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�Introduction



This workshop report presents recommendations of the CPUC Energy Division prepared in compliance with Commission orders in D.97-10-086 and an Assigned Commissioners Ruling dated January 12, 1998.  This report concerns two workshops, on “Technical and Methodological Issues Related to Load Profiling” held January 26th, 1998 and on “Data And Information Necessary To Assess The Effects Of Load Profiling, And To Determine How Load Profiling Methodologies And Administration Can Be Improved”, held February 11th, 1998.



Background



Statistical load profiling is defined in D.97-10-086 as follows:



“In general, load profiling is the process of taking the cumulative kWh usage of a customer over a billing cycle and assigning it to individual hours in the cycle, based on the aggregate characteristics of the customer segment in which the customer resides.”  (Finding of Fact 7)



In D.97-05-040, the Commission adopted load profiling as a means of allowing smaller customers, with a maximum demand of less than 20 kilowatts (kW), to benefit from direct access without incurring the expense of installing a time-of-use meter.  Instead, the customer’s meter will continue to be read on a monthly basis, and the customer will be charged hourly prices for that monthly billing period by allocating the total monthly usage to hourly increments that match that customer’s “load profile”.  That decision also ordered that a workshop be held to address a number of implementation issues.  Two workshops were held in June, 1997 and workshop reports were issued with recommended methodologies for implementing load profiling by January 1998.  



In D.97-10-086, (“Opinion Regarding The Load Profiling Workshop Report And Its Supplements”) the Commission adopted most of the load profiling policies recommended in the June 1997 workshop reports.  The Commission stated its intention to adopt policies that could be put in place by the time the market was scheduled to begin in January 1998.  However, the Commission also recognized that a number of load profiling issues would have to be addressed in more detail in 1998, and ordered the Energy Division to conduct a number of workshops to allow parties to address these issues:



Ordering Paragraph 6 of D.97-10-086 ordered the Energy Division to convene a workshop to discuss the process for segmenting the current customer rate schedules into more segmented rate categories, and to prepare a workshop report with its recommendations about the segmentation issues;�

Ordering Paragraph 7 of D.97-10-086 ordered the Energy Division to convene a workshop to assess the impact of the metering requirement on 20 to 50 kW customers, to determine whether the load profiles should continue past September 30, 1998, and to examine the inconsistencies in the load profile cut-off points;��

Ordering Paragraph 8 of D.97-10-086 ordered the Energy Division to convene a workshop to determine whether there should be dynamic load profiles for agricultural customers;�

Ordering Paragraph 10 of D.97-10-086 ordered the Energy Division hold a workshop to discuss with the UDCs and other market participants the type of data that the Energy Division should gather, and the type of information that the UDCs and other market participants should be required to maintain, to assess the effects of load profiling, and to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved;�

Finally, an Assigned Commissioners Ruling (ACR) dated January 12, 1998 directed the Energy Division to conduct an additional workshop, prior to those ordered by D.97-10-086, to discuss the following methodological questions:�

whether the load profiling methodologies of the utilities utilize a common set of technical criteria, and if not, why not, and how the criteria differ;



can the methodologies be used to develop additional segmented customer load profiles and ESP-specific load profiles; and



can the dynamic load profiles be made available to market participants in a timely, accessible, and consistent format?



Procedural Matters



This report addresses only the “methodological” workshop, held January 26th, 1998, and the “data and information” workshop, held February 11th, 1998.  The January 12th ACR ordered the Energy Division to prepare and file a single report on these two workshops.  The Energy Division will prepare and file separate reports on both the “segmentation” workshop, conducted February 9th, 1998 and the “agricultural profiles” workshop, conducted February 10th, 1998.



Based on the schedule ordered in D.97-10-086, the Energy Division originally intended to issue this report on March 9th, 1998.  Due to the demands of other work associated with electric restructuring, it became necessary for the Energy Division to delay this mailing.  Administrative Law Judge John Wong orally granted permission to the Energy Division to mail the report on a later date.  Consistent with Ordering Paragraph 10.a.(1) of D.97-10-086 and the January 12th ACR, parties shall have 20 days from the mailing date to file comments on this report.  Thus, parties should file comments by Tuesday, September 29th, 1998.  Once comments are filed, parties should expect the Commission to take further action according to whatever intentions were stated in the decision or ruling that ordered each workshop.  In the case of the data and information workshop ordered by D.97-10-086, Ordering Paragraph 10.b. states



“The Commission shall delegate to the assigned Commissioners the authority to issue whatever rulings may be necessary to establish a monitoring program to evaluate the effects of load profiling, and to identify how the load profiling methodologies and procedures can be improved.”





�Issues from the Workshop on “Technical and Methodological Issues Related to Load Profiling”

Procedural Background

In Decision (D.) 97-10-086, the Commission ordered Pacific Gas & Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company to file status reports by December 1, 1997 regarding the implementation of dynamic load profiling. Kirkwood Gas and Electric Company, PacifiCorp, Sierra Pacific Power Company, and Southern California Water Company were also ordered to file status reports explaining their intentions with respect to offering load profiles to their customers.



Comments on the status reports were filed by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the Commission’s Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA).  The CEC’s comments recognized that the proposed dynamic load profile methodologies of the three large utilities will differ somewhat due to the existing systems that each utility has in place.  However, the CEC recommended that the Commission consider requiring that the dynamic load profile methodologies of all the utilities be capable of the following:



that they be based upon a common set of technical criteria;

that they be capable of being expanded to incorporate the further segmentation of customer classes; and 

that the profiles be made available to market participants in a timely, accessible, and consistent format.



In order to facilitate these common points of reference, the CEC recommended that an additional workshop be held before any of the workshops originally ordered by D.97-10-086.  The purpose of such a workshop would be to allow market participants an opportunity to provide input into the implementation of load profiling so that a common set of dynamic load profiles can be made available on July 1, 1998. The CEC noted its belief that if a common set of technical criteria were not developed before the scheduled workshops were held, each workshop would result in unresolved issues as participants debated the validity of the utilities’ methodologies.



ORA’s comments agreed with CEC’s position. ORA noted that the existence of a consistent methodology would be instrumental in providing the information needed to develop customer class segments and electric service provider (ESP) - specific load profiles.



