Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 05-01-2002

Attendees:

Terry Bates – ONCOR

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT (scribe)

John Taylor – Entergy

Via Teleconference:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Betty Day – ERCOT

Derek Glatz – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:
· Revisions to LPOG Section 9 submitted to RMS for approach approval by Darryl Nelson

· Continue scrubbing the LPOG

Announcements:
Darryl Nelson informed the PWG that the PUCT has issued a “Request for Comments on Load Profiling Issues”.  Responses are due back to PUCT by June 7, 2002.  Reply comments are due back to the PUCT by June 21, 2002.

Daryl would like to set up a sub team to make sure that all the right people are on the same page.  Terry Bates will take the lead on this idea, his envision is answering questions like: Can we do anything else besides the protocol-accepted process 814_20? 

Action Item#1 Each person to bring back 2 IT people that will be the people involved in the implementation for initial validation. Due date is Friday May 3, 2002. Terry.Bates@Oncorgroup.com Information needed: name, phone number and e-mail address for each person.

Betty Day briefly discussed the memo sent to the PWG Exploder list on April 30, 2002 explaining the seemingly inconsistent information regarding ERCOT capability for processing 814_20’s submitted by TDSP.  ERCOT has two sites that TDSPs can be used to submit 814_20 transactions.  The first site, RetailTCH@ercot.com, automatically processes 814_20 transactions submitted to ERCOT.  This site can only process about 10,000 transactions per day.  The second site, TCH@ercot.com, requires manual intervention to get transactions processed into the ERCOT system.  While ERCOT analysts need to steward the data into ERCOT systems, this process path can handle significantly larger volumes of transactions.  Betty recommended all Profile changes be processed through either the manual or the automated process.  Since ERCOT has processes in place to handle the expected volumes of 814_20 transactions that will be generated from Initial Validation, there is no need to develop a alternative processes for getting data into ERCOT systems.  Betty also noted that previous attempts to circumvent the EDI transaction processing protocols have created many other unintended data processing problems has resulted in the “quick fix” taking longer to complete then the “circumvented” normal data processing path.

John Taylor requested information from ERCOT regarding the total number of EDI transactions that can be processed in a single day.  Betty Day did not have an answer.  She suggested contacting Rob Connell (Rconnell@ercot.com) to obtain this information.

LPOG Section 9 Submitted to RMS for Approach Approval

Darryl Nelson will present LPOG Section 9 “Load Profile IDs” to RMS for Approach approval.  In the process of preparing his presentation, Darryl observed a few issues that required review and consensus by the PWG before his presentation to RMS.

Special consideration for ESI IDs assigned the default profile

Darryl noted that Section 9 provides two interpretations for defining accounts that are eligible for Profile assignment recalculation when more data becomes available.  In Section 9.2.4.2 “CR Requested Default Load Profile ID Changes”, only New ESI IDs to the ERCOT system are eligible to have the profile recalculated.  LPOG Section 9.2 “Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments” makes this opportunity available to all ESI IDs regardless of the ESI ID in service date. Derek Glatz stated that the PWG had determined this avenue for profile change would only be available to New ESI IDs.  John Taylor objected to this narrow interpretation.  He argued that ESI IDs representing accounts experiencing a meter type change out (e.g. BUSNODEM moving to a demand profile) would be stuck on the default demand profile (i.e. BUSMEDLF).  These accounts should have the opportunity to have their profile recalculated. 

Leaving this option open to all ESI IDs allows CRs to game the profiles.  Betty Day agreed with Darryl Nelson that such gaming could occur when this option is available to New ESI IDs, but the issue is expanding the gaming opportunities for CRs.  Betty stressed the importance of keeping the reference time period for assigning profiles fixed.  Darryl Nelson noted that gaming opportunities will be limited to the demand load factor profiles, since CRs prefer to have residential accounts assigned the RESLOWR profile.  Diana Ott reminded the Group that very clear rules defining the data that a CR must use to recalculate the ESI ID profile are spelled out.  

Derek Glatz agreed with John Taylor that the PWG should reconsider its decision to only allow New ESI IDs eligibility to have the profile recalculated. This reconsideration should occur after RMS adopts the LPOG, however.   The PWG spent a great deal of energy arriving at the language in Section 9, “Load Profile IDs”, and specifically Section 9.2.4.2 “CR Requested Default Load Profile ID Changes”.  This language in Section 9.2.4.2 was drafted by Ernie Podraza, and inserted in the reworked Section 9 by Alan Graves.  Alan Graves reworked Section 9 to simplify this Section making it easier for an Application Programmers to code. Discussion for Section 9 was extensive.  Opening this Section up to modify eligibility criteria for recalculating profile assignments for default assigned ESI IDs will delay getting the LPOG approved by RMS. It is more important to expeditiously get the LPOG as it currently exist adopted.  Darryl Nelson concurred.  Consensus was reached to modify language in LPOG Section 9.2 “Processes to Change Load Profile ID Assignments” to reflect the logic in Section 9.2.4.2.   It was further agreed that the PWG would revisit this issue as soon as is practical after the LPOG are adopted.  

