
PROFILING WORKING GROUP
Meeting Minutes April 27, 2005


MEETING Attendees


In-Person:




Via Conference Call:

Ernie Podraza (facilitator), Reliant

Lloyd Young, AEP



Ed Echols, TXU Energy


Sandria Edwards, TNMP

Bill Boswell, ERCOT



Wade Vanderford, CenterPoint

David Gonzales, ERCOT


Karen Malkey, CenterPoint

Sonja Mingo, ERCOT


Ron Hernandez, ERCOT


Adrian Marquez, ERCOT


Zachary Collard, CenterPoint


Theresa Werkheiser, ERCOT



Diana Ott, ERCOT


Carl Raish, ERCOT


Brad Boles, CIRRO Energy

John Taylor, Entergy Solutions

Agenda

1. Antitrust Admonition.
2. Approval of March 23 meeting minutes.
3. Report on prior RMS meeting and today’s agenda review.
4. Review of Annual Validation 2005 testing.
5. Weather Sensitive Assignment Discussion.
6. “Impact of Profile Code Changes on Settlement Runs”, COPS suggests PWG review.
7. Discussion – should PWG report to RMS or COPS.
8. Review of long term Annual Validation Improvements for analysis prioritization.
9. Load Profiling Guides Revisions if any ready for review.

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

10. Profile ID assignment responsibility changes process flow.
11. Possibility of a Metered Lighting Profile.

12. 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).

13. Confirm future meeting schedule.
14. 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 (TAC 4/7 approved, BOD 5/7)
f. PRR566 Implementation of IDR Optional Removal Threshold (eff.3/1/05).
g. PRR572 Weather sensitivity classification (TAC 5/5)

h. Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (sample sites being installed).
i. ERCOT Residential Survey Form ERCOT (RMS email vote)
j. Load Research Project (ERCOT working with in sync issues)
15. PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

16. Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
17. Review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Next PWG meetings are on the 4th Wednesday Feb-Oct 2005 (5/25 next).

Next RMS meetings is 5/10. 

Next COPS meeting is 5/24.

Next UFE Task Force meeting is TBD.

See these links for other meeting times.

a. http://www.ercot.com/calendar/Cal.cfm
b. http://www.puc.state.tx.us/calendar/calendar.cfm
c. http://www.puc.state.tx.us/openmeet/index.cfm
Meeting Minutes
1) Antitrust Admonition.
a) Ernie read Antitrust Admonition and welcomed everyone to the PWG meeting.

2) Approval of March 23 meeting minutes.
a) Ernie asked if there were any changes to the minutes.  No one commented and the PWG approved the minutes.
3) Report on prior RMS meeting and today’s agenda review.
a) PWG members reviewed agenda items.

b) Lloyd mentioned IDR and asked if PWG was going to review a Mapping process for IDR removal.  Lloyd asked if there was anything that the PWG needed to be looking at in preparation.

c) Ernie reviewed RMS notes with PWG members.  

i) Ernie mentioned that there was a pre-RMS meeting to discuss RMS Working Group and Task Force Leadership and goals.  

ii) There was group discussion on posting the minutes to the web.  PWG members felt that minutes need to be identified as “draft”.  PWG members agreed on posting “Draft” minutes to the web.  There was discussion on sending a notice to members when the draft minutes are posted to the web.  

iii) There was discussion on posting the agenda to the web.  A suggestion was made that we post the agenda to the web with a heading of “draft”.  There was discussion on the contents of the agenda.  A question was asked as to the  possibility of having an agenda call.  A comment was made that RMS utilizes an agenda call and approximately 60% of RMS members participate.  Ernie said he was happy to have an agenda call if the group felt we needed to have one.  Ernie feels that he has always tried to accommodate additions to the agenda as PWG members have notified him of agenda items.  Ernie asked if anyone was unhappy with the current agenda preparation process?  No one responded that they were unhappy.

iv) There was discussion at RMS on the Residential Survey.  Residential survey almost received a unanimous vote at RMS and it will be presented to TAC in May.  Per a PWG member attending TAC, the last time this issue went before TAC there was not much support among members of at TAC in favor of the survey; several members expressed concern about the survey and the way it was proposed to be administered.  It was suggested that PWG members who have voting members of TAC in their company encourage them to vote for doing the residential survey.  

