Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 3-Apr-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU (audio visual)

Terry Bates – Oncor

Rochelle Brown – LCRA

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Jason Glore – CPS

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

Brenda Snyder – Entergy

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:
· Announcements

· Continue Scrubbing LPOG by sections

Announcements:

Rulemaking on Load Profiling and Load Research

Project 25516, “Rulemaking on Load Profiling and Load Research” has been posted to the PUCT website.  Derek Glatz sent out an announcement to the PWG exploder list on March  28th.

Darryl Nelson suggested that the PWG submit comments to the Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto, the manager for Project 25516. Consensus was reached that the PWG should make recommendations to the PUCT regarding the direction of this project. 

Darryl Nelson noted that this project was likely initiated from work done by Terry Eaton at the PUCT to determine if synergies exist for ERCOT to perform load profiling services for non-ERCOT regions in Texas.  In addition, the PUCT had concerns about ERCOT establishing a load research program since the Board vetoed spending money to develop a load research program in 2002. The PUCT is also concerned that load research to support TOU and DLC programs are not currently occurring.  The PUCT has made it known that demand responsive loads need to be accommodated in the ERCOT market.

Ernie Podraza raised the concern that there may not be a law similar to PURPA that mandates load research to support load profiling.  Without such a law it will be difficult to get the market to fund load research.

Thirty minutes time was allocated to generating a list of issues that should be considered, and should not be considered. In addition a list of questions regarding the project was defined.    Darryl will use the ideas brainstormed during these sessions to formulate a PWG position that appropriately reflects the position of the PWG with respect to this new PUCT project. The recommendation will be forwarded to Shawnee  Claiborn-Pinto on April 11th.  Darryl Nelson will inform Shawnee Clairborn-Pinto of the intentions of the PWG at the conclusion of meetings this week.

The following points were captured on the whiteboard, and reflect the brainstorming of the PWG.  This collection of ideas will be reviewed tomorrow with the intention of providing Darryl Nelson with a template for constructing a PWG recommendation to the PUCT.

Project 25516-PUC

Scope

The following are discussion items the PWG would like the PUCT to address at the workshop for project 25516.

Do

· LR as it relates to LP

· If mandated, does it include NOIEs????

· LR implementation time and cost

· LR DIR metering data retrieval access

· MP access to LR data

· Responsibility of LR

Don’t

· ERCOT responsible for LP in Non-ERCOT areas????

· Do not address Protocols e.g. IDR requirements

· LR standards???

· LP model development

Agenda items/Questions

· Who should do LR? –ERCOT, TDSP, combo

· Who should be required to participate? (Include Non-ERCOT TDSPs & Opt-In NOIEs)

· What is PUCT’s reason for this project

· Who will have access to LR data?  What level of aggregation?

· Will LR standards be mandated?

· What is the anticipated ruling date?

· Will there be penalties for non-compliance to LR responsibilities?

Agenda:

Scrub LPOG section by section

Ground rules for scrubbing the LPOG were established.  Sections would review the document.  Each participating member is assigned a slot for providing scrub comments. Due to the lack of rapid progress completing the scrub, no speaking out of turn will be allowed, and no review of sections previously scrubbed will be allowed. 

The order of comment is:

1 Kedra Baltrip

2 Ernie Podraza

3 Derek Glatz

4 Diana Ott

5 John Taylor

6 Rochelle Brown

7 Terry Bates

8 Darryl Nelson

9 Jason Glore

10 Lloyd Young

11 Brenda Snyder

The PWG had completed “scrubbing the LPOG up through Section 12.7  “Costs for Profile Segment Changes”.

Glossary Issues

Group determined that the LPOG glossary should define the terms 

· Cut Over and Conversion

Terms removed from Glossary

· Notice or Notification

LPOG Section 11.1.1 “Validation of Profile Group and Segment” 

Language clarified to state that default assignment only occurs when required usage information to perform segment definition calculations is missing.  Prior language stipulated 12 months of usage data is required otherwise the ESI ID is default assigned.

Language was modified to clearly show that the first component of the Load Profile ID, the Profile Type is composed of two components Profile Group (RES, BUS, NM), and a Profile segment (e.g. RESHIWR, RESLOWR).  

Language is modified to specifically note that initial profile assignment and validation is based on usage data for the period March 2000 through February 2001.

As a point of information, it was determined that much of the language used to describe initial validation will be cloned into the annual validation section of the LPOG when this section is developed.  The language will be edited to reflect the process for performing annual validation.

LPOG Section 11.1.1.1 “Sample Process”

Use of the term “draw a sample” verses “select a sample” is debated. The original language, “draw a sample” is retained because the alternative language suggests creating many samples then selecting one out of the many samples.

Language added to this section to allow communication between all parties (PWG, MPs, ERCOT) by methods other than email when mutual agreement is gained.  The PWG believes limiting communication to email only may be burdensome to some Market Participants. This particular language is inserted in several sections of the LPOG Section 11 “Validation of the Load Profile ID”
LPOG Section 11.1.1.2  “Validation Process” 

Language clarified to state that Profile Group is validated by comparing values for the “premise type” field in ERCOT’s registration system to the Profile Group data element contained in the Load Profile ID. The Load Profile ID is warehoused in ERCOT’s Lodestar database.

LPOG Section 11.1.1.4 “Audit Process” 

The Flow Chart Figure is this section is moved to Appendix B-1.  All graphics associated with validation will be placed in this appendix section.

Kedra Baltrip recommended modifying the flow chart to use an oval to indicate the beginning of the process, and the end of the process.  She also recommended removing the feedback loop into the start of the process.  These changes will make the flow chart conform to standard flow-charting practices.  Derek Glatz agreed to perform the editing of this graphic. 

LPOG Section 12.5.2 “List-Based Segments”

This section is elevated from a bolded section to a section with numerical identification. It is determined that this language is not a subset of 12.5.1 “Profile Segment Applicability”

Derek Glatz raised the concern that allowing list-based segments where only a single CRs customers are found on the list may violate some of the nine principles for load profiling stated in the opening paragraphs of Protocols Chapter 18 “Load Profiling”.  Moreover, the concept of a list-based selection may be logically inconsistent with some of the considerations identified in LPOG Section 12.5.1 “Profile Segment Applicability”. Derek Glatz also asked what would be the purpose of allowing such segments.

John Taylor observed that DLC projects are nothing more than list-based segments.

Darryl Nelson stated that list-based segments would be public.  ERCOT will assume all costs for developing these profiles.  Access to this profile will be available to all CRs.  Moreover, these profiles should apply to customers that have a demonstrated profile shape that is distinctly different than profile shapes currently available to the market.  

LPOG Section 12.6 .1 “Unambiguous Group Identification”

Much discussion regarding the meaning of the term “unambiguous group identification” occurred.  Weak consensus reached.  The following definition is used to define this term:

The request shall unambiguously define the group, that is, stipulate specific criteria for inclusion in the new profile segment.

LPOG Section 12.6.2.5 “Comparison for the Proposed Segment as a Whole”

Kedra Baltrip raised a concern that equations and formulas are creeping into the LPOG.  Such material should be relegated to appendices for these Guides.  Derek Glatz suggested that Kedra Baltrip perform this task, and provide the PWG with alternative language to review rather than have the PWG edit the document to achieve this objective.  Kedra Baltrip has agreed to explore doing this work.  In the meantime, the equations, procedure steps etc. Kedra Baltrip has identified during this scrub process will remain as positioned in the LPOG.

Next Meeting

This PWG will next meet on Thursday April 4, 2002 (8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.), at ERCOT Met Center building Austin, TX in room 224.

