Load Profiling Working Group

Meeting Minutes 02-10-2003

Conference Call at 10 AM

Meeting Attendees

Via Teleconference:

Danielle Jaussaud – PUCT

Ernie Podraza – Reliant (facilitator and scribe-minutes)

Carl Raish – ERCOT

Adrian Marquez – ERCOT 

Ron Hernadez – ERCOT

Ron Hernandez – ERCOT

Betty Day – ERCOT

Jamie Lavas - ERCOT

John Taylor – Entergy Solutions

Brenda Synder – Entergy TDSP

Ed Echols - TXU

Lloyd Young – AEP

Chuck Dodd – Comverge

Terri Eaton – Green Mountain Power
Kedra Baltrip – TXU 
Agenda

Discuss the one phrase addition to the attached LPGRR2003-001. Please review the blue highlighted change in section 16.2.9.7 made during the PWG meeting on Wednesday, 2/5/03.

Be prepared to discuss. We will vote for a consensus.

2) Discuss the attached Proposal for 2003 DLC. 

Background: At the PUCT Open Meeting, Friday, 1/31/02, Commission Perlman requested that Green Mountain, Comverge, ERCOT and the PUCT get together to discuss if something could be done to facilitate functionality into ERCOT system for the summer 2003. These parties met on Friday, 2/7/02, and discussed and crafted the attached proposal. The PWG has been requested to review the proposal and discuss. 

LPGRR2003-001

Ernie outlined the LPGRR revision made to Section 16.2.9.6 on page 15.

Carl explained the spreadsheet and email supporting that the revision should have a comma instead of a semicolon.

Discussion by various members ensued as to if the wording was adequate.

The group concluded the wording was adequate and the change was approved by consensus to change the semicolon to a comma.

Action Item: Ernie shall send the revised LPGRR to RMS and PRS for review and approval.

ERCOT Discussion Points for Possible Beta Test DLC for Summer 2003

Betty opened the discussion by giving some background. At the PUCT Open Meeting, Friday, 1/31/02, Betty reported that the timeline for the present stakeholder approval process and subsequent ERCOT System changes would not permit functionality of DLC by the summer of 2003. Commission Perlman requested a detailed timeline be made which is in process of development by ERCOT. Commission Perlman further requested that Green Mountain, Comverge, ERCOT and the PUCT get together to discuss if something could be done to facilitate functionality of DLC into ERCOT systems for the summer 2003. These parties met on Friday afternoon, 2/7/02, and discussed and crafted the Beta Test proposal. The PWG has been requested to review the proposal and discuss. 

Betty further described the Beta Test Proposal. The Beta Test Proposal would be an engineering estimate carve out of the existing ERCOT profiles for ESI ID enrolled as of April 15, 2003. The carve out would be only during the DLC curtailment periods. The estimated load reduction for the carve out is based on a study by Quantum for Reliant HL&P in the summer of ’95. However, the Beta Test proposal reduces the KW demand credits of Quantum for two reasons; first, the Quantum study is old, second, the more conservative reduction would be more palatable for market participant’s approval. In addition, there would be 50 samples installed for ERCOT to research the performance of the program.

Terri highlighted Commission Perlman’s request for the possibilities for some DLC implementation for this summer. She supported the Beta Test Proposal stating that there are not any negative impacts on the market participants and that it a temporary fix for the summer of 2003.

John pointed out for clarity that the Beta Test is for DLC curtailments only and not for BUL, Balancing Up Loads.

Terri pointed out that the Beta Test would be at best functional in Mid June.

Chuck mentioned that protocols require a 150-day notice to the market for any profile changes, which would mean a July 10 implementation.

Terri pointed out that timing is a big issue. Approvals need to be quickly or this proposal is a waist of time.

Chuck asked when does ERCOT give notice.

Betty said with appropriate TAC committee approval, referencing section 18.2.9.

Danielle noted the next RMS meeting is 1/17/03.

Ernie pointed out the change in plans, the next RMS meeting is 2/25/03.

Terri argues that ERCOT has change the rule on ERCOT PMO (Project Management Office) procedures. She states further that when DLC was discussed in the summer of 2001, it was anticipated that ERCOT would assign PMO activities when the appropriate PRR was assigned a number. 

Note the PRR for DLC was assigned number PRR 385 by PRS on Wednesday, Feb. 5, 2003.

Betty responded that there have been substantial changes to DLC since the summer of 2001, that there now is the 150 day notice, that the LPG, Load Profiling Guides, state that there will be no changes to profiles during the months of June, July, August and September, and that ERCOT does not have the right to skip the stakeholder process.

Terri pointed out that Commission Perlman requested a detailed Gantt chart from ERCOT for the remaining timeline for DLC implementation and that this has not been completed.

