PROFILING WORKING GROUP

2 Day Meeting

Meeting Minutes 08-19-2003 & 08-20-2003

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Jeffrey Bassett – Republic Power


Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source
Terry Bates – Oncor




Lloyd Young – AEP

Brad Boles – Cirro Energy

Ed Echols – TXU





Eddie Johnson – Brazos Electric






Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)
Carl Raish – ERCOT

John Taylor – Entergy
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) 9 AM – Approval of July 30, 2003 minutes.
2) Default Profiles for NIDR and IDR profiles.
3) PRR draft for Protocol Section 18.

4) PRR/LPGRR drafts for profile change requests and lagged dynamic profiles.
5) PRR/LPGRR/Decision Tree drafts for not migrating to default profile id. 
6) Oil and gas properties profile change request.
7) Protocols for Point-To-Point Transactions.
8) Profile Id Assignment change when customer switches and no longer TOU.
9) Standard Historical Usage Update (per RMS meeting).
10) PRR Draft Replacing IDR with NIDR Meter for a new customer move-in by Sara Ferris of OPUC (perhaps including major reduction of load per PUCT staff).

11) Model Accuracy Discussion (Rain/Storm response, 1.5 Residential Ratio).

12) 10 AM Wednesday – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

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

b) Profile id assignment issues (Adrian). 

13) Update reports:

a) PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering Status.

b) ERCOT Load Research and Model Performance Status.

c) PRR352 IDR Extension of Proxy Day Determination.

d) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106) 

i) PRR385 Section 18 (approved by Board 5/20/03) and LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 2/25, TAC approved 7/2,LPG updated).

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

e) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web back to April 16, 2003.

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

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

ii) Urgent status approved at 07/24/03 PRS and 8/6/03 TAC meetings.

iii) PRS Comments due: 08/11/03, PRS Review: 08/21/03, Comments on PRS Recommendation: 09/03/03, TAC Consideration: 09/04/03, Board Consideration:
09/16/03.

14) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
15) Review the PWG Open Issues Master List and make assignments. 
16) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Next PWG meeting is 9/11; Next RMS meeting are 9/26 and 10/16.

08-19-2003 MEETING
1) Approval of July 30, 2003 meeting minutes.
Approved with some discussion around the ‘flag path’, 60-90 day section, but no changes.

2) Default Profiles for NIDR and IDR Profiles.
Carl discussed this issue with ERCOT’s IT Manager.  He agreed that we must scale the IDR required profile and suggested that we have a time limit on switches.  He suggested we look at only recent switches from NIDR to IDR only.  The ‘flagged’ IDR should be scaled on the default profile until IDR data comes in.

Ernie asked, “If we do this and you fall outside of the proxy day, is there any way to be included?”  Carl explained that there currently is an IT project in the works to increase the window to one year.  The group debated about whether we needed to make an SCR or a PRR and send it to RMS.  ERCOT’s IT Manager thought this could be done with an internal process, which would require less than 40 hours of work.


Carl will develop a PRR for the 09/11 meeting and get it out to the exploder so that the group can review it prior to the meeting.  Ernie will present it to RMS on 09/26.


Members of the group were concerned about how long this PRR to go through the approval process.  Ernie explained that since this PRR involves dollars, it would qualify as urgent.  We should be able to get it through by December.

Brad asked if there was any opposition to this in the market.   The group felt that there was no opposition and much support for this.   Brad offered to help create a straw-man for this whole process in order to help ERCOT create the PRR for this.


Brad will create a straw-man for the NIDR to IDR scaling to help ERCOT with the write-up of the new PRR.

Lloyd asked about the NIDR default profile and if this is being addressed.  Carl said that there were people assigned to this issue within ERCOT who are currently working on it.

The discussion then moved to usage factor and whether it was stored at the ESI ID level.  Carl read from Adrian’s notes that this was not stored at the ESI ID level, rather at the 8-way cut level.  Brad explained that they don’t store the usage factor in LodeStar by ESI ID because they aggregate the ESI IDs up.  This spurred some discussion about whether this should be stored at the ESI ID level vs. an aggregate level and the system changes that might be associated with such a change.

