PWG Meeting Notes - DRAFT
Wednesday, October 28, 2009
Attendees

Richard Beasley, CenterPoint Energy

Bill Boswell, ERCOT

Ed Echols, Oncor

Jim Lee, Direct Energy

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Sonja Mingo, ERCOT

Calvin Opheim, ERCOT

Ernie Podraza, Direct Energy 

Chris Rowley, TXU Energy
Phone
Kathy Scott, CenterPoint Energy
Lloyd Young, AEP
Agenda Item 1:  Meeting Open
Ernie Podraza welcomed everyone and read the ERCOT antitrust admonition and the disclaimer that materials submitted to ERCOT staff for this meeting will be considered public information.  
Agenda Item 2:  COPS Meeting Update

Ernie stated that LPGRR035 (Addition of TOU Schedules…) was reviewed by COPS, which recommended approval and moved it along to TAC.  At COPS, Ernie had brought up that the PWG was discussing whether annual validation of the profile segment should be continued.  Some COPS members expressed interest in continuing with annual validation, while others did not.

Agenda Item 3:  Approval of September 23 Meeting Notes
The draft notes from the September 23 PWG meeting were approved subsequent to the correction of one attendant’s name.  

In looking over the action items from the Sep. 23 meeting notes, the group discussed the issue of possible language changes related to CenterPoint billing based on kVA.  

Action Item:  Chris Rowley will champion changes to Protocols Sections 18.6.1 and 18.6.7 (related to kVA) at the next RMWG meeting.   

Action Item:  ERCOT to do preliminary work taking the RMWG’s draft language changes and making sure that LPG language is consistent using ‘IDR Meter’ instead of ‘Interval Data Recorder’.   

Regarding the previous meeting’s action item for people to send Ernie their ideas for improvement to the Distribution Loss Factors in relation to UFE, Ernie incorporated those suggestions into the presentation to COPS.

Ernie also mentioned that a couple of errors were found in the definitions tab of the Profile Decision Tree (for NODWD and OGFWD).  In discussing potential methods to remedy this, it was decided to try to roll these changes into the (eventual) LPGRR that will address the inclusion of ‘distributed generation’ into the rules that currently only address ‘distributed renewable generation’.

Action Item:  ERCOT to work on getting definition changes into the LPGRR that addresses Distributed Generation changes.   

Agenda Item 4:  Draft Language for Annual Validation Suspension
Ed Echols discussed the draft PRR he wrote up (posted to the PWG webpage for this meeting).  The proposed change to Protocols Section 18.4.2, Load Profile ID Assignment is the addition of “Annual Validation of the Profile Id is not required in a TDSP footprint that has an approved advanced meter deployment plan beginning with the year 40% of the ESIIDs will be converted to advanced meters.”  A fair amount of discussion followed. 
Ernie pointed out that Annual Validation (AV) still affects UFE levels.  

Calvin Opheim suggested that approximately 3% of Residential Profile Segment assignment change each year due to AV, and the number for Business nears 6%.  

There was discussion regarding what level of AMS saturation would be required to suspend AV, but there was no consensus.  
One suggestion was to only run an ESI ID through AV if the meter data type is ‘NIDR’.  
Ed said that it pretty much does not save Oncor resources by cutting only some of the AV duties.  Ed stated that resources that would work on AV could be freed up for other tasks.  
Ernie mentioned that there needs to be wording on what specifically would be suspended.  There may also be a need to differentiate BUS and RES in the document.
Action Item:  Ed will work some more on the draft PRR.
Action Item:  REPs to touch base with their shops to determine the level of AMS saturation at which they would be comfortable with suspending (ending) Annual Validation of the Load Profile ID.

Agenda Item 5a:  AMS Implementation – RMWG on IDR to AMS
Calvin said that the RMWG is still working on the language regarding ‘IDR and AMS’ issues.  Calvin said the RMWG has utilized wording provided to them by the PWG.

