Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 06- Mar-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – Oncor

Betty Day – ERCOT

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT (audio visual)

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Brenda Synder – Entergy

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Review Annual Validation Language for LPOG Sections 

· Chapter 9 “Load Profile Ids”

· Chapter 11 “Validation of Load Profile Id”

· Edits to section 9.2 provided by Alan Graves

· Review Determination of Bill Month Options

· ERCOT issues implementing Option 3 “bill month defined by meter cycle”

· TDSP issues implementing Option 1 “bill month defined by meter read”

· Review Open Action Items

· ERCOT method for Data aggregation for “bundled Opt in Entities”  (Feb 20th)

· ERCOT providing load research services to Market (Feb 20th)

· Research SB 7 guidance regarding Opt in Entities and DLC programs (Feb 20th)

· Does ERCOT wish proxy day capability for DLC profiles (Feb 21st)

· ERCOT issues implementing option 3 bill month calc – see above – (Feb 21st)

· TDSPs evaluate issues implementing option 1 bill month calc – see above – (Feb 21st)

· Provide an assessment to provide view capability to TDSPs for IDR Requirements Report (Feb 21st)

· AEP Language for Chapter 9 – see above –  (Feb 21st)

· Can Oncor turn around annual validation reporting in 10 days (Feb 21st)

· ERCOT to determine if LPOG must be reviewed by ERCOT’s Legal (Feb 21st)

· LPOG Document Scrub Planning

· Status of Assigned Work

· Structure process to do work

· Add, Remove Items 

· Status report on PRR309 

Announcements:

Darryl did not present LPOG sections 4, 6, 15-17 to RMS at the February 28, 2002 meeting.   Presentation of these sections for “approach approval has been moved to the RMS meeting being held on March 13, 2002.  If sections 9 and 11 are ready, then these sections will also be presented to RMS.

The next meeting of the Task Force on Demand Side Resources and Demand Responsiveness will be held at ERCOT’s Austin facility on March 18, 2002 from 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

PRR309 was approved and sent to TAC for approval.  TAC will decide this protocol revision at the March 7, 20002 TAC meeting.  PRS recommended an implementing the change on 

October 1, 2002. 

-- ERCOT Protocol revision to section 18.3.3

ERCOT is proposing a protocol revision to change language in second paragraph of section 18.3.3.  Currently Protocols require ERCOT issue a backcast profile by 10:00 a.m. two days following the trade date.  ERCOT would like to have this standard changed so give ERCOT until close of business (5:00 p.m.) to post this file. 

ERCOT stated than initial settlement day is moving from the three days after the trade date to seventeen days after the trade date.  ERCOT believes this change in settlement reporting reduces to urgency for posting the backcast file; however, ERCOT is soliciting feedback from Market Participants to validate this assumption.

John Taylor stated that the backcast file is used to calibrate forecast models Entergy uses to bid into the market next day so getting the backcast by 5:00 p.m. is too late in the day.  He requested ERCOT post these requests to the Exploder list early tomorrow so he could get Entergy personnel working on this issue right away. There was PWG that ERCOT should notify the Market as soon as possible about this request.

ERCOT agreed to publish this request to the Exploder list tomorrow in the morning.  ERCOT also requested the PWG to consider moving the time deadline to noon.  In most instances when ERCOT has missed the reporting deadline, reporting to the Market occurred before Noon.

This issue will be placed on the PWG agenda for the March 12, 2002 meeting.

-- ERCOT Protocol revision to section  18.3.1

ERCOT has determined that language in the Protocols for section 18.3.1 “Methodology Information” inaccurately describe the reporting data found in RER’s final report to the market concerning model evaluation statistics.  In particular, the Final report notes that model “accuracy” cannot be determined since true population loads are not known for the modeled profiles.  Please reference the supporting text to Table 4-2 (as found on page 4-6) through Table 9.2(as found on page 9-6).   