4) Review of Annual Validation 2005 testing.
a) Ernie reported to RMS that one TDSP was complete and the others were in progress.  Diana reported that currently only Sharyland and Centerpoint are not complete.  Centerpoint said they are close to being finalized and should have files sent to Diana by 4/28/2005.  Lloyd asked when data synchronization data was due.  Answer was Mid June.  
5) Weather Sensitive Assignment Discussion.
a) Carl reviewed the PWG-mtg_20050223_weather sensitivity analysis.ppt presentation.  PRR572 was approved by TAC and is waiting to be approved by the Board.  Weather Sensitivity is run in November of each year.    PWG members discussed the following two suggestions: 

i) Treat everyone as weather sensitive.  

ii) Treat everyone as non-weather sensitive.  
Analysis period looked at ESIID service history for changes since market open.  ESIIDs were classified as having none, one or two changes.  PWG members discussed correlation coefficient calculation and whether weather patterns are showing up on data on slides.  PWG members discussed concerns with altering the methodology because of how it impacts UFE particularly in view of the proposal to move initial settlements from 17 to 10 days.  There was discussion on using Summer VS Winter data.  PWG member was asked if this was a significant enough issue to allocate ERCOT resources to perform a study.  PWG members indicated that any changes to the current methodology for weather sensitivity assignment should be based on supporting analysis by ERCOT.  The suggested analysis was to look at changes in the distribution R-square over time and to quantify settlement impacts on UFE associated with the two Proxy data routines in use.
6)  “Impact of Profile Code Changes on Settlement Runs”, COPS suggests PWG review.
a) COPS asked PWG to look at this issue.  There were some questions on how profile ID changes impacted Settlement.  A comment was made that a back date would overlay what was there before.  A comment was made that any time there is a Settlement re-run there are winners and losers.  We need to make profile IDs more accurate for Settlement.  A backdated profile Id assignment change will alter the next settlement run on that trade day that crosses that period of change.  
7) Discussion – should PWG report to RMS or COPS.
a) As COPS started meeting a question was raised as to whether PWG would be part of COPS or RMS.  After the RMS leadership meeting on the morning of 4/12/05, Tommy Weathersbee felt that PWG should stay under RMS for this year.  Ernie stated he feels that PWG should stay under RMS this year.  There was discussion among the group of which group has better understanding of the PWG issues.  Ernie stated that it sounds like there are some PWG members leaning towards COPS.  Ernie asked if we have an action item on this issue.  Carl asked what the discussion between the two Subcommittees had been.  Many people go to both RMS and COPS meetings.  Ernie hasn’t heard any comments from either of the two subcommittees feeling more strongly than the other as to which subcommittee the PWG should report.  Ernie said that we haven’t gotten any direct marching orders on which subcommittee we should belong to.  Ed mentioned that this issue was briefly discussed at COPS.  Ed feels that there will not be any contention regardless of which subcommittee we go to.  Sonja referenced January RMS notes indicate that COPS and PWG will discuss and bring an opinion back to RMS.  Carl stated that the UFE Task Force reports to COPS and this issue is near and dear to PWG’s hearts.  Lloyd asked if PWG had a say.  Ernie said that PWG could make a recommendation.  Ernie asked if we have a voting item.  Zachary asked if we could make this a straw vote item at our next PWG meeting.  Lloyd indicated that we don’t know how the individual TDSPs may feel.  Ernie is going to ask opinions of current RMS and COPS members.  Ernie stated that materially he didn’t feel that our work as PWG would change.  Ed indicated that there are a limited number of resources.  There was discussion on subcommittees voting procedures.  A question was asked as to whether we are getting the same general coverage at COPS that we are getting at RMS.  Brad asked if there is the same “weighting” at COPS as there is at RMS.  The segment count was discussed as it relates to subcommittees.  Ernie will write up and distribute a vote.
8) Review of long term Annual Validation Improvements for analysis prioritization.
a) A comment was made that we need to review minutes and package our long term plan to see what is going to arise as 2006 long term projects.  (Ernie will take on this project and will send out minutes).  We have done some analysis.  Ernie asked Zachary when our drop dead date was for this.  Carl said that using the winter ratio for residential profile type assignments is a primitive attempt to classify premises by their heating system type.  We would like to use survey results to develop a statistical model to perform classification.  As a first step in building such a model Carl has been using data from Market Open to identify seasonality in historical usage and also determine how many years of data is enough to accurately identify seasonality.  Ernie is reorganizing the spreadsheet and will send it out early for our review.  

