PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes 09-30-2003 & 10-01-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Jeff  Bassett – Direct Energy



Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates
Terry Bates – Oncor




Lloyd Young – AEP

Brad Boles – Cirro Energy

Ed Echols – TXU

Alan Graves - AEP





Vance Hall – MeterSmart






Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)
Carl Raish – ERCOT

John Taylor – Entergy
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) 9 AM – Approval of September 11, 2003 minutes.
2) Competitive Metering Compliance Issues PUCT Project 26359


a) Protocols 18.6.5, Future Requirement for IDRs Impact Analysis.

b) Protocols 18.7.2.3, Post Market Evaluation (nothing pending).   

3) Default routine for NIDR Profiles Discussion.

4) PRR/LPGRR drafts for profile change requests and lagged dynamic profiles.
5) PRR/LPGRR/Decision Tree drafts for not migrating to default profile id. 
6) PRR draft of Protocols for Point-To-Point Transactions on profile ID dispute.
7) New Time of Use Schedule Approval.
8) 8:30 a.m. Wednesday – Procedure PRR draft Replacing IDR with NIDR Meter.
9) 10 AM Wednesday – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

a) Review annual validation implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).

b) Profile id assignment issues (Adrian).  De-energized meaning.

c) Distinguishing initial validation transactions to Tex Set (RMS 7/18/02, to Tex Set 9/18)
10) Update reports:

a) Profile Change Requests. 

i) Oil and Gas Properties.

ii) Coral Energy Gas/Convenience 24-hour Stores.

b) ERCOT Load Research and Model Performance Status (PR-30014).

c) PRR352 IDR Extension of Proxy Day Determination (PR-30130).

d) Default profiles for NIDR and IDR profiles (PRR to RMS 9/26).

e) PRR451 Ancillary Services LRS Calculation (WMS 9/17, PRS 9/25).

f) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PR-20123, PIP 106) 

i) PRR385 Section 18 and LPGRR2003-001 complete.

ii) PRR Section 6, (DSWG reviewing and shall submit to PRS).
g) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web back to April 16, 2003.

h) Profile Cost Recovery Fee due Oct. 16, 2003 per PUCT 25516. 

i) PRR442 and LPGRR2003-003 – Both approved by Board 09/16/03.

i) PR-30022 UFE Analysis Metering/Protocols 11.5

j) Standard Historical Usage Update/ERCOT profile ID responsibilities.

k) PRR469 Section 18 Protocols, Compliance with Comet and LR (comments due 10/17, 

PRS review 10/23).

11) Any new issues from ERCOT or 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 meetings is 10/22; Next RMS meeting are 10/16 and 11/13.

09-30-2003 MEETING
1) Approval of September 11, 2003 meeting minutes.
Approved with minor changes.

While we waited for a few of the members to show up Ernie updated us on the RMS meeting on 9/26.  He said that Texas Set is planning a change to implement an 814_20 flag for annual validation coming out in version 2.1.  This would hit the market sometime in 2005. 

As for the month of November, Ernie stated that the PWG has several tasks at hand.  We need to come to some kind of consensus on what Sarah Farris has written in order to submit the PRR.  Also, there are some problems with profile ID effective dates.  Apparently, when TDSPs change effective dates, the charges are re-billed back up to 18 months.  RMS would like the PWG to look at the profile ID effective date assignments.

TDSP charges may move away from usage to fixed charges.  Some members of the PWG felt that ERCOT should do the profile ID assignments.  Carl agreed that ERCOT could do the profile ID assignments if the TDSP tariff codes were being sent to ERCOT.

2) Competitive Metering Compliance Issues PUCT Project 26359.


a) Protocols 18.6.5, Future Requirement for IDRs Impact Analysis.

ERCOT is working on an IDR impact analysis by year-end.


ERCOT will complete an IDR impact analysis by year-end.

3) Default Routine for NIDR Profiles Discussion.
This PRR was approved with a 90-day cap.  The issue that was not addressed is what to do if there was no data for the last six months of this NIDR profiled ESIID and it is being scaled at 1.  Jeff suggested that we get an average scaling factor for the ones that had data and apply it to the others that have no scaling factor.

Ernie suggested we create a static table that updates monthly with average daily use calculations for each ESIID based on their previous months data (for however many months back that we have).  Then, if there is no data for profile scaling, we check the table for the last average daily use values and scale the profile based on that.


ERCOT staff will examine the scaling factor for NIDR that doesn’t have data for the previous six months and find a way that the aggregation could be modified to better scale these    ESIIDs with missing data.
  

