Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 06-Feb-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Mimi Goldberg – Consultant

Tony Marsh – ERCOT

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT

Peggy Maurhoff  – TXU

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Review LPOG Sections Revised by Mimi Goldberg

· Load Research Samples

· Supplemental Load Profiling

· Discuss Profile Id assignment issue raised by Jackie

· Discuss Ernie’s language defining the purpose of the LPOG in LPOG section 1.2

· Comments to PRS Regarding Implementation timing of PRR309

· Brainstorm ideas to “scrub” the LPOG for final draft

Announcements:

RMS Chairs Meetings 

Darryl attended the RMS Chairs meeting from Noon to 1 p.m. today. No load profiling issues will be discussed at the next RMS meeting being held on 13-Feb-2002.

LPOG Project Time line

Derek offered analysis, which indicated that the PWG would have a very difficult time gaining full RMS approval of the LPOG by 31-Mar-2002.  The extent of work still outstanding does not seem possible to complete before the RMS meeting on 

13-Mar-2002.  Derek and Darryl will confer offline. This item will be addressed at the next PWG meeting.

Agenda: 

Discuss Ernie’s language defining the purpose of the LPOG in LPOG section 1.2

Last week Ernie proposed inserting the following language into the LPOG

“The purpose of this LPOG is to augment the language in the Protocols that affect Load Profiling.”

This language was modified to read

“The purpose of this LPOG is to explicate the language and intent in the Protocols that affect Load Profiling.”

Tightening up Profile Decision Tree Language

Some action to define ongoing Profile ID assignment language needs to occur.  Currently, the only billing data that can be used to assign a profile for an ESI Id is billing data from the period March 2000 through February 2001. Any ESI Ids created after this time frame will have no valid data available for making a profile assignment thus these ESI Ids will be assigned default profiles.

The LPOG in section 8.2.3 states that annual validation will be “using twelve months of usage history from the most recent April through March” to perform profile assignment for each ESI Id.  Jackie noted that this is merely placeholder language underscoring the need for the PWG to arrive at a consensus on data that should be used to make profile assignments. 

At this time ERCOT has no formal position to recommend to the PWG so this issue has been tabled until a future PWG meeting. 

John Taylor asked ERCOT to provide data regarding the distribution of ESI Ids for each of the load factor profile segments. 

Review Load Research Samples Section Revised by Mimi Goldberg

This section is now labeled LPOG Chapter 14 in the full LPOG.

Group agreed with Mimi’s comments that all load research data collected by ERCOT should not be made immediately available to all Market Participants.  The Group did agree that ERCOT should provide:

· Aggregate level data.  This data should include profile segment by weather zone level data.  John Taylor stated that stratum level data should also be made available if ERCOT employs stratification within the sampling plan.

· Sample point data for sampling points that have been removed from current samples for whatever reason, or all sampling points for canceled sampling projects.  

It was suggested that ERCOT provide Market Participants with all canceled project load research data used to develop load profiles including data borrowed from TDSPs.  Darryl stated that ERCOT was prohibited from making this data available to the public. LPOG section 14.1.3.

The group discussed Reliant’s suggestion offered at the PWG meeting on 15-Jan-2002 to allow TDSPs permission to use load research data collected by ERCOT to supplement the TDSP load data collection activities for “Wires Rate Case” filings.  Mimi Goldberg noted that TDSPs are regulated so their use of load data can be more effectively controlled so it would be possible to allow TDSPs special access rights to the data without compromising market performance.  Jim Purdue of Reliant argues that the electric market as a whole will benefit by having lower “pass through” TDSP operating costs resulting from TDSPs leveraging ERCOT load data.  It was noted that Jim’s statement assumes ERCOT will deploy overlapping samples thus causing redundant data collection.  It is possible that ERCOT will only deploy supplemental samples for handle segments and areas not currently being surveyed by TDSPs.

Action item

Should ERCOT allow TDSPs access to current ERCOT collected load research data for “Wires Rate Case” purposes?  Assigned to all PWG members.
Derek requested that the language “That is, a separate sample designed to this accuracy standard will be developed for each profile segment and each weather modeling region for which ERCOT is develop load research samples.” Be removed from section 14.1.2.3 of the LPOG.  This language will lock ERCOT into specific load research designs, which may require ERCOT field load research samples that are more costly than necessary to achieve the needs for load profiling.  This language is removed from the LPOG.

