Pro and Con for changing the UFE Allocation factors
This document is a working draft of a collection of comments to facilitate the market discuss if a change in UFE allocation factors are in order. The Chair of the PWG has made an attempt to summary the bullet points submitted to the Chair hopefully without being too redundant. Any Market Participant who wishes is encouraged to submit as a key document for the next PWG meeting any comments, spreadsheets, white papers, etc. to support your position. The Chair shall not issue to the ERCOT exploder list or the PWG meeting key documents any email with Market Participant comments made directly to the PWG Chair as part of this action item.

The SEWG is co-sponsor in the UFE discussions with the PWG. 

Please feel free to change with track changes this documents language that may not state the original intent of the submitter or any omissions or additions and submit to the Chair of the PWG by end of day April 19, 2010. The final draft shall be posted as a key document at the next PWG meeting. 

The Chair of PWG has enclosed references to some of the material previously used in discusses at the COPS, SEWG and PWG meetings or other public documents related to the UFE allocation conversation.
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Three Options;

1) Change the allocation factor vs. No Change (Con),

2) Change Distribution NIDR metered premises from 1.0 to 0.5 allocation factor, and

3) Change Transmission IDR, Distribution IDR and NIDR metered premises to have equal allocation factors.

Option 1 Change the allocation factor (Pro) vs. No Change (Con)
	Con (No Change)
	Pro (For Change)

	Keep Settlement as is with no impact to any Market Participant processes.
	After 8 years of market experience and the implementation of AMS meters warrants a review and change. 

	Distribution NIDR shall benefit by lower variability of UFE by 15 minute interval due to AMS. Proportionally the change in UFE shall be impacted equally per the PWG meetings in June and July 2009. I. E. if the Distribution NIDR metered premises are impacted with a 10% increase in UFE then both the Distribution and Transmission IDR metered premises shall have the same 10% proportional change in percent UFE. Supported by worksheet “Sheet1” Cells in row 38 in key document UFE_Allocation_v03.xls at

http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/pwg/keydocs/2009/0624 
	During the transition of AMS metered premises the UFE as a percent of metered load for the Distribution NIDR segment of the market increases unfairly. Any remaining Distribution NIDR premises after the deployment plans are completed shall continue to have an increase in UFE as a percent of metered load. Net UFE for the year tends to be positive and the percent of UFE in relation to metered load shall tend to be redistributed from premises with advanced meters (IDR) to premises with NIDR meters. Supported by worksheet “Sheet1” Cells I37 vs. I28 in key document UFE_Allocation_v03.xls at
http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/pwg/keydocs/2009/0624 

	Current allocation weights were determined by survey responses by nine companies per UFE Workshop presentation page 22.
	No empirical data to support the shift in UFE to metered load percent. Quantification of UFE by cause is problematic if not impossible. Know and measurable accurate contributions to UFE by cause are not possible.

	Transmission and Distribution IDR metered premises have considerable less risk of thief.
	Assumption is that NIDR shall have more thief than IDR however the UFE Workshop pages 24 and 25 only gives thief a small portion of 3.07% of the percent of cost contribution per settlement period while giving 6.67 % to inaccuracy of method used to model transmission losses plus 8.78 % inaccuracy of method used to model distribution losses.

	The current Distribution NIDR metered premises keep the same allocation factor.
	Protocols Section 18.2.1 states, “(1) Give no unfair advantage to any Entity;” 

	The overall net UFE over the year shall not be altered by the implementation of AMS meters so the allocation factors need not change.
	The overall net UFE over the year shall not be altered by the implementation of AMS meters so the redistribution of UFE is unfair and creates a cost equity issue for those residential and small commercial premises that are lagging behind in the advanced meter installation deployment timeline. The NIDR shall be penalized with more UFE allocation simply because their premises aren’t scheduled to receive an AMS meter until 2012 or 2013. As the population of AMS meters grows, the population of non-AMS meters reduces, and therefore the pool of customers without AMS meters is taking on more percent UFE to metered load.  

