
	MarkeTrak Task Force

	Event Description: MarkeTrak Task Force  Meeting
	Date:  August 21, 2007
	Completed by:  F. Cortez

	Attendees:  Karen Malkey-CNP, Jennifer Frederick-ERCOT, Jennifer Garcia-Direct Energy, Johnny Robertson-TXU ES, Rob Bevill- Green Mountain, Kristy Tyra-ONCOR, Kathy Scott-CNP, David Michelsen- ERCOT, Laura Gonzales- Constellation NewEnergy, Kathryn Thurman- ERCOT, Kyle Patrick- Reliant Energy, Debbie McKeever- ONCOR, Tammy Stewart- ERCOT, Michael Taylor- ERCOT, Kyle Miller- CNP, Carolyn Reed-CNP, Hanh Mai- Reliant Energy, Monica Jones-Reliant Energy, Cary Joseph-Reliant Energy, Patte Perry-Reliant Energy, Laura Aldis- GEXA, Kim Musik- ONCOR, Molly Davis- Cirro Energy, Corde Nuru-CNP, Sonja Collins-CNP
Phone: Cheryl Franklin- AEP, Daryl- Commerce Energy, Norman Taylor- TXU ES, LF Fanning-ONCOR, Rachel Byars- Direct Energy, Blake Gross-AEP, Monique Tran- Constellation New Energy

	 

	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Karen Malkey           
REVIEW AGENDA

· Pick dates around ERCOT meetings

· Additional topic: Cover a couple of SIRs that are going in November’s release.
APPROVE NOTES FROM AUGUST 6TH AND AUGUST 7TH MEETINGS- 
· Did everyone take an opportunity to read the notes from the Aug 6th meeting and Aug 7th meeting? KM- taking the silence to be an approval of the notes. 

· APPROVED

PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR MARKETRAK TASK FORCE MEETINGS

SEPTEMBER 18TH AND 19TH AT TXU DALLAS

OCTOBER 2ND AND 3RD AT CONSTELLATION HOUSTON

OCTOBER 16TH AND 17TH AT ONCOR DALLAS

NOVEMBER 1ST AND 2ND AT ERCOT AUSTIN

NOVEMBER 14TH AND 15TH AT AEP CORPUS CHRISTI

· Task Force approves future meetings

· Add to ERCOT calendar

USE CASES/ DETAILED DOCUMENTATION MUST BE COMPLETED BY NOVEMBER 21ST
CHANGES AFTER NOVEMBER 21ST WILL FOLLOW THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS

· KM- We are on a very tight timeline to have all the documented requirements done by Nov 21st.
· KM- I stress that this is a timeline that we have to meet.
· KM- Any changes that come in after this date will have to go through a change control process.

· KM- We also are to incorporate ERCOT’s requirements.

· KM- Once we go through the requirements, we should know the processes and meaning of the buttons that are being selected.
TIMELINE EXECUTION PHASE WOULD BEGIN AT THE END OF MARCH 2008

REFER BACK TO ERCOT’S PRESENTATION

WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE EXECUTION PHASE

· KM- refer to ERCOT’s presentation- slide ‘Project Phases and Deliverables’
· Planning phase- is on going until end of March 2008

· End of March will be when the execution phase will start

· Everyone should think of the time line?

· Hope Parrish- ERCOT will come back to this group to present the execution and break it out for us. When she comes back and she will be asking for the approval of the timeline. 
· Be thinking about this. What is included in the execution phase

· I know that this is where most of the Lessons learned came from. 

· Phase 1 timeline- make sure you feel comfortable about the time line because it will be here before you know it.
REPORTING METRICS-
· KM- At the last meeting we discussed reporting metrics

· KM- Go back to our meeting on August 6th and August 7th meeting is where Dave’s report metrics are posted

· KM- Last meeting Dave was going to be bringing us back number especially from the DEV side

· DM- refer to Neg_transitions excel

· DM- what I showed at the last meeting was the negative transitions per sub type and show which transition are being sent back.

· DM- Start with happy path

· DM- when running the issues found issues that are returned through a negative path- unexecutable, return to vote, etc….

