PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes 11-05-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates – Oncor




Avis Bonner - CenterPoint

Brad Boles – Cirro Energy



Theresa DeBose - CenterPoint

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto - PUCT



Sara Ferris - OPUC

Ed Echols – TXU




Alan Graves - AEP



David Gonzalez - ERCOT



Darrell Klimitchek – STEC

Vance Hall - MeterSmart



Malcolm Smith – EDS (in-person in the p.m.)

Kenan Ogelman




Lloyd Young – AEP

Diana Ott - ERCOT






Jovana Pantovic- ERCOT (scribe)









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 Oct. 22 meeting and Oct. 28 conference call minutes.

2) PRR Draft on IDR Optional Removal Threshold. 
3) 10 AM  - Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

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

b) De-energized Meaning.

4) Permissible effective dates in profile change requests and back charge issues.
5) PRR469 remanded by PRS.

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

7) Prioritizing ERCOT Sample Installations for Load Research.
8) Default routine for NIDR Profiles Discussion.

9) PRR/LPGRR draft for Lagged Dynamic Profiles.
10) New Time of Use Schedule Approval Process Document.
11) PRR/LPGRR drafts for Distribution Loss Calculation Changes.
12) LPGRR Form Design Discussion.
13) Update reports:

a) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties.
b) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24 hour Stores.
c) ERCOT Load Research Status (PR-30014, 11/06 meeting).

d) PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (PRS 11/20). 
e) PRR451 Ancillary Services LRS Calculation (PRS 10/23). 

f) PRR469 Comet and LR Compliance (PRS 10/23).
g) DLC (PR-20123, PIP 106, PRR385 Section 18 and LPGRR2003-001 complete).
i) PRR Section 6, (DSWG reviewing and shall submit to PRS).

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

i) PR-30022 UFE Analysis Metering / Protocols 11.5
j) Standard Historical Usage Update/ERCOT profile id responsibilities.

k) Protocols 18.7.2.3, Post Market Evaluation (nothing pending).
l) Example for DMP Transactions on profile id dispute (to RMS 10/16).

m) Decision Tree change for not migrating to default profile id.

n) ERCOT profile id responsibilities.
o) Profile id assignment issues.
p) Distinguishing annual validation transactions to Tex Set (V 2.1-2005).
14) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
15) Review the PWG Open Issues Master List and make assignments.
16) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.

Next PWG meetings are 11/19 and 12/4; Next RMS meeting are 11/13 and 12/11.

11-05-2003 MEETING
1)
Approval of October 22 meeting minutes and October 28 conference call minutes.


Approved with no changes.

2)
PRR Draft on IDR Optional Removal Threshold





    Ernie created the PRR from the document that he, Paul and Jovana drafted together.  The document outlined the pros and cons along with various scenarios for the removal of an IDR meter.  Ernie stated that this was a big issue for the next RMS meeting, which needed to be finalized by the PWG today.  Ernie wrote 8 facets of the IDR that needed to be decided on by the group.

Discussions erupted concerning the validity of such a PRR.  Paul felt that this truly is a tariff issue and that it may be inappropriate to submit a PRR in the first place.  He stated that this PRR would be treating the symptom, rather than the cause.   Terry agreed by reiterating what he said in a previous meeting "If there was no difference in cost between an IDR meter and a demand meter, would we be even discussing such a PRR?"  Malcolm also agreed that this was a tariff issue.  Brad noted that the issue for the customer is what his costs will be.  The customer will fight to minimize his expenses.

Sara disagreed by asking "If people feel that this is a tariff issue, then why haven't they brought this up at the tariff proceedings at the PUCT?"

Carl stated that he wanted the language crafted for the voting issue rather than leaving a vague statement referring to some unexplained tariff issue.

Kenan argued that the new customer moving in is affected by the current tariffs.  He noted that the current IDR rules are harmful to the real estate market as well as the electricity market as a whole.  He believes that there should be a threshold set and below that threshold, people should have a choice as to whether they should have an IDR or not.

Ed asked Kenan what would happen to a price to beat customer who asked for the removal of an IDR.  More discussions about this scenario ensued.  It led into discussions about system changes and what would be necessary if this new PRR proposed by Sara Ferris were to pass.  Kenan stated that there wouldn’t be any system changes.  Carl opposed this notion explaining that there most definitely would be system changes to track the new customer moving in.

3)
10:00 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID

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


  Diana confirmed that CNP’s residential algorithm has been approved and ERCOT is waiting for the list to pull the sample.  She received the business file today and will be running that algorithm for approval.  Theresa added that she believes they are still on schedule and she hopes to get the residential and business files out by Tuesday of next week.







The update on the other TDSPs is as follows:  Oncor has completed and sent 78% of their 814_20s.
TNMP has completed and sent 67 % of their 814_20s.
AEP will begin sending their 814_20s on Monday.

CNP will begin sending their 814_20s next week.

