Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 12-03-2002

Meeting Attendees

In-person:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU 

Terry Bates – Oncor

Terri Eaton – Green Mountain

Richard Guerra – Meter Smart

Vance Hall – Meter Smart

Danielle Jaussaud – PUCT

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT (scribe)

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Carl Raish – ERCOT

Malcolm Smith – Energy Data Source

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Jason Glore – CPS
Via Teleconference:

Betty Day -- ERCOT

Alan Graves – AEP

Agenda:
1) 9 AM Dec. 3. - Approval of November 21, 2002 meeting minutes.

2) Update reports:
a. PUCT Project 25516, LP AND LR RULEMAKING. (Ernie)

i. 11/25 initial comments, 12/9 reply comments, 12/16 hearing.

b. PUCT Project 26359 Competitive Metering (Ernie).

i. Strawman comments due 11/22, reply comments 11/27.

c. PRR 367 IDR Installation & Use (PRS review 11/26).

d. PRR 368 Section 18 References (PRS review 11/26).

e. PRR 363 IDR Data Start and Stop time (TAC approved 11/6, eff. Dec. 1)

f. PRR 362, Load Profiling Guide –Correction Procedure to Profile ID Type.

i. Protocols Revision Request for Section 18.4.4.2. (TAC 12/5).

ii. Load Profiling Guides Revision Request (LPGRR) (pending).
h. IDR data loading into Lodestar (To be place on ERCOT Web). 
3) 10 AM – Annual Validation of Profile ID (Ernie).

a. Review of Presentation to be presented at RMS meeting 12/18/02 on the vote on Options 1, 2, and 3 for action on Annual 2002 Validation.

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

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

4) 11 AM Dec. 3 – 2 PM Dec. 4 - DLC implementation 

a. DLC Baseline Calculation for BUL.

b. Review ERCOT issues and questions for system implementation.

c. PUCT Project 26055, Workshop Status Report Planning.

5) 2 PM Dec. 4 - ERCOT update on new issues.

6) Any new issues from Market Participants.

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

8) Confirm next meeting.
9) Decide on a date for voting for the 2003, Chair and Vice Chair.
10) Review and assignments of action items before adjourning.  

Item 1 – Minutes of 11/21/02 Meeting:

Reviewed, edited & approved.

Item 2 – Update Reports:

Project 26359

Ernie anticipates that the draft rule will be coming out shortly, at which time others can comment.  It seems that most people are still confused about the mention of a 250 kW level related to competitive metering.  

PRR 367 IDR Installation & Use

PRS approved (goes before TAC in Jan. ’03)

PRR 368 Section 18 References

PRS approved on (goes before TAC in Jan. ’03)

PRR 362 Load Profiling Guide

Deferred by PRS, due to no timeline in LPG.  ERCOT to submit LPGRR on this issue.  It was suggested that we gray-box related modifications in the LPG until PRR 362 becomes effective. 

IDR Data Loading Into Lodestar
Reporting for this has not yet been placed on ERCOT website.  Betty Day will send out a notice the first time this takes place.

Retail Market Plan
Don Bender sent out a draft of the 2003 Retail Market Plan on December 2nd, which Ernie forwarded to the PWG.  Ernie suggested that the PWG doesn’t address it as a group, but invited everyone to submit comments for their individual companies.

Project 26055

Danielle Jaussaud gave an update on Project 26055, Load Participation and Price Responsiveness in ERCOT Markets.  A consultant has made recommendations to the PUCT, and there will be a PUCT workshop on January 31, 2003.  Part of the workshop will address demand response (though not limited to DLC) and part of it will address metering.  There will be tutorials on each of these topics.  Speakers are needed for a DLC panel.  Danielle was looking for an update on DLC (such as baseline and samples) at this workshop.  Ernie expressed optimism that Market Participants would have answered ERCOT’s DLC question by then.

Item 3 – Annual Validation of Profile ID:

Via teleconference:

Josh Hickman – Oncor 

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Lindsey Turns – ERCOT

Oncor and AEP have sent their calculations of LF and WR for the sample ESI IDs to ERCOT, which is planning to send back its LF and WR calculations this week.

Ron said that CenterPoint will probably not be able to send any LF and WR calculations to ERCOT until early January.  TNMP has not yet coded for usage month and may not be able to send in data until February 1st.  

ERCOT will send out the file format to TDSPs today and the calculated LF and WR values to TDSPs later this week.

