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THE TEXAS CONNECTION



 

Workshop on Profile ID Assignment Responsibility Change 

from TDSPs to ERCOT Staff

Draft Meeting Minutes August 25, 2005

Attendees:





Jim Saint 

Strategic Energy

Kathy Scott 

CenterPoint

Ron Hernandez
ERCOT


Rita Morales

Direct Energy
Adrian Marquez 
ERCOT


Michelle Posten
ERCOT
Lloyd Young 

AEP



Jackie Ashbaugh
ERCOT

Brad Boles

Cirro Energy


Suzette Wilburn
ERCOT
Ed Echols

TXU Energy


Steven Bordelon
TNMP
Bill Boswell

ERCOT


Kyle Patrick

RRI
Ernie Podraza

Reliant (facilitator)

Sonja Mingo

ERCOT
Carl Raish

ERCOT


Zachary Collard
CenterPoint
Terry Bates

TXU ED


Bill Reily

TXU ED
Theresa Werkheiser 
ERCOT


Tommy Weathersbee 
TXU ED
Diana Ott

ERCOT

Via Conference Call:
Frank Wilson

Nueces Electric

Agenda
1) Antitrust Admonition.
2) Approval of June 23 meeting minutes.
3) Summary of first workshop and review of today’s agenda.

4) Review known issues with the proposal (see attached).

5) Discuss on Market Benefits and Impacts.

6) Go or No-Go with further investigation. 
7) Review action items before adjourning.
8) Confirm future meeting or conference schedule.
1) Antitrust Admonition (Chair).
Ernie read Antitrust Admonition and reviewed the agenda/goals.
2) Approval of June 23 meeting minutes (Chair).
Minutes were approved with no revisions.
3) Summary of first workshop and review of today’s agenda.

All present were familiar with the first workshop documents.  No summary was needed.
4) Review known issues with the proposal (see attached).

Ernie reviewed the word document Profile ID assignment responsibility Workshop Issues.doc.  He asked the TDSPs regarding the survey if they want to give up AV responsibility.  Terry answered yes, but only if cost is not too high.  Rita commented that TDSPs are not the only ones affected, CRs are impacted also.  The question was posed how CRs are impacted.  Zach commented that Texas Set seems to be the CRs concern.
From Easel:

1. How are CRs affected & cost?
2. TXU ED uses Profile Id to determine the type of usage data to be sent to ERCOT.  If ESIID has demand, or TOU schedule – is there an alternative?

3. 727 extract has Profile Id

4. Nueces suggestion: ERCOT run validation , send files to TDSP, then TDSP issues 814_20 without having to perform calculations

5. ERCOT early cost estimates approx. $3 M to automate process
6. possible 867_03 or 814_20  tx set change to make mandatory  rate code 

7. Who would be responsible for Profile Id assignment accuracy? Zach stated it should be ERCOT.
8. Option 2 – Could create more disputes between TDSP and CR 
9. Option 2 – What is audit procedure?

5) Discuss on Market Benefits and Impacts.

Jackie explained the ERCOT estimated cost of $3 M to change responsibility involved changes to paperfree, stopping transactions and holding them in a que, making a calculation and then populating a field to send transactions back out, automating Profile Id assignments, etc.  Zach commented TDSPs really want to give up responsibility of AV but can still send transactions.

From Whiteboard (costs are approximate & for discussion purposes only):

Option

TDSP Cost
ERCOT Cost
  CR Cost
Total
     Savings


1. All or nothing    $1M
      $3M
    $1M

$5M
      -$500k (TDSP)
2. One time a year

ERCOT calcs

Profile type AV   <$1M
      $100k
    
          <$1M


3. Leave alone
    AEP tarrif?
   Cost of LP

         ⁭  +$500k      +$500k


    CNP  +
      staff to 

        & ongoing



    TXUED +
      redirect



    $505k

4. TDSP

initial ESIID

Send mtr. Attrib.

To ERCOT

814_20 AV
   <$1M
    $3M

  $1M
          <$5M



Whiteboard cont.:
Impacts

TDSP – Reduce cost of AV process. Out of Prof Type mgmt (send initial only)

ERCOT & PWG – More flexibility in algorithm used in calculating Profile Id Assignment, lower cost.

CR – Minimal System change. Who verifies Assignment?  Flexibility of assignment for settlement. 

Downstream – possible accuracy of settlement.

Discussion continued regarding cost, options, and if we are going about this the correct way.  Lloyd voiced his opinion that the PWG should not stop the conversation because we don’t know an exact cost and that we need to find a different way for doing Annual Validation.  Rita and Brad commented the current process provides value through checks and balance.  Ernie stated that CRs using shadow settlements provide checks and balance on profile id assignment accuracy now. 
Carl presented a power point with current AV difficulties and discussed several issues:
· AEP only TDSP to be complete with AV currently

· A few simple changes made to the algorithm for ’05 resulted in significant problems

· We are a long way from final algorithm

· We can improve for ’06 but probably have several more years of improvements

Diana suggested the more TDSPs to enter the market the more problems we will continue to encounter.
A question was brought up regarding how to fix the problems of a static model. The group discussed the value in terms of settlement accuracy using two shapes.  Carl stated if we can accurately separate electric heat from non-electric heat, the benefits are accuracy and stability.  Doing it well is possible, but involves more calculations and more data. 

6) Go or No-Go with further investigation. 

Ernie asked TDSPs to make their case for continuing with further investigation.  The TDSPs present recommended further investigation to find a solution to Annual Validation and to find out the cost to implement change.  The opinions among the group were mixed, but the general feeling was to go forward with further investigation.  The group recommended Zach, Ernie, Brad, and Carl should continue as the PWG subgroup and named Zach as the subgroup’s leader.  
7) Review action items before adjourning.

The Subgroup will continue to work through possible options and report to PWG.

8) Confirm future meeting or conference schedule.

The Subgroup’s next meeting was not scheduled.  Zach will send an email to confirm the next meeting.
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