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Agenda

1) Antitrust Admonition. (Ernie Podraza)
2) Agenda Review (Ernie Podraza)

3) What is UFE – A Primer Short Course? (ERCOT Staff)

      What is UFE, Contributors, etc?

4) 
History of UFE Discussions in the ERCOT Market. (ERCOT Staff)
5) 
What do Protocols say about UFE? (ERCOT Staff)
Protocols 11 Calculations, Allocation, and Analysis
Protocol 13.4.2 Deemed Actual Transmission Losses for UFE Analysis
Protocol 18.2.8.2 Models (… coordinate with … UFE analysis function…)
6) 2003 and 2004 UFE Preliminary Update Report (ERCOT Staff)

7) Is UFE the measure of settlement accuracy? (Ernie Podraza)
8) Open brainstorming session. (Ernie Podraza)
9) Confirm next meeting and review assignments of action items before adjourning.
Meeting Minutes
1)
Antitrust Admonition

Ernie Podraza read the antitrust admonition.

2)
Agenda Review
Ernie stated the agenda could be split into 2 parts: UFE training and brainstorming.

3)
What is UFE? – A Primer Short Course

Betty Day presented “A Primer on UFE”.  The presentation included:

· a definition of UFE

· how UFE is calculated

· contributors to UFE

· UFE’s effect on settlements

· requirements for UFE zones.   

4)
History of UFE Discussions in the ERCOT Market

James Cohea presented a history of UFE Zone discussions.  The presentation included:

· history of UFE decisions
· UFE zone principals and evaluation objectives
· Orignal UFE decision points and zone options
· Discussion of ERCOT wide UFE zone and the reasoning behind the decision for an ERCOT wide UFE zone
· History of UFE allocation discussions
· UFE allocation principals
· Survey of UFE contributing factors
· History and output of UFE analysis group
· Zonal metering issues.
5)
What do Protocols say about UFE?

Betty reviewed the UFE references in the Protocols including Sections 11.3.6, 11.5, 13.4.2, and 18.2.8.2.  Betty also provided an example of UFE calculation and allocation.

James defined the UFE zone dilemma as “When UFE calculations are performed on a zonal basis, the Top-Down Metered Load (generation) of total load in the zone contains actual transmission losses while the Bottom-Up Load calculation (retail aggregation) contains ERCOT wide “postage stamp” transmission losses.  If there is no correction of the Top-Down Metered Load for actual transmission losses to the ERCOT wide “postage stamp” loss value, then the difference will be attributed to UFE in the zone and allocated to the customers in that zone.  If this is allowed, then the “postage stamp” Transmission line loss allocation is effectively negated.”

Two options to solve the problem were listed.

· Calculate UFE only on an ERCOT-wide basis.

· Correct the Top-Down Metered Load to the ERCOT wide “postage stamp” loss value.  

Betty reviewed the work that has already been done to aggregation algorithms to improve load estimation.

· ADU vs Usage Factor

· Extended look-back period for IDR estimation

· PRRs to extend NIDR data available for estimation to 12 months (currently 6 months)

· Adjusted BUSIDRRQ profile.

· Removed gap validation for usage data loading.

Suggested from the floor but not in the presentation:

· SCR 727 data extract visibility

· Change in annual validation methodology and profile id assignments.

· Lower IDR Threshold recently approved.

7) 2003 and 2004 UFE Preliminary Update Report

Analysis of 2002 UFE was presented to the BOD and is available on the ERCOT website. Carl Raish went over the conclusions from the 2002 analysis. Carl also presented the preliminary update analysis of UFE for 2003 and 2004.

Carl suggested alternatives for the calculation of distributions losses and the UFE allocation.  Distribution losses would be calculated more accurately by using actual load instead of the current method using forecasted load.  This option would eliminate load forecast error.

UFE is currently allocated with the following arbitrary weighting factors.

· 0.10 - Distribution Voltage level IDR Non Opt-in Entities

· 0.10 - Transmission Voltage level IDR Premises

· 0.50 - Distribution Voltage level IDR Premises

· 1.00 - Distribution Voltage level Profiled Premises.

Alternatively UFE could be allocated based on the category’s estimated load plus estimated loss.  IDRs settled with actual data would only be allocated UFE based on losses while profiled load and estimated IDRs would be allocated based on both load and loss. A different allocation factor would be calculated in each interval. Carl went over a hypothetical example base on July 12, 2004 at 13:45.

8) Is UFE the measure of settlement accuracy?

Ernie asked the question: “Is UFE the measure of settlement accuracy?”  The consensus was it is one measure however there could be offsetting errors that mask the magnitude of a specific component to UFE.

9) Brainstorming Session

Ernie stated the timelines for UFE analysis stated in the protocols have passed.  Should the protocols be updated to reflect new timelines or should the timelines be removed?  Should ERCOT move forward with UFE zonal analysis or stay with the current ERCOT wide zone?

Carl suggested telemetering by weather zone could be used to allocate UFE.  Alan Graves was not sure the telemetry exists.

B.J. Flowers asked what is the value to the market of allocating UFE by zones?  Ernie responded that allocating UFE by zone would minimize cross-subsidation of UFE to customers who did not create it.  (Severals examples of cross-subsidation were mentioned such as a storm in one part of the state which contributes to UFE and the UFE is shared across the state based on load ratio shares.)  

Betty asked: Is it worthwhile to reduce, reallocate or neither?  What granularity is needed and is it practical and economical?  One suggestion was to use old control areas as budget allows however it appears the metering used to support the control areas has not been maintained.

Sean Holmes asked for input on the extent of the problem where a customer is receiving service but is not billed by any REP.  BJ did not think this is currently a significant problem. There is an established “left in hot” process to address this issue.

James summarized the UFE issues on the whiteboard.

	Methodology
	Incorrect Aggregation
	Accuracy of Estimation

	Load Profiles
	ESIID assigned to wrong zone
	Unmetered loads

	DLF
	Double counting of ESIIDs
	Estimated metered loads

	TLF
	Bad load Data
	Un-recorder services to REP

	
	Theft
	


Betty asked if “727” visibility addresses the incorrect aggregation and accuracy of estimation issues (except for theft)?

Ernie asked if NOIE allocation should be changed?  Some questioned what is the difference of IDR meters contribution in TDSP areas verses a NOIE area. There was no clear consensus on this issue.. There was discussion of weather zones and congestion zone assignments could effect UFE calculation and allocation.

James Cohea presented a graph to illustrate the wide range of DLF values as provided by the TDSP’s.

Ernie asked if a UFE analysis team should be formed?  Should zones be defined?  Betty asked if the protocol language should be changed?  There was discussion on both sides of the protocol change issue.

Eddie Johnson asked when would new profiles be available and would they lower UFE?  Ernie responded LRS is in pilot and the opinion is new profiles are 2 years away. Carl responded that new profiles would not necessarily lower UFE but may make profiles more accurate and thus may make other factors that contribute to UFE more conspicuous.

Alan Graves asked what is a reasonable target for UFE?  There were various opinions regarding the target value and what should happen if the target is exceeded.

There was discussion around the issue of whether RMS or COPS would take the UFE Task Force.  B.J. Flowers stated COPS will take UFE responsibilities for causes, allocation, reduction and determination of multiple UFE zones.

The next meeting will be scheduled close to the COPS meeting.

Ernie adjorned the meeting.

The Action Items from the meeting are:

· ERCOT will draft a PRR to alter the DLF calculation methodology from using forecast to actual load.

· COPS will create a UFE Task Force.

· COPS will review Protocol Section 11.5.2 to update time lines and revise language.
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