Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 11-21-2002

Meeting Attendees

In-person:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU 

Terry Bates – Oncor

Betty Day – ERCOT (scribe)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source

Carl Raish – ERCOT

John Taylor – Entergy

Via Teleconference:

Lloyd Young – AEP

Alan Graves - AEP

Agenda:

1. Approval of 11/13/02 Minutes

2. Update reports:

a. PUCT Project 25516

b. PUCT Project 26359

c. PRR 367

d. PRR 368

e. PRR 362

f. Governance Task Force

g. IDR data loading

3. Annual Validation of Profile ID

a. Vote on options for Annual 2002 Validation

b. Review annual validation progress

c. Lessons learned

4. DLC Implementation

5. ERCOT update on new issues

6. New issues from Market Participants

7. Review PWG Open Issues Master List

8. Confirm next meeting

9. Review and assignments of action items

Item 1 – Minutes of 11/13/02 Meeting:

Reviewed, edited & approved.

Item 2 – Update Reports:

a.  Project 25516

Comments due next Monday.  Ernie said that Reliant will be filing comments.  ERCOT will be filing comments as well.  Malcolm filed comments a few weeks ago.  John indicated they will be filing comments too.

b.  Project 26359

Comments due Friday.  Lloyd commented that the strawman doesn’t set a new threshold – only requires those customers to have the capability of having interval data recording.  Terry said that his understanding from various discussions was that the requirement is for new installations only.  Ernie stated that this deviates from Protocols because the current requirement is 2 times in 12 months.  All agreed that clarification is needed.  Alan pointed out that the rule specifically states that customers who don’t want to participate in Competitive Metering will not be subject to the rule and the rule isn’t intended to require change out of existing equipment.

c.  PRR 367 IDR Installation & Use

PRS will review next week (11/26)

d.  PRR 368 Section 18 References

PRS will review next week (11/26)

e.  PRR 362 Load Profiling Guide

Going to TAC on 12/5.  The subsequent LPGRR will need to be drafted after the PRR is approved.

Additional item from Ernie:

PRR 363 – IDR Data start/stop time

Requires that cutoff is 23:59:59.   Alan asked if this is only for data going forward.  Betty looked up the PRR and it requires this change for any data sent to ERCOT after 11/1/02.   John voiced concerns about field operations being changed to address TX Set issues.  Betty clarified that TX Set can handle the end times of IDR data but data not cut off at 23:59:59 causes issues within Lodestar.  John stated that Lodestar rate language should be modified to allow for this situation without causing issues.

f.  TAC Chair has disbanded the Governance Taskforce.  Ernie doesn’t know the reason why it was disbanded.

g.  IDR Data Loading into Lodestar

This data will be published regularly to the ERCOT public website.  The frequency will likely be monthly.  ERCOT will notify the PWG when this posting is ready and tell what the frequency and regular posting dates will be.

RMS Update – Voting on chair/vice-chair will be at the first meeting in January (1/16).  Ernie pointed out that the PWG needs to put voting for PWG chair/vice-chair as a discussion point on the agenda for the next meeting.  The topic will not be an actual vote but a discussion of how/when we will conduct the PWG vote.

26055 Demand-Side Resources & Price Responsiveness

Danielle Jaussaud gave a talk at the DSWG yesterday on this project.  There is a report from consultants & PUC staff on the status of demand-side efforts.  Ernie highlighted several items that may impact DLC and he will raise those issues during the DLC discussion today.  Ernie encouraged PWG participants to look that project up on the PUCT website and become familiar with it.

Annual Validation:

Via teleconference:

Avis Bonner – CenterPoint 

Josh Hickman – Oncor 

Diana Ott – ERCOT

ERCOT provided the sample information to all TDSPs last week.  The information provided was sampled ESI IDs, current profile assignments, and usage data in ERCOT systems.  Next step is for TDSPs to step through the usage month and profile id assignment calculations based on the data ERCOT provided.

AEP – should have calculations completed tomorrow.  Lloyd questioned what format he should use for sending data back to ERCOT.  ERCOT requested a standard csv file from all TDSPs for the return file.

Centerpoint – will begin review process next week.

Oncor – completed and ready to send.  

TNMP – not present.  Diana Ott will follow up with them.

ERCOT has completed calculations and will send the calculated information to TDSPs.  ERCOT & TDSPs will concurrently compare each others’ calculations to uncover discrepancies.

