Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 12-10-2002

Meeting Attendees

In-person:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU
Terry Bates – Oncor (scribe)
Chuck Dodd – Comverge

Jason Glore – CPS

Steve Kearney – Meter Smart

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Carl Raish – ERCOT

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source
John Taylor – Entergy
Jay Zarnikau – Frontier Associates

Via Teleconference:

Lloyd Young – AEP 

Ed Echols - TXU

Agenda:
1. 9 AM - Approval of December 3 and 4, 2002 meeting minutes.

2. Decide on a date for voting for the 2003, Chair and Vice Chair.
3. Update reports to be discussed at the January 8th meeting.
4. 9:30 AM Annual Validation of Profile ID.

a. VOTE to accept Decision Tree v1.07.

a. Review of Entergy’s position on Annual Validation.

b. Review annual validation implementation progress (ERCOT & TDSPs).

c. Pending 3a, review of Presentation to be presented at RMS 12/18/02.

d. Lessons learned being developed by Ron Hernandez, ERCOT.

5. 10:30 AM DLC implementation 

e. DLC Baseline Calculation for BUL.

f. Review ERCOT issues and questions for system implementation.

6. Confirm next meeting.
7. Review and assignments of action items before adjourning.  

Approval of Prior Minutes

Deferred review and approval of minutes from the December 3 & 4 Meeting.  When these minutes are published they will be posted to the PWG exploder for review.

Vote for Chair and Vice Chair

Ernie Podraza proposed that the PWG vote for the Chair and Vice Chair positions at the January 8, 2003 meeting.  All agreed.  Kedra Baltrip proposed that those who were interested in nominating persons send their nominations to Ernie Podraza by January 3, 2003.  Ernie will publish nominees prior to the next meeting.

Ernie asked if anyone had nominations that they would like to make now.  The following nominations were made:
· Lloyd Young nominated Ernie Podraza for Chair
· Adrian Marquez nominated Kedra Baltrip for Chair
· Ernie Podraza nominated John Taylor for Chair
· Ernie Podraza nominated Terry Bates for Vice Chair

· Carl Raish nominated Ernie Podraza for Vice Chair

· Carl Raish nominated Kedra Baltrip for Vice Chair

· Carl Raish nominated John Taylor for Vice Chair

In addition, nominations will be allowed at the January 8 meeting.  For participants that can’t attend the meeting, proxy votes can be sent to Ernie Podraza (EPodraza@reliant.com).  At the January 8 meeting, the PWG will vote for the Chair position first and then the Vice Chair position.
Update Reports

Ernie Podraza suggested that, in the interest of time, we not review reports.  All agreed.  We discussed that for future meetings we would only provide update reports on a monthly basis. 
Annual Validation of Profile ID

