ERCOT Profiling Working (PWG)/Demand Side Working Group (DSWG)

Joint Meeting on Implementing Direct Load Control (DLC) in ERCOT

Meeting Minutes 09-19-2002

Meeting Attendees

In-person:

Alan Ahrens – Reliant

Manuel Atanacio – REMA/ERCOT

Phil Audet – Frontier Associates

Kedra Baltrip – TXU

Terry Bates – ONCOR

Debbi Carrie – Reliant Resources

Sharwnee Claiborn-Pinto –PUCT

Read Comstock –Strategic Energy

Isabel Flores – ERCOT

Jason Glore –CPS

Greg Haverland – ONCOR

Steve Kemey – Meter Smart

Eric Kocian – GVEC

Terry Madden – ERCOT

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT

Derek Mauzy – Reliant Resources

Cheryl Moseley – ERCOT

Steve Muddee – Oxy

Ernie Podraza – Reliant Energy Retail

Robert Rodriguez – Constellation NE

Mike Rowley – MR Consultants

Brenda Snuder – Entergy

Rick Starr – Planergy International

John E. Taylor, Jr. – Entergy Solutions

Kay Trostle – TXI

Henry Vadie – Reliant Resources

John Varnell – Tenaska Power Services

Jerry Ward – TXU

Paul Wattles – Good Company Associates

Jay Zarnikau – Frontier Associates

Via Teleconference:

Cecilia Balencia – Air Liquide

Karen Beyer – Air Liquide

Alan Graves – AEP

Steve Marsh – Xenergy

Cliff Pelchat – Automated Energy

Roger Yott – Air Product

Lloyd Young – AEP

Agenda:
· Summary of the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) and Current Status of DLC

· Summary of the Profile Working Group (PWG) and Current Status of DLC

· Presentation on the Balancing-Up Load (BUL) market

· Summary of PRR 331

· ERCOT System DLC Implementation Issues

· Status of “Load Participation in the ERCOT Market, Financial Opportunities for Reducing Electricity Load,” Draft 1.9 dated July 2002

· Harmonizing ERCOT’s Procedures with the Load Management Standard Offer Program 

· DLC from the Comverge View

· Current Plan – Lagged Dynamic Sampling

· Open Discussion

Ernie Podraza opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants. He presented that the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) will present the financial aspects of implementing DLC and the Profiling Working Group (PWG) will present the profiling aspects of its implementation. In review of the agenda (see above) he summarized that the morning will provide a scope of the body of work that affects the implementation of DLC and the afternoon portion will be lead as a round table discussion.

Summary of the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) and Current Status of DLC – Read Comstock, DSWG Chair
There was no presentation aids.
Read Comstock began by summarizing the purpose of the Demand Side Working Group (DSWG) (formerly the Demand Side Task Force (DSTF)). He stated that a purpose for DSWG is to facilitate load participation in identifying financial opportunities in the market, e.g. load acting as a reserve (LARS), and participation with respect to ancillary services and the balancing upload load (BUL) market and how DLC will participate in the BUL market.

On September 24, 2002 there will be a DSWG meeting were the PUCT final report on facilitating demand side participation in the market will be discussed. This is in reference to PUCT docket number 26055. The PUCT will discuss comments in an open meeting on October 10, 2002.

Additional Notes:

· Ancillary services software will be available on October 1, 2002

· The BUL implementation is expected to begin in the second quarter of 2003.

· Request for Proposal for systems implementation has been posted for the BUL

Summary of the Profile Working Group (PWG) and Current Status of DLC – Ernie Podraza, PWG Chair

Presentation aid – Power Point Presentation “DLC_Presentation_20020919.ppt”

Most of the notes from Ernie Podraza’s presentation are provided in the presentation aid. The following are highlights of what was presented:

· Protocols Section 6.3.2 states that ERCOT needs immediate notification from Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) who deploy a DLC.

· Load Profiling Guides (LPGs) section 7.1 states that DLC will be profiled by means of lagged dynamic profiling methodologies.

· LPG section 16.2 states that a representative load research sample will be used for DLC profiling.

· Lagged Dynamic sampling for DLC implementation may result in unique profile for each Retail Electric Provider (REP).

