PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes - February 23, 2005

Meeting Attendees

In-person:
Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, TXU Electric Delivery
Theresa DeBose, CenterPoint Energy

Zachary Collard, CenterPoint Energy
Karen Malkey, CenterPoint Energy

Ernie Podraza (facilitator), Reliant
Lloyd Young, AEP

Ed Echols, TXU Energy
Allen Jones, CenterPoint Energy

Bill Boswell (scribe), ERCOT


Diana Ott, ERCOT


Carl Raish, ERCOT


Theresa Werkheiser, ERCOT

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

John Taylor, Entergy Solutions

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto, PUCT
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Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Approval of January 25 meeting minutes.
3) Chair report on prior RMS meeting and today’s agenda review.
4) Continued discussion of Business Load Factor Migration.
5) 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

e) Discussion of language for validation year or effective date.

6) Discussion of CNP/ERCOT draft of Profile ID assignment responsibility changes.
7) Weather Sensitive Assignment Discussion, another migration issue.
8) “Impact of Profile Code Changes on Settlement Runs”, COPS suggests PWG review.
9) Discussion – should PWG report to RMS or COPS.
10) Possibility of a Metered Lighting Profile.

11) 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).

12) Confirm future meeting schedule.
13) Update reports; 
a) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (ERCOT implementing).

b) PRR514 Twelve Month Window for Non-IDR Scaling (ERCOT implementing).
c) PRR536 lower IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold (eff. 1/1/05).

d) PRR544 12-Month Window for Scaling NIDR to IDR ESI IDs (ERCOT implementing).
e) PRR565 Calculation of Losses for Settlement (PRS 2/17)
f) PRR566 Implementation of IDR Optional Removal Threshold (BD 2/16).
g) PRR572 Weather sensitivity classification (PRS 3/17)

h) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (sample installation being pursued).
i) ERCOT Residential Survey Form ERCOT (RMS action item)
j) Load Research Project (ERCOT working with in sync issues)
14) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

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

Ernie read the Antitrust Admonition.  A copy can be obtained from Brittney Albracht. 

2)
Approval of January 25 Minutes.

Ernie clarified that the PWG meetings are scheduled for 9:00–3:30.   The dial-in number is (512) 255-7282.

John Taylor had the following comments to be included in these minutes regarding the load factor statements in the January 25 minutes.

Homogeneous should be in the right context.  In addition to load factor, it should include: diversity factor, coincidence factor, and the magnitude of demand and energy.
For the first time in many months, Ed Echols had no comments regarding the minutes.  The minutes were approved as published.

3)
Chair report on prior RMS meeting and today’s agenda review

Ernie had nothing to report from the February RMS meeting.  Brad Boles, Vice-Chair, will be presenting for PWG at the March RMS meeting.

4) Continued Discussion of Business Load Factor Migration 

Diana and Theresa presented the Business Load Factor Review findings in response to Ed’s comments at the January 25 meeting regarding business load factor migration.  Default assignments were not included in the analysis.  John Taylor asked for the qualification that the results are based on Average Load Factor (AvgLF.)  

There was discussion around the issue of whether customers are settled on the wrong profile due to the lag in profile assignments, and attempting to limit migrations perpetuates the problem.  For example, a customer is settled for today’s energy use based on an average load factor from, say, 18 months ago.  Carl said that profiling errors send incorrect price signals to the market. 

5) Load Profiling Guides Revisions

a) New ESI ID’s – Assigning Profile ID’s Once Usage History is Available

Adrian provided background on the development of a related document created in September 2004.  The purposes of the document were to stimulate discussion and to clarify LPGuide Section 9.2.4.2.  From this document would come an LPG Revision Request.   Ernie suggested the PWG review the document for discussion at the March meeting.  The group agreed.

b) Review of LPGRR 2004-001

Ernie reviewed the draft of LPGRR 2004-001 covering Load Profiling Guides (LPGuides) Sections 11.1.1 and 11.4.2.  The PWG discussed each paragraph. There was discussion around the fact the LPGuides do not match the Decision Tree.  The LPGuides are a governing document that should be updated to reflect current processes.  

The bigger question is should all LPGRR’s be submitted to RMS as one big change or should each LPGRR be submitted separately.  

