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June 13, 2005 Profile ID Assignment Responsibility Workshop
Conference Call Minutes

Attendees:
Ernie Podraza - epodraza@reliant.com

Lloyd Young - lryoung@aep.com

Steve Bordelon - sbordelon@tnpe.com

John Taylor - jtayl13@entergy.com

Terry Bates - terry.bates@oncorgroup.com

John West - TXU ELECTRIC DELIVERY (TDSP)

Theresa DeBose - theresa.debose@centerpointenergy.com

Zachary Collard - Zachary.Collard@centerpointenergy.com

Carl Raish – craish@ercot.com

David Gonzales – dgonzales@ercot.com

Bill Boswell – bboswell@ercot.com

Ron Hernandez – rhernandez@ercot.com

Diana Ott – dott@ercot.com

Theresa Werkheiser – twerkheiser@ercot.com

1) Antitrust Admonition (Chair).
2) Education session on current process (ERCOT).
3) Presentation of Proposal for ERCOT to assume 100% of responsibility (Zachary).
4) Discussion of market value (Ernie).

5) Review known issues with the proposal (Chair).

6) Market participant’s feedback/Questions/additional issues (Chair).

7) Discuss draft TDSP Profile ID Assignment Cost Impact Questionnaire Form (Chair).  
8) Review action items before adjourning (Chair).
9) Confirm future meeting or conference schedule (Chair).
“Page by Page” review of PowerPoint presentation for comments
Slide 1 - Title Page – No Comments

Slide 2 – Reason for the Workshop – We want to craft up front what we are trying to do so people know why they are there.  Carl indicated that we should say that this is the beginning of the process rather than the final step.  Add additional bullet that says: “Expectation to have one future workshop and several action items before a decision on this idea.”  There was discussion on adding a bullet with this verbiage.

Slide 3 - Current AV Profile Type Assignment Process – ERCOT will be presenting this slide. No other comments on slide 3.

Slide 4 - Additional Steps to Current AV Profile Type Assignment Process – ERCOT will be presenting this slide. 

Slide 5- Additional Annual Validations Currently Performed - ERCOT will be explaining this slide.  Lloyd stated that these are additional validations that will take place outside the Normal recalculation process.  Terry Bates said that he didn’t see this information covered in the proposal.

Slide 6 – Draft Flowchart of Proposed Annual Validation profile Type Assignment - ERCOT will be presenting this slide.
Slide 7 – Draft of Additional Periodic Validations Performed - This is speaking to Terry’s question.  Ernie recommended that we put “proposed additional periodic validation” on the title.  Per Carl, the additional validations change somewhat from where they are now.  We would be looking at the rate class.  Does the usage make sense?  Terry indicated that the TDSP could send the meter type and ERCOT could figure that out.  Carl indicated that later on we would see a couple of options.  The fourth bullet on Slide 8 is an additional field.  Per Slide 7, the usage has to make sense in conjunction to the rate class.  Per John Taylor, rate class could be misleading.  Lloyd commented that it would be helpful if you had a BUS you could see if it was incorrectly assigned to a profile.  Terry said that we are leaning towards just using rate class which is detrimental to the TDSP.  The question for today is “is the issue captured in the presentation”.  Per Ernie, we are not trying to lean one way.  Ernie asked if we have Terry’s issue addressed in this presentation.  Carl said we are starting to lay out the flow chart.  John said we need to put something on Slide 7 about Meter Type.  The key part of relying on just on rate class is going from no demand to low demand.  If we change the no demand rule then you won’t need the meter type per Diana.  John asked what about “no demand”.  Ernie asked if Slide 8 goes with Slide 7.  Carl said that Slide 8 addresses things that occur on an ongoing basis.  Let’s get away from calling them annual if we are doing them more frequently.  Slide 8 addresses that some things change more frequently and can’t wait for annual validation.  When the TDSP discovers an error the TDSP needs to make a change back to where the error occurred.  Would it help if slide 27 contained a bullet that stated “Can rate class be used without meter type?”  Terry said that he needs to keep up with “profile type” in combination with the meter type in order to determine whether they are supposed to send demands to ERCOT.  Per Carl, with our recommended solution, if TDSPs have a demand meter, they should send in the demands regardless of whether the demands are needed either for TDSP or CR billing.  Terry said there is a potential customer that could have a demand meter.  Carl indicated that Terry’s concern is captured several ways in the presentation.  Ernie suggested we go back to slide 7.  Suppose we change the title to “Initial Proposal” as opposed to making everyone feel like this is the one we are leaning towards per Ernie.  Ernie asked if Slides 6, 7 and 8 should include the word “Initial”.  Carl and Terry said that they are okay with this.
Slide 9 – Five Components of Profile ID - Education

Slide 10 – Five Components of Profile ID (cont.) - Education

Slide 11 – The Key to this Solution - ERCOT will be presenting this slide. 

