PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes 10-22-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates – Oncor




Avis Bonner - CenterPoint

Brad Boles – Cirro Energy 



Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto - PUCT
Ed Echols – TXU




Theresa DeBose - CenterPoint

Sara Ferris - OPC




Alan Graves - AEP

David Gonzalez - ERCOT



Darrell Klimitchek – STEC

Vance Hall - MeterSmart



Jim Purdue - CenterPoint


Diana Ott - ERCOT




Lloyd Young – AEP
Jovana Pantovic- ERCOT (scribe)









Skip Pasternak - Exelon

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)




Carl Raish – ERCOT

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 Sept. 30 & Oct. 1, 2003 minutes.
2)   Update reports:

a) Profile Change Requests for Oil and Gas properties

b) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24-hour Stores.

c) ERCOT Load Research Status (PR-30014, 10/23 Kick-off)

d) PRR352 IDR Extension of Proxy Day Determination (Effective 10/6/03).

e) PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (PRS 11/20).

f) PRR451 Ancillary Services LRS Calculation.

g) PRR469 Comet and LR Compliance (PRS 10/23).

h) DLC (PR-20123, PIP 106, PRR385 Section 18 and LPGRR2003-001 complete) 

i) PRR Section 6, (DSWG reviewing and shall submit to PRS).

i) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web back to April 16, 2003.

j) PR-30022 UFE Analysis Metering / Protocols 11.5

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

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

m) Example for DMP Transactions on profile ID dispute (to RMS 10/16).

n) Distinguishing annual validation transactions to Tex Set (V 2.1-2005).

2) 9:30 AM – PRR to change REP to CR.

3) 10 AM Wednesday – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

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

b) Permissible effective dates in profile change requests.

c) ERCOT profile ID responsibilities.

d) Decision Tree change for not migrating to default profile ID.

e) Profile ID assignment issues (Adrian). 

f) De-energized Meaning (Adrian).

4) 11 AM – PRR Draft on IDR Optional Removal Threshold.

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

6) Default Routine for Non-IDR and IDR profiles.

7) PRR/LPGRR drafts for profile change requests.
8) PRR/LPGRR drafts for Lagged Dynamic Profiles.
9) New Time of Use Schedule Approval Process Document.
10) PRR/LPGRR drafts for Distribution Loss Calculation Changes.
11) LPGRR Form Design Discussion.
12) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
13) Review the PWG Open Issues Master List and make assignments. 
14) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Next PWG meetings are 11/05, 11/19 and 12/4; Next RMS meeting are 11/13 and 12/11.

10-22-2003 MEETING
1)
Approval of September 30 & October 1st meeting minutes.

Approved with several minor changes.

2) Update Reports:

a) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties.

ERCOT had a conference call with the Oil and Gas requestors to discuss sample sizes and sample selection.  The requestors concluded that they would be dropping the request all together.  Many factors including the high cost of sampling and lack of REP interest in the market weighed heavily on their final decision.

Ernie will keep this item on the agenda until ERCOT or the PWG receives a formal withdrawal of the profile request. 

b) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24 hour Properties.

ERCOT has performed a preliminary analysis on the request and is awaiting a list of ESIIDs from the requestors in order to perform further analysis.

c)
ERCOT Load Research Status (PR-30014, 10/23 kickoff).




     A TDSP kick-off meeting for Load Research will take place on the 23rd of October.  The entities being served are customers and REPs, so participation is welcome from all PWG members as well as other market participants.

d)
PRR352 IDR Extension of Proxy Day Determination (Effective 10/06/03).

 This PRR became effective on 10/06/03.  Ernie stated that this would reduce UFE for the initial and final settlements.  John agreed that there would be an impact on UFE, but noted it may not necessarily be a reduction in UFE.

e)
PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (PRS 11/20).


 This PRR became effective on 10/06/03.  Ernie stated that this would reduce UFE for the initial and final settlements.  John agreed that there would be an impact on UFE, but noted it may not necessarily be a reduction in UFE.

f) PRR451 Ancillary Services LRS Calculation (PRS 10/23).



 PRS will be reviewing this tomorrow.  It affects the load ratio share for settlement cuts issue.

g) PRR469 Comet and LR Compliance (PRS 10/23).




           PRS will be reviewing this tomorrow.  

h) DLC – PRR Section 6, (DSWG reviewing and shall submit to PRS).

   
   ERCOT met with the PUCT to get some direction from them on whether or not to push forward with this.  One main issue was how TNT might affect DLC.  We are waiting to hear from the PUCT if it is prudent to even go forward with this initiative at this time.
i) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Website back to April 16, 2003.