Decision Tree V1.07
Ernie requested that the PWG vote to accept version 1.07 of the Decision Tree.  Adrian Marquez took exception to the need for the PWG to vote on this document.  Since this is an ERCOT document, Adrian felt like ERCOT needed the discretion to revise it as they see fit.  Carl Raish agreed and suggested that the PWG is responsible for reviewing and making recommendations concerning the Decision Tree but not for its approval.  It was pointed out that Section 4.2 of the Load Profiling Guides defines responsibilities and duties of the PWG.  In that section it states that the PWG “Reviews and makes recommendations to the Profile Decision Tree” as one of the PWG responsibilities.  It was agreed that we were “reviewing” as opposed to “approving” the Decision Tree.
Terry Bates requested that the “Steps for Assigning a Profile Segment” be revised to make it clear that for “BUS” Profile Group with an “IDR” Meter Type Code should be assigned a Profile Segment Code of “IDRRQ”.  It is clear in the first part of the Business (BUS) section that “IDRRQ” be assigned to the Profile Segment for premises that meet the mandatory IDR requirement.  But for other premises with IDR Meter Type Codes it is unclear that their Profile Segment Code be assigned IDRRQ.  Adrian agreed to review the section and revise as necessary for clarity.
Lloyd Young initiated a discussion concerning the requirement for assigning a default Profile Segment Code for the BUS Profile Group.  
 Review of Entergy’s Position on Annual Validation
John Taylor stated that in discussions with Entergy Retail management that they felt like annual validation should be performed each year along with profile model evaluation.  However, in the spirit of cooperation, Entergy Retail would yield and place their vote for option 2.  This was with the understanding that we weren’t setting precedence for not performing these procedures annually in the future.  John further stated that profile dispute issues need to be resolved in a timely manner or they would take their complaint to the Commission.  In regard to the dispute process, John felt that data needed to be used from the time period as specified in the current Decision Tree.  Malcolm Smith supported John’s comments and placed his vote for option 2.  Therefore, Ernie will report to RMS that the PWG has consensus.
For clarification, Ed Echols requested that option 2 be stated in the minutes.  The following insert (blue) captures the discussion concerning Annual Validation for 2002:
Annual Validation for 2002 of profile id assignments cannot be completed by yearend.  The issue is that initial validation of the load profile id assignments took far longer than anticipated. Alterations to the validation process were made for the annual validation process for 2002. However, the annual validation process for 2002 also required a change in methodology for calculating the usage month, which is needed to make the profile id assignment.  ERCOT and TDSPs have been using the same personnel resources for initial validation, development of the new usage month methodology and the annual validation 2002 process. The initial plan in late spring was to have annual validation 2002 implemented in October 2002. However, the ERCOT Broad required that the initial validation of profile id assignments be made before Resettlements of True-up settlements could begin. Resettlements did not begin until early September. Obviously, ERCOT and TDSPs could not implement the annual validation 2002 process in one month following completion of work on resettlements. The current status of the annual validation 2002 is that ERCOT has issued the samples to TDSPs for calibration of algorithms for the new usage month methodology. ERCOT and TDSPs have estimated the algorithm verification part of the validation process will be complete about Feb. 1, 2003. Protocols requires and annual validation of profile id assignments.  Protocol excepts are as follows:
Protocols Section 18.4.3 Load Profile Assignment after Market Open 

ERCOT and the appropriate ERCOT TAC subcommittee shall review the Load Profile Types and the assignment process on an annual basis.  They shall make recommendations for enhancements.  They shall also evaluate the integration of the validation and assignment processes.

Should there be any change in Load Profile assignment to any ESI ID, it will be the responsibility of the TDSP to submit those changes to ERCOT.

Furthermore, the PWG has been continuing the process of annual validation 2002 on profile id assignments since September 2002. The PWG reviewed the current status and potential timeline for completion of the annual validation 2002 or possible other options.

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).

The PWG took a vote at the 11/21/02 meeting on the three options going forward listed above. The PWG did not reach a consensus. The following is how the voting was recorded:

	Entity
	Vote of Option

	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.

There is concern from Entergy that the timeline is too conservative and that annual validation 2002 should move along faster. There is concern that current errors in profile id assignments are having impacts to revenues to Retailers in settlement payments. Arguments were made regarding the time needed to complete initial validation especially in algorithms. However, the same resources currently working on annual validation 2002 developed the usage month algorithm. So perhaps this part of the process will go smoother. However, past experience has shown that validating algorithms takes more time than it would appear on the surface.

Entergy has filed over 600 disputes on profile id assignments 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.  

Others argue that initial validation essentially was the annual validation for 2002 because it took so long. Obviously, unless annual validation 2002 could be completed before summer, the implementation of the changes would still occur in October 2003. Since both options are implemented in October 2003, the majority of the PWG in attendance at the 11/21/02 meeting that it would be best to use a more current set of 12 month of data ending in April 2003 so option 2 was favored. 

Review Annual Validation Implementation Progress (ERCOT & TDSPs)
Additional Attendees (via teleconference) for Annual Validation Only

Avis Bonner – CenterPoint

Theresa DeBose – CenterPoint

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Josh Hickman – Oncor

Lindsey Turns – ERCOT

Ron Hernandez reported that ERCOT had prepared and sent a list to TDSPs with Profile assignments calculated using their algorithm.  The list was formatted by ESI ID, current Profile and the proposed Profile.  TDSPs are responsible for creating a list using the same ESI IDs but with the proposed Profile based on their calculation of the algorithm.  AEP and Oncor reported that their list were complete and had been sent to ERCOT.  Centerpoint reported that they expected to be complete with their calculation the week of January 7, 2003.  Due to reorganization in their Information Technology group, TNMP is still waiting to get the algorithm created.
Ernie encouraged the TDSPs to meet the established target dates set by the PWG for completing the reconciliation of Profile ID assignments created by the usage month algorithm for 2002 Annual Validation.

