Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 04-25-2002

Attendees:

Terry Bates – ONCOR

Jason Glore – CPS 

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT (scribe)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

John Taylor – Entergy
Via Teleconference:

Allan Burke – TNPE

Betty Day – ERCOT

Derek Glatz – ERCOT
Krista Keeler- TNPE

James Tanneberger-TNPE

Lloyd Young – AEP
Agenda:
· Determine course of action for resolving mis-assignments of Profile Ids during initial validation

· Continue discussion of the options for Annual Validation of Load Profile Id assignments for 2002

· Continue Scrubbing the LPOG

· LPOG Section 9 submitted to RMS for approach approval

Announcements:
Darryl Nelson recapped the April 22, 2002 meeting conducted by the PUCT regarding Project 25516, “Rulemaking on Load Research and Load Profiling”. The morning session involved presentations from ERCOT, TXU, AEP, and Reliant concerning the state of load research at each of these organizations. A panel discussion was held in the afternoon session to address many of the issues raised by the PWG.  Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto moderated this event.  She stated that the PUCT staff would review the information collected during this meeting. Future meetings will likely occur although no new meetings dates have been set as of yet.

Darryl Nelson informed the PWG that he has reserved time on the RMS agenda to discuss approach approval for LPOG Section 9, “Load Profile IDs”, and ERCOT’s finding for Initial Validation of ESI ID profile assignment.  By unanimous vote, the PWG authorized Darryl Nelson to present the Initial Validation results to the RMS.  The PWG determined that the findings to date would be presented to the RMS along with an action plan for quickly resolving all outstanding issues associated with this project.
LPOG Section 9 Submitted to RMS for Approach Approval

Language was added to Section 9.1.6.2, “Assignments When Opting In” to clarify that the TDSP business unit of the Opt In Entity would be responsible for ESI ID profile assignment.

All language added by Susan Neel, Chair of TexaSet, to Section 9.2 “Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments” will be gray boxed.  This language does not reflect current practices. It represents processes and practices that Susan Neel believes will improve data flow between ERCOT and TDSP if adopted. 

Mis-assigned Profile Ids during Initial Validation:
Darryl Nelson stated that the goal for this meeting would be development of a workable timeline for rapidly wrapping up Initial Validation.  This work plan will be presented to RMS for approval.  Ernie stated that Initial Validation should have been completed months ago.  

Derek Glatz introduced the results from the recently completed Initial Validation study.  In general, little improvement toward zero error rates is observed.  Results for each TDSP were reviewed.  

Derek Glatz noted that significant gains between January and April 2002 reporting for residential accounts are artificial, and due primarily to coding changes in ERCOT’s “load factor/winter ratio” program. Based on the findings of TXU analysts, ERCOT’s “load factor/winter ratio” program was modified to initialize all winter ratio variables to be missing.  

Derek Glatz announced that the detail records supporting these summary reports were shipped to the TDSP contacts late yesterday, April 24, 2002.

Moving forward the PWG decided that TDSPs must define a specific time to complete Initial Validation.  Derek Glatz strongly suggested that this time line break out a couple of milestones to afford all parties with a way to assess progress to meeting the goal for this project.  The PWG decided to create three milestones:

	Milestones
	Due Date

	Identify all system fixes that need to be performed
	May 3, 2002

	Complete all system fixes
	May 31, 2002

	Correct all ESI IDs profile assignments within ERCOT database
	June 15, 2002


Significant discussion concerning the method for getting corrections to ERCOT ensued.  Previously, ERCOT staff stated that ERCOT’s systems could process upwards of 150,000 814_20 transactions per day.  Betty Day stated that this figure is not accurate.  ERCOT systems are limited to processing 10,000 814_20 records per TDSP per day.   With this data limitation in mind, Betty Day recommended using Non-EDI processes to update the profile assignments for ESI IDs in ERCOT’s database.  Betty suggested that a working team of Business analysts and Information Technology analysts from ERCOT and the TDSPs be formed to build a process to accomplish this database update.  Prior experience indicates such fixes have a strong tendency adversely impact the database if not properly engineered.  Darryl Nelson and Betty Day stated that responsibility for developing this group would be a shared responsibility, and would be addressed offline.

