PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes June 22, 2004
Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, TXU Electric Delivery


Qingling Zhang, CenterPoint
Ed Echols, TXU Energy




Mansukh Vaghela, CenterPoint
Lloyd Young,  AEP




Alan Graves, AEP
Vance Hall, MeterSmart




Bruce Lemke, AEP
Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto - PUCT



Allen Jones, CenterPoint
Brad Boles, Cirro Energy



Sandria Edwards, TNMP

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT






Diana Ott, ERCOT




In-person:
Terri Eaton, Green Mountain



Darrell Klimitchek - STEC
Ernie Podraza (PWG Chair), Reliant


Frank Wilson, Nueces Coop.
Carl Raish, ERCOT




Jennifer Garcia, ERCOT
John Taylor, Entergy Solutions



David Gonzales, ERCOT


Lindsey Turns, ERCOT 




Mike Davis, ERCOT
Glenn Garland, Good Company
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.

2) Approval of May 25 meeting minutes.

3) PRS comment review of PRR479 IDR Removal.

4) PRR Drafts to lower the IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold (John & Ed). 

5) Annual Validation Issues and Analysis Plan Review.

a) Migration Population Discussion (ERCOT analysis).

Item 1) Keep old profile instead of default if insufficient data (ERCOT analysis).

Item 8) Busnodem under 10 kw (ERCOT analysis).

Item 4) Residential Winter Ratio.

Item 2) Allow missing months of data (begin discussion).

Item 3) Excluding outliers (begin discussion).

6) CNP/ERCOT update of Profile ID assignment issues.

7) PRR478 Lagged Dynamic Samples for New Load Profiles. 

8) Revise Forecasted Load Profile to 5 days.
9) UFE Analysis Team Activity Discussion.

10) ERCOT Load Research Status (Samples sites being installed).

11) DLC in a Nodal Market, DemandSideWG working on white paper.

12) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

13) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.

14) Update reports; 

a) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (in sample design).

b) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24 hour Stores (in sample design).

c) PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (in requirement development). 

d) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (Board approved 4/20).

e) PRR514 Twelve Month Window for Non-IDR Scaling (PRS approved 5/21, TAC 7/8).

f) PRR479 IDR Optional Removal Threshold (RMS approved 6/10, PRS 6/24).

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

Next PWG meetings are 7/27 and the fourth Tuesday each month thru October; 

Next RMS meetings are 7/14 and 8/12. 

Next DemandSideWG meeting is 7/16 with DLC to be discussed, PWG encouraged to attend.

See http://www.ercot.com/calendar/cal.cfm for other times.
Meeting Minutes

1)
Antitrust Admonition


Ernie reminded everyone of their responsibilities regarding the antitrust guidelines.

2)
Approval of May 25, 2004 Meeting Minutes
The PWG Group used Ed Echol’s red line minutes to start the review.  Minutes were approved as modified by Ed.  The approved minutes will be distributed to the PWG Exploder list.

 Bill Boswell will distribute the final minutes for the 07/27/2004 meeting. 
3)  PRS Comment Review of PRR479 IDR Removal
Jennifer Garcia went over ERCOT’s recommended modifications to the PRR.  The removal of the IDR cannot be accomplished until after twenty five days so ERCOT can get a reading to establish the customers load as a start.  Brad brought up the possibility of the customer’s load data not getting into the ERCOT System in a timely manner.  
Carl Raish brought up that Protocols and the Load profiling Guides require ERCOT to monitor adherence to the IDR Requirement and to generate a report of premises which require installation of an IDR.  This requirement should also include reporting if an IDR is removed from a customer that exceeds the Optional Removal Threshold; this led into much discussion.  PRS will post the ERCOT impact analysis to the web for comment with regard to the reporting.  
Allowing removal for IDRs that were used for wholesale or establishment of the COOP load was brought up; discussion also included how to use the IDRs during a pilot period … it was agreed to allow premises to be settled with profiles during the pilot.  Jennifer will write up something for PRS now that ERCOT understands what the PWG’s intent was

Jennifer Garcia will provide ERCOT’s comments to the PRS.

Ed Echols recommended that the original statement that was sent out by the PWG Chair, about PRS wanting to have this change, be corrected with another announcement from the PWG Chair.


 PWG Chair will send out a corrected announcement about who wanted the change
4) PRR Drafts to lower the IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold (John & Ed)
Lindsey Turns presented charts with summary of IDRs that would be required at various threshold levels for mandatory installation possibilities.  The charts, also, reflected the IDRs that would need installation for sample recorders.  John Taylor presented a draft PRR for a mandatory IDR installation at a 700 kW threshold that would go into effect upon approval.  Ed Echols presented a phased in approach along with wording changes that would point Protocol Section 18.6.6 back to Protocol Section 18.6.1 so future changes would not have to be specifically made to Protocols Section 18.6.6 in regard to the threshold value.  An extensive discussion evolved over lowering the mandatory installation of IDRs.  Three proposals were generated out of the discussions and they are a one time change, a three step phase in, and a two step phase in.  Associated Issues in regard to mandatory threshold changes were Customer understanding of one step to 700 kW and simpler, TDSP Cost, Rate Case issues, and population distribution.  Other impacts discussed were profile accuracy, post customer migration, coordination with load research, UFE error as a result of not doing anything, and cross customer error.   Members wanted to take the proposals back to their respective companies to get their management’s views.  The mandatory IDR installation discussions will continue at the next PWG Meeting, July 27, 2004.
 