Review of Presentation to be Presented at RMS 12/18/02

Based on the discussion concerning 2002 Annual Validation, the PWG reached consensus as outlined in the agreement discussed above. 
Lessons Learned being Developed by Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

Ron reported that the lessons learned was still in the process of being developed and would be complete at a future date.
DLC Implementation
DLC Baseline Calculation for BUL
Ernie began the discussion by presenting a spreadsheet he had created for DLC BUL Baseline Calculation using a combination method of proxy day and estimation.  Carl explained discussed that he was still not comfortable with the accuracy provided by Ernie’s method.  Kedra suggested that the baseline was very specific to BUL and that our goal was DLC.  She recommended that we focus our efforts on DLC implementation and wait on BUL.  Several comments were made suggesting that we complete our efforts on determining the baseline for BUL.
Carl suggested that maybe a split sample could be used until we had better knowledge/experience and it would help accuracy concerns going forward.  Steve Kearney stated that his experience with DLC in the southeast United States was to install a second sample.  We had much discussion about whether to move forward with a method for determining the baseline.  The PWG agreed that Ernie and Carl would develop the methodology for DLC Baseline Calculations using a combination – Averaging & Estimation approach.   Ernie and Carl will put together an explanation, simple to understand, and provide to the PWG exploder for review and vote at the January 8, 2003 meeting.
Review ERCOT Issues and Questions for System Implementation
Ernie led the group through a discussion of the Direct Load Control Decision Items document.  
1. From the Open Points Deferred to DSWG section we discussed Question 22 from the December 5 document: What are appropriate performance measurement requirements for DLC programs participating in BUL? As specified in Protocols 6.10.5.2. Does consideration need to be made for DLC program performance exceptions verses large IDR metered premises?  Ernie agreed to send the question to jay so that he could forward it to the appropriate DSWG member to answer the question.
2. From the Open points section we discussed Question 17 from the December 5 document: How is the baseline profile determined for BUL payment calculations?  The group reached a consensus on a combined methodology of Averaging & Estimation.  Carl and Ernie will draft a straw man of procedures for the PWG review and possible approval at the January 8, 2003 meeting.
3. From the Open points section we discussed Question 17 from the December 5 document: How much sample data must be sent/loaded into ERCOT before the RIDR is created?  The goal is for ERCOT to have enough data that validates that the 90/10 criteria is met.
a. For Final settlement: Use 50% of sample design to make the RIDR. 90%
b. For Resettlement:  90%
c. For True-up Settlement:  90%
d. Baseline:  90%
We had much discussion concerning being able to achieve these measures and added the following:
e. If the criteria for a, b or c above is not met then the profile used in initial settlement or the proxy day average profile is used if 90% of the baseline data is available.
f. Proxy day average profile needs 90% of the sample data fro that proxy day.
4. From the Open points section we discussed Question 18 from the December 5 document: Should there be geographic limitations for the RIDR (i.e. weather zone specific)? Yes, it would be at the congestion zone level. Because these can be different prices per congestion zones but energy market does not have a congestion zone requirement.  However, the sample design will have to consider weather zones in the deployment of sample meters by use of a multi-dimensional design. See LPG section 16.2.2

5. From the Open points section we discussed Question 20 from the December 5 document:  What defines a DLC program in relation to congestion zones.  Deleted.

Next Meeting

The next PWG will be held on Wednesday, January 8, 2003 (9:00 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.) at the ERCOT Met Center, Room 209.  We will vote the PWG Chair and Vice Chair positions.  In addition, will vote on the DLC Baseline Calculation Methodology prepared by Ernie and Carl.
