Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 20-Mar-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – Oncor

Rochelle Brown – LCRA

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Jason Glore – CPS

Alan Graves – AEP

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT (audio visual)

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

Brenda Snyder – Entergy

John Taylor – Entergy

John West – Oncor

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Scrub LPOG section by section

· Continue discussion of ERCOT’s “straw man” regarding usage month

· Review Alan Graves language regarding LPOG Section 9.2  “ Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments”

· Address Texas Set issues regarding changes to a Profile ID as noted in Susan Neel’s email to the PWG on Friday March 15th
Announcements:

At the March 13, 2002 meeting, the RMS gave “approach approval” to the following sections presented:

· Section 4 “Profiling Working Group”

· Section 6 “Load Profiling Methodology”

· Section 15 “Load Research Samples’

· Section 16 “Supplemental Samples”

· Section 17 “Load Profile Metering”  

Section 9 “Load Profile IDs” was remanded back to the PWG to address RMS concerns raised by Susan Neel of Reliant (Texas Set Working Group Chair), and Ken Riordon of LCRA.

Susan’s issues have been forwarded to the PWG in an email dated March 15, 2002.  Susan will be available tomorrow in the afternoon to discuss Texas Set concerns with LPOG Section 9 “Load Profile IDs”.  Ken Riordon wanted the LPOG language modified to explicitly state that it is the responsibility of the TDSP arm of an Opt in Entity, which submits Profile ID assignments to ERCOT.

Derek Glatz and Terry Bates attended the recent DSM Working Group meeting.  Bob King asked for clarification regarding required telemetry to allow DLC program participants play in the LaaR market.  It was noted that DLC programs will only participate in the BUL market Implementation of PRR311 modifies language in Section 6 of the Protocols to allow use of RIDR for estimating loads for DLC program participants.  The next meeting of the Task Force on Demand Side Resources and Demand Responsiveness will be held at ERCOT’s Austin facility on April 8, 2002 from 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

At the March 12, 2002 meeting, PRR309 was approved by Board.  Effective October 1, 2002, TDSPs must no longer send demand data to ERCOT for accounts having a BUSNODEM profile assignment. 

Darryl informed the PWG that implementation of PRR310, the protocol revision, which redefines the method for estimating load when actual usage is missing, is moved from April 1st to May 1st.

PRR308, protocol revision to move the settlement date from 3 days to 17 days following the trade date was implemented as Planned.  March 1st, the first trade date to be settled under this protocol revision had an initial settlement posted on March 17th. 

Derek stated that the PUCT project regarding Load Research in Texas is assigned to Project number 25516 “Load Profiling and Load Research Rulemaking”.  This project has not been posted to the PUCT website as of March 20, 2002.  All PWG member should monitor this website for progress on this project.

Action Item – ERCOT system limitations for handling 814_20 transactions

Jackie reported that ERCOT would only be able to process 70,000 814_20 transactions per day.  This limit should not present a problem for ERCOT to handle the anticipated 1 million 814_20 transactions to hit the ERCOT database during the October billing cycle.  Assuming 21 billing cycles, ERCOT can theoretically process 1.475 million transactions during this period.  

While profile changes associated with annual production will have to compete with regular production, Jackie stated that historical production statistics cannot be used to accurately forecast transaction load volumes for the October time frame.  ERCOT expects 814_20 transaction volumes to drop significantly once initial validation and other Profile ID “mop up” operations are complete.

Of greater concern will be backlog regarding 867_03 (usage reads reported to ERCOT) workload falling behind.  814_20 transactions will not be processed until the appropriate 867_03 transaction is posted to the ERCOT system.

ERCOT requests that TDSPs catalog the filename and at least a subset of the ESI IDs in the file sent to ERCOT with profile ID changes per validation processing if the TDSP desires ERCOT provide tracking capability.

Brenda Snyder stated that Entergy is submitting Profile ID assignment changes to ERCOT in April.  It was noted that ERCOT’s registration database does not retain the Profile ID assignment.  This field is present in the Lodestar database. ERCOT will not track Profile ID assignment for Non-ERCOT regions.

Agenda:

ERCOT’s “Straw Man” Usage Month algorithm

ERCOT proposed a solution to allocate usage into a given month based upon the meter read date. Since all meter reads will not occur in evenly spaced 30 day intervals, exception processing was developed to address estimation problems associated with this issue.  Market Participants were requested to have appropriate parties within their respective organizations review ERCOT’s “Straw Man” proposal.  