ERCOT proposes changing Protocol language in (2) for section 18.3.1 “Methodology Information” from:

(2)
Average interval accuracy of each Load Profiling model;
to:

(2)
Daily and monthly mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) values of the Residential

and Business Load Profiling models;

ERCOT is requesting comments from the PWG, and would like to have this item placed on the agenda for the March 12, 2002 PWG  meeting.
Agenda: 
Open Action Items

-- Data Aggregation processes for “bundled” Opt in Entities

ERCOT method for doing Data Aggregation will not be performed any differently for Opt  in Entities that choose to participate bundled or unbundled.  Specifically, the Opt in Entity will have to routinely provide monthly consumption data to ERCOT. This data will be totalized using routines currently in place to define the settlement balance.  There is no capability within ERCOT’s systems to support such a hybrid aggregation process whereby loads served by CRs are deducted from the system level loads for the Opt in Entity.  In an overly simplified scheme, system level loads would be computed from transmission interconnect points for the Opt in Entity.

John Taylor asked if ERCOT supported “netting” load.  By “netting”  John means the process for handling loads, which have generation sources behind the meter.  In particular, John wanted to know how ERCOT’s systems would handle loads and generation for large customers residing in NOIE territory , and participating in the ERCOT wholesale market.  

-- ERCOT performing load research functions for Market Participants  

ERCOT does not intend to provide this service to the market.  It is not part of ERCOT’s mandate.  ERCOT does not have the staff, nor does ERCOT have load research sample deployed.  Moreover, this issue will be addressed in the PUCT project discussing load research for the State of Texas. At this point in time nothing can be considered definitive.

Darryl asked all participants if ten days is enough evaluate the list of suggested profile changes shipped by ERCOT?  Darryl noted that Oncor would require more time to do this work.  Oncor is still tuning its newly installing CIS system.  Ernie noted that Oncor does not have to wait on ERCOT to begin its validation processing.  Since the algorithms used to perform the validations are known, and Oncor has the billing data used to perform the calculation even before ERCOT, Oncor can begin the process in May.  Darryl noted this observation. For now the 10 days processing time limit will remain in the time line.

-- Handling DLC programs for “bundled” Opt in Entities

ERCOT noted that SB 7 did not specifically address DLC programs managed by Municipal or Co-Operative utilities. It does state that such entities that “opt in” after market open must abide by the “Code of Conduct” defined in the Substantive Rules.

ERCOT noted the this issue being researched can be reduced to determining if separate procedures for developing a RIDR  profile “bundled” Opt in Entities running DLC programs needs to be developed.  After conferring with Legal and Client Services, ERCOT has determined that no separate procedures should be developed. The developed procedures are intended to remove the opportunity for Market Participants to game the Market.  The “bundled” Opt in Entity should not have access to the data used, nor knowledge of the accounts used to build the RIDR settlement profiles.

While TDSPs are mandated to relinquish direct control of DLC programs, SB 7 did not make a specific reference for Municipal or Co-Operative entities. 

Jason Glore will provide a report on this topic.

-- ERCOT requirement for a DLC proxy day

ERCOT stated that the responsibility for determining the need to develop proxy days to develop DLC settlement profiles lies with the PWG.

Derek stated that Phase II project work is expected to be complete by the end of May 2002.  Work on Phase III projects can begin in June 2002.  PRS is responsible for coordinating the flow of Systems development projects undertaken by ERCOT to meet Protocols requirements. All projects are grouped into the following categories:

· project underway (design, build, implement)

· currently being staged (gathering stakeholder input)

· currently not staged (requires prioritization)

· currently not staged (requires approval)

Projects that are not staged are further prioritized into high, medium, and low priority buckets.  Projects that are classified as “high” are further prioritized into buckets 1, 2, and 3.  Bucket 1 has higher priority that bucket 2, and bucket 2 has higher priority than bucket 3.  Within this schema,  system work to support DLC profiles is classified as a high priority bucket 3 project.  PRS will be presenting a prioritization plan to TAC at the March 7, 2002 meeting.  This specific project is packaged as PIP106 that involves performing work to implement gray-boxed sections in Chapter 6 and Chapter 18 of the Protocols.  This Protocol Implementation Plan (PIP) is currently set as high priority because the PUCT wants this capability implemented.  

