PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes November 18, 2004

Meeting Attendees

In-person:
Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, TXU Electric Delivery
Theresa DeBose, CenterPoint Energy

Zachary Collard, CenterPoint Energy
Alan Graves, AEP

Ernie Podraza (facilitator), Reliant
Lloyd Young, AEP

Ed Echols, TXU Energy


Bill Boswell (scribe), ERCOT


Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Diana Ott, ERCOT


Carl Raish, ERCOT


Theresa Werkheiser, ERCOT

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

John Taylor, Entergy Solutions

Malcolm Smith, Energy Data Source

Audrey Parker, Good Company

Darrel Klimitchek, Nueces Electric Coop

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy

Bob Collins, ERCOT

Don Tandon, ERCOT
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Approval of October 18 and October 29 phone conference meeting minutes.
3) Brief 2004 Annual Validation Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSPs.
4) 2005 Annual Validation.
a) Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSPs.
b) ERCOT Presentation on suggested ideas.
c) Review of TAC, RMS and ERCOT Board meeting comments and actions.

d) Modify the Board Report less the survey in 05.

5) Profile Decision Tree Change Review (ERCOT Staff);
a) DRAFT of the Segment Assignment tab for version 1.10, and
b) Revisions per 2005 Annual Validation if available.
c) Discuss having RMS approval of all Decision Tree changes
6) 1 PM - PRR draft final approval - Calculation of Distribution Losses for Settlement.
a) Expected benefit for Performing these changes
b) Expected ERCOT Cost in resources 
c) Pros and Cons
7) PRR draft - IDR weather sensitivity section 11.3.3.1. 
8) Discussion of CNP/ERCOT draft of Profile ID assignment responsibility changes.
9) Discussion on value of lagged dynamic profiles.
a) Presentation by ERCOT Staff.
b) Review conclusions in New Frontiers for Load Research paper found at http://www.aeic.org/load_research/papers.html 

c) Review RRI analysis of CNP 98-99 Sample data to ERCOT Profiles.

d) Initial Requirements to justify methodology change;

i) ERCOT analysis requirements for Load Research Study to compare current Static Models to installed sample data with affects on UFE.

ii) Define data requirements market participants would expect from ERCOT.

iii) Identify impact to all QSE’s in scheduling, forecasting and settlement systems.

iv) Expected Cost for Systems at ERCOT (initial brief review).

v) ERCOT Cost/Benefit Analysis (initial brief review).

10) Planning Discussion on updating the Load Profiling Guides Revisions;

a) New’ ESI IDs – Assigning Profile IDs once usage history is available, 

b) Review LPGRR 2004-001,

c) Review LPGRR 2004-002, and

d) Review LPGRR 2004-003

11) Confirm future meeting schedule.
12) Update reports; 
a) PRR479 IDR Removal (RMS 11/11 to review priority in 2005).
b) ERCOT Residential Survey Form ERCOT (TAC 11/4 remanded to RMS)
c) Load Research Status (94% installed, Go-Live 11/2/04).

d) UFE Task Force Update (Reporting, Allocation and Minimization in discussion).

e) PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (plan eff. 11/3/04). 
f) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (plan eff. 12/04).

g) PRR514 Twelve Month Window for Non-IDR Scaling (ERCOT implementing).
h) PRR536 lower IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold (TAC 11/4 approved).

i) PRR544 12-Month Window for Scaling NIDR to IDR ESI IDs (Approved PRS 10/22).
j) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (pending requestor action).
k) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24 hr Stores (pending requestor action).
13) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

14) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
15)  Review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Meeting Minutes
1)
Antitrust Admonition and Agenda Review

Ernie read the antitrust admonition and reviewed the agenda.  The RMS requested a presentation of PWG accomplishments for this year at their next meeting.

2)
Approval of October 18 and October 29 phone conference minutes.

The 10/18/04 minutes were approved.  The 10/29/04 conference call minutes were approved as amended by Allen Jones.

3)
Brief 2004 Annual Validation Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSP’s.

Carl reported that all transactions had been received from the TDSP’s.  ERCOT drew a new sample (as required in Step 11 of Section 11.4.1 of the Load Profiling Guides) to verify that for the Business Load Profile Groups, the Load Profile Segment accuracy rate of the sample is 99.0% or greater for each TDSP.  Center Point was the only TDSP to pass.  ERCOT is working with the TDSP’s to resolve.  Diana asked the TDSP’s to send a usage file for those ESI ID’s that are in disagreement.  Alan stated AEP is reviewing with their IT group.

Carl stated there is an ongoing issue with ERCOT and TDSPs having different profile assignments on ESIIDs after annual validation is “complete”.  ERCOT pulls a random sample while TDSPs send in a file of profile changes only.  If both ERCOT and the TDSP determine no change is necessary, no disagreement on profile assignment is revealed.The current process only checks that the ESIIDs changing got the same winter ratio or load factor assignment as applicable to an ESIID.   Alan asked if this is a major issue.  Ed believes the profile assignment and active/inactive status issues should be discussed and resolved separately from the profile synchronization issue.  Alan agrees.

TDSP’s are requested to look at what it would take to do a complete sweep thru “727” data comparing current profile ID assignments and Active/Inactive status against ERCOT data.

Ed will discuss the profile ID assignment and Active/Inactive status issues with the DEWG or DEV task force.

The PWG members discussed the filing and working of FasTrak issues.

Carl raised another issue – if a TDSP is correcting an error, how far back do they go?


The PWG members were asked to review the length for error corrections issue for next meeting.

Diana stated ERCOT produces a daily report that indicates ESI ID’s with no usage for a year.  Should TDSP’s be working this report to identify changes to Active/Inactive status?

