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Caxton Rhodes, PG&E, agreed to chair the DLFWG on behalf of Steve Roscow who was not available to attend.





Cross Comparison Reports


PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E briefly discussed the cross-comparison reports posted on the DLFWG website.  There was consensus that the three UDC methodologies for converting losses studies into hourly DLF values are generally similar with the exception of the inclusion of UFE into DLFs.  The methodologies differ in that PG&E does not include UFE, SCE includes an historic, but implicit  level of UFE, and SDG&E includes an explicit estimate. Both Jim Price (ORA) and Mike Jaske (CEC) thought it important to see consistency in the long run in how UFE is handled.





There are differences in methodologies due to differences in the data assembled from loss studies previously performed by the UDCs.  One difference is that PG&E and SDG&E modeled all primary circuits individually to estimate losses, whereas SCE modeled they believe to be typical primary circuits. All three UDCs used engineering estimates for secondary circuit losses.   All three UDCs believed that any significant changes in these underlying loss studies would require a major amount of work to develop new databases and methodology for DLF calculations..


The UDCs felt that until reliable market information was gathered and demonstrated that there are problems with the DLFs currently in use, revisions to methodology should not be required.  The UFE reports to be filed at the commission in August and November should provide insight to whether there is significant reasons to revise the DLFs.





UFE


PG&E presented preliminary graphs of UFE amounts for April 1-10.  The graphs showed that the metered load shape was tracking the total generation shape fairly well, thus there was no obvious indication of problems associated with DLFs.  However, PG&E believes that there may be problems with the input data being used by the ISO.  Specifically, input data associated with generation and imports may be under reported thus contributing to the negative UFE values associated with most of the initial operating days.





Recommendations were made to closely monitor June/July market data (available in mid-Sept.) for insight into the implementation of dynamic load profiling.





The UDCs agreed to have their respective DLFWG participants contribute to the analysis of UFE data that the UDCs are currently gathering and provide input to the November UFE report specifically addressing DLFs. 





DLF Accuracy


DLF accuracy was briefly discussed.  The point was made that some DLF inaccuracy is acceptable to market participants based on the SC preference that UDCs use DLFs based on the day ahead forecasted UDC loads and not the actual load measured.  This allows the SCs to use the same DLFs for scheduling and settlement purposes.    








Review of CEC Methodology Issues





The CEC’s written comments of May 18 raised a number of methodology questions , which UDCs answered.





1. The underlying UDC loss studies (PG&E-1989, SCE-1992, and SDG&E-1994) are only conducted when UDCs believe there are warranted, and no fixed schedule exists.





2. No one at the meeting understood the ISO GMM computations well enough to compare them to the transmission loss estimates performed as part of UDC loss studies.





3. PG&E and SDG&E believed they still had the capability to perform the loss studies should they be required, but SCE needed to evaluate their situation before providing an answer.





4. There is no problem in developing DLFs to correspond to the ISO grid versus UDC distribution system boundary for subtransmission (applies to SCE only).





5. SCE will prepare a write-up of the alternative equation without constant factor to illustrate the impact of this factor.  SCE believes the difference might be a means to estimate the UFE component of losses.





6. PG&E stated that it could develop continuous equations, but no participant could identify a reason that this was necessary.





7. SDG&E agreed that it may be possible to modify their DLF equations by using typical customer class load profiles, as compared to the assumption that customer class loads are always proportional to each other. However, these typical customer class loads are not currently available and whether the data collected for dynamic load profiles could be used to serve this purpose is not clear. 


Review of CEC Policy Issues


The CEC’s written comments of May 18 raised a number of policy questions , which UDCs answered.





1a. Assignment of losses to DLFs or UFE is related to the difference between PX Day Ahead hourly prices and ISO ex-post prices as well as the allocation of losses.  If the forward market  and ex-post prices differ significantly, a small amount of cost shifting could occur based on the amount of UFE included in the DLFs.





1b. The differences between forward and ex-post PX prices are a means to determine the value of UFE.





1c. The consensus was that  fair assignment of UFE between customer classes was a policy issue for decision by the CPUC.





2a,b. UDCs do not believe a case has been made to update DLFs, but they agree that the underlying loss studies were performed for other purposes than they are now being used.





2c.  No one participating was sufficiently well versed in ISO activities or plans to speculate about coordination with the ISO. 





3. The UDCs believe it would be feasible to include a “fixed percentage of UFE” into DLFs (PG&E believes this would result in a arbitrary allocation of UFE to PG&E’s distribution customers).  Mike Jaske and Jim Price supported a uniform treatment of UFE inclusion or exclusion, and to raise this as a policy issue for the CPUC to determine.





4. SCE believes that the CEC did not correctly understand the issue which motivated SCE to propose a loss credit in their distribution-connected generator transmission tariff at FERC.  SCE did agree that they used annual average energy loss factors rather than the hourly DLFs used for end-use customers.





5. There is no known interest among ESPs or SCs in adding a second set of DLFs based on actual loads.





Preserving the current forecast-based estimate of DLFs may be necessary, although not required by the ISO Tariff,  since SCs may use them in their forward market scheduling process.





It is premature to discuss benefits and costs of additional metering.  This will be assessed for inclusion within the November 1998 report on UFE.








NEXT STEPS


The UDCs agreed to prepare a DLF report to the CPUC by August 15.  SDG&E (George Samaniego) will take the lead on preparing the various drafts and coordinating comments.  The schedule for the drafts will be:  preliminary draft sent to meeting participants on 6/19/98, preliminary draft comments due by 7/3, next draft sent to exploder by 7/10, comments due by 7/24, posting of final draft by 7/31/98, filing of the report with the CPUC on 8/7/98.





  The report will include:


�autonumout �	recommendation to not revise methodologies until market data shows a need.


�autonumout �	discussion of how the DLFs analysis will be included in the UFE report as it’s developed


�autonumout �	 recommendation to revisit DLFs following availablity and analysis of reliable market.
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