
	Demand Response Task Force Event Summary

	Event Description: Demand Response Task Force
	Date:  November 27, 2007
9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.
	Completed by: Sarah Heselmeyer

	Attendees:  See DRTF Attendance Sheet
  

	Summary of Event:

	1. DRTF Meeting

· Antitrust Admonition 

· Introductions

· Review of Agenda

2. Discussion on Scope of Task Force

· K. Scott went over the Demand Response Taskforce Scope presentation.  Implementation of the DR program by the summer of 2008.  
· DRTF will deliver requirements for their solution to COPS and RMS for approval no later than February of 2008.  J Garcia said that Lee Starr would like a recommendation in a couple of weeks. 
· Will we be doing an interim solution and then a final solution?  J Garcia said it will probably be an interim solution – wish we could do a final, but due to the time span, it is not possible. 

· Discussion over if in the scope of the DRTF is a product or a program. Comment was made that products is a broader statement than programs.  Discussed if programs or products are better.  What would it take to make those products eligible for programs?  Decided it was better to take out programs.
· K. Miller with CNP – is this an interim solution?  J Garcia said we do not have the luxury to wait for AMI to go in. A comment was made - At the same time we should be mindful when building our systems that they might be good for a year or two and then work on the big picture that will transform the market.   Comment – AMI may not be done until 2015.  Still will need a bridge in between and need to acting on it.    
· The final scope:  The Demand Response Task Force (DRTF) was created jointly by COPS and RMS to build a solution that will allow for the settlement of retail Demand Response by the summer of 2008 that would support but not be limited to:

· HB 3693 Section 20.  Section 39.107, Utilities Code, is amended by adding Subsection (i) to read as follows:

(i)  Subject to the restrictions in Subsection (h), it is the intent of the legislature that net metering and advanced meter information networks be deployed as rapidly as possible to allow customers to better manage energy use and control costs, and to facilitate demand response initiatives.

· Order adopting amendment to §25.507 as approved at the November 1, 2007 open meeting

3. Review Demand Response Options

· C Raish went over Demand Response Options Review presentation.  He said this will show you what PWG has been laboring over on the past few months.  
· 9 options in Carl’s presentation were discussed: 
1. DR Program Coded in Profile ID Segment

2. DR Program Coded in TOU field
3. DR Program Coded in Weather Sensitivity Field
4. DR Program Coded in Profile ID Segment (Modified)

5. DR Program in the Weather Sensitivity  field (Modified)
6. Texas Set Change to Allow Dynamic Profile ID Changes

7. IDR Settlement for DR Programs – this is a possibility of everybody being settled with an exact shape

8. DR Program Coded in a New Profile ID Field
9. Lookup Table to Flip Profile ID Before Settlement

· Looking at the options up until now, Nodal implementation has been top priority.  Different options were rated as to their ERCOT Impact.  Option 1 had the least amount of ERCOT impact.  

· AEP –What about a 9B - ERCOT would maintain it all in the settlement system – no transaction flow - and update the 727 extract so CR and TDSP could review it and maintain confidentiality.  C Opheim – you have to be careful when you throw out extracts as it affects Nodal.  Even Option 9 would affect Nodal and it would take upper management approval to get this work in the queue given the work on Nodal.  Probably could not do by the summer.
4. Review ERCOT’s Questions 
· K Farley went over the Demand Response TF Discussion presentation (the questions are posted under Key Documents)
· ERCOT will maintain a database for ESI IDs assigned to a demand response program how this will be communicated?

· The following discussion occurred as a result of some of the questions K Farley brought to the group:

· CRs need to communicate to ERCOT which ESI IDs are on the DR program.  Who else needs this info?  Do the TDSPs need it? AEP said yes and then K.Scott said no.  Comment:  If the CR gave the TDSP a list of DRs on the program that would be okay.   AEP shared that they wanted the information for the following reasons – rate case cost analysis, load changes, distribution planning studies, energy efficiency programs.  Oncor said yes they would like the information as well.
· Are the Demand Response Load Profiles Private or Public Information? Profiles currently in use have been public since Market open.    

· Why should this info be public as it does not apply to anyone else?  C Opheim said some reps could offer jointly dispatched DR programs which would involve the sharing of the same load profile between two or more REPs..

· Why would you want to make a Rep’s profile private?  JGarcia said making it private comes at a cost and will be more for ERCOT to do.  But it will protect the CRs confidentiality with the Load Profiles.  
· C Opheim said there are certain types of information after 6 months at ERCOT does become public information ERCOT would look into this for follow up for next meeting.
· Who needs to know about the profile assignment of ESIIDs?  How do you make sure that information stays with the CR that needs it, not to the CR that doesn’t?  
· Are the ESIID to DR profile assignments monitored?  If yes by who?

· Would it be better not to pack so much information into a Load Profile Code?  Concern was expressed that we do not do this and better to keep the demand response information saved as a separate attribute as opposed to adding too much intelligence to the Load Profile ID.  That way when a switch occurs, the original Load Profile ID (non-Demand Response) is retained and can be passed on to the new CR. 
· K Farley said there is a theme with her whole presentation in what needs to be addressed.  What is possible before the summer?  What happens with switches and move ins?
· Comment – need to ask all these questions with the different options we talked about earlier. 
· K Farley said these questions came from internal discussions about the different options – not tied to any one option.  .

· Comment – What constitutes a significant sample size?  What happens in the North zone versus Houston.  Within each weather zone what is the right sample size and maybe the profile group should answer?  Calvin said a couple hundred he thinks.  C Raish pointed out that LPGRR 27 talks about sampling and leaves it to ERCOT on how to do it as there is no cookie cutter solution .  This group’s time is better spent on identification of DR and let PWG deal with the profiling.  

· J Garcia asked why went away from the SCR idea (Option 9) got blown up after PWG call.  C Opheim said that it would impact nodal resources and would impact extracts.  Where do we change profiles – if we do stuff in 727 that is really not a desirable solution but once we looked to other areas it had problems and then went into Nodal and it fell apart.

· K Scott said that the 814_04 in Option 6 TX SET started looking at it but then the conversation went off into Option 9 being good and at that time did not realize it would not be a good idea.  Option 9 would not have affected TX SET and the TDSPs but ERCOT then decided it was not.  Perhaps should go back to PWG/TX SET to see if it could be done.  C  Opheim said it could be done but post Nodal.

· B Riley – has options 1 -8 had as many questions on it?  If they impact Nodal do they come off the list?  If so, we really only have 2 -3 options left.
· K Farley stated the task force needs to finish defining the business requirements through the Protocol process.  Then the Market and ERCOT can determine the solution.  
· E. Podraza said he feels PRS would not support the PRR as consensus without having the questions answered.  
· There will need to be both Market and ERCOT Impact Analysis done for the system impacts.  
· J. Garcia stated the group needs to answer the questions first.  
· The group proceeded to brainstorm answers and options to the ideas / questions  (in separate document)..
5. Adjournment

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. ERCOT to provide process flows related to transaction flows for the next meeting.
2. ERCOT to look into public vs. private related to market data and the 6 months.

3. Next meeting to be held December 18th at the MET Center.



	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


