PROFILING WORKING GROUP
Meeting Minutes 07-09-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto - PUCT



Avis Bonner – CenterPoint

Betty Day – ERCOT




Brian Coons - TCE

Brett Hunsucker - ERCOT



Theresa Debose – CenterPoint

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT



Ed Echols – TXU
Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe)


Ron Hernandez – ERCOT  
Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)


Josh Hickman - Oncor
Carl Raish – ERCOT




Darryl Nelson - TXU 
Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source


Diana Ott – ERCOT

Denise Stokes – Competitive Assets


Lloyd Young  - AEP

John Taylor – Entergy









Lindsey Turns – ERCOT

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) 9 AM - Approval of June 18 & 19, 2003 minutes.
2) Revise final Draft of PRR Profile Development Cost Recovery Fee for a Non-ERCOT Sponsored Load Profile (Pay as You Go Method)
a) Due Oct. 16, 2003 per PUCT Project 25516, LP AND LR Rule Eff. 4/16/03. 
b) Shall build an LPGRR for RMS approval pending PRR approval by RMS.
3) Oil and gas properties profile change request and possible LPGRR.
4)
Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles.
4) 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.
d) STEC members San Patricio and Nueces opt-in issues (Mid-July).
6) Update reports:

a)
PWG comments on PRR 399 sent to WMS per RMS.  Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR
meter installed but request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data?

i) Reviewed at the TAC 7/2/03 meeting.  TAC agrees no with WMS.

I.   PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering

b) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106)

i) PRR385 Section 18 (approved by Board 05/20/03)

ii) LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 02/25, TAC approved 7/2).

iii) PRR Section 6, (pending DSWG submitting to PRS).

c)  PWG minutes on the ERCOT web.

7)  ERCOT update on new issues.  

8)  Any new issues from Market Participants.

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

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

Next PWG meeting is 7/30; Next RMS meetings are 7/17 and 8/14.

1) Approval of June 18 & 19, 2003 meeting minutes.
Approved with a few minor changes.

2) Revise final Draft of PRR Profile Development Cost Recovery Fee for a Non-ERCOT Sponsored Load Profile (Pay as You Go Method).

We began looking at the PRR and revising some of the wording in it.  Paul suggested we change the phrase ‘fully approved’ to say ‘received final approval’ in order to differentiate it from the provisional approval phase.  

A section was added outlining ERCOT’s responsibility to post a report on the ERCOT website itemizing the expenses submitted.  The report would include the type of expense, whether the expense was allowed or disallowed and a total of all allowed expenses.  We first discussed when the report would be posted.  Ernie said after final approval of the request would be the best time to post the report.  

There seemed to be an issue surrounding the ‘itemization’ on this report.   We discussed exactly how much detail should be included in a report that will be posted on the ERCOT website for everyone to see.  John believed that only ERCOT should see the itemized list and we should post a summary report to the website.  He stated that there would be privacy issues emerging, particularly when it came to salaries.

Paul agreed with John saying that the summary report could be posted and only the REPs/CRs wanting to buy in could see the itemized report that ERCOT has.

Ernie made changes to the PRR and spurred discussions pertaining to allowed vs. disallowed expenses.  Carl thought that all market participants should be able to see all allowed and disallowed expenses.  John disagreed saying that only the requesting party should be able to question ERCOT’s judgment as to this; not all market participants.

The group debated about this a while and decided that ERCOT should post a report summarizing the allowed expenses only.  Next we discussed how disputes should be handled.  Ed suggested that we set a time limit for disputes to ensure that no reimbursement occurs until the ‘dispute-window’ closes.   Ed stated that there should be a reasonable cut-off time for the market to dispute ERCOT’s rulings over what is allowed and disallowed as a reimbursable expense.  The group agreed with Ed and reached a consensus that the ‘dispute window’ would be open for 45 days from the time that the report is posted to the ERCOT website.

5) 10 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

Ron reported that he had finished validating the SAS code and that CenterPoint had met the 100% requirement.  The SAS code for the business segment was sent to the exploder this morning while the SAS code for the residential segment was sent after the last PWG meeting in June.  As for receiving files back from the TDSPs, Ron stated that he had received all files from all TDSPs except CenterPoint.

Theresa responded to that saying that the Business files would go out today and Residential would go out at the end of today or tomorrow.  

Ernie said that this would then “put everyone current for the 6/30 deadline.”  Ron said that by the 15th of July ERCOT would have a list of all profile change requests ready for the TDSPs.  The current REP would be receiving this list of ESI IDs.  Ron will need an email from the reps with their DUNS number in order to send them the ‘profile change request’ list.


Ron will send out an email on July 15th notifying the REPs that they can request their list of ESI IDs with profile change requests.

There was talk of a ‘Plan B’ if CenterPoint didn’t get their files in as planned.  Ron said that then the REPs would have an option to request a partial list on July 15th or if they could wait, request a full list on July 30th (assuming that all files from all TDSPs were in before the 30th).

Ron stated that he has been working in conjunction with Nueces to clean up their files before making profile assignments.  Nueces just sent in another file and their progress is steady.  San Patricio has not contacted Ron in some time.  Jennifer Garcia who was his contact point no longer works there.  Ron will contact San Patricio to get things going again with their data clean up.

