Profiling Working Group: DRAFT Meeting Notes

Tuesday, October 23, 2007
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Wade Vanderford, CenterPoint Energy
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Eric Goff, Constellation
1. ANTITRUST ADMONITION
Ernie Podraza welcomed everyone and read the antitrust admonition. 
2. COPS 10/09 mEETING review 

Ernie reported that Brad gave the update to COPS which included where PWG is with Demand Response. LPGRR026 was approved and forwarded to TAC. 

 

3. APPROVAL oF PREVIOUS MEETING NOTES

Notes from the September 25 meeting were approved with one edit.  The October 11, conference call meeting notes were approved with no edits.  Terry asked about the IDR requirement update that was given at COPS.  Blake stated that Texas SET will review this item at the next meeting.  Carl informed the COPS of several issues in regards to the report and that TDSPs or ERCOT do not have a definite way to be able to know if the ESIIDs reported should not have the IDR meter installed, only the CRs have this information.  There was talk about possibly changing the language to specify that after a certain amount of days on the report, the TDSP should go ahead and install the meter.   Carl reported to PWG the counts of overdue installs on the report by TDSP.

4. Consideration of the Impact Analysis and Final review for Consensus Poll for LPGRR028 – LPG CLEANUP

The impact analysis shows no budgetary costs.  There was PWG consensus to send this LPGRR to COPS with the recommendation for approval. 

5. Consideration of the Impact Analysis and Final review for Consensus Poll for LPGRR027- DEMAND RESPONSE

Ernie gave a summary of the Demand Response issue stating the main concern is that the CRs not offering the DR program do not want to receive settlement cuts or a LPID for foreign profiles. This situation can occur when a CR gains an ESIID that is on another CR’s DR program. After the October 11, Texas SET conference call ERCOT was going to investigate another option.  Jackie was at the PWG to point out some things that came up during discussions at ERCOT when trying to talk thru the process from a high level.  

Jackie reviewed the DR ppt posted to the PWG website for the meeting and brought up questions or concerns about several different items; 

1. Not disclosing profile data and settlement data to pending CRs and gaining CRs 
2. Settlement implications 
3. ESIID look up possibly including LPID in the future 
4. An additional field in ESIID service history 
5. Possible needed changes to the Siebel to Lodestar process, and the  814-20, and 867-03 
6. Possible new processes to ensure ESIIDs were only settled on a DR profile if the CR was assigned to that DR program 
7. SCR 727 extracts 
Jackie stated the items listed above are only a few of the high level questions that needed to be answered for which the solution could drive the cost to the market up or down. 

Ernie stated that from a forecasters stand point only, not representing Direct Energy, if the ESIID was settled on a lagged dynamic shape and he was not the CR that owned the ESIID, it would still be more accurate.  Ernie also mentioned that CRs get foreign cuts today for LP they do not serve.  Brad stated the difference is you can get the profile data for the cuts since they are public where the DR program you could not. 

There was some discussion around whether sending out settlement cuts having the shapes for the CRs program to the gaining or pending CR is ok or not.  Carl stated that it seems likely there will be lots of programs and if a CR gets a cut, it would be hard to tell just by the shape what type of program the CR was running.  Ernie mentioned the chance that a control occurred for the cut that was sent out was probably unlikely. 

Eric Goff asked if this would have impacts to resources that were working on the distributed generation issue, Jackie confirmed that it would since the same resources working on that issue would also be the resources to work on DR. 

Ernie asked if the $425,000 in the budget was enough to do the basic Option 1, Jackie stated there are many unknowns at this time to answer that question.

A question was brought up asking is there a specific timeline to have DR programs being settled or is this only a desire from the market?  Ernie pointed out that PUCT commissioner Hudson has a strong desire to have the DR program in place for settlement by 2008 and there are a few CRs also wanting this.  The feel of the PWG group was to implement the DR program right, it will need more time to define the requirements and look for the best solution for the Market. 

