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AMI’s Next Frontier:  Demand Response

Workshop materials 8/30-8/31/11

Barriers / Issue list - Barriers to increased DR among AMI customers.
Objective: Increased DR among AMI customers leveraging the infrastructure that has been built in order to implement the law, address market issues, and meet the customer needs by when?
Prioritize issues by:

Short term: May 2012

Medium term: summer 2014

Long term: beyond summer 2014

Each group that received an assignment will need to schedule additional meetings and/or conference calls to review the barrier/issues list. 

1) Prioritize into short-, medium- and long-term categories (see above)

2) Determine which questions on the list are relevant to your group’s category and cross-reference those questions to each barrier/issue

3) Discuss and document any dependencies with each barrier/issue

4) Document answers to questions as appropriate.  It is also acceptable to note that a question may not be answerable at this time.

5) Discuss issues and recommendations for each barrier/issue.
6) Prepare for next joint workshop 

a. Materials from each group will be due to ERCOT by Thursday 11/17/11. Send to Karen Farley (kfarley@ercot.com)

b. ERCOT will organize materials for second workshop to be held early December 2011 – watch for market notice

c. Questions about process or how to find out more about upcoming meetings can be sent to Karen Farley (kfarley@ercot.com).

	ID
	BARRIER / ISSUE
	XREF QUEST
	PRTY
	ASSIGNED TO
	DEPENDENCY

	ISS- 001
	PUC
· Need a vision on the direction of DR from the commission

· Recommendation - Consider how the rules apply to 3rd parties, REPs, aggregators
· Recommendation - Open Up Anonymized Historical Meter Readings to All Interested Parties for Free Download

· Recommendation - Incent all REPs to Offer LMP Indexed Rates as an offer

· Recommendation – Address market design issues as applicable

· Recommendation – Address TDSP cost recovery issues as applicable

· Rulemaking on SB-1125

· Recommendation - Provide clarity on the role of DR in the TDSP energy efficiency programs

· The decision can have an impact on the design direction we go with for Load and SCED

· Allow Demand to Bid in Like Supply (Load Resources in SCED)

· Demand in this market is not valued like supply

· There needs to be a coordinated approach between all market participants
· Consider how participation in multiple programs can be conflicting

· Need clarity and urgency from the commission as there may conflicting perspectives based on open meeting discussions on Load management Standard Offer Program
· Recommendation – Expansion of EILS, Standard Offer Programs under the Energy Efficiency Rules, CASPAR

· Rulemaking around EILS (improvement of rule language)

· ERCOT’s EILS Bid option process is not market based and is inconsistent with NODAL power supply acquisition process below annual budget for EILS as a barrier to faster acceleration of adopting EILS by small, medium and large resources
· If prices aren’t high enough to reflect the urgency of the need, there may need to be additional incentives
· Ability to prove our use case in competitive area without REP being penalized (If a product fails, there’s implications to the provider)

· Recommendation - Ability for REP’s to participate in an ERCOT program on a trial basis (e.g. penalties are relaxed)

· Recommendation - New PUCT or ERCOT rules supporting load management for residential and small business customers in competitive areas

· Recommendation – Commission a study of customer tolerance in DR (e.g. how much they would spend for what type of saving, how much control would they give up, etc.)
· The EPA's recent NESHAP rule that disallows emergency back-up generation from being run for certain number of hours annually.  This is important because there is a significant amount of emergency back-up generation that currently exists in ERCOT (e.g. data centers, hospitals, etc.) which could contribute quickly and significantly to address resource adequacy when in highest need.  Interpretation of the rule in the market, and lack of formal endorsement of the rule has already begun to mitigate interest in participating in DR by this important segment.
	
	
	PUC Staff (CMD and IRD)
	

	ISS- 002
	ERCOT 

· Recommendation - Allow Demand to Bid in Like Supply (Load Resources in SCED). Consider separate standards / requirements for Distributed Mass Market 
· Demand in this market is not valued like supply

· Load as compared to Single Point Load
· Short term urgency around projected system reserves

· Review best practices and modify them for the Energy Only Design

· Advanced notification of wholesale prices:

· In the current environment, current Load Zone LMP 15 minute prices are already in effect before REPs are notified; ideally notification would be at least 90 seconds prior the interval starting

· Recommendation – Commission a study of customer tolerance in DR (e.g. how much they would spend for what type of saving, how much control would they give up, etc.)
· With all DR programs for Austin Energy, communication timing on all programs have a 1 hour notification timing for customers, but the longest DR ramp period in a program is 30 minutes

· In general, the longer the ramp period, the more customer participation there will be

· Recommendation – Have a flag in a retail transaction process for retailers to inform ERCOT of customers enrolled in REP administered DR products
	
	
	ERCOT Staff / DSWG
	

	ISS- 003
	Retailer / 3rd Party
· Program benefits are long term

· Traditional vertically integrated utility programs are less appealing to customers (Demand Response & Load Control) rather than programs based on conservation
· Customer choice rules cause issues in competitive areas (“churn”)
· Cost to entry is extremely significant
· The customer choice (“churn”) is typically a short term commitment, however it needs to be a long term commitment in order to make a DR program financially viable 
· There is not enough financial incentive 
· When price spikes occur, there is no way to pass that value to the customer in a clear way
· ROR vs. REP – AMI infrastructure is currently set up more for the ROR
· Aggregators have a fiduciary responsibility with the customer, but do not have access for DR currently