4) PRR/LPGRR drafts for profile change requests and lagged dynamic profiles.
The group took a final look at word-smithing this LPGRR.  We agreed that it was ready for RMS.  A new PRR for lagged dynamic profiles would follow.  Ernie suggested that we make section 12.10 its own chapter 19 called “Lagged Dynamic Profile Segments”.  There may be a future chapter 20 called “Validation of ESIIDs.”  We decided to work on Sections 12-12.9 as a Guide Revision first and then tie section 12.10 to the PRR on Section 18 as phase two.

5) PRR/LPGRR/Decision Tree drafts for not migrating to default Profile ID.

Alan suggested that we don’t need an LPGRR for this rather, we could work this into the decision tree.  The group agreed.


ERCOT will investigate the IT changes that this extra paragraph will entail if incorporated into the Decision Tree. 

6) PRR draft of Protocols for Point-To-Point Transactions on profile ID dispute.

We started to review the PRR draft that Ernie created.  We agreed to change the name from Point-to-Point Market Transactions to Direct Market Participant Transactions.  Alan argued that a PRR is unnecessary because we have FasTrak.  The group disagreed stating that FasTrak does not have a dispute resolution process.  Alan argued that the narrow focus of the PRR, which only pertains to profile code changes, precludes a resolution process for disputes arising from other fields such as loss code, zip code …etc.

Carl stated that the changes should focus on who hears the dispute and resolves it rather than the details of what the dispute could be about.  Ernie revised the PRR to be an example to be used to develop a Section of Protocols that would deal with trading partner transactions.  The PWG supports a section of Protocols to deal with disputes between trading partners.

7) New Time of Use Schedule Approval.

Ed and Paul drafted a document on the Time of Use Schedule approval.  Paul felt that if a Rep was interested in learning about TOU we could make this document available on the website for them.  Terry explained meter charges, wire charges and why the TDSP does not need to be involved in the implementation of TOU schedules.  The CR needs to submit the changed TOU schedule directly to the PUCT.  The document could be an aid to the CR.

Ernie suggested we put a sub-chapter in the Guides to include this.  Ed and Paul disagreed with him saying that this isn’t something that is mandatory so it does not need to appear in the Guides.  They believe it is a resource/explanation because it provides a high-level overview for someone interested in this.  It will best serve as a stand-alone document in the Load Profiling web page.   


Paul will send the document to the exploder for comments and changes.  He will compile the proposed changes and bring a final version to our next meeting on 10/22.

Discussions then moved to adding a link from the minutes website to the Profiling website.  Ernie suggested we add some more links to make the website more cohesive.  Ed agreed to work with Jovana on incorporating some of the group’s suggestions.


Ed and Jovana will work together to add some links to pertinent PWG pages in order to make things more cohesive.

ASIDE

Cheryl Moseley popped in to ask if the PWG would make a change to PRR442.  In our original PRR we refer to REP, however our intention would include MUNIs so, she explained, the references to REP need to be changed to CR.  Cheryl explained that her group will make that change in the current PRR442 and suggested we revisit some of the previous PRRs to ensure they were not incorrectly referring to REP as well.


ERCOT will re-examine previous PRRs for changes that need to be made now to change the word ‘REP’ to ‘CR’.
10-01-2003 MEETING

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates – Oncor




Avis Bonner - CenterPoint

Brad Boles – Cirro Energy



Theresa DeBose - CenterPoint 

Alan Graves - AEP




Ed Echols – TXU
Vance Hall – MeterSmart



Ron Hernandez - ERCOT


Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 


Diana Ott - ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)


Lloyd Young – AEP

Carl Raish – ERCOT






Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source

John Taylor – Entergy

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates


8) 8:30 a.m. Wednesday – Procedure PRR draft Replacing IDR with NIDR Meter 

Ernie explained that RMS is interested in solving this main issue, namely ‘new move-in’ customers, rather than solving all possible reasons for moving from NIDR to IDR.  Carl felt that we first needed to define a ‘new move-in’ customer.  A heated discussion ensued about the fairness of only considering ‘new move-ins’ and the possibility for gaming created by this ‘favored’ customer approach.  

ERCOT is currently performing an analysis on IDRs to determine where thresholds should be based on the profile IDRs that could switch to NIDRs.  Ed stated that if a customer could provide proof that their demand dropped to some level well below the threshold that they should be able to switch to the NIDR profile.