· DM- highlighted red is the ones to focus on….Station Code Assignment- 121% 

· DM- 2 DEV LSE- LSE Date Change:STOPTIME- 1963- 74%- a big chunk sent back

· DM- LSE in ERCOT system not MP- 243- 69%- obviously the submitter and assignee didn’t agree with the resolution and kept sending it back and forth.

· DM- In ERCOT system not MP- 2318%

· DM- you could have 1 issue go back and forth and a number that don’t. We showed one issue where it has gone back 30 to 40 times.

· DM- Refer to Word Doc- Negative Transitions_Raw Numbers_082107.

· LSE date change: Stoptime
· DM- #2 reason- something we need to address at ERCOT- false-positive.

· CR- your saying, ERCOT’s analyses should fail and then it goes on to the TDSP to be worked? 
· DM- it passes a failed issue and then it goes to the TDSP. The request could be valid but they give false information.

· DM-Large factor with these issues- TDSP turns down – CR got out of synch but the TDSP and ERCOT have not. You have to have two out of three approvals to work it.
· KM- thinking how we can approve that?
· LG- How many do you get where all three don’t match? 
· DM- Rarely. It occurs when multiple finals and different MP use different finals.
· #4 Failed Analysis reason- With Bulk insert most don’t have their business process down to submit their LSE issue through the bulk insert. The Add time is incorrect and they are not using the most current extract. Using an old extract
· LSE in ERCOT system not MP-

· Similar reasons as above
· Receive Rep of Record service history to make sure to synch the gap period.

· TDSP provides this, thus it is not in agreement with the change request.

· ERCOT requesting and TDSP provides and ERCOT system matches up with what the TDSP provides.

· DM- Don’t like these.

· DM- Have a requirement where the TDSP gives the service history up front and then it will be programmed during the workflow to give the history for those dates wanted.

· Debbie- automated, technical gap that we are not aware of. We will need to look into it. 
· DM- I know you asked me to look into some research for ONCOR. I will provide tomorrow

· DM-It happens with the participant doesn’t use the most current extract. I’m not the expert on the changes to the extract but it takes 3 to 5 days to get the updates.
· Any questions?
· CR- Service History for Affective Time Period being mandatory? How does that work? What about propriety information?

· DM- Aug 2003 kick off with the DEV process, went to RMS, don’t know how it was request because I wasn’t apart of it. We asked for approval for the service history to be given for those gaps to prevent UFE.

· CR- In MarkeTrak it’s available to additional parties? 
· DM- Yes, we know that and it was like that in FasTrak.
· JF- It’s being required now and it’s in the comments field. 
· CR- there’s field? 
· DM- Service History for Affected Time Period field. Requirement- visible to the TDSP only.

· KM- This will be covered in the next MarkeTrak training at the end of September.
· DM- station Code Assignment- we can help with metrics and the requirement but we cant research on our end. 
· Debbie- is this coming up in the quarterly validation? 
· DM- not sure. 
· Debbie- round and round for 6 months…sub station in Brazos and not in our territory and only one person knew about this…
· DEV Non IDR Usage/ In MP System not ERCOT: high percentages on the spreadsheets.
· DM- don’t know how people sync there systems. File DEV LSE first step in the sync and then file for usage. If you are doing this vice versa then it’s being done wrong. 

· These are point to point

· DM- We could take an action item to run numbers and see if it’s certain CRs doing this and then work with those CRs to get it corrected.

· But we cannot tell all the reasons why CRs get out of sync.

· KM- please let us know if you would like Dave to run these numbers and be contacted.
· CF- examples of issues being submitted where they are not the rep of record. ERCOT has provided those CRs with usage for those time period and clearly they were not the rep of record. Meant to say it’s the stop time. 

· JF- the forwarding duns in the 867 is provided by the TDSP and its past through ERCOT.

· DM- We would need some examples to look at.
· KM- Send Dave some examples.

· DM- The workflow is fine just need more training and more updates to the user guide.

· CR- we don’t know how they are getting those start and stop time. And they are not the rep of record. We have similar examples. 

· DM- We will find out if it’s a couple CRs doing this and we can get with them to train.

· LF- we get a lot of calls where CR wants to know what the correct information is to put into DEV issues because they don’t know what to put in these fields. 

