PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes February 26, 2004
Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, ONCOR




Theresa DeBose, CenterPoint

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy



Scott DeBroff, DeBroff Consulting Group

Bill Boswell, ERCOT




Avis Bonner, CenterPoint
Ed Echols, TXU





Alan Graves, AEP
Vance Hall, MeterSmart




David Hanna, Itron
Ron Hernandez, ERCOT



Mansukh Vaghela, CenterPoint
Diana Ott, ERCOT




Lloyd Young, AEP
Ernie Podraza (facilitator), Reliant


Qingling Zhang, CenterPoint
Carl Raish, ERCOT
Malcolm Smith,
Energy Data Source






John Taylor, Entergy





Lindsey Turns (scribe), ERCOT
Paul Wattles, Good Company Associates
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1)  Antitrust Admonition.

2)  Approval of January 28 meeting minutes. 

3)  New Time of Use Schedule Approval Process Document.

4)  PRR for NIDR Scaling affecting section 11.3.2.

5)  Load Research Sample Design Review.
6)  ERCOT Load Research Status (PR-30014).

7)  2003 Annual Validation of Profile ID Status Report from ERCOT.

8)  2004 Annual Validation Issues and 2003 lessons learned.

9)  PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

10)  Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants

11)  Update reports: 

a) IDR Impact Analysis.

b) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties.

c) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24 hour Stores.

d) PRR469 Comet and LR Compliance (Board approved 01/08, eff. 2/1/04).

e) PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (Board approved 1/8, priority 1.1). 

f) PRR478 Use of Lagged Dynamic Samples for New Load Profiles (TAC approved 2/5). 

i) (LPGRR2003-004 Section 12) (TAC approved 2/5).

g) PRR479 IDR Removal (PRS approved 1/23 with ERCOT comments, TAC 3/4).

h) DLC (PR-20123, PIP 106, PRR385 Section 18 and LPGRR2003-001 complete).
i) PRR484 Section 6 Implementation of Direct Load Control, (TAC 2/5).

i) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (PRS 2/20).

j) PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web prior to 2003 (pending).

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

Meeting
1)
Antitrust Admonition


The antitrust guidelines were read aloud.

2)
Approval of January 28, 2004 Meeting Minutes

The minutes were approved with minor revisions.
3) New Time of Use Schedule Approval Process Document
The PWG reviewed and accepted the document with some substantive changes. The document will be submitted to the RMS for review and posted to the ERCOT website.
4) PRR for NIDR Scaling affecting section 11.3.2

Carl walked the PWG through his analyses which included quantifying the number of ESIIDs settled on the default profile with the six month limitation and the average scale factor analysis. The default analysis seemed to indicate that ERCOT wide the percentage of ESIIDs settled on default profiles is quite low (0.59% for initial settlement and 0.37% for final settlement).  

The scale factor analysis seemed to indicate variability of average scale factor across weather zone and profile type. Carl recommended that the PRR move forward. The change to look back 12 months is a minimal effort to ERCOT and the work is practically completed. Ed suggested allowing some time for everyone to take the analysis to study internally at their respective companies.  It was requested that Carl write up a summary of his analysis. The PRR will be up for vote at the next PWG meeting pending appropriate review time between receipt of written explanation of the spreadsheets on NIDR scaling that were emailed the evening before this PWG meeting. 

Carl will prepare a summary of his analysis.

5) Load Research Sample Design Review

Carl reviewed key points of the PowerPoint presentation that was unveiled at the last load research meeting.  There was some discussion concerning the relative precision and the cost associated with relative precision. Carl said that the relative precision needed to be a collective decision. Ernie asked if the TDSPs were tracking their expenses associated with the LRS project.  He expressed that the PWG would be better equipped down the road to assess accuracy and associated cost if the expenses were tracked by the TDSPs. 


TDSPs are to find out how they plan on tracking LRS expenses internally.

Ron reported that he sent out files for the TDSPs to review.  The files contained what ERCOT considered outlier data that could adversely affect the sample. ERCOT reported that sample selection is being delayed until the issues are cleared up, though sample selection will proceed if it becomes apparent that the issues are not going to be resolved in a timely manner. There was considerable discussion on if this approach is appropriate.  Carl argued that the points containing outlier data were likely to be picked for the sample and these outliers could have undesirable impacts when the second sample is chosen. Alan was under the impression that the TDSPs would receive the sample points and work the list themselves.  Ernie expressed that he felt ERCOT and Raj’s team should address the issues with the TDSPs and arrive at a collective solution. 

 

TDSPs and Load Research teams will get together and discuss the issues. 

