Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 10-Apr-2002
Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – Oncor

Rochelle Brown – LCRA (audio-visual)

Betty Day -- ERCOT

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Alan Graves – AEP

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT

Susan Neel – Reliant

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:
· Announcements

· Finalize draft of PWG comments on PUCT project 25516

· Discuss Reliant’s comments on LPOG Section 9

· Discuss Annual Validation

· Usage Strawman

· Planning for 2002 Annual Validation

· Status report regarding Initial Validation

· Continue Scrubbing LPOG by sections

Announcements:

No announcements.

Agenda:

Finalize draft of PWG comments on PUCT project 25516

Darryl Nelson Introduced the Project 25516 Comments Document drafted from PWG brainstorming during the April 3-4, 2002 PWG meeting.  He also stated that he had some correspondence with Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto regarding this project.  Shawnee welcomed input from the PWG and indicated that the PUCT does not have any defined boundaries for this project at this time.  

The document approach was adopted by the PWG.  Language in first sentence referring to ERCOT region was replaced with language referring to the State of Texas.  

The structure and language of the General Questions section was edited extensively.  Irrelevant, or duplicate questions were removed.  Questions that boxed in an expected response were re-phrased to allow for a more opened-ended reply.  Lastly, questions were grouped and prioritized to provide more consistency.

Considerable discussion over the inclusion of competitive metering questions occurred. At issue, “how germane is competitive metering for load research?”  The PWG determined that competitive metering is important.  So important that it should be the topic of a separate PUCT project.  Including this issue within this project may detract from the perceived project goal of providing greater amounts of load research data for profile development purposes.  For this reason the PWG came to consensus and removed any reference to competitive metering from the final version of the Comments document.

Please see the attached document “Finalize draft of PWG comments on PUCT project 25516” included in the attached PWG meeting documents.

Discuss Annual Validation

Darryl Nelson opened up discussion of Annual Validation for 2002 by providing a TXU position paper that recommends not performing Annual Validation for 2002.  The exact language for this proposal is included in the PWG meeting documents in the file labeled  

“Annual Validation of LP ID Assignment 2002,4-9-02.doc”.  Four broad reasons for the proposal are raised:

1 Initial Validation is not complete

2 Ideal Annual Validation process is not complete

3 Lack of time to properly implement this validation 

4 CRs will probably validate the ESI IDs anyway

Addressing the Protocols requirement to perform an ESI ID validation at least once per year is an important consideration that must be addressed if the PWG does agree to this TXU proposal.

Betty Day acknowledged that many good reasons for not performing Annual Validation for 2002 exist; however, there are many other good reasons for staying the course and doing Annual Validation for 2002.

Ernie Podraza challenged the TXU assertion that a CR can validate ESI IDs.  Reliant CR observes that the data provided to Market Participants from the TDSPs during “Cut Over and Conversion” is a mess.  A significant number of transactions were detected to be in error, or missing.  John Taylor agreed with Ernie’s statements noting he has had the same experiences working with “Cut Over and Conversion” data.

Ernie Podraza recommended that the PWG rapidly complete its development of the usage month calculation, define a time frame for applying this usage month calculation, and then allow Profile ID assignments to be based off the new criteria.  Betty Day argued that unless there were some way to ensure that all ESI IDs were verified, this scenario would allow CRs to “pick and choose” ESI IDs profile assignment to dispute.  All ESI IDs should be evaluated.  

Betty Day noted that ERCOT will be prepared to perform annual validation along the broadly defined project plan outlined in previous PWG meetings.  Ernie Podraza resurfaced the Reliant suggestion to have ERCOT define the ESI ID profile assignment and have the TDSPs simply implement this assignment within their systems.  This recommendation was contested by ERCOT for several reasons.  Betty Day noted that it is important to have a TDSP check on ERCOT’s work.  We are not perfect.  Having two evaluations better assures that an ESI ID is properly profiled.  Diana Ott also noted that Protocols require the TDSP maintain the ESI ID.