· KM- we will take this to update the user guide and make it clear and make sure they know how to get the information for these fields.

· DM- training that is involved will be very good. 

· KM- there is workshop on September 28th- DEV will be discussed and they will be going over the process and where you get the information to put in these fields.
MARKETRAK SIRS NOVEMBER RELEASE- 

· MT- Begin Working- Once a user selects Begin Working they are now the assigned owner. Then if another person within that same company touches the issue it overrides the assigned owner and now they become the assigned owner. Proposal is for the second time around the assignee owner would have to be selected. The tool would only automatically assign when null. 
· Need market approval is to have assign owner as null…

· CF- is this for all or only one sub-type? All

· If you want to take that issue over—then you would have to push the assignee owner button and change it to yourself.

· LG- In the first meeting we discussed that the originator could close it at any time…request final sent to us and we receive it and hit comments and we were not the responsible party and tried to hit complete and couldn’t but then screen was refreshed and then we were able to. If we do that will it mess up in someone else in the queue? 
· MT- this is a defect.

· KM- any comments…approval of the change? Silence—market approval

· KM- there is a November and December release scheduled. You will let the market now what the sir number is?

· MT- Yes, and we hope to get it in the November release?

· MT- Currently max number of characters in the comments fields 4K…not every comment made has the 4K max, all comments within the issue have a max of 4K..We’ve had about a dozen issues with comments that have exceeded the 4K. This makes more work for me and wanted to automate the fix process. I hoping to put this in the November Release as well. The comments would be cleared and added as an attachment. 

· CR- as long as they are displayed.

· MT- maybe a problem for API users but we will fix this in the next release to see attachments with the API. 

· KS- what will the user see? 
· MT- it will clear out the comments and put in an attachment and start with zero comments on the issue.
· CR- API uses will be seeing the new comments but not the old comments? 
· KM- Yes, but it would be covered in the phase 2 only if it exceeds the max.

· KM- market approval for Mike to schedule this for MarkeTrak GUI release in November? 

· BG- Implemented as a SIR or SCR? 
· KM- November SIR Release
· KM- Approving it?

· JG- Concerned about approving things here. We could say its fine but we are small portion of the market. Instead I think we should go back to our shops and ask.
· KM- We can send this out in the notes? 
· JF- I think it needs to be a separate note and not in the meeting notes.
· KM- Get it out as a notice and decide at the next meeting.

· MT- Sending out a separate notice for each issue is fine. The Begin Working issue I need approval by Friday to put it in the next release. The comments issue can be approved on at the next meeting.

· DM- I don’t know if we can hammer out and get back approval in time. Ask if we can ask for market approval. It hasn’t even gone in testing.

· KM- We will just like to get approval to make the change ERCOT will have to decide when the change goes in.

· RB- when is the description of the change going out for approval- begin working? 
· DM- we haven’t gotten all the implications, 30 days for any changes to the user guide. Didn’t want to give the impression, no document and it hasn’t been tested. We don’t have a good list. Have distribution list but don’t know what weight it will have on this.
· KM- we can just get it out to get input back.
· JG- we will need time to change this in our system as well,  programming, user guide, processes.

· KM- how fast could you get the notice out? 
· DM- that would be fairly quickly

· KM- how fast can we ask for the comments back? 

· KS- you could give a date and if you don’t hear back then you could assume that it can be done and ERCOT could decide when it can go in.

BREAK

REVIEW IAG USE CASE FOR COMPLETION- JF
· We went over this at the IAG task force.

EXTENSION SCENARIOS
ROOT CAUSES- JF
· Given the tools functionality, I’m not sure we can do this. 

· Only can stream line this to only CRs. Are you okay with other CRs seeing the root causes of your IAG issues?
· JG- no way. 

· RB- no

· JF- they were going to be canned. Only want to visible to themselves. 

· CN- talked about this in the IAG meeting. It’s good to have this information available if we need to pull a report.

· JG- for whom? 
· CN- the CRs. 
· JG- I have this information. I shouldn’t have to go to ERCOT to get this information. 
· Would this information be good if ERCOT had it to be pulled and provide? Reported by ERCOT and pulled on aggregate basis and it would be adding functionality. Make sure valuable.
· LF- I think it would be good because it would be giving us a trend and let us know how things are going. 

