PROFILING WORKING GROUP 

Sponsored -

IDR Removal Process Meeting

Meeting Minutes – March 21, 2005

Meeting Attendees

In-person:
Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, TXU Electric Delivery
Brett Harper, First Choice Power

Pamela Coleman, TNMP
Alan Graves, AEP

John Taylor, Entergy Solutions
Ramon Sanz, Brownsville PUB

Kathy Scott, CNP
Kimberley Bethel, Direct Energy
Chester Hawkins, Reliant Energy
Roger Stewart, OPC
Audrey Parker, Good Co. Assoc.
Rosanne ‘NEED LNAME’, CNP
Tom Baum, ERCOT


Carl Raish, ERCOT


Ron Hernandez (scribe), ERCOT

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT
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  Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Review meeting purpose.  The RMS Chair “…asked that PWG, with assistance from TX SET as needed, take the lead action on the issue and develop a recommendation plan of how to move forward with the implementation of PRR 479. The PWG recommendation is to be presented at the April RMS meeting.”   Our goal in this meeting is to gather information to assist PWG in developing a recommendation to present to RMS.
3) Review AEP Proposal

4) Entertain alternate proposals (if submitted)

5) Develop recommendation(s) for PWG to consider.

Meeting Minutes
1)
Antitrust Admonition

Carl Raish (ERCOT) read the Antitrust Admonition.  A copy can be obtained from Brittney Albracht. 
2)
Review Meeting Purpose

Carl stated the meeting purpose and background on why this meeting was called.  At RMS meeting on March 9, 2005 the RMS Chair tasked the PWG with developing a plan for the implementation PRR479.  Kathy Scott (CNP) and Carl felt that it would be helpful to hold an informal meeting with market participants to document concerns and begin the task of outlining a process for implementing PRR479 prior to the PWG meeting on March 23, 2005.
3)
Review of AEP Proposal
Carl read the Background and Assumptions from the AEP document.  

1. Changes to protocol 18.6.7 allow for the removal of an IDR at a premise when certain conditions are met.
2. Protocol 10.2.2 states that TDSPs have the responsibility for installation, maintenance, and data collection for metering facilities and related services necessary to meet the mandatory Interval Data Recorder (IDR) requirements detailed in Section 10, Section 18, and the Operating Guides. 

3. IDR removal requests will be few in number, with expected normal activity levels below 100 per year market-wide.  Therefore the implementation solution should not involve complicated processes or expensive system changes.  
· Kathy Scott felt that 25-30 in the CNP area would qualify for removal but that not all would request removal. Roger Stewart (OPC) asked how the customers would know that they qualify for IDR removal.  John Taylor (Entergy) felt that the competitive nature of the market would drive the decision to inform the customer that they qualify for IDR removal. 
· Since the CR maintains the customer information they will serve as the contact for the customers regarding IDR removals.

5. A customer with low usage and receiving higher bills due to IDR cost recovery issues is the primary beneficiary of an IDR removal.  There is some TDSP and CR benefit, as well, related to lower metering and data processing costs.  Loss of settlement accuracy due to removals allowed by the protocol will be negligible at a market level.

· CRs do not have access to customers’ data if they are not the REP of record.
· If a ‘gaining’ CR receives a LOA then they have the ability to view/analyze the data to determine if the premise qualifies for IDR removal otherwise, the gaining CR would not know.
5. The CR is the primary point of contact with the customer.  The CR may have a contract with the customer that requires the use of the IDR data for billing.  Therefore the TDSP must have agreement with CR before executing an IDR removal.
· It was agreed upon that the TDSPs will direct any requests for IDR removal to the CR.

6. ERCOT’s system will not reject messages indicating an IDR has been removed at a premise, and their settlement system will adequately account for the change from interval to non-interval usage.
· The original protocol stated ‘Once an IDR always an IDR’. Will a transaction be rejected that changes profile ID from an ‘IDR’ to a “NIDR’ meter type? 
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  Action Item: ERCOT will investigate what occurs when an 814_20 transaction that changes the meter type component of the profile ID from IDR to NIDR.  Is the transaction accepted and passed through or is it rejected? 
4) Proposed Process
Below are comments and concerns voiced by meeting attendees during the discussion of the AEP proposed process.  Edits/modifications made to the proposed process have been captured on a copy of the AEP document.

