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ERCOT Profiling Working Group
DRAFT Meeting Minutes – Thursday, November 17, 2005
Attendees:

	Brad Boles
	Cirro Energy
	Ron Hernandez
	ERCOT

	Ed Echols
	TXU Energy
	Adrian Marquez
	ERCOT

	Bill Boswell
	ERCOT
	Diana Ott
	ERCOT

	John Taylor (phone)
	Entergy 
	Carl Raish
	ERCOT

	Lloyd Young (phone)
	AEP 
	Wade Vanderford (phone)
	Centerpoint

	Ernie Podraza
	Reliant (facilitator)
	Theresa Debose (phone)
	Centerpoint

	Steve Bordelon (phone)
	TNMP
	Terry Bates 
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Zachary Collard
	 Centerpoint
	
	


PWG Meeting Agenda: 

1) Antitrust Admonition (Chair).
2) Approval of Meeting Minutes.
a) Profile ID Assignment Responsibility Workshop III meeting minutes - Oct.14, 2005.
i) Approved as amended. 

(1) Made minor grammatical and spelling corrections.
b) Approved PWG Meeting Minutes for Oct. 26-27, 2005 meetings

i) Added Terry Bates TXU Electric Delivery to list of attendees.

ii) Ernie added wording to recognize ERCOT staff for all of their efforts in performing the analysis on an aggressive schedule.

iii) Ernie made grammatical and spelling corrections to the document.
3) Discussed and tour of new ERCOT web site – Carl.
a) Carl has the new responsibility of being meeting manager. Brittany will set up the meeting time and location and Carl will be responsible for publishing the related documents to the web site.
b) Carl will add “Load Research” to the “Related Content” link.
c) Carl welcomed suggestions for publishing documents and setting up meetings on the web site.
4) Brief report on prior RMS meeting (Chair).
a) It was felt that the Annual Validation Issue was not given enough time. 
b) Initially it was suggested the voting item have two choices on it.  Ernie suggested that because there were multiple items that this may not result in a majority vote and that it may be more confusing. He suggested that the voting item be reworded and made into a single voting item.
c) Carl added that it was suggested during the meeting that we “suspend” those transactions for the Load Profile changes that ERCOT’s ‘new tool’ does not agree with. Essentially the TDSP would be requested to send in those that ERCOT agreed with and hold those transactions that ERCOT does not agree with.
d) Carl added that it is already written in the guides that “temporary modifications” can be made to the Annual Validation process.  
e) Questions arose as to whether or not we need to wait for a TAC vote.  It was agreed that the TDSPs can begin sending in the partial list of those ESI IDs for which ERCOT agrees with the new profile assignment.  This will satisfy the Board directive that the transactions must begin flowing before Jan. 1, 2006.  If TAC agrees with the recommendation that only 814_20 transactions for ESI IDs for which ERCOT agrees with the new profile assignment will flow then the process will be complete.  If TAC does not agree with the recommendation then the TDSPs can simply send in the remaining transactions at a later date.
f) John Taylor had concerns with sending in a partial list because he feels that it may be inappropriate to use the new ERCOT tool for determining load profile assignment as it has not been approved by the Market.
Action Item:  Verify if the effective date is immediate upon TAC vote of the recommendation. 
g) Brad referred the group to Protocols Section 18.4.3 Load Profile ID Assignment which provides information on temporary modifications to the Annual Validation process.
Working Discussion: Does the PWG need to make a recommendation?  RMS has already passed a recommendation.  TAC will either approve or reject the recommendation.  If there is a market participant(s) the does not approve of the utilization of the ERCOT tool for verifying the Load Profile ID assignments then they need to make an appeal at TAC.

The following wording was captured as a possible recommendation pending the TAC vote on 12/1.  The wording below will need additional revision before being passed forward.
“PWG by consensus recommends that a temporary modification to 2005 Annual Validation, as allowed by protocols, be made as follows:

1. Residential Profile segment changes which disagree with the new ERCOT algorithm should be submitted, and

2. For the Residential population the final validation step of Annual Validation specified in the Load Profiling Guides 11.4.1 pp11 shall be waived.”

Note the above statement was just a suggestion and has not been approved by the PWG at this meeting
5) Ernie asked that everyone review the PWG Goals and Accomplishments document because it will be presented to RMS later this year or the beginning of 2006.  He welcomed suggestions, edits and modifications.  
6) Ernie brought up the subject of the scheduling of meetings for next year.  Brad suggested that it would be best to hold off on deciding on a schedule till we figure out which TAC subcommittee the PWG will be reporting to.  

7) Ernie asked if the ERCOT staff would be prepared to discuss the proposed modifications to the Business segment algorithm.  Carl responded that the analysis was underway and that ERCOT staff would have a report on it for the next PWG meeting. 
8) Discussion on which TAC subcommittee the PWG should report to.
a) Ernie felt that there would not be a consensus on this issue and that it would be best to capture everyone’s opinion in a list of pros and cons for reporting to either RMS or COPS.
b) Carl R.- The PWG should continue to report to RMS because it has been an effective arrangement, particularly recently.  Also, the PWG has established credibility and built a rapport with RMS.

c) John T. –We should continue reporting to RMS because that group is more focused on settlement at the retail level.

d) Lloyd Y. – Is comfortable with RMS but is OK with reporting to RMS or COPS.
e) Steve B. – Is OK with reporting to either RMS or COPS.

f) Zachary – Presented a document that included excerpts of the scope statements for both the RMS and COPS.  He felt that the scope of COPS seems to fit better with the issues that PWG is addressing. 

g) Brad – Agrees with Zachary. Feels that COPS is a better fit for the PWG because they have a better understanding of the impact of profiles on Settlement.

h) Ed – COPS is a better fit for the PWG.  “COPS is focused on Settlement at the QSE level because Settlement takes place at the QSE level not at the Retail level.”
i) Terry Bates - Is OK with reporting to either RMS or COPS.  Does not have a preference.

j) Ernie – The scopes of both the RMS and COPS allow the PWG to fit in either of the two groups.  At the retail level or from the CR standpoint it is important to have the broader Retail audience that is available at the RMS meetings.  He felt that COPS does not have a full audience yet. Suggested that representatives from both COPS and RMS should get a look at the issues that are discussed and addressed at the PWG meetings.