Ernie asked if you can do this from the rate class.  How would this affect everyone’s systems?  No comment from group.   
Slide 12 – Proposed Profile ID Component Assignment & Update - We are getting into more detail about the proposal.  
Slide 13 – Proposed Profile ID Component Assignment & Update (cont.) - More in depth per Ernie.  ERCOT will be presenting this slide.
Slide 14 – A Brief History - This is not a new issue but we are elevating discussion.  Zachary is presenting slide 14.
Slide 15 – History of Annual Validation - Zachary presents slide 15.

Slide 16 – Goals / Assumption for Responsibility Change - Zachary presents slide 16.

Slide 17 – Benefits of Responsibility Change - Zachary presents slide 17.    

Slide 18 – Benefits of Responsibility Change (cont.) - Zachary presents slide 18.

Slide 19 – Impacts of Change in profile Id Assignment Process - Zachary presents slide 19.
Slide 20 – Impacts of Change in Profile ID Assignment Process (cont.) - Zachary presents slide 20.

Slide 21 – Market Considerations - Zachary presents slide 21.

Slide 22 – Market Considerations (cont.) - Ernie will explain slide 22 and the spreadsheet that goes along with this slide.

Slide 23 – Options to be Considered - Zachary presents slide 23.

Slide 24 – TDSP Rate Class Alone Vs. TDSP Rate Class and 814_20 meter Loop Detail - Zachary presents slide 24.

Slide 25 – Next Steps - Zachary presents slide 25.
Slide 26 – Example of TDSP Rate Class to Profile Type Matrix - Zachary presents slide 26.

Slide 27 – Issues for PWG Workshop to consider - Ernie presents and discusses slide 27 to make sure we capture everyone’s issues.  John said that bullet #3 should say NODEM.  Carl disagreed.  Ernie asked if we would need load research to build profiles accordingly.  Carl’s intention was to have a BUS LODEM per Ernie.  There was discussion on LODEM VS. NODEM.  We need to talk about what new profiles we need to develop such as metered lighting, very high load profile etc. per Ernie.  The idea is to capture the issue.  Line item 3 should say possible new profile “BUSNODEM”.  Until we get load research analyzed, we need to work with the nine we have.  Carl asked what data elements we need to assign a load profile type.  Ernie said that it would be helpful for TDSPs to come to the workshop to discuss how the rate class for the customer would affect profile type assignment.  Lloyd asked if a fourth item could be added “assign NODEM” for meters that have less than 10 kW.  Carl suggested a fourth bullet “Assign all ESIIDs with Demand meters to a load factor profile type”.  I want to make sure people understand what we are presenting before we start having discussion on design per Zachary.  We should not discuss solution until slide 11 and not in slide 6, 7 and 8.  Terry asked how long will the presentation take.  We need to make sure we get to slide 27.  Copy slides 6, 7 and 8 and put them after slide 27 per Ernie.  Zachary said that this may work but we need to go through all of the ERCOT slides.  We need to collect issues as we go through slides, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.  There was group discussion about placement of slides.  After slide 10 education is over it is time to go through the proposal.  We need to discuss history.  We need to discuss goals and assumptions and then go into proposal.  Per Terry we need to move 6, 7, 8 and 11 and put them after the current Slide 24.  Carl said that he thinks that 12 and 13 need to move also.  Terry said that maybe move these slides after slide 25 instead of 24.  Per Ernie, take 6, 7, 8, 11, 12 and 13 and place them after the current slide 24.  No one was opposed to this suggestion.  We now will have new numbering on the presentation.  Add bullet on page 27 “Treatment of TOU”.  Ernie asked if David Gonzales could bring an Easel for documentation of ideas and questions that folks have.  We could document ideas and questions and come back to them at completion of the presentation.  Carl stated that our Goal was to have ERCOT Cost estimates as well.  Our goal is to have cost information at a high level for discussion.  Lloyd was asking if it was okay to forward the information from Carl’s email.  Carl indicated that it was fine to forward his email.  Zachary asked at what point we do a cost benefit analysis.  Zachary indicated that people keep asking if this is going to pay for itself.  Zachary indicated that we need to talk to TEXAS SET on the rate codes.  Ernie said we need to add a bullet to slide 27 that states, “Does anything in this proposal affect CR cost”.

Ernie asked if there were any additional items to be discussed.  No comments were made.  Carl asked if we are going to see an additional version of the presentation prior to June 23rd.  Carl asked Zachary to send revisions of the presentation to the meeting attendees.
Meeting was adjourned.                                        
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