· The lagged dynamic profile will first available for final settlement (59 days).

· Competitive Retailers (CR’s) will only have access to the lagged dynamic profile for their program.

· PRR 331 is on-hold until work from PWG is completed regarding the DLC implementation.

Question: How were the current profiles assigned?

Response:

Designed by RER and based on weather coefficients

· Developed by TDSP’s load research

· Collected and used to develop nine (9) profiles

· Determined four (4) coefficients for profiles to be applied across eight (8) weather zones.

· Resulted in four (4) business, two (2) residential and one (1) IDR profile types

· Profile IDs are assigned according to the profile decision tree which is maintained by ERCOT

Additional Comments:

· Base an IDR research similar to what is needed for DLC profile definitions

· ERCOT load research program will calibrate and validate current profiles

· Current profiles are static adjusted profiles whereas DLC is to be lagged dynamic

· Consider modifying existing profiles for DLC implementation

Further Discussion was tabled until afternoon session.

Question: What percentage of Residential customers are in the representative IDR (RIDR) sample?
Response:

· There are no DLC samples deployed

· ONCOR and CenterPoint have same samples to support their rates

Presentation on the Balancing-Up Load (BUL) market/Summary of PRR 331– Floyd Trefny

Presentation Aid: Power Point Presentation “BUL 0914021.ppt”

This presentation generated much discussion. The following are notes of the discussion, which generally follow the layout of the presentation aid.

· There is a need for limitations on the Market Clearing Pricess

· ERCOT

· $1,000 cap on generating resources to bid in the balancing energy market

· When price of electricity is up, load turns the price increase stopped and negotiations begin

· Create mechanism that would allow loads to participate in price control

· Balancing Energy

· How to get paid by managing energy

· Reduction in load is essentially equivalent to what a generator could provide (at market clearing price for energy (MCPE)) in ERCOT auction at 15-minute implementation

· MCPE is paid automatically

· ERCOT does not know the specifics of how the loads were reduced or what provided the load reductions

· Therefore, BUL is being developed top provide ERCOT with knowledge of load reduction capabilities

· Allows ERCOT to identify resources of deployment when necessary

· Provides stabilization in market price

Question: How practical is a BUL market since Texas has such a large reserve in capacity?
Response:

· Prices were over $200 a few weeks ago

· Value is lower with a large reserve

· Load is quick “off” vs. a generator being a slow “on”

· Implementation Requirements

· Metering

· Immediate performance verification is needed

· For Non-IDR, no additional metering is required

· When and how much needs to be communicated to ERCOT

· Bidding – What you are willing to accept for BUL

· Takes place at least 10 minutes prior to the effected interval(s)

· Notification of implementation is via call from ERCOT

· Does not effect capacity payment

Question: Are there any other triggers to implement BUL other than price, like short supply
Response:

· Ideally, the market will be self-regulated by load reduction

· BUL is implemented in for at least a 15-minute interval

· There is no requirement to ramp the load back however the capacity payment will be effected if the load reduction is too long

· Scheduled vs. actual is Balance Energy Payment

· Every settlement interval is automatically settled by taking into account the scheduled vs. actual 

· With BUL’s there is a greater payout because ERCOT knows about the reduction

· The schedules have to be balanced.

· Control: Examples of control devices include SCATA, telephone or paging devices.

· Settlement

· Market Clearing Price for Capacity (MCPC) provides and incentive to communicate BUL program to ERCOT

· Why Non-spin? It is the most recently used; however, it does not represent the load capacity payment in the system.

· Performance

· Must be done quickly

· Lower priced BULs that don’t activity my effect higher priced BULs

· Either the TDSP’s or an ERCOT Poll Settlement (EPS) meters may be used

· IDR data is not synchronized correctly

· BULs data must be submitted in a timely manner; current situation is not ideal for BUL implementation

· ERCOT systems cannot perform BUL validation

· Alternative: All meters be EPS

· Alternative: manual implementation by ERCOT

· If in a DLC program and qualified as a BUL, may receive energy and capacity payment

· PIP 296 revises Protocols Section 6.10.1

· PRR 311 revises Protocols Section 6.10.2

· PRR 331 revises Protocols Section 6.10.15

· Statistical sampling must be accurate for DLC

Floyd Trefny allowed Jay Zarnikau to present the calculation portion of the presentation, i.e. slides 6 through 8 of “BUL 0914021.ppt”

