PWG:  DRAFT Meeting Notes
August 29, 2006

Attendees:
Ernie Podraza, Reliant Energy
Carl Raish, ERCOT

Lloyd Young, AEP

Karen Malkey, Centerpoint Energy
Steve Rod, TXU Energy

Brad Boles, Cirro Energy
Diana Ott, ERCOT
Ron Hernandez, ERCOT

Adrian Marquez, ERCOT

Bill Boswell, ERCOT
Calvin Opheim, ERCOT

Eric Goff, Constellation Energy

Dave Olsen, Direct Energy

Ben Carranza, Centerpoint Energy

Phone: Eric Bratcher, First Choice
Phone: J.D. Kim, Green Mountain Energy

1. Chairman Ernie Podraza reviewed the ERCOT Anti-Trust Admonition.
2. Ernie provided an update of the PWG report to COPs and reviewed the meeting agenda.  The COPS expectation is to vote on new profiles at their October meeting.  COPS asked market participants to estimate their costs for profile transition.
3. Diana Ott and Carl Raish presented the annual validation report.  A SAS 70 audit was performed on the annual validation procedures as well as the algorithm and survey responses; results were acceptable.  The purpose of the audit is to determine whether the procedures are being followed correctly as specified in the LPG and if the algorithm does a good job of predicting electric heat.
4. a.
 Bill Boswell presented the LRS Milestone Timeline Review.  At the PWG’s request, the bar graph depicting the percent of sample points with greater than or equal to 90 percent validated data included last month’s data in addition to this month’s data. 

Action item – Include a note on the slides indicating new gap reporting begins with November 2005.
b. In response to J.D. Kim’s request, Ernie explained why profile transition option 3 does not allocate total kWh using Calvin’s spreadsheet example.
The PWG consensus was Option 1 is not feasible due to high UFE and Option 3 is not feasible due to the inexact daily energy allocation issue.  However, the group suggested an Option 3M (Modified), where by the algebra of the daily allocation would keep the meter reading whole. Calvin built an example which the PWG accepted.

David Olsen suggested a modified version of Option 3 which would accurately allocate the meter reading kWh by computing an adjusted scaling factor for the time period following the transition date based on the unallocated kWh for the meter reading period.

Calvin reported the team is currently running Option 4.  Option 2 or Option 3M will require two (2) weeks to code.  There is not enough time to run both Options 2 and 3M before the next COPS meeting.  

Carl pointed-out that the UFE generated by Option 3 is “not that bad” however the UFE could hit a single small CR or group of small CR’s.
Action item – The PWG consensus was to run Option 3M after Option 4 if limited resources is an issue.  The PWG would prefer both Options 2 and 3M be run.

Ernie “went to the board” and built a summary chart of the competing options. 
	
	OPT 2
	OPT 3
	OPT 3M
	OPT 4

	Settlement Runs
	Currently Programmed
	No
	???
	Working

	Blended Shape
	Yes ~ 30 days
	No
	No
	Yes – 50/100/150

	ERCOT Costs
	$200,000
	$200,000
	$200,000
	Minimal

	Profile Streams
	2 either
	2 either
	2 either
	3 blend

	Daily Alloc
	Exact
	Off
	Exact
	Exact

	CR Shadow Settlement – Man-Hours
	120
	120
	120
	30

	CR/QSE Forecast – Man-Hours
	60+30=90
	30
	60
	120

	Usage Factor Forecast – Relative Wts
	8
	4
	4
	10

	Bus-Only CR – Relative Wts
	5
	5
	5
	10


c. Carl and Adrian presented the new comparisons of existing backcast profiles with LRS sample means that include the AV 2006 migrations.  Carl is reluctant to continue using the existing business sample points due to the high migration percentages, therefore refreshing the business sample entirely may be warranted.
Carl explained the combined mean (CMEN) C/S LodeStar DAILY format as requested by Brad which was made available to the PWG exploder list. It is from this aggregated sample mean that the new profile models shall be built.
Action item – Ernie suggested a wider distribution through a Market Notice about the availability of the combined sample mean data.  

d. Carl presented the LRS Precision Analysis with six (6) options to establish precision and confidence targets for round 2 sample designs.  
Green Mountain believes all classes should have the minimum precision.  Carl responded that goal was accomplished to a certain extent with Round 1 sampling.
Brad suggested benefits from additional meters should be estimated in dollars.  Carl responded that estimating the benefits in dollars may not show a corresponding error reduction for a specific CR or group of CR’s because the  improvements will be a zero-sum game.
Ernie pointed out the profile and weather zone combination that has the largest load contributes to UFE more than the smaller combination based on load, and therefore perhaps a higher accuracy standard for them is warranted. By doing so reduces perhaps the cross allocation of state wide UFE to the small load combinations. 

Ernie stated the PWG is looking to ERCOT for guidance.  Carl stated ERCOT will re-visit the precision analysis with new profile assignments and models using a SAS-based settlement simulation tool.  Minimizing UFE will be explored as a way to optimize the sample design.

Carl stated sample design is an ERCOT responsibility not subject to the market approval process.
Future meeting dates: Wed. Sept 27th, Wed. Oct. 25, Thurs. Nov. 16th, and Wed. Dec. 20th.
