Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 27-Feb-2002
Attendees:

Betty Day – ERCOT

Derek Glatz – ERCOT (scribe)

Jason Glore – CPS

Alan Graves – AEP

Jackie Mikus – ERCOT (audio visual)

Darryl Nelson – TXU (facilitator)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant 

Brenda Synder – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:

· Announcements

· Review Annual Validation Language for LPOG Sections drafted by Ernie Podraza

· Chapter 9 “Load Profile Ids”

· Chapter 11 “Validation of Load Profile Id”

· LPOG Document Scrub Planning

· Status of Assigned Work

· Prioritize Items

· Add, Remove Items 

· Assign Items

· Continue Discussing Reliant Request to Have ERCOT Assign Profile Ids

· Discuss AEP Issues Addressed to PWG

· IDR Requirements Report

· Add language to LPOG to Address all Profile Assignment Scenarios

· Status report on PRR309 

Announcements:

For RMS meeting on February 28, 2002, Darryl will respond to RMS directives to the PWG as noted in PWG minutes for January 15, 2002.  Responses are summarized in Darryl’s email to PWG exploder dated February 26, 2002 (9:51 a.m.).  At this RMS meeting Darryl will request “approach approval” for Chapters 4, 6, 9, 15-17 of the LPOG.  Jackie stated that Chapter 11 should be “approach approved” by RMS.  Darryl noted that this chapter was presented to RMS in April 2001.  Derek noted that significant changes to this Chapter and to Chapter 9 should require the PWG resubmitting Chapters 9 and 11 to the RMS again. 

Status of PRRs impacting PWG as of PRS meeting held February 25, 2002:

· PRR309 – language moving implementation date to October 1, 2002 accepted. PRR is forwarded to TAC for approval.

· PRR310 – formula to revise estimation algorithm for non-IDR accounts not having billing data for the settlement trade date is approved by TAC and Board.  Revisions will become effective on April 1, 2002.

· PRR311 – language permitting DLC programs with small customers participate in BUL market using RIDR.  This PRR is remanded back to ERCOT for further study to address NOIE and metering issues.

· PRR308 – revise settlement calendar to move initial settlement from three days following the trade date to 17 days following the trade date.  Final settlement is adjusted from 45 to 59 days following the trade date.  This PRR is approved and being sent to TAC and Board for approval for implementation in April.

Report from DSM Working Group Meeting on February 25, 2002:

· ERCOT has 15 market participants registered as LaaR. One participant has sufficient telemetry in place to allow functional testing of ERCOT systems for handling LaaR. Testing is ongoing. 

· Package 1 requirements for system build to accommodate BUL market participation will be completed by March 1, 2002.  Package 2 systems requirement gathering will not proceed until Package 1 system build nears completion.  Package 1 system will drive the requirements process for Package 2 system build.

· ERCOT made a motion requesting DSM-WG withdraw PRR311 from the PRS. This PRR allows small customer loads to participate in BUL market using a RIDR.  ERCOT’s System Operations personnel did not believe that a RIDR profile would accurately represent DLC load reduction when instructed.  The DSM-WG stated that RIDR would accurately represent load reductions.

· The PUCT is actively participating in the DSM-WG.  Terri Eaton is authoring 2 PRRs that will be submitted to the PRS by the DSM-WG. PRRs address monitoring and testing LaaR response to ERCOT System Operations instructions.

Agenda: 
Continue Discussing Reliant Request to Have ERCOT Assign Profile Ids
Oncor states Reliant request may have merit, but evaluating this request should wait until data exchange process between ERCOT and TDSPs is more routine.  AEP also recommends  taking  a “wait and see” stand on this issue.  The PWG defer any reviewing this request to a future date.  At minimum, this issue will not be addressed until after October 1, 2002 when Annual Validation for 2002 is complete.

AEP Issues Regarding LPOG and Profile Assignment and Validation

Alan Graves states that the LPOG should more clearly define Profile Id maintenance processes associated with automatic Profile Id changes (e.g. premise  shifting from demand metered to non-demand metered status) as well as the conditions for back dating a profile change.  

