
	ERCOT Retail Client Services & Testing

	Event Description: MMWG
	Date: August 1, 2006
	Completed by: Paul Janacek

	Attendees: Mike McCarty ERCOT, Kyle Patrick RELIANT, Bill Reily TXU ED, Monique Patillo TXU ENERGY, Johnny Robertson TXU ENERGY, Carrie Reed AEP, Blake Gross AEP, Kathy Scott CENTERPOINT, Robert Manning PUC, Jason Frazer ERCOT 

	Summary of Event:

	1. Introduction and Anti-Trust Admonition
· Bill Reily presented the ERCOT Admin

2. Review and approve minutes of last meeting
· Review the notes from the 5-3 minutes (Approved)

3. TIBCO Update - Mike Stanley
· What are the changes related to TIBCO?  How will this benefit the market?

· Update from Mike Stanley(ERCOT) - We chose TIBCO to replace TCH and SEBEYOND.  We move to TIBCO because SEBEYOND was forcing ERCOT to do a total upgrade. 

· Moved a lot of the complex validation out of the middleware into the Siebel System.  TML – TIBCO will be doing the transaction reporting on TML.   NAESB and PAPERFREE applications will not be touched as the TIBCO product has no control over PAPERFREE and NAESB.   There will be a series of test run but there is no way to predict how the system will operate in production.  The implementation date is targeted for early November.  The primary driver behind installing TIBCO is related to re-implementation of SEEBEYOND and TIBCO being much faster.   ERCOT felt that TIBCO was a better fit for the market.   It will be early October before ERCOT could actually see how performance is affected by TIBCO. 
· What are the plans to update RMS about the TIBCO product?  
4. MarkeTrac Reporting - High Level Metrics to present to RMS.
· Bill Reily – Would like to develop new Marketrak Metrics to present at RMS.  Some of the different categories:
· How many transactions come to ERCOT?

· How many transactions get resolved?

· Mike McCarty – stated that this type of information is already reported at RMS by Karen Farley.

· Bill Reily – would like to see more of an exception based reporting.  Example:  Number of Safety Nets
· M Patillo – Number of issues by (CR or requester) by issue type.  
· Bill Reily – Would RMS be interested in seeing more of breakdown by Dev issues?   Kyle Patrick and Jennifer Garcia said they personally would not be interested. 

· Mike McCarty – Summarized by saying all MP’s have the ability to create their own reports.  It sounds like MMWG would like to see Marketrak reports at more of Market level.  Even though market participant have the ability to create reports.   

· Blake Gross – Should we keep in place the existing Fastrak Reports or should we create new reports more focused on the new tool?  

· M Patillo – Would like to see MT issues in a pending status reported to the market as a group.   (Ageing report of open issue by status)

· Bill Reily – Example:

· Day to Day - Cancels and issues completed by CR and TDSP 

· Day To Day - Inadvertant  by CR and TDSP  Issues Completed

· Dev Issues with the same breakdown
· Bill Reily - would like to create reporting to capture the trouble spots within the Market. 
· Kathy Scott – Wanted to know if there would be additional cost associated involved in special reporting. 

· Keep the focus on measuring results that show value?  Don’t waist time on measuring things you can’t change.  Track issues like how often a MP is down and not able to use the MT system.  (System Availability) 
· Mike McCarty – stated this is a new process so we will have to develop these new metrics step by step.  It will be a learning process as we move forward.  

· Kathy Scott – stated Karen Farley already presented to RMS the current reporting and wanted feed back on if these reports. (Trying to determine the value in these reports)  

· Mike McCarty – Suggested that ERCOT create standardized queries to share with the market so everybody would be comparing apples to apples. 

· J Garcia – Would like to see only report exception issues at a high level.
· Blake Gross – would like to wait until Karen Farley gets further in the process before MMWG designs any new metrics reporting. 
5. Metrics Identified from Market Survey - How to begin tracking process.
· Bill Reily -From the survey are there any other metrics that need to be reported?
· Bill Reily – wanted to address the response from this question on the survey.  
· TDSP field performance, date wanted vs. Actual
· Mike McCarty – said ERCOT already had the first part of this information.   We already provide this information in the narrative of each report to the PUC and MP.   AEP would like to wait until the requirements have been better defined in the T&C’s before we come up with any new reporting.  Current metrics already capture this measurement. 
· Track 824 rejects by type and transactions
· Kyle Patrick and J Garcia – don’t see a need to track.
· J Garcia – performance measures need to be tracked thru rule making. 
· Actual field completion times for MVI, MVO and Re-connects
· Wait until the new performance measures are identified. 
· Re-Connects after DNP’s, 867’s sent within Protocols, off cycle reads and re-reads.
· Wait until the new performance measures are identified.  This cannot be tracked by ERCOT.
· Action Item: Robert Manning – How long would the TDSP’s need to implement any changes to metrics tracking?

6. Potential New Performance Metrics
· Robert Manning - No new update to report at this time. 
7. Terms and Conditions Discussion - Metrics issues?
· Mike McCarty - some of the Metrics reporting will be impacted based on the new T&C’s.  There will be some timing changes to the existing metrics reporting. 
8. Web Base File Exchange Method Discussion
· Options -  TML, Marketrak and FTP 
· Mike McCarty - ERCOT is leaning toward the use of FTP 

· Mike McCarty - TML – would be the most expensive option

· Mike McCarty – gave a brief example of how the FTP process would work as a file exchange for Performance reports. 

· Mike McCarty – does Marketrak have the capability to store or push these performance metrics reports? 

· Kathy Scott - Was hoping to come with a web based system that allowed completed reporting for CR’s and TDSP’s.   Mike McCarty - he would assume that creating the Web Based system would require significant cost. 

· MMWG – would like to use the FTP secure process to push performance metrics reporting.  Kyle Patrick – would like to reach out to TTPT to have this process tested before going forward.  
· Action Item:   J Garcia and Kyle Patrick to draft a proposal for the next meeting to change the performance metrics reporting to be sent thru FTP.  To be presented at the next RMS meeting. 
9. Metric Impacts to Protocol chapter 15

10. Schedule Next Meeting Date, if possible end of year schedule
· Conference call on 8-30-2006 9:00am.  Bill will set up the call. 


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































