Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 12- Mar-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – Oncor

Rochelle Brown – LCRA

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Alan Graves – AEP

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT (audio visual)

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Walt Shumate – Consultant

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Review Language in LPOG Section 9 “Load Profile Ids”

· Chapter 9 “Load Profile Ids”

· Continue discussion of “usage month”

· Edits to section 9.2 provided by Alan Graves

· Review Language in LPOG Section 11 “ Validation of Load Profile Id”

· Discuss ERCOT’s Two Possible Protocol Revisions

· Change language in Protocols 18.3.3 regarding deadline for posting backcast from 10:00 a.m. to close of business

· Change language in Protocols 18.3.1 (2) to replace “average interval accuracy” with MAPE language

· Review Open Action Items

· 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  

Announcements:

Darryl will present at the March 13, 2002 RMS meeting seeking “approach approval” for the following sections:

· Section 4 “Profiling Working Group”

· Section 6 “Load Profiling Methodology”

· Section 9 “Load Profile Ids”

· Section  15 “Load Research Samples’

· Section 16 “Supplemental Samples”

· Section 17 “Load Profile Metering”  

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.

At the March 7, 2002 meeting, PRR309 was approved by TAC and forwarded to the Board for Approval.   PRR309 will be on the Board agenda at the March 19, 2002 meeting. 

Initial Validation Disputes Between CR and TDSP

John Taylor requested clarification regarding implementation of profile id change resulting from a dispute between the CR and the TDSP in which the TDSP agrees to change the profile assignment.  The profile change can be implemented retroactively to July 31, 2001.  However, this change will not effect any trade dates that have experienced “true up” settlement. 

Derek stated that the PUCT project regarding Load Research in Texas is assigned to Project number 25516.  Derek noted that no other information is present on the PUCT website regarding this project as of this morning.  He did state that the PUCT plans to hold a workshop in mid to late April to explore the following discussion points:

· Who should do load research

· How should load research costs be recovered

· What efficiencies between ERCOT load research efforts and TDSP load research exist

· What are the costs for generating new load profiles, and should there be any cost recovery from later users of the new profiles

· How to manage TOU profiles

· Making sample point load research data available to all market participants

Darryl noted that the PUCT not ERCOT is driving the process to establish a Texas load research program, and Terry Eaton of the PUCT is the manager for this project.  The PUCT is concerned about load research in the state of Texas after the ERCOT’s TAC turned down a vote to establish an ERCOT load research program for 2002.  The PUCT is interested in determining if any economies of scale can be achieved by establishing a statewide load research program.  The PUCT would also like to have this program support DSM activities in the State.

Resource Ids in LPOG section 9.1.6.1

Darryl wanted to understand why some of this language in this section is highlighted.  It was determined that questions about handling profile id assignments for Resource Ids were flagged by Adrian Marquez of ERCOT.  The PWG asked two questions:

· Do Resource Ids get assigned profile ids?

· Regardless, of profile assignment, is this topic germane to the LPOG?

It was determined that Resource Ids do not get assigned profile Ids so this language is un-highlighted, and the inquiry regarding Resource Ids is removed.

Agenda:

Annual Validation Process

Darryl stated that the goal of the LPOG should be defining the ideal process that is expected to occur each year to accomplish the annual validation of profile assignment to ESI Ids.  For now, the PWG needs to lay aside issues associated with accomplishing this task in 2002 for the moment.  In particular, two issues:

· Initial validation is ongoing and not complete, and

· TDSP resource issues to implement revised profile assignment algorithms by June 2002

necessitate some deviation from the ideal to implement annual validation this year.

Darryl preceded address the issue of ten days time for TDSPs to turn around analysis reports to ERCOT.  He requested explanation for allocating only ten days to ERCOT to produce reports listing ESI Ids that will have a profile change, and TDSPs corroborating ERCOT’s findings.  

