PROFILING WORKING GROUP

2 Day Meeting

Meeting Minutes 06-18-2003 & 06-19-2003

Meeting Attendees 06-18-03

In-person:





Via Conference Call:

Terry Bates – Oncor




Mike Brasovan – Tractebel Energy Services

Steven Bordelon –TNMP



Brian Coons – TCE

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto
 - PUCT


Marc Dingler – Pioneer Natural Resources

Ed Echols – TXU






Pat Ennis – Priority Power

Anoush Farhangi – Republic Power








Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (co-facilitator)
Carl Raish – ERCOT

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source 

John Taylor – Entergy (co-facilitator)

Jim Uhelski – Pioneer Natural Resources

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates

Lloyd Young – AEP
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  Represents action items for PWG members

Agenda

1) 9 AM - Approval of May 28 meeting and June 4, 2003 conference call minutes.
2) Pay as You Go Method of recovering costs associated with obtaining a new non-ERCOT sponsored profile per PUCT Project 25516
a. Due Oct. 16, 2003 per PUCT Project 25516, LP AND LR Rule Eff. 4/16/03. 
b. Shall build a PRR and LPGRR for RMS approval.
3) Oil and gas properties profile change request
a) . (Mid-July).
4) UFE
 Analysis Report from ERCOT.
5) Thursday 10 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID 

a) Review annual validation implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).
b) Profile id assignment issues (Adrian).
c) SAS code distribution from ERCOT.
a) STEC members San Patricio and Nueces opt-in issues (Mid-July). 

6) Update Reports: 

a) Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles. 


i) To be on the 7/9 PWG agenda for ERCOT presentation.
b) PWG comments on PRR 399 sent to WMS per RMS.

c) Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data? 

i) Forward to WMS.

ii) Ernie to present RMS presentation at WMS meeting 6/18.

d) PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering.  PRR 362, Load Profiling Guide – Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type

i) PRR 362 Section 18.4.4.2 (Approved by Board 05/20/03)

ii) LPGRR2003-002 Sections 11.4 and 11.5 (reviewed by Board 5/22/03)
I. Update to LPG on the ERCOT web.

e) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106)

i) PRR385 Section 18 (approved by Board 05/20/03)

ii) LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 02/25, to TAC in July).

iii) PRR Section 6, (pending DSWG submitting to PRS).

7)  ERCOT update on new issues.  

8)  Any new issues from Market Participants.

9)  Review the PWG Open Issues Master List and make assignments.

10) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.

Next PWG meeting is 7/9; Next RMS meetings are 7/17 and 8/14.

06-18-2003 MEETING
1) Approval of May 28, 2003 meeting and June 4, 2003 conference call minutes.
Approved.  No changes.  The meeting began with some discussion about the order in which we should tackle items on the agenda.  Ultimately we went in order of the proposed agenda.

2) Pay as You Go Method of recovering costs associated with obtaining a new non-ERCOT sponsored profile per the PUC project 25516.

Ernie began the discussion with a little background on the Pay as You Go (PAYG) method.  RMS liked this method the most and so, they tasked the PWG with creating the PRRs for this new method for recovering costs.  He outlined six areas that needed to be hashed out (which quickly became nine with the group’s input) concerning the PAYG design.  The following issues were addressed:

1) Formula for Payment    2) O&M vs. initial cost    3) Lagged Dynamic vs. Static Profiles 

4) Subscription Period?     5) Sunset Period           6) Provisional Qualification 

7) Financial Relationship   8) Guaranteed Access  9) Validity of Qualified Costs

Discussions about the difference between list-based and universal surfaced and it seemed as though the group did not view these in the same way.  

Paul suggested that we have three tiers namely, ‘exclusive list-based’, ‘accessible list-based’ and ‘universal’.  Terry reminded us of the system changes that will be necessary to keep track of which CRs/TDSPs are on which profiles.  

John explained that all new profiles proposed by TDSPs/CRs should be ‘list-based’ and that this entire discussion is about list-based profiles.  “Universal is what a list-based profile becomes at the sunset period or once ERCOT deems it to be universal.  At that point all costs are absorbed by ERCOT”, John explained.

Pat changed the subject to the Oil and Gas profile issue and said that he always understood those to be flat loads.  He asked if the PWG had anticipated that a consumer group could ask for a profile change.  He voiced his concern that these incorrect profiles are affecting the price for these consumers.  John said that he has been an advocate of changing the profiles as they exist today but, that you have to be careful about stating that all ‘pumping-motors’ are flat because, they do turn on and off for select periods of time.

Ernie reminded us to stay on track with the agenda.  He reminded Pat that all of these problems must go through procedures and committees.  Any issues that we try to tackle here still must go to RMS, TAC and the Board.

More discussions erupted about the universal vs. list-based profiles and whether a requestor can have exclusive rights to a list-based segment. 

Shawnee explained how the PUCT views the issue:  A list-based profile would not get reimbursement because they have exclusive rights.  A universal profile such as a ‘grocery store profile’ would be deemed universal for all grocery stores and there should be a process for reimbursement when others participate.