Terry Bates and Lloyd Young indicated their programming staff could program this solution.  Ernie Podraza recommended altering the language of the “Straw Man” to improve clarity of the algorithm.  Jason Glore requested clarification on some aspects of the algorithm.

The PWG agreed that ERCOT’s approach for allocating specific usage to a given usage month is doable, and the PWG agreed to use this approach.  Regarding specifics, no Market Participant had evaluated the details of this approach.  

Round table discussion of meter read re-routing occurred. Several issues surfaced during this conversation.  It was noted that meter read re-routing excludes meter read issues associated with move-in/move-out meter reads. It is assumed that off cycle reads will likely generate two meter for a single usage month episode.  Points of interest regarding meter read re-routing are:

· When does a TDSP typically re-route an account?

· How many days difference exist between the new and old meter read cycle?

· How many times can an account be re-routed in a 12 month period?

· Is it reasonable to ignore meter read re-routing?

· How many accounts typically get re-routed in a 12 month period?

· What is the distribution by geography and customer type?

Additional discussion focused on the selection of the period May-June as the data that would be used to determine whether an account would be sent down the “sub-routine” portion of the algorithm.  Issues raised are:

· Why did ERCOT pick May-June?

· Should all meter read episode be passed through the “sub-routine” when the meter read date warrants “sub-routine” analysis?

· What factors effect the decision to select a given analysis period for determining which accounts go through the “sub-routine”?

While load factor business accounts require demand and consumption reads for 12 months to avoid being assigned the default profile (BUSMEDLF), residential accounts only require data for the 7 months, September through April to avoid being assigned the default profile (RESLOWR).

Derek raised the concern that the PWG needs to work through the details of the usage month algorithm promptly.  If the algorithm is burdensome to implement timely for 2002 Annual Validation, then the PWG will need to pass a recommendation to RMS suggesting that Annual Validation requirement for 2002 be waived.  This request should be introduced to RMS shortly since expectations have been set that Annual Validation will begin in May.  

Derek also stated that a thorough evaluation of the algorithm should be done to assure the algorithm is explicitly comprehensive for all levels within the algorithm, and every node for each level is mutually exclusive.  Derek noted that programmers for each TDSP might use assumptions to make their implementation meet this programming requirement.  Such actions may generate dispute work during Annual Validation.

The current “Straw Man” usage month algorithm will pass all ESI-IDs having a meter read occurring in the period May 16-19, or June 11-15 through the “sub-routine” portion of the algorithm.  That is, the bandwidth is defined as the 15th of the month ( 4 days.  Is the strike date of the 15th appropriate?  This issue has been discussed in prior meetings without reaching PWG consensus.  What has not been discussed as of yet is the number of shoulder days that should be included in the bandwidth.  Is four days too much or too little? 

Action Item

All Market Participants should review the “Straw Man” usage month algorithm details. The following issues in particular require attention:

· How will TDSP re-routing impact the algorithm?  

· Should “sub-routine” evaluation be based upon results of a specific analysis period? 

· The analysis period should be defined by which months of data?

· Examine each level of the algorithm to make sure all possibilities are specifically identified?

· What strike date should be used to split meter reads within the calendar month into a usage month?

· How many days should shoulder the strike date?

· What other factors need to be considered in building this algorithm?

Market participants should be prepared with responses to this action item for the April 3, 2002 PWG meeting.  Assigned to all Market Participants. 
Review Alan Graves language regarding LPOG Section 9.2  “ Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments”

It was decided that a review of Alan Graves language would include both content evaluation as well as “scrub” review of the language. It was also decided to overlay Ernie Podraza’s language for this section after it had been reviewed by the PWG.  Ernie Podraza volunteered to overlay his language onto this section.

Ernie Podraza recommended abbreviating “Market Participants” to MP throughout the LPOG.  It was determined that Protocols does define the acronym MP to mean “Market Participant”; however, Protocols Chapter 9 “Load Profiling” consistently spells out “Market Participants” so it was decided to always spell out Market Participants in the LPOG.

It was determined that no language would be included in which a Profile Change occurs because a CR requests a meter change-out.  It is assumed that the TDSP will initiate the Profile change to support the meter change.