The Assigned Commissioners, while declining to impose additional requirements on the UDCs as the CEC requested, agreed that such a workshop would be helpful in the development of a monitoring program to evaluate the effects of load profiling, and in identifying how load profiling methods and procedures can be improved.  Consequently, the Assigned Commissioners issued a ruling, dated January 12, 1998, ordering that the additional workshop be held, and specifying a number of questions for workshop participants to address.  These questions are listed below:



Whether the load profiling methodologies of the utilities utilize a common set of technical criteria, and if not, why not, and how the criteria differ;



Can the methodologies be used to develop additional segmented customer load profiles and ESP-specific load profiles; and



Can the dynamic load profiles be made available to market participants in a timely, accessible, and consistent format?



The ACR also gave the Director of the Energy Division the discretion to hold additional workshops in connection with load profiling issues should they be necessary.



Workshop Summary

The workshop to discuss technical criteria related to load profiling was held on January 26th, 1998.  The workshop discussions were organized into three general subject areas:  (1)  Energy Division staff first discussed how the load profiling topics identified in D.97-10-086 as needing further development in 1998 would be addressed in various workshops; (2) representatives of PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E presented information about the methods they intended to use in developing dynamic load profiling for implementation on July 1, 1998 in compliance with D.97-10-086 (these presentations also provided answers to the questions outlined in the January 13th ACR); and (3) discussion of the concerns of energy service providers (ESPs) regarding implementation of load profiling methodologies.



In the interest of providing the Commission with information that is as current as possible, this report addresses a concern expressed by parties at the workshop regarding a load profiling-related issue that arose after the Commission issued D.97-10-086. The primary concern in this area is the use of load profiles in the CTC calculation mandated by D.97-08-056 (the Commission’s rate unbundling proceeding).  While the CTC calculation methodology itself was not a topic assigned to the workshops discussed in this report, and will not be changed as part of the Direct Access proceeding, that methodology does make use of the load profiles that were developed in the Direct Access proceeding.  As a result, parties attending the Energy Division workshops raised questions regarding the relationship between (1) the methodology used to develop the load profiles themselves and (2) how load profiles are used in the CTC calculation.  Where possible, these questions are identified in this report, so that parties have an opportunity to comment, and the Commission can act on the issues as it sees fit..  



Summary of Recommendations



As discussed in detail below, the Energy Division makes the following recommendations:



The current static methodologies implemented by each UDC are unacceptably inconsistent.  The Commission should order Edison and SDG&E to recalculate their static load profiles using the same methodology employed by PG&E.



The Commission should find that the technical methodologies for dynamic profiling, described by each UDC in its December 1st status report, are acceptable.



D.97-10-086 required dynamic load profiling only for customer classes eligible to take direct access service using load profiles instead of interval metering.



Although D.97-10-086 did not order dynamic profiling for customers who are not eligible for load profiling, the Energy Division believes that the nature of the CTC calculation methodology adopted in D.97-08-056 dictates that, as a matter of fairness, the Commission should require each UDC to implement dynamic profiling for all customer classes.





The following section presents the Energy Division’s summary of the workshop discussions and the resulting recommendations of Energy Division staff.



Discussion and Recommendations



The Public Notice and agenda for the January 26th workshop is provided in Attachment A of this report.  As noted in that agenda, after the Energy Division staff led a general discussion regarding the various load profiling issues raised in D.97-10-086 and the forums in which they would be addressed, the bulk of the day was spent addressing the technical and methodological questions posed in the January 12th Assigned Commissioners Ruling.  Finally, at the end of the day, discussion was opened to address a variety of concerns voiced by market participants in attendance.  



The recommendations below address the topics ordered to be addressed by the ACR.  The final section of this report summarizes the concerns expressed at the workshop by the market participants.  In many cases, the topics raised did not fall neatly into a subject area identified in D.97-10-086 as one requiring further discussion.  The purposes of including this section are, first, provide an accurate and complete summary of the workshop, and, second, to disseminate as much information as possible, to both the Commission and all marketplace participants.  The Energy Division realizes that more recent marketplace developments may have changed parties’ perspectives since this discussion took place in January; consequently, parties should take the opportunity, in their comments on this report, to provide additional information about these concerns where appropriate.



Questions from the Assigned Commissioners’ Ruling



ACR Question #1:  Do the load profiling methodologies of the utilities utilize a common set of technical criteria, and if not, why not, and how do the criteria differ?



Decision 97-10-086 notes that the load profiles used in California’s direct access market may be created using one of three methodologies:



Static load profiles are created by averaging historical data from load research samples by class, and creating load shapes that approximate customer segment usage for the given day.  (Finding of Fact 10)



Dynamic load profiles are created by reading load research meters on a daily basis, and producing daily load shapes which reflect the actual usage for that customer segment for the day.  (Finding of Fact 8)



Deemed load profiles are created by using engineering estimates to create daily load shapes, and are used for rate schedules with predictable loads such as street lights and traffic control devices.  (Finding of Fact 12)



In D.97-10-086, the Commission approved the use of an interim load profiling approach proposed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (Edison).  The interim approach involved the use of “static” load profiles from the time the direct access market opened to July 1, 1998, when all three UDCs were ordered to have “dynamic” load profiles in place for all customer classes eligible to take direct access service using load profiles.



At the workshop, staff from PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E provided additional detail on the methodologies they intended to use to develop the dynamic load profiles that were being developed to replace the interim static profiles, effective July 1, 1998.�  Based on the information provided by the utilities, it is clear that the load profiling methodologies of the utilities do not utilize a common set of technical criteria, for both their static and dynamic profiles.  The differences generally appear to be the result of the particular circumstances of each utility in terms of their approaches to load research.  In some cases, the differences appeared inconsequential to participants.  In other cases, the Energy Division believes action is needed by particular utilities in order to achieve a consistency among all utilities that will result in more equitable market conditions in California.  The differences, and Energy Division recommendations, are discussed below.  The discussion first addresses the static load profiling methodologies of each utility, followed by a section addressing the dynamic load profiling methodologies of each utility.



Static Load Profiling Methodologies



ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATION:  The current static methodologies implemented by each UDC are unacceptably inconsistent.  The Commission should order Edison and SDG&E to recalculate their static load profiles using the same methodology employed by PG&E.



