Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 15-Jan-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (Scribe)

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT

Darryl Nelson – TXU (Facilitator)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant 

Walt Shumate – Consultant

Lloyd Young – AEP

John Taylor – Entergy

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Report on RMS January 9, 2002 meeting (Darryl Nelson)

· Approval of six sections

· Directives and action items

· AEP concerns regarding TDSP/CR communication procedures to handle disputes

· Review Mimi Goldberg’s second draft of LPOG section 5

· Review Mimi Goldberg’s rewrite of LPOG section 8 


8.2.2      -- Load Profiling Id Changes from Competitive Retailers

8.2.4      -- Load Profile Id Changes Resulting from Meter Changes

8.2.4.2   -- Non-IDR to IDR (NIDR to IDR) 

8.2.4.3 -- NOTOU to TOU

8.2.4.4 -- Demand to NoDemand

· Review first draft of Metering section authored by John, Lloyd, and Brenda

Announcements:

None

Report on RMS January 9th meeting

Here is the excerpt from the RMS meeting minutes that Darryl discussed.

Load Profiling Working Group Report
Darryl Nelson reported that the LPWG is continuing to work on the new Load Profiling Operating Guides (LPOG).  Nelson reported that the LPWG has reached a consensus on six additional sections of the LPOG (see attachment).  Nelson again noted that the LPWG is requesting RMS approval for the "approach" described in the documents, not the exact language.  The intent is to allow future minor revisions for clarity (not content).  Once the RMS approves the “approaches” of all the sections of the LPOG, the entire LPOG will be submitted to the RMS for approval of the wording.  Nelson summarized the six additional sections of the LPOG that have been finalized by the LPWG: 
· I.  Purpose of Load Profiling

· IV.  Guidelines for Load Profile Development

· IX.  KVA to KW Conversion

· VI.  Request for Changes to Load Profile Methodology 

· VII.  Load Profile Models

· XVII.  Access to Load Profiling Materials

The RMS provided the LPWG with the following action items:

· Determine how changes to profiles or Load Profile Methodology will be communicated.

· Investigate the potential for waiving the ERCOT administrative cost assessment for the OPUC.

The RMS also gave the LPWG the following directives:

· Ensure consistency with the Protocols regarding the timeframe for notifying the market and implementing changes to Load Profiles or Load Profile Methodology.

· Load Profile Methodology changes or model changes may not be retroactive.

· Indicate that the LPOG is subordinate to PURA, PUCT Substantive Rules, and ERCOT Protocols.

A motion was made by Walt Fenoglio and seconded by Derek Mauzy to approve the approaches of the six additional sections of the LPOG as amended, and address the action items and directives above.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote.  

RMS raised concerns that 12 months is too long to wait for implementation of a profiling methodology change (see Darryl’s slide #15).  Protocols require “at least 150 days”.  

The PWG determined that 12-month criteria meets Protocol requirements, however RMS concerns about potential for undo delay will be researched.

PWG Action Item #1:

Review all timing details in the LPOG for changes to load profiles, weather zones, load profiling methodology to make sure items are compliant with Protocols. Assigned to Derek.
PWG Action Item #2:

Review PWG notes to determine if 12 months notification before instituting a profiling methodology change is reasonable.  Assigned to Darryl.

PWG Action Item #3:

Locate LPOG sections that need to be reworked with language stipulating that no retroactive application of changes to profiling methods, profiles, weather zones will occur.  Assigned to Kedra.

PWG Action Item #4:

Draft language, which clearly indicates the LPOG are subordinate to PURA, Senate Bill 7, PUCT substantive rules, and ERCOT Protocols. Additionally, have Mark Walker from ERCOT legal review and approve the language.  Assigned to Jackie.
Walt Shumate stressed the importance of the PWG keeping the LPOG completely compliant with all rules and regulations governing the LPOG.  Adding the above language obligates users of the LPOG to make sure the LPOG are compliant with the rules governing load profiling.  On this note, Walt suggested that the PWG build in a process for periodically scrubbing the LPOG to make sure the Guides are indeed compliant with Protocols, PUCT substantive rules, Senate Bill 7, and PURA.

