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AGENDA

** Denotes Action Items for LRS Members

1) Antitrust Admonition, Introductions and Goals
Carl Raish started the meeting by reading the Antitrust Admonition to the group.  After the agenda and goals for the meeting were established, Raj Chudgar began explaining the revised timeline.

The one highlight of the new timeline was the new “Go-Live” date.  Sample Selection has slipped and the TDSPs will be confirming/accepting their individually selected samples by 02/23/2004.  This pushes the “Go-Live” date out six months after sample selection is accepted to 08/23/2004.

2) Sample Design / Selection

Raish explained that the preliminary sample would be done with a relative precision of +/- 15% and a 90% confidence interval.  Alan Graves questioned Raish’s design criteria for the seemingly large relative precisions.  Graves wanted to know if he used coincident peak, energy as a proxy, or some other method to decide on the precision and confidence interval.  

Raish explained that it was purely a judgment call.  This first sample is preliminary and the results from it will help us base our relative precisions and confidence intervals on something more meaningful for the second follow-up sample. Ernie Podraza asked if the error ratios were based on the design criteria.  Raish explained that the error ratios were based on judgment as well, using years of experience and with concurrence from RLW Analytics and their years of experience with similar samples.

Graves asked if ERCOT would issue a document explaining the sample design for the PWG to review.  Raish agreed that this would be beneficial and that ERCOT would supply it at the next PWG meeting.  Podraza will make some time on the next PWG agenda for Raish to present this. 

** ERCOT will create a Sample Design Document for the next PWG meeting on 02/26/04.


John Taylor asked about sample selection and when ERCOT was planning on having this to the TDSPs.  He added that substation mapping could have problems in it.  Raish stated that he wanted buy-in from the PWG on sample design.  He noted that data needed to be cleaned up prior to sample selection.  Graves asked why not clean up the data after sample selection if any outliers happen to fall within the sample.  Raish explained that Ron Hernandez was in the midst of working on the data cleaning and that sample selection would follow shortly.

Podraza asked if ERCOT should do some weighting based on energy?  He explained that Houston and Dallas areas could warrant more sample points because they are more populous areas.  Taylor agreed stating that without weighting ERCOT will not get accurate enough data to create profiles.  Taylor added that to him, the sample sizes looked extremely low.  Raish explained that in this first go-around we would not produce profiles from the data, rather we would be able to more adeptly sample the population a second time based on the IDR data we receive from the first sample.  

The group then questioned how ERCOT was planning on handling sample migration.  Raish stated that profile migration would be a real challenge in this whole LRS project.  Chudgar added that we were implementing an entire tracking system to handle the challenges of sample migration as well as track all changes and events in the LRS project.

Raish went on to reveal the sample sizes and explained that approximately 4000 meters would need to be installed ERCOT-wide for the LRS project.  Oncor’s sample was by far the largest for the group.  James Bruce and Bob Laningham questioned what would happen with Oncor’s 1100 meters in the field that are currently collecting research data.  They were happy to hear that their sample sizes would be reduced by their current 1100 sample that is out in the field as long as those 1100 are dispersed accordingly among the cells for sample selection.  Taylor did not agree with this idea and stated that this would introduce bias in the sample.  Raish argued that he could combine results from two independent samples to get a legitimate result.

Chudgar took a poll on installations and time frames, since our “Go-Live” timeline has now slipped to six months from February 23rd, which is August 23rd.  All TDSPs agreed that they could meet the new deadline.  Graves questioned why August 23rd had to be set in stone, now that the beginning of summer deadline has slipped.  He asked if we could push the all meter installation date to September or October.  Chudgar explained that the longer the project goes, the more it costs everyone and that ERCOT will be pushing to stick to this new timeline.

3) LRS Project Business Topics
Bill Boswell showed the group the new ERCOT LRS website and links.  He noted that 48 CRs responded to whether or not they will participate in the LRS project and of those 15 said “yes”.  There are over 150 more CRs who have not responded.  

Chudgar explained that if a CR signed up sometime within the first year and not necessarily from the first day, ERCOT would provide all of the data for them as though they had signed up on day one.  

Raish explained that during the sample design/selection phase Oncor had a high number of mismatches with some ‘strange data’.  Carl will follow up with Oncor to get this resolved.

** Carl will follow up with Oncor to resolve the ‘strange data/ mismatch’ issue.
4) Data Analysis Processes
Chudgar asked how often does the Market expect ERCOT to perform data analysis.  Taylor expressed that he felt that ERCOT should follow the “O-schedule filing package requirements” and post a monthly analysis for the market.  Podraza agreed stating that a monthly analysis would help CRs to identify any systemic outliers or problems that exist.

Taylor asked if ERCOT would be tracking the sample point installations and report on the progress that the TDSPs are making on this.  Chudgar replied saying that ERCOT will be tracking this and can give monthly updates at the PWG meetings.  

Next, the TDSPs were polled to give contact names of IT people and functional people to handle problems with daily issues.  The results were as follows:

	TDSP
	IT  ISSUES CONTACT PERSON
	DATA ISSUES CONTACT PERSON

	AEP
	Lloyd Young
	Lloyd Young

	CENTERPOINT
	Jim Purdue
	Jim Purdue

	ONCOR
	Bob Laningham
	Bob Laningham

	SHARYLAND
	Rusty McCloud
	Rusty McCloud/Vance Hall

	TNMP
	Tony Thompson
	Tony Thompson


The group also discussed data replacement issues and how records would be flagged to indicate that “gap-filling” routines were used and the record didn’t contain original data.  Chudgar explained that status codes would flag the data records and a special naming convention for a file could be implemented to indicate that it is a replacement file where gaps have been filled or data has been updated.

Chudgar asked how long the TDSPs were planning on keeping the data on hand in case there were some problems with the initial validation of the data.  All TDSPs agreed that they would keep it on hand for at least 60 days.  TDSPs also agreed that they would rather not zip the data files or compress them in any way.  TDSPs declared that zipping and encryption of data files would be unnecessary.

All TDSPs complied with using the default setting on MV90 for creating their files.  Chudgar went through all of the fields contained in the .CSV template explaining what ERCOT expects from the TDSPs.   ERCOT will automatically notify the TDSP if their files are not properly transported or if they are not in the right format.  ERCOT expects that the TDSPs will transmit data at least once a month and not allow more than 40 days to elapse from the time the last file was sent to ERCOT.  

The group reviewed the .LS file and gave ERCOT the go-ahead to continue designing it.  There were some changes to the .CSV file from the TDSPs and Chudgar will update this and resend it to the market.

** Raj Chudgar will make the agreed upon revisions to the .CSV file and resend it to the LRS list and ERCOT IT.

Clay Katskee will be the point of contact for ERCOT for the handshake test.   Chudgar asked if the CRs wanted to use a compression format.  He stated that the file would be about 55k per sample point. CRs will check with their companies to see if they want compressed files and will report back by the PWG meeting on 02/26/04.

** CR’s will respond to the following question at the 02/26/04 PWG meeting: “Are there any problems with your company’s firewall receiving .ZIP files?  If not, does your company prefer receiving .ZIP files?”

Brad Boles asked if ERCOT could post sample files to help the CRs build their back-end systems.  Chudgar said that ERCOT hopes to be able to provide this in March.

** ERCOT will post sample files for CRs to help them build their back-end systems.

The next LRS meetings will be a conference call the week of March 8th, and a full-day meeting at the Met Center the day before or after the next PWG meeting, which is March 23rd.

The meeting was adjourned with many action items for all to follow-up on.
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