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AGENDA

1) Introductions, Project Scope, Roles

2) Project Timeline

3) Sample Size Expectations

4) Load Research Survey Results

a) Sample Design Issues and Coordination

b) Sample Selection, Equipment Procurement and Installation

c) Data Collection, Translation and VEE

d) Data Formats for Sending Data to ERCOT

e) ERCOT feedback to TDSPs: Data Quality, Sample Point Replacement

5) Follow-up issues and activities

** Denotes Action Items for ELR Members
1) Introductions, Project Scope, Roles
Carl Raish began by explaining that this meeting was primarily for TDSPs and the roles that ERCOT and the TDSPs will have in this mandatory research.  There will be a subsequent meeting for CRs and their roles in all of this as well.  This meeting is scheduled to take place on November 30th.  

All meeting attendees introduced themselves.  All TDSPs, except for Sharyland, were present as well as some CRs and non-opt-in entities.

2) Project Timeline

Carl proceeded with a PowerPoint presentation, which included a rough timeline of events between now and May of 2004.  David Troxtell noted that the dates were still tentative, particularly when it came to software installations.  He explained that the dates are simply a guideline and not set in stone.  ERCOT is purchasing MBSS software and will be getting installation and training in November.

Roger Wright asked if the ERCOT sample would supplement some of the samples that are already in place.  Carl explained that this is ERCOT's intent and some sample coordination will be necessary between ERCOT and the TDSPs.

Alan Graves asked if there had been any thought given to prioritizing and phasing in profile types rather than expecting the TDSPs to do all of this at once.   Carl thought this was a good idea, one we could address together. Ed Echols suggested that we ask Ernie Podraza to put this on the next PWG meeting agenda.  Prioritizing the sample installations in phases would be something that everyone could have input in.

** Ernie will add the ‘Prioritizing of Sample Installations for Load Research’ on the next PWG meeting agenda.
Carl explained that ERCOT needs samples for 6 profile types (does not include NMFLAT, NMLIGHT or BUSIDRRQ) and 8 weather zones.  This is a total of 48 combinations/cells which we will need samples from.  Alan suggested we base this 90/10 sample by congestion zone rather than weather zone.

3) Sample Size Expectations


John Taylor wanted to know if ERCOT would be evaluating the current profiles and determining whether or not Load Factor is the best measure.  He asked if the profiles would be completely re-defined.  Carl supported the current load factor based profiles and said that we would use a phased approach to evaluate the existing profiles.  John added that using winter-ratio calculations for an environment that has a summer peaking population was inappropriate.  He felt that the heat-pump population distorted the entire RESHIWR and RESLOWR profiles.

When Carl revealed the sample sizes of 100 per cell with a total of 4800 for the initial sample some questions were raised.  Alan questioned why he wasn't proposing to do some sort of sample calculations with weightings based on consumption in each area.  Roger added that perhaps we could squeeze in some analysis and stratify by consumption using billing data.  Alan felt there needed to be some sample size calculations and selection and not this random 100 sample sizes in each cell.  John agreed that these numbers were too high and that there should be a look at variability within a customer class for sample size selection.  Carl said that ERCOT will work with RLW to establish more precise sample designs and calculations. 

Ed questioned if there was a projected date for when the profiles will change and affect settlements.  Carl estimated that it would be over a year from the time we have full-blown samples in the field.

There was also some concern about migration patterns and population changes.  Carl assured everyone that ERCOT would be looking at migration patterns and how to best handle population changes.  When ESIIDs switched from one TDSP to another, we could have a significant impact.  Even changes to IDR thresholds for installation/removal would greatly impact the profiles and settlement.

4) Load Research Survey Results

Next the discussion turned to data transfer and file types.  Vance Hall explained some of the inner workings of the MV-90 system and the file types.  He noted that pdf files (not the type of file you normally view in Adobe Acrobat Reader) are smaller and allow you to transmit data across cuts automatically.  EDI files and transactions are currently being used to transfer data to ERCOT, which are inefficient and very large.

