Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 23-Jan-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Jason Glore – CPS

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

Brenda Snyder – Entergy

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Action Items from 01-15-02 and 01-16-02

Action Item #1
Timing details – D.Glatz

Action Item #2
Twelve month notification – D.Nelson

Action Item #3
No retroactive language – K.Baltrip

Action Item #4
Subordinate language – J.Mikus

Action Item #5
ERCOT notification practice – D.Glatz

Action Item #6
Processing fee  -- D.Glatz & J.Mikus 

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

Announcements:

PUCT Docket # 25089

On 22-Jan-2002 the PUCT held hearings to review Entergy’s Protocols referred as PUCT docket number 25089.  Entergy’s Chapter 18, “Load Profiling” section was one of the first sections of this document reviewed.  Darryl Nelson, Brenda Snyder, and Betty Day were three of the attendees at this meeting.

Darryl stated that the PUCT is pushing to have ERCOT perform load profiling for Entergy.  Brenda stated Entergy has no objection to ERCOT performing this function so long as ERCOT develops profiles specific to Entergy’s territory which use load data collected by Entergy for this area, and that no retroactive application of the profiles is done.  Brenda acknowledged the potential for market saving resulting from:

· Market participants having only one place to visit for load profiles

· Models and model development between areas being consistent

· Economies of scale developing a profiling load research program for Texas

Energy still prefers to keep these functions separate however.  Darryl noted that ERCOT has not taken a position on this issue. 

Background Information Regarding Texas Electric Restructuring

Senate Bill 7 only authorized ERCOT to collect registration information for all of Texas.  El Paso was provided a five-year exemption for meeting restructuring requirements of SB 7.  Later SPS was also granted a five-year exemption.  Restructuring in SWEPCO and Entergy service territories was delayed.  At this time Entergy is the only non-ERCOT service area prepared to make deregulated electric service available to its customers.  Brenda stated that Entergy has been in pilot phase currently.  Full market operation is expected to occur on 15-Sep-2002.

PUCT Docket to Examine Process of Performing Load Research in Texas

Darryl stated that the PUCT is developing a project to review load research practices in the state of Texas.  The goal of this project will focus on the most cost effective way to do load research to support profile development for the State of Texas.  Possible scenarios include:

· ERCOT performing all work

· Shared responsibility between ERCOT and TDSPs

· TDSPs performing all work

AEP Recommendation Remove IDR meters on Small kWh Customers

AEP has offered the proposition to Darryl Nelson and ERCOT that the PWG should pursue a protocol change, which would set guidelines for removing IDR on small load accounts.  AEP defined small load accounts as any account with metered demand falling below 10kW for 12 consecutive months.  This issue was tabled until the next PWG meeting to allow all PWG participants ample time to review AEP’s proposal. The full proposal is excerpted from Lloyd’s edited version of the Metering document, which may also be found in the LPOG Complete document 01-23-02 and reported below:

Future Proposed Requirement:

TDSPs would have the option to remove IDRs installed on premises where the load falls below 10 kW for 12 consecutive months prior to removal of the IDR the TDSP will notify the current CR that the IDR will be removed and offer the CR the option to continue to use the IDR by agreeing to pay all applicable associated costs
  (This will require change to ERCOT protocols).

· What if usage goes down next to nothing?

· Is there a need for a floor, i.e. 10 kW?

· Could metering be changed with customer approval?

· Would the LPWG support a protocol change for this?

· What is cost of maintaining IDRs on small usage customers?  Money could be spent better on larger customers.

DSM Taskforce Report

Derek suggested that PWG members review the DSM Taskforce progress report authored by Jay Zarnikau and Bill Begg.  Comments are due back to Jay Zarnikau by Friday January 25, 2002.  

Profile Decision Tree Revision 1.04 now available on ERCOT Web

Adrian Marquez published a revision to the Profile Decision Tree on 22-Jan-2002.  A summary of the changes include

· Statement requiring Profile ID adhere to Protocols

· Text to help clarify the term “billing month”

· Revised instructions for handling default profiles

· Remapping zip codes 77473, 79351, 75071 75752 to different weather zones

· Revised text for the Zip to Zone worksheet

· Added non-ERCOT profile Ids

· Other text changes to improve the user friendliness of the document

Please see Adrian’s email on January 22, 2002 to the PWG exploder list for further details.

Alternative Language for Demand to NoDemand (LPOG section 8.2.4.5)

Derek requested review of alternative language drafted for the Demand to NoDemand section of the LPOG.  This language was drafted to include several good points developed by Mimi Goldberg, which were discarded during the previous review of this section.  Mimi’s work had too many references to IDR metering to allow for effective editing of her work in a working group setting.  The group agreed to review the language at the next meeting of the PWG.