	Distribution IDR should receive less UFE than the NIDR counterparts just as allocated in the protocols due to thief and meter precision.
	Residential customers should be treated equally for any market error in process such as UFE regardless of meter type. Anything else puts and unfair cost on NIDR vs. IDR metered residential premises.

	UFE should be allocated proportionally to the class producing the error.
	There is no consistency in the way UFE is handled in various markets. Some other markets allocate UFE to all customers on a load ratio bases, one example is BGE in PJM who allocates UFE on a non-discriminatory basis.
https://supplier.bge.com/LoadProfiles_EnergySettlement/Unaccountedforenergy.htm
 BGE Loss Factors 

	Changing allocation factors will unfairly increase Transmission level customer bills
	Transmission customers will undoubtedly see an increase in their bills – the question is whether that will happen sooner or later. 
Currently, the allocation factors are: 1.0 – Distribution non-IDR; 0.5 – Distribution IDR; and 0.1 – Transmission IDR. With the current UFE allocation ratio the way it is now, Transmission customers enjoy a 10:1 UFE cost ratio (Distribution non-IDR (1.0) vs. Transmission IDR (0.1)). However, in 2013, when the TDUs complete their AMS installation, the UFE ratio for Transmission level customers will reduce naturally from 10:1 to 5:1 if the allocation factors remain the same. Reason being, now the majority of customers are with AMS meters instead of traditional scalar meter; so therefore, the ratio of UFE costs is now 5:1 (Distribution IDR (0.5) vs Transmission IDR (0.1)). The proposal to make UFE allocation factors closer for Distribution IDR vs Distribution non-IDR only shifts the timeline forward, and based on analysis done by Direct Energy, most of the subsidization that occurs between Distribution IDR and Distribution non-IDR will occur in the next 24-36 months.
If the Market decides to revisit the UFE allocation factors, the change will effectively “true-up” the UFE costs for transmission level customers as they have been traditionally underpaying their portion of UFE costs since Market Open.

	Making allocation factors equal for both AMS and non-AMS meters will not recognize the added benefits of AMS meters and 15 minute interval data
	The initial proposal presented to PWG introduced the concept for equal allocation factors. However, if there is concern that equal allocation factors for both AMS and non-AMS meters neutralizes the benefits of 15 minutes interval data gathered from AMS meters, then it is in the Market’s best interest to calculate and assign a fairer allocation factor to non-AMS premises due to the lagging AMS installation timelines as well as taking into consideration the benefits of AMS meters. This will ensure that non-AMS customers are not subsidizing as much of the UFE costs as they are now.  By doing so, this will also help Residential customers who have no control over their meter type and AMS installation timeline from being overwhelmingly overbilled because of outdated UFE allocation factors. 

If the Market decides to revisit and change the allocation factors, then it is imperative that the Market also assign a more realistic allocation factor to non-AMS meters considering an increasingly smaller population will now carry an increasingly greater amount of the UFE costs going forward.

	Over the course of a year, both the Non-IDR meters and IDR meters on a residential or small commercial premise would have the same metered load but the Distribution IDR meters measure load in the appropriate 15 minute interval so the allocation factor should be different for the Distribution IDR and NIDR as is in the Protocols. Hurricanes has been prime examples of how daily allocation of missing load for outages is distributed by the load profiling settlement process much more poorly than metered or estimations of the actual outage per 15 minute interval.
	Over the course of a year, both the Non-IDR meters and IDR meters on a residential or small commercial premise would have the same metered load. The metered load at a residential or small commercial premise shall have the same transmission and distribution losses added in Settlement. So UFE is not changed due to meter type. Rather the UFE variance per interval is due in part to settlement allocation process of metered load per day based on the latest bill to calculate the scaling factor per ESIID. The NIDR metered customers should not be penalized due to the imperfections of settlement daily load allocation in the settlement process. AMS or IDR estimations of meter outages do not perfectly allocate load to the appropriate 15 minute interval.