ERCOT recommended that the PWG request a Task Force focusing on a single solution to define the requirements first with a good cross representation of people from both COPS and RMS.  

Blake agreed with ERCOT and endorsed a phase 2 MarkeTrak approach to make sure we have success in this process.  

Blake suggested tabling LPGRR027; no one spoke up opposing the idea. 

Ernie stated if the PWG doesn’t come up with a DR program solution; we may get a ruling and be forced to implement something. 

Liz stated if we can demonstrate an aggressive task force which can make decisions, it will look better to everyone.

Action Items:

1. PWG recommends that the COPS along with RMS form a task force to determine requirements for the DR Program implementation, and that the task force be completed by Feb. 2008. 

2. ERCOT to provide a list of discussion items & questions for the task force on DR program implementation. 
3. Question for Market Rules & ERCOT legal on if 150 day notice language would apply to the DR program profiles. 
4. MPs & ERCOT shall review internal timelines for implementation of DR program options from the task force. 
6. New business 

Liz Jones chair of the Distributed Generation task force asked for a few minutes of PWG to discuss an issue coming out of House Bill 3693, and she wants ideas and thoughts to consider how to settle customers with renewable generation behind their meter.  Carl asked the question whether the population would cross multiple types of customers.  Liz stated that at the current time there are less than 100 customers.  There was some talk about creating a new profile for this group however there are not really enough participants to justify a separate profile following the language in the LPG.  Liz invited anyone who is interested to the next meeting for this task force which will be on November 5.  Liz will come back to the November PWG meeting with the project number and more information.

7. Ufe 2007 Preview POST new profiles

Carl reviewed the ppt posted to the PWG website for the meeting “UFE 2006 2007 Comparison”.  Discussion about ADUse really coming in to play when an estimate from historical usage is used where there is not a reading for the trade day being settled.  When a previous reading is used to scale and it does not cover similar weather then the scaling can result in bad scaling factors and can be seen during initial settlements.  By the time final and true-up settlements are run around 99% of ESI IDs have meter readings spanning the trade day loaded and used for settlement, so this is not an issue. 

The largest contributors to UFE are profiling error and loss miss-estimation.  Discussion took place about the possibility of the old profiles masking a UFE issue that is showing up now since we have implemented new profiles.  Carl stated that profiles cannot contribute either a positive or negative bias to UFE since the area under the curve is always equal to the meter reading for the same time period.  In other words over-estimation in some intervals of a meter reading period, will be offset with underestimation in others. 

Carl reminded the PWG that option 1, 2, 3, and 4 for the profile transition plans were tested but the Option 3 modified was not, and suggested that the method could be contributing to UFE. Brad mentioned the unusual weather for this year could also be propagating into the UFE mix. 

Kathy Scott asked why there were not any dollar amount comparisons in the presentation, and Ernie stated that in the past there has been mixed feelings about using MCPE for dollar estimates since MCPE is influenced by many different things, high prices, shortage of supply etc…. and ERCOT is a revenue neutral market. The fact that cost can be higher one year and not the other does not mean that UFE is getting better or worse.  Carl stated that looking at UFE is not a measure to see if the new profiles are doing better or worse than the old ones. Lee stated that the new profiles were supposed to improve UFE and it appears we were wrong.  Carl stated ERCOT demonstrated in the earlier analysis that the old profile shapes were not as accurate as the new profiles. Since total profile error is accumulated across profile types and individual profile errors tend to offset each other, you can improve accuracy in the individual profiles and not necessarily improve the overall UFE.  ERCOT did analysis and included some examples of this towards the end of the presentation.  

Brad suggested ERCOT utilize the SAS code developed to simulate the data aggregation and take a look at applying the old models to see the effect on UFE.  Carl was having the same thoughts and was glad the suggestion was made.

8. LRS Project update and timeline

Diana presented the latest update on the LRS project, with a focus on the round 2 sample point installation progress.    

Action Item:  

1. Lee requested a new slide with the overall total and percent installed for the round 2 sample to be included in the presentation and sent to him to present in the TAC update. 
