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ERCOT Profiling Working Group
DRAFT Meeting Notes -- October 27, 2005

PWG Meeting Agenda Day 2:
Attendees:

	Brad Boles
	Cirro Energy
	Ron Hernandez
	ERCOT

	Ed Echols
	TXU Energy
	Adrian Marquez
	ERCOT

	Bill Boswell
	ERCOT
	Diana Ott
	ERCOT

	John Taylor
	Entergy
	Carl Raish
	ERCOT

	Lloyd Young
	AEP
	Tony Thompson
	TNMP

	Ernie Podraza
	Reliant (facilitator)
	Karen Malkey
	Centerpoint

	Steve Bordelon
	TNMP
	Bruce Limke
	AEP

	Zach Collard
	Centerpoint
	Theresa Werkheiser
	ERCOT

	Pat Priestly
	Centerpoint
	Bob Lanningham
	TXU ED

	Theresa Debose
	Centerpoint
	
	


1) Brief agenda review (Chair).
2) Load Research Sample Data Issues (ERCOT Staff). 
a) Brief Status Report on the LRS presented by Bill Boswell
b) Explanation and discussion of TDSP reports regarding sample point installation and interval data validation
i) Only TDSPs with outstanding points were sent installation summary reports.

ii) Just a few outstanding points – most have been installed.

iii) ERCOT believes that probably due to out of sync databases.

iv) October 1, 2004 – had 80% of sample points installed and began analysis.

v) May need to adjust this start date if not enough data available.

vi) Installations seem to be leveling off at 95% -- ERCOT believes they are there but maybe there are “bookkeeping” type errors.

vii) With its new reports, ERCOT can coordinate more effectively with TDSPs.

viii) Ron Hernandez reviewed the types of reports now available.
(1) How do you resolve outstanding items in the reports?

(2) Need to work with ERCOT to prevent error from showing up every month on the report.

(3) Most likely ERCOT will move the install date forward until it matches

(4) Suggestion from Bruce Limke to hold a “lessons learned” call on the installation process.
ix) Bill Boswell reviewed validations tests being performed by ERCOT.

(1) TDSPs should be sure to follow LodeStar formats when attempting to correct data.
(2) Bruce brought up how LodeStar validations conflict with “Best Business Practices” document used for Settlement in that the LS validations are more stringent.

(3) Ernie – feels that it is OK for extra validations.
(4) Carl – agrees with this comment.  Better to err on the side of caution.  Will develop ways to work around any re-occurring “valid” errors. (e.g. greater than 288 consecutive zero reads).
(5) Bruce not sure that they can have two sets of criteria in MV90.  Can only use the VEE and may result in ongoing discrepancies.

(6) Ernie – should ERCOT keep some metrics on the various tests that it is performing?

(7) Need to evaluate any errors that are occurring numerous times to determine if they are valid or if the TDSP is having an issue or if ERCOT’s thresholds are too tight.

(8) Bruce – should track the number of false alarms so that thresholds can be evaluated.

(9) ERCOT will definitely be tracking things going forward and does not wish to waste TDSP time with false alarms but also wants to be sure ERCOT is getting good data for analysis.

x) Any suggestions on reports?

(1) How did TDSPs feel with working what they have now?  Or do they want the rest of the reports?

(a) Bruce – doesn’t matter.  Would like a refresh on cell maintenance.  OK with getting all IDR reports.

(b) Might help to have a gap report for entire population.

(c) No more frequently than monthly.  Would like to see what is in the ERCOT’s database periodically.

(d) ACTION:  Bruce and Bill to develop prototype for other TDSPs to review.

(e) Bob w/TXU.  Would like to digest the reports they have already received first and would like to work with ERCOT beginning of next week to work out some issues.