Status of Initial Validation 

ERCOT at the request of the PWG has prepared a report summarizing the status of Initial Validation.  Ron Hernandez distributed and explained this report showing the status of ESI IDs found with error assignment for some portion of the Profile ID. The full report is included with the meeting documents as file “Summary of Results Presented to PWG.xls”.  Results are reported below:

	 
	Summary of Load Profile ID Validation Results
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	Incorrect Assignments
	 

	 
	
	Population
	Res WR
	Bus LF
	Zip Not in Decision Tree
	Zip Assn to Wrong Zone
	Profile Type - Grp Cmprsn
	 

	 
	CPL
	755145
	1.08%
	1.37%
	591
	6466
	290
	 

	 
	Reliant
	1822614
	20.56%
	21.11%
	13
	81
	1
	 

	 
	TNMP
	202538
	10.70%
	7.89%
	20
	4
	511
	 

	 
	TXU
	2673737
	13.62%
	5.13%
	311
	1806
	8410
	 

	 
	WTU
	216943
	2.31%
	0.49%
	747
	5630
	606
	 

	 
	TXU-SESCO
	44693
	11.93%
	7.86%
	***
	***
	***
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	*** Included with TXU Population
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


The percentages reported in the “Res WR” and “Bus LF” columns are based on analyses of the sample files exchanged between ERCOT and the TDSPs.  The raw numbers of errors reported in the remaining three columns, -- “Zip not in.”, “Zip Assn.”, and “Profile Type…” – are based on evaluations of the entire population of ESI IDs current as of January 2002.   The PWG established the rule that Initial Validation would not be considered complete until no error assignments exist.  Errors still exist therefore Initial Validation is considered incomplete.

Ron Hernandez acknowledged that these statistics, while vintage, are the most current reporting available to ERCOT, and represent the fifth iteration run for this report.  On February 8, 2002 ERCOT issued a memo to all TDSPs expressing concern that progress toward wrapping up Initial Validation is moving much too slowly, and requesting that priority for this project be elevated.  Since this memo, all TDSPs have communicated that significant progress has been made toward resolving issues known to cause profile assignment error. ERCOT is in the process of running through another iteration of the Load Profile ID Validation process; however, the data required to perform this analysis resides in the production database.  Due to contention concerns with production processing, decision support work has been put on hold.  ERCOT anticipates this condition abating early next week. 

Derek Glatz stated that it is critically important that TDSPs provide a clear explanation of the changes made to their system to remedy the error in profile assignment problems.  ERCOT will not consider Initial Validation complete until error rates are zero, and explanations are provided to document system corrections to achieve zero error rates.  Derek Glatz also noted that a zero error rate means that any discrepancies in assignment between ERCOT and the TDSP can easily be explained by such factors as meter type change.  Ron Hernandez emphasized the importance in documenting all such discrepancies.

Darryl Nelson asked ERCOT for an appraisal of the amount of time required to complete Initial Validation.  No real estimate can be provided at this time.  A range of two to six months can be supported however.


Action Item:

ERCOT will provide updated error assignment reporting to the PWG at its next meeting on April 18, 2002.  Assigned to ERCOT
John Taylor asked if different samples are selected each time the load factor and winter ratio calculations are verified.  Derek Glatz stated that ERCOT is performing its validations on one sample that was drawn in May 2001.  John raised the concern that an unscrupulous TDSP could potentially fix the assignments only for the accounts in ERCOT’s sample thus biasing the findings of ERCOT’s validation testing.  

ERCOT is taking steps to validate that load factor and winter ratio fixes are being applied globally.  Each TDSP has been asked to notify ERCOT before submitting transactions to fix errors in profile assignment.  After the TDSP informs ERCOT that transactions are coming, ERCOT will monitor the flow of 814_20 transactions to ERCOT to make sure the volume of transactions submitted to ERCOT agree with expected transaction counts to correct the profile error assignment problems.  

Ernie Podraza questioned whether having the PWG finish developing the “usage month” algorithm would expedite Initial Validation.  Betty Day noted that the “usage month” algorithm will not effect Initial validation.  TDSPs provided the applicable “bill month” for which the usage applies.  This algorithm strictly supports performing Annual Validation.

John Taylor asked if ERCOT has performed any type of cost/benefit analysis to assess the impact to the market for this level error in assignment of profile ids.  Derek Glatz reported that ERCOT has not performed this type of analysis.  John Taylor recommended ERCOT perform such an analysis to determine how much cost these profile error assignments are costing the market.

Darryl Nelson wrapped up discussion on this topic by stating that the ideal process for Annual Validation requires processing to begin within the next six weeks.  TDSPs cannot accomplish implementation within this time frame.  Moreover, all the details for annual validation are not worked out so some alternative validation proposal needs to be developed.

At this time two rough proposals were offered.