9) Load Research Project Milestone, Next steps and Timeline Review (ERCOT Staff). 
a) Bill and Carl provided an update on the progress and milestones of the LRS Project.
b) ERCOT held meeting with each of the TDSPs to discuss the reports that ERCOT provided to the TDSPs.

c) TDSPs offered suggestions and made requests for additional reports that would help them clean up the interval data and address any gaps and overlaps.

d) Held a meeting with Nueces to discuss the Load Research Project with them and to give them an overview of what will be required of the TDSP.

e) Much progress has been made in addressing data issues with each of the TDSPs.
10)  Annual Validation 05 progress and Impact of TX SET Version 2.1 (ERCOT Staff).
a) Diana stated that Annual Validation is nearing completion. 

i) We were still working with Nueces to validate the algorithm for AV 2005.
ii) All TDSPs had begun and in some cases already completed sending in the transactions for the Business Group.

iii) We were beginning to select random samples to confirm that the Business transactions successfully updated the ERCOT database and check for 99% agreement.

b) Discussion took place on the impact of TX SET Version 2.1 on the scheduling of the Residential AV 2005 transactions. Representatives of each of the TDSPs in attendance gave their thoughts:
i) Lloyd Young – AEP Central & AEP North – Prefers to send them in after TX SET Version 2.1 is implemented.

ii) Steve Bordelon – TNMP - Prefers to send them in after TX SET Version 2.1 is implemented.

iii) Terry Bates – TXU Electric Delivery - Prefers to send them in after TX SET Version 2.1 is implemented.

c) Zachary Collard – Centerpoint – Prefers to send in the transactions BEFORE TX SET Version 2.1 is implemented and was already in the process of creating the transactions. 
11) Profile ID Assignment Responsibility Review (Zachary).
a) Edits made to Zachary presentation;
i) Slide 6 Bullet 1 – Change “Profiles” to “Profile ID”

b) Slide 7 Bullet 1 – “If a there is a demand meter on the premise, then a demand reading must be sent in” – This item will need further discussion and has not been agreed upon as recommendation of the PWG.
c) Brad – There may be some issues that arise because some CRs might not be able to verify the assignment because they will not have the multiple years of data available to them.  Accessing that data may come under confidentiality agreements and other legal issues.
d) Brad – Suggested that the entire population would need to be verified.

e) Carl – Stated that using samples is a precedent to verify the application of Annual Validation algorithms is a precedent that has already been established and would also be acceptable going forward.

f) Brad – Also stated that there may be concerns with the data quality that ERCOT has in its systems.

g) Ernie – Asked the meeting attendees if they supported the idea of ERCOT taking over the Annual Validation process. For the most part, the meeting participants supported the idea but several attendees felt that there were some issues that still needed to be addressed. John wanted an opportunity to review the ERCOT algorithm and there were issues such as requiring all demand values to be sent in if there was a demand meter at a premise.

The following wording was captured as a suggestion for a possible recommendation.  The wording below will need additional revision before being passed forward.

“PWG by consensus agrees to change the responsibility of Profile ID assignment calculation for Annual Validation from the TDSPs to ERCOT staff.”

Note the above statement was just a suggestion and has not been approved by the PWG at this meeting
h) Ernie – There were four options on the table for Annual Validation 2006:

i) Residential -- Weather Normalizing the trigger points in Annual Validation that algorithm done by ERCOT and set points passed to TDSP
ii)    Residential -- Different trigger point per weather zone that algorithm done by ERCOT and set points passed to TDSP
iii)  Business -- Consider kWh minimums for Load Factor calculation

iv)  Business -- Excluding months that have zero kWh

i) Brad – Suggested that the same process be performed in 2006 that was done in 2005 for the Residential group.  The TDSPs would continue to calculate the Business profile assignments.  He supports this idea because it simply allows us the time to address the other issues that have been brought up and it would give us a concrete plan for 2006. We will operate under the precedent established in AV 2005 for Residential customers.

j) Lloyd and Steve – feel that ERCOT should do both the RES and BUS profile groups.

k) Terry – Needs to go back to his company to see what impacts there may be to his systems.  He wants to go back and find out “why we can’t get out of this responsibility.”

12) Next PWG meeting will be held on Thursday, Dec. 15, 2005.

a) Be prepared to discuss the following items at the next meeting:

i) Hurricane Rita situation – Ernie suggested that ERCOT staff run scenarios in a test environment to determine the impact on UFE of various estimation techniques.

ii) RMS looked at how many estimates were made but not at “how” the estimates were made.

13) Discuss PRR draft for IDR Requirement based on Voltage Level (Carl)
a) Carl - The current IDR removal language may be interpreted as not disallowing the removal of transmission level IDR.  There may be instances where a transmission level IDR with low usage may meet the current criteria for removal.
b) Ed – Stated that modifications to the current language for IDR removal is not necessary because it is already stated in other language that transmission level IDR cannot be removed.