One question that must be clarified by the Commission is whether the “interim” static profiling methodologies that were implemented prior to July 1, 1998 by PG&E, Edison and SDG&E were appropriate, even for the interim period.  This question is important because the static profiles will remain in place for Edison’s larger customer classes until the differences between each UDC are resolved, and will therefore be used as part of the CTC calculation, pursuant to the methodology adopted in D.97-08-056.



In order to better understand the methodology used by each UDC, the Energy Division requested further methodological explanations in a letter to each UDC, dated March 5, 1998.  The material provided by the UDCs in response provided written documentation of the explanations previously provided at the January 26th workshop.  Based on its review of this information, the Energy Division has concluded that the three UDCs have employed unnecessarily inconsistent methodologies in developing their static profiles.  The Energy Division recommends that Edison and SDG&E should recalculate their existing static profiles using the method currently employed by PG&E. 



Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)



PG&E’s static load profiles for 1998 are based on a three-year average, using data from 1994, 1995, and 1996 to estimate a static profile for 1998.  Each day in 1998 is the average of the most similar days in 1994, 1995, and 1996, matched by day of the week and month.



According to PG&E, this methodology is consistent with its General Rate Case methodology.



As discussed below, PG&E’s method appears to do the best job among the three UDCs of using historical data to develop a reasonable approximation of similar days in 1998.  The Energy Division recommends that the Commission order all three UDCs to use this method.



Southern California Edison



In response to the March 5, 1998 request of the Energy Division, Edison provided a more detailed description of its methodology for calculating its static load profiles in compliance with D.97-10-086.  The description below is excerpted from the information provided by Edison; it essentially summarizes, in written form, the oral presentation given by Edison at the January 26, 1998 workshop:



“To develop the static load profiles in compliance with D.97-10-086, we used the existing final level load profiles for three years, 1993 - 1995, for each rate group.  The profiles were created for the 14 rate groups.  These rate groups were the same 13 rate groups that were used in rate design in the 1995 GRC [General Rate Case].  The only difference is that we provided separate profiles for two subgroups of the Domestic rate group:  single/multiple and master metered accounts.  For a description of the static profiles and the list of rate groups, please see SCE’s posting of its static load profiles (10/16/97) at the Load Profile Workshop Web site at “http://162.15.5.2/wk-group/dai/dai1/”.



…To create the static load profiles for 1998, published on Oct 16, 1997, we first created monthly day-of-week average profiles for each year (1993-1995).  This resulted in 84 (12 months x 7 days) separate profiles.  We also created eight separate profiles, one for each holiday in the year.  Then we took the average, over three years, of each of these 92 profiles.  Each day in 1998 was assigned an average profile based on the month and day of the week.  For example, Wednesday, April 1, 1998 profile is the average of the profiles for all Wednesdays in April of 1993, 1994, and 1995.”



Based on its description of its static methodology, it appears that Edison’s approach results in overly “flattened” load profiles, at least in comparison to the approach used by PG&E.  To use the example provided by Edison above, it would seem unnecessary create a profile for Wednesday, April 1, 1998 by averaging profiles for all Wednesdays in April over three years, especially since the weather on a Wednesday in early April could reasonably be expected to be quite different from a Wednesday late in the same month.  Edison’s method results in profiles that do not reflect these basic differences.  Since matters of fact are not being litigated formally in this proceeding, Edison has not had to formally provide or defend an explanation of its methodological approach.  Since the differences between Edison, SDG&E and PG&E are simply the result of different calculation methods, the Energy Division believes that Edison could re-calculate its static profiles using PG&E’s method without undue burden.



The Energy Division recommends that the Commission direct Edison to perform this recalculation using PG&E’s methodology.



San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) Methodology



According to SDG&E, its static load profiles were calculated by averaging 3 years of hourly load research data by month for each day of the week.  These typical month and day load shapes were then mapped to the 1998 calendar year.  Load profiles were created for the following categories:



Residential

Small Commercial

Schedule AD

Medium Commercial/Industrial (less than or equal to 500 kW)

Large Commercial/Industrial (greater than 500 kW)

Schedule A6-TOU

Agricultural

Lighting



Based on its description of its static methodology, it appears that SDG&E’s approach also results in overly “flattened” load profiles, at least in comparison to the approach used by PG&E.  Like Edison, SDG&E’s method appears to result in profiles that may not reflect reasonably predictable weather patterns. 



Since matters of fact are not being litigated formally in this proceeding, SDG&E has not had to formally provide or defend an explanation of its methodological approach.  Since the differences between SDG&E, Edison and PG&E are simply the result of different calculation methods, the Energy Division believes that SDG&E could re-calculate its static profiles using PG&E’s method without undue burden.



The Energy Division recommends that the Commission direct SDG&E to perform this recalculation using PG&E’s methodology.





Dynamic Load Profiling Methodologies



Pacific Gas & Electric



PG&E’s description of the methodology that it used to develop the dynamic profiles that became effective July 1, 1998 covered the following topics: 



Sample characteristics, including stratification within profile groups, the size of the target population, and the number of active sample sites for each group.

The distinction between an optimized and a simple random sample design, and the cost implications for desired levels of accuracy and flexibility.

PG&E’s “combined ratio class estimator”.

PG&E’s plan to use a seven-day lag between reading its sample meters and posting the dynamic profile for a given day.

PG&E’s implementation plan for dynamic load profiling.



No parties at the workshop expressed any concern with PG&E’s methodological approach.  Certain timing questions regarding PG&E’s planned seven-day lag time are addressed at the end of this report.



Southern California Edison



Edison described its approach to dynamic load profiling in its December 1, 1997 status report to the Commission, as well as at the January 26, 1998 workshop.  Parties appeared to find the fundamental methodological aspects of Edison’s approach to be satisfactory.  However, both at the workshop and in the time that has passed since, some concern has been expressed over Edison’s stated intention to implement dynamic load profiling on July 1st, 1998 for only its Domestic, GS-1, and GS-2 Rate Groups.  In other words, Edison intends to leave static load profiles in place indefinitely for its larger customers (e.g., the TOU-8 Rate Groups).



Edison appears to believe that D.97-10-086 addresses load profiling only in the context of the customer groups eligible for direct access service using load profiles instead of interval metering, and that Edison is therefore not required to implement dynamic profiling for other, larger customers.  As explained below, while the Energy Division agrees that D.97-10-086 should be interpreted in this way, the Energy Division also believes that this interpretation creates unacceptably inequitable disparities in the implementation of dynamic load profiling between the service territories of Edison, SDG&E and PG&E.  The Energy Division makes recommendations to address this concern at the end of this section.