	The load profiles are probably the biggest cause of UFE variability so the allocations currently reflect the NIDR metered premise’s larger contribution. This variability is affecting the settlement dollars in the 15 minute interval that may have been hedged differently based on the load profile. 15 minute metering with IDR or AMS meters is more accurate in the 15 minute interval therefore the IDR metered premises should receive less UFE allocation.
	Just because a NIDR metered premise changes to an AMS meter does not in and of itself change the net UFE contribution over time for the customer. Modification of the allocation factor will alleviate the disproportionate amount of UFE that profiled premises will be burdened with during the AMS transition process.  NIDR customers will pay for an excess of approximately $2.4 million in UFE costs over the next 18 months if the factors remain the same (See Jim Lee’s presentation adjusted to UFE at 0.5% and $50 per MWh). As a result, these customers will face a drastic increase in their bill.  Moreover, because not all profiled premises will receive an AMS meter, the remaining profiled customers will receive a disproportionate amount of UFE costs relative to their supposed contribution to UFE.

	BUSIDRRQ customers have always been allocated less UFE than residential customers for the many reasons listed above.
	Even with no change in allocation the Transmission IDR shall be receiving a 0.1 vs. 0.5 for Distribution IDR or a 1 to 5 ratio once all NIDR are changed to an AMS meter. So UFE allocation change to BUSIDRRQ is inevitable with current allocation factors. So the current 0.1 vs. 1.0 or 1 to 10 relationship between Transmission IDR and Residential NIDR UFE shall disappear as the majority of the load moves with the implementation plan of AMS.

	
	BUSIDRRQ proxy day does not always allocate load in the appropriate 15 minute interval especially at initial settlement vs. final settlement. Since the load is so much larger with the BUSIDRRQ premises the contribution to UFE 15 minute variability can be significant. This error could if measured very quickly exceed any thief from a considerable population of NIDR residential premises.

	
	Modifying the factors will more appropriately distribute UFE costs across all groups. Currently, according to Calvin’s estimation, contribution to market load for IDR, NIDR and Transmission level customers is about 22%, 38%, and 16%, respectively. The UFE costs that IDR, NIDR, and Transmission level customers currently pay are 21%, 76%, and 3%, respectively. Once 70% of profiled premises’ load has shifted to AMS meters, if the factors remain the same, contribution to total market load by IDR, NIDR, and Transmission level customers will shift to 49%, 12%, and 16%, respectively. Should factors remain the same, UFE costs IDR, NIDR, and Transmission customers will be responsible for shifts to 65%, 31%, and 4%, respectively.

	
	Basically, the bottom line is this: between Jan 2010 and Nov 2011 if the allocation factors remain the way they are today (1.0 – Distribution NIDR; 0.5 – Distribution IDR; 0.1 – Transmission IDR; 0.0 NOIE) the Distribution NIDR customers will essentially subsidize the UFE costs of approximately 135,000 MWh between Jan 1, 2010 and Jan 1, 2014.  Jim Lee’s presentation is a study from a month-on-month/year-on-year basis. UFE presentation by ERCOT (Calvin Opheim), ERCOT’s conclusion is that although 15-min data reduces the peaks and valleys intra-day, the overall total ERCOT UFE over the entire year remains unchanged – regardless of meter type. Therefore, for this reason the UFE allocation factors for AMS vs. non-AMS should be equal (or at least fairer) and the changes are needed sooner rather than later. Reason being, once AMS becomes more rooted and mature, UFE should naturally reduce, but it’s the interim period between now and Nov 2011 where the majority of the subsidization shall occur.




Option 2 Change NIDR metered premises from 1.0 to 0.5 allocation factor
Additional points not listed above

	Con (No Change)
	Pro (For Change)

	Only the Distribution voltage premises are receiving AMS meters 
	The Distribution NIDR metered premises are already paying TDSP tariff charges while the transmission metered premised are not.

	The majority of the UFE contribution and issues are related to the non-Transmission premises
	Transmission is not paying for Advanced Meters yet but getting the benefits for free. Within each TDSP, all distribution customers are paying the implementation charge.

