Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 05-15-2002

Attendees:

Terry Bates – ONCOR

Rochelle Brown – LCRA

Ed Echols – TXU 

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Jason Glore – CPS

Krista Keeler – TNPE

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Diana Ott – ERCOT (audio visual)

Ernie Podraza -- Reliant

John Taylor – Entergy

Via Teleconference:

Alan Graves -- AEP

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:
· LPOG Review and Scrub

· Status of cosmetic changes to document

· Status of Mimi’s review of document

· Strategy for achieving Board approval

· Status report from Initial Validation sub-team

· Discuss ERCOT’s 2002 Annual Validation proposal

· Lay out ERCOT’s proposal in detail

· Overlay timeline to complete project

· Status of RMS resolution to require profile corrections be made prior to July 31, 2001

Announcements:
Brenda Crockett, Vice-Chair of RMS, introduced the RMS resolution regarding resettlement of trade dates after 95 percent of the IDR data is available is available to ERCOT, and after Initial Validation of Load Profile Ids is completed. Bill Bojorquez of ERCOT offered amended language to the RMS Resolution that modifies the RMS proposal at three critical points:

· Resettlement of trade dates occurs after 99 percent of the IDR data is available to ERCOT

·  “True-Up” resettlement for purposes of having complete IDR data will be deferred no longer than 12 months after the trade date

· Load Profile ID changes resulting from Initial Validation must be applied to a meter read date that precedes July 31, 2001 

The amended language of the RMS Resettlement Resolution offer by ERCOT includes language modifications suggested by the PWG.

TAC approved the amended RMS resolution.  This resolution will be placed on the May 21, 2002 meeting agenda for the Board.

The PWG discussed the thoroughness of the RMS resolution.  Darryl Nelson noted that many operational mechanics and logistical details still need to be resolved, but these issues cannot be resolved by the PWG so discussion on this topic was closed.  

Darryl Nelson informed the PWG that the RMS is reviewing the proxy day process to identify alternatives that will minimize the application of the default IDR profile.  The RMS is concerned that the Default IDR profile significantly misrepresents many loads during settlement.  The current default load level is 3.3 MW, which is much larger than many of the loads that get estimated with this proxy profile.  The PWG may be called upon to develop solutions with supporting analysis to address the issue that the current Default IDR profile is not working as well as planned.  Darryl noted that the BUSIDRRQ profile was hastily developed, and was expected to have limited application during settlement.  A proposal to increase the look back period for the non-weather sensitive portion of the proxy day routine from eight to sixteen weeks is being debated.  This change will require a Protocol revision.

Darryl Nelson stated that comments are due back to the PUCT by June 7, 2002 regarding Project 25516.  Rebuttal comments for this same project are due back to the PUCT by June 21, 2002.  Darryl Nelson recommended that the PWG not submit comments to the PUCT regarding this project.  This motion was accepted by consensus.   PWG members are strongly encouraged to submit comments to the PUCT.

Status report from Initial Validation sub-team

Terry Bates reported that the Initial Validation sub-team met last Thursday from 10-11 a.m. via phone conference call.  This group will meet again tomorrow from 10-11 a.m.

Reliant has submitted 290 thousand 814_20s.  Diana Ott reported that all but 93 thousand have been processed to date.  She stated that theses transactions had been processed into ERCOT’s Siebel database; however, processing into ERCOT’s lodestar database occurs a day later.

Oncor has achieved zero error rate for computing load factor and winter ratio values.  Currently, the new code developed in a test environment is being coded in the production environment.

Adrian Marquez, of ERCOT, will update the zip to weather zone table in the Profile Decision Tree to reflect all recently identified zip additions.

ERCOT is researching it computer processes to determine if a Load Profile Id change issued with an effective date prior to July 31, 2001 will overwrite Load Profile Id changes already in the system for dates following July 31, 2001.  

ERCOT is in the process of building a report listing all ESI IDs that experienced a Load Profile Id change since July 31, 2001.

