Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 10/02/02

Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip - TXU

Terry Bates - Oncor

Steven Bordelon – TNMP

Chuck Dodd – Comverge

Allan Graves – AEP (via teleconference)

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT (scribe)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Jim Stovall - Comverge

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

AGENDA

1) Approval of September 12 and September 19, 2002 meeting minutes.

2) 10 AM – Initial/Annual 2002 Validation of Profile ID (Terry Bates).

a. Outstanding issues and lists.

b. Lessons learned.

c. Review the Decision Tree changes. 

d. Review 2002 implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).

3) Update reports on:
a. PUCT Docket 25516, LP AND LR RULEMAKING. (Ernie)
i. To be presented to PUC open meeting 10/10.
b. PRR 352 Proxy Day Determination Extension 
i. To TAC 9/5 and Board 9/17 (Ernie).

c. TAC task force Governance for 9/5 TAC meeting (Ernie).
d. IDR data loading into Lodestar (Ernie or ERCOT). 
e. Competitive Metering update:

i. 9/17 PUCT Workshop. 

ii. 10/7 second Workshop.

4) LPG Revisions:

a. Item 25 from PWG Protocols Revision Request for Section 18.4.4.2.

5) DLC implementation (ERCOT) 

a. Workshop with Demand Side Task Force on Sept. 19, 2002.

b. Presentation by Jim Stovall, Director of Technology at Comverge
c. Open discussion on DLC methodology and implementation of profiles.

6) ERCOT update on new issues.

7) Any new issues from Market Participants.

8) Review the PWG Open Issues Master List to the extent time allows. 

9) Confirm next meeting.
10) Review and assignments of action items before adjourning.  

PROFILE DECISION TREE

Adrian reported that he will try to publish version 1.06 of the Profile Decision Tree by October 11.  

GENERAL

The group reviewed and accepted the September 12, 2002 meeting minutes.  

Action Item

A while back ERCOT performed analysis on the demand level of ESI IDs with IDRs to determine a suitable level to adjust the BusIDRrq profile.  Ernie said he recalled that ERCOT offered to do another review later on.  Ernie asked Adrian to see if this would be a good time for an update.

Ernie stated that there will be a half-day workshop on competitive metering on October 7th.  Retailers and end-use customers are encouraged to make comments.

Terry Bates talked a bit about competitive metering.  He suggested that ownership of meters may be the first step, which would not have an effect on ERCOT systems.  Would competitive metering affect profiles or the profiling process?  If so, how?

At the previous PWG meeting, Adrian had proposed wording for a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) for Section 18.4.4.2, which deals with the time period for the process for TDSPs to correct Profile ID assignments from validation.  

Action Item 

Adrian submitted PRR 362, but still needs to submit a related Load Profiling Guides Revision Request (LPGRR).  John Taylor asked about how this meshes with Protocols Section 9.6.

Action Item
Adrian agreed to sponsor a PRR for all of Section 18 to change all ‘Load Profiling Operating Guides’ to ‘Load Profiling Guides’, and the corresponding acronyms.

The Initial Validation Subteam had a conference call during the PWG meeting.  Terry Bates sent out the minutes on October 3rd.  

DIRECT LOAD CONTROL

Jim Stovall of Comverge made a PowerPoint presentation on DLC (the presentation is not available for attachment to these minutes).  Jim mentioned that Green Mountain expressed interest in teaming up with Comverge for a DLC program.  

Quantum Consulting completed a study of HL&P’s DLC program in 1996.  Jim Stovall said that this report could be made available to those in attendance who wanted it.  Jim said that he would like to keep tabs on to whom this report is disseminated.  A copy of this report can be requested from Chuck Dodd, cdodd@swbell.net.  

After the presentation Ernie said he felt that before DLC can proceed, the PWG must determine the approach to what approach should be used for the profiling of DLC.  The Protocols state that the technique for profiling Premises participating in DLC programs will be the use of a representative IDR (RIDR) profile.  This approach consists of implementing a statistically representative load research sample on the DLC population, from which the RIDR profile would be generated.  The alternative approach Ernie put out for discussion was to adjust existing profiles, based on engineering estimates.  

Ernie wanted to do a list of pros and cons for these two approaches.  However, as different pros and cons were mentioned, the list turned into more of a ‘rating table’.  Note that the wording of the issues has been changed since the meeting in an attempt to make rankings meaningful.       

Action Item
Interested parties should complete the table (DLS issues table.xls) for the next PWG meeting.  Electronic copies of completed tables can be submitted to amarquez@ercot.com for tabulation. 

During the discussion of the pros and cons, Kedra Baltrip asked why there was a question on what approach to take, as the Protocols already laid out the methodology on DLC.  Kedra said that the group was re-hashing what had already been worked through previously by the PWG.  Someone mentioned that there had been a lot of turnover in the PWG, and many present were not sure why the lagged dynamic approach was chosen.  Lloyd Young and Adrian were the only ones present who participated in the PWG at the time the DLC portion of the Protocols was written.      

Adrian stated that the key reason a lagged dynamic approach was selected (after much discussion) was because an RIDR approach would measure the effects of the DLC program, which would yield a ‘true’ picture of the event.  By design, an RIDR approach addresses the differing sizes of a/c units, malfunctioning switches, loads that were not shed, etc.  Additionally, the RIDR approach helps to minimize error and gaming opportunities, and increases the credibility of a DLC program.  

One piece of the RIDR approach is the costs related to the IDRs used at sample sites.  Meter costs have changed significantly in the past several years, and they can also vary dramatically by TDSP.  A very informal IDR cost survey was done by the PWG a couple of years ago, and Adrian wants to gather more recent information on these costs.  

Action Item
An IDR cost estimates questionnaire was sent out with these minutes.  Adrian requests that TDSPs return completed questionnaires to him by Tuesday, October 22nd.  

NEXT MEETING

The next PWG meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, October 15th, and the meeting after that is scheduled for Thursday, October 31st.