	Everyone knows NIDR vs. IDR is a widely held assumption that NIDR contributes more to UFE variance.
	NIDR and IDR Distribution customers are both paying for the AMS tariff charges therefore the two groups should share the same allocation factor. There is no empirical data analysis to distinguish the cost of proxy day error in initial settlement on which hedge decisions are based vs. load profiling daily energy allocation issues are contributing to costs therefore the two groups in distribution voltage should be allocated the same UFE allocation weights. 

	Thief is much more likely with a NIDR meter than IDR.
	Thief is considered to be small per the original survey on UFE causes not to mention is not quantifiable with a known and measurable allocation method.

	AMS meters reduce variance in the 15 minute settlement for UFE vs. NIDR (see Calvin’s presentation.
	All residential premises pay the same tariff amount for the AMS infrastructure.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Option 3 Change Transmission IDR, Distribution IDR and NIDR metered premises to have equal allocation factors or load ratio share
(Additional points not listed above)
	Con (No Change)
	Pro (For Change)

	Current contracts, pricing, forecasting and hedging process by Market Participants are built on the current UFE allocation factors and should not change which would add to the costs of Market Participants in particular the transmission premises.
	Load Ratio Share allocation is supported due to no empirical data to support otherwise. Moving all IDR and NIDR premises to the same weighting (1) would allow all segments to share equally in UFE costs.  

	UFE allocation should be proportional to the segment causing the UFE.
	UFE by definition is unaccounted for energy and as such it should be allocated equally to all market participants (similar to ERCOT fees).  There is no empirical know and measurable justification for the current unequal allocation.

	Actual 15 minute metered data is allocated appropriately in the correct interval.
	BUSIDRRQ is read once per month so the proxy day processes is used in settlement until the actual 15 minute data is translated. The impact to initial settlement could be larger than the NIDR UFE in some interval if the empirical data was possible.

	
	Load Ratio Share or allocation of 1.0 for Transmission and Distribution IDR and Distribution NIDR is the only fair allocation going forward. If no change then Transmission gets more UFE due to the majority of load moving from a ratio of 1 to 10 to 1 to 5. If no change then the NIDR premises also get more of an increase in percent UFE to metered load. No change is unfair on both ends of the voltage and meter type spectrum. Therefore Load Ratio Share is the most fair just like so many other ERCOT Fees.

	
	It can be argued that the AMS premises should have the least UFE allocation since the 15 minute data is used in initial settlement without the one month lag in data for IDR (BUSIDRRQ) at both transmission and distribution voltages which uses the proxy day settlement process. In fact the 10% UFE for initial settlement experienced in early January could possibly be proxy day BUSIDRRQ data used in settlement measured between Christmas and New Year when large businesses may have reduced load due to the holidays and economy. There is no empirical analysis to distinguish the contribution to these early January high UFE by individual causation. There is no breakdown of Transmission IDR proxy day contribution vs. NIDR distribution contribution vs. the weather impact of the cold weather. Therefore the allocations factors need to change and load ratio share used for allocation. LRS would mean all market segments are treated equally by MCPE in the balancing market.

	
	

	
	

	
	


UFE Report Excerpt

PWG 8/26/2009

http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/pwg/keydocs/2009/0826/UFEAnalysis2008__081409.ppt
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Prior UFE Reports

http://www.ercot.com/mktinfo/loadprofile/ufe/ 

Original Chair Request and Action Item
Dated 3/25/2010

Both the SEWG and PWG have been discussing for several months if the UFE allocation factors should be changed due to the implementation of AMS meters into ERCOT settlement. There are pro and con in the discussions from several Market Participants. At the PWG meeting yesterday I volunteered to compile a summary of the pro and con points to post for key documents at the next SEWG meeting on 4/27 and for the PWG meeting on 4/28/2010.

The hope is that from these next two discussions with the aid of the summary document perhaps a direction for next steps can be clarified.

You may assist with the summary document by sending to me at my email below your specific comments of pro and con by end of business day Thursday April 1, 2010.

Your cooperation would be appreciated.