The sub-team is working has raised the concern that the 814_20 released will only notify the current CR of record of a profile change.  How will prior CRs of record be informed that a profile change has occurred?  Alan Graves stated that some type of procedure would need to be developed since 95% of the population experienced a rep change after January 1, 2002 (reference the AREP process).  Diana Ott noted that TDSPs were the CR of record prior to January 1st so the only those ESI IDs that have had more than two CR switches will have a CR that does not receive proper notification.  John Taylor observed that the TDSP should have information that determines the CR for each monthly bill issued.  Perhaps the TDSP’s information resources can be used to flag interim CRs and assure that these CRs receive notification of the Load Profile Id change. 

Lloyd Young inquired about the exact due date for submitting 814_20s to ERCOT.  Per the RMS vote, TDSPs have until June 15, 2002 to forward all 814_20s to ERCOT.

The Initial Validation sub-team will next meet via conference call tomorrow, May 16, 2002 from 10:00–11:00 a.m.  Please contact Terry Bates at Terry.Bates@Oncorgroup.com for further details. 

LPOG Review and Scrub
Derek Glatz informed the PWG that Mimi Goldberg was not able to provide feedback on the LPOG by the required due date.  Mimi Goldberg has agreed to complete and return her review to the PWG no later than Tuesday May 28, 2002.  She will attempt to complete this work sooner, but has several other competing projects that will make it difficult to turn the analysis around any sooner.

Cosmetic changes to LPOG are still outstanding.  Due to work commitments, Kedra Baltrip has not been able finish editing the LPOG.  ERCOT agreed to finish performing cosmetic edits to this document.  Terry Bates has identified several cosmetic edits that still need to be made.  Any other individuals having such changes should send these changes to Diana Ott at Dott@ercot.com. 

The version of the LPOG approved by the PWG at the end of this meeting ideally will be submitted to the RMS for approval.  Darryl Nelson proposed the PWG modify this current plan and allow each PWG participant one additional week to circulate the finalized version of the LPOG within their respective organization for a global or executive review.  Derek Glatz recommended the PWG authorize two weeks for this review.  This additional level of review received approach approval; however, concerns about meeting timing with regard to full TAC approval of this document surfaced.  Derek Glatz stated that this document would likely have to receive PRS approval in addition to RMS approval before being submitted to TAC.  

Action Item

Derek Glatz will check with Cheryl Mosely to determine the specific expectations of the TAC regarding PRS review of Operating Guides.  Assigned to Derek Glatz.
Derek Glatz was not sure if this document could be simultaneously submitted to both RMS and PRS to reduce the total throughput time that the document is in review.   

The PWG explored options for getting the LPOG fully approved.  Derek Glatz noted that the LPOG should be fully approved prior to July 31, 2002 since this is the date identified in the LPOG when Market Participants can begin submitting requests to change load profiles and weather zones.  The following critical dates have been identified:

	PWG
	RMS
	TAC
	Board

	May 22, 2002
	
	
	

	May 29-30,2002
	May 29, 2002
	June 6, 2002
	

	June 5, 2002
	June 12, 2002
	
	

	
	
	July 2, 2002
	July 16, 2002

	
	July 17, 2002
	
	


Darryl Nelson noted that the June 12, 2002 RMS meeting is tentative.  Brenda Crocket indicated that this meeting would most likely be canceled since the RMS will meet on May 29, 2002.  Darryl Nelson proposed that the PWG recommend the RMS perform an electronic vote to approve the LPOG.

Derek Glatz recommends a specific format be followed for submitting changes to the LPOG.  The LPOG have been thoroughly reviewed by the PWG.  Any outstanding issues should be clearly identified and defended by Market Participants requesting modifications to the LPOG at this late stage in the development of the LPOG.  Specifically, the PWG should only entertain changes that meet the following criteria:

· The language at issue be identified by LPOG section

· Alternative language be provided by the submitter

· Reasons for the change be provided

The PWG agreed to this proposal.  Krista Keeler agreed to draft a form that can be used by individuals submitting changes to LPOG language during the executive review of the LPOG.  