(f) Pat Priestly from Centerpoint – they verify data before it is submitted.  Do we have to re-verify in ERCOT’s reports?  They include comments in submitted data – ERCOT does not receive these comments.  CNP – can we send you a report rather than re-verifying a report from ERCOT?  ERCOT – send us an example to see if it is possible and maybe other TDSPs could use this process as well.  ERCOT will get with Centerpoint early next week as well.
(g) Theresa – would also be interested in a 727 type report.
c) Bill Boswell introduced CR interval data files.
i) John – why did you need a .LSE and .CSV file?

ii) In order to CR to get complete information.
iii) Some CRs having difficulty getting files – ERCOT believes this may be due to expired DCs

iv) Please call ERCOT Helpdesk with issues – they have been briefed.
v) Lloyd – our MV90 can only do .LS formats – not .LSE

(1)   These files are only for the CRs and were agreed to at the start of project.
d) Load Research Project Milestone, Next steps and Timeline Review
i)  Bill Boswell reviewed action plan and timeline.  See presentation for details.
(i) Early December – conference call to discuss ongoing issues
(ii) End of year – resolve all data issues
(iii) 3/06 – Analysis of current profiles models complete.
(iv) 4/06 – Sample point selection for round 2 complete
(v) 6/06 – Complete profile model building.
ii) John – Is sample selection for round 2 will be in addition to current?
iii) ERCOT – Yes and they will be determined by analysis of current data.
iv) ERCOT – Samples will be treated independently.  CRs will need to combine. 
v) Brad – do we expect analysis of current profiles give suggested corrections or just give it a grade?  ERCOT – Give it a grade.  Suggestions will come with completed profile model building.
vi) ERCOT – only have test environment through the end of the year and we will need to pursue how to extend this time.  May need an SCR to secure budgeting.
vii) Ernie – When looking at completed profile, be sure to run raw data through new algorithm and other tools to get the best results possible.
viii) ERCOT – Would hope that new profile models would be built on new algorithm rather what we know is wrong.
ix) Ed – will new models available in June?  No, PWG will need to agree on and send through stakeholder process and then 180 day notice.  Ed – need to include this information on the slide. Ernie – agree and then review this slide at every meeting for slippage.  Ed – perhaps we should put this slide in the RMS update. And might be worth trying to trim the 180 days – be sure to include any empirical data to justify.
3) Remaining agenda items not completed on previous day.
a) Brief report on Profile ID Assignment Responsibility Review (Zachary).
i) Scope of last call really focused on Option 2 and how to proceed.

ii) Consensus on call was to move forward with ERCOT running AV.
iii) ACTION: Zach to put together a presentation.  

(1) Zach will have a conference call in a couple of weeks to review presentation prior to next PWG.  Be sure to get presentation out a week ahead of time.
(2) Asked for agenda item for next months meeting.

(3) ACTION:  Zach to send presentation to Ernie prior to meeting so that he can send to group and encourage reviewing prior to meeting.

(4) Zach will limit presentation on how to proceed and not design.

(5) Ernie – perhaps design should be sent to Annual Validation.
b) PWG Recommendation of Residential AV Suspension (Consensus item -- CONTINUED).

i) Revised presentation for RMS developed by Brad.

ii) PWG is recommending that transactions Annual Validations should flow.

c) PWG Recommendation - Should PWG report to RMS or COPS (Consensus item)?
i) Must report to RMS in December.

ii) Ernie took an informal poll and there was no consensus.  Ernie felt PWG should continue to report to RMS while Ed and Brad felt PWG should report to COPs.

d) Annual Validation 05 progress and Impact of TX SET Version 2.1 (ERCOT Staff).

i) Delayed.
e) Email “Voting” Discussion (Chair).
i) Delayed.
4)  Outstanding LPGRRs status (Chair).

a) LPGRR008 Profile ID Assignment Effective Date

i) Came out of PWG discussion on AV.

ii) Need to clarify language re: effective date for transactions.
b) LPGRR007 IDR Requirement Changes (Pending RMS TF Review 10/24).

c) Revised but will hold until corresponding RMGRRs are approved.
5)  Draft PRR Opt-in Entity Usage Requirement.
a) Delayed
