Draft June 2nd UFE Minutes


Attendees:
Kirk Schneider, AEP
Carl Raish, ERCOT

Ed Echols, TXU

David Gonzales, ERCOT

Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

Betty Day, ERCOT

Bill Boswell, ERCOT

Eddie Johnson, Brazos Electric

Manuel Munoz, Centerpoint

Ernie Padroza, Reliant Energy
John Oberwartmann, CPS Energy
Terry Bates, TXUED

John Taylor, Entergy Solutions

Zachary Collard, CenterPoint

UFE Task Force

Agenda
1. Review ERCOT staff’s UFE Presentation 

2. What analysis might be accomplished to provide more transparency to UFE 
3. Discuss how options for analysis can be accomplished 

4. Discuss suggestion on Mean Absolute Percent Error by week day type 

· Ed started meeting and reviewed Agenda.  
· Ed reviewed the Antitrust Admonition.

· Task Force meeting attendees did introductions.

1. Review of ERCOT staff’s UFE Presentation –UFE 2003 Analysis.
a. Slide 2 Load and UFE – ERCOT Peak 2003 Based on True-up Settlement                                                                                                   A comment was made that we are currently waiting for true-ups to be done for 2004 so that analysis can be performed for 2004.  Example Plot for peak day in 2003.  The study covers interval 1 starting on January 1, 2003 through December 31, 2003.  Per Ernie, refreshing our models would be helpful.
b. Slide 3 – UFE Basics                                                                                Bill reviewed Slide 3 information. No discussion from group.
c. Slide 4 UFE Basics                                                                                  Bill reviewed Slide 4 information.  Kirk asked if interval data was about half.  Bill responded yes including NOIEs.

d. Slide 5 – Data Verification in the Settlement Process                          Bill reviewed Slide 5 information.  No discussion.

