Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 12-Feb-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – Oncor

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Eddie Johnson – Brazos

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT

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

· Eligible Schedules language drafted by ERCOT

· Discuss issue having ERCOT assign Profile Id raised by Reliant

· Address action item to allow TDSPs access to current ERCOT sponsored load research data

· Address ERCOT action item in LPOG 14.2.4 

· Address action item to determine process used by TDSPs to assign BUSNODEM profile id

· Review comments to PRR309 drafted by Darryl representing PWG

· Develop consensus on date to insert in comments to PRR309

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

· Review project plan developed by ERCOT to complete LPOG  “scrub”

Announcements:

None.

Agenda: 

Discuss issue having ERCOT assign Profile Id raised by Reliant

Reliant submitted a request to the PWG to have ERCOT rather than the TDSPs assign the Profile Id for each ESI ID.  

The profile Id is composed of five components (profile group & segment, weather zone code, meter data type code, weather sensitivity code, time-of-use code) which are maintained by the TDSP based upon logic defined on the Profile Decision Tree which is  maintained at ERCOT’s website.  ERCOT is responsible for reviewing the Profile Id assigned to each ESI ID.  Disputed assignments are researched to reconcile the reasons for the difference in assignment by the TDSP and ERCOT.  The TDSP is responsible for submitting 814_20 forms to ERCOT to correct any erroneously assigned Profile Ids.   

A simpler process would entail ERCOT applying the logic of the Profile Decision Tree to data submitted to ERCOT and shipping back to each TDSP the ESI ID’s Profile Id assignment.  The TDSP will submit 814_20’s to ERCOT for all ESI ID’s that require a Profile Id change.

Darryl suggested the PWG address the following:

“What are the issues?”

· Besides the Profile Id, what other data elements will be effected in ERCOT’s database (e.g. zip code, billing consumption data, …)

· Will changes only occur during validation processes (initial, annual, at NOIE opt in, CR disputes). 

· Protocols will have to be changed.

“What are the reasons for having the process as it currently works?” 

 A “pros” and “cons” analysis to the question “Why have TDSPs responsible to change Profile Id assignment?” is performed

Pros

· TDSPs own all the data required to make Profile Id assignments

· tariff information

· metering information

· consumption & demand information

· ERCOT does not have ability to capture tariff or meter data used to segment business accounts into BUSNODEM or a load factor segment.

· ERCOT systems do not have the capability to initialize EDI transactions.  All EDI transactions notifying the CR of an ESI IDs Profile status are transactions initiated by the TDSP and passed through ERCOT’s data processing system.

· TDSP is a neutral third party having no vested interest in the Profile Id outcome for any particular ESI ID.

Cons

· TDSP is a neutral third party having no vested interest in the Profile Id outcome so there is no real motivation to properly police this assignment process. 

· TDSPs bear the cost for doing this work. The estimates costs approved by the PUCT for doing this work may not be enough to cover all the actual costs.

· The process is complex requiring significant effort between ERCOT and each TDSP to get Profile Ids properly assigned.

“How will a CR request changes to Profile Ids?”

This issue not discussed any further.

Ernie Podraza suggested reframing the discussion around the theme of discovering a more efficient method for accomplishing validation of Profile Id assignment to each ESI ID.

Eddie Johnson stated that Brazos would be amendable to changing the current process, but only after data transfer processing bottlenecks between ERCOT and TDSPs had been resolved.  

John Taylor noted that the TDSP may not necessarily be neutral to the process for all ESI IDs. Account bundling practices of TDSPs may have accounts mis-assigned. Treatment of Lighting loads is singled out because TDSPs typically summary bill these accounts. In reviewing billing records and  associated profiles, John has observed these accounts being placed on profiles other than NMLIGHT.

Darryl stated that Reliant may raise this issue at the RMS meeting being held on 13-Feb-2002.  He has recommended that the TXU Reps recommend the RMS remand consideration of this issue to the PWG.

Address action item to allow TDSPs access to current ERCOT sponsored load research data

Darryl, Lloyd, and Ernie stated that TDSPs would prefer to have access to ERCOT’s current load research data.  Darryl noted that reciprocal data sharing would be fair.  As Mimi indicated, TDSPs are more tightly regulated by the  PUCT so it would be reasonable to expect only authorized use of the data by the TDSPs.

