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NOVEMBER 6, 2003

AGENDA

1)
Project Timeline Revisions

2)
Review previous meetings/conference calls and open items

3)
IT Issues and Solutions





· File format type and Installation Notification

· Data transfer tool -- Connectivity

· Data Validation

4)
Revised Sampling Plan

5)
Sample Prioritization Discussion

6)
ERCOT & TDSP Sample Design Coordination

7)
Sample Design Target Variables

8)
VEE standards

9)
Sample removal and replacement issues

10)

Follow-up issues and activities

** Denotes Action Items for ELR Members

1) Project Timeline Revisions
Raj Chudgar introduced himself and stated that he is the new Project Manager for the Load Research Initiative.  This project is a priority at ERCOT and he has been assigned this role in order to ensure that the project follows the timeline and IDRs are completely installed by May 3rd of next year.

Alan Graves asked why May 3rd has been selected as the final date.  He stated that AEP couldn’t commit to a date until we iron out the sample sizes.  He believes the date should be a target rather than a deadline.

Raj agreed that we needed to go through the current timeline and make changes now if they are necessary.  He stressed that we need to abide by the timeline, but could make any changes to it now that the TDSPs felt were necessary.  

2) Review previous meetings/conference calls and open items

Some of the open market issues included the file formats that the TDSPs could handle.  Raj asked the group for updates on one of the open items from last meeting about file formats.  The group proceeded to give updates on the types of formats their TDSPs could provide to ERCOT.    Bob Laningham stated that Oncor could not generate LSE files, however could generate LS files.  Avis Bonner stated that CenterPoint also could not generate LSE files, however could generate LS files.  Alan said that AEP is just like the other two TDSPs; only LS files are possible.  Vance Hall stated (on behalf of TNMP) that they could provide either LS or LSE files.

Current VEE standards could not be met using MV-90.  Files need to be exported to Excel or some other package.

The TDSPs were asked what version of MV-90 they currently used.  The responses were as follows:

Oncor – v5.0, CNP – v5.0, AEP – v3.1 & soon v4.0, TNMP – v4.0 and soon v5.0.

** All TDSPs will send an LS file to Clay Katskee for testing.

** AEP will find out if v3.1 LS files are any different from v5.0 LS files.

3) IT Issues and Solutions
Discussions moved to VEE standards and the LS file formats.  Ernie Podraza asked what would happen if there were an active DLC program; which direction would their data flow?  Are we putting ourselves into a box by using LS files that are not Texas Set?  Others agreed with Ernie and ERCOT agreed to investigate this issue further. 

** Raj will check on the DLC project issue and make sure we’re not boxing ourselves in with the LS file choice.
TDSPs wanted to receive LodeStar documentation and MV-90 documentation.  Raj wanted to get agreement from the TDSPs on file formats fairly quickly.

** ERCOT will send the TDSPs LodeStar documentation on the .LS file standards and a file format.  TDSPs will agree upon file format by 11/17.
Clay explained the IT issues and solutions.  He discussed connectivity and why ERCOT wants to use eBXML.  It is at no extra cost to the TDSP and ensures a secure means of data transfer.  All TDSPs agreed that the format looks fine and that they will be using eBXML.  Clay stated that if any TDSP had problems configuring eBXML, ERCOT IT members would make site visits to help configure the eBXML if necessary.

** TDSPs will attempt to configure and install eBXML and contact Clay by 11/14 if they need ERCOT to make a site visit to help.
Ernie asked if there would be limits on the pipeline for transferring data.  Clay said that ERCOT would build the system to handle the anticipated maximum.  All four TDSPs agreed that they would be collecting the data en route.  ERCOT will monitor the data coming in to make sure it isn’t overdue.  

Ed Echols asked if this data is completely separate from the market data and if the volume of data on this end will impact the market data.  Clay responded saying that it would not have any impact on market data.

TDSPs wanted the ability to choose the recorder ID code.  The answer was yes, however there would need to be some sort of TDSP identifier prefix on the recorder ID. 

** ERCOT and TDSPs will verify whether they can create a prefix TDSP identifier on the meter ID in order to ensure unique IDs across all TDSPs.   
Carl asked if the TDSPs read a de-energized meter on cycle.  AEP and Oncor do, while CNP does not read a de-energized meter on cycle.  Vance will check with TNMP to find out if they do or not.  All 4 TDSPs agreed that they need a report from ERCOT detailing any failures that occurred during the data transfer.