Derek stated that projects are staged for implementation after the requirements are sufficiently clear that systems design and programming can begin.  PRS will not necessarily push for any particular PIP.  It is up to the Market to drive the process.  PRS will not begin work on projects that require Protocol revisions.  Last year several projects were initiated while the Protocol revisions to support these projects were “in flight”.  When the protocol revisions failed to be implemented, the projects were shelved resulting in significant wasted resources.  ERCOT intends to be more prudent with future work so only projects that can be supported with solid guidelines in the Protocols will be staged and then implemented. 

Derek noted that the PWG would need to take initiative to make sure that the Protocols are clear enough to allow PIP106 to be staged and implemented. If this PIP is to occur, then the PWG will need to schedule time to define the business rules for enabling ERCOT to develop the systems capability to implement DLC.

Significant group discussion on this point occurred.  

Ernie decomposed the problem into two issues.  First does the PWG want to devote  resources to getting business rules defined for DLC then include this work within the  LPOG, or complete the LPOG as planned. The PWG decided to finish the LPOG on schedule.  Any changes to the LPOG that will result due to DLC considerations will be addressed as changes to the Guides.

The second issue regarding this problem is defining the scope of what is required from the PWG.  Twelve points of consideration were listed for further review.   The points are:

1 What are the systems requirements needed by ERCOT?

2 Are Protocol changes needed to make section 18 as detailed as section 6?

3 What are CR specifications?

4 How does ERCOT’s lack of  a load research budget impact the urgency of this PIP?

5 How important is DLC to the PUCT?

6 Can the PWG get more information about PIP106?

7 What is the market implementation timeline?

8 What are the PWG’s responsibilities for making the implementation occur?

9 Does RMS give direction to the PWG?

10 How does Reliant TDSP’s DLC program factor into this project?

11 What is the role of the DSM taskforce regarding implementing this PIP?

12 How does Austin’s DLC program factor into the analysis?

13 What methodology considerations need to be made?

14 Is lagged dynamic profile selection sufficient?

15 Is there a need for proxy day profile creation?

Derek stressed the need for the PWG to start performing some workload analysis.  Work to implement DLC needs to be considered in light of other ongoing work of the PWG.  Jackie noted that we are fast approaching the time when the PWG will have to consider the Permian Basin request for a “pump jack” profile”.  Others noted that work on annual validation would be taking time of the PWG.

LPOG Document Scrub Planning 

Items added to the list during first cosmetics review of the LPOG. 

· Load profile appearance  

· Change PUC to PUCT

· Change REP to CR

· Cap first letter of Time-Of-Use

Items added to the list during meeting:

· Evaluate all occurrence of word “time”  (assign to Derek)

· Reword Section 1.3 “Document Relationship” (assign to John)

· Reword tagged titles requiring renaming (assign to Derek)

· Establishing new TOU schedules (assign to Darryl)

· ERCOT decision tree Responsibility (assign to ERCOT)

Items completed for review by PWG:

· Consistent font

· Acronyms dictionary

· Fix margins

· Fix tables bleeding into text

· Consistent italics 

· Consistent underlining

· Consistent bold

· Consistent Table of Contents  (TOC)

· First draft spell check

· First draft grammar check

Scrub responses received by PWG regarding

· Change CR to MP where appropriate

· Ambiguous standards setting

· Roman numerals

An action plan for integrating the scrub items research was performed.  Jackie suggested the following process:

