PROFILING WORKING GROUP
Meeting Minutes 07-30-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Jeff Bassett – Republic Power



Pam Carr – Texas Commercial Energy

Terry Bates – Oncor




Theresa DeBose – CenterPoint
Adrian Marquez – ERCOT (scribe)


Kristi Fruge – Texas Commercial Energy

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)


Darryl Nelson – TXU

Carl Raish – ERCOT






Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source




John Taylor – Entergy









Gary Waters – Competitive Assets



Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates



Lloyd Young – AEP
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1)
9 AM - Approval of July 9, 2003 minutes. 

2)
Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles.

3)
10 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

a) Review annual validation implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).

b) Profile id assignment issues (Adrian).

c) STEC members San Patricio and Nueces opt-in issues (Mid-July).

4)
Oil and gas properties profile change request and possible LPGRR.

a) PRR and LPGRR draft for change requests and lagged dynamic profiles as new profiles.

5)
Discuss Compliance of IDR meters for ESIIDs greater that 1000 MW.

6)
Update reports:

a) PRR 399 per RMS is not an issue for the PWG.

b) PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering.

c) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106) 

i.   PRR385 Section 18 (approved by Board 5/20/03).

ii.  LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 2/25, TAC approved 7/2).

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

d)
PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web back to April 6, 2003.

e)
Profile Cost Recovery Fee due Oct. 16, 2003 per PUCT 25516.

i.   7/17/03 RMS approved PRR442 and LPGRR2003-003.

ii.  PRS Comments due 7/24/03, PRS Review 7/24/03 (urgent).

iii. TAC Consideration:  8/06/03.

iv. BOD Consideration: 9/16/03.

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.

1) Approval of July 9, 2003 PWG meeting minutes
Approved with a few minor changes.

2) Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR Profiles 

Ernie initiated a discussion on the issue of default BUSIDRRQ load profiles being applied to ESI IDs that switch from a non-IDR Profile Type to BUSIDRRQ.  The group reviewed some documents related to the June 2002 IDR Profiling Workshop.  One of the documents was a spreadsheet that showed perceived costs, accuracy, and system impacts of various approaches for addressing the default profile assignment issue.  Terry re-distributed these documents to the PWG exploder during the meeting.  

Ernie broke the matter into three distinct situations where the use of default load profiles (not scaled) are applied:

1) When an NIDR premise becomes an IDR premise (NIDR-IDR), 

2) When an IDR premise does not have historical data on file (IDR-IDR), and 

3) When the default load profile is applied to an NIDR premise (NIDR-default).

NIDR-IDR

Ernie laid out the problem, as he understands it.  Presently, the data aggregation process looks at the Meter Data Type (e.g., NIDR or IDR) portion of the Profile ID and then sends the usage of the ESI ID either down the NIDR path where it can be scaled, or the IDR path, where no scaling occurs.  Ernie questioned whether there could be a third path for ESI IDs flagged because they recently converted from NIDR to IDR.  In such cases, Ernie suggests that the load profile applied to these ESI IDs get scaled according their NIDR usage.  Bear in mind that there is a lag from the time that BUSIDRRQ is assigned until the interval data are available for settlement. 

Ernie asked if anybody was against the scaling of the BUSIDRRQ profile for NIDR-to-IDR ESI IDs.  Nobody responded.  

ERCOT is going to take a look at ‘flag’ path to shed some light on the potential feasibility of it at the next PWG meeting.

The group discussed how long an ESI ID could be sent along the ‘flag’ path if it came to fruition.  For now the group thinks the time limit should be somewhere around 60 to 90 days.  

IDR-IDR               

The group said this is probably not much of an issue at this time.

NIDR-default

Jeff says this is a very big problem for Republic Power.  He said that initial settlement affects Republic Power more than other settlements because of the ancillary services charges—as they are not recalculated in subsequent settlements.  Adrian asked if the default load profiles were being applied because these were new ESI IDs and the usage had not yet made it into the ERCOT system.  Jeff said that most of those affected were not new, but the usage info in ERCOT’s system was outside the six-month window where data can be used for scaling.  Ernie asked if there were ERCOT system limitations that prevented any previously calculated (older than six months) usage factor from being applied in these instances.  Adrian said he’d look into it.   
While on the topic of the application of default load profiles, Ernie suggested something dealing with the assignment of default Profile IDs.  Ernie proposed that once a Winter Ratio (WR) or Load Factor (LF) Profile Segment is calculated for an ESI ID, that ESI ID should not be defaulted to a different Profile Segment if it is missing data for subsequent Profile Segment calculations.  For example, if an ESI ID is properly assigned RESHIWR as a result of this year’s annual validation process, and it was de-energized such that it didn’t have the required seven months of data for next year’s annual validation process, that ESI ID would retain the RESHIWR assignment, as opposed to the default assignment.