ERCOT stated that the short time frame is designed to establish how large the volumes of accounts under dispute exist.  A dispute for purposes of this discussion merely refers to the situation where ERCOT and the TDSP disagree about the Profile assignment of an ESI ID. Three broad classifications of profile id changes were defined:

· ESI Ids requiring changes identified by both the TDSP and ERCOT

· ESI Ids requiring changes identified by ERCOT but not the TDSP

· ESI Ids requiring changes identified by the TDSPs but not ERCOT

ERCOT stated that the bulk of effort associated with initial validation is squarely located in the dispute reconciliation portion of the process.  This up front analysis will provide a basis for managing the dispute resolution workload for the second phase of the project.  

The PWG accepted the time line commitment to split the process into a reporting phase whereby ERCOT would publish lists of ESI Ids requiring profile assignment changes to TDSPs within ten days after kicking off annual validation.  TDSPs would assess and reply to ERCOT within ten days regarding ERCOT’s list of ESI Ids requiring profile assignment changes.  This agreement is tentative, and will be  re-evaluated after thoroughly reviewing the entire “ideal” time line, and the corresponding time line to manage annual validation for 2002. 

The PWG next reviewed the issue that completing dispute resolution on September 20th would not provide all TDSPs with adequate time to make required systems changes to successfully submit 814_20 profile assignment changes.  Discussion revealed that a TDSP should have ample time to make the required system changes to have an ESI Id profile change  during the month of October.  It was noted that before an 814_20 transaction can be submitted, the TDSP would have to submit the 867 transactions for the October billing cycle.  Jackie stated that it would behoove individuals managing the transaction submittal process to make sure the 867 transactions successfully completed before submitting the 814_20 profile change request.  Even if the first billing cycle for October occurred on September 25th,  the corresponding 814_20 transaction should post in October following successful submission of the required 867 transaction.

Note, the effective date for the profile id assignment change should be the day after the meter read end date.

The PWG raised a concern that ERCOT may not be able to handle all the changes that will get submitted to ERCOT in the month of October.  Terry requested clarification that ERCOT expects profile assignment changes for about fifteen percent (15%) of the total ESI Id population.  ERCOT confirmed this estimate, and agreed that ERCOT expects approximately one million profile assignment changes for 2002.  ERCOT challenged a statement that ERCOT’s systems can only handle 50,000 814 requests per day.  John Taylor would like to know if the transaction processing counts refer to completed transactions or simply to throughput transactions.  By completed, John implies that the data contained in the transaction posted to the appropriate database tables for use in ERCOT’s data processing systems.

Action Item

ERCOT will research if any system limitations associated with 814 data processing currently exist.  Assigned to Jackie.

The PWG agreed to fix the end date for resolution of disputes to September 20th.  Discussion regarding the exact language followed agreement on the date.  The following language for LPOG Section 9.2.3 “Load Profile ID Changes Resulting from Annual Validation Testing” was adopted :

“The TDSP shall update the Load Profile ID in the ERCOT system effective on the meter read date of the October revenue month.” 

The PWG discussed moving the entire paragraph discussing profile assignment validation from Section 9.2.3 and inserting it into Section 11.4 “Annual Validation”.  The last sentence of this paragraph would be retained in Section 9.2.3 since this language clearly pertains to making profile id assignment changes based upon the results of annual validation.  This approach has tentatively PWG agreement; however, language will not be moved to Section 11.4 until Section 11 is reviewed by the PWG.

Please review the attached annual validation time line graphic attached  as a PowerPoint slide, and Visio graphic.

ERCOT’s Method for Defining the “Usage Month”

The PWG agreed to discontinue using the term “bill month”  when labeling values used in the calculation of load factor and winter ratio.  The term “usage month” will be used instead.  Bill month is a term that has specific meaning within each TDSP. The exact meaning varies between TDSP so use of this term may lead to confusion if used to define terms relevant to the profile id assignment.

Diana Ott walked the PWG through ERCOT’s white paper discussing a method for determining the usage month for a given meter read.  