Darryl Nelson confirmed with Brenda Crocket, Vice Chair of the RMS, she stated that the TAC must approve the LPOG. She was unsure if Board approval of the LPOG was required.  The PWG expressed the view the Board approval of the LPOG will add more legitimacy so Board approval should be requested.  Darryl Nelson noted that the LPOG is rather technical so the Board will most likely rely on the recommendation of TAC when making a decision to approve the LPOG. 

The TAC requires that the LPOG circulate for review by all TAC members for at minimum one week.  It is desirable that the LPOG circulate for two weeks.  Based upon the facts gathered the PWG developed the following timetable for achieving Board approval of the LPOG:

	Date
	Activity

	May 15, 2002
	PWG adopts plan to achieve Board approval of LPOG

	May 17, 2002
	ERCOT releases finalize LPOG for global review

	May 24, 2002
	Requests for changes from global review due back to PWG 

	May 28, 2002
	Mimi Goldberg review due back to PWG

	May 29-30, 2002
	PWG meets to address requests changes to LPOG

	June 12, 2002
	LPOG submitted to RMS for approval (alternative #1)

	June 18, 2002
	Electronic vote by RMS to approve LPOG (alternative #2)

	July 2, 2002
	LPOG submitted to TAC for approval

	July 16, 2002
	LPOG submitted to the Board for approval

	July 31, 2002
	LPOG available to govern process for accepting profile or weather zone changes


Open issues regarding the above timeline concerns timing for achieving PRS approval, and availability of RMS to approve the LPOG.  If the RMS does not meet on June 12, 2002, then the PWG will take steps to request electronic vote on the LPOG will results available no later than June 18, 2002. Can this approval be obtained concurrent with RMS approval? If not, then PRS approval of the LPOG must be obtained before TAC presentation on July 2, 2002. 

Annual Validation

-- Usage Month Sub-team

Darryl Nelson suggested that the PWG form a sub-team to refine the ERCOT usage month algorithm.  Darryl Nelson stated he would develop the scope and other project parameters to charter this sub-team if the PWG agrees to this proposal.  Derek Glatz agreed with Darryl Nelson that the PWG should consider delegating this work to another sub-team since the PWG has a great deal of work to accomplish over the next month; however, the PWG should establish the business rules before delegating this work is to a sub-team.  Terry Bates stressed the importance of having IT people from each respective TDSP working through the problem during the development of this algorithm to minimize variation in the implementation of this algorithm across organizations.  Darryl reiterated the need for the PWG to focus on the all the 2002 Annual Validation issues in which usage month is one issue.  

-- ERCOT Proposal
At the last PWG meeting, Betty Day made the proposal that ERCOT would calculate winter ratio and load factor scores that would be used to assign ESI Ids to Load Profile types.  Usage data for the period May 2001 through April 2002 would be passed through the usage month algorithm.  TDSPs are expected to validate calculations made by ERCOT.

This proposal in detail:

1 Define the usage month 

2 Apply usage data for the period May 2001- April 2002

a. Only data contained in ERCOT system used to compute winter ratio or load factor

3 ERCOT selects samples that are sent to each TDSP

a. Samples draw from total population 

b. Samples stratified by Residential and Business Load Profile Groups

c. Each stratum sample has 20,000 units

d. ERCOT sends TDSP 12 month of usage data along with Load Profile assignment

4 TDSP validates ERCOT calculations

a. Application of meter reads to defined usage months

b. Computation of winter ratio and load factor values

c. Zip code to weather zone mappings

d. Profile segment to premise type assignment 

e. Verify meter read data in ERCOT system

5 ERCOT and TDSPs resolve discrepancies 

a. After first iteration, ERCOT generates a report showing the probable number of ESI ID that will experience profile changes along with estimated proportions of discrepancies between ERCOT and the TDSPs requiring resolution