There was discussion around whether we should build an archive for LPGuides and Decision Tree documents to preserve past versions from Market open.  Brad stated the underlying processes in the Decision Tree should be captured in the LPGuides and approved thru the governance process.  

Ernie diagramed the current approval process.  PRR’s are approved by the BOD.  LPGuides are approved by TAC and reported to the BOD.  The Decision Tree is maintained by the ERCOT staff, and changes are reviewed by PWG, but PWG approval is not required by the LPG. 

Ernie suggested the LPGuide changes be grouped by document sections.  The PWG reviewed previous LPGuide assignments. The groupings are Sections 8, 9-11, 15-16 and 17.  Zachary suggested a “Task Force” to work on the LPGuide changes.  John and Carl will work on Sections 8;  John, Shawnee, Terry,  and Bruce Limke from AEP will re-write Sections 15-16;  Ernie, Lloyd and Terry will re-write Sections 9-11 (Ed volunteered to review the draft.)  ERCOT staff will assist with all sections.
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The Load Profiling Guides shall be revised per the paragraph above. 

LPGRR 2004-01 was tabled and will be rolled into the Section 11 project.

c) Review of LPGRR 2004-002, NIDR to IDR

LPGRR 2004-02 was tabled and will be rolled into the Section 9 project.

d) Review of LPGRR 2004-003

Ernie renumbered LPGRR 2004-03 to LPGRR 2005-01.  The PWG revised the  document and recommended approval to RMS as revised.   LPGRR 2005-01 will be a voting item at the March RMS meeting.

e) Discussion of Language for Validation Year or Effective Date

The PWG agreed that the latest version of the Profile Decision Tree for each validation year should be posted to the Web.
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  ERCOT will publish to the web the latest version of the Profile  Decision Tree for each validation year.
Diana raised the issue of ERCOT / TDSP comparison of ESI ID, Profile ID and Status.  The ERCOT and TDSP databases remain out of sync across Annual Validation because only information on ESI ID’s whose Profile ID will change is sent for Annual Validation.  For example, the TDSP believes an ESI ID is RESHIWR and does not send a change.  ERCOT believes the same ESI ID is RESLOWR and does not expect a change. 

Should this comparison be a one-time exercise or should the comparison be performed annually as a preliminary to Annual Validation?  TDSP’s can perform the comparison using “727”extract data.   Who should perform the comparison?  ERCOT or TDSP’s?
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  The TDSP’s will investigate the most efficient way to perform a one time sync of  the ESI ID Profile and Status in the TDSP and ERCOT databases.
6) Discussion of CNP/ERCOT draft of Profile ID assignment responsibility changes

Ernie reviewed the following issues from a previous PWG discussion on this issue.

Responsibility for disputes – can ERCOT be responsible for assigning the Profile ID and creating the initial 814_20?  Currently, new ESI ID’s are assigned by the TDSP so initial 814_20’s are sent by the TDSP.  ERCOT does not create 814_20’s.

Currently the TDSP’s initially assign the Profile with ERCOT performing a validation role. The TDSP’s do not want to simply modify the process.  They prefer to get out of the loop and hand the entire process over to ERCOT.  

Ed stated the CR’s are concerned a change in process would cost them more.  There would also be a cost to ERCOT – is it justifiable?  Ed would like to see the current and proposed processes in a process map. This should be developed before discussions of PRR’s and costs.  Ernie believes there is benefit to the CR’s in terms of a better Profile ID assignment.  Carl pointed out that changes to Annual Validation  code could be administered quickly.  All changes that were agreed upon by the PWG could have been implemented this year if ERCOT was performing the assignment process.

Ed pointed-out that ERCOT can not create transactions.  What would it cost to get that system in place?  Brad asked if ERCOT’s position as a neutral party would be affected. The consensus was a process overview document would be valuable.
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  CenterPoint and ERCOT will develop a process overview document.
Closing Remarks

The PWG meetings are scheduled for the 4th Wednesday Mar-Oct 2005.

Next RMS meetings are 3/09 and 4/12. 

Next COPS meetings are 2/22 and 3/22.

Ernie adjourned the meeting.
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