Ernie Podraza 
Load Forecasting Manager 
Direct Energy 
12 Greenway Plaza, Suite 600 
Houston, Texas 77046 
Business Phone: 713-877-3517 Fax:  713-877-3559 
Email: Ernest.Podraza@directenergy.com    
Also serving as Chair of ERCOT Profiling Working Group 

Protocol References

Protocols Section 11.4.6.2 Allocation of UFE 
ERCOT will allocate UFE to specific categories based upon adjusted Load Ratio Share. The adjusted Load Ratio Share will be determined using the following UFE category weighting factors: 

(1) 0.0 - Transmission Voltage level IDR Non Opt-in Entities 

(2) 0.10 - Distribution Voltage level IDR Non Opt-in Entities 

(3) 0.10 - Transmission Voltage level IDR Premises 

(4) 0.50 - Distribution Voltage level IDR Premises 

(5) 1.00 - Distribution Voltage level Profiled Premises 

The ERCOT Data Aggregation System shall provide a mechanism to change the UFE category weighting factors for specific transition periods. 

11.6 Unaccounted For Energy (UFE) Analysis
11.6.1 Overview

ERCOT will provide an annual UFE analysis report consisting of UFE data analysis from the

preceding calendar year. This report will be based on final settlement data and will be posted to

the Market Information System (MIS) by April 30th. The appropriate TAC Subcommittee may:

(1) Request interim UFE analysis reports;

(2) Establish a task force for further UFE investigation that may include the

establishment of UFE analysis zones. UFE analysis zones will not be used for

settlement purposes until adopted as UFE settlement zones. Before adoption as UFE

settlement zones the following will be considered, at a minimum:

(a) Cost-benefit analysis;

(b) Installation requirements for Revenue Quality Meters;

(c) Impact on the settlement system;

(d) Impact on Market Participant systems;

(e) Cost of UFE to Market Participants;

(3) Identify factors that are contributing to UFE and work with the appropriate Entities to

rectify problems causing UFE;

ERCOT currently has one (1) UFE zone for settlement purposes, which encompasses all of

ERCOT.

11.6.2 Annual UFE Analysis Report

The annual UFE analysis report will contain both ERCOT-wide and UFE allocation category

quantities as follows:

(1) Total UFE MWhs;

(2) Total UFE cost;

(3) Percent of total UFE to ERCOT Load;

(4) Percent of total UFE cost; and

(5) Notice of any factors that may be contributing to UFE
18.2.1 Guidelines for Development of Load Profiles

In developing Load Profiles, ERCOT shall strive to achieve an optimal combination of the

following:

(1) Give no unfair advantage to any Entity;

(2) Maximize usability by minimizing the total number of Load Profiles without

compromising accuracy and cost effectiveness;

(3) Minimize the Load Profiles’ contribution to Unaccounted for Energy (UFE) over all

Settlement Intervals, paying particular attention to higher cost periods;

(4) Reflect reasonably homogenous groups, with respect to Load shape and likely supply

costs;

(5) Develop Load Profiles that are distinctly different;

(6) Develop Load Profiles for areas with incomplete Load data utilizing data from other

sources, taking into account similarities and differences in Load;

(7) Accommodate Time Of Use (TOU) rate classes;

(8) Use the most accurate Load research data available; and

(9) Develop Load Profiles based on readily identifiable parameters that are not subject to

frequent change.
18.2.9 Adjustments and Changes to Load Profile Development
…

ERCOT shall give at least one hundred fifty (150) days notice to all Market Participants prior to

market implementation of any change in Load Profile Methodology, existing Load Profiles, or

when any additional Load Profiles are developed. This notice shall include a Load Profile

change implementation timeline, which specifies dates on which key events during the Load

Profile change process will take place. Upon any change in Load Profile Types, TDSPs shall

send any revised ESI ID Load Profile assignments required by the change to the registration

system within the implementation timeline. After the new Load Profile(s) becomes available,

changes to Load Profile Types will be effective on the next meter read date for each ESI ID.