San Diego Gas and Electric



In its December 1, 1997 status report, SDG&E outlines an approach to dynamic profiling that differs from both PG&E and Edison.  However, workshop participants appeared to accept SDG&E’s approach as a practical solution to the particular constraints faced by SDG&E.  The excerpt below from SDG&E’s status report summarizes the approach, which has now been implemented by SDG&E to meet the requirement for implementation of dynamic profiling by July 1, 1998.  (the entire SDG&E status report is available from the Direct Access Implementation Workshops website at 

http://162.15.5.2:80/wk-group/dai/dai1/msg00108.htm)



Excerpt from SDG&E December 1, 1997 Status Report:



While a statistical modeling approach involving the use of existing load-research data can provide excellent results, SDG&E believes a dynamically integrated approach using existing load-research data, new metered data, and statistical modeling is superior.



To ensure that accurate dynamic load profiling is in place by July 1, 1998, SDG&E proposes to take the following steps to implement a dynamically integrated load profiling methodology; (1) continuing to use data from SDG&E's existing load research sample points (with monthly read capability), (2) installing additional load research meters with daily-read capability, and (3) incorporating statistical techniques to reflect relevant weather conditions and historic usage patterns.  SDG&E's approach will allow the dynamic development of accurate load shapes corresponding to SDG&E's proposed load profile categories (excluding lighting and agricultural load profiles), and it will provide the required flexibility for additional load profile segmentation in the future. 



To produce accurate load shapes in a timely fashion, SDG&E proposes to estimate class load profiles using additional load research meters with modem capability that can be remotely accessed daily.  These new load research meters will augment the existing load research meters and statistical techniques.  SDG&E believes that this methodology is the best way to ensure load profile accuracy and it best satisfies the CPUC’s intent of "dynamic" load profiling.



Parties at the workshop did not appear to have any objections to the methodology described by SDG&E, and the Energy Division believes that it is acceptable.



Energy Division Discussion and Recommendations



ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATION:  The Commission should find that the technical methodologies for dynamic profiling, described by each UDC in its December 1st status report, are acceptable.



The Commission should accept the unique technical approaches to dynamic load profiling employed by each UDC, as reflected in the profiles implemented on July 1st, 1998 (as distinguished from policy interpretations regarding which customer classes should be dynamically profiled).  The methodological differences between each UDC appeared to be acceptable to workshop participants.



ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATION:  D.97-10-086 required dynamic load profiling only for customer classes eligible to take direct access service using load profiles instead of interval metering.



Ordering Paragraph 2.a. of D.97-10-086 states that “The interim load profile period shall last until dynamic load profiles for all customer classes, except for street lights and traffic lights, can be instituted”, while Ordering Paragraph 5 states, “PG&E, SDG&E, and Edison shall institute dynamic load profiles for all eligible load profile customers, as discussed in this decision, no later than July 1, 1998.”  At the workshop, it became apparent that various parties interpreted D.97-10-086 differently regarding its orders that dynamic profiling be implemented by July 1, 1998 for certain customer classes.  Some parties believed that the Commission intended that all UDC load profiles must be developed using dynamic methodologies after July 1, 1998, while other parties believed that the Commission intended its order to apply only to those customer classes who are eligible to take direct access service using load profiles instead of interval metering (i.e., residential and other customers with maximum demand below 50 kW).



The Energy Division interprets the wording of Ordering Paragraphs 2 and 5 as applying only to those customer classes who are eligible to take direct access service using load profiles instead of interval metering.  Edison, SDG&E and PG&E were required to have dynamic profiling in place for these customers no later than July 1, 1998, but for customers outside of this group, dynamic profiling was not ordered by D.97-10-086. 



This conclusion is supported by reference to D.97-05-040, the Commission’s opinion on direct access implementation.  In its section on “Statistical Load Profiling” beginning on page 40, the Commission is clearly adopting load profiling only for smaller customers:



“We will allow residential customers, small and medium size commercial and agricultural customers, and other customers, whose accounts have a maximum demand of less than 20 kW to engage in direct access transactions through use of statistical load profiles.”



“In order to provide residential, small commercial and agricultural customers, and other customers, whose accounts have a maximum demand of less than 20 kW with the ability to select direct access, the Energy Division staff should ensure that a workshop is held in conjunction with the UDCs and interested participants, including members of the DAWG and the Ratesetting/Unbundling Working Group, and the parties to the unbundling proceeding, to develop statistical load profile methodologies. The workshop should also address whether load profiles should be developed for certain kinds of customers whose maximum demand is equal to or greater than 20 kW but less than 50 kW, a process for updating and revising the statistical load profiles, and ways in which the effects of inaccurate load profiling can be mitigated.”



At the time of this decision, which ordered the June 1997 load profiling workshops, the Commission had not yet adopted the CTC calculation method that depended on the use of “class load profiles” (D.97-08-056 was issued in August, 1997).  Thus, there is no basis for the argument that load profiling for larger customers was the subject of the June workshop, or that D.97-10-086, which addressed only the recommendations made in the June workshop report, somehow mandated a particular methodology for the load profiles used for the CTC calculation for the customers not eligible to take direct access service on load profiles.



However, while the Energy Division believes that the above interpretation of recent Commission decisions is correct, the Energy Division also concludes that the present implementation plans of the UDCs are not equitable, and must be changed.  This conclusion is discussed in the next section.



ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATION:  Although D.97-10-086 did not order dynamic profiling for customers who are not eligible for load profiling, the Energy Division believes that the nature of the CTC calculation methodology adopted in D.97-08-056 dictates that, as a matter of fairness, the Commission should require each UDC to implement dynamic profiling for all customer classes.



The December 1, 1997 status reports filed by each UDC confirmed that each UDC interpreted D.97-10-086 differently, and intended to implement dynamic profiling on July 1, 1998 for varying sets of customer classes.  Based on the discussions at the January 26th methodology workshop, the Energy Division believes that the intentions of each UDC depended in large part on the extent of load research metering already in place in the field, and whether that existing deployment would support dynamic profiling for a particular customer class.  Thus, PG&E, which appears to have metering in place to support dynamic profiling for all customer classes, stated its intention to do exactly that by July 1, 1998.  On the other hand, Southern California Edison does not currently have sufficient load research metering in place to support dynamic profiling for any classes other than those with maximum demands below 50 kW (i.e., those mandated in D.97-10-086).