Carl questioned what happens when some months have demand data and other months don’t.  How is the assignment determined?  They should be defaulted to medium load factor.  Ernie questioned whether the lessons learned document would look at if there is a more appropriate assignment for these types of customers.  Ernie believes there is a broader issue related to profile id assignment (e.g. should ERCOT be making these assignments?).  He plans to keep this as an issue to address going forward.

Discussion on 3 options for validation of profile assignments:

The following information was sent to the PWG exploder email after the 11/13 meeting and is included here for reference…

Estimated Timeline for Annual Validation 2002

	Task
	Completion Target Date*

	ERCOT to provide TDSP with samples
	November 13, 2002

	TDSP Reconcile differences in assignments
	February 1, 2003

	ERCOT calculate profile id assignments for entire population
	March 1, 2003

	TDSP review of population assignment
	April 15, 2003

	Create/submit 814_20
	May 1, 2003

	Resolve 814_20 reject issues
	June 15, 2003


*TX Set Version 1.5 scheduled for 1st Qtr that may potentially impact these time frames by an estimated 2 weeks

Options Going Forward:

Note:  All Profile ID changes for these options would occur based on 10/03 meter readings.  (per LPG Section 11.4 Annual Validation)

1. Continue with annual validation 2002 as shown above (using 5/01-4/02 data).

2. Validate algorithm through 2/1/03 timeline then stop remainder of annual validation 2002.  Begin planning annual validation 2003 (using 5/02-4/03 data).

3. Stop annual validation 2002 now and begin planning for annual validation 2003 (using 5/02-4/03 data).

John voiced concerns on the timeline.  He doesn’t understand why the timing is as long as it is to complete annual validation 2002.  He questioned whether anyone had considered the impacts to revenues to Retailers by delaying this work.  There was discussion by ERCOT and Ernie regarding past experience with initial validation and how much time was involved with validating algorithms.  The work on initial validation regarding algorithms for LF & WR should not be an issue.  However, the current validation includes validation of algorithms for usage month.  Past experience has shown that validating algorithms takes more time than it would appear on the surface.

John said that initial validation could not be considered as annual validation for 2002 because the time period for the data was for the prior year.  He doesn’t believe the dispute process works.  He filed over 600 disputes with TDSPs and ERCOT but hasn’t received a response from either.  None of these 600 disputed profile id assignments were corrected with the initial validation process.  Entergy is now considering taking these disputes to the PUCT.  

The group decided to take a straw vote on the options for validation.  Results are shown below:

	Entity
	Vote

	Reliant
	2

	CenterPoint
	2

	AEP
	2

	Oncor
	2

	TXU
	2

	TNMP (by proxy)
	2

	Entergy
	1 – takes exception with the schedule

	Energy Data Source
	1 – takes exception with the schedule


ERCOT’s opinion is to go with #2.

John believes this issue should be taken to RMS.  The next RMS meeting is 12/18/02.  

The group agreed that this item should be taken to RMS.
4. DLC Implementation

Additional Participants:

Manuel Atanacio – ERCOT Project Manager for BUL Project

Chuck Dodd – Comverge

Steve Kearney – Meter Smart

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates

Manuel Atanacio - Project 20069 BULs and Block Deployment of LaaRs (See presentation attached)
BUL language has been in Protocols for over 1 year.  DLC participation in BUL was one of the more recent additions.  BUL changes in Protocols cover 14 sections.  DLC aspects of BUL are covered in 4 sections.  Loads participating in BULs must participate through the REP & QSE.  There are some outstanding questions regarding the load using their QSE to schedule the resource (inter-QSE trades, etc).  No bid cap on any load bidding BES.  If a load is accepted that establishes the market clearing price energy (MCPE) and the bid is in excess of $1000, the MCPE would exceed $1000.  The first level of competition for DLC program bid in to be deployed will likely be other loads that the QSE has the opportunity to bid in.  

CORRECTION:  Danielle Jaussaud sent an email on 11/21/02 regarding the statement above regarding bid caps on load bidding BES.  She stated that “it is no longer true that loads are not subject to the $1000 cap in the BES market.  The commission has decided that the cap applies to loads as well, and it applies in the Day Ahead A/S market as well.”  

Manuel’s presentation highlighted 4 aspects of BUL:

Qualification

Section 6.10.1 wording for DLC grandfathers programs from 1/1/00 through 1/1/01 for qualification.  This way they can avoid testing for qualification.  

