COMPETITIVE METERING WORKING GROUP DISCUSSION

Updated May 25, 2006


Commission Staff has requested some informal feedback from the market pertaining to project #31418 – Advanced Metering.  
General Discussion:  

Listed below is a general structure for data exchange for the commission staff. The group believes the details should be left to an ERCOT working group or task force.  
1. Provide input/recommendations on the file structure and data exchange format for metering information available from advanced metering networks.   
The group reached consensus on using a “web based “automated file transfer with a uniform data exchange format across TDSP’s.  The data exchange format is intended to provide the capability for addressing data exchange for the CR, a third party and the individual customer. Current rules assign ownership of the data to the customer and these data exchanges must adhere to current Market and PUCT rules. Examples of some formats are below.
a. Scope is limited to the file structure and data exchange format for information exchange outside of the current market transactions required to support ERCOT settlements. 
i. Types of data transfer 
1. Text files
2. CSV files

3. XML document format

4. EDI

5. Current ERCOT API technology in standard XML format 

a. Group supports this for a minimum, but is not saying that other methods can not be used
ii. Multi-speak initiative – This is an example of an industry initiative to reach standards for file transfer and data structure. 
1. uses xml document format

2. web services for data transfer

3. Customer access through internet to collected data 

b. Options to provide feedback on: 

i. Assume the REP has access to the meter, similar to large customers where the REP currently has read access for IDR data. 

Clarification from Staff: Looking for speed that the REP gets access to data.  This does not require that the REP has direct access to the meter.

Discussions: 
Speed that the REP gets access to data will be covered in the frequency of data collection section.  

Options for timing of connect/disconnects.  Not all points will have the capability installed for remote disconnects by the TDSP.  Sites selected for installation of this technology would be based on cost effectiveness based on the TDSP analysis. The REP should have the option to request installation of this equipment for specific locations at the incremental cost associated with the equipment and the installation.

REP would continue to make connect/disconnect requests through the TDSP.  The TDSP retains the responsibility to perform connect and disconnect.
REP would like the ability to utilize the network to capacity: (need cost versus capabilities dialogue)
· Ability to get interval data (not specifying what the interval is)

· Ability to get data more frequently than monthly
· Know when and where advanced metering is deployed.
· Need ability to access most recent data in the TDSP system that has been collected from the meter.

· REP needs flexibility to set the frequency of data collection and granularity of data. 
Access to network/data should be uniform across the TDSP’s 

ii. Assume that the TDSP is responsible for collecting this information from the network and the data will be made available to the market after it has been collected. 
1. See discussion for question 1 above

iii. Other? 
1. Aggregators or other service providers the customer authorizes should have access to the data.
2. Provide input/recommendations on the market expectations for the frequency of data collection from advanced metering networks. (hourly, daily, weekly, monthly) 
Discussion: 
This group has consensus that, at a minimum, a daily read frequency be established and supported by the “TDSP” and requests above this frequency, if feasible, would be at a charge to the requestor.
This group has consensus that, at a minimum, the TDSP will make the data available the day after the read and requests above this frequency, if feasible, would be at a charge to the requestor.  
a. Desire was expressed for on demand / real time access to the meter

b. Recognition that there are costs associated with more frequent data collection 
c. Minimum daily reads are consistent with the suggested requirements in EPACT section 103 for federal buildings. 
3. Provide input/recommendations on the market expectations for data granularity from advanced metering networks. (15 minute, , hourly, daily, weekly, monthly) 
General Discussion:

The group has consensus that, at a minimum, for residential customers the data granularity required is daily consumption data with the functionality to go to hourly data to support TOU offerings.  
The group has consensus that, at a minimum, for C&I customers the data granularity required is daily consumption data with the functionality to go to hourly data to support TOU offerings and  fifteen minute data to support the IDR threshold in the ERCOT Market.   

a. Information for REP billing 
i. Current market 

1. Support of TOU rates (functionality)

a. TOU buckets in the meter 
i. some advanced metering networks do this in the network but not in the meter
2. Current ERCOT settlement interval

ii. Future offerings (be specific in general terms) 

