Profiling Working Group Meeting

July 10, 2002

Attendees:

Walt Fenoglio – TXU Energy Services

Terry Bates – ONCOR

Betty Day – ERCOT (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT (scribe)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (chair)

John Taylor – Entergy

Rochelle Brown – LCRA

Joe Kurchock – New Energy

Via Teleconference:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU 

Lloyd Young – AEP

Regina Jones – Dynegy

Theresa Debose-Reliant HLP

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto - PUCT

PWG Meeting Agenda: 

1) Updates and approval of July 3, 2002 meeting minutes. 

2) Report by Chair on the RMS meeting on Monday, July 8, 2002.

3) Review the status of Initial Validation of Profile ID sub team by Terry Bates. Sub-team will call in at 10 AM to have the sub-team meeting during the PWG. ERCOT will report on current validation analysis for submittal to RMS on 7/11/02.

4) Review the usage month for the Decision Tree changes.

5) Discuss of Annual Validation for 2002.

6) At 1:30 PM the IDR Default Workshop participants are invited to call in to the LPWG to discuss the IDR Default Workshop Follow-up and pending IDR data gap issue.

7) Report of the status of DLC implementation by Derek.

8) ERCOT update on new issues.

9) Any new issues from Market Participants.

10) Review the Load Profiling Working Group Issues Master List to the extent time allows. 

11) Confirm next meeting.

12) Plan the September meeting.

13) Review and assignments of action items before adjourning.  

Agenda Item #1

The minutes from 7-3-2002 were amended and approved by the group.

Kedra Baltrip, Lloyd Young, John Taylor, Rochelle Brown Betty Day had corrections that were made to the minutes and approved.

Diana Ott with ERCOT requested that in the future everyone that requests edits to the minutes e-mail them to the party that sends them out to expedite this process during the PWG meeting.  

Walt Fenoglio stated that RMS sends out any changes in a word document with the tracking of any suggestions of changes for approval at the next meeting.

Agenda Item #2

Ernie explained to PWG that RMS does not want PWG to wait for approval on issues that are covered in protocols and PWG has a consensus.  RMS instructed PWG to move forward with these types of issues.

Ernie explained that RMS was very interested in the results of the initial validation.  RMS is looking for a report card.  PWG will publish results of the initial validation on July 11, 2002.  Ernie explained that at RMS the discussion was raised if the zero error percent is too difficult to reach for initial validation and should this be relaxed.  RMS is requesting that PWG make a recommendation on what PWG feels about the error percentage. Ernie explained that RMS is looking toward the PWG to take care of as much work and processes  at the PWG level as possible.  

Approval for annual validation was presented to RMS.  Ken Riorden (LCRA) wanted to know why annual validation 2002 was at RMS, since it is covered in protocols.  RMS is getting bogged down with to many details instead of governance, RMS did not vote on annual validation.  Since the PWG  agreed on annual validation, PWG should move forward without RMS needing to vote.

Ernie reported RMS has requested the PWG take over the IDR default workshop and move it forward since Brenda Crockett is no longer involved.  

Ernie reported that he had a side conversation with Susan Neel about the meter change issue.  Susan stated that more push is coming from the TDSP and the CRs are not pushing as much.  There is a small subcommittee at RMS of  TDSPs that get together to determine if this is something that the TDSPs are willing to push forward.  The changes would require major changes in systems.  John Taylor stated that he feels that this is an issue that has been going on in the market forever and this should be handled at the TDSP level.  John Taylor stated that he feels like not everyone at RMS and Texas-Set truly understands the process.  Ernie asked if the PWG should take a proactive role in this issue or should this be handled and pushed forward from a Market Participant level.  Ernie felt like PWG should take a passive role.  Terry Bates pointed out that the difference between meterfailures and meter changes is that meter failures do not require a Profile ID change.  Ernie requested, and John Taylor agreed, to draft a suggestion from the CR’s perspective to Don Bender (copying the PWG) on how to handle the meter change issue.

Agenda Item #3

Initial Validation Subcommittee Meeting

See Initial Validation minutes for details.

Ernie started discussion on Initial Validation and what is good enough to start resettlements. 

Ernie wrote out several points he wanted to capture:

Sample-99% Accuracy Validation

Population-Reissue 814_20s with profile change after pilot open

Population-Transaction at what % in the pipeline for 814_20s

Population -100% zip codes in Decision Tree 

Population -100% on ESI ID premise types-Profile Type

Population-100% Zip to Weather Zone

What type of error rate is acceptable for LF, and WR?

What is acceptable for the entire population?

Ron presented 99% to the PWG as the accuracy rate that might possibly be acceptable.  John Taylor stated he could agree to 99% if the other 1% was explainable.  Ron’s suggestion for the 99% is with the 1% as loose ends.  Ernie restated that if the 99% is achieved then more than likely the algorithm is correct and the remaining 1% is due to difference in data.  Ernie is asking for a consensus on the 99%.  Ernie stated that the goal should be 100%.  Betty stated that we have been working on this for a year and we are still not there.  Ernie stated that the PUCT oversite committee should be asking why we are not there yet?  Betty brought up the point that the resettlement issue is what is creating incentives  to complete this process, and she is concerned that once the resettlement starts that there is continued incentive to complete this process. 

Walt asked what is the downside of being at 99% for the Profile ID to be correct and the 1% error.  Ernie explained that the CRs will have wrong profiles from July 31,2001 forward on the remaining 1%.  Ernie explained that the smaller CRs are more vested in this process due to their size.  Betty stated that just because you have 1% error, it could be equally distributed between those that are overstated and those that are understated.  Therefore, the 1% error could potentially be a wash.

