PWG: Meeting Notes - DRAFT
Wednesday, March 26, 2008
Attendees:
Rob Bevill, Green Mountain

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy
Blake Gross, AEP

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

Darrell Klimitchek, STEC
Bob Laningham, Oncor

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Kyle Miller, CenterPoint Energy

Joseph Nutter, Reliant

Calvin Opheim, ERCOT

Diana Ott, ERCOT

Ernie Podraza, Direct Energy 

Carl Raish, ERCOT

Chris Rowley, TXU Energy

Giriraj Sharma, ERCOT
Jennifer Troutman, Direct Energy

Phone:
Steven Bargas, Tenaska

Kelly Gilbert, TNMP

Lee Starr, BTU

Lloyd Young, AEP
Approval of March 4 PWG Meeting Notes
The PWG meeting notes for March 4 were approved without any modifications.

Review of COPS Meeting
Brad gave a report on PWG-related issues discussed at the March 11 COPS meeting.  He said there was a debate on the definition of small renewables.  Brad said something else that came out of the meeting was that the PWG was not to do any work on Demand Response.

Calvin had given COPS a preview of the big kahuna UFE report; however, after some discussion it was determined that the preview may have actually been for a mini kahuna report.

Update on PRR 756

Brad said that PRR 756 (DRG modifications) was reviewed at PRS.  Reliant had submitted comments on this PRR.  The biggest part of Reliant’s comments was that the ‘kWh gen’ of DRG ESI IDs with IDRs should be settled with their 15-minute data.

PRR 756 was granted Urgent status.  This PRR will be back at PRS for impact analysis.

Bob Laningham wanted clarification that TDSPs would only be submitting one generation value non-IDR DRG ESI IDs—even for those under TOU.  Ernie and the group agreed that this is the case

LPGRR Draft Language

The group discussed the definition of DRG that is in the Section 2 part of PRR 756.  To avoid redundancy the group deleted the DRG definition in the LPGRR, and instead came up with a definition for renewable energy technology (RET), which simply references PURA §39.904.   
After discussing Reliant’s PRR comments for Section 11.4.4.2(2), the group concluded that there needs to be a mechanism to identify in settlement IDR ESI IDs that may have 15-minute kWh gen values.  Two new profile types were devised:  BUSIDRRG (for BUSIDR renewable generation) and RESIDRRG (for RESIDR renewable generation).

Blake voiced his concern that altogether we would be adding a large number of new profiles (thought to be 144, but later determined to be 128).

Ernie stated that Blake had brought this issue up at RMS and got little response. 

The discussion turned to how to cut back on the total number of new profile type and weather zone combinations.  Brad threw out the idea of one profile for RES and one for BUS.

Blake stated that TDUs will be ready to handle 144 new profiles, but he wanted to be sure that the market was aware of the potential magnitude of the issue.

Ernie went to the white board and wrote down what he saw as possibilities for the number of new profiles.

1)
128 new profile type and weather zone combinations

2)
Drop new combinations for non-PV (but still settle their kWh gen), leaving 72 new
3)
1 RES and 1 BUS (actually 48 new--RESPV, RESWD, RESIDRRG, BUSPV, BUSWD, and BUSIDRRG for eight weather zones)
4)
1 solar

5)
 Implement only for the 30 (estimated) known active DRG profile type & WZ combos
To help show where the numbers of new profile type and weather zone (8) combinations are coming from, Adrian drew a simpler version of the following table on the board.
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1 RESHIWR 8 8

16

2 RESLOWR 8 8

16

3 BUSLOLF 8 8

16

4 BUSMEDLF 8 8

16

5 BUSHILF 8 8

16

6 BUSNODEM 8 8

16

7 BUSOGFLT 8 8

16

8 BUSIDRRG 8 0

8

9 RESIDRRG 8 0

8

72 56 128

Other DRG


Ernie took a straw poll before lunch on the present representatives’ preference on the five options.  Ernie took another straw poll after lunch and the results were as follows.
Direct Energy, CNP, Oncor, and TNMP preferred option 1 in this straw poll.

TXU, Green Mountain, Cirro, and STEC preferred option 2.

AEP said it would simply support whichever option was selected.  CenterPoint and Oncor stated this as well.

It was stated that only settling the kWh gen was required by 01/01/09.
The group talked about the issue of validating kWh gen values.

Related to validating kWh gen values, Ron went through his presentation on “Choosing a Max kWh for PV ESI IDs”.  The issue presented was that due to the scaling of usage in the settlement process, it is possible that a PV load profile would be scaled such that the PV adjustment to the shape exceeds 50 kW—which falls outside the magnitude targeted by load profiles.  Ron found that under the current scenario, it is not possible to select a kWh load level that could be used throughout the year to identify adjustments ≥ 50 kW that would not also erroneously exclude some apparently legitimate load levels.  

Carl mentioned that if only one BUS load profile shape were to be used as a base (as in option 3), then it should be BUSHILF—otherwise there would be disincentive for any other BUS profile types to be settled on this profile.  It was also pointed out that this would give ‘undue’ credit to those that weren’t already on BUSHILF.
No one disagreed with the statement that ‘generally, the lower the number of profiles used, the further away from reality ESI IDs will be settled’.

Carl suggested going forward with 128 new profile type and weather zone combinations, and that if there’s enough of an uproar we could submit a revised Profile Decision Tree. 

Profile Decision Tree Review
In reviewing the Profile Decision Tree draft, Kyle said that CenterPoint does not have the inverter information required in the current draft document.  Wording was changed to address the potential lack of inverter information.  
There was much discussion about which entities should be involved in requesting DRG profile type assignment and submitting related information to ERCOT.

The end result was that an interconnection agreement would trigger the TDSP to forward the required information as shown below, which would result in a Profile ID change if warranted.
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An 814_20 transaction would then go to ERCOT and the CR, letting them know that a Profile ID change has taken place.
Next Steps: 

At this point the thought is to file the LPGRR using option 1 above, but show options 2 and 3 in the presentation to COPS.  The PWG would be asking COPS to vote for option 1, but to let them know that options 2 and 3 are possibilities.  

ACTION ITEM:  ERCOT to produce model spreadsheets for RESIDRRG and BUSIDRRG and forward to Ernie for inclusion in the presentation packet to COPS.

ACTION ITEM:  Ernie to put together presentation packet for COPS.
Next Meeting: 

The next PWG meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 23.
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