Language was added to the first paragraph of Section 9.2 “Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments” to state that it is the specific responsibility of the TDSP to initiate the required Texas Set transaction to implement a Profile ID change regardless of the entity initiating the request.

The second paragraph of Section 9.2.1 “Load Profile ID Changes Resulting from Initial Validation Testing” is removed because it is redundant with language in Section 9.2 “Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments”.  

The ten (10) business days requirement to implement a Profile ID change specified in Protocols does not agree with the intent of the PWG.  After completion of the LPOG a protocol revision will be developed to alter this language to better reflect the intent of the PWG.

Language in Section 9.2.2 “Load Profile ID Changes Resulting from Annual Validation Testing” is gray boxed until all details of the Annual Validation process are worked out.  This Section was lightly edited.  It is presumed that the first paragraph of this section will be moved to Section 11 “Validation of Load Profile ID”.

Alan Graves stated that all meter type change outs occur on the meter read date for the ESI ID.  This agreement (option 5) was reached during the June 14, 2001 RMS Metering Workshop.  This decision was accepted to address the concerns that TDSPs and CRs are required to bill a customer once every 30 days.  If a meter change-out causes and 867_03 (usage read), and an 814_20 (Profile ID change) to be shipped to ERCOT then TDSPs and CRs ship two bills to a customer. If the meter change-out only causes an 814_20 to be sent to ERCOT, then the 867_03 sent to ERCOT covering the period immediately before and after the meter change-out will get rejected by ERCOT during validation.  The compromise, Option 5 requires a meter change-out causing a meter type change to be performed on the meter read date.

Because of the requirement to change out Non-IDR meters on a meter read date, Alan proposed changing the language in Section 9.2.3.3 “Non-IDR to IDR (NIDR to IDR)” to state “the TDSP has until the second regularly scheduled meter read date” in place of “the TDSP has 60 days”.  Alan Graves noted that depending upon when the CR notices the TDSP and the regular meter read cycle for the meter, the TDSP might only have one effective meter read cycle to make the meter change out within the 60 day time frame.  Derek Glatz noted that the IDR Requirements report has 30 additional days of slack so the TDSP should be able to perform the meter change-out before the IDR Requirements report reflects an “overdue” condition for the ESI ID.  The PWG retained the original language pending ERCOT’s investigation to determine why a TDSP is required to perform a meter change-out within 60 days notification from the CR.

Action Item:

Determine why the IDR requirements report specifies that a TDSP has 60 days to install an IDR meter on an account after being notified by the CR that the account has exceeded the threshold limits for IDR meter deployment.  Assigned to Derek.

Language for the fifth and sixth paragraphs of Section 9.2.3.6 “Demand to NoDemand” were significantly modified to improve clarity.  Derek noted the language adopted earlier reflects Brian Scott’s concern that a Demand to No Demand meter change out should happen rapidly.  Brian stated that the Profile ID change should occur with the next regularly scheduled meter read.

Language regarding the submission of demand data to ERCOT that reflects PRR309 was gray boxed.  It will be un-gray boxed after October 1, 2002.

Language referring the CR bearing costs from TDSP regarding meter change-outs defined in Section 9.2.3.2 “Initial ESI ID Creation and Meter Sets” and subsequently move to Section 9.2.4 “Load Profile ID Changes Initiated by Competitive Retailer” is removed from the LPOG.  The LPOG are not intended to prescribe working relationships between CRs and TDSPs when ERCOT is not a party to the transaction.

Alan Graves added Section 9.2.4.2 “CR Requested Default Load Profile ID Changes” to this section of the LPOG.   This section defines the process a CR must follow to request a profile change for a “new” ESI ID assigned the default profile when enough metering data becomes available to evaluate the profile assignment.  

Darryl Nelson recommended dropping the requirement that such revised assessments can only occur for newly installed premises.  He reasoned that ESI IDs would routinely have missing data due to customer move-in and move-out situations.  He suggested broadening this option to include these situations.  ERCOT argued that this option should really only be available to newly installed premises. Doing otherwise would nullify any reason for performing Profile assignment validations.  The PWG came to consensus to make this option only available for “new” ESI IDs.

Next Meeting

This PWG meeting is continued and will be held tomorrow, Thursday March 21, 2002, at Comfort Suites Inn (in back of ERCOT Met Center building) Austin, TX, from 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.  