· Debbie- I wonder how accurate the information would be?

· JF- the importance would be of the person who is submitting the issue. 

· ERCOT would only be the one to pull this report.
· JF- have to look at the submitter would be giving it the root cause and it may be different as how that is given for their CR or if it was given to the market in a report.
· MT- Warning or Error- validation on evaluation window.  Proposed at task force that you wouldn’t be able to send it. 
· Provide BGN transition- 
· LF- is this after agreement? If there a time frame linked into when the CR gives the BGN?
· JF- time stamp on transition not on the transaction.

· DM- you can query the transition date and the date will be populated in the field. 

· Have to send the transaction before giving BGN?

· LF- not necessary. 

· JF- they would have a time stamp in the state field. When they provide that information. Yes

· JF- can you track in a report when an issue is in a state and how long it has been in there. 
· DM- Yes. Might want a new field…date of the transition. 
· JF- Add a field with the date of the transition. 
· LF- Date the transaction was sent…date of transition? 
· JF- Date of transition. 
· LF- I think this would be good for reporting purpose- date of transition compared to date of actually received the transaction.
· Number of characters of BGN= 30. 
· LF- don’t we have some that are longer.

· JF- it should be in line with TX Set. 
· KS- will check- Change the characters to minimum of 1 and up to 30.- per TX Set guides

· Replace escalation 
· API- ERCOT has the updates.  Michael Taylor with get with Jennifer Frederick
· JF- we will update and send these to the list serve for everyone to view.

· Gaining CR  selects “ IAG”
· #16 and #17- Regaining Transaction Submitted state- check. Should not be in this state as of yet. 
· LF- what if the TDSP is not ready to receive? 
· JF- we haven’t written the negative path scenarios yet.

· CN- we will always have the opportunity to send it back to ERCOT. 
· #22 JF- after 48 hours we will send an escalation email. 
· JF- still pulls after the 48 hours but keep pulling. Not until it comes in then it will stop.
· RB- is the voting still there? The Vote state is no longer. It’s done through the fields. In the flow today the voting state didn’t show the different responsible parties.  
· We have two main success scenarios…little odd. 

· KM- need to add Bulk Insert and not just API and GUI so we don’t leave that piece out.

· MT- Root causes- 
· JF- and we haven’t determined if we are doing that or not.

· Losing CR submits- 

· Extension scenarios- ERCOT selects invalid IAS
· JF- we want all extension scenarios- need to capture all paths.

· JF- premise types not added to the main success scenarios that we just read over.
· JF- any time you submit an issue with an ESI ID it will populate the premise type.
· LF- what if there is a 3rd party involved- you don’t currently do that. 
· Tammy- it’s noted in the comments.
· CN- 3rd party involved, is the order for the 3rd party pending or completed? 
· JF- completed.
· JG- guide says completed service order.

· DM- not sure if we can send this back in the queue. Need market approval to transition to complete state or back in queue.

· JF- can give an original Tran id. 

· CN- I would think it should go to auto close, can’t do anything with it so let it close. 
· ONCOR- not auto close but just complete state. 

· JF- it would go in a complete state. 

· JF- suggestion is for it to go to a complete state and having them submit another issue. Any objection?
· LF- that makes sense. CRs okay with that. 
· JF- better for it to go an Invalid IAS state just using the complete state. 
· DM- better to report from. Then from complete and then taking the extra step from a  ‘complete’ state to find.

LUNCH

CONTINUE REVIEW OF IAG USE CASE

IF COMPLETED WE WILL PROCEED WITH D2D USE CASES

· JF- it was brought up that CRs want information for root causes…reporting and training opportunity. Brought up for ERCOT to view and have to report it. The submitter will submit the issue, enter the root cause and then they would not be able to see it again. Only ERCOT. Want feedback or should we take it out? Blake would like you to think about this and see about reporting these number to RMS
· Parking lot this issue- root causes- viewed by all CRs…should change to view only be ERCOT
· Extension Scenario- 1.1.8

· MT- is comments required?

