PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes July 27, 2004

Meeting Attendees

In-person:





Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, TXU Electric Delivery


Avis Bonner, CenterPoint

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy 



Theresa DeBose, CenterPoint

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto




Darryl Klimitchec, Nueces Electric Cooperative

Ed Echols, TXU
Energy




Jim Purdue, CenterPoint

Jennifer Garcia, ERCOT



Lloyd Young, AEP

David Gonzales, ERCOT



Allen Jones, CenterPoint

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT





Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Cheryl Moseley, ERCOT






Diana Ott, ERCOT

Audrey Parker, Good Company

Ernie Podraza (facilitator), Reliant


Carl Raish, ERCOT


Malcolm Smith, Energy Data Source





John Taylor, Entergy Solutions






Lindsey Turns, ERCOT 

Paul Wattles, ERCOT

Tommy Weathersbee, RMS Chair
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Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Approval of June 22 meeting minutes and July 7 conference call minutes. 

3) Annual Validation Issues and Analysis Plan Review.
a) Migration Update Post RMS meeting Discussion and email vote.
b) PRR Draft Review. 
c) TDSP Survey Results:

Item 1) Keep old profile instead of default if insufficient data (ERCOT analysis).
Item 8) Busnodem under 10 kW (ERCOT analysis).

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

Item 3) excluding outliers (begin discussion).
d) CNP/ERCOT update of Profile ID assignment responsibility changes.
e) Discussion of PWG recommendation to RMS on 2004 Annual Validation.
4) PRR Draft to lower the IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold.
5) PRR478 Lagged Dynamic Samples for New Load Profiles Survey Results.  

6) UFE Analysis Team Update.
7) Revise Forecasted Load Profile to 5 days.
8) PRR 471 Update from ERCOT Staff.
9) ERCOT Load Research Status (TDSP pilot testing pending ERCOT internal tests).

10) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

11) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
12) 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 (Board approved 7/20).
f) PRR479 IDR Optional Removal Threshold (Board approved 7/20 with TAC revision).
13) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Next PWG meetings are 8/24 and the fourth Tuesday each month thru October; 

Next RMS meetings are 8/12 and 9/16. 

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.  Brittany has a copy.

2)
Approval of June 22, 2004 Meeting Minutes
The PWG minutes were amended to include the correct date of the meeting.  The Conference Call minutes were amended to clarify the TXU names and Shawnee’s name.  

3)
Annual Validation Issues and Analysis Plan Review 
a. Migration Update Post RMS meeting Discussion and email vote.
Ernie updated the group on the previous RMS meeting where both he and Carl made a presentation.  The presentation was made late in the day and there was no longer a quorum at RMS.  There was a discussion on suspending annual validation for this year, and a motion was made to have an email vote to suspend annual validation this year.  The email vote passed.  .  Tommy will take the PRR language the PWG drafts providing the ERCOT Board authority to suspend annual validation to PRS.

The evening before this PWG meeting ERCOT sent a new PowerPoint presentation which they presented.  This presentation corrected a minor problem in the previous analysis and included late breaking CenterPoint data.  CenterPoint still believes their numbers are correct.  They have a high number of residential customers migrating.  Theresa is checking to make sure the usage data is correct.  

CenterPoint:  Ernie noted that the Coastal weather zone exhibited more of a weather effect and since CenterPoint has a larger population this could account for CenterPoint's large numbers.  Ernie doesn’t believe it is bad code, but the weather effect.  ERCOT agreed that they reviewed CenterPoint’s code from last year and it was good.  It could also be data issues. The unvalidated list is being sent to CRs (as of the 15th).  

Ed asked whether we could tell whether the ESIDs that are changing this year are the same ESIDs as last year.  Carl stated that he believes that the changes made last year are attributable to a change in algorithm.  Ed suggested that if we use the same algorithm both years and it is the same ESIDs moving back and forth, that could signal a problem.  Carl doesn’t believe that we will be able to tell until next year.  

John stated that he believes there are problems with the model.  Carl agreed that picking 1.5 as the cutoff might not be right.  Ernie asked what would be the effect of eliminating changes to default.  Carl stated that if we eliminate changes to default we still have 809,110.  

Carl stated that one possibility is that we could use a different ratio in different weather zones.  Ernie added that if we figured out how many electric heat homes we have that would really help the residential migration.  

John stated that this current process produces cross customer error and some CRs are subsidizing other CRs. Ernie stated that there are UFE impacts if customers aren’t in the correct profile.

Possible Solutions:  

· Instead of using 1.5, put in a dead band.

· Get a good model for predicting electric heat (or do a survey to figure out which customers have electric heat.)
· others

PWG WILL DISCUSS THIS ISSUE AT ITS NEXT MEETING

b.  PRR Draft Review. 
Tommy Weathersbee brought a PRR to suspend annual validation this year.  He wanted to bounce the PRR off of the PWG to get feedback before sending to PRS.  John expressed concern that other parts of the Guides and Protocols might need to be changed other than what is being proposed.  Malcolm inquired as to whether or not any analysis has been done on how it affects individual customers.  No.