9) Load Profiling Guides Revisions if any ready for review.
a) Ernie said we are going to have to make some time to work on these documents and pass drafts among team members.  

10) Profile ID assignment responsibility changes process flow.
a) Carl said that there have been several meetings with Centerpoint working on a document.  An option was being chosen and a recommendation would be made but were going to have to wait pending resolution of an issue identified by Centerpoint.  A new document / presentation is being redrafted per Zachary.  We will put on next months agenda to see new presentation.  The apparent obstacle at this point is that the tariff field of the 814_20 transaction is optional, but it would have to be mandatory for the proposed process to work.  Ernie asked if Zachary had investigated what it would take to get it from optional to required.
11) Possibility of a Metered Lighting Profile.

a) Lloyd would like to assign a NMLight Profile Type to a metered lighting service.  A comment was made that metered lighting service directly contributes to UFE.  A question was asked if the TDSP would note a difference between a single light and lighting for a subdivision.  A comment was made that this is a validation issue for Texas SET.  A question was asked if we knew how many lights there are.  Lloyd said he could find out.  Zachary said that there is no Market requirement to do these validations.  Lloyd will do a comparison on metered and non-metered lighting.  Lloyd will work with Adrian on this issue.  This group may represent 100 Megawatts across the state per Ernie.  A comment was made that some of the business no demand load profiles reflect the presence of outdoor lighting behind meters, and that this should be considered when looking at the metered lighting issue.  A comment was made that if you move a large segment from one population into another you can affect how well the profile represents the changed population.  John believes that there may be an ERCOT validation above and beyond Texas SET that would cause an 814_20 transaction to reject if you assign an NMLIGHT profile type to a premise that has a meter.  

12) Discussion on value of lagged dynamic profiles.
i) There was discussion on whether this topic would warrant an individual meeting discussion.  Per Brad we could break it down to separate meetings because it is not due for a couple of years.    A comment was made that ERCOT could review the presentation previously sent out at our next meeting.  
13) Confirm future meeting schedule.
14) Update reports; 
a) PRR488 Weather Responsiveness Determination (2/16/05 Lodestar on-cycle release).

i) The code for PRR488 has been completed but PRR572 changed some threshold values that will require code modifications.  Once the PRR is approved by the Board, coding may begin.
b) PRR514 Twelve Month Window for Non-IDR Scaling (Lodestar 3.7 deploy 3/19).
i) PRR514 does not require code modifications but does require data modifications to existing factor values.  Due to the significance of the factor values that will be modified, testing needs to be performed before we make the changes in Production.  The testing schedules for both Ptest and Itest are pretty full during the month of May due to the regularly scheduled migrations and the migration of EMMS Release 4 scheduled for 6/9/2005.  We are hopeful that we can test these two PRRs sometime in June.
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).
i) PRR544 does not require code modifications but does require data modifications to existing factor values.  Due to the significance of the factor values that will be modified, testing needs to be performed before we make the changes in Production.  The testing schedules for both Ptest and Itest are pretty full during the month of May due to the regularly scheduled migrations and the migration of EMMS Release 4 scheduled for 6/9/2005.  We are hopeful that we can test these two PRRs sometime in June.
e) PRR565 Calculation of Losses for Settlement (TAC 4/7 approved, BOD 5/7)
i) Bill indicated that it has been coded.  Ernie stated he would like to pinpoint the effective date.  Ernie said he thinks a Market Notice will be sent from Retail Client Services.
f) PRR566 Implementation of IDR Optional Removal Threshold (eff.3/1/05).
i) A comment was made that PWG is done with this project.  Lloyd indicated that ERCOT is sending out notification based on the 1000 threshold.