Alan noted that the LPOG are not programmer friendly.  A Systems Programmer will get lost trying to code a production system to accommodate the profile assignment per the LPOG.  Darryl concurred that Section 9.2 of the LPOG could be modified to more clearly define the various types of profile changes that will normally occur as well as define when these changes should be implemented retroactively or not.   Darryl noted that no list could be comprehensive, however.  Alan stated that the list should provide enough guidance that a reasonable individual could accurately guess how to code for situations not listed.  Derek stated that it would be a very good idea for TDSPs to forward to ERCOT or the PWG situations not covered by the LPOG.  This information will be helpful in developing revised language to make the Guides more helpful to users.  Jackie noted that programmers should use the Profile Decision Tree located at ERCOT’s website are the definitive reference for coding production systems.  She also stressed the importance of leaving nothing to judgment.  All assignment rules should be "clear cut" leaving no room for dispute between market participants regarding method for determining a profile assignment.

It was agreed that as written in the LPOG, retroactive Profile Id changes will occurs only when the assignment is misapplied due to improper treatment of data to make the assignment originally.  ERCOT noted that under no circumstance will a retroactive changes be applied beyond six months from the time the error is uncovered or earlier than the current trade date being settled for true up.  All profile changes must occur on a meter read date.  

ERCOT was asked how it handles “off cycle” reads compared with “on cycle” reads.  ERCOT’s database does not have capability to differentiate between “on cycle” and “off cycle” meter reads so no differential treatment of the reads is performed.  Profile assignment cannot include any analysis of this factor.

It was agreed that Profile Id changes for the following circumstances should occur regardless of validation processing:

· premise shifting from residential to non-residential Profile Group

· premise shifting from non-residential to residential Profile Group   

· premise shifting from load factor to BUSNODEM

· premise shifting from BUSNODEM to a load factor assignment

· premise shifting from non-IDR to IDR status

· premise shifting from TOU to non-TOU status

· premise shifting from non-TOU to TOU status

Action Item

AEP agreed to draft language for the LPOG which would be inserted in the LPOG in section 9.2 “Processes to Change  Load Profile Id Assignments” that would tie TDSP initiated changes to Profile Id to tariff changes.  This language would clarify when such changes need to be retroactively applied.  Assigned to Alan Graves.
Alan agreed that TDSP Profile Id assignment changes with respect to load factor and winter ratio to should wait until ERCOT performs its load factor and winter ratio assessments since the PWG has determined that the profile assignment changes will be implemented during the October billing cycle.  The PWG noted that AEP could perform its assessments prior to ERCOT’s assessments; however, implementing the profile changes should wait until ERCOT review and the October billing cycle.

A question was raised regarding tactics used by ERCOT to police Profile Id changes.  It was noted that CRs are party to this process and should provide adequate monitoring capability.

AEP Issues with IDR Requirements Reporting

Alan raised the concerned that CRs may delay requesting an IDR meter from the TDSP, which will put a burden on the TDSP to install the meter to be compliant with Protocols.  Darryl noted that the LPOG require the CR request an IDR installation within 30 days upon having the ESI ID show up on the IDR Requirements report.  The PUCT Market Oversight Division is responsible for policing the process for timely installation of IDRs. 

Alan stated that AEP has production processes in place, which monitor load, and automatically dispatch a meter change request when the IDR installation criteria are met.  AEP would prefer processing the work order timely.  Darryl noted that Oncor does not have such a system capability.  Moreover, certain installations will require having the customer install phone lines to enable retrieval of the recorder data.  Oncor places the burden upon the CR to make arrangements to have the phone line installed.  It was noted that it is the responsibility of the CR to make arrangements to have an IDR installed on at an ESI ID site so the process should be initiated by the CR.  Derek noted that AEP could modify its process to push out a notice to the CR requesting approval to install the IDR.

The CR, ERCOT, and the PUCT can review the IDR Requirements report.  AEP requested inclusion on this report.  Jackie noted that Protocols allow all interested parties rights to view the IDR Requirements report.  It is uncertain how difficult, and how quickly changes can be made to allow view rights to TDSPs.