These differing interpretations of D.97-10-086 become important because of the CTC calculation methodology adopted in D.97-08-056.  The issue is summarized by PG&E in its December 1, 1997 status report on dynamic load profiling (see page 3 of that report, which may be downloaded in its entirety from the Direct Access Load Profiling website at: http://162.15.5.2:80/wk-group/dai/dai1/msg00106.htm):



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 controls, and possibly agricultural customers).  Pursuant to the Cost Separation Decision (D. 97-08-056), PG&E will be required to employ a class-average load profile in determining the non-energy charges for bundled service, VDA, and Direct Access customers.  This calculation will require the derivation of class load profiles even for those customer classes above 50 kW maximum monthly demand, who are not otherwise eligible to take Direct Access using a statistical load profile. PG&E therefore includes in its dynamic implementation plan the development of dynamic samples for all residential, commercial, and industrial customer classes, including its large commercial and industrial classes (i.e. PG&E rate schedules E-19,  E-20, and Standby). 



Edison, on the other hand, because D.97-10-086 does not address load profiling methodologies for large customers at all, appears to intend to use its static profiles for these customers indefinitely.  Table 1 shows how the Energy Division believes that each UDC has implemented load profiling for its customers above 50 kW:  Edison uses static profiles, PG&E uses dynamic profiles, and SDG&E uses its “dynamically integrated” approach.  A discussion of the history behind D.97-10-086 should illustrate why this lack of consistency may not reflect the Commission’s policy on load profiling.



In D.97-10-086, the Commission recognized that static profiles had certain limitations, but nevertheless allowed each UDC to use static profiling methodologies as an interim approach at market start-up, because it simultaneously directed each UDC to develop and implement dynamic profiling by July 1, 1998:



We recognize that the interim use of static profiles may not be the best solution for reflecting an accurate approximation of use by a particular customer class. The regression techniques, and other methods to improve the static profiles, will take some time to implement. Instead of adopting a requirement that the UDCs fine-tune their static load profiles, we expect PG&E, SDG&E, and Edison to move toward the use of dynamic load profiles for all eligible customer classes no later than July 1, 1998, as discussed below. Thus, instead of working toward having more refined load profiles in place from January 1, 1998 to June 30, 1998, a period of six months, we expect PG&E and SDG&E to have in place dynamic load profiles no later than July 1, 1998.[Energy Division note:  at the time this decision was written, the Commission expected that Edison would have its dynamic profiles in place in advance of the July 1st deadline, so Edison is not referenced in this section]  Having dynamic load profiles in place for the three major electric utilities in this state makes sense because it will result in uniform load profiling methodologies throughout most of the state, and will result in improved accuracy of the load profiles.



Although this wording only applies to customers with maximum demands below 50 kW, it also supports several other conclusions about the Commission’s approach to load profiling that allow the Energy Division to conclude that the Commission would not support the indefinite implementation of static load profiling by Edison for its larger customers:  the Commission knew that static profiles had significant limitations and the Commission wanted “uniform load profiling methodologies throughout most of the state”.  Given this clear direction from the Commission, the Energy Division concludes that it is difficult to find any support for the notion that static profiles should be used by Edison in its CTC calculation for its larger customers.



However, even if one accepts this conclusion, it is nevertheless not clear what the best course of action for Edison should be.  On the one hand, Edison could be ordered by the Commission to take the (possibly costly) steps to fully implement dynamic profiling for every customer class in its service territory.  In its December 1st status report, Edison provided some cost information (for customers below 50 kW) that at least indirectly suggests this would be a relatively expensive undertaking, especially since CTC collection is expected to end by 2001. 



On the other hand, the status quo treats customers in Edison’s territory differently from similarly situated customers in either PG&E’s or SDG&E’s service territories and should not continue.



As a less expensive alternative, Edison could possibly prepare “dynamic” load profiles for its larger customers using SDG&E’s “dynamically integrated approach”, as described by SDG&E at the January 26th workshop and summarized in this report.  Edison and other parties should comment on this alternative in their comments on this report, and suggest other solutions as well.  Finally, Edison should provide an estimated budget for fully implementing dynamic load profiling for all its larger customers.

�Table 1



Status of Dynamic Load Profiling for Customers ABOVE 50 kW



Edison�PG&E�SDG&E��Schedule�LP Method�Schedule�LP Method�Schedule�LP Method��

��Med TOU secondary (E-19S, E25S)�Dynamic������Med TOU primary and transmission (E-19P, E19T, E-25P, E-25T) �Dynamic�����������TOU-8 Primary�Static�Large TOU primary (E-20P)�Dynamic�Large Commercial/Industrial (>500 kW) AL�TOU, AL�TOU�C, AO�TOU, A�V1, A�V2, A�V3, A�V6�C, NJ, PA�T�1, RTP�1, RTP�2�“Dynamically Integrated”��TOU-8 Secondary�Static�Large TOU secondary (E-20S) �Dynamic����TOU-8 Sub-transmission�Static�Large TOU transmission (E-20T) �Dynamic����

�ACR Question #2:  Can the methodologies be used to develop additional segmented customer load profiles and ESP-specific load profiles?



Segmentation is the process of subdividing the customers served on a particular rate schedule into more homogeneous sub-groups.  In D.97-10-086, the Commission noted that the use of segmentation for dynamic load profiles could further enhance the accuracy of the load profiles by subdividing customers within a rate schedule into more discrete customer load profiles.



A separate workshop was conducted by the Energy Division on February 9, 1998 to address segmentation issues as directed in D.97-10-086, and those issues will be addressed in a separate workshop report.  Simply for the purposes of responding to the question posed above, the Energy Division believes that, based on the discussion among parties attending the January 26th workshop, there is nothing about the methodologies described by each UDC that would inherently prevent development of additional segmented load profiles, or development of ESP-specific load profiles.  However, as will be seen in the Energy Division’s forthcoming report on the segmentation workshop, parties have raised a number of practical concerns about proceeding with further segmentation in the near future.



ACR Question #3:  Can the dynamic load profiles be made available to market participants in a timely, accessible, and consistent format?



