UFE Task Force

Meeting Minutes - October 19, 2004
Note:  These minutes were accepted but not formally approved by the participants at the 02/21/05 UFE TF meeting because many of the participants present at the 02/21/05 meeting were not present at the 10/19/04 meeting.
Meeting Attendees
	Bill Boswell
	ERCOT

	Ron Hernandez
	ERCOT

	Carl Raish
	ERCOT

	B.J. Flowers
	TXU Energy

	Vance Hall
	Hunt Power

	Ed Echols
	TXU Energy

	Rita Morales
	Direct Energy

	Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto
	PUCT

	Kirk Schneider
	AEP

	Nieves Lopez
	ERCOT

	Jerry Jackson
	First Choice

	Eddie Johnson
	Brazos Electric

	Randy Roberts
	ERCOT

	Alon Erlichman
	Reliant Energy 

	John Taylor
	Entergy Solutions

	Terry Bates
	TXU ED

	Adrian Pieniazek
	Centerpoint Energy


Agenda

Morning Session

1. Review of meeting and minutes from September
2. Discuss the Protocol timelines regarding UFE

3. Update on ERCOT staff and PWG work on protocol revision to calculate Distribution  Losses based on actual load for the operating day

4. Determine if there is general consensus on a problem statement 

5. Group development of solutions list to resolve the stated problem (Dependent on consensus around problem statement – no solutions are needed if a problem is not definable)

a. Prioritize the list
b. Build out high level requirements needed to accomplish the solution 

Afternoon Session

6. Develop a market participant consensus on a how to measure and make UFE monitoring available to the market

a. List items desired for analysis

i. What data is needed to perform that monitoring/analysis

ii. What data is available

b. Is it important to update previous UFE reports from 2002

7. Schedule next meeting
Meeting Minutes
BJ Flowers reviewed the antitrust admonition.

Bill will send the minutes and ppt’s from the last meeting to everyone who signed attendance sheet.  The minutes for this meeting will be sent to UFE, RMS and COPS exploder lists.

Ed confirmed the following Action Items from the last meeting.
· 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.

Ed reviewed a few of the slides from the last UFE TF meeting.  There was discussion around the concept of net load and “inadvertent energy.”  Kirk stated we are starting with  the assumption that the net load (top-down) calculation is correct.  There was agreement the net load calculation should be reviewed.  Don Tucker will be invited to the next meeting to discuss EPS metering.
BJ suggested starting a list of issues causing UFE.  Many of these issues could require actions from ERCOT market groups outside of the UFE TF.  The issues list was reviewed at the end of the meeting.
List of Issues

· “Left in hot” process. 
· Profile correction after new construction premises have permanent points of delivery Also creating new ESIID for new residence and dropping business ESIID for construction – Ron.
· Formalized feedback process from TDSP’s regarding “727” data.
· No readings for several months, then TDSP’s lump multi-month meter reads into a one month’s read – BJ.
· Disconnects don’t have associated meter reading.
· Performance metrics – TDSP’s aggressively performing responsibilities (i.e. theft).
· Inequity in allocating UFE is bigger problem then magnitude of UFE – Kirk.
· Factor total aggregate generation value into profiles – Randy.
· Theft issue.
· How is malfunction of equipment handled?  What is process? Tracking method for VEE.
· Why are ESIID’s not being read (within 6 months)?
It was agreed by the attendees that many of the listed items are issues that reside under other ERCOT committees - mostly RMS.
As a beginning on the theft issue, the TDSP’s were asked to explain how they pursue theft at the next meeting.
Ed presented the “Utility Survey of UFE Contributing Factors” slide that was compiled prior to market open. Carl suggested updating this “survey”.  Others suggested that we not pursue the survey given projects like the Load Research Project are underway already.
There was a discussion of the issues surrounding UFE Zones. Carl believes UFE Zones will unfairly penalize market participants who happen to fall into a zone where the UFE is higher due to bad profiles. Everyone is paying for the load research program and the  improved profiles should benefit everyone.  In theory, no one is disadvantaged in the market because of profile error.
Adrian asked what prompted the restart of this group.  One reason was protocols suggest specific timing for UFE analysis.  Most agreed that the language in the protocols around specific timelines that have already passed  should be addressed or changed.