Action Item

ERCOT will research the requirements for including TDSPs on the list of market participants that can view the IDR Requirements report.  Assigned to Derek.

Review Annual Validation Language

Please examine the Annual Validation Time Line developed in Visio and saved as a PowerPoint presentation slide accompanying these meeting minutes.

Darryl recapped the agreements reached at the last PWG meeting:

· ERCOT begins validation on June 15th
· ERCOT ships Profile Id changes to TDSPs 10 days later

· TDSPs have 10 days to respond back to ERCOT with intentions for the accounts flagged for change

· TDSPs will begin changing profile assignments beginning with the first cycle of the October billing month

-- Issues Raised

Darryl noted that this process is in violation of Protocols section 18.4.4.2, which requires profile corrections to be made within 10 days of ERCOT request to change the profile assignment. Darryl stated that a Protocol revision would have to be submitted to accommodate the annual validation process which mandates profile changes be made two months after the incorrect assignment has been identified. It was suggested that ERCOT simply change the verbiage describing the list of accounts shipped in June to indicate the list is a “preliminary” or “potential” list of accounts.  This issue will be further discussed at a future PWG meeting.

Darryl asked all participants if ten days is enough evaluate the list of suggested profile changes shipped by ERCOT?  Darryl noted that Oncor would require more time to do this work.  Oncor is still tuning its newly installing CIS system.  Ernie noted that Oncor does not have to wait on ERCOT to begin its validation processing.  Since the algorithms used to perform the validations are known, and Oncor has the billing data used to perform the calculation even before ERCOT, Oncor can begin the process in May.  Darryl noted this observation. For now the 10 days processing time limit will remain in the time line.

Action Item

Darryl will check with Oncor’s programming staff to determine if Oncor can live with 10 days time to turn around reports to ERCOT given the lead-time in the process. Assigned to Darryl Nelson.

Alan raised the issue of handling profile changes for accounts that have meter or tariff changes.  AEP does not want to hold up making these profile changes.  The PWG agreed that these changes should be implemented with the next meter read cycle.  When accounts migrate between residential and non-residential status it is important to put these accounts on default profiles.  The historical consumption data should not be used to make profile segment determinations.  This factor will complicate the dispute resolution process between ERCOT and TDSPs. It is assumed that the quantity of changes will be few enough that dealing with these changes will not be burdensome.  

Ernie raised the concern that the annual validation process does not include CRs.  The PWG acknowledged this issue.  Darryl suggested shipping reports to CRs in advance of TDSPs submitting profile changes to ERCOT.  At issue is the amount of lead-time that a CR will need to handle the forthcoming changes.  Betty stated that informing CRs of potential changes during the preliminary stages of the annual validation process might create confusion and slow down the overall validation process.  Derek suggested shipping a report 30 days prior to TDSPs actually submitting changes to ERCOT.  Derek stated that ERCOT and TDSPs would be far enough into the dispute resolution process that the list shipped to CRs should be a very accurate forecast of the number of profile changes that the CR can expect.  Darryl suggested ERCOT ship a report to CRs within a fixed number of days after receiving replies from TDSPs to ERCOT’s initial validation reports.  This report would show the amount of agreement and disagreement between ERCOT and TDSPs regarding potential profile id changes.  This issue is not resolved, but Darryl’s option is placed on the working time line.  

-- Report Structure

PWG came to consensus on the reports that will be exchanged between ERCOT and TDSPs:

· ERCOT’s initial reports to each TDSP will list all the ESI IDs that require a profile change

· TDSPs will return files to ERCOT that list all the ESI IDs that are in dispute, and all the ESI IDs that are not in dispute.  In addition, the TDSP will provide a list of ESI IDs to ERCOT, which the TDSP believe need to have a profile assignment change, but were not listed in ERCOT’s initial report.

 - - Bill Month Discussion

At the last PWG meeting it was determined that ERCOT did not retain the bill month used by TDSP’s.  ERCOT was asked to provide alternatives for constructing a bill month that would be used to assign usage and demand to specific billing months.  