 Ernie will send Jovana meeting minutes from the beginning of 2003 until April in order to get all of this year’s minutes posted.  Previous years minutes will be posted later as well.
j) PR – 30022 UFE Analysis Metering / Protocols 11.5.




      This is on our to-do list.  No action taken yet.
k) Standard Historical Usage Update/ERCOT profile ID responsibilities. 

              This is on our to-do list.  No action taken yet.  
l) Protocols 18.7.2.3, Post Market Evaluation (nothing pending).
m) Example for DMP Transaction on profile ID dispute (to RMS 10/16).

                 RMS is currently working on this. 
n) Distinguishing annual validation transactions to Tex Set (V 2.1 – 2005).                       The suggestion is to have a different code for annual validation transactions.  We are keeping it on the radar.
3)
9:30 AM – PRR to change REP to CR.






          Cheryl Moseley came in to tell us that her group had changed all instances of REP to CR in section 9.9 and section 18 in the PRR for us.  The PWG agreed that the word REP was incorrectly used because it doesn’t include co-ops or munis who have opted-in and unanimously accepted the change.

4)
10:00 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID


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


  Ernie put up a schedule of the 814_20s for October and November and how many each TDSP would be sending on which date.  Since ERCOT can process approximately 50,000/day, the schedule looks to be fairly well staggered.  Diana is still working with CenterPoint on their algorithm.  Of the 20,000 ESIIDs only one kicked out for residential.  Once the residential file is issue-free they will apply the same algorithm to the business ESIIDs.  The target for 814_20s for CNP will continue to be November 10th according to Theresa.  Diana will push the list out to the market the following day (after it has been checked).


Lloyd asked about de-energized customers and whether they should wait until the end of the month for a potential meter-read.  Carl explained that de-energized customers could be sent in at any time.  Ernie noted that we will have to go back and make some changes to the guides, which will include lessons learned.


Ernie asked if the original, unverified list was very different from the new list for CenterPoint.  Diana stated that the first list that ERCOT sent out was about a 1% difference for residential and about a 4% difference for business.  The unverified list was very close.  Jim explained that CenterPoint met with ERCOT and the PUCT to establish a plan to get through annual validation.  The commission’s concern is that the REPs would not have enough time to get their schedules ready.


Ernie and Terry wanted the group to be clear that the effective date for CNP will be to the nearest meter read and not retroactive to the previous month.

The PWG will have a conference call to discuss whether or not the Reps will have enough time for scheduling or if they should bump Centerpoint’s 814_20s out one month.  ERCOT will organize the conference call while the REPs get clarification from their companies on this issue.

b) Permissible effective dates in profile change requests.



           RMS had challenged the PWG to look at examples of effective dates, which extend further than six month’s back.  Since REPs cannot pass on back-billing charges created more than six months prior, this poses a problem when the effective date is more than six months back.  Ernie asked if there were examples of this where a charge is being back-billed because of a profile ID effective date.  Ed stated that they had some that changed from RES to BUSNODEM.

 Ed will write up his example of back-billing charges for the next meeting on 11/05.

TDSPs will look at their procedures for back-billing wires charges and tariff charges and bring answers and examples to the 11/5 meeting.

c) ERCOT profile ID responsibilities.






           Ernie stated that we needed to discuss two things, namely “Is this of interest to everyone” and “How should we go about doing this if it is?”  Carl offered that with each new opt-in entity, ERCOT will be struggling to teach a new member the decision tree, profile ID assignments and the inner workings of getting their ESIIDs assigned and loaded in ERCOT systems.  Since ERCOT already has a process for annual validation, we could streamline it and have more flexibility in improving efficiencies if the   profile ID responsibilities rested solely on ERCOT.  Diana also added that we might be delaying the smaller opt-in entities because they don’t understand the decision tree.
Ed and Brad agreed that there should be support from a cost-benefit analysis for the CRs to agree. Brad noted that it is currently a TDSP cost and they may not want this to become a cost that is uplifted to the entire market.  Ernie proposed we do a man-hours calculation to see if it is feasible.  

Terry disagreed with the whole notion of a man-hours calculation or changing anything right now.  He stated that the TDSPs have made extensive system changes and have run through the annual validation process successfully.  It has been fairly smooth for Oncor and most of the other TDSPs.  The bulk of the changes this year were due to a change in the algorithm and this may be a much smaller process.  There may be no reason to overhaul the entire process.  We should at least wait another year and go through the annual validation process again before we look at moving the profile ID responsibilities.  John agreed with Terry and added that next year there may not be many changes.  There needs to be a process by which one entity checks another.  This could be lost if all responsibilities are shifted to ERCOT.

d) Decision Tree change for not migrating to default profile ID.