· DM- they are in the current workflow. We will define later on because the workflow has changed so much.
· Added- a new transition “Send to Gaining”, “Send to Losing CR”, “Send to TDSP”. Comments are required for all three transitions
· DM- I have to look at the workflow but I think the TDSPs have to provide a date. “Send to TDSPs” requires “New Proposed Date”. 
· If the Losing CR doesn’t agree, then why wouldn’t they just unexecute it? What would be a scenario…losing CR agrees to take it back or not. 
· JF- losing CR is submitting this issue and they are saying they will take it back. Gaining CR does not agree with the issue. Gaining CR selects Send to Losing CR and adds a comment…don’t agree- losing agree say ok- unexecuted or they could return it back to say they don’t agree with their disagreement.

· This issue can go back and forth indefinitely. 
· JF- do you want it to say that it should go back and forth and back and forth up until a point.
· #12- add in that the losing CR selects “Send to Gaining CR”, Send to TDSP or Unexecutable and issue follows normal path for any selection. 
· 1.1.10- 
· Question to the market: what to do if the gaining submits issue and losing doesn’t agree. Issus remains in control with the losing CR?
· We answered the question above…should just go back to the other CR and go back in forth…or can unexecuted.
· What state would it go in when it goes back and forth- new with the responsible CR and then into a in progress state 
· MT- is it going to put a limit on the going back and forth? 
· DM-Doesn’t go back that much.
· I have to send it to another CR…it’s not going to a main box as new…a. if you run a report as the assignee owner then you will get it back in your report queue as a new state. New state does not take you off as a new owner.
· Q. wondering which state it would go in. would have to run multiple reports to get the different states while it goes through the flow…back and forth…
· JF- no, just one…New as you are the assignee.
· Illuminates the vote state and not having the correct responsible party showing.
· 1.1.11-

· Removed root cause- further discussion
· LF- doesn’t it need to go to ERCOT for approval? 
· JF- ERCOT doesn’t give approval only gives info. Showing in step 4.

· #21--Question to market: are there any other reasons besides requesting an updated transaction date to send issue back to CR at this point.- need to send back for anything other than the date. 
· CN- no need for the date….send back to ERCOT to reset the vote because there is already someone there as the CR…multiple CR involved and coast is clear.- came out of the IAG task force- TDSPs some time will anticipate the date…its up to the discretion of the parties involved. CNP doesn’t care of the transaction date. We just care about the date in the EDI. Would any of the TDSPs wanted an updated transaction date. Yes, CR- has had to do it. 
· TS- the examples were built off of issues that we see today.
· JF- we will leave it in there. 
· MT- would we need to add a transition to require comments. 
· JF- yes. I will add to use case
· Additional information required- 
· CN- return to continue to research, not going to deny because they may have to address. 
· JF- how does it change it when it goes back to the other CR or to ERCOT…in progress in TDSPs and be able to return it back to either CRs? 

· Right now mark this one next one..ERCOT needs to make sure to know how this would change anything.

· Option presented- TDSPs to return it back to the top of the workflow with the submitter.
· JR- even if we send it all the way back and we all agree that we want to take it back and we send another MVI it will make the other party transaction cancelled, coordination with the third party. Not sure sending it back to the beginning would help? Currently it’s being done now. sending it back.

· JR- we’ve already done the research with the other CR
· CN- I agree and we agree give them an opportunity to address. Let me know what you want to happen.

· JF- TDSPs will not send it back to the beginning if there is a comment with the research that has already been done. End it back to the beginning when the research has not been done. 

· CF- when it’s sent back to the top will it be in a New state? 
· JF-yes

· CF- if that is the route it’s going to be then I agree.

· RB- what do you do today CN? 
· CN- Send to ERCOT to return to vote and then ERCOT returns it back to a vote. Reset the vote and making it new and starting from square one. TDSP will always have the opportunity to send to ERCOT…instead of returning to ERCOT then send it back to the submitter.

· Question was raised if it is transitioned back to the CR and the fields are cleared. Comments will be remaining.  Transaction date is cleared. Not the comments. It will cut down on the confusion.