1.  Roger Stewart felt that it was important that the customer be made aware as to why a request for IDR removal was rejected. In addition, he suggested that all relevant information that was used in making that determination be provided to the customer should he decide to make appeal with the PUC.  Terry Bates (TXU Electric Delivery) asked what is meant by the phrase “TDSP validates that protocols are met”.  Specifically, he had concerns that the TDSP would not be able to validate ‘move-ins’.  Roger Stewart was against not removing if all data could not be validated.  He did not want the customer to be stuck with an IDR that they did not want.  The question arose: When can a customer be denied?  

· Only when all data can be confirmed will the request be denied.  When all data is not available the TDSP and the CR will work together to clarify.

· Data differences issues between the CR and the TDSP were also of concern.  Roger Stewart felt that this should also include ERCOT. Carl stated that as the TDSP has the final say on the usage data for their respective premises ERCOT does not have any additional information to add to this discussion and that if data in ERCOT is out of sync then the TDSP will have to submit transactions to ERCOT to get it in sync.  ERCOT would be willing to offer an opinion.  Brett Harper (First Choice Power) asked how would back dated move-ins be handled.

· Chester Hawkins (Reliant) brought up a scenario where a TDSP cannot access an IDR meter for a period of time and thus the data is then estimated.  When the data does become available it is then determined that the customer meets the criteria for removal.  Will back dated removals be allowed?  
· Roger Stewart felt that it was not necessary to add language to specifically address back dated move ins as the expectation is that it would be such a small number that those instances can be handled between the TDSP and the CR.

· 2nd Paragraph of step 1: AEP and TXU Electric Delivery prefer that if the customer contacts the TDSP and request removal of an IDR that the TDSP will refer the customer to the CR.  The idea is that it keeps the process simple if the request for removal goes through the CR first because the TDSP is not aware of any contracts related to the IDR metering that may exist between the CR and the customer.

2.  Roger Stewart brought privacy concerns related to virtual IDR removals.  Alan Graves (AEP) stated that this is practice that is currently in place with load research metering and that the theory that a customer may change his consumption patterns if he is aware that his usage patterns are being studied.
Questions:
2. What is the method of communication (email, spreadsheet, 650_01 transaction, telephone call) for both initial request and response when completed?
· Kathy Scott did not want to allow phone calls. She desired that a paper trail existed to document the request.

6. Do CRs have any concerns about customer requested removals directly from TDSPs, particularly for customers with whom they have a special contract in place requiring an IDR meter?  
· Does not need to be answered because the CR will be initiating the request for removal and therefore will not begin the process if there are contract issues.

8. Should the removal always occur on cycle and never off-cycle because the switch is going from IDR to non-IDR? What are the issues, if any, for both on and off-cycle meter exchanges for ERCOT and Market Participants?
· Transactions shall occur on a cycle read date? Is this required?

11. Both items 9 and 10 above are further complicated when a CR gains a customer … the gaining CR will not know the customer’s history (date moved-in or any dates associated with requesting IDR installation or removals) and probably will not know whether customer requests for IDR installation or removal are in compliance with protocols. 
· Questions arose about when a ‘gaining’ CR requests removal but conflicts arise when determining if an IDR was recently installed or is a new customer.  How will the CR know that the IDR was recently installed and thus is not eligible for removal?  Terry Bates asked who should be billed for the removal.  TDSPs do not retain customer information but may have a ‘move-in’ transaction.   
15.  Will CRs be required to pay for optional IDR removals? If the customer requests removal directly from a TDSP, how will the billing occur? Will the CR be required to pay the removal even if they were not involved in the request?
· John Taylor felt that the process should be adjusted because he did not want to approve language that obligated his CR to incur costs.  Kathy Scott stated there may be charges associated with an IDR removal due to overtime charges or charges for removing during a weekend or holiday. Brett Harper said that a matrix of charges would be helpful so that the customer can be informed of charges that may be incurred if any.  Kathy Scott (CNP) will email a copy of applicable tariff charges for CNP.  Pamela Coleman (TNMP) could not confirm that there were charges for removing a meter for TNMP.  Alan Graves (AEP) said that AEP had no charges for removing an IDR.

Closing Remarks

The IDR Removal Process is an agenda item for the PWG meeting on Wednesday Mar. 23, 2005.

Carl asked that for those who have conferenced in to the IDR Removal Process meeting and would like a copy of the minutes and edited document to send him an email requesting them.

Meeting adjourned at 3:25 pm.
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