PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes December 17, 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


Diana Ott, ERCOT


Carl Raish, ERCOT


Theresa Werkheiser, ERCOT

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

John Taylor, Entergy Solutions

Malcolm Smith, Energy Data Source

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy

Sonja Mingo, ERCOT

Sara Ferris, OPUC

Jackie Ashbaugh, ERCOT
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Represents action items for PWG members




Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Approval of November 18 meeting minutes.
3) PRR479 – Reporting Criteria Clarification Request from ERCOT Staff.
4) Brief 2004 Annual Validation Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSPs.
5) 2005 Annual Validation.
a) Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSPs.
b) ERCOT Presentation on suggested ideas.
c) Vote on Profile Decision Tree Changes Segment Assignment tab for version 1.10.
d) Discuss Decision Tree changes into LPG and spreadsheet examples.
6) Nominations for PWG Chair and Vice Chair for 2005.
7) Oil and Gas Profile Sample Design Discussion lead by ERCOT.
8) PRR draft - IDR weather sensitivity section 11.3.3.1. 
9) Discussion of CNP/ERCOT draft of Profile ID assignment responsibility changes.
10) 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).

11) 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

12) Confirm future meeting schedule.
13) Update reports; 
a) PRR479 IDR Removal (RMS 11/11 to review priority in 2005).
b) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (plan eff. 12/04).

c) PRR514 Twelve Month Window for Non-IDR Scaling (ERCOT implementing).
d) PRR536 lower IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold (BD 12/14 approved).

e) PRR544 12-Month Window for Scaling NIDR to IDR ESI IDs (TAC approved 12/2).
f) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (requestor reviewing sample design).
g) Profile Change Request for Gas/Convenience 24 hr Stores (pending requestor action).
h) ERCOT Residential Survey Form ERCOT (TAC 11/4 remanded to RMS)
i) Load Research Status (96% installed, Go-Live complete).

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

14) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

15) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
16)  Review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Next PWG meetings are 01/25/05 and each 4th Wednesday Feb-Oct 2005.

Next RMS meeting is 1/11/05. 

Next COPS meeting is 1/27/05.

Next UFE Task Force meeting is TBA.

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

Meeting Minutes
1)
Antitrust Admonition

Ernie reminded everyone of antitrust admonition.  A copy can be obtained from Brittney Albracht. 

2)
Approval of November 18 minutes.

Due to time considerations, the approval of the November meeting minutes was postponed until January’s meeting.

3)
PRR479 – Reporting Criteria Clarification Request from ERCOT Staff

Ernie reviewed the activities at yesterday’s RMS meeting.  PRR479 was summarized as follows:

· Allow the removal of an IDR meter for settlement under certain conditions when load drops below a minimum threshold.  

· Allow IDRs installed by NOIEs for load aggregation purposes only to be exempt from being used for retail customer settlement purposes and allow the NOIE to remove IDRs used for NOIE load aggregation within one hundred and twenty (120) days after the NOIE fully implements Customer Choice.

Jackie Ashbaugh reviewed how the protocols are interpreted by ERCOT regarding what should the IDR Requirements Report include?  Jackie requested input regarding what needs to be done to the report.      Carl listed the following situations that should be reported to cover provisions in Protocols Section 18.6:

•
IDR removed < 12 months after requested install

•
IDR installed < 12 months after requested removal

•
IDR used for NOIE separation - removed >120 days after choice

•
Customer w/ demand > 150 kW during previous 12 months has IDR removed

•
New customer requests removal >120 days after move-in and IDR is removed 

•
New customer has demand > threshold between move-in and request date

•
New customer requested removal < 45 days after move-in

•
Not on list.  IDR removed for a customer and demand > threshold by previous customer.

There was discussion around the use of the report for enforcement.  None of the market participants present at the meeting expressed a desire for ERCOT to have enforcement authority in regards to optional removal of IDRs.  It was mentioned that the vision ERCOT staff has of creating a process for manual paperflow to give ERCOT approval notice ahead of IDR removal would not likely garner support from the market participants.  When asked by ERCOT staff Why? It was explained that the market transactions already in place between CRs and TDSPs provide an electronic means of communicating the request to make a meter change and that adding a manual process in the meter change process would be inefficient and undesirable in most participants’ minds.  

Ernie suggested a recommendation to RMS stating the intent of the PRR and details to be included in the IDR Requirements Report. 

Sara asked what is the quickest solution: a follow-up PRR or continue with the requirements in Section18.6.   Ed Echols suggested a quick fix to the problem would be to gray box the ERCOT Staff interjected language that expanded the “ERCOT” interpretation that the IDR report needed to include listing ESIIDs that had IDRs removed.  It was stated that the original intent of the IDR report was to list ESIIDs that had crossed the threshold for requiring an IDR be installed.   A discussion was briefly held that one of ERCOT’s internal groups had decided to gray box the ERCOT Board approved  PRR language that market participants had expressly wanted for allowing optional removal of IDRs while the language ERCOT staff added to expand the IDR reporting requirements was not gray boxed.   The general opinion of the market participants at the PWG meeting agreed with the concept that gray boxing the language added by ERCOT staff in 18.6.1 would ease the “accuracy of reporting” issue and that removing the existing gray box on the “optional removal section would remedy the situation.   By reversing which language in the protocol revision is gray boxed, the reporting process would not encumber the market participants’ primary reason for the protocol revision which was to allow optional removal of IDRs.