Then discussions shifted to ‘How long should we allow the profile to be flagged and sit in default profile status?’

Ernie felt that the ESI ID should be flagged until the IDR data comes in, with no time limit.  Brad disagreed with this saying that then there would be no incentive for the TDSP to get the data in.  Terry explained that the TDSP does have incentive to do the right thing and get the data in for the 38-day deadline or whatever deadline that may be placed on this issue.  Ernie’s concern was that from a CR standpoint, they would want to be scaled on the default profile until the IDR data came in.  The alternative (to go back) would hurt the CR financially.  

Carl stated that system performance was the real issue here.  If we don’t put some sort of 60/90-day cap on this we could run into a system performance issue.  John agreed with Carl stating that he didn’t have a problem with 60 days or 90 days, but he did have a problem with ‘no cap’ allowing the ESI ID to sit in default forever.  He felt that a time limit was required so that procedures don’t drag on longer than necessary.  John reiterated that the time limit should be stated in Protocols.  Eddie said that he could go either way but, would like to hear from ERCOT’s IT staff to better understand the performance issues that might be associated with the decision.


Carl will investigate the 60-90 day ‘flag-cap’ issue with ERCOT’s IT manager.

3) PRR draft for Protocol Section 18.

The background on this PRR stems from a request that Don Bender (RMS) made to update Section 18 of the Protocols to more accurately reflect today’s market with regards to competitive metering.   Ernie felt that the PWG should have had some input in this before it was submitted to PRS.  Carl suggested that we review the changes that were made and if the PWG comes up with some substantive changes then ERCOT will withdraw the PRR and re-submit it through the PWG to PRS.  

John said that he didn’t see any major changes and felt that there was no reason to withdraw it.  Ernie just wanted to raise the issue and talk about procedures.  He wanted to know how and why this happened without input from the PWG.  Ernie wants to see that the committee is involved next time.  He stated that we as a group would not want each market participant to file their own comments.

Carl said that he would leave the option open to withdraw the PRR if the group requested it.  We decided to move on and revisit the rewrite of the PRR tomorrow once we got through some more agenda items.

4) PRR/LPGRR drafts for profile change requests and lagged dynamic profiles.
The group worked through the painful process of word-smithing the LPGRR sentence by sentence.  There was some discussion about splitting up the LPGRR and PRR in particular at the point where lagged dynamic sampling is introduced.  After some debate the consensus was to keep everything together.  

John spurred on one of the few major changes involving timelines.  He wanted to see some sort of timeline estimation from ERCOT when a new profile request is presented to the PWG.  The group agreed that ERCOT should include a non-binding time estimate and added this verbiage in.

5) PRR/LPGRR/Decision Tree drafts for not migrating to default Profile ID.

Ernie read through his changes to the LPGRR section 9.2.  Ed asked if that meant that you needed to keep the Profile Type where it is until you have 12 months of data for that year.  Eddie explained that this was the case and it was mainly for annual validation purposes.  Carl suggested we move this to the annual validation section.

We decided to first work on the PRR and LPGRR and then figure out placement.


Adrian will create a straw-man diagram for this default Profile ID migration and begin work on the LPGRR for this.

08-20-2003 MEETING

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates – Oncor




Avis Bonner - Centerpoint

Brad Boles – Cirro Energy 



Theresa DeBose - Centerpoint




Ed Echols – TXU




Ron Hernandez - ERCOT
Eddie Johnson – Brazos Electric



Diana Ott - ERCOT


James Maligas – Entergy



Lindsey Turns - ERCOT

Jovana Pantovic – ERCOT (scribe) 


Lloyd Young – AEP

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)



Carl Raish – ERCOT

John Taylor – Entergy

6) Oil and gas properties profile change request. 

The Oil and Gas profile change request is moving along.  ERCOT received 8500 ESI IDs from Oncor, which will become part of the sample design that they are in the midst of creating.  ERCOT received more information from Malcolm on sample points that were already submitted.  A new profile request was submitted through Malcolm from Coral Energy for gas station/ 24-hour convenience stores as well. 

Ernie will add an item to the agenda called ‘New Profile Requests’ if this keeps up.  Eddie stated that this might not even be a significant profile change; just that much of their peak demand is during off-peak hours.  Carl agreed saying that essentially they’re shape might be the reverse of what it is now.