Comments to PRS Regarding Implementation timing of PRR309

At the last meeting Lloyd asked when would TDSPs have to start meeting the requirements of PRR309?  Derek researched this item and learned the PWG can recommend to the Board a specific implementation date for this PRR.  The PWG has until 15-Feb-2002 to submit comments to the PRS, which will then be forwarded to TAC.  TAC will review PRR309 during the 16-Mar-2002 meeting.  Board approval is expected in April 2002.

Significant discussion regarding this issue occurred. Lloyd stated that AEP would require three to six months to make the necessary corrections to its systems to stop sending kW data to ERCOT.  ERCOT noted that having this data in ERCOT’s database effects profile id validation significantly.  Any ESI Id having a kW data and classified, as a BUSNODEM will be flagged as a Profile Id assignment error.  This means that kW data shipped to ERCOT in May 2002 will probably generate Profile Id assignment errors during annual validation in May 2003.  ERCOT recommends TDSPs stop shipping kW data to ERCOT immediately if possible.

Upon final analysis the group decided that the PWG should submit formal comments to the PRS regarding implementation date for PRR309.  The possible options include

	Option
	Implementation Date
	Considerations

	#1
	@ Board approval
	Default

	#2
	May 31, 2002
	PWG recommendation

	#3
	October 1, 2002
	AEP suggestion

	#4
	July 31, 2001
	Purging data from ERCOT

systems required

	#5
	June 1, 2002
	In summer period


After considerable debate, it was agreed that the PWG would submit a recommendation to require TDSPs stop sending demand data to ERCOT on or before May 31, 2002, the last day before the start of summer.  This is a tentative date.  Darryl will construct language to be submitted to PRS as comment to PRR309. 

Action Item

Be prepared to review and accept draft language developed by Darryl as official comment of the PWG on PRR309.  Assigned to all PWG members.
Please note, that any member can submit comments to the PRS independent of the PWG.  Moreover, these comments are merely recommendations to the Board.  The Board may or may not consider these comments when setting an implementation date for this PRR.

Review Supplemental Load Profiling Section Revised by Mimi Goldberg

Section review not completed.  Mimi’s suggestion to insert a table defining all the possible profiling methodology types is accepted.  Mimi’s example table is modified and to include reference to Proxy Day profiling used to estimate IDR profiles. And inserted into LPOG section 6.1 “Current Methodologies”.  

Since the Protocols do not support dynamic profiling, all reference to dynamic profiling within Mimi’s revised text is removed.  

Derek asked what is the intent of LPOG section 15.1.1 “Eligible Schedules”?  He suggested that this section is a description of the procedures for Updating ERCOT’s systems to recognize new valid TOU schedules that go into force after market open.  He has volunteered to revise this language to more clearly state this position.  The Group provided guidance directing “Eligible Schedules” be separated into two sections

· Existing TOU Schedules

· New TOU Schedules

LPOG section 15.1.2, “Timing of New TOU Schedule Implementation” will become a subsection of “New TOU Schedules”.

Mimi Goldberg was consulted to clarify the language associated with assessing TOU chunking methodology.  Mimi agreed to revise the language in LPOG section 15.1.4, “Evaluation of Chunking Profiles” to more clearly indicate the type of analysis being undertaken as well as the approach required to complete the analysis.  

She was directed to retain the terms “preferred” and “chunked” by add definitions early in the process for stepping through the methodology process.  It was decided not to employ the terms target and default in this section.

	Definitions

	Preferred
	TOU profile constructed using load research data from a sample of TOU accounts

	Chunked
	TOU profile constructed using load research data not from a sample of TOU accounts. Profile curve is adjusted by kWh consumption for each identified time-of-use period.

	Flat Customers
	Customers not on time-of-use schedules


LPOG Scrub List

The following item has been added to the checklist of items to scrub the LPOG:

· Remove any unnecessary references rates and tariff.  “restructuring” language is preferred.

Derek has constructed a “scrub” checklist, which includes items identified in various PWG meetings.  This list will be updated and distributed with PWG meeting minutes.

The next PWG meeting will be held on Tuesday, February 12, 2002 at the ERCOT MET Center Room 209, Austin, TX, 9:00 am – 3:30 pm.  

