PWG: Meeting Notes

Wednesday, May 27, 2009
Attendees:
Bill Boswell, ERCOT
Sonja Mingo, ERCOT

Calvin Opheim, ERCOT 

Ed Echols, ONCOR

Bob Laningham, ONCOR
Steven Bargas,  Tenaska

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT
Jim Lee, Direct Energy

Carl Raish, ERCOT

Ernie Podraza, Direct Energy 

Kyle Miller, CenterPoint Energy

Phone:
Lloyd Young, AEP
Kalyani Sahoo, Reliant Energy

Justin Gass, First Choice

Kelly Gilbert, TNMP

Darryl Nelson, ONCOR

Eric Goff, Reliant Energy

MEETING OPEN

Ernie welcomed everyone to the PWG conference call and then read the antitrust admonition.

Agenda item 2. COPS Mtg. and PWG agenda review 

Ernie stated that Annual Validation updates were approved by COPS and then forwarded to TAC.  Ernie then briefly reviewed the agenda for today’s meeting.  
Agenda Item 3. Approval of April 22 Conference Call Meeting notes 
One minor edit is needed for the April 22 conference call meeting notes. ERCOT will need to change Bob Laningham to Oncor. 
Agenda Item 4. Draft NPRR version of PRR 790 (Load Profile ID Annual Validation Change Request)
Ernie will submit this PRR on the behalf of the PWG to COPs.  Ernie has reviewed the language but will send the NPRR to the exploder and wait 1 week for comments.  If he does not receive any comments he will submit the NPRR to COPs otherwise he will put the discussion of the NPRR and the comments on the agenda for the next meeting.
Agenda Item 5. Load Research Project Update and Timeline
Bill Boswell provided the LRS update and the update reflects the status as of 2 weeks ago.   There are no schedule changes from previous presentations.  CNP will bypass Load Research Sample points when installing AMR meters.  Oncor process will be transparent when switching to AMRs. AEP plan has been filed and a decision has not yet been made on how Load Research meters will be handled.  TNMP has not yet filed a plan.
Agenda Item 6. Annual Validation Updates
Load Profile changes will be sent to the TDSPs by June 30th and will be made available to CRs.  COPs added a goal for the PWG to review the language for Annual Validation for advanced meters. BUSIDRRQ if switched to  AMS may need profile type changes to allow data path change 867-03 to interim solution.  AMS meters will be read more frequently than IDRs.  This results in a less accurate initial settlement for the larger BUSIDRRQ customers than for smaller AMS customers.  It was suggested that it might make sense to discontinue Annual Validation; however, may be value to smaller CRs if profiles stay up to date for their forecasting and pricing needs.  
For the interim solution ONCOR is committed to providing the data the following day. 

Agenda Item 7. Economic Analysis Report to the Board
The methodology for this analysis was similar to the settlement type analysis that had been presented in the past.  The data in the analysis covered Jan 1. 2007 – December 31, 2008.  Something to keep in mind is that our profile models do not incorporate any kind of economic inputs
Agenda item 8 Discussion IDR Threshold (Goal 7)
Bill Boswell presented on the IDR Threshold analysis.  This presentation only includes kWh.  The dollars portion of this presentation was removed because there was in issue with the results and thus that portion of the analysis will have to be redone. There were only 3 domains in the analysis due to the limited number of LRS sample point data available for the analysis.  The area under the curves is the same across an entire calendar month for both the LRS kWh Means and the Profile kWh Means curves.    
FOR ERCOT: Change “daily” to “Monthly” on scaling factor calculation in the presentation.
a. Previous two outstanding recommendations for study 

b. IDR vs. Advance Meter Types – does it matter
Discussion: Should the IDR threshold be moved?  Going up has some advantages but lowering the threshold may not.  There are LRS IDR meters currently installed at some of the premises.  But there would still need to be a significant number of premises that will need IDR meters.  (39.107a references the statutory requirement for ERCOT required IDR meter) Due to the AMS project that is underway there may not be a great deal of benefit to lowering the threshold.  Carl added that the benefit is the ability to get the IDR meters installed sooner than the AMS meters.  So, the benefit is in the settlement on interval data for the period of time between the installation if the IDR meter and when the AMS meter would be installed.

Does statutes @PUCT affect issue.

POLL: what do market participants prefer?

CNP –same

Oncor same

Direct energy –abstain
AEP –same

Reliant –same

ERCOT staff doesn’t need to perform any of the dollar analysis.  Make minor edits to the presentation.  Agree that the per the comments that there is no consensus to move the threshold either up or down.  Therefore, we should just leave it alone.  That the TOU analysis is not necessary because of the introduction of AMS meters. 
Agenda item 9 Discuss UFE Allocation Factors changes due to AMS 

Ernie referenced Protocol section 11.4.6.2 Allocation of UFE for this discussion.  He said that his concern is that currently profiled premises currently receive a large portion of the allocation of UFE and with the implementation of AMS that he would anticipate that these allocation factors.  A concern is that a smaller portion of the population is going to remain on non-idr profiles and thus have a larger portion of UFE allocated to them.  Ed stated that it is true that they will receive a larger proportion of UFE but that it is expected that the magnitude of the UFE will be much smaller.  On an individual ESIID level the profiles are not very accurate but on an aggregate level the profiles are very accurate.  Ernie brought up that the there are problems with the approach for market wide allocation of UFE especially when occurs in on particular area and then is spread across the entire market.  It was expressed that maybe there should be consideration given to updating the distribution loss factors.  Eric feels that it is not appropriate for a known measurement to pay the same as an unknown measurement.  He is referring to individual premises level ESIIDs.  The general sentiment of the group was that it would be a good idea to update the distribution loss factor studies.
Agenda Item 11 Review action items and open/closed items list
Updates were made to the actions items list.  

Agenda Item 10 Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants

Agenda Item 12 Confirm Meeting on June 24 room 168 and Adjourn. 

Ernie will coordinate with Carl to determine if there are enough agenda items to warrant a face to face meeting in June 24.  
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