ERCOT Working Group on Demand-Side Resources and Demand Responsiveness

Meeting Notes: May 11, 2004

Attendance

	Name
	Company

	Mark Patterson
	ERCOT

	Walt Shumate
	Shumate Assoc.

	Michael Walker (via phone)
	Exxon Mobil Prod.

	Jack Ellis (via phone)
	EnergyConnect

	Eric Schubert (via phone)
	PUCT-MOD

	Steve Madden (Chair)
	Oxy

	Jay Zarnikau
	Frontier Associates

	Ed Echols 
	TXU E

	Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto
	PUCT 

	Danielle Jaussaud
	PUCT-MOD


Approval of Minutes from April 8th Meeting

The Minutes from the previous meeting were approved.  

OOMing Demand Side Resource – Remand of PRR 512 and List of Potential Costs

At previous meetings the group discussed how Loads Acting as Resources (LaaRs) should be compensated when deployed in an out of merit order instruction (an OOM).  The group had previously advanced the following proposal, which became the basis for PRR 512:

· 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.

PRR 512 was remanded back to the DemandSideWG for additional refinements in the following areas:

· Remove “ratcheting,” since it is no longer part of the OOM process.

· A portion of the formula (6.8.2.3(6)(b)) was thought to be incorrect.  (It is actually correct, but a bit archaic.)

· Mark Patterson and the ERCOT Settlements group made some corrections and changes.

In addition, the DemandSideWG was asked to clarify what types of costs should be considered eligible for compensation or reimbursement.  The DemandSideWG spent much of the day developing the following list.

Included:

· Raw Material Loss, product rendered unusable

· Idle Labor (if OOME instruction is > 3 hrs)

· Clean up cost associated with interruption required prior to restart

· Incremental production cost

· Labor 

· Energy

· Material

· If backup generation is used to maintain production, only incremental energy cost associated with running the generator can be submitted. 

Not Included:

· Opportunity cost

· Lost product revenue

· Other lost Revenue

· Idle Labor (if OOME instruction is < or = 3 hrs)

· Litigation Cost associated with labor disputes, contract issues, etc.

The number of “recovery hours” should be limited to 3 hours.   (ERCOT Staff subsequently added the following language:  “Such payment will not exceed one thousand dollars ($1000) per MWh for the duration of the deployment plus an additional restart period not to exceed three (3) hours.”)  

Mark Patterson circulated this list to the DemandSideWG Email list following the meeting for comment.

Breaker Response Time for LaaRs Providing Responsive Reserves

The System Protection Working Group or SPWG has recommended to the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) that there be no short-term change to relay response time (20 cycles).

It was noted that over the past year there have been five events where LaaRs on under-frequency relays have tripped and been interrupted.  Three were events where an interruption was truly required (frequency dropped below 59.7 Hz for the minimum duration identified in the Protocols).  On two other dates (December 23, 2003 and January 24, 2004), there were interruptions while there was officially no under-frequency event.   

TNT Issues

Eric Schubert of the PUCT-MOD staff participated in a discussion of whether LaaRs will receive nodal or zonal prices.  It was agreed that LaaRs should be paid nodal prices for any ancillary service capacity provided to the market.  LaaRs should be paid based on nodal prices for any energy reduction that they provide to the balancing energy market.  For their purchase of energy from a REP or the market, they should be settled based on zonal energy prices.  Zonal pricing should be applied when LaaRs are providing energy through an ancillary service deployment.

Mark and Steve are following the TNT Protocol writing activities, and will report to this group on how the new Protocols might affect demand-side resources.

RMR Solicitations

In previous meetings, the DemandSideWG developed procedures whereby a demand-side resource could be considered as a potential replacement for a generating unit being considered for reliability-must-run (RMR) status through an all-source solicitation process.  It was noted that a number of generating units in the Dallas area are presently under consideration for RMR status.  Mark Patterson offered to check with ERCOT’s transmission planners to find out whether solicitations would indeed be conducted if any units were indeed designated as RMR units. 

Direct Load Control

The DemandSideWG is highly skeptical of whether direct load control (DLC) could succeed under the proposed nodal wholesale market structure.  If the smallest Resource increment that ERCOT’s models can recognize is 1 MW at a single node, distributed resources spread out among many nodes may face great hurdles in being recognized in the nodal market.  Also, the measurement and telemetry issues are again emerging.  Recommendations for reviving DLC will be discussed in future meetings.  Anyone got any ideas?