Ernie asked Ron to let TNMP and CenterPoint to know that other TDSPs have already turned it around.

Miscellaneous

Ernie said that he wanted to discuss or approve Profile Decision Tree v1.07, which was forwarded to Market Participants last week.  Adrian said that it would be fine to discuss it at the next meeting.  Ernie will put it on the agenda.

Ernie quickly ran through the presentation that he’s planning to give at RMS.

The group discussed the amount of time spent on validation, vs. how ERCOT could spend the time on load profile model validation.

Item 4 – DLC Implementation:

DLC Baseline Calculations

Ernie previously sent out some examples of ways to calculate DLC baseline estimates.  Carl Raish had modified Ernie’s examples, and he showed the PWG ways he thought these calculations could be improved.  Carl also pointed out what he saw as potential gaming opportunities.  The PWG discussed several possibilities for DLC baseline calculations, and came up with the following table:

Potential Approaches for DLC Baseline Calculations:

	
	
	
	
	Time To
	Cost To
	Cost To
	Cost To
	Gaming 

	
	Approach
	Cost
	Accuracy
	Implement
	CR
	ERCOT
	TDSP
	Opportun's

	Consider in future
	Model Regression
	Med
	Med
	6 mo.-1 yr
	Low
	Med
	0
	Low

	
	Averaging Proxy Days
	Med
	Med/Low
	< 6 mo.
	Low
	Med
	0
	Low

	
	Estimation
	Low
	Med/Low
	< 6 mo.
	Low
	Low
	0
	Med/High

	
	Second Sample/Ctrl Sample
	High
	High
	< 6 mo.
	High
	High
	0
	Low

	Do not consider
	Use Standard Profile
	Low
	Low
	< 6 mo.
	Low
	Low
	0
	Low


The group determined the length of time necessary to get set up on the Model Regression approach prohibits its use for the coming summer, but that it should be considered for use at a later time.    

During the discussion, Kedra stated that Section 18 of the Protocols was written without respect to baseline calculations, as BUL was not a consideration at the time.

There were questions on who would pay for various costs, and people were directed to Section 18.2.11.1 of the Protocols, though there may still be some questions… 

Gaming issues were also discussed.  It is perceived that there are varying levels of gaming opportunities with the different approaches.  

Terri Eaton stated that simply implementing a lagged-dynamic profile might not be cost-effective.  Societal benefits were also mentioned, as were costs to the CR, benefits to the CR, etc.

To get an idea of which DLC baseline calculation approach participants were leaning toward, a straw vote was taken.

Results of a non-binding vote on which DLC baseline calculation approach to pursue:

	Averaging Proxy Days
	 

	Combination - Averaging & Estimation
	AEP, CPS, ERCOT, Entergy CR, Entergy TDSP, Green Mountain, RRI

	Estimation
	TXU Energy

	Second Sample/Ctrl Sample
	 


The final vote on the above was deferred until the next meeting.  

The group discussed how to define a particular DLC program.  The idea of DLC programs crossing weather zones versus crossing congestion zone was discussed.  

MCPE is different among the congestion zones when congestion is present.  Perhaps this is near 50% (very rough estimate) of the time during the peak season.  MCPC varies by service—not by zone.  The group concluded that RIDR profiles must be different across congestion zones.  Terri mentioned that the group is probably going to eventually address the issue of nodal zones, which can be from 100 to the thousands.  The group decided to focus on getting the DLC program running for now.  

Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 12-4-2002

Meeting Attendees

In-person:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU 

Terry Bates – Oncor

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT 

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Carl Raish – ERCOT (scribe)

John Taylor – Entergy

Lloyd Young – AEP

Brenda Snyder – Entergy (TDSP)

Richard Guerra – Meter Smart

Terri Eaton – Greenmountain

Jason Glore – CPS

Guests:

Jim Galvin – ERCOT

Bill Bojorquez – ERCOT

Via Teleconference:

Chuck Dodd - Commverge

PWG Meeting Agenda (continued from 12/3/2002):

11) 11 AM Dec. 3 – 2 PM Dec. 4 - DLC implementation 

a. DLC Baseline Calculation for BUL.

b. Review ERCOT issues and questions for system implementation.

c. PUCT Project 26055, Workshop Status Report Planning.

12) 2 PM Dec. 4 - ERCOT update on new issues.

