)  Any new issues from Market Participants.

12)  Review the PWG Open Issues Master List and make assignments.
13) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.

Next PWG meeting is 5/28; Next RMS meetings are 5/15.

1) Approval of 1/27 conf. call and April 16, 2003 meeting minutes.
Both were approved.

2) Can a meter owned (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/ settlement be based on non-IDR data?

Ernie had an outline of Pros and Cons to the question posed in Item 2, which propelled the discussion as follows:

Ed relayed that CRs need to have the ability to do their own data gathering and research, even load research ability in order to be able to make a special profile request.  Cody agreed and noted that you don’t need an IDR in order to have load-profiling ability.  Terry added that we just need to establish a set of rules and get some direction on how this should be done across the board.  

The discussion then moved to the topic of ‘gaming’.  Cody stated “If we are worried about people ‘gaming’ don’t we want as much interval data as possible.  There are many people who are disadvantaged by the current profiles.  From a policy perspective, we should be encouraging as much actual data as possible.  If we have actual data, we should settle on actual data.”  

Carl said that the problem is that the customers want to retain the right to decide how their usage will be settled, which encourages ‘gaming’.  Protocols say that after September 1st, 1999, IDRs installed on a premise shall be used for settlement.  

John asked, “Why is that gaming?  I call that competition!”  John stated that billing activity is between the CR and the customer, whereas settlement activity is between ERCOT and the QSE.  

Malcolm asked if the TDSP is not settling on the IDR meter, then what are the metering charges going to be?
Terry said that if this were an opportunity for gaming then how much more would it cost to act as a deterrent for gaming.  Frank mentioned that for an IDR meter you need a phone line, someone to come out, hook up a laptop, download the data, and later send the data read.  Who pays for this?  Do monthly service charges cover this?

Adrian responded that this is not necessarily the optimal route.  Some entities do this on a regular read-route, and use a DataCap where it doesn’t cost that much more.

Cody proposed that maybe we draw some sort of line at some ‘size of load’ lower than the 1000 kW already established, and require them to settle on IDR meters.

Ernie turned the discussion to the Pros and Cons rough draft that he created.    The group went through different scenarios about who would own the meters, who would read the meters, what kinds of meters would be acceptable.  The group conceded that there would have to be some established subset of approved devices for metering and meter reading.

Paul stated that there must be a perception in the market that going to an IDR is not advantageous, which is why we are discussing this in the first place.  He went on to say that during this interim period, until competition devises incentives for having an IDR, we must find the best way to accommodate everyone.

Cody reiterated that low and medium load factors might benefit from having an IDR meter, but the costs associated with installation and monthly fees are too high.   After a little more discussion we decided to revisit this issue after the 10:00a.m. conference call.

3) Annual Validation of Profile ID
a) Review annual validation implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs)
Diana stated that there has been no new exchange of data with Centerpoint, and it is still incomplete.  Residential is fine, but Business is still poor with a 36% error rate.  ERCOT is expecting a revised file from Centerpoint by the end of this week.  Terry was unable to get a hold of Jim Purdue to discuss the issue.

b) Profile id assignment issues 
None. 

c) SAS code distribution from ERCOT
This will happen just as soon as all of the algorithms are finalized.  June 1st – June 30th the SAS coding will be completed and sent out.

Adrian will post the newest version 1.08 of the Profile Decision Tree to the ERCOT website by the end of May.

2) Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/ settlement be based on non-IDR data?

The meeting jumped back to item 2) and the group began to devise a recommendation for the RMS meeting with Pros, Cons and Clarifications.  Someone asked what if this issue was limited to competitively owned meters with an interim window for them to decide how they would be settled?  Cody responded saying that our policy should be to seek to encourage people to settle on interval data.  He went on to say you don’t have to use an IDR to get interval data in order to run a test to see if they should settle on the IDR.

Carl added that the more IDRs that are installed, the more the profiles would not be representative of the remaining load.  There will be a need to change the methodology for improving and changing profiles.  Profiles will need to be re-evaluated more often and I propose that lagged-dynamic samples will be the best way to do this.  Cody agreed and stated that perhaps we need to re-evaluate the thresholds; 1000 kW is too high.