PWG members will take the issues and impacts back to their respective managements for review and feedback.  The members will carry the feedback into the discussions at the next PWG Meeting. 
5) Annual Validation Issues and Analysis Plan Review
a) Migration Population Discussion (ERCOT analysis).

Lindsey Turns made a presentation on information ERCOT has available for Annual Validations.  She presented information that covered demand issues below 10 kW, default profiles, and the significant migration for 2004 if normal annual validation occurs.  Additionally, heating and cooling degree days were reviewed on the shoulder month in order to try to understand the high migration of the residential sector.  

A large discussion evolved due to what the migration charts revealed.  There were some discussions on establishing a dead band around the 1.5 ratio to establish change, allow only a certain percentage of customers to migrate, take a ratio of the migrations between RESHI and RESLO and adjust the break point of 1.5, or allow only the top two percent to migrate and hold everything else the same.  No conclusion was reached.  However, the group decided to continue the normal process of Annual Validation. 

ERCOT was asked to develop a frequency distribution based on set point differentials and something on load factor as well.  After ERCOT completes analyses, they will notify the PWG Chair and he will set up a conference call.

PWG Chair to set up a conference call once the ERCOT analyses is completed.
     The following items were discussed for TDSP input:

Item 1) Keep old profile instead of default if insufficient data (ERCOT analysis)
TXU responded that they could handle it.  Other TDSPs were not present or need to check with their IT Department before responding.
Item 8) Busnodem under 10 kW (ERCOT analysis)
AEP wanted to know if the PWG would allow them to classify ESI IDs in accordance with rates and below 10 kW.  Some pointed out that this was in violation of Protocols and some discussion evolved from this point.  TXU Electric Delivery voted no. 

Item 4) Residential Winter Ratio
TXU Electric Delivery said they could change their software to accommodate a dead band.  AEP and CNP did not think they could in a timely manner and they have to check with their IT departments to verify the possibilities.  Some TDSP were not present and will need to be polled later.
Item 2) Allow missing months of data (begin discussion)
TXU Electric Delivery was opposed to this for this year and would have to evaluate the impacts that the revision would have prior to committing to a future date of implementation.  Other TDSPs would have to check with their respective IT Departments or was not present.
Item 3) Excluding outliers (begin discussion)
TXU Electric Delivery was opposed to this for this year and would have to evaluate the impacts that the revision would have prior to committing to a future date of implementation.  Other TDSPs would have to check with their respective IT Departments or was not present.
Some TDSPs were not present for the discussion and the PWG Chair will poll the TDSPs for final responses.  Discussions will continue at the next PWG Meeting.

PWG Chair will poll TDSPs for responses
6) CNP/ERCOT update of Profile ID assignment issues 

Discussion began on ERCOT doing the profile assignment process.  ERCOT believes they can make programming changes fairly quickly to start doing Profile Assignment.  ERCOT, also, believes they could accomplish more changes than the TDSPs if Profile Assignment is assigned to them.  There was an issue on what happens in a dispute if the TDSP doesn’t have the information in its system to evaluate whether the profile was correctly assigned.  This will be discussed more extensively at the next PWG Meeting. 

7) PRR478 Lagged Dynamic Samples for New Load Profiles
ERCOT solicited the PWG’s thoughts on the support for moving forward with PR 40056.  They have the budget, project, personnel, and money; however, originally, it was approved based on system functionality that would be built for DLC – Lag Dynamic Samples.  

Ernie asked if anyone would want to stop the project.  Silence was present and that would indicate no.

Discussion on whether to proceed with the LR Project for New Profiles or suspend it ensued.  Ernie did not want to see us lose the budget for a stand alone LR Project and he asked the group if we should submit the PRR.  Alan Graves suggested that Ernie send out an E-mail survey to a larger audience for feedback and he agreed to do so.

PWG Chair to send out an E-mail survey to a larger audience for feedback on this subject
8) Revise Forecasted Load Profile to 5 days
CIRRO (represented by Brad Boles) wants current plus four days in the forecasts.  Adrian is evaluating this as he found it not to be as easy as first thought.  We will carry this to the next meeting.
9) UFE Analysis Team Activity Discussion
Ernie and Carl are having discussions on this subject and have the belief that ERCOT should take the lead on getting the UFE Team active again.  Ernie shared some of his thoughts on UFE about analyzing weather zones and would like to see UFE zones by weather zones because he feels it is unfair due to storms passing through specific weather zones that have no effect on other weather zones not experiencing storms.  Ernie pointed to the appropriate Protocols to justify reviving the active UFE Team.  Discussion will continue at the next PWG Meeting.
10)  ERCOT Load Research Status (Samples sites being installed) 

Ernie asked Carl to provide the group with an update on the installation progress.  Carl said he wasn’t aware of the latest update and that personnel would be updated the next day on the LRS Teleconference call.  Carl, also, stated that ERCOT is in I(ntegration)-Test with their system.  Ernie asked if the timeline to the sampling program pilot has slipped and Carl said he didn’t know but it would be tight.  It was pointed out that some meters were installed and pilot could progress.  

11)  DLC in a Nodal Market, DemandSideWG Working on White Paper
Ernie informed the group that Jay Zarnikau is drafting a Nodal Market white paper and PWG will have an opportunity to review it.  Ernie brought up that DLC is not 100% dead.  Several personnel are contributing to the white paper for non-IDR profiles to contribute to the Balancing Up – Load (BUL) market.
12)  Next Meeting

The next PWG meeting is scheduled for 07/27/2004 with subsequent meetings the fourth Tuesday of each month thru October.  The next RMS meeting is 8/12/2004.  (See http://www.ercot.com/calendar/cal.cfm for other times.)
The meeting was adjourned.
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