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ERCOT Profiling Working Group (PWG) 
DRAFT Meeting Notes
January 25, 2006

Attendees:

	Ernie Podraza
	Reliant
	Theresa Werkheiser
	ERCOT

	Brad Boles
	Cirro Energy
	Diana Ott
	ERCOT

	Chuck Moore
	Direct Energy
	Jennifer Garcia
	ERCOT

	Lloyd Young
	AEP 
	Bill Boswell
	ERCOT

	Ron Hernandez
	ERCOT
	Bill Reilly
	TXU ED

	Calvin Opheim(phone)
	ERCOT
	Ann Boren
	ERCOT

	BJ Flowers
	TXU ES
	Zach Collard
	CenterPoint

	John Taylor (phone)
	Entergy
	Malcolm Smith
	Energy Data Source

	Steve Bordelon (phone)
	TNMP
	Eddie Johnson
	Brazos EC

	Alan Graves(phone)
	AEP
	Theresa Dubose
	CenterPoint

	Blake Gross
	AEP
	
	


	1.
	Antitrust Admonition

	2.
	Approval of Dec. 15 meeting and Jan. 4 conference meeting minutes
a) December 15th minutes were approved as amended:
i. Added Bill Reilly from TXU ED to attendees list.

ii. Clarified language on 5g.

iii. Clarified that TXU ED nominated Brad Boles for Vice Chair.

b) January 4th minutes approved as submitted.

c) ACTION ITEM:  JENNIFER GARCIA to send revised minutes to Carl for posting.
d) ACTION ITEM:  CARL RAISH to post minutes to website.


	3.
	RMS update and today’s PWG agenda review
a) Ernie gave an overview of PWG’s presentation at RMS.
b) RMS revised the PWG recommendation re: “Option 2” to state that RMS will retain the right to disapprove if unhappy with how PWG fleshed out the process.
c) The PWG/RMS recommendation that remaining residential transactions for AV 2005 not be sent was not taken to TAC last month but will be presented this month.
d) Brad reviewed the recommendation for the group:  

RMS requests that the TAC approve a temporary change to the 2005 Annual Validation authorizing Market Participants to not submit the 2005 Residential Annual Validation transactions for those ESI IDs that would, based on ERCOT’s analysis, be assigned a less representative profile. This temporary change waives the requirements for the final validation steps as specified in the Load Profiling Guide, Section 11.4.1,paragraphs 11 and 12.
e) Carl stated the TAC Vice Chair recommended that Protocols be updated so that AV modifications do not need BOD approval.

i. Ernie not sure that the BOD is not warranted under certain occasions.



	4.
	Nominations and Elections of 2006 Chair and Vice Chair
a) Ernie Podraza was re-elected as Chair.

b) Brad Boles was re-elected as Vice Chair.



	5.
	Load Research Project 

a)      Milestone Timeline Review
i. Bill Boswell reviewed presentation on current activities.

ii. Bill asked that CRs please download the data from their mailboxes as they getting full and will be emptied soon.
iii. Ernie asked for the definition of a “cut.”

iv. Bill stated that a “cut” is a set of 15 minutes reads equaling approximately a month in a LodeStar (LSE) format.

v. Carl stated that cuts are currently being posted in LSE and CSV formats and storage space could be reduced if ERCOT could only post one type.

vi. ACTION ITEM:  JOHN TAYLOR to check and see which type of file Entergy is using.
vii. ACTION ITEM: ERCOT to coordinate with CRs to only post the type of file that they are using. 

viii. Malcolm asked if the Market decides that new profiles are warranted, will there be system changes needed.
ix. Carl stated that ERCOT built in the possibility of using lag dynamics for new profile types and that would be a significant change.  However, incorporating a new static model would be a relatively minor change.
x. Brad Boles and BJ Flowers added that every type Market Participant would be impacted by a new profile type.

xi. Brad pointed out that MPs would have to “opt in” to a new profile.

xii. Brad brought up needed a time for a “flight test” and Ernie asking if necessary.

xiii. Brad stated that it would depend on whether new ones were being added entirely or if old one were being renamed.  He assumed that an approved PRR would have to contain an approved implementation plans
xiv. Ernie concerned that this could push out the overall timeline to introduce a new profile.

a. Also concerned that there is nothing in LPGs or Section 18 of Protocols that speaks to market testing for a new profile.

b. Brad stated that market testing would most likely not be necessary since most new profiles will be optional.

xv. Bill wanted to say that the TDSPs have done a great job getting in the data and thanked them for doing so.

xvi. ACTION ITEM:  BILL BOSWELL/CARL RAISH to see that LRS Minutes are all posted to the ERCOT website.
b)      Discuss on Round 2 Sampling
i. Carl pointed out that Sample Design for LRS was assigned to ERCOT by the PUCT.

ii. Carl also stated that the Sample Design was originally designed to start with a small sample size and that round 2 would be a larger sample.  And the TDSPs were notified of this design.

iii. Alan Graves concerned that current data has not been analyzed to confirm the design.

iv. The group reviews questions/points submitted by Alan via email.

v. Ernie proposing that PWG have a separate meeting in order to fully discuss this issue.

a. Will plan a 2-day meeting for Option 2 language in February.

b. Also host another meeting prior to then to discuss LRS.

c. Zach Collard pointed out that Option 2 language needs to be approved in February in order to go to RMS in March.  Therefore, it needs to be drafted prior to that.

d. Ernie proposed the following meeting schedule:

i. 2/13 Option 2
ii. 2/23-24  Option 2/PWG
iii. 3/29-30 LRS/PWG
iv. 4/26

	6.
	Annual Validation 05 progress
a) TAC will get RMS’ resolution re: AV and, if approved, resolution will then go to the BOD in February.



	7.
	2006 Annual Validation;

a) Option 2 Residential Update and LPGRR language discussion
i. Blake Gross concerned that Section 10.3.3.1 would need to be updated re: demand readings.
a. Group determined it was not needed.

ii. Ernie presented draft PRR that would change Section 18.4 and 18.5 to give ERCOT the responsibility.
iii. Group reached consensus that only a LPGRR would be needed.

iv. Ernie reviewed draft LPGRR.
b) Option 2 Business Segment (Voting Item) and LPGRR language discussion including demand readings.
i. Bill Reilly stated that TXU ED is now OK with Option 2 for the Business segment.

ii. Therefore, PWG has reached consensus that ERCOT should perform AV for both Residential and Business segments.

c) New Tool Residential Algorithm (Voting Item).
i. John Taylor has yet to fully analyze data in order to be comfortable.

ii. Brad Boles wondering if algorithm could be provided as a flow chart or some other form that can be voted on and attached to the LPGs.

iii. Ernie asked that ERCOT provide the SAS code as a document.

iv. This discussion will be continued in February meeting.

	10.
	Discuss Hurricane Rita UFE and evaluation of alternate settlement method
a) Deferred.

	11.
	Discuss TDSP non-IDR estimated meter readings
a) Deferred.

	12.
	Email “Voting” Discussion 
a) Deferred.

	13.
	Revisit PRR Draft on Historical Data
a) Deferred.

	14.
	LPGRR Draft Review:
     a. Section 8: Began reviewing Section 8.
     b. Section 9:  Deferred.
     c. Section 11:  Deferred.