4)
2005 Annual Validation
a) Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSP’s

ERCOT has done additional analysis and written SAS code for the following top-three items from the PWG list.

· Do not replace a non-default assignment with a default assignment

· Apply Dead-Bands

· Set kWh Minimums for RESHIWR.

Ernie suggested ERCOT share SAS code with TDSP’s and CR’s.  TDSP’s are writing specs and some have begun initial coding.
b) ERCOT Presentation on Suggested Ideas

Diana presented the slides entitled:  “Annual Validation Update: ◊ Impact of the ERCOT Interim Recommendations; ◊ Winter Ratio Distributions. 

There was discussion on the best way to present this information to RMS.  In brief, Carl stated that looking at multiple years of load profiles from the unadjusted models is not a good way to determine dead-bands. He said the multiple years of profiles do not represent what is happening in the population--as evidenced by the high standard deviations among the Winter Ratio calculations.  The models capture the temperature effect but not the behavioral effects (i.e., occupancy), so it is critical to show analysis of actual data from the population.  

c) Review of TAC, RMS and ERCOT Board meeting comments and actions

Ernie reviewed the TAC report that was not presented at the Board’s November meeting.  The Board remanded the report to RMS and tasked RMS and PWG with revising the report.  The residential survey is now in the hands of a task force headed by Lan Conn.
d) Modify the Board Report less the survey in 2005

Changes were made to the board report to reflect TAC and RMS input. There were discussions around schedule, near-term action plan, longer-term action plan and changes in the calculation of winter ratio.

Ernie brought a note from Carol Biedrzycki. Ernie got the note at another meeting that suggested the U.S. census tract data might be of value as an alternative to a residential survey.  Theresa DeBose will check if the heating question was asked in the 2000 census.

5)
Profile Decision Tree Change Review (ERCOT Staff)

a) Draft of the Segment Assignment tab for Version 2.0

Adrian reviewed the draft changes to the segment assignment tab of the Profile Decision Tree.
b) Revisions per 2005 Annual Validation

The residential section of the Decision Tree covers the following items in the 2005 plan.

· Do not replace a non-default assignment with a default assignment

· Apply Dead-Bands

· Set kWh Minimums for RESHIWR.

Ernie requested a vote first on whether to accept an average effect to the Winter Ratio formula.  Also another item requiring a decision by PWG before December is (If Numerator of WR Calculation) <= 10kWh, then assign to LOWR.

The PWG agreed to not replace a non-default assignment with a default assignment for business and residential.  Adrian presented 2 options for documenting the Business load factor algorithm in the Decision Tree.  Option 1 is a condensed version.  Option 2 is a more detailed, lengthy version.  The consensus was to wait until next month to give everyone time to study the two options.

Carl asked whether the Average Load Factor calculation should be weighted by monthly kWh instead of demand values. ERCOT will add to their list of ideas. 

ERCOT will add 25 and 30 kWh to the analysis.

PWG members are to consider for voting at the December meeting the Winter Ratio numbers in the Segment Assignment tab, Option 2, Sections (A) and (B) – (E) of Adrian’s draft of the Profile Decision Tree spreadsheet.  The PWG will also vote to accept the final Segment Assignment tab language (total of 4 voting items at the December meeting.)

ERCOT will investigate whether the Decision Tree spreadsheet could be converted to Word document.

Ernie agreed to put as a discussion item on the agenda for December meeting: How far back can a dispute go?

c) Discuss having RMS Approval of all Decision Tree Changes

The PWG discussed the approval process for Decision Tree changes. Carl believes that rather than having an approval process established for the decision tree, it would be preferable to move the substantive parts of decision tree to the Load Profiling Guides.  The decision tree could continue to exist as a means to illustrate by example how the calculations should be implemented. Ed believes there is a governance issue regarding the Decision Tree. 

6)   PRR draft final approval - Calculation of Distribution Losses for Settlement
The PWG reviewed the draft PRR.  Ed stated the underlying distribution loss calculations would not be changed and that describing the PRR benefits as increasing accuracy could be misleading.  The end result of the PRR is to use actual system load instead of forecasted system load to calculate the distribution loss factors for settlement. 

The new language was approved and will be sent to RMS as a voting item. Ed asked if everyone thought differences in the loss calculations would be worth the changes.  (RMS will ask this question.)  Ernie responded that even small changes in losses can be important to a small CR.  A presentation will be developed for RMS including Carl’s analysis slides from the UFE TF presentation.

7)   PRR draft - IDR weather sensitivity section 11.3.3.1


ERCOT staff will complete the benefits sections of the draft PRR.

11)
Confirm future meeting schedule
The December PWG meeting is scheduled on Friday, 12/17/04.

The January PWG meeting is scheduled on Tuesday, 01/25/05.  For February – October 2005, the meetings are scheduled on the fourth Wednesday of each month.

12) Update Reports

a) PRR479 IDR Removal (RMS 11/11 to review priority in 2005).

Ernie stated the RMS was disappointed PRR 479 will not be done this year. It must have a priority >= 1.2 to get done next year. RMS will consider making a recommendation to change the priority at their December meeting.

e) PRR471 Default Profiles for Non-IDR and IDR profiles (plan eff. 11/3/04).

PRR 471 is complete and in production.
f) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (plan eff. 12/04).

PRR488 is in testing and is scheduled to be migrated to production in December.

j) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties.

Malcolm stated ERCOT had requested more data to support the profile change request.  ERCOT’s initial recommendation was to have 60 additional load research IDRs installed by TXU ED in the next 3-6 months.  ERCOT will do analysis and present findings to Malcolm and PWG.  

Ernie asked how to verify the premise is an oil and gas property.  Malcolm responded a periodic review can be performed of the load and tax exempt certificate.  

Ernie adjourned the meeting.
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