e. Slide 6 – UFE Mwh by Month                                                          Manny indicated that he had asked for this information so that we could see if anything had occurred.  Manny discussed information that goes into UFE.  Betty discussed transition of ESIIDs on UFE transitioning off of UFE.  Ernie said he would look at the amount of rainfall contributing to the spikes on the models.  Ernie feels that when it rains the models underestimate UFE.  
f. Slide 7 – Cumulative UFE Mwh by Month                                         John asked if this was net.  Bill indicated that this was net.  Manny asked if this was closer to zero.  Ernie indicated that ERCOT’s total in 2004 was 289 Million.  Carl indicated that in an ideal world your overall would net out close to zero.  Ernie said that the goal is to have near zero UFE.  The positiveness is worth consideration.  Manny said we could compare this kind of UFE to other control areas.  John stated that there is more to UFE than “sample error”.  Kirk stated that coming in consistently lower would indicate that this was an issue with UFE and not the load.  Change in UFE was tied to an event.  Ernie stated that SCR727 has contributed to improved UFE.  Ernie reverted back to slide 3 as contributors to UFE.  Ed discussed what contributed to losses.  Ernie indicated that if we design our samples and develop a model that works with every interval we have better UFE.  Ed indicated that we need to look at the Settlement presentation again.
g. Slide 8 – Statistical Results – Bill reviewed slide.  Bill and Carl explained information in slide.  Ernie said that if your absolute became zero, you were really nailing it.
h. Slide 9 - Statistical Results Continued                                                       Bill reviewed slide.  The mean and median values are close together.  We need to be watching for going from 17 to 10 days and the impact to UFE.  Eddie asked if there is a transaction to let you know that you are changing sub-stations.  A comment was made that with Nodal, loads will be settled zonally.  
i. Slide 10 - Generation Differences Between Initial and Final Settlements Bill reviewed slide.  Very high percentage of intervals do change some.  This is the MV90 settlement meter.  Ernie asked if this points to a quality control question.  Betty said we only read generation above 10 Megawatts.   ERCOT does not estimate generation unless it is EPS metered.    
j. Slide 13 - Change in Generation between Settlements – Bill reviewed slide.  A comment was made that the point is that we don’t feel that Generation is a significant contributor to UFE.
k. Slide 14 – 2003 Percent Distribution of UFE MW – Initial to Final – Bill reviewed slide.  There was discussion on load being overstated.
l. Slide 17 – Statistical Studies by Week – Initial Settlement 95% Confidence Interval.  Carl explained slide.  
m. Slide 22 – Seasonal Comparison- Spring 2003 UFE Percent of ERCOT Load and ERCOT Load.  Eddie asked why there is so much discrepancy.  A question was asked if it is out of phase with the real load.  A comment was made that if the model is incorrect then the Distribution Loss Factor is off as well.  There was significant discussion on the error in our process and the improvement of error in process to help minimize risk.  
n. Slide 25 – Seasonal Comparison -  Winter 2003  UFE Percent of ERCOT Load and ERCOT Load – A comment was made that the error is different at different temperatures.  
o. Slide 29 – Percent UFE vs. ERCOT Load Initial Settlement – There is a significant relationship between UFE and Load per Bill.  Ernie said he wants to keep this issue open for discussion.  
p. Slide 31 – Percent UFE vs. ERCOT Load True-Up Settlement – A comment was mad that there is a shift up.    
q. Slide 32 – Comparison of Median Percent UFE Initial, Final and True-Up Settlements - The three medians are shifting up.  UFE gets worse in the upper realm starting at 40,000 Megawatts.  
r. Slide 34 – General Observations Continued Percent UFE vs. ERCOT Load – Ernie stated that second bullet point should not be in the presentation or the point should be re-stated.  We have a consensus on the bullet revision.  
s. Slide 35 – 37 Percent Transmission Plus Distribution Losses versus Total ERCOT Load – Only the transformers would be modeled.  There was discussion on model design.  
t. Slide 39 - UFE Cost by Month and CMZone - Ed asked how generation is determined when they do the zone.  This is how much is allocated to the zone per Carl.  Ed indicated that this slide needs to be clarified.  This is an allocation process for load in that area.
u. Slide 43 – ERCOT Total Cumulative UFE Cost across the Year – Per Ed, we need a disclaimer on this slide that indicates that we do not have 300 Million dollars to fund a project to improve UFE.  This is just a weighting.  How do we use this information to determine what resources we can assign to this project?  The price does not have anything to do with UFE per ED.  A comment was made that a model is not going to be responsive to an event whereas a fresh lagged dynamic in the field would be more accurate.  Model gives a feel for how much risk is assumed per Ernie.  This is a measure of financial risk.  We need to agree on our forecasting techniques in order to improve our variance per Eddie.  UFE is a performance measure of itself.  We will look at justification for improvement of models in the future or improvement through lagged dynamic.  We are not hitting UFE that closely.  Ernie wants to weigh this chart against having a resource added to work on UFE.  
v. Slide 47 – Sum of Dollars from Net UFE – Manny asked why West and South are small percentages.
w. Slide 52 – Sum of UFE Dollars – Winter Positive and Negative UFE - Kirk stated that these graphs are valuable just to know what is going on.
x. Slide 68 - Results and Conclusions - Kirk asked “isn’t a negative UFE just as bad as a positive UFE?”  The risk is higher at a positive per Manny and Eddie.  Per Ernie, negative UFE has an associated cost. 
y. Slide 69 – Recommendations – Ed indicated that we need to focus on letting the PWG work on Load Research.  Kirk discussed the implied priorities based on the order of the listed items on Slide 69.  Ed indicated we are at a “catch 22” on this issue.  We are building modes that are going to be obsolete.    
2. Ernie discussed Mean Absolute Percent Error.  We need to make sure we are looking at Trade days to Trade days.  Each company will need to look at channel zero and channel one.  The only difference is less actual load to settle on.  Per Carl, you are trading off two risks.  (The cost of money and less days for settlement)  The benefit is that you know sooner how you have been doing settling on 10 day vs. 17 day.  Shadow settlements are not totally in synch with  what is going on?  Manny asked regarding customers who do not have QSEs:  Can we assign a surrogate QSE?  Carl said he can see NOIEs complaining.  You can measure consumption in order to help assign UFE.  We need to take this issue back to our companies and think about it.   Ed said that he didn’t feel that QSE’s would buy off on it.  You are accounting for it but you just don’t know what to do about it.  Per Ed, what we need to think about is the losses and what we can do with losses.   ERCOT staff can look at how to improve the models per Ernie if we can assign resources.  
3. Carl talked through UFE example spreadsheet.  
4. Ed asked if we were going to discuss Mean Absolute Percent Error.  If UFE is going positive it is not going to help us.  Carl indicated missing usage data will make it go negative.  What analysis can UFE do around losses?  How can loss calculations be improved? 
We will probably have a July or August meeting and look at 2004 comparison.  
Ed asked the team if anyone has any other subject to bring up.  No comments were made so the meeting was adjourned.
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