Derek recommended that this issue be tabled because the PUCT will soon be releasing a project to investigate the most effective process for conducting load research for the State of Texas which may invalidate any PWG discussion on this matter at this time.  Darryl seconded the motion noting that any meaningful discussion of this issue is a mute point as long as ERCOT does not have a load research program.  

It was decided to accept Mimi’s revised language in section 14.2.2 “Availability of Data”.  

It was also decided to “gray box” and retain Mimi’s commentary regarding TDSP access to ERCOT’s load research data. 

Discussion of this language will be revisited after the PUCT project is complete, and ERCOT starts collecting load research data.

Address ERCOT action item in LPOG 14.2.4

The action addresses the TDSP concerns about ERCOT hiring metering contractors to perform work at or before the meter.  Until metering goes competitive, only the TDSP can perform work at or before the TDSP meter.  Nothing precludes ERCOT from performing metering behind the TDSP’s meter.  

It was decided to leave this area gray boxed until the PUCT resolves its project regarding load research in the State of Texas. 

Review Load Research Samples Section Revised by Mimi Goldberg

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

All language revisions recommended by Mimi Goldberg were reviewed and retained in the LPOG.  Action items associated with this chapter were discussed. As noted above, resolution of these issues is deferred, and Mimi’s comments regarding these issues are retained in the LPOG in gray box format.

Review Supplemental Profiling Section Revised by Mimi Goldberg

This section is still a separate section not included in the LPOG as Chapter 15.

Mimi’s language regarding rules to handle NOIE TOU schedules is augmented with language which states that all NOIE TOU schedules will be considered new TOU schedules to ERCOT data processing system.  Since ERCOT’s data processing system has no coding to accommodate any NOIE TOU schedules, nor is it currently designed to handle TOU schedules with more than four TOU periods per meter read, it is important to treat NOIE TOU schedules as new.

Darryl noted that the Protocols section 18.7.1.4 “Availability of TOU Schedules” only discusses the availability and applicability of TOU schedules in service territories for Investor Owned Utilities. Nothing is stated which precludes opt in NOIEs from not making their TOU schedules accessible to CRs wishing to service customers in their service territory on TOU rates.

Review of  ERCOT language revising LPOG sections 1.1.1 “Existing TOU Schedules” and 15.1.2  “Establishing New TOU Schedules” was deferred until the next meeting to allow participants ample time to review the language developed by ERCOT.

Mimi’s revisions to LPOG sections 1.1.4 “Evaluation of the Chunking Profiles” was approved except for selected paragraphs from the section discussing the process of evaluating chunking using data borrowed from non-ERCOT service areas.  This language is sent back to Mimi for rework.  

It is recommended that the second paragraph be placed at the end of the section.

The third paragraph should be reworded to reflect the idea that a chunked profile will be created using the TOU schedules applicable from the  source service area with the chunking procedures described in LPOG section 1.1.3 “Chunking Profiling Methodology Description”.   This profile will be compared to a TOU profile based upon actual  load data collected from the source service area.

Language in the first paragraph of LPOG section 1.2.2 is modified to require separately run DLC programs sharing a DLC profile not only be jointly dispatched,  but all characteristics relevant to the program be similar.  Derek noted that differing failure rate,  target marketing, deployed equipment, etc. all have an impact on the similarity of DLC program response.

How will ostensibly similar DLC programs offered by different CRs be evaluated to determine that the programs are indeed similar enough to allow mutual use of an RIDR? 

Reference to QSE  in section 1.2.4 are removed.  Load profiling is only responsible for making sure profiles are available to facilitate data aggregation and market settlement.   ERCOT questions in this section are also removed.  It is determined that ERCOT will design the samples to estimate the RIDR for all DLC programs therefore ERCOT will need to know all characteristics of the DLC program which impact accurately estimating load for this population. Stratification will be designed to capture all the known factors that will effect the shape of the RIDR profile.

Address action item to determine process used by TDSPs to assign BUSNODEM profile id

ONCOR assignment is based upon tariff.  Customers assigned to BUSNODEM are on non-demand tariffs.  

Lloyd states AEP most likely uses tariff to assign customers to BUSNODEM.  His programmers state that this assignment is based upon a scan of the demand registers on the billing file.  If all registers are zero (0) then the account is coded as a BUSNODEM.

No report from Reliant.

Derek inquired if CRs have access to an ESI IDs tariff information.  ERCOT does not have access to this information so cannot verify that and ESI ID is taking service from a TDSP on a non-demand rate.  Ernie stated that CRs do in fact receive this information since it is part of the “wires” charge that the CR receives from the TDSP.