Calculation

· Did not know baseline in advanced

· BUL program was consistent with other programs elsewhere

· Did not permit Non-IDR customers

· PRR 311 redefined the baseline calculation

· Applicable for capacity payment only

· Ignores holidays and curtailment days

Jay Zarnikau returned the presentation back to Floyd Trefny to conclude.
· A qualified BUL

· May become disqualified by ERCOT

· Has to wait at least 90 days to request for re-qualification

· Signal to ERCOT is the Qualified Scheduling Entity’s (QSE’s) best estimate of what is taking place at the load source

· HTML every 2 seconds does not effect SCE (a resource control)

· BULs are not likely to be called only for one 15-minute interval

ERCOT System DLC Implementation Issues – Adrian Marquez

Presentation Aid: Power Point Presentation “DLC -- system implementation issues.doc”

The presentation aid summarizes the points that Adrian Marquez presented. The following are notes of the discussion that evolved during Adrian’s presentation:

· CR’s notifies TDSPs to change profile IDs/

· Profile changes are effective at the next meter read date

· kWh data  is sent through normal procedures

· RIDR data is sent through a different manner, e.g. email, then ERCOT provides data to MV90

· RIDR data will be used to profile DLC programs (energy use vs. interpreting an event)

· Profile from RIDR data will be used in settlement

· Energy consumption is determined by the profile

· Event knowledge is not needed

· Data is moved from MV90 to Loadstar for settlement

· Use current profile for initial settlement then use profile determined by RIDR for other settlements

· DLC may have up to 4 profiles used for settlements for a particular trade day

· Re-settlement is an exception

· BUL software is not a responsibility of ERCOT’s profiling group

· PIP 106 effects DLC

· How DLC works for BUL may not be answered yet

· First determine BUL program

· Second determine DLC program

· Third see how they fit together

· BUL is a separate project

· PWG nees to know BUL procedures as they evolve to incorporate the into DLC

· Manuel Atancio is the project manager for the BULs implementation project

· Add BUL communications to the profiling working group exploder, profling@ercot.com
· Add BUL communication to the QSE mass exploder also

· A timeline has not been established for DLC

· DLC has been given a medium-high priority; therefore, it may be completed next year

· ERCOT wants a sense of requirements for DLC from the PWG and the DSWG to identify resources

· DLC profile should be dynamic (vs lagged dynamic) to reduce errors

· Capacity payments are settled on the next day.

· Loads acting as a reserve (LARs) are able to participate in the following, by October 1, 2002:

· Non-Spin

· Balancing Up

· Responsive

· Regulation Services (Pending PRR 307)

· LARs are not able to participate in BUL as of yet

· Bid BULs by block vs. a curve is an option

· The following PIPs are bundled together

· PIP 112 – effects BULs

· PIP 210 – effect Block deployment

Status of “Load Participation in the ERCOT Market, Financial Opportunities for Reducing Electricity Load,” Draft 1.9 dated July 2002
Jay Zarnikau tabled this discussion until the following DSWG meeting scheulded September 24, 2002.

Harmonizing ERCOT’s Procedures with the Load Management Standard Offer Program – Phil Audet
Presentation Aid: Power Point Presentation “ERCOT LM SOP Presentation.ppt”

The presentation aid summarizes the points that Phil Audet presented. The following are notes of the discussion that evolved during Adrian’s presentation:

· There are eight (8) energy efficiency programs approved by PUCT that TDSPs may opt-in including a load management (LM) program

· TDSPs set guidelines and minimum thresholds

· Programs are implemented on a “first-come/first-served” basis and last until all funds have been allocated

· The LM template was developed about 1.5 to 2 years ago.

· Measurement and verification procedures are determined by the project sponsors

· LM program is not a competitive solicitation

· Last minute notification of acceptance

· Not less or more attractive than other programs

· Bids/application will probably be submitted like other standard offer programs (SOPs)

· DLC may be possible to take advantage of BUL and SOP

· Need to make sure that LM is consistent with ERCOT’s BUL market

· TDSPs decide when to dispatch, which may not coincide with ERCOTs programs and may not be a good fit with BUL

· The template states that the TDU may set requirements but does not mandate them to do so.