Ernie asked for a vote on the 99% to start resettlements and end Initial Validation.  PWG agreed that 99% accuracy level is acceptable by Residential, Business and by TDSP for the sample.  This issue will be finalized at the next PWG meeting.

The other six remaining points were discussed to decide if they were showstoppers on resettlements:

Population-Reissue 814_20s with profile change after pilot open:

Terry will request volume size for PWG to make a determination on what we recommend on getting this completed for resettlements 

Population-Transaction at what % in the pipeline for 814_20s:

Discussion went on concerning this subject.  Walt asked for clarification of the sample verses the 700,000 transactions that the scorecard is tracking.  Diana Ott stated if we have a 99% accuracy rate for the sample, all changes (100%) generated after the revised algorithms have been applied to the population should be required to make it into the ERCOT system in order to maintain the confidence level of the sample. No consensus was agreed upon for this point.  The PWG will revisit this at the next PWG meeting.

Agenda Item #4 & 5

Not discussed.

Agenda Item #6

Via Teleconference

Avis Bonner-Reliant TDSP

Ernie summarized that two different items were brought back to PWG from the workshop.  The first issue is to determine the IDR default profile estimation process and the other issue is how to move forward with the TDSPs not turning in data.  Regina Jones is replacing Brenda Crockett’s place at the RMS level.  At RMS this week, Don Bender requested PWG take the lead on resolving this issue and make decisions on which direction we need to go with.  Regina Jones explained that she is not up to speed to take the Chair of this IDR default workshop.  Betty Day expressed she is willing to take the lead for this position and move this workshop forward.  Regina Jones agreed to commit to get familiar with this issue and then make a decision how to move forward from Dynegy’s standpoint.

Ernie stated that Brenda wanted to push forward with data gaps and getting PUCT to help enforce what should be done.  Betty stated that the TDSPs are in discussion now with how to get IDR data loaded moving forward.  TDSPs are stating that they are sending in the data but it is not getting into the ERCOT Lodestar system for settlement.  RMS wants to know what steps need to be done to take care of the problem.  Ernie stated that several reports do not give exact information about what is the exact problem.  Are the TDSP sending the data and it is not loading into the ERCOT system?  

Betty stated if we were able to get more of the data loaded, then possibly we would not need to make a system change to look back 1 year.  John Taylor felt that the look back should still be for 1 year.  Betty stated that if we were more successful at getting data loaded, possibly the system change would not be such a high priority as it is now.  Ernie asked do we have a distinction on what part PWG has in this IDR default workshop issue in regard to getting data loaded.  Regina feels like if we remove the timing of data loading issue, then it would be taking a step backward and it should be a part of the workshop.  Walt stated he felt like the IDR default workshop should focus on the estimation process and that the data issue would be hard to make a recommendation from a vacuum point.  

Action Item for ERCOT:

To summarize what is causing the problems, the statuses of work being done to help get data loaded and bring this information to the workshop.  

John Taylor stated he has a call in to find out what is going on about Market Performance docket.  The phone number Ernie gave for the lead, Bridget Headrick with the PUCT on Project 24462, is 512-936-7016.  

Terry asked if this is a penalty that is going to be accessed to the TDSP and ERCOT or ERCOT only or TDSP only?  Walt stated that we should wait and see what comes out of the PUCT workshop going on today.  Kedra referred to the agenda for today’s workshop and it was not very specific about what is going to happen.

Ernie requested that someone review the PUCT workshop meeting minutes and report back to the IDR default workshop.  Discussion was next about what day would be good for the IDR default workshop.  Decision was made for the next meeting to be on Monday July 15, 2002.  Kedra volunteered to send out a notice for the meeting.  Betty will follow up Kedra’s email announcement with a dial in phone number and a meeting room. 

Regina stated that there are enough players at Dynegy that could get her up to speed in order to take the chair position.  Walt stated the first workshop requires quite a bit of ERCOT data download and reporting and suggested that ERCOT lead the next workshop meeting and decide after that who will chair.  Walt agreed to review the PUCT workshop meeting minutes and bring the information to the PWG.  

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto with PUCT, called in and reported that they have a draft ready to publish after they receive some responses to questions posed to Betty Day on docket 25516.  Then the draft rule will go out again for comment.  Once comments are received and reviewed, then a final ruling will be sent.  The results will be posted to the website and then sent out information to the group by e-mail.  Betty stated she had a couple of outstanding questions and she would provide responses to her by the end of the week.

Shawnee stated that filing of a tariff change would be required to implement a new TOU that is not already approved. Ernie asked for a status on the meeting being held today, and she has no information about it.  John asked for clarification about TOU schedules.  PUCT required that all new TOU schedules be approved by the PUCT before implementation.  Terry Bates stated it would be a concern to the TDSP if the new TOU schedule would cause system changes and cost involved.  Possibly an IDR meter would be a better solution.  

Ernie read the Protocol that reflects the current ruling.  Protocol Section 18.7.1.4

John Taylor stated that the simplest way would be to install an IDR meter and this could be billed any way needed. 

Ernie will forward the e-mail from Shawnee to the group.

Ernie announced RMS requested that we try and schedule PWG meetings around the other committee meetings. 

Agenda Items #7-#10, 

Not discussed.

Agenda Item #11

Meeting next week on Monday immediately after IDR default workshop.

Agenda Items for Monday July 15,2002 meeting 

IDR default workshop

Usage Month

Initial Validation

A PWG meeting was also scheduled for Wednesday, July 24, 2002.
Agenda Items 12 & 13
Not discussed.