Ernie will get with Carl or Adrian to work on writing this up for further discussion.     

3) Annual Validation of Profile ID
Theresa said that CenterPoint is not yet complete with the Profile Segment calculations, but they have a directive from their upper management to complete them by July 31, 2003.  After July 31, CenterPoint will then start working back and forth with ERCOT to remedy the Profile Segments in question.  Theresa said they are currently about 85% complete.

On July 15, Ron Hernandez of ERCOT sent out a list to the PWG exploder informing REPs that a report containing an unverified list of ESI IDs, current profiles, and new profiles that are expected to have a Profile ID change due to Annual Validation 2003 is available.  However, Ron recommended that the REPs wait to make their request until a complete list is available.  ERCOT will send out another notification when a complete list of expected Profile ID changes is available.  

The next step is for ERCOT to perform validation test on samples of ESI IDs from each TDSP, which is scheduled to start on August 1st.  ERCOT and the TDSPs are to work back and forth to resolve all discrepancies by August 21, 2003.

Apparently San Patricio will not opt-in until Spring 2004.

ERCOT is still working with Nueces on the validation process.

During the Annual Validation discussion, Lloyd mentioned that AEP has some lighting ‘accounts’ that are metered.  He asked if it was appropriate to assign the NMLIGHT Profile Type to these metered accounts.  Adrian said that ESI IDs whose usage is metered are not to be assigned to the NM Profile Group, as that would transgress the Profile Decision Tree.  Comments were made that these types of ESI ID typically have usage patterns very different from the Profile Type to which they are assigned.  Darryl acknowledged this might be an issue worth pursuing, and that billboards can have usage patterns similar to lighting service.  Theresa said this can also be an issue in CenterPoint’s service area.  After some more discussion, Ernie coined the term ‘dusk-to-dawn metered load’ to categorize them.  

The group talked about how ‘dusk-to-dawn metered load’ ESI IDs would be identified if they were to be treated differently than they are now.  Are they already on a special tariff?  Adrian suggested that TDSPs put together information on the number of ESI IDs of interest if this is to be pursued.  Given the packed agenda, the group decided to discuss this at a later date.

Adrian led the discussion on a Profile ID assignment issue that Kedra and Adrian had volunteered to look at.  The goal at this point is to provide clarification in Section 9.2 of the LPG regarding a change in Profile ID assignment (for new ESI IDs) when enough data become available to calculate a WR or AvgLF for the Profile Segment.  The group discussed a table Adrian sent out on the PWG exploder the day before.  There was a consensus for Option B, which essentially says that Profile Segment can be recalculated and the Profile ID can be changed once there is enough historical data to do so, but once an ESI ID has been in existence for an entire Assignment Year, it shall no longer be considered ‘new’. 


Adrian will write an LPGRR on this issue.


4) Oil and Gas Properties Profile Change Request and Possible LPGRR
Carl had sent out a draft of a PRR and LPGRR for change requests—Use of Lagged Dynamic Samples for New Load Profiles, which the group discussed.

Darryl asked if we want to limit the use of lagged dynamic load profiles to new profiles.  Carl said that part of the reason he limited it to new profiles was that Protocols said there would be no change in methodology until after January 1, 2004. 

As there was no significant opposition to the lagged dynamic methodology, Carl will proceed with the PRR and LPGRR.  

Miscellaneous
ERCOT has drafted some changes to the LPG and Protocols to address necessary changes related to competitive metering.  ERCOT will review these at the next PWG meeting.

Future PWG Meetings:

There is a two-day PWG meeting scheduled for August 19-20.  The meeting on Aug. 19 (Tuesday) is scheduled to run from 9 am to 4 pm, and the meeting on Aug. 20 should run from 8:30 am to 3 pm.  Additionally, there is a PWG meeting scheduled for Thursday, September 11, from 9 am to 3 pm.

  NIDR





  IDR





 Flag








