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Splitting EUC Band 1 (0 to 73.2 MWh): Background

Spring 2007 NDM analysis considered the impact of splitting EUC Band 1
4 Sub Bands: 0-10, 10-20, 20-30, 30-73.2 MWh pa
Results indicated:

Require aggregation of LDZs for analysis
Degradation in modelling
Reduced differentiation of ILF

Agreed to model based on geographical differentiation and not by sub-band

DESC agreed, due to the impact of Band 1, further investigation required
Split at 20 MWh pa – Domestic data sets only, roughly equally to overall population 
split
Split at 30 MWh pa – Domestic data sets only for lower band, some non-domestics in 
data sets for upper band

Analysis: Compare results from sub band models & single band models

Full analysis document: Modelling Implications of Splitting EUC Band 1



Splitting EUC Band 1: Methodology

Analysis undertaken compares the following:

Indicative Load Factors (ILF) – indication of spread of Load Factors

Higher spread between sub bands greater distinction of consumption 
characteristics

Root Mean Square Error (RMSE)
Difference between fitted model & data point spread (compare ‘error’)

R2 Value
Identifies model fit to observed data points (analysis shown in document)

Justification of sub band modelling appropriateness requires:
Same or better spread of ILF
Same or better R2 values
No degradation identified by RMSE 



Splitting EUC Band 1
Analysis 1 Results: 0-20 and 20-73.2 MWh pa

0-73.2 MWh 0 – 20 MWh 20 – 73.2 MWh

ILF

RMSE: Improvement 
(+) or Degradation (-) 
Using 2 Sub Bands
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Differences in sub band ILF values are small indicating minimal spread (2 points or less in 8 of 12 LDZs)
No unexpected distinction between ILF for each sub compared to single band
All LDZs: RMSE (and some R2) shows degradation in model fit when two sub bands are applied
Similar results for the second analysis……



Splitting EUC Band 1
Analysis 2 Results: 0-30 and 30-73.2 MWh pa

0-73.2 MWh 0 – 30 MWh 30 – 73.2 MWh

Sample Size
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Single LDZ analysis not possible

Smaller counts > 30 MWh pa as reflected 
in market population

LDZ groupings would be required 

Proportion of non domestic supply points 
included in the 30 – 73.2 MWh

Approx 2 %: Reflective of market 
population analysis undertaken as per MSF

Aggregation undertaken 

Single & grouped LDZ models presented…



Splitting EUC Band 1
Analysis 2 Results: 0-30 and 30-73.2 MWh pa (Individual LDZ)

0-73.2 MWh 0 – 30 MWh 30 – 73.2 MWh

ILF

RMSE: Improvement (+) 
or Degradation (-) Using 2 

Sub Bands
Based on LDZ CWV
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Expected - Lack of consistency in spread of ILF values in sub bands
High level of degradation indicated by RMSE



Splitting EUC Band 1
Analysis 2 Results: 0-30 and 30-73.2 MWh pa (5 Grouped LDZ)

0-73.2 MWh 0 – 30 MWh 30 – 73.2 MWh

ILF

RMSE: Improvement (+) 
or Degradation (-) Using 2 

Sub Bands
Based on LDZ CWV
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Aggregation - lack of consistency in ILF values and narrower spread of ILF values in each sub band
High level of degradation indicated by RMSE



Splitting EUC Band 1
Analysis 2 Results: 0-30 and 30-73.2 MWh pa

Results:
Inconsistent & narrower ILF results

Individual LDZ basis: ILFs between sub bands are inconsistent and only 3 LDZs 
have ILF differences >2 points
Grouped LDZ basis: ILF differentiation reduced as a result of sub bands when 
compared to single band model

RMSE analysis shows degradation in model fit across all LDZs
Individual LDZ basis: RMSE spread -2.0% and -15.3% (expected)

Grouped LDZ basis: RMSE spread -1.2% and -12.7%

R2 values also shows some degradation when instigate sub band split



Splitting EUC Band 1
Conclusions

No compelling statistical grounds for representing EUC Band 1 by applying 
two sub band splits

Investigation purpose as defined in UNC Section H 1.7.3:

Recommend: Retain current approach of representing 0 - 73.2 MWh pa as a 
single EUC in each LDZ. 

However: Merit in continuing to undertake this analysis in the future

Recommend: Undertake similar analysis on a bi-annual basis
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