The IDR Requirements Report is an item in the SAS70 audit.  Jackie will begin development in January based on the current Protocols Section 18.6. If she knows another PRR is coming, development will be done so it can be used to satisfy the follow-up PRR.   A follow-up PRR could go to the board in the March – April timeframe.

Ernie pointed-out a new PRR would need to spell out in detail what PWG wants.

The consensus was the PWG did not intend the level of reporting as detailed in 18.6. It was decided not to sponsor a follow-up PRR.  Market Participants may submit a follow-up PRR.

4) Brief 2004 Annual Validation Progress Report by ERCOT and TDSPs

Diana reported that all TDSP’s are compliant within 99% of the new sample for the business profile group.  Diana also reviewed the validations spreadsheet for Load Profiling Guide Sections 11.4.4 and 11.4.7.  Diana continues to monitor FasTrak and submit new files.

Alan reported two efforts to work the issues by AEP.   Ed asked if there is a situation that causes station assignments to change.  Alan stated AEP is still mapping data from market open.

CenterPoint is making software changes to verify substation code and assignments with equipment. CenterPoint substation, weather zone, and zip code information is maintained in different systems. The majority will be complete in the January – February time frame while others will be completed in April timeframe.

Carl pointed out that it is critical that the ESIID be assigned to the correct substation so it ends up being settled in the correct CM Zone.

Terry reported that TXU ED recently sent approximately 500,000 814-20’s. There are on-going problems with ESI-ID and substation assignments.

Diana reported the FasTraks have been submitted for TNMP.

Ernie asked if the visibility for the annual validation reports is appropriate.  Terry responded that COPS is aware of these reports. COPS may consider whether annually is frequent enough for the reports.

Ernie suggested that ERCOT staff rank the importance of remaining annual validation items for some criteria such as UFE.  Terry responded that all of them are important. 

Zach cautioned about putting thresholds around some of the items.  Ed suggested some items could be more important for CenterPoint due to congestion considerations in their area.

5) 2005 Annual Validation

Diana presented a “Winter Ratio Review and Impact of Proposed Annual Validation Modifications”.  The presentation included:

· 2003 RESHIWR ESI IDs 

· new profile assignment

· ’04 WR Numerator Distribution - less than 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30

· 2003 RESLOWR ESI IDs

· Assigned RESHIWR in ’04

· ’04 WR Numerator Distribution

· Review of Profile Segment Assignments

· Base Code

· Recommended Changes

· Winter Ratio Distributions 

· Comparing different WR Formulas

Diana also reviewed ERCOT progress on studies regarding other ideas suggested by PWG.

Carl stated the proposed changes tend to make it harder to leave high winter ratio once you are in the group.  (i.e. if we see evidence of electric heat, we will believe you have electric heat even if you don’t show it the next year.)

Carl discussed other ways to calculate Winter Ratio such as:

(1) fall/spring ADU means (October, November, March, April)

(2) drop High/Low values for fall/spring.  

These ideas do not appear to offer significant improvement.  PWG agreed the Winter Ration formula will remain the same for 2005.

Ernie summarized the PWG recommendations.  

· Item 1 (approved last month): do not replace a non-default assignment with a default assignment.

· Item 5: kWh Minimums for WR numerator < 20 assign to RESLOWR. 

· Item 4:  Apply Dead-Bands of:


– RESHIWR goes to RESLOWR if WR ≤= 1.0


– RESLOWR goes to RESHIWR if WR > 1.8.

The approved recommendations were published to the PWG exploder.

6) Nominations for PWG Chair and Vice Chair for 2005

Ernie opened the nominations for 2005 PWG leadership.  The nominations will remain open until the January PWG meeting.  PWG will vote at the January meeting after RMS votes on their 2005 leadership.

The current nominations are: Ed Echols, Ernie Podraza and John Taylor.
7) Oil and Gas Profile Sample Design Discussion

Carl stated that he had completed the sample design calculations.  The Load Research (LR) sample data will be used to offset some new sample points.  ERCOT received from TXU ED a list of 8500 ESI-ID’s to use as an oil and gas sample frame.  These ESI-ID’s were cross-checked with the LR sample point population resulting in 420 points overlapping with the LR population.

The next issue is where in the current LR population does the overlapping occur?  The LR population is stratified by profile type, weather zone, and service voltage.  The analysis found several strata with no sample points most of which were in secondary voltage sample cells.  Carl expects 15 additional sample points will be needed to complete oil and gas sample design for the Oil and Gas Profile.

Carl asked the PWG if they had concerns regarding the sample design.  John and Ed responded that their only concern is a possible difference in shapes between primary metered and secondary meter Oil and Gas Loads. 

There was discussion regarding whether the TDSP’s supply loss codes.  Carl stated TXU ED and AEP supply loss codes.  Soon Center Point will supply loss codes.

PWG Goals for 2005

The PWG prepared the following list of goals for 2005 and the approximate time frames for completion.

· Evaluate Profile ID assignment responsibilities - June

· Annual Validation 2005 – make changes and complete - December

· AV 2005 – review of 2005 changes per long term – Business (June), cut point (Dec.)

· Evaluate Lagged Dynamics – Dec.

· Bring LPGuides current – Dec.

· Processing new requests – Oil & Gas, Convenience Store – Dec.

· Collaboration with UFE TF – Dec.

· Writing PRR’s as required – Dec.

· LRS sample selection round two – Dec.

· IDR Analysis – 2 issues left – December

· Agreement between decision tree language and LPGuides.


Ernie will report these goals to RMS.
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. 

Ernie adjourned the meeting.
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