     
   
           There will be a change in the algorithm for this, which will take care of the issue.

e) Profile ID assignment issues (Adrian).

f) De-energized Meaning (Adrian).

5)
11 AM - PRR Draft on IDR Optional Removal Threshold.



     Shawnee explained that there is a competitive metering tariff under review where the customer is allowed to request a meter or request the removal of a meter.  The PUCT feels that the customer should have some choice in the matter if a meter is going to be removed.

Alan asked if the removal of a meter should be treated the same as the request for a meter, 
when the removal is something that is fundamentally different.  The TDSP could end up removing a
meter at the customer's request that they are suppose to have according to protocols.  Terry 
added that if there were no cost differential, we wouldn't even be discussing this issue.  


Sara gave us a handout with her proposed changes.  She asked if there was a kW threshold that 
was below the price to beat rate, which would take precedent.  Shawnee responded by stating that even if an IDR meter was installed, they would still have to offer the price to beat rate if the customer was under 1000 kW.  She stated that the customer should always have the option to get out of an IDR meter if they meet the requirements for removal.  There can be consequences, penalties and provisions built into the rules.  Ernie stated that current protocols don't lend the customer choices beyond choosing their REP.



Sara stressed that she believed the CR should not be able to decide this on the customer's 
behalf.  Customers should have the power to request an IDR or stay the NIDR customer that 
they were before.  


The PWG members’ concerns seemed to revolve around the discriminatory nature of such a
 proposal.  What about customers who were not move-ins, but were below the 1000kW threshold?  Also, if the move-in customer requested the removal of an IDR and then went over 1000kW, according to protocols the TDSP would end up paying for the installation of the IDR. 



Sara proposed splitting the IDR in two parts namely, one for new move-ins and one for existing 
customers. John and Ed disagreed with this logic stating that the PRR should go together with 
both scenarios so that we don't give preferential treatment to new move-ins.  Several other 
members agreed with them.  Sara explained that they want two PRRs so as not to punish the new 
move-ins with the "once an IDR, always an IDR" rule.  She stated that we could move forward with
the first PRR where there is no controversy and spend more time hashing out the second 
PRR where controversy exists.



John disagreed again stating that this would cause long-term problems with complaints to the 
commission because of the unfair treatment that existing customers get, while new move-ins 
play by a second set of rules.



Carl presented the IDR threshold analysis.  The spreadsheet showed that if the current IDRs of 
customers who are under 200kW were removed and those customers were settled on a profile, a 
misallocation of 1.28 million dollars would result.


Paul stated that this was a case to show that we needed more accurate profiles.  More arguments stemmed from this including the possibility of gaming.  



Terry mentioned that this would foster phony move-in, move-outs just to be able to have an IDR 
removed.  Then there were discussions about the definition of a move-in vs. a new customer.  The
group discussed many issues that would arise out of two PRRs and could not come to consensus on
anything.  We couldn't even agree on one PRR or two let alone come to a point to work on the

language within.



Paul also noted that it seemed like we were trying to treat the symptom rather than the problem.  
He
asked if people felt that the underlying tariffs and rates were the problem, not the actual IDR 
meter.  Couldn’t these charges be amended rather than pulling IDR meters which obviously produced
more accurate settlements?

Ernie, Paul and Jovana will create a document for RMS, which outlines the pros and cons of the scenarios mentioned above.


6) 
Protocols 18.6.5, Future Requirement for IDRs Impact Analysis.


                On Schedule.

7)
Default Routines for Non-IDR and IDR profiles.

Carl reported on a meeting he had with ERCOT IT staff on this issue.  The recommendation from them was to develop an external process to compute a usage factor/scaling factor to be used and applied for all ESIIDs based on their individual most recent average daily use calculations. The other suggestion was to get some proxy data or default proxy day data for NIDR.  


PWG members will find out about how their NIDR default routine should be handled, by getting input from key people in their companies.  It will be discussed at the 11/05 meeting. 


8)
PRR/LPGRR drafts for profile change requests.


We quickly looked through this PRR and made minor changes to the cover page.  It will now go to RMS. 


Ernie will submit this PRR.

The next PWG meetings are scheduled for 11/05, 11/19, 12/4.  



