As a point of information, the profile assignment to any ESI ID does not change when a new customer moves into the ESI ID.  ESI IDs are based on premise level view of usage information.

Gray boxed language in Section 9.2.3.4.1

Darryl Nelson inquired why the second paragraph in this section is gray boxed.  Derek Glatz stated that this section is gray boxed because the IDR Requirements Report published by ERCOT states that a TDSP has 60 days to respond to a CR request to make a meter change out.  Per the decisions from the RMS Metering Working Group meeting conducted in June 2001, all meter change-outs that cause a change to the meter type on an ESI IDs profile will occur during a regularly scheduled meter read.  Alan Graves wanted to have the language in the LPOG reflect this logic.  Alan was concerned that under certain circumstances a TDSP might only have 1 meter read to make the change-out to remain compliant with the rules.  Derek Glatz was researching the reason ERCOT’s IDR Requirements Reports specifically specifies 60 days.  The issue is still outstanding.  Derek Glatz stated that he will discuss this issue with James Cohea, Manager of ERCOT’s Data Aggregation Department to determine the rationale for requiring 60 days.

The PWG decided to retain the gray-boxed language adding qualifying text to explain the presence of the language in the LPOG.  Language was drafted, which stipulated that a TDSP has 60 days to effect an IDR meter change–out. 

Terry Bates informed the PWG that the language stipulating a meter change-out occur within the second regularly scheduled meter read can also be found in LPOG Section 9.2.3.3.2, “NOTUOU to TOU”, and Section 9.2.3.3.5, “NoDemand to Demand”.  Terry requested clarification if this language also needed to be changed.  Derek Glatz suggested that this language is fine.  The issue with going from Non-IDR to IDR is the obligation for ERCOT to provide reporting to the Market Oversight Division (MOD) regarding accounts making this transition.   It is very possible that the language inserted into this LPOG Section 9.2.3.4.1, “Non-IDR to IDR (NIDR to IDR)” by Alan Graves may be acceptable.  Derek Glatz needs to complete has research on this topic.

LPOG Section 9.2.3.2, “Initial ESI ID Creation and Meter Sets”

Darryl Nelson raised the concern that LPOG Section 9.2.3.2, “Initial ESI ID Creation and Meter Sets” is misplaced as currently situated in the LPOG.  He proposed removing this section all together and moving this language into LPOG Section 9.2.3.4, “Load Profile ID Changes Resulting from Meter Type Changes” as supporting language.  John Taylor and Kedra Baltrip suggested that the language in Section 9.2.3.2 is redundant to the language in Section 9.2.3.4 so this language should be deleted from the LPOG.  Darryl Nelson argued that Section 9.2.3.2 contained points of information not found in Section 9.2.3.4.  He offered language for review that blended text from both Sections.  Upon review, the PWG modified the second paragraph of Section 9.2.3.4 to reflect a blend language from the two sections.   

LPOG Section 9.2.3.3.4, “Demand to NoDemand”

This section was reviewed. All language referencing PRR 309 is gray boxed with annotation advising the reader that the language becomes effective on October 1, 2002.  Language in the first, third, and sixth paragraphs is gray boxed.

LPOG Scrubbing

Scrubbing resumed with review of the Glossary beginning with the letter “M”.

The PWG also decided to add the following terms to the Glossary:

· Qualified Scheduling Entity

· Target Profile

The PWG determined that the following acronyms should be listed:

· MAD – Mean Absolute Deviation

· MAPE – Mean Absolute Percent Error

· RMSE – Root Mean Square Error

Appendix B is reviewed.  Derek Glatz explained that the original graphic is constructed in Word, and is difficult to adjust.  He rebuilt the graphic using Visio then imported the graphic as an object into Word.  This process assures easier maintenance of the LPOG.  The PWG agreed.  Kedra Baltrip recommended that the Fonts used for the Graphic be consistent.  She also noticed that text in the process step “TDSP corrects problems” incorrectly stated “ERCOT performs audit’.  Derek Glatz agreed to make the fixes to this graphic and get it inserted into the full LPOG for review at the next PWG meeting.  

Since no Appendix C exists, Appendix D is relabeled to be Appendix C.  Minor language revisions were made to this Appendix.  Two sections, “Deadweight Loss Reduction from Finer Subdivision”, and “Deadweight Loss Reduction by Creating a New Segment from Multiple Segments” in Appendix C are annotated requesting language rewording.  The PWG determined that Mime Goldberg should perform this language editing when she is reviewing the finalized LPOG.

Scrubbing the LPOG is considered complete.  At this time, participants with responsibilities for performing cosmetic scrubbing functions will continue.  The Full LPOG document will be reviewed at the next PWG meeting.  At this time, all edits to this document that are to occur off line should be completed. 

Next Meeting

This PWG will be held on Wednesday May 8, 2002 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at ERCOT Met Center building Austin, TX. Both meetings will be held in room 209. 

No ERCOT meeting facilities were available to reschedule the meeting for Thursday May 9th as proposed by Lloyd Young.  