ERCOT proposed a method for determining the usage month that is based upon the meter read date.  In general a usage for a meter read falling between the 16th of month (X) and the 15th of month (X+1) would be applied to month (X).  Meter reads that routinely happen on the 11th through the 19th of the month will have a proclivity for generating missed reads for a given usage month even though routine meter reading has occurred simply because scheduled meter reads do not always get performed on the scheduled meter read date. ERCOT proposes splitting the universe of ESI Ids into two broad groups based upon whether a meter read occurs in the period  May 16-19 or June 11-15.  ESI Ids not having a meter read falling in the period May 16-19 or June 11-15 will simply be processed through the normal month routine.  ESI Ids having a meter read falling into either May 16-19 or June 11-15 will be additionally processed through the “mid-month” subroutine.  This subroutine performs tests to determine which usage month a block of usage should be applied.  Please review ERCOT’s white paper “Usage Month Determination Strawman” that is included with the minutes as an attachment.

The PWG expressed concern with the algorithm since it only inspected meter read data in the May and June months to determine if an ESI Id should pass through the “mid-month” subroutine.  Darryl stated that Oncor does a significant amount of account re-routing throughout the year.  Not inspecting these months may not be sufficient.  Jackie indicated that this algorithm can be easily modified to review all months of data.

Diana noted that the block of logic used to evaluate a meter read with fewer than 27 billing days should rightly be applied to all meter reads.  At this time several TDSPs volunteered their definitions of what constitutes a meter read within an acceptable number of days:

	TDSP
	Range of Allowed Days Between Meter Read

	Entergy
	25-34

	Oncor
	27-38

	AEP
	28-35


Meter reads with fewer than 27 billing days will likely get bucketed into a usage month with other usage data.  These usage entries will be summed.  The issue of handling multiple demand reads for a single usage month surfaced.  ERCOT acknowledged this issue and requested guidance  from the PWG.  The PWG stated that the Non-Coincident Peak logic should be applied which translates to assigning the maximum demand read for the usage month that has multiple demand reads present.  

Action Item

All Market Participants are requested to have appropriate parties within their respective organizations review ERCOT’s Strawman proposal.  Two hours of time has been allocated to this issued at the next meeting of the PWG to continue evaluating ERCOT’s proposal.  Assigned to all Market Participants. 
ERCOT Protocol revision to section 18.3.3

On March 7, 2002, Betty Day requested the PWG present feedback to ERCOT regarding a proposal to change protocol language in Section 18.3.3 to allow ERCOT to have until 5:00 p.m. to publish backcast profiles to the Market Information System.

John Taylor stated that the backcast profiles are used internally by Entergy to perform shadow market settlement activities as well as calibrate the next day forecast that is used by Entergy to bid into the next day market.  It is critical to have this information available to Entergy for 2:00 p.m. data processing.  Entergy can only support giving ERCOT until noon to publish the backcast files.  Other PWG members echoed John’s concerns.    The PWG came to consensus around allowing ERCOT until noon to publish the backcast.  Darryl speaking for the PWG offered to sponsor ERCOT’s protocol revision. ERCOT accepted the offer, and will draft language for the PWG to submit to the PRS.

ERCOT requested the PWG provide background on the uses of backcast files.  The following activities were identified:

· internal shadow settlement 

· internal settlement between wholesale and retail units of holding companies

· billing activities (LCRA)

· calibrate forecasts

· ad hoc “what if” analyses

ERCOT noted that Protocols allow ERCOT two business days to publish backcast files.  ERCOT wanted to know if the backcast files published over the weekend are inspected.  John Taylor stated that Entergy does not have 24X7 capability but is in the process of developing this capability so it will be inspecting the backcast files daily.  He noted that Entergy has automated systems, which look for backcast files.  A human is contacted when the files fail to be present by the deadline time.  Other PWG members acknowledged that automatic systems are used to evaluate backcast files over the weekend only.

ERCOT Protocol revision to section  18.3.1

On March 7, 2002, Betty Day requested the PWG present feedback to ERCOT regarding the proposed protocol revision which would change  language in the Section 18.3.1 (2) to remove reference to “average interval accuracy” and replace it with language that “mean absolute percentage error (MAPE)”.

John Taylor does not find the proposed language acceptable.  He felt “average interval accuracy” is a more appropriate standard for evaluating the BUSIDRRQ profile.  