This report was originally intended to be mailed prior to the implementation of dynamic load profiling, which took place on July 1, 1998.  Thus, at this point the perspective of the Energy Division on this question is perhaps less important than that of market participants, who can now share their day-to-day experiences with the UDC dynamic load profiling that began on July 1st.  Consequently, while the Energy Division does provide its answers to the question posed by the ACR, parties are encouraged to use their comments on this report to provide their own detailed answers to the question posed by the ACR.



Timeliness



At the January 26th workshop, parties expressed concern about the “lag time” between the day that UDC load research meters are read, and the day that the dynamic load profile based on that data actually becomes available.  



Each UDC stated different intentions regarding the lag time before its daily profiles would be posted.



PG&E:	7 days



Edison:	62 hours; load profiles will not be processed over the weekend



SDG&E:	“SDG&E's initial process for finalizing the dynamic load profiles has required seven days, but SDG&E hopes to be able to develop and post the dynamic load profiles more quickly by July 1, 1998.”  (From SDG&E’s June 8, 1998 posting to the Direct Access Implementation Workshop Load Profiling website)



The UDCs have stated that the time lag is necessary to allow them to perform validation, editing and estimation (VEE) processes and other data processing in order to produce statistically valid load shapes.  Several parties at the January workshop expressed concern about the length of the time lag; now that the market is operating and the dynamic profiles are being made available to market participants, parties are encouraged to address this question in their comments on this report.



Accessibility



Each of the three UDCs posts its dynamic load profiles to its respective website every day.  The addresses are:



PG&E	http://www.pge.com/whats_new/issues/electric_restructuring/profiles/



Edison	http://www.Edisonx.com/rci/lp.htm



SDG&E	http://www.sdge.com/EIC/html/loss_factors.htm



The Energy Division believes that this means of providing the data is acceptable to market participants.  Therefore, if market participants believe otherwise, they should use their comments to notify the Commission of any concerns they might have.



Consistency of Format



As noted elsewhere in this report, the Energy Division believes that, solely on the question of methodological consistency, the load profiles of each UDC are acceptable to market participants.  If this is not the case, parties again are encouraged to take the opportunity of their comments on this report to inform the Commission of their specific concerns, and to suggest specific solutions where appropriate.



Concerns Expressed at the Workshop by Market Participants



The last portion of the agenda for the January 26th workshop set aside time for attendees to voice a variety of concerns regarding a number of load profiling issues.  Because so much time has passed since that discussion, for the purposes of this workshop report the Energy Division is simply including the list developed at the workshop, and providing its estimate of the current status of each issue identified last January.  Table 2 provides the list of issues and their current status.  Parties are encouraged to comment on any issue on this list that they believe merits further attention from the Commission.

�Table 2



Areas of Concern with UDC Implementation of Load Profiling



Issue�Current Status��PURPA Methodology should be used as a starting point and minimum requirement for load profile development. This issue should be discussed at a latter workshop.�Addressed in Segmentation Workshop Report��The SCE approach of presenting averaged data to ESPs is preferable to the PG&E and SDG&E approach of using ratio data.  Consensus formed in group around the standard use of the SCE approach.�The Energy Division is not aware of whether PG&E or SDG&E committed to making this change, or whether parties still believe it is necessary.  Comments are encouraged.��All market participants need to know applicable load profile for each customer group.  Additionally, there is a need to use consistent DASR data fields and to populate the data field correctly.�Energy Division believes this is addressed in UDC “implementation guides” (e.g. ESP Handbooks) for direct access.��Averaging methods need to be price weighted.  The time periods of system load peaks need to be weighted to account for the higher energy costs at those periods.  What are the implementation issues associated with weighted peaks?  Is a market history necessary to effective weighting because of the need for cost data?�These methodological questions should be evaluated again after further market data becomes available.��What is the appropriateness of load profiles for CTC calculation, both static and dynamic?  Current shapes may create barriers to direct access.  Static load profiling underestimates CTC. Dynamic load profiling mitigates and/or solves problem.�This report presents the Energy Division’s interpretation of Commission decisions on this issue.  Parties should address this in their comments if they disagree.��Resolve dynamic load profile methodologies.  Analyze the 3 major methodologies and agree on common outputs and/or on common methodology. �Addressed in this report��Sample design needs to be discussed in more detail.  Verification and assurances of data accuracy is needed by ESPs.  Is a neutral third-party required to provide this?  Verification would ensure proper application of agreed upon methods.�This report basically accepts the sample information provided by the UDCs as adequate.  The Commission could revisit this issue and accuracy issues after additional market data becomes available.  Parties should suggest a process.��Discuss distinction between preliminary and final data.  Lag-time is a critical financial issue for ESPs.  ESPs need an accuracy testing mechanism to determine the benefit/costs of time vs. accuracy levels. A period of market data may be necessary to make this determination.  Also, the implementation date for load profiles needs to be realistic because if market participants make investments in systems assuming a specific target date, financial risk is involved.�This report basically accepts UDC approaches to lag time.  The Commission could revisit this issue and accuracy issues after additional market data becomes available.  Parties should suggest a process.��A need exists for evaluation procedures.�No recommendation��Minimum checks for load shapes are necessary.�No recommendation��Raw data needs to be made available to all market participants.�Data has been posted by each UDC to their respective websites.��Dynamic profiling is necessary for all customer classes.�This report presents the Energy Division’s interpretation of Commission decisions on this issue.  Parties should address this in their comments if they disagree.��Agreement is needed on time-lag issues and backup procedures.�This report basically accepts UDC approaches to lag time.  The Commission could revisit this issue and accuracy issues after additional market data becomes available.  Parties should suggest a process.��More analysis of historic vs. dynamic profiles.�This report presents the Energy Division’s interpretation of Commission decisions on this issue.  Parties should address this in their comments if they disagree.��What is the necessary lead-time prior to 7/1?�Moot��Audit procedures.�This is being addressed in other Direct Access working groups.��

�Issues from the Workshop on “Data And Information Necessary To Assess The Effects Of Load Profiling, And To Determine How Load Profiling Methodologies And Administration Can Be Improved”

Procedural Background



As discussed in D.97-10-086 (pp. 43-46), the Commission recognized that “to assess the effects of load profiling, and to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved, the Commission needs to become involved in monitoring the use of load profiles for direct access.  A substantial part of the data may come from the UDCs, the ISO, the PX and other market participants.”