PWG Action Item #5:

Evaluate LPOG communication practices regarding profile changes, weather zone changes, and profiling methodology changes with respect to ERCOT’s standard practices for communicating information to market participants. Assigned to Derek.
PWG Action Item #6:

Determine the issues associated with the potential that  “ERCOT may charge a processing fee for evaluating the (load profiling methodology change) request”. – Slide 19 Darryl’s presentation.  Assigned to Jackie and Derek.
It is noted that ERCOT does not charge a fee.  Nor is a fee being considered at this time. This language appears in the Guides to provide ERCOT latitude for managing workload.

Some suggested language that can be inserted in the LPOG

“Every requestor pays a fee unless the fee is conditionally waived”.

“As of market open no fees are being charged.  However, ERCOT reserves the right to establish fees for processing change requests if ERCOT deems the fees necessary and the TAC approves charging the fees.”     

Scrubbing the LPOG:

Darryl requested that PWG members begin thinking through the steps that should be followed to prepare the document for final RMS approval.  In particular, the following considerations should be addressed:

· Completeness of content

· Consistency with Protocols

· Internal consistency with the LPOG

· Clarity of language

· Purge  “at market open” references – Jackie

Status of PRRs issued by PWG:

PRR 309, “kW Demand Reporting Requirement for TDSP”, is scheduled to follow a standard PRS review time line.  It is expected that this PRR will be up for Board review on April 16, 2002.

Until PRR309 is approved, all parts of the LPOG should be gray boxed.

PRR310, “Estimating Usage to Apply to Profiles”, is scheduled to follow an urgent PRS review time line.  Urgency status of this PRR is up for vote at the PRS meeting being held tomorrow January 16, 2002.

Darryl stated that PRR311, “To transition residential and commercial direct load control programs into BULs”, is submitted to the PRS by the DSM Task Force.  This PRR makes reference to Load Profiling section 18.7.2.  Progress of this PRR should be monitored by the PWG.

AEP concerns regarding TDSP/CR communication procedures to handle disputes

Lloyd Young stated that the LPOG were silent regarding communication protocols between the CR and the TDSP with respect to resolving a disputed profile Id assignment before the dispute gets escalated to including ERCOT in the dispute.  It was decided that it would be inappropriate for the LPOG to include specific TDSP practices for handling such disagreements; it would be appropriate to include language within the Guides, which stipulates that a CR must file a dispute with the TDSP in accordance with the policies and procedures of the TDSP.  

Thus the first sentence of section 8.2.2 has been amended from:

CRs shall submit any change in Profile ID assignment to the TDSP that serves the ESI ID in question.  

To:

CRs shall submit any change in Profile ID assignment to the TDSP that serves the ESI ID in question, in accordance with the procedures of the TDSP.  

The PWG decided to acknowledge that potentially diverse practices of TDSP for handling disputed profile id assignments could unnecessarily lead to disputes being escalated to ERCOT for review. The Group decided to table any discussion on this issue until market experience indicates such an issue exists.

The PWG decided to bundle discussion concerning months used to perform validation analysis with future discussions of “deadband”.

Deadband Issue:

ERCOT stated that planning for annual profile id validation is underway, and the issue of deadband regions came under consideration.  During PWG discussion it was suggested that deadband regions should not be used.  The PWG requested ERCOT provide a summary of the findings from the analysis performed by Adrian Marquez on this topic.  The PWG also requested a summary of Adrian’s analysis regarding the selection of specific time frames for performing profile id assignment calculations.   

Section 5 Load Profiling Methodology review 

It is completed.

Revisions by Mimi after PWG editing are accepted for Sections 5.3.1, Load Profile Model Performance. 

Open question to Mimi in Section 5.3.2 what does “analogous measures” mean?
Revisions by Mimi after PWG editing are accepted for Section 5.3.3, Effect of Proposed Alternative Methodology. 

Revisions to Section 5.4.3, Implement Alternative Load Profiling Methodology are accepted as is.

Next meeting at the Met Center Wednesday January 16, 2002.

