Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 11-13-2002

Meeting Attendees

In-person:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU (scribe)

Terry Bates – Oncor

Steven Bordelon – TNMP

Betty Day - ERCOT

Chuck Dodd – Comverge

Terri Eaton – Green Mountain Power

Ed Echols – TXU

Jason Glore – CPS

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Brenda Snyder – Entergy (TDSP)

Via Teleconference:

Lloyd Young – AEP 

Agenda:
· Approve minutes from October 31, 2002 Meeting

· Update Reports

· PUCT Project 25516

· PUCT Project 26359

· PRR 352

· PRR 367

· PRR 368

· PRR 362

· 4CP Recalculation to RMS

· TAC Governance Task Force

· IDR data loading into Lodestar

· 2002 Annual Validation (10:00 a.m.)

· DLC Implementation (11:00 a.m.)

· Update on New ERCOT Issues

· Discuss New Issues from Market Participants

· Review the PWG Open Issues Master List

· Confirm Next Meeting

Please note: Items highlighted in yellow may result in a Protocol Revision Request.

Approval of Prior Minutes

The minutes were approved with corrections that clarified discussion regarding the quote Malcolm Smith presented and additions to the 2002 Annual/Initial Validation portion of the meeting.
Update Reports

Ernie Podraza reviewed several market activities that may have an impact on the work and direction of the Profiling Working Group. These are as follows:

PUCT Project 25516 – Rulemaking on Load Research

No new information/update since the last PWG meeting.

PUCT Project 26359 – Rulemaking on Competitive Metering

Strawman sent by PUCT staff, Connie Corona, on Tuesday, November 12, 2002. Comments are due on November 22nd and reply to the comments are due by November 27th.

Ernie Podraza stated that there is a clause in the strawman that require new installations with demand as low as 250 kW be required to have an IDR meter. Betty Day stated that ERCOT Protocols require the PWG to review the 1,000 kW demand minimum for required IDR installment.

Terri Eaton stated that the rule could be interpreted such that the 250-kW is for existing ESI IDs that meet this 250-kW threshold level. Betty Day commented that ERCOT performed a preliminary analysis and estimated that this strawman, if interpreted to be applied to existing ESI IDs, could affect 18,150 ESI IDs, i.e. 18,150 ESI IDs are above 250 kW, based on 1999 data and distribution size.

Ernie Podraza stated that this new threshold for IDR installment will capture the IDR load for supermarkets and larger discount stores like Target.

Lloyd Young asked if the new requirement at the 250-kW level be required for accounts that only reach the level for only one-month or a minimum of two, like it is currently for the 1,000-kW level. Terri Eaton and Ernie Podraza stated that the strawman implies that it is only once in a 12-month period.

PRR 352 – Proxy Day Determination Extension

No new information/update since the last PWG meeting.

PRR 367 – IDR Installation & Use

No new information/update since the last PWG meeting.

PRR 368 – Section 18 References

No new information/update since the last PWG meeting.

PRR 362 – Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type

No new information/update since the last PWG meeting.

4CP Recalculation to RMS

This will be presented for a vote with four recommendations from RMS. Ernie Podraza clarified that this 4CP calculation is for 2001. Betty Day reported that the 2002 4CP has yet to be determined and is due by December 1, 2002.

TAC Governance to RMS

Terry Eaton shared that this was discussed at the most recent TAC meeting and it seemed that its discussion has been dropped. Therefore, there will be no effect on the PWG.

IDR Data Loading into Lodestar

It was reported that the percentage of IDR data loaded into Lodestar is being updated for the RMS meeting on Thursday, November 14, 2002. Betty Day also reported that this information would be shared with the PWG, via email at profiling@ercot.com.

Update on New ERCOT Issues

This discussion centered on whether the PWG should consider halting or reducing the effort toward annual validation so as to move forward with evaluation of the load profile models. Betty Day feels that model evaluation is more pressing as it may effect UFE for the ERCOT market. An evaluation of the model may prove that adjustments are warranted.

She also stated that there is a human resource issue that makes it very difficult for ERCOT’s load profiling team to move forward with annual validation and model evaluation, simultaneously. Ernie Podraza asked if there was any provision in the load research budget for 2003 for more staff. Betty shared that there is one person but their responsibilities will primarily geared toward sample design.

Betty Day stated that initial validation would satisfy the ERCOT Protocol requirement for annual validation.

It was stated that Oncor, CenterPoint, and ERCOT all have human resources issues because the same staff that focuses an annual validation will be the same teams used for model evaluation.

Ernie Podraza wondered if the members of the PWG, and their respective companies, should support a staff increase so as to satisfy the Protocol requirements of load profiling. Betty Day believes that such support would be premature.

Terry Bates agreed that annual validation versus model evaluation should be discussed.

Ed Echols stated that more information should be gathered so as to support either, i.e. annual validation or model evaluation.

Betty Day stated that if the aggressive schedules set by PWG were relaxed, both items might be able to be completed. 

2002 Annual Validation

Additional Attendees (via teleconference) for Annual Validation Only

Theresa DeBose – CenterPoint

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Josh Hickman – Oncor

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Lindsey Turns – ERCOT

Initial Validation

CenterPoint has sent all 814_20’s for initial validation and there were no rejects. Oncor has one ESI ID that continues to be rejected because of date errors. Therefore, initial validation has been declared complete.

Annual Validation

Ron Hernandez reported that the 40,000 sample points (ESI IDs) (20,000 residential and 20,000 business) would be sent to TDSPs most likely Wednesday, November 13, 2002. The first file will contain usage data and a second file will contain the ESI ID and the current profile assignment. He also reported that there is an additional check that will be made before the data is sent to the TDSPs.