4) Revised Sampling Plan
Carl proceeded to explain the revised sampling plan.  He stated that ERCOT would be revising the preliminary sample designs with the help of RLW Analytics.  Carl stressed that the first sample would be a ‘get-started’ sample to evaluate the current models.  The final sample would include cell collapsing and would produce the desired accuracy and confidence levels.

Ernie asked if ERCOT would double check the sample sites to verify that their profile IDs are correct.  Carl agreed that this was a good idea and a step worth taking.  Alan disagreed stating that by re-checking we would be subjecting the sample to undo checks that you don’t do to the population.  Vance agreed with Alan stating it is an unnecessary step.  John added that there was no reason to re-validate after just going through annual validation.  Ernie explained his position by saying that building samples with potential built-in errors doesn’t seem right.  He added that if we are trying to clean up our models, shouldn’t we double check the sample sites to ensure that we have as little error as possible?  Carl said he would take both sides into account and run it by RLW for their input on this matter.  

Alan brought up the timeline stating that the TDSPs needed a review period for sample design and selection for both the preliminary sample and the final sample.  Ed felt that this was necessary and that the IDR Installation Complete deadline should be the date that sample selection is complete and delivered to the TDSPs plus six months.

** Raj will change the timeline.  The end-date of May 3rd will instead be TBD based on sample selection finalization.
5) Sample Prioritization Discussion
Carl explained that all six profiles and 8 weather zones as previously discussed would be simultaneously involved in the initial sample.  Once we have data on these we can prioritize for the final sample.  Alan agreed stating that now that RLW will help design the samples, prioritization may not be necessary.  It all depends on the volume of sample points and if it will create a burden to TDSPs when it comes to equipment, installations, personnel etc…

** Ernie will add the “Prioritization of ERCOT Sample Installations for Load Research” to the PWG agenda.
6) ERCOT & TDSP Sample Design Coordination

The samples will be based on a 4-way stratification including the following:

Profile Type/ Weather Zone / TDSP Voltage / kW or kWh.  

** ERCOT will augment Oncor’s sample in ERCOT’s cells as needed to achieve required accuracy.  
** AEP and Oncor will provide a list of ESIIDs <10kW with demand meters.  CenterPoint and TNMP will provide a list of ESIIDs served at primary voltage and a list of those <10 kW with demand meters.
7) Sample Design Target Variables
Carl explained that the target variables of the research will be Load Weighted Average Price and 15-minute Interval data (kWh).   The TDSPs added that they wanted to see coincident peaks 90/10 as target variables also.

8) VEE standards
Carl proposed that we run the research data through the same VEE standards that we run the billing IDR data through.  He suggested that the TDSPs send in their current editing practices as they deviate from the UBP standards.  There was some disagreement over whether the editing practices should be so strict.  Oncor and CNP agreed that they would run the data through the MV-90 plug routine as they currently do for the billing data.  AEP stated that they don’t plan on doing the extra step after the MV-90 plug routine that they currently do for IDR data.

** TDSPs will report back with the VEE standards that they can support for the load research data.  
9) Sample removal and replacement issues
ERCOT will provide primary and replacement lists to TDSPs at the time of sample selection.  Replacements are in random order and need to be used that way.  The reason for replacement and the replacement ESIID should be reported to ERCOT. 

Oncor’s current replacements are on a factor of 3.  ERCOT’s LR samples will be on a factor of 5. 

** ERCOT will provide an excel spreadsheet template to report replacements.
Discussions then moved to whether a TDSP needs permission from a customer to install an IDR board in a competitively owned meter.  If a shared phone line will be involved then permission would be necessary.

There was some discussion over whether de-energized accounts should be included in the sample.   Carl explained that if an account were de-energized for at least a 12-month period, then it would not be included in the sample.  Accounts that were de-energized for less than 12 months would be fair game.  If a sample point stays de-energized for six months, the sample point will be removed and a replacement will be chosen.  There was some disagreement as to whether including de-energized accounts was very useful or necessary.  

After some debate the majority felt it was necessary to include de-energized accounts because they were a reflection of the population   Leaving out the de-energized accounts would give us a skewed distribution. 

The next load research meeting will be on December 5th 2003.  
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