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COMMENTS OF THE OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES FOR THE UDC STATUS REPORTS ON DYNAMIC LOAD PROFILING





Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Decision 97-10-086, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) offers these comments in response to the status reports on dynamic load profiling filed by PacifiCorp, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), Sierra Pacific Power Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Edison) (collectively, “the utilities” or UDCs) on December 1, 1997.


1.	On page 3 of PG&E’s “Status Report on Dynamic Load Profiling”, PG&E states that “Finally, PG&E believes that the Commission intended dynamic profiling to replace the interim static methodology on July 1, 1998, for all applications of load profiling under its jurisdiction, for the applicable customer classes (i.e., all customer classes other than streetlights, traffic control lights, and possibly agricultural customers)”. ORA agrees and believes the Commission has clearly established that dynamic load profiling will begin for all major IOUs at the very latest by July 1, 1998. ORA interprets SCE’s and SDG&E’s silence on this point as agreement. ORA also agrees with PG&E on page 2 of the status report when PG&E states, in reference to the upcoming workshop on dynamic load profiling for agricultural customers, “So as not to pre-judge the issues in this workshop, PG&E does not evaluate either the costs or feasibility of dynamic profiling for agriculture customers in this Report”. ORA believes other UDCs should adhere to this position.


2.	ORA understands that the CEC is recommending that there should be at least a one-day workshop (prior to the January “Data Collection” workshop) to discuss a common methodology in which the dynamic load profiles would be based on a common set of technical criteria. Such criteria could include issues related to accuracy of load research samples, data validation procedures, editing and default backup procedures, what exactly will be developed with dynamic load profiles (e.g., normalized versus posting actual kilowatt-hours), the timeliness of the load profile postings, and how the load profiles will be distributed to market participants. In addition, a one-day workshop could consider the reasonableness and cost-effectiveness of alternative methodologies such as SDG&E’s dynamically integrated load profiling approach. ORA agrees with the CEC that there are enough issues to justify a workshop prior to the January workshop on data collection. Looking to the future, the existence of a consistent methodology would be instrumental in providing the information needed to develop customer class segments (a topic of a February workshop) and perhaps also ESP specific load profiles, and a consistent methodology should insure that all dynamic load profiles could be made available in a timely, accessible, and consistent format.


3.	ORA is concerned about consistency between the UDC proposals. There are noticeable differences in how fast dynamic load profiles will be made available. PG&E proposes to allow a processing lag of one week, while the proposals of SDG&E and Edison are unclear as to the time needed to make dynamic profiles available. While validating, editing and estimating (VEE) processes are important tasks, ORA believes that every reasonable attempt should be made to make as much information available as soon as possible. While settlement between market participants ought not to be harmed by a one week delay of dynamic load profiles, the usefulness of the profile for next day scheduling and also for forecasting is of course less useful over time. ORA believes that a blending of new dynamic load profiles with statistical modeling may provide market participants with a day ahead forecast of relatively accurate 24 hour information which could then be updated later by even more accurate information for settlement purposes on a one week delay. ORA is also concerned that the UDCs may end up using different criteria to determine the accuracy of load research samples. Differences between UDCs could lead to confusion among ESPs as well as rendering segmentation of customer classes more difficult. ESPs have already been faced with inconsistency in the initial Direct Access tariff filings. Months of negotiations were required to reduce these inconsistencies. Here the Commission should again assume consistency is required among the Investor Owned Utilities.	


4.	SDG&E proposes to install over 400 additional load research meters with daily-read capability. Of this total, 300 will be targeted for residential, small and medium commercial customers. The total existing load research sample is 1460 meters. The use of statistical modeling along with the new load research meters will allow SDG&E to avoid the costs of installing phone lines on existing load research meters. Moreover, the statistical modeling will make the newly created dynamic load profiles more accurate than if they were created by using a sample of dynamic load research meters alone.   


