Profiling Working Group: DRAFT Meeting Notes

Tuesday, September 25, 2007
Attendees

Steven Bargas, Tenaska

Terry Bates, Oncor

Eric Blakey, TXU 

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy

Bill Boswell, ERCOT

Shawnee Claiborne-Pinto, PUCT
Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

Bob Laningham, Oncor

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Kyle Miller, CenterPoint Energy
Chuck Moore, Direct Energy

Wayne Morrison, Reliant

Calvin Opheim, ERCOT

Diana Ott, ERCOT

Ernie Podraza, Direct Energy 

Kathy Scott, CenterPoint Energy

Giriraj Sharma, ERCOT
Lee Starr, BTU
Phone
Eric Bratcher, First Choice Power

Pam Carr, Stream Energy

Patrick James, TXU Energy

Rosie McMahill, Current

Lloyd Young, AEP

1. ANTITRUST ADMONITION
Ernie Podraza welcomed everyone and then read the antitrust admonition. 
2. COPS 9/10 mEETING review 
Ernie mentioned that PRS has shelved our PRR so that companies can think about the technical aspects.  LPGRR023 was approved and forwarded to TAC. 
3. APPROVAL oF PREVIOUS MEETING NOTES
Notes from the August 28 meeting and the September 12 conference call were approved as submitted.
4. lpgrr026, PROFILES W/ THREE DIGITS TO RIGHT OF DECIMAL POINT 
The impact analysis revealed no significant costs.  There was PWG consensus to send this LPGRR to COPS with the recommendation for approval. 

5. LPGRR028, LOAD PROFILING GUIDE CLEANUP
Ernie asked whether there were any objections to including the models spreadsheets adjusted for DST-shift days and the updated Valid Profile IDs tab (with combinations of BUSOGFLT and various TOU schedule codes) as part of LPGRR028.  No one objected and the group approved this LPGRR.  The PWG will most likely review the impact analysis of this LPGRR at its next meeting.
6. LPGRR027, DEMAND RESPONSE REVISIONS
Calvin Opheim iterated that the stated goal is to have the pilot DR program in place for summer 2008.  Calvin said that he felt there was some confusion about the difference between the pilot program and settlements.  MPs were asked whether they felt a DR program is really needed by summer 2008.  
Ernie took a straw-poll on when people really wanted to implement the DR pilot program:
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Terry Bates said that he was interested in looking at costs for short-term solutions and their relationship with possible long-term solutions.

Lee Starr commented he wanted to see that nodal was taken into account.  Among other things, he wanted to consider whether a PRR have to be written and then turn around and have to write an NPRR.

Calvin asked how many customers the CRs anticipated would participate in DR programs.  Calvin said that there is a comfort level with ERCOT handling 15-minute interval data for 50,000 ESI IDs, but the settlement system performance starts degrading when there are more than 50,000 IDR ESI IDs and the system cannot handle more than 200,000 IDR ESI IDs.

The CRs said that the number of customers they anticipated serving is competitive information.  After some discussion, Calvin said he could touch base with the respective CRs on this issue on an individual basis.

Kyle Miller suggested option 7.

In trying to sort through the impacts of each option, Ernie drew a table on the whiteboard and some other options were added.  (For details of options 1 thru 5, click on the link for ‘Summary of Demand Response Program Options’, available under key documents for the 09/25/07 PWG meeting.)   
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Option Brief Description impact impact impact Budget

1

profile segment code, e.g., RESLØØØ1

less

2

TOU schedule code, e.g., DØ1Ø1

affects nodal

3

weather sensitivity code, e.g., DØ1

affects nodal

4

profile segment code, e.g., RESLØØØ1

affects nodal

5

weather sensitivity code, e.g., NØ1

affects nodal

6

TX SET changes Profile ID for new REP

long term

7

DR programs 100% 15-min. metered

8

TX SET accesses lookup table


It was mentioned that there could be a problem with a REP who inherits a DR customer, but the REP’s system is not set up to handle Profile IDs of DR participants.  Options 6 and 8 could address that.  
Calvin said that utilizing the weather sensitivity code would require coding in the ERCOT data aggregation system, and that the coders are working on nodal—which Calvin has been told cannot be impacted.  