Pursuant to D.97-10-086, Ordering Paragraph 10.a., and the Assigned Commissioners’ Ruling dated January 13, 1998, the Energy Division scheduled a workshop to discuss with the UDCs and other market participants the type of data that the Energy Division should gather, and the type of information that the UDCs and other market participants should be required to maintain, to assess the effects of load profiling, and to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved.

Workshop Summary



The Public Notice and agenda for the February 11th workshop is provided in Attachment A of this report.  At the workshop, Energy Division staff asked interested parties to make presentations on the types of data and information that should be gathered.  Presentations were made by PG&E, Edison, SDG&E, Xenergy Consulting, Inc. and the CEC.



Summary of Recommendations



ENERGY DIVISION RECOMMENDATION:  This report provides a list of the data that the Energy Division believes should be collected to aid the Commission in evaluating load profiling.  The Energy Division recommends that the Commission order the UDCs to collect and compile the data on a monthly basis, and file this information electronically with the Energy Division.  The Energy Division would then post the data files on its website, so that they would be available to all market participants.

�

Discussion and Recommendations

Framework



The Commission has stated that it needs additional information in order to achieve two goals:



“to assess the effects of load profiling”, and

“to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved”.



Participants agreed upon the framework below as most useful for the purpose of gathering data and information in order to aid the Commission in achieving its stated goals.



First, parties agreed that the most important “effects” of load profiling that must be measured are the following:



Has load profiling advanced direct access for small customers?

What is the impact of load profiling on UFE?

What is the impact of load profiling on equity issues?

What is the impact on volatility?

Does load profiling affect customer behavior?



In order to answer these questions, workshop participants suggested a number of types of data that should be gathered and made available to all interested parties.  In most cases, this information should be conveyed in regular filings with the Commission’s Energy Division, and made available to other parties in as appropriate (either upon request via a service list, or possibly via postings on the Energy Division’s website).  Confidentiality concerns about specific data categories should be noted in comments to this Workshop Report.



Recommendation



The table below summarizes the information that the Energy Division recommends be made available.  In comments on this workshop report, parties are encouraged to identify any data that was specifically discussed at the February 11th workshop but overlooked in the list below.  Data concerns that have emerged since the workshop took place should be separately identified and discussed in parties’ comments, with a source of the data identified as well.

�

Table 3



Data And Information That Should Be Gathered To Determine

 How Load Profiling Methodologies And Administration Can Be Improved





�Data Description�Reason �Source�������1�Hourly PX Prices�The need for further segmentation depends in part on the extent of volatility that is observed in the market�Power Exchange��2�Load Profiling Implementation Costs�Needed to help parties evaluate the cost-effectiveness of further segmentation�Utility filings (UDCs should identify and describe existing and/or proposed filings)��3�Types of customers converting to direct access�Useful in detecting bias in existing load profiles as customer mix changes�Utility filings (UDCs should describe proposed filings)��4�ISO tracking of Unaccounted-for-Energy (UFE):  both total and how it is allocated�Needed to identify the degree to which load profiling contributes to total UFE.�ISO��5�UDC and ESP customer shares�Depending on which customers switch to direct access, load shape could change and load profiles will become less accurate�UDCs will be tracking monthly usage by non-UDCs for distribution billing purposes��6�Incremental segmentation costs should be tracked separately�Making this information available to all parties will allow them to make more detailed proposals for new load profiling segments�Utility filings��7�Cost of hourly meters and their availability�Needed to evaluate cost-effectiveness of alternatives to load profiling�Unknown:  Parties should suggest a source in their comments.��

�



Attachment A:  Workshop Notices and Agendas

�BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA





Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s	) 

Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring 	)		R.94-04-031

California’s Electric Services Industry and Reforming	)	(Filed April 20, 1994)

Regulation.		)

		)

)

Order Instituting Investigation on the Commission’s	)

Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring	)		I.94-04-032

California’s Electric Services Industry and Reforming	)	(Filed April  20, 1994)

Regulation.		)

		)





NOTICE OF WORKSHOP 



TO DISCUSS TECHNICAL CRITERIA RELATED TO LOAD PROFILING



Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioners’ Ruling dated January 13, 1998,  the Energy Division has scheduled a workshop to discuss technical criteria related to load profiling. 

The workshop will be held in the Commission’s Training Room, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco CA, on January 26, 1998.  The workshop will be conducted from 9:00 a.m. to 12 p.m., and 1 p.m. to 5 p.m.  Any member of the public may attend this workshop.  The Commission’s Training Room is wheelchair-accessible.  Questions regarding the workshop should be addressed to Steve Roscow of the Energy Division (phone:  415-703-2818; FAX:  415-703-2200; e-mail:  scr@cpuc.ca.gov).

 As listed in the Assigned Commissioners’ Ruling, this workshop will discuss the following topics:  (1) whether the load profiling methodologies of the utilities utilize a common set of technical criteria, and if not, why not, and how the criteria differ; (2) whether the methodologies can be used to develop additional segmented customer load profiles and ESP-specific load profiles; and (3) can the dynamic load profiles be made available to market participants in a timely, accessible, and consistent format?

Interested parties may comment on these topics electronically by posting documents on the Commission’s Direct Access website, located at http://162.15.5.2:80/wk-group/dai/

�CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE





		I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Energy Division Notice of Workshop To Discuss Technical Criteria Related To Load Profiling on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.

		Dated January 13, 1998, at San Francisco, California.



                                                                                                                         

                                                                                     Stephen C. Roscow �

N O T I C E



Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to insure that they continue to receive documents.  You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.



The Commission’s policy is to schedule hearings (meetings, workshops, etc.) in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities.  To verify that a particular location is accessible, call:  Calendar Clerk (415) 703-1203.



If specialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., sign language interpreters, those making the arrangements must call the Public Advisor at (415) 703-2074 or TDD# (415)703-2032 five working days in advance of the event. 

�Technical Workshop to Discuss Load Profiling Methodologies



CPUC Hearing Room “A”  (Note room change)

January 26th, 1998

9 a.m. - 5 p.m.



FINAL AGENDA





9:00 - 9:15	Welcome, Introductions



9:15-9:30	Review Agenda, Workshop Purpose



9:30 - 10:30	Overview of the Load Profile Workshops ordered by D.97-10-086



How will all load profiling issues identified by the Commission be addressed in 1998, and in which workshops?