Betty Day informed the PWG that Rob Connell, ERCOT’s IT Database Manager, will be addressing the RMS at the May 1, 2002 meeting.  Rob will recommend that limitations to the size of transaction files be implemented.  

Ernie Podraza requested the PWG adopt a motion that every trade date should be resettled after Initial Validation is complete. Moreover, TDSPs should bear financial responsibility for any costs incurred by CRs due to mis-assignment of profiles to ESI IDs.  Darryl Nelson stated that this issue is not within the domain of the PWG.  Reliant Resources would have to address this issue to the Board. Betty Day noted that such a large amount of recalculation would be burdensome to ERCOT.  A more reasonable approach would limit the recalculation to trade dates where extreme settlement impacts are revealed to have occurred. 

Lloyd Young raised the concern that achieving a zero error rate might be impossible due to cancel/rebill issues generating data differences between ERCOT’s sample database and the database maintained by ERCOT.  Derek Glatz stated that any differences that can be explained to be the result of legitimate data differences between the databases would be excluded from the error rate calculation.  The goal of this project is a certification of the TDSP processes used to assign profiles to ESI IDs.

IDR Default Profiles

Betty Day stated that the number of IDR accounts being settled with the Default profile has increased over the last couple of weeks. The PWG will need to schedule time to address this issue.  Several potential cures include:

· Increasing the number of weeks that are searched when selecting the NWS profile (this option will dramatically effect Data Aggregation processing time).

· Computing IDR account specific profiles

· Modify the IDR default profile estimation algorithm to include a scaling capability (currently this process is not scaled).

2002 Annual Validation

Betty Day lead off discussion on this topic by observing that the PWG had already agreed to use billing data for the period May through April as the basis for computing load factor and winter ratio calculations.  The work would begin in June, and profile changes would be implemented during the October Revenue month cycle.  

Betty Day proposed a solution for 2002 Annual validation that would have ERCOT calculate profile type applying the finalized usage factor algorithm accepted by the PWG.  ESI IDs requiring a profile change would be shipped to the responsible TDSP. The TDSP would be responsible for validating ERCOT’s calculations on some sample of Accounts.  Upon agreement between the TDSP and ERCOT that the profile assignments are accurate, profile changes would be submitted to ERCOT through the established process for shipping large quantities of profile changes.  

Ernie Podraza observed that this solution is similar to the fifth solution developed during the April 18th PWG meeting.  

Betty stressed the importance of having solid TDSP verification of ERCOT’s calculations.  She also stressed the importance that this process would only be performed for 2002.  The TDSPs would have to resume responsibility for performing profile assignment calculations for 2003 Annual Validation and beyond.   

Further discussion regarding 814_20 transaction processing occurred.  It was noted that Annual Validation would result in a large number of profile changes so some type of flat file processing would likely be used to make the profile changes.  If ERCOT simply made the changes to its database, then a communication standard for informing the TDSP and all interested parties in the ESI ID would have to be developed to assure the changes are thoroughly communicated to the Market.

Ernie Podraza emphasized the need to produce progress reporting to the Public much earlier than was done for Initial Validation.  Derek Glatz stated that the PWG had already agreed to this point.  He referred the Ernie to the Time Line graphic used to illustrate the Ideal Annual Validation process.

LPOG Scrubbing

Section 18, “Access to Load Profiling Materials” was reviewed.  Specific reference to the number of profiles that will appear in the Backcast and Forecast files was eliminated. Language was added to clarify that the most recent Backcast file available on ERCOT’s website would reference the trade date two days prior per Protocols.

Jason Glore reviewed the Glossary and observed that a significant number of definitions simply did not show up in the body of the LPOG. He recommended that the PWG strike these definitions from the Glossary.  This motion was unanimously approved by the PWG.  

The PWG also decided to remove the following terms from the Glossary:

· Consensus forum 

· Demand

· Energy 

The body of the LPOG will be reviewed to remove any instances were “demand” and “energy” are capitalized.

Next Meeting

This PWG will be held on Wednesday May 1, 2002 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at ERCOT Met Center building Austin, TX. Both meetings will be held in room 209.

Darryl Nelson has reserved Room 209 at the ERCOT Met Center for every Wednesday through the May

· May 1st
· May 8th 

· May 15th
· May 22nd
· May 29th