To narrow down the list of options, Ernie stepped back from filling out the table and asked if anyone was pushing for options 3 or 5.  No one responded.  Ernie asked the same for option 2 and got the same response.

Ernie noted that option 7 is already available, and Wayne Morrison mentioned that the cost of IDRs can be very high.

Option 8 appeared to be complicated so it was not discussed much during the meeting.

Option 1 appeared to be the best solution for the short-term.

The group wanted more info on the possibilities of utilizing TX SET as a long-term solution, and Kathy Scott was able to break away from another meeting to join the PWG.

After a fair amount of discussion, it seemed as if option 6 (linked with option 1) was the best long-term solution.  Kathy said it is critical to get all of the Q&A done before any specs could be finalized, and that this would probably take at least two TX SET meetings.  Kathy also said that a realistic date to implement resulting changes would be 4th quarter of 2008.  Kathy questioned whether this could be done as an SCR.

Calvin said that a short-term solution is not an issue with ERCOT.  

Shawnee Claiborne-Pinto said the chairman of the PUCT wants something to happen by summer 2008 and has already been told that it will probably happen.

Action Item:  Kathy to get in touch with Ernie, Calvin, and Brad to discuss this issue some more.

7. IDR ReQUIREMENT REPORT
Adrian Marquez discussed the presentation on the ‘overdue’ portion of the IDR Requirement Reports.  The gist was that while the Protocols mandate that an IDR be installed for certain ESI IDs, there were 92 active ESI IDs on the September 2007 reports that are listed as overdue.  

The RMG states that CRs are to verify that each of the ESI IDs they serve listed on the reports satisfy the requirements for IDR installation and initiate a request to the TDSP for installation, or notify the TDSP of any discrepancies for investigation.  The TDSP has the option of installing the IDR if it has not heard from the CR after 120 days.  Some TDSPs exercise this option while others do not.       

Lee inquired as to how this process is policed and said that it seemed like ERCOT perhaps should be doing this.  Adrian stated that the Market had previously agreed that ERCOT should not police this issue.

It was stated that Market Oversight of the PUCT was to police this issue.      

Action Item:  Adrian to provide Shawnee with a list of ESI IDs listed as overdue on the IDR Requirement Reports, broken down by CR and TDSP.  
8. ufe 2004 rEPORT review

Bill Boswell presented a draft analysis of UFE for 2004.  This report is similar to what has been previously presented, but it contained much more detail.  

As an aside, Ernie asked about how the new load profiles are affecting UFE.  Calvin said that pretty much the only information we have is preliminary and that we should be looking at data for a longer period.  It was also mentioned that the new loss factors and many other variables affect UFE, so it’s always difficult to isolate the effects of the load profiles.  Ernie said that he would like more time to review this presentation.  

Bill said that he will wait to post this report as the final one so that people can send comments to Bill on what they do or do not want to see included in the report.  Bill will use the final UFE 2004 final report as a template for creating reports for subsequent years.
Action Item:  Interested parties should contact Bill (bboswell@ercot.com) on what they do or do not want to see in the final 2004 UFE report. 
9. load research project update

Bill presented the latest on the LRS project, with a focus on the round 2 sample point installation progress.    
Action Item:  Bill will break down the Round 2 Sample Point Installation Summary Table to show ‘new’ and total (including ‘retained’) installations.
10. ANNUAL VALIDATION UPDATE

Diana Ott presented the status of the 2007 annual load profile ID validation process.  She said that 98.7% of the RES transactions have flowed into and been accepted by ERCOT systems, but the process is not considered completed until at least 99% of the transactions have flowed in for each of the TDSPs.  The BUS transactions are scheduled to start flowing on October 1. 
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