Terry felt this ‘new move-in’ assessment was too limiting.  He stated that we should evaluate this according to Protocols and decide where the IDR – NIDR thresholds should be for all and expand it to the entire market.  Ernie explained that RMS wants us to turn this around quickly and only assess this specific example.  More heated discussions ensued and the consensus was that this would be discriminatory to other customers who are not ‘new move-in’ customers.  Alan felt that at the very least we should allow old customers the same opportunity to get the perks that the ‘new move-ins’ receive.
PWG members decided that this PRR should be re-worked completely looking at all customers.  There needs to be a lower threshold set for IDR removal. ERCOT is currently working on a lower threshold analysis.


Carl will bring the ‘lower limit’ IDR threshold analysis to the next meeting on 10/22.

Paul felt that these two different thresholds should have two distinct names.  He suggested “Removal Threshold” and “Requirement Threshold” (for the 1000kW).   More discussions ensued about the gaming that could occur due to these two different thresholds.  Vance suggested that a way to stop gaming would be to require the customer to pay the bill for re-installation of an IDR that was incorrectly removed at their request.

After the 10:00 a.m. annual validation call the group began revamping the PRR to encompass existing customers as well as ‘new move-ins’.  

The major point of contention was whether or not a lower threshold was necessary.  Ed felt this would be an added burden on ERCOT to monitor this lower threshold, leading to higher administrative charges.  Why not decide on one threshold for all?  Malcolm and John felt this second threshold was essential.  The question remained, what costs and IT implications would be involved in monitoring this new “Removal Threshold”.   


ERCOT will investigate the IT changes involved and the cost to implement this new threshold by the next meeting on 10/22.

9) Annual Validation of Profile ID

Diana and Ron informed us that they still have not come to an agreement with CenterPoint’s code and have had no recent communication with them.  They still have not run their de-energized accounts through the code and calculation discrepancies still exist.  Theresa explained that they were pulled off annual validation to work on another project and they will start working on annual validation again tomorrow.  

All other TDSPs are complete and ready to submit schedules for the 814_20s.  CenterPoint is the only one who still is not ready.  John asked why their management viewed this as such a low priority.  Shawnee said that she was going to escalate the situation by raising the issue to her boss.  This whole process with CenterPoint has dragged on long enough.  

Lloyd asked what they should do with vacant premises where there is no meter read for October.  Ron instructed him to send in the de-energized 814_20s and ERCOT systems will accept them.  Lloyd also asked about the approximate count of ESIIDs.  Ron explained that this should be sent in before the 814_20s are submitted.


TDSPs will send a schedule of 814_20s to be submitted for annual validation.

Ernie asked Shawnee about the TOU schedule.  She felt that the tariff may have to be amended and possibly a new schedule might be necessary.  Shawnee confirmed that the CR or TDSP could go directly to the PUCT to request a new TOU schedule.

10) Update Reports:

a) Profile Change Requests. 

i) Oil and Gas Properties – The sample size calculation has been performed and a stratified sample was established.  The results were sent to the Oil and Gas group and ERCOT is awaiting their comments.

ii) Coral Energy Gas/Convenience 24-hour Stores – A preliminary analysis has been done on the data that was submitted.  ERCOT will contact the parties involved to pursue a data analysis involving a larger sample.

b) ERCOT Load Research and Model Performance Status (PR-30014)  - A load research survey is underway which will be sent out to the TDSPs shortly.

c) PRR352 IDR Extension of Proxy Day Determination (PR-30130) – should be completed within the month.

d) Default profiles for NIDR and IDR profiles (PRR to RMS 9/26).  Approved by RMS on its way to PRS.

e) PRR451 Ancillary Services LRS Calculation (WMS 9/17, PRS 9/25).

f) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PR-20123, PIP 106)  -- PRR section 6 was sent to PRS.

i) PRR385 Section 18 and LPGRR2003-001 complete.

ii) PRR Section 6, (DSWG reviewing and shall submit to PRS).
g) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web back to April 16, 2003.  – Need to post more historical minutes

h) Profile Cost Recovery Fee due Oct. 16, 2003 per PUCT 25516. – To be completed in October. 

i) PRR442 and LPGRR2003-003 – Both approved by Board 09/16/03.  

i) PR-30022 UFE Analysis Metering/Protocols 11.5

j) Standard Historical Usage Update/ERCOT profile ID responsibilities.

k) PRR469 Section 18 Protocols, Compliance with Comet and LR (comments due 10/17, PRS review 10/23).

The next PWG meetings are scheduled for 10/22, 11/05, 11/19, and 12/04.   




























