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	ADR Taskforce Meeting 
02-18-05

	Attendees:   
Kim Perry (STEC) ; Mike Troell; Ryan Thompson (Direct Energy); Diana Zaake (ERCOT); Susan Potters (AEP);  ED Echols (TXU) ;  BJ Flowers (TXU); Tony Marsh (EP Solutions); Lee Starr (BTU); Neil Eddleman (TEAM); John Taylor (Entergy Solutions); Donna Scruggs (Calpine); Bill Reese (Calpine);Michelle Trenary (First Choice); Betty Day (ERCOT); Ted Hailu (ERCOT); Shannon Bowling (Cirro); Brad Boles (Cirro); Judy Briscoe (BP); Ed Echols (TXU); Tab Urbantke (Hunton & Williams LLP on behalf of TXU); Ray Giuliani (ERCOT); Keith Buker (LCRA); Zachary Collard (Centerpoint);DeAnn Walker (Centerpoint);Heddie Lockdale (BTU); Amie Jackson (Tractebel); Alon Erlichman (Reliant Energy); Terry Bates (TXU Electric Delivery); Shari Heino (ERCOT);Andy Gallo (ERCOT); Ken Ragsdale (ERCOT)      

	Summary of Event

	1) Antitrust Admonition: BJ Flowers started the meeting with the ERCOT Antitrust Admonition 
2) Framing the issue:  BJ Flowers introduced the issue that the ADR taskforce was charged with.  In November 2004, ERCOT presented the issue of load imbalance ADRs to the ERCOT Board (See ADR ERCOT Presentation and Item 5b - Data Correction Disputes) .  ERCOT staff presented to the Board that disputes are denied because the data being disputed must be worked out between Market Participants and are not disputes about the ERCOT data at the time settlement statements are produced.  ERCOT presented its recommendation to continue the practice of denying disputes regarding retail data issues even though ERCOT may have received data corrections subsequent to the publication of true-up Settlement statements for each Operating Day. 

The ADR taskforce had one meeting on December 8th and 9th and the meeting today is to drive the issue towards a resolution.  Flowers explained that since the meeting is for a taskforce, no votes will be taken but the goal is for a consensus document.  She suggested that the group looks at coming up with resolution for the historical ESI-ID related disputes and then look towards fixing the problem on a going forward basis.  
Flowers explained that the board expects a response from COPS soon.  Ray Giuliani added that the protocols call for a quick resolution on these ADRs and these ADRs have already been in the process for a very long time.
3) Discussion of current ADRs – Andy Gallo presented a report on outstanding ADRs that is posted on the ERCOT website and updated quarterly.  The dollar values in the report are based on the claimed value filed by the market participant.  The number is not validated by ERCOT.  Past experience with the ADRs shows that the claims are usually much more than what ERCOT finds that the claims are worth.  Some ADRs span calendar years and ERCOT has attempted to split the dollar amounts into the corresponding calendar years for the report.  ADR that have been granted or denied are considered closed along with ADRs appealed to the PUCT. 
Flowers asked about ADRs other than ones related to ESI-ID issues - Gallo explained that there were 6 such ADRs relating to Operating Days in 2001 and 18 relating to Operating Days in 2002 and they are all closed.  For Operating Days in 2003, there were 42 total ADRs and 30 were not ESI-ID data related. For Operating Days in 2004 there were a total of 28 ADRs filed out of which 11 were ESI-ID data related. For Operating Days in 2002, 28 total ADRs were filed and 10 of them were ESIID disputes.  So far in 2005, ERCOT has received 2 ADRs and both are ESI-ID disputes.   Flowers asked the group to notice that ADRs not related to ESIID data are mainly being worked and closed while almost all ESIID related ADRs are still open.
4) Description of the ERCOT process – BJ Flowers explained that ERCOT aggregates ESI-ID data into wholesale data cuts of like characteristics such as profile, zone etc.. and applies Market Clearing Prices to generate load imbalance charges delivered to QSEs in settlement statements. QSEs receive aggregated load data cuts and load imbalance charges.  ERCOT generally denies settlement disputes based on the ESI-ID data and refers QSEs to the Data Extract Variance (DEV) process.  The DEV process was put in place in 2003 to reconcile data discrepancies between REPs, TDSPs and ERCOT.  Flowers continued that there is a disconnect from a data perspective since the QSE is the disputing its wholesale aggregated data but the resolution of the dispute refers the QSE to a process that is between other entities (REPs, TDSPs, ERCOT)