Proposal #1 

Complete Initial Validation rapidly.  Finish work on the Usage month definitions then have ERCOT define the profile assignment.  TDSPs code ERCOT’s assignment into their systems. (note, this is scenario is discussed above already).  

Proposal #2

Complete Initial Validation rapidly.  Draw new samples to verify the winter ratio and load factor findings from Initial Validation samples.  The new samples should be larger than the original samples. Moreover, protracted iterations should not be tolerated.  TDSPs showing large discrepancies should be audited.

Action Item:

At the next meeting, be prepared to offer up and discuss alternative possibilities for meeting the Protocols requirement to perform a validation at least once per year in addition to the proposals introduced at this meeting. Assigned to all PWG members.

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 Ernie Podraza

2 Derek Glatz

3 Rochelle Brown

4 Diana Ott

5 Terry Bates

6 John Taylor

7 Darryl Nelson

8 Lloyd Young

9 Kedra Baltrip

The PWG had stopped  “scrubbing the LPOG up through Section 16.2.4 “Responsibilities of the Competitive Retailer”.  Kedra Baltrip did not have an opportunity to voice her issues with LPOG Section 16.2 through 16.2.4.  The PWG will pick up with her review of this section when scrubbing commences at the next PWG meeting. 

Glossary Issues

Group determined that the LPOG glossary should define the terms 

· Adjusted Static

· Engineering Estimates

· Lagged dynamic

LPOG Section 16.1 “Load Profiling for Time-of-Use Schedules”

Terry Bates recommended removing the reference to competitive metering.  He argues any reference to this condition is speculative at this time.  The Guides should be modified to accommodate competitive metering when it happens.  Darryl Nelson noted that the sentence in the LPOG should be removed since Protocols 18.7.1.4 (3) clearly state that rules governing TOU schedules are only effective until metering becomes competitive. The current language implying the rules will be continued after metering becomes competitive is not factual.  The PWG removed this sentence because it is in conflict with Protocols.  

LPOG Section 16.1.2 “Establishing New TOU Schedules” 

Terry Bates requested clarification regarding the LPOG specifically calling out TOU schedules for IOUs.  Terry was concerned that the LPOG do not address new TOU tariffs for Opt In Entities.  Darryl Nelson noted that Protocols section 18.7.1.4 (2) only addresses new TOU tariffs for IOU. No requirements are stipulated for NOIE or Opt In Entities.  Derek Glatz reminded the group that the PWG has discussed this issue previously, and decided to address Protocols deficiencies after the LPOG are completed.  The issue is not pressing since there are no Opt In Entities on the system.  The PWG has decided to amend the gray-boxed paragraph in this section to include a sentence reminding the PWG to consider a Protocol revision to remedy the deficiency in this section.

LPOG General Note

Darryl Nelson reminded the PWG that all non-gray boxed language will be scrubbed.  The gray-boxed area will be reviewed after the scrub.  Those areas that can be efficiently addressed before submitting the LPOG to RMS for review will be addressed.  Sections that require extensive analysis and debate will be addressed after RMS has adopted the LPOG.

Discuss Reliant’s comments on LPOG Section 9

Susan Neel presented marked up language primarily for LPOG Section 9.2 “Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments”. These changes insert specific Texas Set transaction numbers into the LPOG, and provide language that allows for a meter change to occur independent of a meter read.  This language references “mixed value monthly usage reports (867_03) that are not currently supported in Texas Set.  If the PWG includes this language in the LPOG, then the PWG will be obligated to champion development of this Texas Set transaction.

Darryl Nelson noted that the PWG has strives not to include specific Texas Set transaction types within the Guides to minimize the need to change the Guides if and when the Texas Set transactions change.  Darryl also noted that the LPOG are designed to reflect current practices. The language Susan Neel has provided does not reflect current practices. Susan Neel’s marked up language is included with the meeting documents as “LPOG section 9 Doc 03-27-02_sneel.doc “.

Susan Neel stated that developing the appropriate practice for handling data associated with a meter change out involves internal TDSP, and CR billing operations as well as the profiling requirements of ERCOT for properly settling the market.  Betty Day stated that problem then requires a group with wider focus than the PWG since the responsibility of the PWG is primarily profiling.  Darryl Nelson and Susan Neel agreed to discuss formation of a special task force with RMS to this issue.

Next Meeting

This PWG will be held on Thursday April 18, 2002 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at ERCOT Met Center building Austin, TX. Both meetings will be held in room 209.