· The long duration that’s possible with some DR events, is a large issue with customers (customer may not be able to participate in a DR event for a long period of time)

· REP’s need over subscription, cycling and compensation
· Recommendation - The PUC might require 3rd parties to show certain security measures before being able to serve customers for DR 

· Recommendation – Consider 3rd party performance SLA’s (e.g. how aggregator’s performance effects the overall DR in the state)
	
	
	RAAWG / PSWG (AMIT WG)
	

	ISS- 004
	TDSP

· Bandwidth / Data Management / Security
· Real-time access

· Push and pull capabilities

· Technology / Interoperability

· Various and evolving HAN protocols

· Commercially available hardware solutions limited

· Various TDU Meter Systems
· Customer Support Issues for Provisioning HAN devices

· Recommendation -  automating user Input

· Meter change out / firmware upgrades in competitive areas is a challenge

· Current AMI meters Gateway performance (Wireless vs Mesh) 

· Current infrastructure limitations:

· REPs are limited on the number of messages allowed to be sent per day

· Current network limit of 12 prices per day, six point-to-point load control events per day

· In an ideal world, customers would set their own parameters and receive every LMP change

· In the current environment, REPs will need to use remote load control to realize savings
· Timeliness of messaging

· It takes ~ 90 seconds from the time a load control event is issued to when it actually takes effect at the meter
	
	
	JDOA
	

	ISS- 005
	Market Design
· Program benefits are fragmented
· Recommendation – SB-7 does not contemplate the PUC requiring REP’s to offer any specific product 
· There are different market designs for NOIE’s and TDSP’s and DR should be made available from the REP’s, Aggregators, LSE’s, TDSP’s and NOIE’s
	
	
	Special Subgroup: Paul Wattles, Nelson Nease, Milton Holloway, Eddy Reece, Michael Matlock, Paul Smollen, Tim Carter, Alberto Martinez, John Schatz, Scott Burns 
	

	ISS- 006
	Customer
· Programs and customer acceptance are evolving
· Traditional vertically integrated utility program are less appealing to customers (Demand Response & Load Control) rather than programs based on conservation
· Meter change out / firmware upgrades in competitive areas is a challenge

· Customer education:

· The savings proposition may be difficult for customers to grasp/quantify

· Customers may be reluctant to use indexed products

· Customers may be reluctant to allow their REP to control their comfort level

· It’s the responsibility of the REP and/or Aggregator and OPUC to do the customer education

· Question – Is this the best approach?

· Does the PUC have some base level responsibility of education to the customer

· State energy conservation office has some education

· TDSP’s also have a role requirement to provide customer education as do the non-competitive utilities

· Federal programs under ARRA requires customer education

· Recommendation – More deliberately try to involve consumer groups in the DR discussions

· Recommendation – Seek out recommendations from other secondary services regarding customer service programs, etc.
	
	
	RAAWG subgroup led by Jay Foliano, JT Thompson, Jason Okrant, Ed Reyes, Eddy Reece, Mark Ramsay, Cyrus Reed, Representative from Public Citizen and other Consumer Groups, OPUC
	

	ISS- 007
	Vendor / Supplier Technology

· Technology / Interoperability
· Various and evolving HAN protocols
· Commercially available hardware solutions limited
· Various TDU Meter Systems
· Hardware solution cost to entry are high

· Meter change out / firmware upgrades in competitive areas is a challenge
· Current AMI meters Gateway performance (Wireless vs Mesh) 
	
	
	Independent Vendors
	

	ISS- 008
	Communication Timing (outbound and inbound notifications)
· Performance of the TDSP Backhaul (AMS network, AMI network)
· Limited communication SLAs (there is no guarantee as to when a DR / price signal would get there, two way communication, etc.)
· Current infrastructure limitations:

· REPs are limited on the number of messages allowed to be sent per day

· Current network limit of 12 prices per day, six point-to-point load control events per day

· In an ideal world, customers would set their own parameters and receive every LMP change

· In the current environment, REPs will need to use remote load control to realize savings
· What is the acceptable standard of performance for the AMI DR infrastructure?
	
	
	PSWG, OMWG
	

	ISS- 009
	NOIE
· Recommendation – Review Lessons Learned regarding customer education and customer engagement

· Aggregators want to go into NOIE territory and offer DR programs – Is this legal? Should this be considered on a case by case basis?
· SB-924 requires the larger NOIE’s to report to State Energy Conservation Office about the Energy Efficiency  programs once a year

· ERCOT does not have access to NOIE metering data 
	
	
	
	

	ISS- 010
	AMIT / SMT

· Limited SMT SLA’s
· Open Up Anonymized Historical Meter Readings to All Interested Parties for Free Download

· SMT User HAN Interface is daunting for consumers (94 page User Guide)

· Customer Support Issues for Provisioning HAN devices

· Recommendation -  automating user Input

· Explore market rules regarding move outs and devices
· 3rd party security
· 3rd party access to specifically address DR 
	
	
	PSWG, OMWG, RAAWG
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