Brad stated that he doesn’t believe that the annual validation process does what it was designed to do.  Ed agreed that the assignment process is broken.  John stated that he believes the process is broken and canceling annual validation this year doesn’t change that, he did not agree with this and believes we should do something else.  Carl reminded the PWG that the TDSPs did not believe they could implement changes this year (TXU ED could do some).

Cheryl laid out a plan where it would be possible to get the PRR through before the transactions are sent in October-but all other work will still be done in the meantime. 

PLAN:  


PRS-August


TAC-September

Cheryl thought that if the date was in the guides that the PWG could have RMS suspend the timeline.  Paul stated that the guides just require TAC approval.   Tommy stated that he has an RMS vote and must send forth the PRR. Cheryl suggested maybe extending timelines in the guides would be more appropriate.   Carl stated that the proposed PRR language allows for changes to occur.  Ernie reiterated that this PRR moves forward either way.  Malcolm inquired as to whether it would be better to say what we are doing to fix it.  Tommy stated that he had spoken with Beth Garza and she suggested that Tommy update TAC in August before the PRR goes to TAC in September.  John brought up the fact that gaming can occur in this process.  

c. TDSP Survey Results:

Item 1) Keep old profile instead of default if insufficient data (ERCOT analysis).
Item 8) Busnodem under 10 kW (ERCOT analysis).

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

Item 3) Excluding outliers (begin discussion).

TDSP poll:  Can we do this year?  CenterPoint said, “I guess not,” AEP said, “no.”

So we need to work through the list of what is doable for 2005, so that TDSPs can start preparing.

TDSPs and Staff work on for next meeting.  Look at the list of 20 items and talk with companies to see what is doable for next year.  Come with ideas of how to solve the problem.  

d. CNP/ERCOT update of Profile ID assignment responsibility changes.

ERCOT and CenterPoint will get together on a conference call; they will bring back to the PWG.  Ed stated is the meetings should be open to everybody.  Ernie challenged them to have the conference call this week and then send the documents out to the exploder.

e. Discussion of PWG recommendation to RMS on 2004 Annual Validation.

A middle ground was discussed, which TDSPs said they can’t do.  There was no consensus of what to do in 2004.  Tommy stated that 2005 is still open.  A vote was taken and a middle ground was the most preferred.  3 voted not to suspend annual validation, all others voted to suspend.

4) PRR Drafts to lower the IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold 
Three approaches were discussed to get to 700 kW: 3 phase phase-in, 2 phase phase-in, and a one step approach.  A vote was taken to determine who favored each approach.  ERCOT, Entergy Solutions, Energy Data Source, Good Company, Reliant, TXU Energy, Cirro, and TXU Electric Delivery preferred a one step approach with installations to be completed April 2006.   AEP supported a two step approach- 800kW (April 06) and 700kW (April 07).  PUC Staff and CNP supported a three phase approach- 800kW (April 06), 750kW (April 07) and 700kW (April 08).  There are 979 IDR meters currently with less than 1000 kw that shall be affected.  It was agreed that the PRR would be sent to RMS, where dissenting parties have the opportunity to comment.  

5) PRR478 Lagged Dynamic Samples for New Load Profiles Survey Results
Carl presented his survey results.  There was a consensus not to cancel this project.  PRS should re-prioritize.  John asked if that would kill it.  Malcolm asked how this project was related to improving load profiles.  Carl stated that the load research project was being used to improve load profiles.  John and Adrian agreed this was critical for getting better profiles.  Carl added we are 1 ½ years away from getting the load research data (2 ½ years away from meaningful changes to the profiles).  PWG will discuss next meeting.  

6) UFE Analysis Team Update
COPS and RMS will work together to set up a meeting to discuss this issue.  
7) Revise Forecasted Load Profile to 5 days

Adrian gave an update on this issue.  He had access to the testing environment, and when he tried to push it to 5 days he encountered difficulty.  Adrian and Brad talked about the need for 5 day forecast.  Brad will check on the need for a 5 day forecast.

8) PRR 471 Update from ERCOT Staff

When non-IDR moves to IDR, scale to non-IDR usage instead of default profile. Carl suggested making a user setting instead of a permanent configuration.  Impact will be very small.  

ERCOT staff will write up a PRR for the next meeting.  

9) ERCOT Load Research Status (TDSP pilot testing pending ERCOT internal tests)

38 % of meters are installed.  ERCOT still needs to test in-house.  Plans for testing, pilot to begin Tuesday.  

10) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion

Ernie added the issues list to the bottom of the agenda so we don’t lose track.  Send Ernie feedback.  

11) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants

(d)(e)(f) have been approved (a) gaining steam.  Malcolm had inquiries from CRs and companies.  They want to move ahead.  Carl doesn’t feel there is temperature sensitivity.  One of the big questions is what tests are ERCOT going to apply if they go ahead and install meters.  Prospective applicants for a new profile are trying to figure out where the bar is, and whether they want to pursue a new profile request.  Ernie stated that he has done an analysis and Business HILF has a pretty flat profile in contrast.  Maybe Malcolm’s clients could be directed to that flatter profile instead.  

The meeting was adjourned.
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