PWG Oil & Gas Sub-team:  DRAFT Conference Call Notes
August 7, 2006

Attendees on conference call:
Karen Malkey:  CNP

Zach Collard: CNP

Malcolm Smith: Energy Data Source
Brad Boles: Cirro Energy
Chuck Moore Direct Energy
Shawnee Claiborn-Pinto – PUCT

Carl Raish:  ERCOT

Diana Ott: ERCOT

Ernie Podraza:  Reliant Energy

1. Ernie summarized that four templates had been issued to the group. The Decision Tree had edits by ERCOT. The LPGRR had edits by Malcolm.

2. Discussion started concerning possible PRR on cash flow of reimbursement flowing through ERCOT. ERCOT position is that the PUCT rule does not imply such and current protocols does not require. Current protocols need to be changed for cash to flow through ERCOT. PRR could be an agenda item for PWG however it shall be a parked item for the time being pending outcome of Oil & Gas recommendation.

3. CNP suggested that reimbursement included TDSP implementation costs for the new profile. ERCOT and Reliant thought this was a misinterpretation of PUCT rule.

4. Next discussion centered on the change by ERCOT to the Decision Tree language. ERCOT proposed if a BUSOGFLT had to change back to another profile id assignment due to an unapproved CR, then the assignment would revert to a BUSMEDLF or BUSNODEM which are default assignments. By doing so if the TDSP sees an unapproved CR with the BUSOGFLT the 814_20 could be issued without going through ERCOT. Reliant suggested would it not be better to switch back to the last assignment calculated by annual validation. ERCOT argued none of the business shapes are represented so default is just as good as any profile and allows the TDSP to make the change. 

5. Discussion moved to language or issues to clarify with an LPGRR. There is still various interpretation of LPG 12.5.1 language; in particular, “the profile shall be applied to any ESI ID that meets the eligibility criteria”. Cirro stated the Oil and Gas eligibility criteria is driven by a list and therefore is not applicable to all profiles i.e. universal. Others disagree since any CR could use the Oil and Gas profile provided they follow the documentation procedure and pay their prorate share of the reimbursement fee. Cirro stated the intent of list based is to be a non-ERCOT sponsored profile by a CR and that CR would incur all costs to implement and not other CRs. And that Universal means all CRs would have to have the new profile id in their systems if it was really universal. Obviously, clarifying language in LPG Section 12 is needed. ERCOT suggested perhaps list based should be removed from the LPG. 
6. Direct Energy suggested they would find the new profile acceptable if it was ERCOT sponsored instead of non-ERCOT sponsored with a reimbursement fee. This idea seemed to move the group closer to a consensus. 
7. Ernie pointed out LPG Section 12.9.4 lists the PWG choices for a recommendation.
ACTION Item: Malcolm is to get with requesting parties and ERCOT to discuss the possibility of changing the request from a non-ERCOT sponsored profile request to an ERCOT sponsored request and report back to the PWG Chair. PWG Chair shall distribute the feedback from Malcolm to the PWG Oil & Gas Sub-team and coordinate appropriate next steps.