The group began to discuss the possibility of adding a field to all ESI IDs that identified them by ‘Building Type.’  Ernie stated that there is an evolution occurring here and he has thought for years that there should be some sort of ‘building code’ identifier rather than relying solely on usage to decipher profiles.  He added that there could be a ‘building code’ field (e.g., warehouse, office building, 24-hour convenience store, hospital…etc) and a third-party audit team to spot-check the assigned building codes.   The group agreed saying that now that we have systems in place, there needs to be a better way to more accurately settle the market.

7) Protocols for Point-to-Point Transactions
The background behind this agenda item stems from an RMS meeting where the committee found that Protocols do not cover Point-to-Point Transactions.  The Protocols have a general statement saying that these transactions are covered ‘in accordance with the procedures of the TDSP.’  There needs to be some standardization about how these disputes are handled.  RMS asked for some examples of this and Ernie encouraged all members of the PWG to come up with examples of this as he has.  Ernie brought an example that he had crafted.

Ernie’s example detailed how a CR can dispute a Profile ID assignment that the TDSP assigns.  John stated that he has had several disputes with various TDSPs and each one handles the dispute differently.  He agreed that some standardization is necessary.

Lloyd disagreed saying that there is a mechanism in place at ERCOT called FastTrak.  He believed that FastTrak was set-up to log data variances and is the first step to dispute an incorrect Profile ID assignment.  Other members of the group were unfamiliar with this so John volunteered to research this externally and Jovana would research it with ERCOT.


John and Jovana will research the ‘FastTrak’ process by 09/11 to see if there is a mechanism in place to handle PTP transactions.


All working group members should review Ernie’s example and come up with other examples by 09/11 to add to this document for RMS.

8) Profile ID Assignment change when customer switches and no longer TOU.
We then moved on to a question that John had proposed to the group.  John asked the following question:  

“I have a question in regard to Time of Use (TOU) meters and rates. I assume that when a TDSP had

a customer on a TOU Rate that the customer used an existing profile and applied the chunking method for TOU calculations and settlement purposes. If this is true and if the customer switches to another CR that puts the customer on the standard profile, doesn't the new CR have to request the TDSP to change the customer to a standard profile assignment? Additionally, if the TDSP does make the change, is it required for the TDSP to change the meter or can the TDSP just submit the total register reading and omit the TOU readings without changing the meter? Further, does the wire

charge change when TOU meter readings are omitted?”

Terry explained that his understanding was that Oncor bases everything on the TOU rate.  If you change the rate then the wire charges change as well.  This may involve a Profile ID change, meter change and wires change.   Ed felt that this scenario needed to be discussed by Texas Set.  The group agreed that we needed more information on this issue.  


All TDSP working group members should have an answer to John’s question as to how their company handles TOU meters and rates.

9) Standard Historical Usage Update (per RMS meeting).
The worksheet we examined on this issue stemmed from the RMS meeting also.  Ernie pointed out that the Tariff Code column had and ‘X’ in all three columns.  He stated that if this evolved then perhaps ERCOT could do Profile ID assignments since all of the data was there.  The CRs could then dispute any issues they had with ERCOT and TDSPs could be omitted from the entire annual validation process.

Brad interjected that several other CRs requested this because of the differences in responses from the TDSPs.  He stated that there were times when a TDSP would respond within a few days with a data file, while other TDSPs would take months and send in a lengthy fax which was virtually useless.


Carl will look into the possibility of ERCOT staff doing Profile ID assignments whereby, the TDSPS would be omitted from the annual validation process.

10) PRR Draft Replacing IDR with NIDR Meter for a new customer move-in by Sara Ferris of   OPUC (perhaps including major reduction of load per PUCT staff).

Sarah Ferris is drafting this PRR.  Lloyd asked who would be determining the threshold?  Ernie explained that 1000 kW is currently the number that they are looking at.  Ernie explained that many felt that the ‘Once an IDR, always an IDR’ rule should stand.  

Ed added that there is a perception out there that if I have an IDR, I get charged more for tariffs, when really it is for meter charges.  What drives this issue is cost and Ed felt that it is not as big of an issue as it is being portrayed.  