13) Any new issues from Market Participants.

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

15) Confirm next meeting.
16) Decide on a date for voting for the 2003, Chair and Vice Chair.
17) Review and assignments of action items before adjourning.  

4. DLC Implementation

The discussion resumed from 12/3/2002 addressing issues on ERCOT’s list of decision items.

Item 5. “What timing requirements must be specified for sample data submission after a BUL control event occurs (only needed for BUL payment)?”

We acknowledged that using a standard profile at initial settlement means that BUL payments cannot occur until final settlement.  There will also be a delay in enforcing any penalties (including removal from BUL participation) for non-performance.  All of Oncor’s IDRs are read remotely and could be read in time for initial settlement.  Our expectation is that CRs will not want to incur the expense of daily remote interrogation.  Changes in protocols to accommodate DLC in BUL will be needed.

Baseline discussions will be taken up again in the next PWG meeting.

Item 6. Should there be any controls/limits for switching large volumes into a DLC program right at the beginning of summer?

Large changes in the population would bring up questions of sample representativeness – would need to dynamically refresh the sample.  There would also be an issue of verifying control capability.  Similar problems would exist with brand new programs.  Given the state emphasis on promoting DLC, this ought to be accommodated.  The anticipated dynamic nature of the population dictates that the baseline methodology also can be implemented quickly … this requirement argues against using a regression model approach.

Item 7. “What info is needed to approve the DLC program?”

ERCOT does not approve or disapprove DLC programs but does have the requirement to approve the request for developing the DLC program profile.  This requirement is spelled out in protocols (18.7.2.3.3) and the LPG (16.2).  Changes to protocols and guides will be needed and should be undertaken once we have worked through the issues list.  Changes to other sections of the protocols will also be needed, so the PWG feels it would be beneficial if an ERCOT profiling representative participate in DSWG meetings and coordinate issues relating to PWG and DSWG.

Item 8. “What are appropriate performance measurement requirements for DLC programs participating in BUL?”

DLC reaction time to control events is apt to be slower than for IDRs participating on BUL and the load shed amounts will be different for each interval depending on weather and time of day.  Performance standards are needed … and have to be coordinated with DSWG.  We decided to refer the issue to DSWG.

Item 9. “Should RIDR be posted to the entire market?”

Because of the competitive issues involved, we agreed that posting to the entire market is inappropriate. Concerns were also expressed about how public the profile approval process should be.  We agreed that PWG involvement in profile approval as outlined in protocols should be followed.

Item 10. “Can a single RIDR be used for multiple CR DLC programs if they all have the same program deployment criteria and controls are conducted by an independent third party?

If the criteria for participation are the same across CRs and controls are dispatched the same a single RIDR can be used.  We agreed that a single program administrator was necessary for this, but it is not necessary for this to be an independent third party.  We questioned whether the QSE would activate the controls and concluded that it would be more appropriate for the CR to do it in close coordination with the QSE.

Next PWG meetings were scheduled for 12/10/2002 and 1/8/2002.  We will decide at the 12/10 meeting if we should try to schedule any additional meetings between these two.

Carl was assigned the task of doing further work on baseline estimation prior to the next meeting and to review our progress with Betty to get an understanding of what we need to accomplish in order to get DLC moving forward as a project in ERCOT.

Jim Galvin and Bill Bojorquez sat in to shed further light on DLC implications for BUL participation.  The conclusions arrived included that BUL payments could be made and adjusted at each stage of settlement and that congestion zone level estimates of load reduction would be needed.  (Betty clarified that the BUL project is going forward and the scope of work does not include DLC … a separate project will be undertaken to incorporate DLC requirements e.g. resettlement of capacity payments.

During the discussion some additional issues came up that were not on the ERCOT list.  We agreed that using a proxy day based estimation methodology was likely to be the best way to approach baseline estimation, and that if insufficient data is available to support this at the beginning of the program, with changes in population, etc then we would revert to using standard profiles for determining the baseline.

We also discussed editing the lagged dynamic sample data and concluded that TDSPs should continue to follow the standard VEE procedures.  In developing the baseline estimates, however, we will not include edited data (as determined by status codes).  We agreed that an interval data quality report will be needed so that market participants know how well the baseline and lagged dynamic sample data collection is proceeding.

The Decision Items list at the conclusion of our discussion is shown below.