Capacity Testing Requirements

Periodic testing requirements (annual) to certify the capacity they can provide.  For LaaRs & BULs, 6.10.2 testing requirements are spelled out.  For DLC, there must have sample in place for capacity testing requirements.  The testing would be needed for DLC as well and the reduction called during testing must show up in the sample RIDR.  Carl pointed out that the time and temperature are critical for when the qualification testing could occur.  If the inappropriate time/temperature period is selected for testing then a DLC program may not get qualified to as high a level as if a more appropriate time/temperature period were selected.

Change in Capacity Payment Calculations

Section 6.8.1.14.  Separate payment calculations for dynamically scheduled BUL.  There are specific payments for small customer (DLC) load management.  Calculation/payment is based on differences between baseline demand and controlled demand of DLC profiled customers.  

Performance Measurement for QSEs
Section 6.10.5.2

There are three sentences in this section that relate to DLC and BUL.  Three control performance measures.  Consequence of not performing is:  

1.  Don’t get capacity payment if not 90% of expected amount  

2.  Automatic re-test of capacity  

3.  Repeated failures of same load to perform in 3 operating days in a calendar year results in 90-day waiting period before the QSE can reapply for qualification.

BUL payments:  To be able to pay the capacity payment, ERCOT needs to know that a high enough percentage of data (not yet defined) is available in the ERCOT system to make the calculation.  Load imbalance is always going to be paid.  If it is an IDR BUL, ERCOT can request a special meter read to get the data in to ERCOT within 5 days.  There is an issue related to lagged dynamic data DLC sample data being loaded into ERCOT for the calculations to be made.    For DLC programs, the data may not be available.  This is an issue that should be addressed.

BULS from:

Fixed schedule (IDR/EPS)

Dynamic schedule(IDR/EPS)

Small customer (DLC)

Malcolm asked if the penalties are the same for over performance as under performance?  Manuel said no – only for under performance (see performance consequences above).

Open discussion regarding BUL/DLC:

The PWG identified the following issues related to DLC and BUL:

1. Performance measurement

2. Baseline load determination

3. Testing/qualification period determination

4. Meter data availability for DLC sample (capacity payment schedules)

Baseline Load discussion:

BUL amount = baseline – controlled load (from RIDR)

How is the baseline determined?

Options discussed:

· Model regression

· Averaging proxy days

· Estimation - % per interval (straight line between beginning/ending of interval to determine a minimum amount) ERNIE’S Estimation approach

· Second sample – control group (ERCOT would be the one who would disable the control)

· Use standard profile to estimate how the DLC baseline shape should look (i.e. – use %’s during deployment period for standard and apply to DLC shape to determine baseline)

If models are developed, ERCOT would need to know all control events, not just the ones that ERCOT deployed (BUL).  This is true for proxy days as well.  Any day that DLC is utilized that ERCOT isn’t aware of (outside ERCOT BUL deployment) would cause an issue in historical data used to estimate the baseline.  Kedra pointed out that if we go with model approach to determine the baseline, then we could use the model results as the profile for initial settlement.

Suggestion of adding following language to Protocols:

On BUL deployment days, REPs can only control DLC load during the BUL deployment period.  This was suggested to minimize potential gaming on the beginning/end points for estimation option listed above.  Several individuals felt that this language was restrictive.  In addition, BULs can be deployed in short time so you could potentially already be in a DLC event.  Paul suggested that the above language be modified to state that a non-BUL deployment cannot occur in the interval (or hour?) before or after the BUL deployment period.  Ernie added DLC strategy stays consistent during the entire BUL deployment period.

Chuck raised concern on costs related to second DLC sample (control sample).  In his opinion the additional costs for a control sample would kill a DLC program.

At the next meeting, we will need to list pros/cons for each approach for determining the baseline needed for BUL payments.  We will then rank order them so that we can decide on an approach to determine the baseline.

Lloyd asked if TDSPs would be reading the sample meters until 1/1/04 but not after that.  This question relates to competitive metering and the current responsibility is with the TDSPs.  At this point there is no indication from the PUCT strawman rule that entities other than the TDSP will have the ability/responsibility to provide meter read info to ERCOT.

ERCOT will summarize the points that have been agreed to regarding DLC up to this point.  In addition, ERCOT will list the outstanding issues that need to be decided on.  ERCOT will begin drafting Protocol changes to reflect the decisions the PWG is making regarding DLC.

The next meeting is scheduled for 12/3-12/4 to discuss DLC.  Details will be forthcoming.