Zachary Collard asked if QSEs are not allowed to get retail ESI-ID data from SCR 727 extracts.  Judy Briscoe and Betty Day replied that ERCOT can not provide the data but that REPs are not prohibited from sharing their data with their QSE. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5) TXU proposal -  (See Historical ADR Settlement Process Draft) BJ Flowers presented a proposal by TXU with regards to the ADRs.  She stated that the goals of the proposal were to get Settlements right, protect everyone from a never ending process and to work diligently to create processes to resolve data issues prior to the ADR process.    The TXU proposal consists of conducting ADR resettlements for those days with the open ADRs with the best available data.   Flowers explained that a PRR may be needed that defines the going forward process and that a procedure will be needed clean up the ADRs that will come in from adoption of the process for the current ADRs and until the PRR is passed. 

Alan Erlichman asked if the proposal includes restarting the DEV process for the past years.  Flowers answered that DEVs are not anticipated for past years in the proposal.  Settlement would recalculate based on the latest data available. Michelle Trenary followed up by stating that some time period would need to be allowed to clean up data before any resettlement. 
Additional comments regarding the proposal are listed below:

· Ryan Thompson - No guarantees that the data will ever be right.  The issues being discussed that may have caused some of the data variances  were voted on and passed by Market Participants.

· Flowers -  All the issues in the ADRs are not “bill to the customer” issues.  It can not be assumed that the data variance issues were all related to decisions made by the Market Participants.  For example, there were cases where duplicate consumption values were reported for the same ESIID.   When the market opened, there were instances where duplicate ESI-IDs were set up for the same premise and two different meter reading entities were reporting load and the premise associated with two load entities. 
· Neil Eddleman  – Ability to go back and bill the customer has long passed. Double counting of load should be looked at by ERCOT legal differently as it appears to be a clear data discrepancy not dealt with by the market.  Meter number and location address are not validated at ERCOT. He continued that other scenarios are not as clear. 

· Michelle Trenary – We have built many more checks now. If the ADRs are granted, she would rather see resettlement of the affected operating days rather than uplift to the market.  
· Susan Potters -  Would not want to see uplift and support resettlement if the ADRs are granted.
· Shannon Bowling - Many validations were turned off by the market.  The market made some decisions not to enforce some validations in the protocols.  The market also went through the synchronization process.
· Lee Starr - Everyone must consider the amount of effort to resettle the market over this long period of time.  He stated that his company would not have the resources needed to process all the resettlement data and related issues.

· Judy Briscoe – The group must consider the parties that will be affected if the settlement of these ADRs is uplifted to current Market Participants.  Some parties have left the market and there are new ones that were not in the market during the period affected by the ADRs.
BJ Flowers asked if others had similar examples of data issues in the period being discussed.  Michelle Trenary stated that she is aware of consumption for ESI-Ids behind a totalizing meter that was being double counted. William Reese added an example of generation that was under reported by the TDSP due to metering CT issues.  

Ryan Thompson asked if the metering and double counting issues are a significant part of the load that is being disputed in the ADRs? He continued that there will always be data problems and that the group needs to look at fixing issues going forward.   If parties feel strongly, they need to appeal their case to the Public Utilities Commission.   Flowers responded that there is no simple way of determining the percentage of issues related to these metering issues as opposed to other data variances. 
Neil Eddleman stated that until the group knows the various reasons for the ADRs, it will be hard to discuss resolution.  There has to be some general acceptance that the market participants knew the risks for the decisions that were being made.   He suggested that if the group can not agree to the above premise, the resolution may need to be through another forum where a panel of Market Participants or another neutral body reviews each case?   
Betty Day clarified that the issues about duplicate points of delivery are very few in number and that they are limited to 2001.  This would also account to a small portion of the 2001 ADR amounts.

6) TEAM Proposal: (See TEAM Member Competitive Retail Proposal Final Version V1)
Neil Eddleman presented a white paper submitted to COPS by TEAM, an association of approximately 6 Retail Electric Providers.   Eddleman stated that the market made decisions to make sure consumers got their bills on time and knowingly took the associated risks.  Their proposal include:
· Recognize that the status quo is not healthy for the market

· Need to set a date – a stake in the ground  (proposed 6/9/04)  – Data issues before this date would be considered the cost of doing business and risks of market implementation

· If there is resettlement – Load ratio shares of the Operating Days in question must be used.