John questioned whether MV-90 could output Lodestar formats.  James Bruce explained that it could output two different Lodestar formats.  Someone asked if we would be using FTP sites for data transferring.  Clay Katskee stated that given the sensitivity of the data, FTP sites were not optimal.  EBXML is much more secure and ERCOT's method of choice.  He added that EBXML was easy to install and use.

Naga Valasagandla explained that the current EBXML protocol works and looks very much like FTP.  They support scripts so that you can execute jobs to run and transfer the data.  There is no built-in scripting tool but it will support many different script languages.  Clay reiterated that it is very important that we have secure data transfer.

** TDSPs will each identify an IT person to be involved in a conference call with ERCOT’s IT people to address the data transfer issues/standards.  Please e-mail Carl with the contact name as soon as possible.
Anthony Hawkins asked what it would take for the TDSPs to get this new EBXML protocol up and running.  Clay explained it was as easy as downloading and configuring some software, which wouldn't take more than 2-3 hours before it was up and running.  He added that the EBXML transfer package would take any format.  ONCOR members recommended that ERCOT set up a test-site so that the TDSPs could practice data transfers, which ERCOT already has set up.  CRs would also prefer an efficient, secure method for data transfer and would like to avoid using the portal.

** TDSPs will determine whether or not they have the capability to export a Lodestar format file before the next meeting on November 6th.  We will discuss this issue at the next meeting.
Vance explained that you can import or export Lodestar formats from MV-90 and you can import or export MV-90 formats from Lodestar.  This may have to be done on a cut basis if you are using the mainframe Lodestar format.  Only pdf formats support going across cuts.

** ERCOT will investigate what those formats produce and how they get loaded into ERCOT's systems.

Carl discussed ERCOT's role and data validation steps as well as feedback to the TDSPs.  ERCOT wants to go beyond acknowledgement of receipt and also verify the completeness of the data.  We need to establish some ground rules for missing data.

Vance explained that the Lodestar Mainframe format was the only one that can validate register reads.  Roger noted that register reads are important for analysis.

Alan said that he was hesitant to have ERCOT do too many validations so that we don't get data kicked back.  He stated that the TDSPs should be the ones doing the validating and ERCOT should be accepting the files.  Alan expressed that ERCOT should accept the data and notify the TDSPs of gaps afterward.  He explained that too many validation rules would bog down the process and end up rejecting good data files.

Carl explained that data from a sample point was potentially more important than data from an IDR because it potentially represents a much bigger section of the population.  He reiterated that validation on ERCOT's part was essential.

** ERCOT and TDSPs will begin preparing a document detailing expected VEE standards and data transfer.

Alan noted that Metering Protocols already contain VEE standards.  James Bruce stated that Metering Protocols would not be in play if we over-sample by say, 10% and throw out missing data.  He felt this would be a better way to handle data gaps.

Vance said that sometimes the external validation of Lodestar fails even though the MV-90 validation works smoothly.  Roger expressed that filling the gaps with estimation was better than throwing out missing data and over-sampling.  Vance suggested we take this issue back to the PWG as well.

** The group decided to leave this discussion for the next meeting and include it in the next PWG discussions so that more people could weigh in with their opinions.

Getting back to the data issues, James noted that status codes have different meanings in MV-90 vs. Lodestar.  He said it was important to have the status code flags in sync in order to use the data correctly.

We moved on to discuss sample replacement and removal.  Roger recommended we do a priority sample with a back-up replacement sample list.  That way if issues arise and sample points need to be removed there is a prioritized replacement sample list.  Migrations will be analyzed separately and handled differently.  Replacement should occur as long as there is communication and agreement.

** ERCOT will poll the TDSPs to determine their current sample removal and replacement procedures.

The next load research meeting will be on November 6th.  
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