ERCOT Working Group on Demand-Side Resources and Demand Responsiveness

Meeting Notes: March 18, 2004

Attendance

	Name
	Company

	Mark Patterson
	ERCOT

	Walt Shumate
	Shumate Assoc.

	Jeff Gerber
	ERCOT

	Michael Walker
	Exxon Mobil Prod.

	Keith Emery
	Tenaska

	Paul Wattles
	Good Company

	MaryAnne Brelinsky (via phone)
	Reliant

	Rick Keetch
	Reliant

	Steve Madden (Chair)
	Oxy

	Jay Zarnikau
	Frontier Associates

	Ed Echols (via phone)
	TXU E

	Marcia Roberts
	LCRA

	Danielle Jaussaud
	PUCT-MOD

	Roger Yott (via phone)
	Air Products


Approval of Minutes from March 1st Meeting

The Minutes from the previous meeting were approved.  (Motion by Rick Keetch, second by Mike Walker).

OOMing Demand Side Resource

The discussion about whether it is appropriate for ERCOT to deploy Loads Acting as Resources (LaaRs) on an out-of-merit order (OOM) basis was discussed again.  (See notes to previous two meetings.)

ERCOT staff reported that it was the intention of ERCOT’s operators to deploy generators before LaaRs, whenever possible.  It is recognized that if LaaRs are OOMed to manage congestion, then there may be fewer Resources available to provide responsive reserves.  If the system is otherwise short of responsive reserves, then John Adams will weigh the importance of relieving congestion vs. the consequences of going further short on responsive reserves, and will make a “reliability call.”

It was noted that the list of Resources that ERCOT’s operators have available to manage congestion keeps growing shorter.  If LaaRs, QFs, wind generators, and nuclear power plants are all considered to be “last resort” Resources, there is not much left.

Mark Patterson will further discuss this issue with John Adams, and report back to the group at the next DemandSide WG meeting.

Concerns remain regarding how to quantify the cost incurred by a LaaR when it is OOMed.  LaaRs may be reimbursed for such costs, so such costs are borne by the market, but may not be known to ERCOT’s operators at the time an OOM deployment is ordered. 

Danielle noted the need for a price cap.  If the cap is not sufficient for a LaaR, then the LaaR shouldn’t participate in the market as a Resource.

The group noted that if we got rid of OOMCing that would help.  ERCOT is more interested in OOMEing LaaRs anyway.  OOMCing is an awkward concept.  Should ERCOT order a load to be at a specific minimum level during congestion or a system reliability problem, so that it could later be interrupted?  Wouldn’t requiring the LaaR to be at some minimum level just make the problem worse?

Mike Walker noted the need to include ramp-up time in the verifiable cost.  What if it takes hours to return to pre-interruption production levels?

Keith suggested using “deployment time plus three hours of recovery time” for the purpose of defining the payment period.

The group agreed:

· Verifiable cost should continue to be used to compensate a LaaR that is OOMed.

· However, a cap of $1000/kWh per hr (including recovery hours) shall be established.

· A floor level of compensation based on an 18 MMBtu heat rate for the deployment period (with no return to service period) shall also be established.

· If a LaaR claims a cost greater than the floor, the LaaR shall be required to provide evidence that its actual costs were higher.  

Breaker Response Time for LaaRs Providing Responsive Reserves

The Dynamics Working Group (now called the System Protection Working Group or SPWG) has recommended to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) that the requirements for UFR and breaker response time be clarified or refined.  

Under-Frequency Relays (UFRs) presently must interrupt at 59.7 Hz within 20 cycles.  The response time for breakers is presently unclear.

The SPWG or DWG suggests that the 20 cycle response time apply to both UFRs and breakers.

Mark Patterson noted that it will be difficult to test breaker response times without actually interrupting the LaaR.  Mark has suggested some alternatives to ROS.

Roger Yott noted that Air Products has been getting tripped even when there is no official “under-frequency event.”  If response time is reduced further, more false trips are likely.

Rick Keetch provided some background on this issue.  The Operating Guides are not very clear on the 20 cycle issue.  When ROS asked what the current practice is, a Pandora’s Box was opened.

The group questioned “what is wrong with the way things are handled now?”

ROS will be taking this issue up further.

TNT Issues

Refinements were made to the Load Participation in the Nodal Market White Paper that Floyd and MaryAnne initially drafted.  

Steve will check with Shams Siddiqi on the “make-whole payments” issue.

The problems with recognizing small-scale distributed resources (e.g., DLC) in a nodal market were again noted.  Such Resources could have a significant value at the system level.  But if they account for less than 1 MW of impact at any given node, ERCOT’s models and system can’t recognize them.  Reliant’s proposal for Local Security Areas might have resolved this problem, but that idea died at TNT in February.  

Small-scale distributed resources might still qualify as non-spin, but non-spin presently has little market value.  If such resources were to be transitioned to non-spin, then telemetry requirements might need to be relaxed.

In the new market BULs will be true “Resources” and will probably need telemetry, i.e., a BUL will be a LaaR providing balancing energy.  Thus, much of today’s distinction between BULs and LaaRs will vanish.  Dan Jones of CPS-SA has previously suggested that capacity payments to BULs may be unnecessary in the future (since BULs will receive nodal prices and voluntary response will receive zonal prices, there is a new way of recognizing an balancing energy offer from a demand-side resource).  However, the group would like to preserve the opportunity to offer capacity payments to bolster demand-side participation in the balancing energy market if the nodal prices are not sufficient inducements.

Some confusion remains regarding how DaRUC will work for LaaRs.  If selected for DaRUC capacity, does a LaaR need to submit an energy bid?  If not, will the LaaR be assigned a proxy energy bid?  

If ERCOT moves from 15 minute settlement intervals to 5 minute intervals, then we need to establish some minimum deployment periods for LaaRs.  If a LaaR is deployed for only 5 minutes (and only paid for 5 minutes of balancing energy), then LaaR participation is going to prove difficult. 

Block Deployment

Mark Patterson noted that implementation of “block deployment” for LaaRs providing responsive and non-spin is likely to be delayed until May of 2005.  Some costly code changes may be required.