Carl stated that the threshold was too high, but he isn’t ready to say where it should be.  Terry reminded the group that the PWG is commissioned with re-evaluating this threshold and presenting our assessment by 01/01/2004.  We examined ERCOT’s IDR threshold analysis and the numbers at each 50 kW grouping.  

The group agreed that we needed to determine the impact of a changing the IDR threshold.  We came up with a list of 8 things that needed to be analyzed.  They are as follows:

1) Distribution of NIDR ESI IDs that would need IDR meters if the threshold were lowered.

2) Impact of Meter Reading Charges (phone & probe) and IDR charges to TDSP.

3) Evaluation of Settlement Data for existing IDRs.

4) Compare current NIDR settlement to IDR settlement.

5) O&M costs on the TDSP, MP systems, ERCOT systems.

6) Installation of IDRs cost.

7) Market Driven vs. Rule Driven.

8) Statistical Analysis Load Research.


ERCOT staff will evaluate the settlement data of IDR and NIDR data and complete the aforementioned list by 09/11.

Carl brought up Section 11 and UFE.  He thought that we as the PWG should pioneer a UFE analysis team.   He spoke about some of ERCOT’s UFE findings and felt that it is necessary to re-open the task force.  

11) Model Accuracy Discussion (Rain/Storm response, 1.5 Residential Ratio).
Carl reported that ERCOT’s Data Aggregation Team performed an analysis of all NIDR ESI IDs, scaled them under their load shape and found that the average profile did not equal the default profile.  The default assignment issue is part of the problem.  John added that although percentage changes are high, they would drop next year when all that will be left are migration issues.

12) 10 AM Wednesday – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

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

Diana reported that ERCOT has received completed files from AEP, Oncor and TNMP.  The files have been completed and reconciled for both AEP and Oncor and TNMP is close to completion.  Theresa stated that CNP would be sending their files by 08/22 to be reconciled.  Ron explained that so far, the differences occurring are in data gaps, not algorithm changes.  

Lloyd asked if we should use the most accurate data for October.  The reconciled data we have on September 1st will not be the most accurate because it is data we pulled in June.  Terry agreed that it would be best to have the latest, most accurate data however, asking the programmers to re-run lists may not be feasible within the deadlines.

Ernie agreed with Terry stating that we should use these lists, but we can’t use them as the final lists ‘carte blanche.’  He stated that anyone who has submitted an 814_20 after their list was created should override the list with these changes.   

Lloyd asked how fast the 814_20s get loaded and if a process exists for notifying the TDSP about accepts and rejects.  ERCOT does generate a report of all accepts and rejects and notifies TDSPs.  The group wanted to know if there was a way in which to flag the updates to decipher what was changed due to annual validation and what was changed due to 814_20s or 867_03s.


Carl will investigate the feasibility of flagging the updates with an ‘A’ for annual validation and ‘B’ for everything else to help facilitate the final list generation in October.

13) Update reports:
a) PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering Status.

b) ERCOT Load Research and Model Performance Status.

c) PRR352 IDR Extension of Proxy Day Determination.

d) DLC Implementation Update Reports (PIP 106) 

i) PRR385 Section 18 (approved by Board 5/20/03) and LPGRR2003-001 (RMS approved 2/25, TAC approved 7/2,LPG updated).

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

e) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web back to April 16, 2003.

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

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

ii) Urgent status approved at 07/24/03 PRS and 8/6/03 TAC meetings.

iii) PRS Comments due: 08/11/03, PRS Review: 08/21/03, Comments on PRS Recommendation: 09/03/03, TAC Consideration: 09/04/03, Board Consideration: 09/16/03.

3) PRR draft for Protocol Section 18.

The PWG revisited this PRR that Diana had already submitted to PRS.  The group decided that they should work through the document, make changes to it and have ERCOT withdraw the PRR that Diana submitted.  Upon further word-smithing, a final version of the PRR was completed.


Carl will withdraw the PRR that was submitted to PRS and resubmit the new one that the PWG completed.
The next PWG meetings are scheduled for 09/11 and a two-day meeting on 09/30-10/01.  
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