5.  	ORA supports SDG&E’s proposal for a dynamically integrated approach to load profiling which uses existing load research data, a new dynamic meter sample, and statistical modeling. We agree that this approach may be superior to a statistical modeling approach that only involves the use of existing load-research data. At the same time, we agree that, for estimating typical load shapes in the population, a smaller sample with an appropriate profile model may provide the same (or better) accuracy as a larger sample without modeling. Thus, depending on the relative costs of statistical modeling versus enlarging expensive dynamic meter samples, there is a real possibility of the dynamically integrated approach being noticeably less expensive than an approach relying strictly on load research samples alone. Compared with a sample of dynamic load research meters, the SDG&E integrated approach would also be more useful for day ahead scheduling (forecasting). Such forecasts might be used by both ESPs and UDCs.  Overall, we believe that SDG&E’s approach holds much promise and could be discussed within the framework of the proposed additional workshop recommended in comment 2. above.  


6.	Edison’s status report for dynamic load profiles states that their existing load research samples are adequate to undertake load profiles for all domestic, GS-1, and GS-2 customers. However, load profiling for the 2,500 TOU-GS-2 customers would require the installation of about 25 load research meters and radios, and some routers, at an expected cost of about $500,000. This amounts to a cost of about $200 per TOU-GS-2 customer and, Edison states, is not cost effective. Moreover, Edison claims that an extra $320,000 would be required for DMS (domestic master service) customers. This customer group is composed of about 11,000 master-metered customers representing about 160,000 end users. Edison then divides the $320,000 by the 11,000 master-metered customers to get an estimate of $29 per customer additional expense of implementing dynamic load profiling. This is compared with a cost of about $0.48 per customer for domestic and GS-1/GS-2 customers. As a result, Edison claims that it is not cost-effective to implement dynamic load profiling for the DMS customers. If, however, the $320,000 is divided by the 160,000 DMS end-users, the cost per end-user is only $2, an amount much closer to the $0.48 per customer for the domestic and GS-1/GS-2 classes.   	


7.	PG&E estimates the total costs of implementing dynamic load profiling to be about $2.7 million. Edison’s estimate is about $2 million for only the domestic, GS-1 and part of the GS-2 customers. If Edison includes the TOU-GS-2 and DMS (master metered) customers, then the total cost grows to about $2.8 million. Moreover, agricultural customers would add another $5 million according to Edison. By contrast, SDG&E’s estimate is about $0.7 million or about a quarter of the estimated costs for Edison or PG&E. ORA believes that dynamically integrated load profiling approach might be a way for the other UDCs to economize on the costs of dynamic load profiling without compromising the results. In addition, there could be other benefits such as the use of modeling for both load profiling and scheduling. ORA would like to see the UDCs explore alternatives such as SDG&E’s integrated profiling approach, particularly as segmentation of load profiles will be considered during 1998, as discussed below.


8.	Both Edison and PG&E propose to install significant numbers of new load research sample meters. If installed, these will provide a sizeable base upon which potentially to implement future segmentation of customer groups. Further, the new samples of meters could provide a basis for undertaking the dynamic load profiling of segmented customer groups by combining the large meter samples with an approach similar to SDG&E’s statistical profile modeling proposal. Profile modeling, as discussed by SDG&E, involves the development of statistical models that represent the responses of measured customer loads to weather and historic usage patterns. Profile modeling can be applied to system load shapes, rate-class load shapes, segment load shapes, or individual customer load shapes. A unique characteristic of statistical load profiling is that, as a load research sample of meters becomes larger, profile models will work better. While ORA has some concern about the initial cost of the UDC’s proposed new load research samples, it is certainly possible that the larger samples could pay dividends in the future if integrated with statistical profile modeling. Such an integrated approach might be particularly useful when segmentation is undertaken.


9.	ORA finds it laudable that PacifiCorp and, hopefully all parties, intend to continue to participate in the working groups and to meet in 1998 in support of the development of load profiling methods. However, PacifiCorp also states in its load profiling status report that “Because PacifiCorp’s service territory is relatively small it is unlikely that the necessary infrastructure to support dynamic load profiling and greater segmentation will be economically feasible”. Also, Sierra Pacific Power Company states in its status report that “Sierra prefers to wait at least one year to determine the demand for direct access from our customers and to assess the need for dynamic load profiles given the costs of implementation”. ORA is concerned that PacifiCorp, Sierra Pacific, and all other parties not foreclose options early on in the restructuring process. ORA believes that PacifiCorp and Sierra Pacific should revisit the question of whether or not to implement dynamic load studies and segmentation of target groups, looking to the potentially cost-effective approach of San Diego.    
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