b. When all discrepancies between ERCOT and TDSPs are resolved, ERCOT will ship to each TDSP a list of ESI Ids with the new Load profile Id for those ESI Ids that require profile changes

c. When all discrepancies between ERCOT and TDSPs are resolved, a report will be issued to CRs showing the following data for each ESI ID

i. ESI ID 

ii. Old Load Profile Id assignment

iii. New Load Profile Id assignment

iv. Probable effective date for the new assignment

d. Who produces this report has not been determined

6 TDSPs will ship back to ERCOT lists of ESI Ids requiring Load Profile Id changes in accordance with standard EDI procedures

The PWG determined the following ideal timeline for completing 2002 Annual Validation:

· Usage month completed by June 15, 2002

· ERCOT computes Load Profile assignments within a calendar month

· TDSPs validate ERCOT’s calculations within a calendar month

· Discrepancy resolution completed within one month

· EDI transactions sent to ERCOT during the October revenue month cycle

Modifications to this timeline will be made as needed.

John Taylor stated that ERCOT is setting a precedent. Derek Glatz remarked that 2002 Annual Validation cannot be considered precedent setting since ERCOT has offered this solution as acknowledgement that TDSP production systems cannot be coded timely to support use of the usage month algorithm for 2002. ERCOT fully expects TDSP production systems to be capable of computing this algorithm for 2003 Annual Validation.  At that time TDSPs will be expected to perform all aspects of Load Profile assignment.

-- Ernie Podraza’s Usage Month Alternative

Ernie Podraza suggested a simpler method for applying usage data to the winter ratio and load factor calculations would entail using the discrete meter reads directly in the calculation.  Thus if a particular month has two meter read then each meter read enters the equation rather than performing usage aggregation before applying the usage to the equation.  Ernie Podraza provided the following example to demonstrate his point.

Assume that an ESI ID experiences 12 routine reads and 2 additional reads to handle customer switches. 

Routine Meter Reads 
1---2 ---3 ---4 --- 5 ---6 ---7 ---8 ---9 ---10 ---11 ---12

Customer switch

 --A---------------B----------------------------------------------

The numerator portion of the winter ratio calculation would be computed as 


Max (ADU-12, ADU-1, ADU-A, ADU-2)

Similarly, the spring base would be calculated as


Min (ADU-3, ADU-4, ADU-B)

Derek Glatz raised the concern that this proposal would tend to increase the number of high winter ratio ESI Ids by increasing value of the winter maximum, and decreasing the value of the spring/fall base.  Ernie Podraza suggested that a great deal of error is entering this calculation process already.

Action Item

Ernie Podraza agreed to formalize his proposal and provide the PWG with a draft copy at the next PWG meeting. Assigned to Ernie Podraza.
During discussion of Ernie’s Usage Month proposal, the issue of data warehoused in ERCOT’s databases arose.  Of particular interest is the treatment of transition periods between an old customer account closing and a new customer account opening.  Derek Glatz stated that he believed that if the ESI ID is de-energized then the opening meter read for the new customer account will be set to the next day after the last meter read for the old customer account.  

Action Item

Derek Glatz will research the possible data treatments that occur which customer account changes impact meter read data submitted to ERCOT’s Lodestar database.  Assigned to ERCOT.
This action item should address the following possibilities:

· 12 routine reads with no customer switching

· 12 routine reads with customer switching

· Move-out, vacant time, and ESI ID is de-energized

· Move-out, vacant time, and the ESI ID is not de-energized

· How is a move-out indicated in the Lodestar database?

· How is a move-in indicated in the Lodestar database?

· How is vacant time tracked in the Lodestar database?

Next Meeting

This PWG will be held on Wednesday May 22, 2002 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at ERCOT Met Center building Austin, TX. Room 209.  