If one or more Load Profiles require changes to reduce excessive UFE, as determined by the

appropriate ERCOT TAC subcommittee, TAC may provide a shorter notice period and

implementation date, than otherwise provided herein, for such required changes to Load Profiles.
If the Load Profile Methodology requires changes to reduce excessive UFE, as determined by the appropriate ERCOT TAC subcommittee, TAC may provide an expedited notice period and

implementation date. TAC may require the standard Load Profile revision process follow such

expedited revisions for long-term resolution.
Other References
UFE Workshop

Search at ERCOT.com for “UFE Workshop”.
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Excerpts;

ISO will monitor UFE and formulate plans for improving the method for calculation and/or allocation of UFE.

Utility survey performed to determine estimate of percentage of UFE by each contributing factor.

    • Nine companies responded to reformatted survey

    • Categorized contributing factors to customer type

• Final allocation algorithms were developed based upon the survey results

· Decision was made to accept the Allocation mechanism defined by a representative of Austin Energy as the output of the algorithm most closely matched the results of the UFE Allocation survey data 
·  Results were incorporated into Protocols
TDSP AMS Tariffs
http://www.puc.state.tx.us/electric/rates/TDR.cfm 

ERCOT Meeting Minutes and Notes References
COPS 11/10/2009 Approved Notes
Profile Working Group (PWG)

Ernie Podraza reviewed recent PWG activities and expressed PWG’s appreciation for the work of Ron Hernandez and Diana Ott.  Market Participants discussed the use of Market Clearing Price for Energy (MCPE) to reach the dollar value of Unaccounted For Energy (UFE); that MCPE is an appropriate measure for determining costs, but that UFE trends might be masked by adding a pricing element; and the possibility of considering absolute UFE rather than net UFE.

Settlements and Extracts Working Group (SEWG)

Mr. Galvin reviewed recent SEWG activities.  Regarding UFE, Mr. Galvin opined that consideration should be given to the costs of UFE absorbed by the market.  

Analysis of UFE with No Profile Adjustments during Hurricane Ike

Mr. Opheim reviewed the Hurricane Ike adjusted profile analysis provided at the October 19, 2009 SEWG meeting, noting that Market Participants have generally communicated that the less variation in UFE the better, due to predictability.  Mr. Galvin expressed concern that adjusted profiles caused biases, adding the possibility that lost Load significantly contributed to biases.  Mr. Goff suggested that estimation methods were not consistent across Entities.  Mr. Podraza noted that with the conversion to AMS, there will be fewer profiles and more real data.  Mr. Galvin expressed concern for cash flow issues experienced by Market Participants in a 60-day lag.

Market Participants discussed that Hurricane Ike was an extreme event with likely isolated UFE results due to evolving metering systems; that there would be no easy solution with non-IDR meters; and that after storms, TDSPs first work to restore power and then provide data.  Ms. Scott added that Hurricane Ike swept away both houses and meters, and that AMS meters would have also been demolished; that unusually cooler and dryer post-storm conditions altered CenterPoint Energy’s estimating routines, as even those customers with electricity were not using their air conditioners at usual levels; and that due to the size and duration of the storm, it was unknown how long various residences had been evacuated.

Market Participants further discussed proxy day routines for IDRs; that the Meter Data Management (MDM) process is not envisioned to cease working during storms and will impute Load that is not there during storms; and that ERCOT did an outstanding job in proactively adjusting the profiles, and that consideration should be given to a methodology to reduce proxy days.

Market Advanced Readings and Settlements Task Force (MARS TF)

Ms. Scott reviewed options for addressing the delayed implementation of PR80027, Advanced Metering Interim Settlements Solution, noting the MARS TF preference for Option 1 as it allows for new functionality to be implemented in phases, avoids extended year-end black out dates, and provides time for ERCOT and TDSPs to gain experience with the production files.

PWG Presentation

http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/cops/keydocs/2009/1110/07._PWG_COPS_Update_20091110_v1.ppt#426,5,Slide 5 
COPS 1/12/2010 Draft Notes
UFE Allocation for AMS Meters

Mr. Lee reported that Direct Energy has observed an inequality for some customers as a result of the disparity in the allocation factors for Interval Data Recorder (IDR) and non-IDR meters.  Mr. Lee noted that as Customers are  switched to AMS meters, they are paying a both a surcharge and a higher UFE cost, suggested that a task force be established to review the UFE allocation, and recommended that allocation factors for both IDR and non-IDR meters be both reduced to 0.5 or both increased to 1.0.