Ernie suggested that ERCOT create a population migration/change summary report once annual validation is complete for all TDSPs.  He feels the market needs an explanation of the changes and the reasons behind them.

ERCOT will create a population migration/change summary report once annual validation is complete for all TDSPs.  

Ernie asked about CNP’s ‘lost masters’ issue and why they should not be included in the sample for annual validation.  Carl explained that CNP is hesitant to retire an ESIID in case there is a mistake or re-work is necessary.  ERCOT doesn’t have an accurate list because the ‘retired’ ESIIDs at CNP are not retired on ERCOT’s systems.  Currently they are flagged or de-energized which would be included in annual validation.  Carl also noted that if they were truly inactive, ERCOT wouldn’t get usage on these ESIIDs, so they won’t have an affect on settlement.  There was some confusion about this with other PWG members.  Ernie suggested that ERCOT check to see if some of the ‘lost masters’ from CNP are being settled with actual usage.  Carl agreed.

ERCOT will create an ad-hoc report to verify whether CNP’s ‘lost masters’ are being settled with actual usage.

2) PRR Draft on IDR Optional Removal Threshold





Discussions began again concerning the PRR Draft.  Some PWG members do not feel a PRR is the
solution.  Kenan argued that taking just one customer off the profile and installing an IDR meter
would result in that customer being settled more accurately while the rest of the profile is settled less 
accurately as a result.   Members disagreed with this line of logic.  After extensive discussions the
consensus was that it was a net gain for the market if an IDR meter was in place.  
Again, we revisited the belief that many PWG members held; this was essentially a tariff issue, not an IDR meter issue.  There wasn’t consensus around whether we should be filling out this PRR in the first place.  Ernie pushed the group to at least try to fill out the Market Segment Impacts/Benefits matrix.  It was a painful process with much disagreement over what would be considered a potential benefit vs. a cost.

The group agreed only to the fact that the PWG opinion was divided.  Some attendees believe the issue relates to inequitable treatment for IDRs in TDSP tariffs and meter charges, which should not be corrected with a protocol revision request.  Others believe that this is not a tariff issue and protocol changes are appropriate and required.

 Terry expressed that he didn’t like the customer references in this PRR.  He said there would be ripple effects if we brought customers into the mix.  TDSPs could get a request from a CR to install an IDR, followed by a subsequent request from a customer to remove it producing a yo-yo effect. 

John felt strongly that we needed to have a set threshold for all customers, not just new move-ins. Many others in the group agreed with him.

Cheryl Moseley entered the room to discuss our other PRR and added that there need to be valid reasons behind changing the “Once and IDR, always an IDR” rule.

Discussions then moved to where the removal threshold should be.  Kenan disagreed with the notion of changing the threshold.  He felt that the Legislature set 1000 kW as the delineator between small commercial and large commercial for a reason and this threshold should not be changed.  Diana disagreed stating that changing this IDR threshold would not change the substantive rule of what defines a large commercial vs. a small commercial.

Carl presented ERCOT’s threshold allowance analysis for 1000 kW and lower.   He concluded that profiling creates most of the error in the middle range.  The higher end has flatter loads, which are more accurately profiled.  He said that the smaller customers are almost inconsequential when you look at the dollar amounts associated with them.  He showed an analysis of ‘winners’ (i.e. people who benefit from switching out their IDRs to be profiled).

Brad expressed that people would switch whether they were ‘winners’ or not, because in their minds they would be winners if they could circumvent the monthly IDR meter charge.  He didn’t feel like this ‘winners’ analysis was representative.

Alan stated that the 1.58 million dollars that would be re-allocated to the market correctly IF everyone switched, was not a big cost to the market at all.  Alan stated that there probably wouldn’t be much churn, so the dollar-value impact would be much less.  He felt that we should just leave the threshold at 1000 kW.

Sara agreed with Alan stating that this analysis shows that 1000 kW is a good threshold and provides a small number in terms of market dollars.

Again, the discussion moved back to whether we should have two PRRS: one for the PWG and one for OPUC.

Shawnee reported back via conference call that the Delivery Service Tariff motion was adopted.  It gives the customers the right to make the request for the installation or removal of a meter to the TDSPs and the customer pays for it upon request.  It makes the meters, both a competitively owned and non-competitively owned construction service.

This finding changed the opinion of the PWG group.  They decided to vote on a threshold level.  Carl stated that, based on his analysis, he would support a lower optional removal threshold of 200 kW.    The group voted on the threshold that they would support:

ERCOT 
200 kW








OPUC

1000 kW








AEP

1000 kW (would go along with 200 kW if it was the consensus of the group)
Entergy

200 kW   (would support “Once an IDR, always an IDR” as well)


Cirrus

200 kW









TXU

200 kW









Good Company
200 kW









EDS

200 kW









MeterSmart 
200 kW  (MeterSmart is voting for Sharyland also)



Reliant

200 kW

After this vote, the group ran out of time and did not complete the other agenda items.

The next PWG meetings will be on 11/19, 12/4, and 01/07.




























