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COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ON ENERGY DIVISION LOAD PROFILE REPORT COVERING (1) TECHNICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES AND (2) DATA AND INFORMATION ISSUES 





Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) files these comments on the Energy Division’s September 9, 1998 report on two load profile workshops.  These were the January 26, 1998 workshop on “Technical and Methodological Issues Related To Load Profiling” and the February 11, 1998 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.”


Technical and Methodological Issues





The Energy Division’s report makes several recommendations and outlines several other issues which came up in the workshop.  PG&E comments on certain of the recommendations below, and provides comments and updates on other issues mentioned in the report:


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.





	PG&E agrees with this recommendation.  PG&E’s December 1, 1998 proposed methodology was implemented as of July 1, 1998 as required by the Commission.  PG&E assumes the other UDCs have also implemented their respective methodologies.  There is no compelling reason for each UDC’s methodology to be exactly the same.  As the Energy Division determined, each UDC’s methodology is acceptable, even though there are differences. 





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.





PG&E disagrees that this is the best interpretation of the Commission’s decision when read in conjunction with other Commission decisions which preceded it.  By the time D. 97-10-086 was issued, the Commission had already determined that load profiles would be used to calculate the average PX credit for each class or rate group, not just for those classes which can use load profiles for direct access( D. 97-08-056 at 40).  This argues for an interpretation of D. 97-10-086 as requiring that dynamic load profiles be implemented for all rate classes.  Accordingly PG&E implemented dynamic load profiles for each customer class (except for agricultural and street lighting customers – see discussion below under the next recommendation) for use in calculating the PX credit and for estimating usage for direct access customers on load profiles.


	Having said this, PG&E acknowledges that other UDCs may not have sufficient load profile meters or interval data retrieval systems in place to implement dynamic load profiles for all classes;  however, San Diego’s methodology would be sufficient to produce acceptable profiles for those classes.





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.





PG&E agrees with this recommendation, with the exception of agricultural and street lighting customers as discussed below.  PG&E believes that D.97-10-086 should be read in conjunction with the cost separation decision to require that dynamic load profiling be adopted for all customer classes.  


In accordance with D.97-10-086, mimeo at 17, PG&E has not implemented dynamic load profiling for agricultural or street lighting customers.  The potential use of dynamic load profiles for agricultural customers was not the subject of this workshop report, and will be dealt with in the context of a future workshop report. 


Other Technological and Methodological Issues





Timeliness of Dynamic Load Profiles





	The Report states:  





“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”





This is no longer a concern as far as PG&E can tell.  PG&E is posting its profiles within 3-7 days, and has received no complaint from market participants that this is a problem.


Table Listing “Areas of Concern With UDC Implementation of Load Profiling” (Table 2)





Table 2 of the Report has the following entry:





Issue 2 – “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.”





PG&E can clarify that it has implemented the SCE approach.





Data and Information issues





PG&E agrees with the Commission’s goal to monitor and evaluate the accuracy of load profiling in order to determine when and how load profiles should be modified in the future.  The workshop participants discussed these issues conceptually, but reached no conclusions or recommendations.  PG&E recommends that a further workshop be held to decide the scope of reporting and analysis necessary to answer the questions posed in the workshop report, namely:  


“1.  Has load profiling advanced direct access for small customers?


2.  What is the impact of load profiling on UFE?


3.  What is the impact of load profiling on equity issues?


4.  What is the impact on volatility?


5.  Does load profiling affect customer behavior?”





Report, p. 21.





The workshop discussion revealed concern by many parties that the direction and scope of the Commission’s goal was not clearly defined.  As such, PG&E would characterize the effort as general brain storming with no effort to prioritize or bring parties to consensus on the questions quoted above.  There was discussion on the roles and responsibilities of the Energy Division as well as of other market participants.  Of greatest concern to UDCs and ESPs was the potential disclosure of sensitive or confidential information.  Whether the raw data would be made generally available or whether some selected entity would receive the data and perform analysis on a confidential basis with only the results being made public was discussed.  The Energy Division recommendation makes no allowances for such information disclosure concerns when it 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.” 


PG&E is committed to cooperating in the collection and analysis of data to meet the commission’s stated objective in ordering paragraph 10 of D. 97-10-086, i.e. “to assess the effects of load profiling, and to determine how load profiling methodologies and administration can be improved.”  However, such a data collection and analysis effort must be meaningful, reasonable, efficient, and adequately address confidentiality.  Duplication and unnecessary reporting requirements must be avoided, either of data already available or of data not reasonably linked to the use of load profiles in direct access transactions.  


PG&E does not agree with the Report’s information reporting recommendations and requirements.  The following comments should not be construed as agreement but be viewed instead as initial reaction prior to a more thorough examination in a future workshop of the scope of necessary data collection and analysis.


First, the report recommends that the utilities be required to compile and provide data on a monthly basis.  PG&E believes that quarterly or semi-annually would be a more reasonable requirement.  This would conserve resources and allow analysis to be conducted at reasonable intervals.  Second, the report recommends that various types of �
data be made available.  These are set forth in Table 3, reproduced below as it appears in the Report:


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.�
�



Generally, this list of data would not allow analysis of the questions regarding load profile accuracy.  PG&E responds to specific items on the table as follows:


  Item 1:   Hourly PX prices are available on the Internet and can be obtained directly.  The UDCs should not have to separately report them. 


  Item 2:   Implementation costs are being recorded by the utilities and recovery is being dealt with in other proceedings. 


  Item 3:   Types of customers converting to direct access.  PG&E already reports this information in a monthly letter to the CPUC.  This report contains confidential data which is protected by Section 583 of the Public Utilities Code.


 Item 4:   This will be addressed by the UFE Report  and by the ISO.  In addition, the source of information on UFE is the ISO, not the UDCs.


  Item 5:  This information needs to be discussed in the context of the concerns of market participants.  In many cases the UDCs may be in possession of confidential customer information which should not be publicly distributed without prior written consent of the customer.


  Item 6:  This issue should be dealt with in the context of any decision arising from the forthcoming segmentation report.


  Item 7:   Cost of hourly meters can be tracked by reference to the market and utility tariffed installation rates.  Other sources of this data include metering workshops and meetings, ESPs, MDMAs, and MSPs.


�
In sum, given the workshop’s discussion of the issues involved in data reporting and analysis, and the lack of agreement, the workshop report’s recommendations in Table 3 should not be adopted.  A follow up workshop or a working group will be needed to define a reasonable scope of analyses and data collection requirements.  
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