How should issues outside the jurisdiction of the CPUC (i.e., FERC-related issues; see p. 43 of D.97-10-086) be addressed in these workshops?



10:30 - 12:00	Issues Raised in the Assigned Commissioners Ruling (ACR)



Do the load profiling methodologies of the utilities utilize a common set of technical criteria, and if not, why not, and how the criteria differ.



Technical criteria for the existing static profiles– sampling information (e.g., frame, process, selection, and accuracy), processing procedure, etc.



Methodology and technical criteria for dynamic profiles– sampling information, validation steps, processing procedure, etc. (for SDG&E, a technical discussion of their econometric approach)



Can the methodologies be used to develop additional segmented customer load profiles and ESP-specific load profiles?





Can the dynamic load profiles be made available to market participants in a timely, accessible, and consistent format?



Status of dynamic load profiling implementation – What is in progress?  What flexibility exists to make changes?



How will users access and utilize the data? – server access and format, processing lags, use protocols, etc.



12:00 - 1:00	Lunch Break



1:00 - 2:30	Continue discussion on ACR-Related Issues



2:30 - 2:45	Break

2:45 - 4:00	ESP Implementation Issues and Concerns

Areas of concern with UDC implementation (including CTC Calculation)



Suggestions for process improvement



Suggestions for methodology improvement



Data needs for forecasting





4:00 - 5:00	Wrap-up, Process, Next steps



Agendas for upcoming workshops



Discuss the need for a working group



Deadlines



March 9, 1998:	Energy Division files Workshop Report

March 30, 1998:	Parties may file comments on the Workshop Report

�BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA



Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s	) 

Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring 	)		R.94-04-031

California’s Electric Services Industry and Reforming	)	(Filed April 20, 1994)

Regulation.		)

)

Order Instituting Investigation on the Commission’s	)

Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring	)		I.94-04-032

California’s Electric Services Industry and Reforming	)	(Filed April  20, 1994)

Regulation.		)



NOTICE OF WORKSHOP 



TO DISCUSS ISSUES RELATED TO LOAD PROFILING DATA AND INFORMATION



Pursuant to D.97-10-086, Ordering Paragraph 10.a., and the Assigned Commissioners’ Ruling dated January 13, 1998, the Energy Division has scheduled a workshop to discuss with the UDCs and other market participants the type of data that the Energy Division should gather, and the type of information that the UDCs and other market participants should be required to maintain, to assess the effects of load profiling, and to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved.



The workshop will be held in the Commission’s Training Room, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco CA, on February 11, 1998.  The workshop will be conducted from 9:00 a.m. to 12 p.m., and 1 p.m. to 5 p.m.  Any member of the public may attend this workshop.  The Commission’s Training Room is wheelchair-accessible.  Questions regarding the workshop should be addressed to Steve Roscow of the Energy Division (phone:  415-703-2818; FAX:  415-703-2200; e-mail:  scr@cpuc.ca.gov).



As discussed in D.97-10-086 (pp. 43-46), the Commission recognized that “to assess the effects of load profiling, and to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved, the Commission needs to become involved in monitoring the use of load profiles for direct access. A substantial part of the data may come from the UDCs, the ISO, the PX and other market participants.” The Commission ordered this workshop to evaluate the type of data that the Commission staff should gather and that market participants should maintain.



Interested parties may obtain the Workshop Agenda and post comments on the agenda, at the Commission’s Direct Access website, located at http://162.15.5.2:80/wk-group/dai/

	

Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 10.a. of D.97-10-086, and the Assigned Commissioners’ Ruling dated January 13, 1998, after the workshop the Energy Division shall prepare a workshop report, and file the report with the Commission’s Docket Office by March 9, 1998.  The workshop report shall be served on those parties who attend the workshop, as well as anyone else requesting a copy of the report.  Interested parties may file comments on the workshop report by March 30, 1998.

�CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE





	I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Energy Division Notice Of Workshop To Discuss Issues Related To Load Profiling Data And Information on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.

		Dated January 13, 1998, at San Francisco, California.



                                                                                                                         

                                                                                     Stephen C. Roscow �

N O T I C E



Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to insure that they continue to receive documents.  You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.



The Commission’s policy is to schedule hearings (meetings, workshops, etc.) in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities.  To verify that a particular location is accessible, call:  Calendar Clerk (415) 703-1203.



If specialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., sign language interpreters, those making the arrangements must call the Public Advisor at (415) 703-2074 or TDD# (415)703-2032 five working days in advance of the event. 



�Workshop to Discuss Issues Related To

Load Profiling Data And Information



CPUC Auditorium

February 11th, 1998

9 a.m. - 5 p.m.





AGENDA



9:00 - 9:15	Welcome, Introductions



9:15 - 9:30	Review Agenda, Workshop Purpose



9:30 - 11:00	Presentations of Viewpoints on Necessary Data and Information:  Utilities and Other Parties



11:00 - 12:00	Identify and Scope Unresolved Issues



12:00 - 1:00	Lunch Break



1:00 - 3:00	Discuss Unresolved Issues



3:00 - 5:00	Discuss whether to form LP “Working Group”



Option #1:  Green Mountain Proposal

Option #2:  Parties may organize for the purpose of jointly submitting comments on Energy Divsion workshop reports

Other Options?



Next steps

March 9, 1998:	Energy Division files Workshop Report

March 30, 1998:	Parties may file comments on the Workshop Report



� The September 30th expiration date was modified by Decision 97-12-131, issued December 30, 1997 because of the delay in the start of operations of the ISO and PX.   Ordering Paragraph 7. c. of that decision states that “Ordering Paragraph 4.b [of D.97-10-086] is modified to read:  “The 20 to 50 kW load profiles shall be made available for use no later than the date the Commission or its delegate declares to be the start date for direct access, and shall remain in effect until nine months after the date the Commission or its delegate declares to be the start date of direct access, unless extended by the Commission.”  Thus, the use of load profiles for customers in the 20 - 50 kW range will now be allowed until January 1, 1999.  The workshop ordered by d.97-10-086 has not yet been conducted by the Energy Division.



� Each utility first described its methodology in its December 1, 1997 status reports filed in accordance with Ordering Paragraphs 2 and 3 of D.97-10-086.  In addition, on March 5, 1998, the Energy Division sent PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E a letter requesting additional clarification of their methodologies.
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