Ed expressed issues about the size of impact of the proposal and if additional details could be added to the proposal to assist in its understandability and acceptability.

Betty again pointed out the 150-day notice protocol requirement and that there may not be enough time ever for the Beta Test Proposal.

Terri expressed that Green Mountain Energy is getting the run around.

Ed suggested perhaps more details could be given to RMS to facilitate approval.

Terri again expressed that the ERCOT Board needs to meet speed the approval process.

Betty suggested we focus on what we can do to facilitate the stakeholder process.

Terri expressed concerns that there is not enough time to overcome the language hurtles as the stakeholders process the request.

John suggested that the PUCT have an emergency meeting with the ERCOT Board.

Ed expressed that more information needs to be presented on how this proposal affects settlement and that this proposal has just now been sent to the PWG.

Danielle offered that the Quantum report was part of filings at the PUCT back perhaps in ’96.

John asked if it was under a confidentiality rule.

Danielle would have to check.

Chuck offered that the Quantum report is dated March 12, 1996.

Ernie expressed he was taking his PWG chair hat off and speaking for Reliant. Reliant has concerns that a precedent would be made with the proposal that could open up many requests to change profiles without the appropriate load research and PWG stakeholder reviews. In addition, this proposal is for estimates carved out of profiles. All the other market participants share any error in this process. There is nothing in the proposal to say Green Mountain would not submit curtailments everyday all day, which is like lowering the profile all the time. Any reduction in Green Mountain Energy settlement load ratio share raises the load ratio share of all other market participants, which affect ancillary services charges in settlement. In addition, there is no adjustment to the existing profile because the population migration to the DLC program. And how does the market know the relays are still functioning.

Chuck expressed that if ERCOT allows the Beta Test, the error is small and the market saves money by the use of a demand response program.

Ernie stated the risk of the DLC program should be on the CR who has the program.

Terri said the market is dominated by the generator sector.

Carl clarified the reduction could only be during the curtailment periods and not the whole profile for 24 hours.

Ed agreed but that this is not the whole cure to the concerns.

Ernie stated he did not mean the whole profile would be lowered but there is no limit to the hours of curtailment. Where is the validation that the relays are working?

Brenda pointed out she has been on the PWG a long time and that the only error bore by the market is the error in the estimation process.

Chuck stated the lagged dynamic methodology is not void of error either.

Ed again requested could there be more details. The proposal is asking a lot from the market. Perhaps now the reduction is 1 Kw or ½ Kw per customer. The reduction is different for a 5-ton AC unit verses a smaller unit.

Ernie asked where is the assurance the relays are working. Lagged dynamic gives a built in validation that the relays are working.

Danielle expressed she is only hearing excuses. She iterated the priority of the Commission is to have DLC implemented. She suggested that the Quantum study be circulated. And that she is not hearing valid reasons for not proceeding with the Beta Test Proposal.

Ed asked if the Quantum report was available.

Chuck responded that the report was made available to all of the PWG who requested a copy back in October 2002. He pointed out the report is only in paper form currently.

Carl suggested that perhaps some restrictions on Green Mountain could be added to the proposal. He further stated that the sample data would be used for evaluating the effectiveness of the program.

Danielle pointed out the limited time to implement and that a lot of changes can slow the process.

Ed asked for clarification on the 50 sample points.

Carl said they would be used to help the sample design for lagged dynamic sample implementation.

Chuck offered the sample would support that the relays are working.

Ernie asked if the 50 sample sites would be used for settlement in the summer of 2003.

Carl responded no, that they are for research only.

John pointed out that if the proposal is not approved soon than there is not enough time for implementation for the summer.

Ed stated he would have an easier sale for the proposal in his company if he had more information as asked for a copy of the Quantum report.

Ernie as chair asked what the PWG needs to do at this point, and that we perhaps need to focus on the question at hand.

Danielle stated she did not see the determination of the group to implement DLC by the summer.

Ernie responded that the PWG has processed the DLC requests as they were brought to the PWG.

Terri again pointed out the rules have changed since last summer. Last summer when the PRR was assigned a number, ERCOT was to begin working on system changes and now ERCOT is waiting on ERCOT Board approval.

Ernie took exception that the PWG did address DLC in a timely manner. Last summer we were asked to look at DLC for BUL market. The PWG pursued this issue. The PWG discussed a change in methodology for a couple of months where lagged dynamic was preferred over engineering estimates as stated in protocols. Then the methodology for the BUL baseline load had to be developed. It has. If these two items had not arisen then the wording in protocols and the LPG were basically ready for DLC implementation last summer. These discussions and requested changes since last summer have added months to the approval process.

John expressed he has mixed emotions on the engineering estimate. He sees the CR point from Green Mountain that the error is small and yet he sees the error has to be shared by all market participants. Again he suggested that perhaps Commission Perlman ask for an emergency meeting at TAC.