6) ERCOT Load Research Status
Bill reported that the project is moving forward in terms of software implementation and training. Carl reported that the board approval of lagged dynamic samples for new profiles and the momentum behind DLC were causing ERCOT to focus on overlaps in the three projects and work on them concurrently.   
7) 2003 Annual Validation of Profile ID Status Report
Diana reported that winter ratio and load factor validations were complete. However, ERCOT is still awaiting TDSP responses concerning other validations including premise type, zip code, weather zone, congestion management zone and substation. Alan expressed that some of these validations overlap the SCR 727 effort and that 727 is given higher priority with resources.  Alan suggested FasTrak as an alternative to ERCOT sending files via email and Diana offered to FasTrak the outstanding issues. 



 Diana will FasTrak the outstanding annual validation issues.
8) 2004 Annual Validation issues and 2003 lessons learned 

The PWG discussed a variety of issues concerning annual validation.  The discussion addressed the items summarized by Ernie in the ‘Annual Validation 2004 Discussion Items’ document.  The first issue taken up was migration, specifically the causes of the large number of migrations and the pre-2004 sample and analysis performed by Diana.   PWG has identified numerous possibilities accounting for the large migration, including but not quantified or limited to: methodology change (usage month), initial validation issues, lack of consistency in assigning BUSNODEM, default profile assignments due to missing data, sharply defined 1.5 winter ratio (residential) and market open data lacking validation. ERCOT’s pre-2004 sample indicates that migration is likely to be substantially less for annual validation 2004.  The analysis previewing the expected number of profile changes for 2004 suggests 11% of Residential Profiles and 7% of Business profiles will change during the next annual validation.   Ed questioned why there are expected to be 11% of Residential profiles reassigned for the 2004 validation.  It was suggested that 2003-2004 winter weather has been milder. The question arose as to why changing weather patterns would affect the profile assignment between the high winter ratio and low winter ratio residential profile.  A note was made that the connected load at a residence typically does not change with weather patterns and that the volatility in usage patterns should be caught by the temperature adjustments made to the weather adjusted profile models rather than changing the profile assignment.  More discussion is expected to address this.

The 814_20 variance issue was investigated by ERCOT staff and the issue was found to affect less than 0.01% of transactions in question. The TX SET change to distinguish annual validation transaction from normal traffic is still pending.  Ernie is to follow up with an email to Texas SET to check on the status for Texas SET v 2.1-2005.
 Ernie will email Texas SET concerning distinguishing annual validation transactions.

The discussion moved to the possibility of ERCOT performing annual validation and the various options.  Carl conveyed that he had been communicating with Jim Purdue concerning CenterPoint’s interest in submitting a PRR that would mandate ERCOT responsibility for annual validation. Though ERCOT expressed that it could accommodate such a change, other issues still need to be worked though, including whether the process would be transactional (requiring a Texas SET change) or if ERCOT would perform calculations only.  In an effort to keep the meeting moving along it was suggested that someone champion the annual validation issue and formulate a plan.  If ERCOT is to take the responsibility for performing Annual Validation and creating the changes for profile assignment, a plan should include analysis of options for effecting changes for Annual Validation using flat files or continuing to use the 814_20 transaction.  The plan for analysis should ensure appropriate review by all market participants before a decision is made to effect the annual validation changes via flat files versus continued use of TX_SET transactions.
CenterPoint, with ERCOT’s assistance, will work on and propose a plan of action for the future of annual validation.

There was some discussion over Decision Tree governance and if the governance falls under the scope of the PWG and/or RMS. The PWG agreed that further review is needed on this issue.
Other issues included not replacing a non-default with a default assignment, relaxing the requirement for to allow for missing months of usage history, excluding outlier usage, excluding months with zero kWh from calculations, applying dead-bands, and revisiting the 1.5 winter ratio breakpoint. The PWG decided that all aspects needed further analysis before any conclusive decisions can be reached. 

ERCOT will perform various Annual Validation analyses. 
9) Update Reports 

(a) ERCOT reported that they are proceeding with the IDR impact analysis. There is nothing further to report at this time.

(b) & (c) No change in the Profile Change Requests.  Carl reported that the ERCOT member who was working on this project resigned and the project will have to transition to another member of the ERCOT staff.

(d) PRR469 was approved by the Board on 1/8.

(e) PRR471 was approved by the Board on 1/8 and is actively in the project mix at ERCOT. 
(f) TAC approved LPGRR2003-004 and ERCOT staff needs to update the Load Profiling Guides.


ERCOT to update Load Profiling Guides with wording approved in 
LPGRR2003-004.
(g) PRR479 for IDR removal is being considered at TAC on 3/4.

Cirro submitted a PRR to require ERCOT to post the forecast at 5:30 a.m.

10) Confirmation of next meeting 

The next PWG meeting will be on Thursday, 03/23/2004.  

The meeting was adjourned.
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