Darryl Nelson – TXU joined via teleconference

The agenda returned to Annual Validation and Darryl pointed out there is a precedent for dissenting parties to participate in the RMS presentation to ensure their position is fairly stated.  John Taylor indicated Entergy is planning to have representation at the meeting and will also consider attending.

A possible resolution to the options under consideration for annual validation, is to pursue resolution to the Entergy dispute regarding approximately 600 profile assignments filed early this year.  Carl will follow-up with ERCOT Client Services to coordinate communication between Entergy and the involved TDSP and get the dispute resolved.

DIRECT LOAD CONTROL DECISION ITEMS

Agreed Items:

1. Lagged Dynamic methodology will be used 

Utilize alternate method to 867_03 for transmitting individual sample point

2. interval data to ERCOT (perhaps FTP site with files in ERCOT-specified format)

3. Load Profile ID will not be used the as the identifier for participation in DLC program (possibly use table in Lodestar to identify participating ESI IDs – requires CR communication to ERCOT of program population). This means LPG section 16.2.4 needs changing where it says, ”It is not a requirement that the CR notify ERCOT directly of any changes in the DLC population.  Ordinary changes in population shall be communicated to ERCOT through the standard Texas SET processes for updating an ESI IDs Load Profile ID. “

4. When a customer switches away from the retailer with the DLC program, the customer will automatically be removed from DLC profile participation

5. Not  to use weather sensitive proxy day methodology as detailed in Protocols Section 11.

6. ERCOT needs to provide final settlement exception report to the CR of the % of sample data used to make the each RIDR if the % of the data used is below a certain threshold.

7. If 100% of IDR data is not in from the DLC sample when the RIDR is created, will the RIDR be revised when additional data becomes available?  Yes, subsequent settlements would use the most resent set of data for the RIDR.

8. TSDPs will submit sample point data to ERCOT and ERCOT will develop the RIDR.

9. Should there be any controls/limits for switching large volumes into a DLC program right at the beginning of the summer? No and CRs can change the population of the program anytime. To accommodate significant changes in population as determined by ERCOT, a dynamic sample design methodology will need to be implemented. If the population used in the sample design significantly changes then the sample design needs to be evaluated and possibly refreshed and new sample sites installed, removed and/or redeployed to address changes in variability within the population. 

10. What info is needed to “approve” the DLC program? The DLC program does not need approval however ERCOT, per LPG section 16.2.and Protocols 18.7.2.2.3 ERCOT, has the responsibility to approve the request for developing the profile for the DLC program.

11. Should the RIDR profile be posted to the entire market? No, but the PWG reviews the methodology as appropriate as detailed in LPG section 4.2.

12. Can a single RIDR be used for multiple CR DLC programs if they all have the same program deployment criteria and controls are conducted by an independent third party? Yes as long as the RIDR is developed from a joint sample, reference LPG section 16.2.2. And the deployment does not necessarily require a third party but does require a single point of administration.

13. What timing requirements must be specified for sample data submission after a BUL control event occurs (only needed for BUL payment)? No near term requirement except to get paid it must be available before True-up settlement.  But the sooner the sample data is collected the sooner the payment appears in settlement payments. The lagged dynamic will not be available until final settlement unless there is a market requirement to submit the data for DLC quickly. It is anticipated that the least cost for DLC is to read sample meters on a cycle read schedule. If the data must be available for BUL quickly then this requires remote interrogation. 

14. Use the prior non- controlled lagged dynamic sample data to build a proxy profile for initial settlement or if lagged dynamic profile (RIDR) is not available then use the standard profile.

15. TDSP perform the normal VEE functions. TDSPs need to pass the interval status codes with the data so ERCOT can tell what intervals have been edited and why.

Open Points:

16. How is the baseline profile determined for BUL payment calculations? Dec. 4.

17. How much sample data must be sent/loaded into ERCOT before the RIDR is created?

a. For Final settlement: Use 50% of sample design to make the RIDR .

b. For Resettlement:

c. For True-up Settlement:

d. Baseline:

18. Should there be geographic limitations for the RIDR (i.e. weather zone specific)? Yes, it would be at the congestion zone level. 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

19. What defines a DLC program in relation to congestion zones.

20. Sample needs to be refreshed how often or by changes in geographic deployment of the DLC program.

Open Points Deferred to DSWG:

21. 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?

The next meeting is scheduled for December 10.  Details will be forthcoming.