· If multiple transactions have completed since IAG period and not backdating allowed TDSPs can move issue forward to losing CR with comment of forward dating only) and losing CR can complete the issue.

· CN- if there has been a transaction completed since IAS..Then it stops the inadvertent process. And they can’t gain it forward through the process. No, they will have to close this issue and submit a present date enrollment.

· 1.1.12- TDSPs returns to ERCOT
· Possible reasons TDSPs return to ERCOT include. Discovery of duplicate issue. Escalation of issue. TDSPs records not matching ERCOT records. 
· CNP- hasn’t returned for duplicate.

· TS- We captured all the examples that we see with issues now.

· What happens if during an IAS and lights out…TDSPs- makes comments and say its consider not a IAS and end the issue. 

· 1.1.13- Gaining CR returns to ERCOT
· Possible reasons gaining CR, return to ERCOT include: discovery of duplicate issues, escalation of issue. 
· Could happen when both CRs log the issue at the same time. We usually don’t send to ERCOT but we get with the other CR to close and work off one issue.

· TS- Duplicate issues. Return to ERCOT…we link the issues and unexecuted it. And leave it up to the parties to decide what to do with it. 
· Do you send it to ERCOT to close or the submitter to close. –both scenarios to close but who would close it? ERCOT would technically unexecute it. 

· KM- sometimes both CRs don’t see the linked issues because you don’t having viewing rights to both issues
· LG- you’re saying if the losing and gaining send in the issue. Which one takes presidents…losing or gaining?
· JF- work it out and probably the second.

· Should it go back to ERCOT?
· CR- we do a lot of IAS….have to follow dev to fix
· JF- No, that comes to play with leap frog

· CN- transaction itself should reconcile their systems. Shouldn’t mix the D2D and DEV.

· Escalation issue- not getting an answer—send it back…transition to ERCOT and it wouldn’t be with that party anymore. You would want it to be with that other party. It will stop that time clock. 
· IAG vs. IAS- would want to use IAG. Want to change all terminology. Change the submit tree to IAG. 
LF- page 9 #38- happy path---agrees that the CR will send the backdated. 
JF-my understanding once the transaction is not there then that turns into a missing transaction. 
LF- will this be a reporting field…
JF- yes. Select that when the status shows complete. 

Business rule- don’t select the transition until all the transactions are received.- user guide

JF- we will be sending the red line of this use case out to the market to view.
REVIEW OF D2D USE CASES

CANCEL WITH APPROVAL- review tomorrow
CANCEL WITH OUT APPROVAL- review tomorrow
CLOSE ISSUE FROM THE SUBMITTING PARTY

· Use case #3

· Any concerns of having the responsible party to close at any state? 
· Options for the market: 

· Closed means- submitting the issue and then it has been resolved in the mean time and so we close it. It doesn’t mean it was submitted as a mistake.

· CF- withdraws all steps? 
· LG- would like it as withdraw as new or pending. I don’t want withdraw through all the process. 

· Agreement- withdraws as new and pending and closed for all other states.

· Closed means you go to a inactive state- complete

· LG- from my stand point it would be closed completely. Does this have an impact on the TDSPs? Sometimes it would…internal tool. 
· LG- you have internal system.

· TDSPs- yes, you would have to update both systems…its assign to an analyst. 

FOR ALL USE CASES

ADD PREMISE TYPE

· Max for text set is 64 
· Would it be the code or written out? Written out

· Do you know the code? 
· JF- you will be pulling the value from Siebel. You will be seeing the wording
· This will be auto populated…there are other workflows that there is drop down….want it auto populated everywhere. Yes
· You want to remove of the premise type fields from the bulk insert spreadsheet? Or leave and not required. Action item to the market to determine…may mess up bulk insert templates that were created
· MT- listed sub types affected.- missing transaction, 

· IAS- CR- we will also have the ability to close an issue at any point? No, you will not. 

· TDSPs- Siebel status updates on it…several different avenues to correct the change…and if we haven’t completed all of the changes….and the CR closes it. Then it would take it from us. 

· Look at closing an issue until the BGN is sent. For IAS….looking at be able to close an issue before the BGN is given. 

· ONCOR- if you select closed would comments be required. yes
ADJOURN                                                                     


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