Agenda Item 5b:  AMS Implementation – MARS Update
Kathy Scott said that for Project 80027 Advanced Metering -- Interim Settlement Solution, the Market has chose option 1, which is a phased-in approach.  The new go-live date for this project is November 21, 2009. 

Kathy then talked about the proposed revision to Protocols Section 18.6.7(1)(b).  Kathy was uncomfortable with the wording “In an area where AMS is operational…” because the word ‘area’ was not defined.  Kathy said the proposed replacement wording is “Where an Advanced Meter can be provisioned by the TDSP, an IDR meter may be replaced with an Advanced Meter at the discretion of the TDSP.”  The PWG did not object to the proposed wording change.

Agenda Item 5c:  AMS Implementation – TOU Process Steps
Ed said that when the interim settlement solution for AMS is implemented, for all affected ESI IDs Oncor will change the Profile IDs to have ‘IDR’ as the Meter Data Type Code and ‘NOTOU’ for the TOU Schedule code.  Ed said that the REPs would then need to tell Oncor if they want the Meter Data Type code changed back to ‘NIDR’ and the TOU Schedule code changed back to ‘TOU13’, so that the ‘TOU bucket’ values will still be forward to the REP through ERCOT.

Chris Rowley asked if the REPs could notify Oncor of this need ahead of time.  Ed said that this would be a manual process for Oncor, and….Oncor will communicate with the REPs on this issue.   
Agenda Item 6:  Discuss November and December Meeting Dates
The next two PWG get-togethers will be WebEx meetings, scheduled for Thursday, November 12 and Thursday, December 10.

Agenda Item 10:  UFE – What if no profile adjustments for Hurricane Ike?

The group looked at the Hurricane Ike presentation from the SEWG’s October 19, 2009 meeting webpage (http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/10/20091019-SEWG).  

To give some background, Calvin talked about how the magnitude of UFE grew extremely large for initial settlement for the time around when Hurricane Ike hit Texas (09/13/08).  ERCOT suggested taking quick action and proposed adjusting the load profiles to reduce UFE.  ERCOT reviewed its proposal with PUC Staff and the PWG.  The load profiles were adjusted downward for 09/13/08 through 09/28/08.  

Calvin talked a bit about each slide.  Slide 9 showed a graph of UFE for Initial and Final settlement for 08/01/08 through 11/09/08.  The initial settlement did not reflect the adjustments made to the profiles, while the final settlement did.  

Slide 11 showed UFE based on final settlement for what actually occurred, and what UFE for final settlement would have looked like if the load profiles were not adjusted.  Calvin pointed out that there was significantly less variation in the UFE for the adjusted load profiles versus the UFE that would have been if the profile were not adjusted.

Calvin mentioned that this analysis simply looked at UFE and how it was affected by the adjustments made to the load profiles.  Who lost or gained financially due to the adjustments to the profiles was not addressed in this study.     
The group spent a couple of minutes discussing Advanced Meters and proxy-day routines for missing data, and how there may be different issues than are faced today.   Would it be worthwhile to improve the proxy-day routines?
Agenda Item 10x:  Distribution Loss Factors in Relation to UFE

PWG Goal 17 – Review distribution loss factors in relation to UFE.  Ernie asked whether we can close this for now and revisit the issue down the road after AMS has been live for awhile.  No one objected so this issue will be considered closed.
Agenda Item 11:  Long Term Strategy Update

When the group reached this agenda item, they realized that it had pretty much already been discussed in other agenda items of the meeting.  However, Ed did mention that over time Oncor will have multiple releases of improvements for AMS.

Agenda Item 13:  Load Research Project Update and Timeline
Bill Boswell gave an update on the LRS project. 

Agenda Item 14:  2009 Annual Validation Updates
Residential validation has been completed and Business is scheduled to be completed prior to the implementation of the Interim Settlement Solution for Advanced Meters, so there should not be any conflict with the submission of Texas SET transactions to effect the necessary changes.
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