The group then turned their attention to crafting the document for RMS consideration on this topic.   Members discussed the question posed and different variations of the question.  Four questions were posed and positions were recorded.  The questions and results were as follows:
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NO
Needs Further













Discussion


1) Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed, but
 
3
1
7
request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data?


ERCOT’s opinion was ‘Needs Further Discussion.’

2) Should the above question also include TDSP owned meters?

4
5
2
ERCOT did not vote, but their opinion was ‘Yes.’

3) Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed, but 
1
5
5
request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data, but 

limited to a market defined time period to be determined?  If the 

IDR is still installed then the IDR data would be used for 

settlement?  ERCOT’s opinion was ‘Needs Further Discussion.’
4) Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed, but 
2
3
6
request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data, but 

limited to premise where the demand is below a market determined 

threshold (less than 1000 kW/kVA)?

 ERCOT’s opinion was ‘Needs Further Discussion.’
4) Review ERCOT strawman procedure to provide a method of recovery of research costs associated with obtaining a new profile, due Oct. 16, 2003 per PUCT project 25516, LP and LR Rule Effective April 16, 2003. (Ballpark estimate of the research cost for a new profile, and two or three potential cost recovery methods, each with pros and cons.)

Carl produced the strawman he designed with universal and non-universal, list-based groups.  He noted that since we cannot identify industries or business segments we may need list-based groups that will be universal and viable for all CRs.  

He noted that if the requested profile is approved, ERCOT shall reimburse some of the costs incurred by the requestor.  This will most likely lead to a LPG revision.

There was some discussion over how much and which research costs would be reimbursed.  Carl stated that he is proposing that only the TDU-related costs would be considered reimbursable to the requestor.  Someone said that we really don’t want a situation where a REP owns a universal profile.  

More discussion ensued about how much ERCOT should reimburse particularly, if the profile was accepted as a new profile.  

We began to share hypothetical scenarios of costs for creating a new profile.  Ernie suggested that we look over the strawman and e-mail ideas back and forth to one another.  Carl and Malcolm were tasked with researching the costs for a small research sample.


Carl and Malcolm will bring ballpark figures for the potential costs associated with researching a new profile with a sample size of 150-200.


All PWG members should look over the strawman and share thoughts with the group via e-mail before the next meeting.

5) Discuss PRR 399 Requirements for Replacing an IDR with a Non-IDR Meter

The group agreed that there should be a caveat for a customer who moves out and takes their meter with them.  The new person coming in should have a choice as to whether they wanted to stay on the IDR or not.  With time running out, Ernie suggested we all share ideas about this through the exploder and come prepared to discuss and create a document for RMS at the next meeting.




All PWG members should share thoughts with the group on PRR 399 before the next meeting via e-mail.  Come prepared to craft a document at the next meeting that will be presented to RMS.

6) Review of STEC members San Patricio and Nueces opt-in issues.

Ron and Jennifer are working together on exchanging data using the same 12 month period that the rest of the market is using ending April 2003.  Ernie G., Frank and Ron are doing the same for Nueces.


Jennifer, Ernie G. and Frank will check with their respective vendors to make sure that they can do profile ID assignments for 12 Usage Months ending April 2003 and contact Ron with a response.

7) Oil and Gas properties profile change request

ERCOT is reviewing the Oil and Gas data and will respond back to the requestor first, before the next meeting.  ERCOT will bring the response to the next meeting to share with the group.

8) UFE Analysis Report for ERCOT.

ERCOT has completed a UFE analysis which will be available on the ERCOT website.  Ron has volunteered to send out the link to this analysis to the exploder.


Ron will post the link to the UFE analysis on ERCOT’s website and send it out to the exploder.

9) Update Reports

Ernie went through each of these quickly as time was running out and basically reiterated what was written on the agenda for each report. 

10) Update Reports
None.

11) Any new issues from Market Participants

None.

12) Review the PWG Open Issues Master List and make assignments.

Not done.  Ernie suggested we look over the list and come prepared with which tasks we will each tackle at the next meeting.


Ernie reminded us ALL to review the Master List of tasks and decide which ones we will be responsible for.  Volunteers are essential!

13) Confirm the next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.

The next PWG meeting is scheduled for May 28, 2003.    


DON’T FORGET TO RSVP IF YOU WILL BE ATTENDING THE NEXT PWG MEETING (TWO DAYS IN ADVANCE PLEASE).