There was much discussion regarding continuing with annual validation. Betty Day summarized an approximated calendar through the completion of annual validation for 2002. This has been sent to the PWG exploder with options of annual validation and load model evaluation to be voted on at the next PWG meeting.

DLC Implementation

Additional Attendees

Alan Graves – AEP (via teleconference)
Steve Kearney – Meter Smart (via teleconference)
Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates

DLC discussion was led by Betty Day. The following are discussion points.

Alan:
Data flow of DLC is currently determined by Protocols section 18.7.2 This includes TDSPs to assign profile ID to ESI IDs. The timing of the profile ID change is important; the profile ID change should be after the sample installation.

Betty:
Should ERCOT gain capability of changing 814_20’s for customers that drop out of the CR’s DLC by changing CR’s?

Terry:
The data flow should stay consistent with current methods, i.e. from CR to ERCOT to TDSP

Alan:
Who pays for system changes? The market or the requesting REP?

Betty:
What does the registration process/system for a DLC program look like?

· Terri wants the functionality of DLC in place by summer 2003.

· How is the population of a DLC program managed?

· Feed information to TDSP

· When REP is switched?

· Betty Day prefers there is some automatic data exchange when a switch occurs

· Automatic exchange for DLC is not currently available in ERCOT systems

· Betty suggested a “look-up” feature with an external table of ESI IDs that matched to the appropriate REP DLC program that is automatically managed with Lodestar data.

· The external table would not capture if the customer stayed with the CR but was removed from the DLC program

· This option would not require the need for an 814_20 transaction

· This “external” table will capture the status for initial, final and true-up settlements

· The external table will serve as a “service history” for DLC programs.

· It would be only used to decide which profile to choose.

· It would allow for a unique aggregation for each DLC program

________________________________

Betty Day suggested that Manuel Atanacio be invited to a PWG meeting to discuss BUL implications.

________________________________

Betty:
Protocols require TDSPs to aggregate and submit the aggregate RIDR profile for DLC programs. This restricts DLC programs to TDSPs service territories. This Protocol requirement should be removed. ERCOT will need individual sample point data anyway.
How would individual sample point data be sent to ERCOT?

Alan:
Don’t send via the 867_03 transaction because it is a billing transaction for the TDSP. This data should be separate from the settlement and not sent for billing purposes. Betty:
How is the process (sample data submission) automated?

Can the EDI format be implemented to auto-load LSE?

· Yes, but not within specified time frame for DLC implementation.

Currently, sample point data is sent per ERCOT request and therefore is a manual process.

Data can be sent in LSE format to and FTP site and ERCOT can have the FTP site automatically swept for data load.

________________________________

Standard Profile vs. Proxy Day Method (for initial settlement)?

Terry:
Leave Proxy Day method gray-boxed.

Betty:
Will need a PRR if proxy day method is not used.
________________________________

Betty:
Performance criteria for BUL specify that if event is not implemented three times in a certain period, the bidder looses its BUL bidding capability.

Kedra/Paul:
BUL relaxes some requirements for DLC. This might be included.

________________________________

Betty:
What are the CRs incentives to report changes in their population?

Kedra:
Ideally the RIDR should represent the entire population. Therefore, in changes in the actual population that are not reported will impact the RIDR.

Ed:
This should lead to a more dynamic sampling approach.

Betty:
What if the REP’s population increased significantly enough to effect sampling?

Ed:
ERCOT has the capability to manage ESI ID assignments by not including ESI IDs on list until the sampling is approved.

Ernie:
Design program on a specific population. Therefore, if the population changed you will need a new program.

Paul:
Can you make sampling scaled to the population growth or decrease? It seems that most DLC programs would probably target a type of customer.

Ernie:
More homogeneous groups may require fewer meters than less homogeneous groups.

Paul:
There is no damage to the sample if more meters are installed.

Malcolm:
True, but that increases the implementation costs of DLC.

________________________________

Betty:
How do we make sure that the population list is not increased significantly before the summer months?

________________________________

Terry:
How much of a change in population will require more/less sampling points?

Betty:
This is an ongoing problem for all sampling.

Jason:
There is no direct relationship between the population and the sample size. The key relationship is the population and variance.

________________________________

Betty:
Identifying and managing if right group of people are being profiled properly is a major concerned. Unless documented information in ERCOT Protocols 18.7.2.2.3 is not provided, an ESI ID cannot be on a DLC program.

Malcolm:
Business rules should mandate the CR notifies ERCOT immediately if the customer is not on a DLC program.

Jason:
Require a periodic verification list of population on a DLC program.

________________________________

Betty:
 Should we specify that a single RIDR be developed per weather zone?

Ernie:
There are some geographic limitations to population homogeneity.
________________________________

Betty:
The RIDR Sample will probably be read on a cycle day. There is a possibility that 100% of the sample data is not availability. How much of the RIDR data is needed to be “enough?” If more sample data is available, should we allow the True-Up and Final settlement to be different?

Ernie:
Initial settlement should be the standard profile. Final settlement should be whatever RIDR information is available. True-up settlement should be the most current RIDR.

Betty:
The timing for data to be sent to ERCOT should be explicitly stated.

Next Meeting

The next PWG will be held on Thursday, November 21, 2002 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at the ERCOT Met Center, Room 209. The following meeting is a 2-day meeting tentatively scheduled for Tuesday – Wednesday, December 3-4, 2002.

