1. Just start posting the new profiles and ignore the transition issue.

2. Suppose new profiles are effective on 7/1/2007, then the profile used for shaping on 6/30/2007 is the old profile and on 7/1/2007 the new profile is used. The issue is how to allocate the daily load for 7/1/2007 since the two profile shapes are different. Suggestion: if the meter reads are both on or after 7/1/2007 then the new profile is used to allocate the daily energy, otherwise the old profile is used for daily allocation. 
· Examples: Meter reads 5/3/2007 to 6/3/2007 would use the old profile for daily allocation and all settlement trade days use the old profile shape.
·  Meter reads 6/3/2007 to 7/3/2007 would use the old profile for daily allocation and all settlement trade days in June use the old profile shape and all settlement trade days in July use the new profile shape.
·  Meter reads 7/3/2007 to 8/3/2007 would use the new profile for daily allocation and all settlement trade days use the new profile shape.
·  In essence, from the daily allocation view, the effective date of using the new profile is based on the start date of the meter readings.

3. At the cutover date to the new profiles, simply replace all historical profile cuts in the data-base (or at least those that will be used in any future settlements).  From the cutover date forward all settlements, initial, final and true-up, would be run using the new profiles.  This would require running all the old historical weather data through the new models to generate the revised versions of the profiles for all trade days needed.  This solution would obviously eliminate any magnitude issues between the old and new profiles, since all profiling for all settlements from cutover onward would be done using the new profiles.  The downside of course would be that fairly significant differences would be created by using the new versions of the profiles for final and true-up settlements as well as any resettlement settlements were the previous settlement had been run using the old profiles. 

4. To address the shortcoming noted above, start at cutover and just for initial settlement runs replace all the old profiles in the settlement system database (or at least those that will be used in the settlement run) with the new ones and run the settlement.  Then prior to running the final and true-up settlements, reload the old profiles and run those settlements.  As time goes on, when final settlements are run for a trade day that was settled initially with the new profiles, continue using the new profiles for those settlements (rather than reloading the old ones).  And finally when true-up settlements are run for days that have been previously settled (initial and final) with the new profiles those runs would also be set up to use the new profiles, and essentially the transition would be complete.  It would probably make most sense, for any resettlements, to set them up to run using the same profiles as had been used for the previous settlement.  The advantage to this solution would be that no sharp differences would be introduced for final and true-up settlements, since they would continue to be settled with the old profiles and no old-to-new profile magnitude differences would create problems either.  The disadvantage would be the overhead associated with swapping out the profile data appropriately between the settlement runs performed each day … perhaps the profiles would be held in datasets to facilitate the swapping process, or perhaps this could be handled programmatically without the swapping.  This could be set up as an additional job in the settlement schedule and run automatically. 

5. Adopt a phased approach to using the new profiles; in this approach one profile/weather zone combination would be cutover each day (thus over a 48 day period) or perhaps every other day (96 day transition) or longer.  This would spread out the impact of the change over as long a period as is deemed appropriate.  The cutover could be implemented by simply starting to use the new profiles according to the adopted schedule and ignoring the issues caused by the magnitude differences between old and new profiles, since a limited set of ESIIDs would be impacted each day.  As an alternative to this, suggestion 1 above could be incorporated into this idea. For example, on day one, replace all the old version BUSHILF/COAST profiles in the database with the new versions, on day two replace BUSHILF/EAST profiles, etc.  This would eliminate the transition issue and shift it to a transition between settlement runs issue, which again would be mitigated by affecting a smaller set of ESIIDs on any day.

6. Use year-specific profile type codes.  Create a new ESI ID service history row for all profiled ESI IDs with an effective date of the first meter read after the cutover date to establish the new year-specific profile type code.  Continue creating old profiles on a daily basis until they are no longer needed for settlement and, starting at the cutover date, create new profiles as well.  There could be processing issues with entering all the required 814_20s (~6,000,000 in a month’s time), particularly since the transactions would need to be synced up with the appropriate meter read date perhaps the changes could be generated programmatically rather than via transactions, seems like this would make the idea more appealing particularly by avoiding the need for transactions and correcting transactions with bad meter read dates.  The challenge would be getting the market to accept profile type changes without transactions, and obviously this would require some system changes.  Since the possibility of needing periodic profile updates may continue in the future, it may make sense to make the investment to provide the capability.
7. The main issue is that there are going to be significant differences in the daily KWH represented by the new profiles vs the old. Therefore, when transitioning, a disproportionate amount of energy would be allocated during the transition period.  If all that were changing was the shape of the load and not the consumption, there would be no problem.  Instead of trying to maintain separate sets of profiles (a programming nightmare), why not transition the magnitude of the new profiles? If there was a 100 KWH value using the old profiles and 200 kwh using the new on a given day, why not spread this increase over a month or two.  On a particular day that the new profile will be effective, assign it the new shape but only increase the area under the curve by a fractional amount, increasing it daily until the new value is achieved.  That way, you could mix the old and new profiles across the implementation period with no greatly skewed results