g) PRR572 Weather sensitivity classification (TAC 5/5)

h) Profile Change Request for Oil and Gas Properties (sample sites being installed).
i) ERCOT Residential Survey Form ERCOT (RMS email vote)
i) A question was asked on how do we stood on Pilot.  Ernie asked if we have collected bids.  Ernie asked how we resolved the service address issue.  Carl said we are utilizing the “Matchmaker” geo-coding software to validate the service address.  ERCOT is also going to send the pilot survey sample list to Intelius who will run the addresses against their system and provide a list of names.   A comment was made that we are stratifying the sample by weather zone and profile type.  We were going to mail out a pilot of 1000 and wait for returns to come back to get an estimate of the valid response rate we would get back for the full survey so that we have something actionable by year end for TDSPs.  We are shooting for having an improved profile type assignment algorithm for annual validation in2006.       
j) Load Research Project (ERCOT working with in sync issues)
i) Ernie stated that Carl’s team was working with TDSP on in sync issues.  A comment was made that we have TDSP data in files that we need to get a reporting system put together for to tell us what has been sent in and to prepare the data to move into ClientServerLodeStar.  Ernie asked if we have a projected timeline of when CRs can expect to see data.  Carl indicated that we do not have a projected timeline.  Carl said we have a tracking database but haven’t done the coding to provide any meaningful reports.  Lloyd asked if once we got something set up we would be sending reports on the data the TDSP was sending in.  The data being sent in is being placed in a holding bin.  We need to develop a way to move data into ClientServerLodestar and back out again.  A question was asked regarding Sample Tracking -  (Do we have a record of all of the sources the data that is coming from?)  John asked what types of resources are dedicated to Sample Tracking.  Carl indicated that resources are currently dedicated on other projects.  John said his company is asking for updates on Sample Tracking.  Diana stated that our current priority is Annual Validation.  John asked if PWG needs to make a recommendation to RMS on prioritization and resource allocation.  Carl stated that the challenge is that ERCOT’s budget for this year is already set.  Ernie asked if Carl could take the Project list and provide resources needed to complete each project.  We reviewed the PWG 2005-Goals.  Bill asked if a Market meeting would be the proper place to discuss a resource issue.  Carl stated that he would discuss his resource concern with ERCOT management and bring a recommendation back to PWG.  Adrian asked if some items on PWG 2005 Goals could be taken on by PWG members so that ERCOT devote time to other tasks.  The response was that other areas of ERCOT could help with some of these tasks.  There was discussion on when the current models would be calibrated with the current data.  Carl stated that this would probably be two years.  John indicated that different sectors in his organization were wanting this data.

15) PWG Open Issues Master List Discussion.

16) Any new issues from ERCOT or Market Participants.
17)  Review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Next PWG meetings are on the 4th Wednesday Feb-Oct 2005 (5/25 next).

Next RMS meetings is 5/10. 

Next COPS meeting is 5/24.

Next UFE Task Force meeting is TBD.

See these links for other meeting times.

a. http://www.ercot.com/calendar/Cal.cfm
b. http://www.puc.state.tx.us/calendar/calendar.cfm
c. http://www.puc.state.tx.us/openmeet/index.cfm
PWG 2005 Goals

1) Evaluate Profile ID assignment responsibilities – June

2) Annual Validation 2005 – make changes and complete – December

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

4) Evaluate Lagged Dynamics – Dec.

5) Bring LPGuides current – Dec.

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

7) Collaboration with UFE TF – Dec.

8) Writing PRR’s as required – Dec.

9) LRS sample selection round two – Dec.

10) IDR Analysis – 2 issues left – Dec.

11) Agreement between decision tree language and LPGuides – Dec.

Open Issue Forum -  Per Carl, in a discussion with Kurt Schneider, Kurt had ideas on distribution losses (engineering losses).  

Carl said Kurt sent him some equations which he forwarded to Don Tanden in the ERCOT Settlement Metering Group for review and comment.  Don wanted to have AEP folks who do their loss study bless this information.
Ernie asked Sonja if the Load Profiling Guide would be absorbed by Cheryl Mosley’s team.  There is a meeting scheduled for 04/28/2005 to discuss this possible transition.  Ernie wants to avoid getting to Fall and have some last minute changes.  There was discussion on requirements in PWG guides VS other guides.  This may be handled differently from a subcommittee VS a working group.  This will be discussed in meeting on 04/28/2005.  
Profiling Working Group 2004 Open Issues Master List

	ITEM
	Status/assigned
	Description

	1
	John
	Expand on the estimation process for gaps in over and under reads, review 867’s issues (are meter type and profile type consistent).

