PROFILING WORKING GROUP

Meeting Minutes March 23, 2004

Meeting Attendees

In-person:
Via Conference Call:



Terry Bates, TXU Electric Delivery
Theresa DeBose, Centerpoint Energy

Ernie Podraza (facilitator), Reliant
Lloyd Young, AEP

Ed Echols, TXU Energy
Zachary Collard, Centerpoint Energy
Diana Ott (scribe), ERCOT
Nora Williams, AEP
Carl Raish, ERCOT
Kathy Scott, Centerpoint Energy
Ron Hernandez, ERCOT
Roger Stewart, OPC
John Taylor, Entergy Solutions

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy
Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

David Gonzales, ERCOT

Teresa Lee, Centerpoint Energy

Wendell Vanderford, Centerpoint Energy

Glenn Garland, Good Co. Assoc.

Rita Morales, Direct Energy
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Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Approval of February 23 meeting minutes.
3) Report on prior RMS meeting and today’s agenda review.
4) TDSP feedback on Annual Validation list of ESIID, Profile and Status Code.
5) Review of Annual Validation 2005 testing of changes in proceeding.
6) Weather Sensitive Assignment Discussion, another migration issue.
7) Developing and documenting market procedures for dealing with IDR removals.
8) “Impact of Profile Code Changes on Settlement Runs”, COPS suggests PWG review.
9) Discussion – should PWG report to RMS or COPS.
10) Review of long term Annual Validation Improvements for analysis prioritization.
11) Load Profiling Guides Revisions if any ready for review.

a) Discussion of issues in “Profile ID Issues -- New ESI IDs -- 20040927 draft.doc”.

b) Note: LPGRR 2004-001, 2004-002, and 2004-003 have been withdrawn.

12) Profile ID assignment responsibility changes process flow.
13) Possibility of a Metered Lighting Profile.

14) 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).  
15) Confirm future meeting schedule.
16) Update reports; 
a. PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (2/16/05 Lodestar on-cycle release).

b. PRR514 Twelve Month Window for Non-IDR Scaling (Lodestar 3.7 deploy 3/19).
c. PRR536 lower IDR Mandatory Installation Threshold (eff. 1/1/05).

d. PRR544 12-Month Window for Scaling NIDR to IDR (Lodestar 3.7 deploy 3/19).
e. PRR565 Calculation of Losses for Settlement (PRS 3/17, TAC 4/7)
f. PRR566 Implementation of IDR Optional Removal Threshold (eff.3/1/05).
g. PRR572 Weather sensitivity classification (PRS 3/17, TAC 5/5)

h. Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (sample sites being installed).
i. ERCOT Residential Survey Form ERCOT (RMS TF meet 3/15, revised survey draft)
j. Load Research Project (ERCOT working with in sync issues)
17) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

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

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

2)
Approval of February 23 meeting minutes

· Meeting minutes revised per John Taylor’s suggestions.  

· Lloyd asked if we agreed in last meeting to a specific time frame LPG revisions should be completed. Ernie stated that we had agreed to December.
3)
Report  on prior RMS meeting and today’s agenda review
Ernie reviewed the agenda items scheduled for discussion today as well as providing the group with a review of what happened at RMS.
Carl reported that RMS had no issues with his report, and the LPGRR was approved.

4) TDSP feedback on Annual Validation list of ESIID, Profile and Status 
Diana briefed the group with some examples of what ERCOT has been experiencing over the last several annual validations concerning out-of-sync issues with the TDSPs’.  Discussion about which TDSPs are currently comparing their database Profile ID and status for each ESIID with SCR727, TXU-ED, AEP and CNP are not comparing both.  Lloyd reported AEP compares the ESIIDs’ status at this time. CNP is currently developing a process for comparing their data with ERCOT’s. TNMP, Sharyland and Nueces were not present to provide an update. After a lot of discussion about effective dates of the transaction if one is necessary, and timing as to when this process should take place before AV 2005 or at the end after all transactions are sent to ERCOT.  Also discussion about which entity would have the correct information to update the out-of-sync system and there was not a clear answer, each TDSP had different thoughts. Diana asked the TDSPs to make sure and coordinate with ERCOT for any large volumes of transactions sent to ERCOT.  The discussion ended with an action item for the TDSPs to have done by mid June, so ERCOT could report on the volume in question.
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TDSPs shall do one of the following by mid June:

 a) TDSPs shall utilize 727 extracts to compare the TDSP’s Profile ID, and status for each ESIID and provide a list of ESIIDs that are out of sync. The report shall contain ESIID, TDSP Profile ID, ERCOT Profile ID, TDSP Status code, ERCOT Status Code. 

b) TDSP shall create a file containing a complete list of ESIIDs, TDSP Profile ID, and TDSP Status codes for their population.  The TDSP shall coordinate a snapshot day with ERCOT staff prior to creating the file. 
5) Review of Annual Validation 2005 testing of changes in proceeding
Diana stated ERCOT has completed testing with TXU_ED and is in the process of testing with 2 other TDSPs at this time.  CNP is in the process of gathering the required data.  Diana stated that May 1, 2005 is the deadline for ERCOT and the TDSP to have completed testing.  Ernie suggested for ERCOT to be proactive and remind the TDSPs of the deadline.  Ed stated PWG should keep RMS updated on where we are with each TDSP during the testing phase.  
6) Weather Sensitive Assignment Discussion, another migration issue
The group reviewed the e-mail Carl sent to the exploder.  The table in the email showed 1,270 out of 9,000 IDRs are changing this year (14%), along with the history of those 1,270 WS classifications from the past.  Carl stated with the large migrations back and forth ERCOT is questioning if we have an issue in regards to weather sensitive or non-weather sensitive algorithm, and if we should even be doing the WS/NWS calculation since it only gets used if we have to estimate the IDR meter data.  The group discussed if we should set all of the IDRs to NWS or WS.  Ernie pointed out if the IDR was WS and we did not have it set to WS the ESIID could be settled with a milder day than the actual and could cause UFE.    Ernie asked the group if they felt like ERCOT should spend resources on an analysis, and said that the IDR ESIIDs represent 50% of the ERCOT load.  Carl mentioned that we are not only speaking about IDRs for competitive load, we also have NOIEs’ with IDRs. Carl said some of the ESIIDs changing back and forth are the NOIEs themselves.  Since there is talk about moving the settlement day up, it could impact the NOIEs if they do not get there usage sent to ERCOT in time for the initial settlement.  Ernie asked PWG members to review the e-mail he sent out late last night and be prepared to discuss this issue at next months PWG meeting.       
7) Developing and documenting market procedures for dealing with IDR removals
Carl, Kathy, and AEP was thanked for the effort put forth so far along with all of the  contributing parties to the document sent out earlier by e-mail.  Rita mentioned there were not enough phone lines for all of the interested parties to call in. 

Ernie asked Kathy Scott if she felt a Texas Set change is necessary, Kathy stated it is not necessary from what she can tell.  Discussion about where the language drafted should be placed started and Kathy and Rita felt like it should be in the Retail Market Guides.  Carl and Kathy both felt like there is some Protocol language that needs to be sharpened.  
PWG crafted the recommended action plan below to present to RMS.  
1. Recommend RMS Task Force to continue the discussion of Market Participants and write necessary language for Retail Market Guides and/or PRR.
 

2. PWG submits current discussion notes to RMS Task Force and RMS.
 

3. PWG requests Market Participants to report to the RMS Task Force the number of current IDR removal requests.
Ernie adjourned the meeting.
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