Load Profiling Working Group

Conference Call Meeting Minutes 03-14-2003

Meeting Attendees:

Kedra Baltrip – TXU 

Sid Banks – Oncor

Terry Bates – Oncor

Steven Bordelon – TNMP

Allan Burke – TNMP

Aaron Fontenot – Oncor

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT (scribe)

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT 

Darryl Nelson – TXU

Diana Ott – ERCOT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator)

Jovana Pontovic – ERCOT

Carl Raish – ERCOT

John Taylor – Entergy

Mike Tuggle – Oncor

Lindsey Turns – ERCOT

Marti Wendt – Oncor

John West – Oncor

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda

1) Load Profiling Guides Edits to Sections 11.4 and 11.5

Edits To Load Profiling Guides Section 11.4

Ernie Podraza, Chair of the PWG, welcomed everyone and opened by stating that the goal of today’s meeting was to review the edits to Section 11.4 “Annual Validation” and to Section 11.5 “Other Validations to Load Profile ID Components” submitted by ERCOT and to vote on their approval at the end of the meeting. Terry Bates (Oncor) suggested that if time did not permit that we make as much ground as possible on this document and vote at the next PWG meeting.  Ernie reminded that the next regularly PRS meeting is on March 20, 2003 and if the PWG did not approve the edits during this meeting that the edits/changes would then have to wait till the next regularly scheduled PRS meeting in April.  Those individuals attending this meeting felt that it would be acceptable to submit the edits to Section 11.4 and 11.5 at the April PRS meeting.

Review of Introduction

Lloyd Young (AEP) felt that the title of Section 11.4 “Annual Validation” should be changed to “Annual Recalculation” or ”Annual Reassignment” as these terms would more accurately describe the process that is being performed.  Terry Bates brought up that the term “Annual Validation” may be used in other documents and in other section of the Load Profiling Guides.

Action Item: Lloyd Young will research other documents as well as other sections of the Load Profiling Guides to determine where changes will need to be made. 

Review of Section 11.4.1

Ernie inquired if the timing presented in Section 11.4.1 would be applied to each validation that is performed.   Diana Ott (ERCOT) responded that timing is specific to each validation.  Kedra Baltrip (TXU) suggested that the introduction of Section 11.4 be modified to clarify timing.

Action Item: Lloyd will work on suggested wording for the introduction and send it to Diana.

Ernie suggested that wording be added to this section that states that the validation discussed here is performed on all profile types except for NMLIGHT and NMFLAT.  In addition, he suggested that each section include wording to clarify where a validation is performed on a sample or on a population.

No. 1

There were no suggested edits or changes to No.1

No. 2

Lloyd had concern for the use of the terms “profile type”, “profile id”, and “profile segment”.

Action Item: Diana will look though Sections 11.4 and 11.5 to verify that the terms are used appropriately as defined in the Profile Decision Tree. 

Lloyd and Terry requested that the deadline for this step be changed from June 15 to June 30.  Ernie asked the group if anyone had issue with this and the group agreed that it would be acceptable to change the deadline to June 30.  John Taylor (Entergy) questioned why we would want to include ESI Ids that have been de-energized for the entire 12-month period in this validation as there would be no data available for the calculation and we could possibly be changing a profile for an ESI Id to a less accurate profile.  Carl Raish (ERCOT) stated that the issue to include or not include de-energized ESI Ids sounds like a Profile Decision Tree issue and should be addressed at a later time.  Kedra suggested that we might be adding a bit of complexity to validation that may not be necessary.  Ron Hernandez (ERCOT) reminded the group that this issue had been brought up during initial validation and it was agreed that we would include all of the de-energized ESI Ids. 

No.3

Some discussion was brought up over the word “unverified”.  ERCOT wanted it to be clear that the list provided in this step was merely a pass through, broken down by REP, of the lists that the TDSPs were going to provide to ERCOT in step 2.  This list is going to be provided to those REPS requesting it so that they may get an idea of the number of transactions to expect.  The deadline date for this step was changed from July 1 to July 15 due to the change of date for the deadline in step #2.

No. 4

In reference to ERCOT validating a sample of ESI Ids and only those ESI ids with data for the most recent month in this step, Darryl Nelson (TXU) noticed that the methodology that is being performed by the TDSP (step 2) is in some ways different from the methodology performed by ERCOT for validation of the profile type segment.  He suggested that both the TDSPs and ERCOT follow the same methodology, as this would minimize confusion as well as the potential for differences in their respective results.  Carl and Diana explained that ERCOT was performing the validation only on a sample to confirm that the algorithm/code that is used by the TDSP is properly assigning the profile type.  In addition, Ron explained that due to the time lag in getting usage data sent and loaded into ERCOT’s systems, it was felt that ERCOT would limit its analysis to only those ESIIDs that had complete data as this would minimize the time and effort spent on addressing data issues.   The deadline for this deliverable remained at August 1.

No. 5

First sentence in this step was removed as it merely repeated the last sentence of the previous step.  It was also mentioned that legitimate changes to profile ID assignment that may occur during the period of time that this validation is taking place should not be negated with annual validation changes.  Ernie stated that this should be managed by the TDSP and that maybe we should add wording to step #13 or maybe add a step #14.

No.6

 Lloyd and Terry brought up for discussion the handling of the potential 1.0% of ESI Ids where ERCOT and the TDSPs do not agree on assignment.  It was decided that for the remaining ESIIDs, not to exceed 1.0 % of the TDSPs population, where ERCOT and the TDSPs do not agree on profile assignment, the TDSP would go ahead and assign the profile id as they see fit. 

No. 7

Ernie suggested that wording be added to this section to clarify BUSNODEM assignments.  

No.10

Allan Burke (TNMP) felt that it was not necessary to obligate the TDSPs or ERCOT to a schedule for reporting the status and/or progress of the transactions that are submitted for profile id changes.  He suggested that we could do this, as PWG feels necessary, once validation is in progress.  The group agreed that it is not necessary to require frequency of reporting in this step.

Sections 11.4.2 thru 11.4.8 and Section 11.5

Time had run out for this meeting and Ernie assigned an action item for everyone to review the remaining sections and to send any suggested changes to Diana Ott so that she may include them in the document.  The PWG will review and discuss the remaining sections and suggested changes at the next PWG meeting.

Next PWG meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 25, 2003.