1. Real time pricing 
a. Critical peak pricing with dynamic TOU

2. Generator settlement intervals

3. Flexibility to change data granularity 

a. from monthly data to settlement interval required for that customer 

b. One REP would like to have the capability of fifteen minute data available for all meter points.
c. Recognition that there are costs associated with data storage.  These costs will vary based on the data granularity and retention period for the data.  

b. Information for ERCOT Settlements 
i. Current market 

1. Support of TOU rates (functionality)

ii. Future market enhancements (be specific) 

1. Weekly data submittals for settlements – requires Protocol changes
2. Flexibility to change data granularity (maybe just for some customer level but not necessarily all customers)

a. from monthly data to settlement interval required for that customer 

3. Real time pricing 

a. Critical peak pricing with dynamic TOU

4. Capability to change settlement intervals due to changes in ERCOT Protocols.

4. Provide input/recommendations on the market expectations for the minimum functionality expected from advanced metering networks. 
Discussion:  Still under construction
a. Basic advanced functionality for all metering points on an advanced metering network
i. Remote reads for billing metrics with the ability for reads more often that once a month – see question #2 above 
ii. Outage detection (improved customer service)
iii. Tamper alarms

iv. Security

b. Optional functionality of an advanced metering network based on request  for all metering points on an advanced metering network
i. Power Quality

ii. Remote connect and disconnect

iii. Prepaid metering 

iv. Flexible data granularity - see question # 3 above

c. Brainstorming on other potential functionality of an advanced metering network.  
i. The overriding debate around these topics is whether or not the advanced metering network will be utilized by the REP to communicate to the customer and/or control loads on the Customers premise.) 
1. The ability to provide price signals to some display for the customer 
2. The ability to provide other load control functions. 

ii. Distribution automation

d. Basic System requirements (do we need to designate this?) (ANSI C12.22 may address this issue)
i. Meter to ESI ID identification upon read

ii. Security 

e. Should minimum functionality be based upon the customer class? Other?
f. Will all geographic areas require the same functionality to support REP offerings?
g. Will the choice of granularity impact data submittals required by Protocols?
h. Desire was expressed for on demand / real time access to the meter
i. Concern was raised that “most” systems currently utilize proprietary software to read meters
ii. Option of requesting an on demand read from the meter through the TDSP.
iii. Are there other software options to access on demand reads through some web based system into the proprietary systems?  These options are available for some systems. 
iv. Cost of real time access solutions?  Unsure of cost for these systems.
v. Availability of technical solutions for real time access? Not sure what this question is asking.  If this was your question please provide clarification on what is being asked.
5. Other / Parking Lot
a. If different technology solutions are deployed in different geographic areas, will there be a mechanism where a REP can query the TDSP system to determine what technology was deployed for a customer / geographical region?
b. Ability to change the read cycle for a service delivery point.
c. Will End users need access to data without the use of special software?  What would the authorization process be?

d. Discussion on time synchronization for different networks and the associated time tolerance for IDR data.

e. Concern on data storage requirements to the TDSP for more granular collection of data for settlements and possibly for estimation of missing data 

f. Need to define daily consumption based on market needs and technology limitations.  Is this a 24 hour period or midnight to midnight?
g. ANSI C12.1 defines how a meter calculates revenue data.  Is this an issue for using advanced metering networks to timestamp data for TOU rates?

h.  PURA Section 39.107 Restructuring of Electric Industry subchapter C Retail Competition (metering and billing services) needs to be considered in conjunction with EPACT 2005 section 1252.
i. Direct access by third parties to the meter for advanced metering networks could be prohibitively expensive.
i. Direct access to a meter may eliminate some systems.
ii. Concerns about liability introduced for a third party to have “direct” access to networks.
iii. Where do customer protection rules come into play if third parties have “direct” access to meters/networks?

j. TDSP should be responsible for meters and networks. REP’s are looking for timely data at an affordable price.

k. The REP is looking for access at the system level where the REP can communicate across the network with messages to the end use customer or retrieve information from the meter.  This does not necessarily require two way communications with the meter. Is the advanced metering network the medium for this communication?  
l. In the event a read is not available for that day, there needs to be an indicator that the read is not available for that account?

m. Will data estimation be performed for missing reads?

n. What data validation will occur to posted reads? 

o. Will all geographic areas require advanced metering functionality?
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