	2
	Closed not PWG issue.
	Issue when no CR of Record and meter stays energized.

	3
	Ernie
	Review past meeting minutes for old business issues that are overlooked.

	4
	Open/pending
	From 07/09/2002 RMS minutes “The RMS discussed the difficulty in distinguishing initial validation transactions from normal business transactions.  Tracking the status is therefore difficult.  The LPWG was asked to develop a proposed resolution and send to Texas SET for review. “ Texas SET shall implement in v2.1, probably in spring 2005. Texas Set Change Control 2003-578 Code to indicate the annual Load Profile changes. To be completed in Dec. 2005 per the Chair of TX_Set.

	5
	Brad
	At the RMS meeting July 8, 2002, Bender asked that the resolution of the interpretation of assignment of profile ID on customer level versus premise level should be included in the RMS Operating Guides. Review the RMS Guides to see this issue is included.

	6
	Betty/Carl
	Betty Day will draft a section to add to the LPG addressing how profiles will be maintained and the types of changes that may be made by the PWG (action item from July 24, 2002 PWG meeting).

	7
	Closed not PWG issue
	Photovoltaic generation, meter runs backwards so unaccountable generation is added to the grid.

	8
	ERCOT
	Protocols 18.6.5, Future Requirement for IDRs Impact Analysis

	9
	ERCOT
	Protocols 18.7.2.3, Post Market Evaluation (nothing pending).

	10
	ERCOT
	PWG minutes on the ERCOT Web prior to 2003. Send to Diana.

	11
	Closed not PWG issue
	PR-30022 UFE Analysis Metering / Protocols 11.5.

	12
	Terry
	TDSPs are to find out how they plan on tracking LRS expenses internally (reference PWG 2/26/04 minutes).

	13
	Lloyd
	Lloyd and AEP will review Protocols Section 9.5. (May 25, 2004 minutes).

	14
	Agenda
	Possibility of a Metered Lighting Profile.

	15
	ERCOT
	Possibility of a very high load factor profile.

	16
	ERCOT
	Review if the count of ESIIDs settled on default profile is continuing to reduce in number post SCR 725 new reports.


	Section
	Status/assigned
	Load Profiling Guides Revisions Description

	8
	John, Carl, ERCOT
	Item 1: Annual Profile Model Evaluation.

a. Review gray boxes in LPG in sections; 8.7, 8.7.1

	9 & 11
	Ernie, Lloyd, Terry, ERCOT
	Item 2: LPG Section 11.3 Validation of Changes in Load Profile ID Assignments (gray box).

Item 11: LPG Section 11.2 Review. Is additional NOIE language needed?

	15 & 16
	John, Shawnee, Terry,  Bruce, ERCOT
	Item 3: Update LPG per PUCT ruling in Project No. 25516 in sections but not limited to; 15.2.2, 15.2.4, 16.5, 16.5.1, 16.5.2

Item 4: Update LPG section 15 per the ERCOT Load Research Project, change LPG section 16 on DLC does not repeat language in updated LPG section 15 and develop new LPG section 19 for lagged dynamic profiles in coordination with language in updated Section 15 and 16.

	16
	Ed
	Item 5: New Time of Use Schedule Approval Process Document. Need to reference in Retail Market Guides or LPG?

	16
	Ed
	Item 6: LPG Section 16.1.2 Establishing New TOU Schedules (gray box) after the new TOU Schedule Procedure Document is complete.

	ALL
	Terry
	Item 7: Periodically Review all gray boxes in the LPG.

	17
	Closed
	Item 8: LPG Section 17.2 IDR Requirement says, “The TDSP has until the second regularly scheduled meter read date after receipt of the CR’s request to install the IDR.” This statement maybe in conflict with PUCT current market rules. Shawnee reported this language is not in conflict.

	new
	ERCOT
	Item 9: Incorporate Load Research Project Procedures into LPG.

	17
	LPGRR 2005-01
	Item 10: Change LPG to reference section 18.6.1 instead of 1000 kW.

	new
	ERCOT
	Item 11: Incorporating Decision Tree into the LPG where applicable.
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