ERCOT developed three alternatives and documented the strengths and weaknesses of inherent in each alternative.  

The first option simply allocates usage to months based upon the meter read date.  ERCOT accepted John Taylor’s suggestion to split months on the 15th day of the month.  The method is easy to understand. Computations are straightforward.  Usage is generally allocated to the appropriate month. 

Option two allocates usage on a pro rata basis to all months that contribute consumption to the meter read.  This method will more accurately allocate usage to billing months in accordance with RER’s modeling approach; however this method is more difficult to understand, and it requires more programming to complete the allocation of usage to billing months. 

The last option would allocate usage based upon each TDSP’s relevant bill month for the meter read.  ERCOT discovered that the billing cycle is housed in ERCOT’s Siebel database so it is possible for ERCOT to replicate build TDSP’s revenue cycle bill month.  This alternative is strongly not recommended by ERCOT.  While minimal programming is required by TDSPs, ERCOT will have to perform a great deal of programming to make this option possible.  ERCOT does not recommend this option because ESI IDs will receive disparate treatment using this method.  

Option two was removed from discussion immediately after being presented.  It was agreed that the option two required too much programming and could not be deployed by June.  Alan stated that he doubted AEP could even implement Option 1 by June.  

Lloyd argued that option 1 would significantly deviate from the profile assignment method used for initial validation and would result in a larger number of profile assignment changes.  Alan agreed, and also stated that it would be easier for ERCOT to modify its single system rather than have every TDSP make a system fix.  Jackie noted that initial profile assignment was considered a “one time” event designed to ease TDSP requirement for sending data to ERCOT.  

Darryl asked ERCOT how annual validation would be impacted if initial validation were not completed by the time annual validation was scheduled to begin? Darryl proposed skipping annual validation for 2002 as a fourth option for addressing the bill month issue for this year.

Darryl noted that if option one is selected as the basis for defining the billing month, annual validation cannot begin on June 15th as planned, but will more likely begin at the end of June.  Darryl also noted that Oncor’s billing cycle begins around the 25th of the month.  These two considerations remove a significant amount of time away from the schedule for reconciling disputes between ERCOT and TDSPs.  Darryl doubted that enough time remained in the schedule to adequately address disputes.  

Action Item

Each TDSP representative needs to evaluate the feasibility of implementing programming changes to enable their systems to define bill month as a function of the meter read.

Action Item

ERCOT will research the feasibility of modifying its validation systems to compute a revenue bill month according to each TDSP’s tariffs. 

Review  Annual Validation Language in Chapter 9

Ernie’s language was reviewed, modified, and approved.  Language was added which clearly defined when dispute resolution must be completed. Specifically September 20th was inserted into the LPOG.  This is a placeholder date, since TDSP’s may begin their billing cycle on the 25th of the month which would require advancing the date to wrap up dispute resolution to sometime in the early part of September.

LPOG Document Scrub Planning 

The PWG evaluated the revised scrub list put together by ERCOT.  Several methods for parsing out the work were discussed.  One option would distribute the work to members by chapter.  The individual responsible for the chapter would be responsible for reviewing the chapter for each item on the scrub checklist.  The alternative method, would parse the work by checklist item to each member in the group.  This option was selected.  It was noted that progress tracking for the more involved scrubbing items should be done chapter by chapter.

All items in the scrub checklist were prioritized by level of difficult and editing characteristic.  Items only requiring rule based decisions such as checking font size were labeled cosmetic editing.  All other editing was labeled content editing. Four editing buckets were defined for this project. They are:

· hard content review

· easy content review

· early cosmetic changes

· late cosmetic changes

All scrub items were distributed at the meeting.  

Action Item

ERCOT will determine if the LPOG must be reviewed by ERCOT’s legal department.

Next Meeting

The next PWG meeting will be held Wednesday, March 6, 2002 at the ERCOT MET Center Room 209, Austin, TX, 

9:00 am – 3:30 pm.  