Adrian gave us an update on Sharyland stating that we received residential and business files with changes from them.  They are using the Profile Decision Tree for their analysis just not in an automated fashion with SAS.  Instead they use spreadsheets and are making progress with both their residential and business files.  Adrian also praised the TDSPs saying: “Many TDSPs have come through with their premise type assignment files and that is a big help.  Thank you!”

Ernie encouraged CenterPoint to complete their files.  Theresa responded that they would do everything possible to get this work done.  She added that management was well aware of the issues and is working toward that goal.

2) Revise final Draft of PRR Profile Development Cost Recovery Fee for a Non-ERCOT Sponsored Load Profile (Pay as You Go Method)

Next, we again began to wordsmith the PRR.  Betty suggested that we change the wording of “provisional approval” to something like “conditional approval”.  She explained that in section 10 of the Protocols, “provisional approval” refers to metering.  In this context, the meters are provisionally approved and used in settlement.  As it refers to a profile change request, ‘provisional approval’ would lead to installation of meters, but they would not be used in settlement.  To avoid any such confusion, the group agreed that we should change the wording to “conditional approval” throughout the document.

More changes were made for the sake of consistency and then the discussion moved to the process of ‘conditional approval’ vs. ‘final approval’.  Malcolm explained that once a requestor went through the whole ‘conditional approval’ process, followed all of the steps as outlined, and the research proved what was intended, then final approval would be granted.  

Ed stated that we need some kind of qualitative or quantitative scorecard to be laid out in the ‘conditional approval’ process.  Malcolm replied saying that the scorecard would be created in the request.  Ed suggested that we enhance the language to specify what is needed for conditional vs. final approval.  He added that the criteria should apply to both conditional and final approval.  He also felt there should be committee approval as well as ERCOT approval.

More discussion erupted over whether or not this whole LPGRR would include making changes to an existing profile segment or just creating a new one.  The main issue was how we would go about changing a profile segment that a customer or group of customers are incorrectly assigned to.  Malcolm stated that even if the request for a new profile resulted in research findings that showed that the Oil and Gas would be better settled on the BUSHILF profile, it is still a more accurate way to settle that list-based segment.  He felt strongly that whether the research resulted in a brand new profile segment or a change from an existing profile segment, the requestor should still get reimbursement.  Malcolm argued that the requestor still produced a better way to settle these customers on a more accurate profile, which is the main objective.   

Shawnee was asked to comment on this and she said that the PUCT outlined this to be for ‘new profiles’, however, this did not preclude the group from expanding that definition to include changes to profiles as well.

We digressed to the discussion of list-based vs. universal and what is acceptable.  Paul agreed with John that all profile change requests began as list-based until the end of 4 years when they would be deemed universal.

Then we embarked on whether this PRR and LPGRR should be for ‘new profile segments’ or if they should include changing a list-based group to a different (existing) profile segment.  Malcolm explained that if you can demonstrate that there is a class of customers who can be settled more accurately on a different profile, you are getting at the heart of what the whole LPGRR is about.

Adrian disagreed, stating that the profile is the shape of the load and it is not a new profile if the shape of the load is the same as an existing profile.  “If this is true, then are those costs reimbursable?”  asked Ernie.  Malcolm replied, “Yes!  They are reimbursable because the requestors are trying to bring forth a change in the way the current system is settling those customers and have complied with all of the steps necessary to do so as part of the profile change request.”

4) Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles.
Betty gave her presentation to the PWG group on ‘Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR Profiles.’  She had presented this at RMS in June and was here to share with the PWG and assign the working group a new assignment.

Betty’s presentation centered on what should happen during the first month when a customer switches from a non-IDR to an IDR customer.  Currently the customer is settled with a default profile.

RMS is tasking PWG with looking at how IDR default profiles are applied and how we can address this problem of hugely inaccurate settlements on the default profile for the first month.


Betty will send all related documents concerning this issue to the exploder and the PWG will work on a proposal at the next meeting.

2) Revise final Draft of PRR Profile Development Cost Recovery Fee for a Non-ERCOT Sponsored Load Profile (Pay as You Go Method)

After more debate over whether the LPGRR should involve changes to existing or only developing new profile requests, the group agreed to broaden the scope to include both and began wordsmithing the document.

A couple of painful hours later the LPGRR and PRR for Profile Development Cost Recovery Fee for a Non-ERCOT Sponsored Load Profile (Pay as You Go Method) - were ready to be submitted to RMS.

Ernie will submit the PRR and LPGRR. 

3) Oil and gas properties profile change request and possible LPGRR.

Carl and Malcolm will work on developing an LPGRR while going through the profile change request approval process. 

5) Update reports:
a) PWG comments on PRR 399 sent to WMS per RMS. PRR 399 was withdrawn by sponsor.

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

i) Reviewed at the TAC 7/2/03 meeting.  TAC agrees no with WMS.

c) PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering


d) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106)

i) PRR385 Section 18 (approved by Board 05/20/03)

ii) LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 02/25, TAC approved 7/2).

iii) PRR Section 6, (pending DSWG submitting to PRS).

e)
PWG minutes on the ERCOT web.

The next PWG meetings are scheduled for 07/30 and 08/20.  