· TDU’s incentive is to comply with SB7 requirements of energy efficiency goals

· There are no buffers in place to make sure the REPs know that customers are on a SOP

· There is no management of effect of SOPs on the current ERCOT profiles

DLC from the Comverge View – Chuck Dodd

Presentation Aid: Power Point Presentation “Dodd.ppt”

The presentation aid summarizes the points that Chuck Dodd presented. The following are notes of the discussion that evolved during Chuck’s presentation:

· Comverge’s DLC program controls the air conditioning compressors at residences

· Comverge seeks direct payment of compensation for implementing a DLC

· The implementation, like that of Comverge, will probably be by means of a third party under contract with a CR

· Size of compressors controlled identified in current system

· Devices are not in-use but are maintained

There were no formal presentation aids for the remaining 

Current Plan – Lagged Dynamic Sampling – Ernie Podraza, and Open Discussion – facilitated by Ernie Podraza

This part of the meeting began with a summary of points/highlights regarding DLC as presented by Ernie Podraza. During this presentation parts of other presenters slides were used. The following are discussion items that were presented:

· Options for consideration for a DLC profile include the following:

· Dynamic or lagged dynamic, which are both based on representative IDR (RIDR)

· Using existing profiles with an engineering estimated applied to an event period

· One question would remain, “How to validate an event period?”

· Most profile shape technology determines how to administer and price loads

· PRR 311 revises how to calculate load differences by determining the load not controlled  (AIMLLM) and the load controlled by an event (BRMRLM)

· The recovery period after an event takes place typically has higher energy consumption than if the event had not occurred.

· The “chunking” method used for TOU may be applied for DLC. However, the load does not respond instantaneously, as assumed in the “chunking” method, but more as a gradient.

· The CR does not design the sample. ERCOT or a third party would. The CR presents the population and ERCOT does the sampling.

· The on-/off-peak hours for DLC implementation may be CR specific

· Simple is better, e.g. a specified time period and duration would work best

· Create a profile with specified blocks of DLC deployment, e.g. 2-hour block, 3-hour block, etc.

· Define a DLC program that works within those parameters

· This will expedite the implementation of DLC for CRs and ERCOT

· Add some checks that the equipment is being actuated in the field

· Possibly use historical data from pre-existing DLC programs for profile development 

· Historical data available may be too old (1993 – 1994)

· Design programs with an equipment-specific fit, e.g. air conditioner and water heater, vs. a unique program for each CR

· PWG choose the lagged dynamic/RIDR approach based on various pieces of information and with much time devoted to discussion. Some things that were considered were:

· Decrease opportunities for gaming, therefore, let’s measure

· More accurate profiles

· Pay at a percentage of benefit because it benefits the entire market and not just the CR

· How do you check for customer bypass?

· Must have some type of mechanism (advanced metering) to check that the event occurred

· Associated costs for implementing DLC include:

· Aggregating Costs

· Maintenance Costs

· Testing Costs

· Data Processing Costs

· Installation Costs

· Consider deploying a controlled group vs. an uncontrolled group with a subset of the existing profiles.

· Historical deployment of DLC in the CenterPoint territory:

	Year
	Number of event days (3- hour duration of rolling 15-minute on/off)

	1993
	24

	1994
	15

	1995
	15

	1996
	3

	1997
	7

	1998
	9

	1999
	6

	2000
	7


· Today, there may be more deployments for shorter durations because of price, reliability and capacity reasons

· It is suggested that Comverge does a survey of potential income if DLC were available and implemented

· There are two players in the DLC field, Comverge and Exelon Power Team (a QSE)

· It is suggested that DLC programs in other states be researched

· The next PWG meeting is October 2, 2002 and the next DSWG meeting is September 19, 2002

· BUL implementation will proceed without DLC and is expected to be completed by the second quarter of 2003

· A list of PIPs, PRRs, etc, that affect DLC will be sent to the PWG exploder by Isabel Flores

· Manuel Atanacio will ensure the PWG is updated regarding DLC/BUL implementation
· A draft of the DLC requirements has been completed and will be shared with the PWG.