Jim asked, "What means will be set up to protect the requestors if they create a universal profile that no other CR embraces and so no reimbursement occurs?  Where is our safeguard?  What if no REPs participate?  The presumption is that the REPs have the resources and knowledge to do so but, this is not the reality.”  John advised him to first form an alliance with a REP, get buy-in to sign up their customers and then go after the profile.

Again we regressed to the question ‘When would a profile become universal?’  Mike thought that ERCOT shouldn’t decide when a profile becomes universal.  He said that the person requesting the profile should be in charge of ‘their own destiny’ and declare when the profile becomes universal.  Malcolm and Ernie disagreed by saying that requestors should not have this control.  John reminded Mike that his version would allow a requestor to corner the market.   

We started down the list of nine items:

1)
Formula for Payment – Flat Fee or Pay as You Go.  The group unanimously voted for Pay as You Go with a few abstainers.   The group unanimously agreed that the Flat Fee method would pose too much risk to the requestor.

2)
O&M vs. Initial Cost – Shawnee informed us that this reimbursement of costs refers to ‘Up-front initial’ costs.  Once ERCOT approves the profile the reimbursable costs stop and ERCOT spreads the costs across the entire market.  The group agreed after much debate that the costs needed to be detailed in the PRR.  In general, the costs should include initial request costs, developmental costs and all costs up until ERCOT approval of the profile.   

3)

Static vs. Lagged Dynamic Sampling – Requestor Option?   Carl stated that a significantly changing population might require lagged dynamic sampling.  A static model needs more time to develop.  He felt that the sample should be lagged dynamic to begin with and then once ERCOT saw some consistency emerging in the model it could be moved to a static model.

Ernie returned after making his presentation to WMS.   His presentation originally asked:  “Can a meter owner (non-TDSP) have an IDR meter installed but request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data?   WMS re-crafted the issue into the following broader issue statement:   “Can a premise have an IDR settlement meter installed, but request that the billing/settlement be based on non-IDR data?  To this re-crafted issue they voted ‘NO’.

4) Subscriber Period – The group agreed that there should be no subscription period.  Any REP should be able to sign up for the profile at any time.  The consensus was that this is a non-issue.

5) Sunset Period – The sunset period is defined as the time that the profile would be deemed ‘universal’ and thus available for use by everyone without payment/reimbursement to the profile requestor and earlier players.  The group discussed how long of a sunset period would be appropriate.  RMS viewed the originally proposed two-year sunset period as too short.  Shawnee reminded us that the shorter the sunset period, the more lucrative it would be to wait until afterward which would preclude the requestor from getting reimbursed for his costs associated with developing the new profile.  There was also discussion about when the sunset period should begin.  Malcolm proposed that this take place not when the profile becomes available for use, but when the new profile becomes available for settlement.  After some discussion the group agreed and reached the following consensus:

“The Sunset Period will begin when the new profile is available for settlement and extend 4 years from that date.”   

6) Provisional Qualification – Carl asked for this issue to be added because of ERCOT’s experience with this Oil and Gas Request.  He said that the current standards for introducing a new profile are too stringent.  Malcolm agreed and concluded that the bar is too high and is detrimental to putting forth new profiles.  Malcolm and Carl outlined a process for submitting a new provisional qualification small sample, leading to a simpler preliminary request.  ERCOT could make a provisional judgment with guidance to the requestor about sample sizes and further research needed to qualify the proposed new profile.

Malcolm wanted to know what guarantees would exist if the provisional request was approved (costing about $20,000), then the research was performed exactly how ERCOT had specified in the provisional approval stage (costing about $100,000) and after all of this work and expense the new profile was rejected anyway.  Ed responded by saying that risks were always present and that there would not be safeguards or guarantees.  The rest of the group agreed with him.  John and Carl reiterated that no one could ensure or guarantee the results of the research.  If the results mirrored the initial provisional request, then the profile would be approved.   If the full-blown research study showed that the profile was exactly like an existing profile, then no reimbursement or approval would occur and the requestors would be stuck with the bill. 

This sounded to many as though we needed to create an LPGRR for a provisional qualification request.  John suggested we do this as we go through the process.


Carl and Malcolm will begin creating an LPGRR for a Provisional Qualification Request.

7) Financial Relationships – John stated that an important link in these relationships is ‘switching’.  He said that ERCOT needed to know who would be switching so that they could notify the TDSP.  ERCOT should be able to invoice that QSE.  Ernie added that the QSE would have to implement a disbursement to the CR and would want their costs reimbursed.  When asked how the PUCT envisioned this situation, Shawnee said that they discussed costs and that legitimate receipts would be mandatory.  The PUCT had not discussed who would oversee the validation of the submitted costs and payment of the reimbursements.
8) Guaranteed Access – This issue was proposed by Paul in an effort to gain an understanding of what kind of exclusivity a profile requestor would have.  The group agreed that there would be no exclusivity upheld by ERCOT or anyone else.  Exclusivity might exist if no other REPs or CRs wanted to add their customers on the profile or if they didn’t know about the profile.  
9) Valid Qualified Costs – There was some debate over whether or not salaries should be included as valid costs for research.  The group outlined lengthy and detailed lists of costs that would be eligible for reimbursement, which was transcribed to the PRR.
The remainder of the meeting was spent creating the PRR.  The document underwent extensive analysis and wordsmithing.   Carl and Malcolm stayed late to finish revising the PRR for the group’s review in the morning. 

PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Attendees 06-19-03

In-person:





Via Conference Call:

Terry Bates – Oncor




Alan Graves - AEP

Steven Bordelon –TNMP



Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Jim Checkley – Locke, Liddell & Sapp 


Darryl Nelson - TXU


Marc Dingler – Pioneer Natural Resources

Diana Ott - ERCOT

Barbara Penkala - Reliant

Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 

Carl Raish – ERCOT

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source 

John Taylor – Entergy (facilitator)

Jim Uhelski – Pioneer Natural Resources

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates

Lloyd Young – AEP


06-19-2003 MEETING
2) Pay as You Go Method of recovering costs associated with obtaining a new non-ERCOT sponsored profile per PUCT Project 25516
The group went over Carl and Malcolm’s revisions to the PRR.  There was some refining of the verbiage and then discussions naturally ensued.  The group wanted an explanation as to why the “Provisional Approval of the Request’ paragraph was added.  Malcolm explained that this was a precursor to the full-blown research if the provisional request was approved.   Darryl suggested we make a reference back to 9.7.7 in the PRR, which ties this all together with the Guides.  The group agreed to his suggestion and continued wordsmithing the PRR.
5) Thursday 10 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID 

Ron updated the group on the annual validation process.  Data files were sent out to the TDSPs on June 2nd.  He will be sending out a few more zip code verification files, which can be cleaned up and sent back at anytime.   Any changes other than Profile ID changes should be sent in (i.e. premise type changes, zip code changes) by June 30th.  Profile ID changes should be sent in after October 1st. 

Diana stated that we are still in the process of validating Centerpoint’s algorithm.  Their error-rate increased to 6.5% in the latest exchange of files.

Ron received files from Nueces, which included their usage data and profile load assignments.  The file format that the TDSPs return should be the exact same format as the original file that was sent.  

Steve stated that TNMP has been working with Ron and are on track for June 30th to send back revisions.  Terry said that Oncor would be sending files in tomorrow – ahead of the June 30th deadline.  

SAS code distribution from ERCOT will occur just as soon as we can validate Centerpoint’s algorithm.

Lloyd asked if the residential version of the SAS code could be sent now since all TDSPs algorithms are in order for residential.




Ron will send out residential version of SAS code for annual validation.





Discussions about Centerpoint and how they have fallen behind ensued.  The group agreed that they are affecting the entire market.  Barbara asked if there is any enforcement?  She volunteered to call Centerpoint in an effort to convince them to get their algorithm complete.  


  Barbara will contact Centerpoint about the algorithm issue.




3) Oil and gas properties profile change request. (Mid-July).

Malcolm gave a presentation on the Oil and Gas Profile change request process.  It is the same presentation he made at ERCOT a few weeks earlier.  

Discussions about the size issue and homogeneity ensued.  Fixed costs were the same regardless of size.  Carl explained the advantages of lagged dynamic sampling, which included built-in deterrents for gaming. 

There was much talk about gaming opportunities.  Paul doesn’t think the process should be so arbitrary.  He suggested that more documentation on this issue is necessary.  Others agreed with Paul’s suggestion.

The group discussed the whole profile change request process and what worked and what didn’t.  Overall, their affiliated supporting documentation (i.e. the Canadian study) was an important part of the profile change request.  The data had some issues, but more details about the data were forthcoming.  The key to the analysis, which came straight out of the Guides, was “Load-weighted average price”.  The individual data points were heterogeneous yet, when all of these were rolled up together it showed a great deal of homogeneity in terms of load factor.  

Darryl asked if refineries were included in this analysis or just pumps?  How do we verify what was used?  Jim responded saying that he had all of that info and could supply it.

There was more talk about homogeneity.  Barbara suggested that we define homogeneity first.

Jim’s thought the data should be homogeneous based on hourly modality.  Carl stated it should be homogeneous based on load-weighted average price.  Terry asked about load factors and what role they should play in all of this.  Barbara felt that we should use coincident peaks and use these in our calculation.  John encouraged Malcolm and ERCOT to take this discussion off-line and come up with a more succinct definition of homogeneity.  John also suggested that they draft a straw-man for how this new profile request should be done in order to change the guides.


  Malcolm and ERCOT will begin to develop a straw-man for the profile change request process as they work through this with Oil and Gas.




6) Update Reports: 

John briefly ran through the update reports in order to make time for Carl’s UFE presentation.

4)
UFE
 Analysis Report from ERCOT.
At the end of the meeting, Carl gave his UFE Analysis Report.  It was well received with plenty of questions.  The group was surprised with the findings.  The UFE Report is on the ERCOT website at:

http://www.ercot.com/ercotPublicWeb/PublicMarketInformation/MarketInformation/UFE_Analysis_Report.ppt



Next PWG meetings are 7/9 and 7/30; Next RMS meetings are 7/17 and 8/14.