Danielle expressed that the PWG needs to be comfortable with the requested proposal as well.

Ed stated his comfort level would be assisted by way of additional details.

John asked if ERCOT could prepare a presentation for TAC.

Ed asked why don’t we have the Quantum report issued.

Chuck said the report is only in paper form but he could FedEx a copy if he did not find one already at TXU.

Carl and Adrian explained they did a simple regression equation over the values in the Quantum report to develop the load reduction formula in the proposal.

Ernie asked that the group focus on the issue for the day. Do we send the proposal to RMS, have a PWG meeting to discuss further, or both.

Carl asked if we have a consensus.

John expressed concern that we may be making a precedent.

Ernie pointed out that the PWG is a working group of RMS. Also that the PWG is not a policy group, that RMS has stated several times at RMS meetings that RMS is the policy group.

Carl suggested if we are to deviate from protocols that we need direction from the Commission.

Chuck questioned what needed to change in protocols and supported that the PUCT needs to request a special meeting.

Danielle said she could ask but would like to get a consensus from the PWG for the proposal and then that be presented to TAC.

Ernie asked if the group is ready to vote.

Betty pointed out that the suspension of true-up settlement passed through the stakeholder process in one month.

Ed iterated that we may be setting a precedent and that more details would be helpful.

Chuck explained that there were about 65,000 customers with relays at one time and now they estimate about 45,000. He could not say how many are signed up with Green Mountain currently.

However, he suspected that the Beta Test would be well under 10,000 customers and probably less that 5,000.

John said if it is less than 1 MW then they cannot bid in BUL.

Chuck asked if we had a consensus on the proposal.

John said there is not a consensus on the use of engineering estimates for DLC.

Ernie confirmed that there is not a consensus on the use of engineering estimates and that RMS is the policy group and therefore this is more a policy issue that profiles issue at this point.

Chuck said if we wait for lagged dynamic then that means nothing will happen this summer for DLC implementation. He asked if the PWG does not want to get experience from the Beta Test? He argues it is a good idea and favors acceptance of the proposal.

Ed stated it is reasonable to review the sample data after the fact.

Carl said ERCOT is interested in examining the sample data.

Ernie again expressed concern that a precedent is being set for profile changes.

Ed expressed it could be a lot of money involved.

Carl suggested perhaps a limit could be added to the proposal for the number of control periods or limit the number of sites to 5000.

Ed felt a limit of 5000 handcuffs a CR. And asked Carl if he had seen the Quantum report.

Chuck asked John if he had seen the Quantum report.

John said he did read it and it appears reasonable.

Ed asked John if he then accepts the proposal.

John said he did not say that. The report is reasonable that is all. He can see the problems with engineering estimates. However he does not think a CR should be limited in signing customers and could support perhaps 10,000 customers.

Brenda offered that from their experience in Entergy, the big problem is inactive switches and relays.

Chuck said all switches have been under maintenance.

Ernie asked since Comverge bought the equipment how many site visits have been made.

Chuck did not know but knew switches have been replaced and are under a service agreement.

Ed expressed concern for an audit process for assurance that the switches are working.

Ernie asked for a vote of consensus.


AEP TDSP abstains on engineering estimates but is for sending to RMS.


TXU Energy agrees to send to RMS.


Green Mountain (Chuck voting in Terri’s a sentence) is for the proposal.


Entergy Solutions agrees to send to RMS.


Entergy TDSP agrees to send to RMS.


Reliant Retail agrees to send to RMS.

Consensus was reached to send the proposal to RMS as is. 

There was no consensus that engineering estimates are more appropriate that lagged dynamic sample. Since the proposal does not actually change the existing profile but rather reduces the load in the curtailment period much as the current TOU chucking method, the PWG sees the issue as one of policy and not methodology.

Ed stated that RMS would be tougher to sell than him. He asked Chuck to help Carl build graphs to present to RMS. Words are fine but they need to build a picture.

ACTION ITEM:

Carl and Chuck will prepare a presentation; send it to the profiling exploder for PWG member comments and then forward to RMS for review.

Kedra called in to ask if the DLC revisions for Protocols Section 6 are to be address at the DSWG, Demand Side Working Group, meeting tomorrow.

Carl stated Floyd Trefny with Reliant is writing a draft.

Kedra asked Carl to bring notes to the PWG on the DSWG’s progress.

Action Items:

Ernie will issue the minutes of the conference call.

Ernie will forward the revised LPGRR to RMS and PRS.

Ernie will send the Beta Test Proposal to Don Bender, RMS Chair, and request RMS review and approval.

Ernie summarized the vote and action items.

Next PWG meeting is March 5, 2003.

The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, January 23.  Details will be forthcoming.