· Funds associated with market Participants that left the market must be counted as a loss and not be uplifted

Judy Briscoe asked if there is a way to see the magnitude of the data variances that have been made after the publication of true-up statements.  Betty Day responded that It is hard to quantify how many ESI-Id data corrections get made at after true-ups. Going forward, it is fair to state that the bulk of the data variances are getting resolved before true-ups.

Eddleman and Thompson stated that the process agreed by the market was that everyone made a diligent effort to correct data issues through the DEV process but that ERCOT continued to publish true-up statements.  Betty Day reviewed the history of data variances and settlement statement publication from 2002 until the present showing the number of times true-up statements were suspended and the corresponding changes to data extracts and the data extract variance processes.
· Jan’03 – 2002 true-up suspended

· 4/03 – Gap validations tuned off for meter data loading transactions
· 7/8/03 – Restarted 2002 true-ups

· Approx. 10/1/03 – Completed 2002 true ups / stopped 2003 true-up awaiting the release of new SCR 727

· 12/04 – re-release of SCR 727

· 6/1/04 -  Started 2003 true-ups (3 per night) 

· 12/8/04 -  Caught up on true-up statements 
Flowers asked the group if they agreed that ERCOT should continue the current practice of denying settlement disputes related to ESIID data variances as stated in the ERCOT board presentation in November.  

Thompson stated that all ADRs should be given a fair shake.  Gallo reminded everyone that ERCOT investigates each ADR to determine if the data used for settlement was data we received from the TDSPs and that the protocols instruct ERCOT to use the data provided by the TDSPs at the time of the settlement statement publication.   

Michelle Trenary noted that she understands some disputes are rejected without analysis.  Flowers added that the process of denying disputes without analysis has to be stopped.  

Hailu explained that settlement disputes are not denied without analysis.  ERCOT worked with market participants to investigate these data issues as a result of the load imbalance disputes.  He reminded the group that the market recognized the complexities involved in correlating a given load imbalance charge to ESIID level data changes and implemented the DEV process for the purpose of working these issues ahead of the publication of the true-up statements.  Following the direction from the market, QSEs submitting load imbalance disputes related to ESIIDs are referred to the DEV process.  
Zachary Collard stated that there are cases where data was sent by the TDSP and not loaded at ERCOT.  He continued that the TDSPs are not the only reason for the correct data not being in ERCOT systems.   Ed Echols followed up that the REP receives data that is not loaded at ERCOT and used the data appropriately to bill its customers but does not get settled on this data because of data loading issues at ERCOT. 
Betty Day stated that the REP needs to file DEVs after reviewing the SCR 727 extracts delivered to it which show what data is loaded in ERCOT’s systems. 
Flowers reminded the group that it needs to answer the question of whether or not ERCOT’s current practice of denying settlement disputes that relate to the accuracy of the data supplied to ERCOT by TDSPs?
Several comments were made regarding each companies issues:

· Starr (BTU) – Concern about doing a lot of work to submit disputes and being denied without a lot of research.

· Buker (LCRA) – As a non opt-in entity, the data issues do not affect us.
· Trenary (First Choice) - Would not want to give up right to dispute. 

· Reese (Calpine) – Have relatively small load.  Would not want to give up right to dispute if better data comes along.

· Collard (Centerpoint) -  There have been problems in the past where data loading problems have occurred.  We are responsible for sending the data but ERCOT has responsibilities too.
· Edwards (Entergy Solutions) – Have a problem with not using accurate data but also recognizes that the market told ERCOT to do things that have resulted in the current situation.
· Alon Erlichman – We do not like the automatic denials - If the dispute shows that there is a discrepancy ERCOT needs to work with the Market Participant.
Flowers stated that there does not appear to be any consensus on how to move forward on the ADRs.   The following options were proposed and a straw vote was taken.

Options / Votes
· Start with 7/31/01 and resettle everything /   1
· Only look at 2002 operating Days and going forward / 0
· Only look at 2003 operating Days and going forward  / 4
· Only look at 2004 operating Days and going forward  / 1
· Only look at operating days prior to the development of SCR 727 / 0
· Only look at operating Days starting with June 2004 (See TEAM proposal) - 2

· Only look at operating days on a going forward basis  /  3
Zach Collard noted that 8 companies voted that there needs to be some line in the sand with respect to DEV issues. 

The meeting ended without a consensus after the above straw vote.  Flowers stated that she would report this to COPS and report to TAC. 

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	BJ Flowers to report to COPS and TAC

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:
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