Action Item #1

Work is still in progress with anticipated completion date 26-Jan-2002.  No discrepancies have been identified as of work completed.  Action item is still open.

Action Item #2

No reasons justifying 12 months located in body of PWG work.  It was agreed that the LPOG should not make noticing market participants more restrictive than stated in the Protocols.  While many implementations of load profiling methodology changes should require a 12 months noticing, not all changes to methodology would have this requirement. Text in the fifth paragraph of LPOG section 6.3 is modified from 12 months to 150 days to be consistent with Protocols.  Action item is complete.

Action Item #3

It was determined that no part of the LPOG has specific language prohibiting retroactive application of profiling methodology, profiling segment, and weather zone changes.  Language was modified in LPOG sections 5,6,7,11, and 12 to specifically exclude retroactive application of changes to methodology, profiles, and weather zones.  While applying a blanket statement prohibiting retroactive application of changes was considered, the group decided against such a tactic since this statement might ultimately preclude changing ESI ID assignments retroactively due errors in assignment identified from profile assignment validation processes.  Action item is complete.

Action Item #4

ERCOT presented text from the Operating Guides accepted by TAC from the ROS.  The language in this document, which implies the Operating Guides are subordinate to the Protocols, is:

Specific practices described in these Guides for the ERCOT System are consistent with the North American Electric Reliability Council Operating Policies and the ERCOT Protocols.

Reference: Protocol, Section 5.2.1 January 5, 2001

These Protocols shall control to the extent of any inconsistency between the Protocols and any of the following documents:

1 Any reliability guides applicable to ERCOT, including the Operating Guides;

2 The NERC Operating Manual and ERCOT procedures manual, supplied by NERC and ERCOT, respectively, as references for dispatchers to use during normal and emergency operations of the ERCOT Transmission Grid;

3 Specific operating procedures, submitted to ERCOT by individual transmission Facility owners or operators to address operating problems on their respective grids that could affect operation of the interconnected ERCOT Transmission Grid; and 

4 Guidelines established by the ERCOT Board, which may be more stringent than those established by NERC for the secure operation of the ERCOT System.
This language does not include a specific reference to SB 7, PURA, or substantive rules but is implied.   The ERCOT Business Rules and Contracts recommends the LPOG adopt this language to be consistent with currently approved Operating Guides. Darryl Nelson requested ERCOT pass this language by their Law Department for review and advice. This action item is still open.

Action Item #5

ERCOT’s Client Services organization is responsible broadcasting notification of all system changes to market participants.  The registered market participant contact will receive an email communication declaring the pending system change.  This communication will be broadcast to market participants meeting, at minimum, notification requirements specified in Protocols.  In addition, market participants can obtain information regarding pending and completed system changes from the following ERCOT web page:

http://www.ercot.com/Participants/SystemChangeProgram.htm
Additional information can also be found at the following Protocols Revision web page:

http://www.ercot.com/AboutERCOT/PublicDisclosure/ProtocolRev.htm
Select the bullet item PRR Master List

· Summary of Protocol Revisions 

· PRR Master List 

· PRS Meeting Minutes 

· Meeting Schedule 

System changes regarding load profiling issues will be distributed to all TDSPs, QSEs, and LSEs.  Darryl asked if ERCOT’s Client Services organization additionally broadcasts information to non-registered market participant contacts.  ERCOT will supply an answer.  This action item is complete. 

Action Item #6

Work is in progress. This item is still open.

New Action Items

Obtain explanation from Mimi Goldberg regarding the interpretation of  “other analogous measures” in LPOG section 5.3.2. Assigned to Jackie Mikus.
What are the standard practices that TDSP have in place for handling CR inquiries concerning profile assignment?  PWG is exploring the need to define a requirement that the TDSP respond to a CR inquiry within a fixed time. See LPOG section 8.2.2 for additional detail.  Assigned to TDSP representatives.
Review revised draft of Metering section authored by John, Lloyd, and Brenda

Section 16.5, “Supplemental Samples” revised language reviewed and approved.  Minor language to 16.1, “Introduction”.  ERCOT has substantial re-write of section 16.2, “IDR Requirement” to bring this section into alignment with actual ERCOT practices.  Review of this section has been deferred until the next PWG meeting, which will allow ERCOT time to circulated the re-write through the PWG Exploder, list for review.

The next PWG meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 30, 2002 at the ERCOT MET Center, Austin, TX, Room 209, 9:00 am – 3:30 pm.  

