Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 4-Apr-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – Oncor

Rochelle Brown – LCRA (audio-visual)

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

PWG continued discussion of its statement to the PUCT regarding Project 25516, “Rulemaking on Load Profiling and Load Research”.

Brainstorming data collected during the PWG April 3rd meeting was reviewed.  Consensus developed around the wording that requests the PUCT keep the scope of Project 25516 limited to load research as it supports load profiling.  The scope should not focus on load profiling modeling techniques since this is the domain of the PWG.  The ERCOT marketplace has not had trouble developing profiles to facilitate settlement processes. At issue is the timely collection of load research data to support load profiling. 

The PWG expressed concern that load research projects require a long incubation period before these projects yield data that can be applied to load profiling. Ernie Podraza noted that the ERCOT Board vetoed a motion to spend a $1 million dollars to fund development of an ERCOT load research program.  The Board had previously decided not to raise the Administration Fee. Funding load research would allocate resources away from more pressing issues faced the Market.   The PWG expects that Project 25516 will identify an alternative solution for conducting load research in the ERCOT region before profiling models become a pressing issue and little load research data is available limiting the options the Market can pursue to remedy observed problems.

The PWG arrived at consensus to drop the list of Do’s and Don’ts in favor of listing a series of questions that should be answered by the PUCT.  The results of the April 4th brainstorming session are reported below:

Project 25516-PUC

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

Scope:
LR to support LP; do not address LP model development.

General Questions:

The PWG recommends that the following questions be addressed in this project:

· What is PUCT’s purpose for this project?  What is PUCT’s anticipated ruling(s)?  What is anticipated ruling date? What are the incentives to comply with LR responsibilities?

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

· What entities will have the responsibilities for LR IDR metering (installation, maintenance, data retrieval)?

· What entities will have the responsibilities for LR management and analyses (sample design, sample selection, data editing, data analysis, data warehousing)?

· Who establishes the timeline for LR implementation?

· Who bears the costs associated with LR?

· Who should be required/encouraged to participate in the LR functions? (include Non-ERCOT TDSPs , NOIEs & Opt-In Entities)

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

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

· Does the PUCT anticipate more stringent criteria for LR standards/guidelines than the Protocols?  Should PURPA LR standards/guidelines be used as a template? How will competitive metering affect LR?
Darryl Nelson will draft a PWG position paper. This language will be circulated via the PWG exploder list, and discussed at the April 10th PWG meeting.  A final document will be drafted at this meeting and forwarded to Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto, the manager for Project 25516. 

Agenda:

Scrub LPOG section by section

Ground rules for scrubbing the LPOG were established.  The document will be reviewed in sections.  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 Jason Glore

4 Darryl Nelson

5 Derek Glatz

6 Rochelle Brown

7 Terry Bates

8 John Taylor

9 Lloyd Young

10 Dian Ott

11 Brenda Snyder

The PWG had completed “scrubbing the LPOG up through Section 15.2.4 “Creation of New Samples”.

Glossary Issues

Group determined that the LPOG glossary should define the terms 

· Market Open

Terms removed from Glossary

· Sample Size

LPOG Section 12.7 “Costs for Profile Segment Changes” 

Derek Glatz provided language to clarify the intent of the third paragraph in this section.  At this time he raised the concern that “requestor sponsored profile segments that are not universally applicable” and do not support supplemental profiling activities may violate the intent of the Protocols to not provide any entity unfair market advantage.  Derek raised the concern that this paragraph may allow CRs the right to buy a profile.  Darryl Nelson acknowledged that the PWG has decided to not allow CRs the right to buy a profile; however, he believed this paragraph deals with list-based profile segments.  Until issued regarding the intent of this paragraph is resolved, Derek’s alternative language and the original language will be retained in the LPOG.

Action Item:

Review meeting minutes from last year to determine the reasons for inserting this paragraph into the LPOG. Specifically, does requestor sponsored profile segment mean list-based profile segment.  Assigned to Derek Glatz and John Taylor.
LPOG Section 13.2.1 “Types of Weather Zone Boundary Changes”

Kedra Baltrip suggested including language clarifying how an expansion of ERCOT geography should be addressed.  By consensus, the PWG determined this possibility should not be addressed in the LPOG since the requirements for ERCOT territory expansion require system interconnection with other regional electricity reliability councils that will mandate changes to ERCOT operations beyond profiling.  This possibility is considered slight. The LPOG will be amended if and when such an expansion of ERCOT region occurs. 

Language for bullet 2 is substantially modified.  The original language is considered to wordy. 

Original language:

Boundary shifting: one or more existing weather zone boundary is moved so that one or more areas are shifted from one or more existing weather zones to a different weather zone or zones.  The weather zone that the areas are shifted to may be an existing weather zone or a new weather zone that is a composite of portions of the previously existing weather zones.

Revised language:

Boundary shifting: Existing Weather Zone boundaries are moved so that areas are shifted between Weather Zones.

LPOG Section 13.2.3 “Supporting Data” 

Much discussion concerning how to address the interpretation of differences and similarities between weather zones occurred.  The option of labeling all differences to be  “significant difference” and all similarities to be “significantly more similar” was abandoned in favor of disclaimer language broadly defining significant in terms of “materially effecting market settlement” was cloned from LPOG Section 12.6.2 “Differences from Current Profiles”.

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 14.2 “Who May File a Dispute”

Language defining specifically what Market Participants would be entitled to submit profile disputes was discussed.  After much debate consensus was reached that the original language should be retained.  The PWG does not want to adopt language that may restrict the rights of Market Participants that are defined in the Protocols.

LPOG Section 15.1.2.1 “Types of Changes Given Advance Notice”

Brenda Snyder requested clarification regarding language that requires a TDSP shall give ERCOT at least on year notice before removing a sample while it is only desirable for a the TDSP to provide ERCOT with one year’s notice.   This language was adopted to accommodate TDSPs that may determine a need to deploy a new sample outside the requirements for profiling.  ERCOT does not want to establish rules that will limit operations of TDSPs.  The requirement to provide one year notice when a sample is being removed stems from ERCOT’s desire to assess the need for fielding a replacement sample if the information being collected from the TDSP’s sample is deemed critical for ERCOT purposes. 

LPOG Section 15.1.2.4 “Additional Requested Information”

Brenda Snyder expressed concern that the LPOG requirements for providing ERCOT with sampling data are vague.  In particular the bullet “Distribution of energy” is unclear.  John Taylor agreed with Brenda Snyder’s observations.  He asked if ERCOT wished to receive bill frequency reports from the TDSP.  Derek Glatz acknowledged ERCOT’s desire to obtain this information in addition to other basic sample and population data.  Darryl Nelson noted that the LPOG guidelines for provision of sample and population data to ERCOT are purposely broad to accommodate the data production capabilities of all TDSPs.  

New Scrub Items

The following items were included on the Scrub Items List:

· Keep punctuation at the end of each bullets consistent (Ask Jackie Mikus for guidance on this issue)

Future PWG Meetings

It was decided that the PWG would meet weekly through the month of April.  Prior minutes reported a PWG meeting on April 23rd.  The actual meeting date is April 25th.  The Following meeting dates have been accepted:

· April 10

· April 18

· April 25 

Next Meeting

This PWG will be held on Wednesday April 10, 2002 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at ERCOT Met Center building Austin, TX. Both meetings will be held in room 209.