1 Assign all scrub items to a responsible party

2 Send copy of master LPOG by Friday March 8, 2002

3 All scrubbing be done off this documents

a. Highlight changes that should be made to master

b. Only identify text which requires PWG attention

4 Scrubbed documents returned to PWG by March 15, 2002

5 Hold a 2 day PWG session on March 20-21, 2002 to edit LPOG

6 Pass out finalized document for PWG review at March 27, 2002 meeting

7 Pass final document to Mimi Goldberg 

PWG achieved consensus around this plan.  Ernie noted that his work is already complete.  He identified all instances where a potential issue occurred in the document so his scrub will include items that may not require PWG attention.  The group agreed that he should not redo his work.  It will be handled at the March 20-21st meeting.  It was agreed that editing the LPOG would be the only business conducted during this session of the PWG.  Jackie recommended that participants be present at the Austin facility.

Kedra raised the concern that we will need to iterate through the master LPOG many times to incorporate all the issues flagged.  Derek suggested that every responsible party come to the March 20-21st meeting with a cheat sheet compiled that organizes their recommended changes by page number in the document.  Changes will be made as each page number gets reviewed.  This method gets the document edited on a single review.  This suggestion was accepted by the PWG.

It was recognized that section 9 and section 11 would require special handling.  These sections are still present in the full LPOG; however, both of these sections are pulled out of the full document and are having significant revisions being made to the language in these chapters.  These chapters will be reviewed during the March 15th PWG meeting.   ERCOT agreed to develop language, which will detail many of the technical steps, required to accomplish the annual validation.

Bill Month Issue

See the attached ERCOT presentations to the minutes.

During this meeting, the ERCOT recommended using a term “usage month” rather than “bill month” to denote the month that a particular usage reads gets assigned.  Betty noted that the term “bill month” has never really been defined.   This term does have meaning within each TDSP, but the exact meaning between TDSPs is probably not identical.  Betty introduced the term “usage month”.  This term has not been evaluated and accepted by the PWG.

Action Item

The PWG needs to make a decision to continue using the term bill month, or agree to define a new term such as the usage month.  

ERCOT stated that ERCOT can make assignment of the bill month for each meter read using the meter cycle number contained in the ERCOT Siebel registration database; however,  ERCOT believes this option will generate more work for all parties than performing the coding changes to define the usage month as a function of the meter read.

ERCOT provided statistics based upon analysis of data shipped to ERCOT for initial validation purposes, which demonstrated significant disparity in selection of the bill month.

Ernie led a discussion after ERCOT’s presentation to determine if any consensus could be reached regarding the method for defining the bill month.  Option 2, calendarized usage month was eliminated without vote. This option was discarded because it would involve too much computation by TDSPs.  

A straw poll vote was taken.  By a majority vote, Option 1, bill month defined off a meter read, was selected over Option 3, bill month defined off a TDSP’s specific meter cycle value.  The vote tally:

	Market Participant
	For Option 1
	For Option 3
	Abstain

	
	
	
	

	Reliant CR
	Yes
	
	

	Oncor
	
	Yes
	

	TXU CR
	
	
	Yes

	Entergy TDSP
	Yes
	
	

	Entergy CR
	Yes
	
	

	AEP 
	Yes
	
	

	ERCOT
	
	
	Yes


Oncor stated that Option 1 could not be implemented according to the time line set forth in the previous meeting.  Oncor did not have resources available to perform the coding for Option 1 at this time.  Asked if Oncor’s vote is based strictly on resource limitations, Terry agreed.  Oncor perceived that Option 3 would not require any programming to implement.  Terry would take back the ERCOT presentation for internal review.  This issue will be addressed again at the next  PWG meeting after Oncor has had a chance to re-evaluate Option 1 and its impacts to Oncor.  

Action Item

All TDSPs review Option 1 for impacts to their operation.

Next Meeting

The next PWG meeting will be held Wednesday, March 12, 2002 at the ERCOT MET Center Room 209, Austin, TX, 

9:00 am – 3:30 pm.  