Calvin Opheim noted that PWG considered the issue in 2009, that when all AMS meters are installed the allocation factor will be the same, and that the challenge is for the interim period.  Market Participants discussed whether a task force should be formed, or review of the issue be assigned to PWG.  Ms. McKeever requested that PWG place the item on their next agenda, and that a workshop be held if needed.

SEWG 3/15/2010 Approved Notes
a. Eric Goff – comment on proposal – few problems:

i. Impact on commercial IDR customers – would get increase in UFE allocations

ii. Don’t necessarily feel arguments are correct

1. If you have an hour where UFE is too high due to profile error, it will be too low somewhere else.  They “should” cancel out in a % sense, but not cost.  But if you review UFE percentages for a monthly total, they pretty much negate, but have to settle hourly.  Profile error does have impact on UFE as it is settled period by period. When we hedge we don’t hedge on monthly average, we hedge hourly.  If you have equal UFE for IDR or non-IDR, if you were to look at over a longer period they would cancel out.

2. These profiles have been set for a long time as they are and there needs to be an overwhelming need to change them.  Must have hard evidence to justify changes. 

3. There are 4 categories, NOIE, IDR on tran grid, IDR on dist grid and non-IDR.  This allocates more to IDR.   1 for non-IDR, .5 for Dist IDR. 

a. Jim Lee - You are still dealing with a ratio of 5 to 1?

b. Goff – would reduce UFE

c. Lee – concern that once AMS are implemented, would see UFE for IDR meters all the time rather than occasionally.  

d. Calvin – pull together #s for UFE report next month – Calvin and Jim G review some data regarding impact perspective.  Agenda*** item for next month.

PWG 6/24/2009

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/06/20090624-PWG (see key document UFE_Allocation_v03

http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/pwg/keydocs/2009/0624/Final_PWG_Mtg_Notes_20090624.doc 

Agenda Item 8a and 8b:  UFE – Shift in Proportion to NIDR as AMS Matures and UFE Allocation Factors in Lieu of AMS Installations

Ernie walked the group through a worksheet on which he performed a UFE allocation exercise (posted @ http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/06/20090624-PWG under UFE_Allocation_v03).  Ernie explained that his worksheet alleviated his concern that there was a bias toward non-IDR ESI IDs in the application of UFE.  

In the UFE discussions the group expressed slight frustration on the lack of information about the extent of electricity theft and its contribution to UFE.

consider submitting this PRR as Urgent in order to get these changes implemented by AMS true-up settlement (which is 180 days after the Operating day). November 20/21, 2009 is the first AMS Operating day, so 6 months from then would put us right around late May 2010 for true-up settlement. If we want to have ERCOT use the new proposed allocation factors for True-Up settlement calculations, an Urgent request could be warranted.

PWG 7/22/2009

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/07/20090722-PWG (see key document UFE Allocation clr)

http://www.ercot.com/content/meetings/pwg/keydocs/2009/0722/Final_PWG_Meeting_Notes_20090722.doc 

Agenda Item 9: UFE discussion

a) The shift in proportion of UFE to NIDR metered premises as AMS matures

b) UFE allocation factors in lieu of AMS meter installations 

Carl reviewed the spreadsheet posted to the PWG website for the meeting “UFE Allocation CLR”.  A lengthy discussion around this topic ended with Ernie summarizing the overall discussion and reviewed the goal given to PWG from COPs.  For the allocation factors there seems to be an unfair treatment, but according to the spreadsheet the treatment for the group is the same before the transition and during the transition

PWG 1/27/2010

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/01/20100127-PWG
PWG 2/24/2010

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/03/20100324-PWG 
In discussing the issue of meter accuracy, Ed said that Advanced Meters are within 0.2% accuracy class, and that over the past ten years IDRs have been within 0.5% accuracy class.  Ed said that NIDR accuracy class is probably 0.5%.  Ed threw out that the ANSI standard accuracy class is 1%.  

PWG 3/24/2010

http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/03/20100324-PWG 