After lunch, the discussion continued on general UFE identification, allocation issues, and profiling error.  Ed stated UFE allocation is a policy issue.  Carl stated UFE is the net effect of errors.  There are always winners and losers.  Kirk asked how do we quantify UFE (i.e. what are $ associated with UFE?)  At what point is it worth it to continue reducing UFE?  What is the benefit of reducing UFE and is it appropriately distributed?
Ed introduced the concept of negative UFE and defined negative UFE as energy that never occurred so money does not change hands.  In the settlement process, wholesale metering determines the total amount of power that the market should collect money for from the retail use.  The retail side of the settlement process sometimes leads to energy numbers in 15 minute intervals that is higher than what wholesale resources provided in that interval.  In those instances no money for the excess energy changes hands because the system retail load is reduced until it equals known wholesale delivered power.  Absolute value analysis of UFE dollars will be overstated if Negative UFE is not excluded.  Ed suggested that UFE analysis must distinguish “negative” UFE dollars as being either from negative clearing prices or from negative UFE if the indicator to the market includes dollar values.  There was much discussion on negative UFE and cross-subsidization.
Ed asked if there is a consensus problem statement the market wishes to address in the UFE TF?  What is needed to assist the market in monitoring, measuring and analyzing UFE?
Why did UFE shift from negative to positive bias after first 11 months of the market? One idea was bad data in 2002 (first year of market) that got corrected.

Carl presented the following ideas and suggestions that ERCOT is pursuing.  It should be noted that some of these suggestions are items that will assist ERCOT operations in day-to-day understanding of how to manage the system around the system load shape. 
· Update UFE report currently on the website to include results for calendar year 2003.
· Consider improvements for ESIID-to-substation assignment

· Evaluate potential impact to current settlements if incorrect

· ERCOT test settlements at substation level have shown problems … mismatch of load with substation telemetry

· ERCOT validations based on zip code continue to show many suspect assignments

· Suggest geo-coding service address into latitude and longitude and perform validations on location/distance measures.  Load Profiling is getting a demo version of a Geo-Coding database.  
· Evaluate loss calculations and profiling error

· Compare settlement version of annual kWh to substation telemetry at TDSP level (removes profiling error and substation assignment error from comparison.)
· Substations are metered (~50%), observable (~40%) and unobservable (~10%)

· Investigate are there systematic differences by time-of-use? By voltage level?

· Are substations primarily serving business load or residential load more accurate (profile related issues)?

· Are substations in some weather zones more accurate than other zones (also profile related issues)?
· Compare UFE at the substation level

· If previous comparisons are good enough, compare UFE across substations.

· If UFE is uniform across all substations, we probably do not need UFE zones.

· If UFE is not uniform, can we identify zones where it is uniform?

· Is there enough benefit in terms of settlement accuracy to justify the metering investment to implement UFE zones?

· Could we consider continuing with current method of UFE allocation to substations by their telemetered UFE share?

· Improved settlement estimates of load at the substation level would be beneficial to ERCOT operations

· Could produce better estimates at unobservable substations.
· Improved transmission planning.
· Improved congestion management.
· TNT / State Estimator more accurate.
Ed will schedule at least one more meeting before the holidays.
Action Items
1. Bill will send the minutes and ppt’s from the September 14, 2004 meeting to everyone who signed attendance sheet.  The minutes for this meeting will be sent to UFE, RMS, and COPS exploder lists.

2. TDSP’s were asked to explain how they pursue theft at the next meeting.
3. Load Profiling is getting a demo version of a Geo-Coding database.  They will evaluate the database and report to the UFE TF.
4. ERCOT will update the UFE report currently on the website to include results for calendar year 2003.
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