Review comments to PRR309 drafted by Darryl representing PWG

Darryl developed a comment to PRR309 which states. With amendments the following language was approved for submission to the PRS.

“The Load Profiling Working Group, the sponsor of this PRR, would like to recommend the implementation date of June 1, 2002 for this request. The group feels that adequate time should be allocated to allow TDSP system changes to be completed. The group also recommends that the revised language be gray-boxed until it goes into effect on June 1, 2002.”

Develop consensus on date to insert in comments to PRR309

Darryl reviewed the issues that will effect the group’s decision to select an implementation date for PRR309.  Impacts to settlement, and impacts to ESI ID validation, and impacts to TDSP systems change processing are the three  issues which drive this decision.  The possible date options suggested include:

	Option
	Implementation Date
	Considerations

	#1
	@ Board approval
	Default

	#2
	June 1, 2002
	ERCOT recommendation

	#3
	October 1, 2002
	AEP, TXU  recommendation

	#4
	March 1, 2003
	Possible alternative


It is presumed that PRR309 addresses the issue where accounts appropriately classified as BUSNODEM, and have demand data being sent to the ERCOT by the TDSP. The selection of any implementation date has no effect on settlement.  Per the TDSPs, these  BUSNODEM accounts are properly profiled based on their tariffs. 

Validation processing is impacted.  ERCOT’s validation logic treats any BUSNODEM ESI ID with even a single demand read within the reference billing data used to assign Profile Id as an error.  ERCOT will recommend  that the May through April be used as twelve consecutive months for annual validation purposes. 

	Validation Type
	Reference Period
	01JUN02
	01OCT02

	Initial
	Mar2000 –  Feb2001
	No difference
	No difference

	Annual 2002
	May2001 – Apr2002
	No difference
	No difference

	Annual 2003
	May2002 – Apr2003
	No difference
	No difference

	No difference with respect to validation outcome.  Accounts still fail validation.


Darryl notes that any implementation date prior to May 1, 2003 should make no difference in the outcome of ERCOT’s validation process.  Jackie noted that ESIIDs with the BUSNODEM profile will continue to fail validation as long as ERCOT is receiving a demand value for those ESIIDs.  Profile ID changes, which cause accounts to migrate from a Load Factor to a NoDemand profile, will also compound workload, the longer that demand data is sent to ERCOT for BUSNODEM ESI IDs.  This is extra work for both the TDSP and ERCOT. For this reason ERCOT recommends retaining the June 1, 2002 date.  

Darryl stated that TXU cannot modify its systems to comply with a June 1, 2002 date.  Lloyd stated that AEP also cannot meet a June 1, 2002 deadline.  Both agreed that meeting a October 1, 2002 deadline is doable. 

In voting, it was decided to insert October 1, 2002 into the comments to PRS for PRR309.  The vote breakdown:

	Option
	Votes
	Members

	June 1, 2002
	1
	Entergy

	October 1, 2002
	4
	Oncor, TXU Retailing, AEP, Brazos


ERCOT will track progress of TDSPs toward meeting this project objective.

ERCOT reported that an estimated 35,000 ESI IDs across the ERCOT region are coded BUSNODEM, but have demand data.

ERCOT Region Statistics

John Taylor requested ERCOT provide statistics showing the breakdown of load factor customers by segment.  ERCOT reports the following percent distribution of load factor customers by segment

· Low (52%)

· Medium (41%) 
default profile

· High (7%)

This statistics are based upon data submitted to ERCOT, and do not reflect any adjustments that could be made based upon findings from ESI ID validation.

The percent distribution for residential customers by winter ratio is as follows:

· Low (65%)
default profile

· High (35%)

LPOG Scrub Project Plan

The PWG is asked to review and recommend changes to the Scrub project plan developed by ERCOT.  

· Are any major tasks being overlooked

· Are the durations reasonable  

· Any suggestions to compress the schedule

Getting full approval of the LPOG by at the April 17, 2002 RMS meeting is the goal of this plan.  Derek noted that the actual scrub steps are split into three non-specific blocks of work.  It should also be noted that this plan was built using a start date of February 6, 2002, so we are  “burning through” time already allocated in the schedule.  

Next Meeting

The next PWG meeting will be held on two days Wednesday, February 20, 2002 and Thursday February 21, 2002 at the ERCOT MET Center Room 209, Austin, TX, 

9:00 am – 3:30 pm.  