ERCOT stated that this criteria was not applied in the development of the BUSIDRRQ profile, nor was it used for any of the other profiles.  Section 18.3.1 is language, which defines information that was used to develop profiles. Since no “average interval accuracy” metrics were used to produce the profiles, ERCOT cannot provide this data the Market.  ERCOT is not in compliance with the Protocols as currently written, nor can ERCOT become compliant.  

John acknowledged that MAPE was used by RER to build the profiles.  He is concerned that MAPE will be used to evaluate the BUSIDRRQ profile when ERCOT begins to evaluate these profiles in the future.  He perceives the Protocols as  a forward-looking document.  Darryl stated that nothing hinders the PWG from directing ERCOT to apply “average interval accuracy” metrics when new evaluations are performed.  He also stressed that the BUSIDRRQ profile was developed only after it was determined that the Proxy Day routine needed a default profile to handle instances where an ESI ID labeled IDR does not have IDR data registered to ERCOT’s database.  This profile was intended to be used infrequently.  

ERCOT accepted John’s proposal to review the proposed language revision to determine if compromise language can be developed to address John’s concern.  This proposal will be returned to the PWG for further review at a later date.

Review Open Action Items
Derek recapped the status of action items referenced in the March 6th and March 12th  PWG meeting minutes.

	Action Item
	Status

	ERCOT method for Data aggregation for “bundled Opt in Entities”  (Feb 20th)
	Completed March 6, 2002

	ERCOT providing load research services to Market (Feb 20th)
	Completed March 6, 2002

	Research SB 7 guidance regarding Opt in Entities and DLC programs (Feb 20th)
	Completed March 6, 2002

	Does ERCOT wish proxy day capability for DLC profiles (Feb 21st)
	Completed March 6, 2002

	ERCOT issues implementing option 3 bill month calc – see above – (Feb 21st)
	Completed March 6, 2002

	Can Oncor turn around annual validation reporting in 10 days (Feb 21st)
	Completed March 12, 2002

	TDSPs evaluate issues implementing option 1 bill month calc
	Ongoing

	Can Oncor turn around annual validation reporting in 10 days (Feb 21st)
	Completed March 12, 2002

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

	Provide an assessment to provide view capability to TDSPs for IDR Requirements Report (Feb 21st)
	Completed March 12, 2002

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


ERCOT investigated the feasibility of including TDSPs on the distribution list for the IDR Requirements report. A preliminary review indicates making this change will be relatively uncomplicated.  All issues regarding changes to changes to production systems have not been resolved, and no cost estimate has been performed for this system change.  ERCOT suggests TDSPs contact their Client Services Rep to get an ad hoc  IDR Requirements report run for the TDSP.   ERCOT will note that the PWG would like this change to reports implemented assuming the change is easy to implement  Any issues which increase the difficulty of making this change will be brought back to the PWG for further consideration. 

Darryl asked ERCOT for clarification of the discussion surrounding the DLC Proxy day routine at the last PWG meeting.  Derek stated that this particular action item stemmed from a suggestion made by John that ERCOT revisit its position regarding the used of a proxy day for DLC estimation.  Derek stated that the responsibility for a DLC proxy day lies with the Market. This question spawned an inquiry into systems work being done to deliver DLC capability to the market.  Derek raised a variety of issues associated with workload planning for the PWG.  

Alan Graves will complete language development for LPOG Section 9.2 and ship to the PWG by Friday March 15, 2002.  Briefly, this language will define which profile assignment changes should applied immediately, retroactively, during annual validation.  

LPOG Document Scrub Planning 

Items added to the list during meeting:

· Periods outside quotes  (assign to Terry)

· Add word Protocols in front of Section (assign to Terry)

· Cross check Table Titles and Flowchart Titles (assign to Rochelle)

Items completed for review by PWG:

· Remove Roman numerals

· Remove LPOG when used to reference sections of the Guides

Jackie restated the need for all participants in the editing process to plan on attending the PWG meeting in Austin.  Since this session will require juggling many documents, it will not be easy to follow along for individuals participating remotely.

Next Meeting

The next PWG meeting will be a two day meeting which will be held on Wednesday, March 20, 2002, and Thursday March 21, 2002 at Comfort Suites Inn (in back of ERCOT Met Center building) Austin, TX, 9:00 am – 5:00 pm.  

