Notes from VEE Conference Call 4/7/98 





Participants:


Dan Ciruli - Energy Interactive


Kevin Simonson - Energy Management Services for QST


Dave Jackson - Sierra Pacific


Tom Chen - eT


Henry Garcia, Bob Hill, Jim Dirks - SCE


Steve Grady, Ed McCann, John VanderLinde, Derek Stephens - SDG&E


Tom Lofgren - Cellnet


Kirsten Stacey, Michael Lehman, Dan Barbour, Valerie Maloy, Duncan Cano, Jane Collins - PG&E


Ed Kiroz - ORA


Kathy Smith - ABB





General Comments/Issues:


The group reviewed the interval data portion of Revision 1.4, Draft 1 of the CA VEE rules.  The group felt interval data is the priority over monthly data.  The following comments/issues were raised:


This group has been asked by the PSWG MDM/Meter Reading group to make a recommendation as to whether we should move toward nationalization of VEE standards - finding a home for them in a national standards body.  Participants should be prepared to discuss this at the next meeting.


It was agreed that adding reasons for each check was good.  The reasons would identify the error conditions the check is trying to catch, and would aid in evaluating checks and how effective they are.


John VanderLinde of SDG&E proposed adding a demand tolerance check for interval data.  Both Sierra Pacific and SDG&E presently use this check.  SDG&E is concerned about the quality of data in the absence of this check.  John will provide a written description of the check and the error conditions it is intended to uncover; this will be discussed in the next conference call.


Ed Kiroz had a list of interval validation tests performed by the ISO.  He will be making a presentation at the PSWG MDM/Meter Reading meeting next week.  The ISO validation tests included:


High/low threshold - Ed will get more details on this check


Ramp rates - this only applies to generation


Meter status flags - the only meter “status flag” presently checked at the MDMA VEE level is pulse overflow.


Comparison to check meters - doesn’t apply - no check meters at MDMA


Comparison to EMS - doesn’t apply - no EMS data to compare with


Comparison to historical - believed to be similar to MDMA VEE High/low check


The document should make sure MDMAs know they need to record which specific validation checks fail for each interval.


The document should make it clear that the MDMA must record the estimation rule applied to each estimated interval of data.  It should itemize the estimation rules.


Appendix A will be discussed next time.


The question was raised - is validation/estimation an iterative process?  Do you validate, estimate, validate, estimate, etc, until the data passes all validation tests - which may be never?  


A threshold will be added to the spike check (3.4.3) and the kVARh check (3.4.4).  If the usage is non-zero but less than the threshold, the data will pass the check.  This helps eliminate erroneous problem reports for customers with very low usage.  The UDCs are to provide the thresholds they use today or recommend for these checks.


There is a problem in the way the market works today in providing historical data due to the lag between when the DASR is submitted (and original historical data is provided) and when the customer actually goes DA.  There are no mechanisms in place to provide the MDMA with the most recent 12 months of data from the time the customer goes DA; this data is used in the high/low check as well as for estimation.  The high/low check is useful in finding problems with multipliers, which are a typical startup problem.  In the interim, an MDMA could use whatever data is available to perform the high/low check if desired.  Group consensus was that we should solve the real problem, not change the VEE rules.  Tom Lofgren will write up a proposal for the next joint UDC/MDMA meeting.


In the discussion on adjustments (4.1 in Draft 1; will be moved to end of section per group request), it notes “details need to be worked out as to how MDMAs will receive this notification.”  Kathy Smith will forward this request to the Meter Installation/Calibration/etc and MDM/Meter Reading PSWG committees to determine how the MSP notifies the MDMA of a problem and the correction factor, and how the MDMA notifies the UDC and ESP.  Kathy Smith is also working on a proposal for the UDC/MDMA meeting to discuss how adjustments are handled.


For estimation of a gap greater than two hours (4.3 in Revision 1.4, draft 1), the option of using partial days as reference days for source data had been proposed.  SCE and PG&E oppose the idea - if part of the data for a day is estimated, the whole day is considered suspect.  SDG&E is on the fence.  Cellnet believes it is better to use good “real” data even if other that day had been estimated.  The UDCs are to present why they think the whole day should be considered suspect at the next meeting.  Everyone’s goal is to provide the best data.


Whether a day with a power outage should be used as a reference day for estimation was mentioned, but not discussed.  This should be discussed at the next meeting.


Sections 4.3.4 through 4.3.6 were discussed from the perspective of certain rate schedules that “favor” certain weekdays - for example, on certain agricultural rate schedules, Monday, Wednesday, and Friday are like days, and Tuesday and Thursday are like days.  It was mentioned that the original goal of the VEE rules was to be rate independent.  One option is to delete these sections, and go straight to using a load profile if this is necessary.  The UDCs that have these rates are to consider the impact of leaving the rules as is (which may affect x% of customers on these special rates) vs. removing these sections from the rules, and be prepared to discuss it at the next meeting.


The issue came up as to when UDCs will accept data other than 15 minute interval data from MDMAs - under what conditions would they accept billing determinants, or 30 minute data if the customer’s rate schedule only requires 30 minute data.  There was disagreement between the parties as to what the ruling requires.  It was agreed that this would not be resolved in the time remaining on the conference call.  It is not clear what the appropriate forum is to resolve this issue.


Several clarifications were noted and will be made in the next version of the draft document.





Next Steps:


Kathy Smith of ABB will set up a conference call for Monday, April 20, from 10:00 am to 12:00 noon PDT (1:00 pm to 3:00 pm EDT).  The dial in number for the conference call is 888-476-3752, and the participant code is 575127.  The outstanding interval data issues will be reviewed and (hopefully!) resolved:


Discuss if VEE rules should move toward national standardization


Review John VanderLinde’s proposal for the demand tolerance check


Review Appendix A


Revisit use of partial days for estimation based on UDC’s discussions


Discuss use of days with power outages for estimation


Revisit sections 4.3.4 through 4.3.6


Review changes to draft document


A meeting will be held at Cellnet Monday, April 27, at 9:00 am.  The meeting will focus on Monthly data.  If necessary, a portion of the day may be set aside for interval data if needed after the conference call.  Tom Lofgren will handle the logistics, including making sure a speakerphone is available.  The speakerphone is primarily intended to be used if only a short time will be used to wrap up some interval data issues; this will keep people from having to fly to San Francisco for a one hour meeting.  The agenda for the meeting (interval vs monthly) will be distributed after the conference call 4/20.


A meeting is planned for May 6 at SDG&E (to coincide with the joint UDC/MDMA meeting May 5).  Agenda to be announced after the meeting April 27.





Action Items:


John VanderLinde to provide description of the proposed demand tolerance check


All participants to consider should VEE rules be moved toward national standardization


UDCs to provide thresholds for spike and kVARh checks


Tom Lofgren to draft proposal to resolve timing of MDMA receipt of customer historical data for joint UDC/MDMA meeting


Kathy Smith (with help from UDCs) to draft proposal to discuss adjustments for joint UDC/MDMA meeting


UDCs to prepare to present reasons why a whole day’s data should be considered suspect and not used for estimation if one interval of that day is estimated


UDCs with rate schedules with different “like days” (i.e., MWF are like days, not MTWThF) are to consider the affect of sections 4.3.4 through 4.3.6


Kathy Smith to revise VEE rules based on discussions


