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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Karen Malkey
REVIEW AGENDA- KM We go over the notes from the November 1st meeting, we will have an update from Jennifer Frederick, review detailed requirement document, and we have an action item from the last meeting- turn off all validation from API and Bulk insert. We will obtain agreement with proposed changes and finalize document. Requirement with test. Then prioritize the requirements- The next Texas Test Plan Team meeting will be on December 12th in Austin at the MET Center. We then will go over accomplishments for 2007 and goals 2008 that will be presented to RMS. User manual - lay out and what we want in it. Outline of training, include in manual or phase 2. Suggestion on what to include in on-going training. 
JENNIFER UPDATE- It’s a girl. Name is Dana Claire. 

APPROVE NOTES FROM NOVEMBER 1ST MEETINGS- APPROVE
ERCOT REQUIREMENT FOR MARKETRAK PHASE II- Please refer to the Detailed Business Requirement – PR 70007 10_21_07 located at: http://www.ercot.com/services/projects/current/70007_01/
· KM- We are going to go through the Detailed Requirement document one last time. Make sure it is clear and see if anyone has any comments or questions.
· Requirement 1- 

· KM- do we need to provide a list of buttons in the Requirement document?

· JF- We have a list. We don’t need to include it here. We can send the list out to everyone.
· KM- I thought some were removed. I want to cross check against our back end- API

· JF- we can look into providing

· Requirement 2- no comments

· Requirement 3- no comments

· Requirement 4- 

· JF- approval to remove validations from API and Bulk insert. You were supposed to take this back to your shop and ask. 

· KM- Carolyn- ESI ID validation is needed. The ESI ID Validation is used for DEV issues.

· KP- we don’t have a concern with turning it off. The column will still exist?
· KM- ERCOT will create the templates. Can we create a link in the MarkeTrak tool like the link for the user guide? I know it would be on the MarkeTrak Information Page. 

· JF- added zip file containing the templates to the MarkeTrak Information page accessible via a separate link in the MarkeTrak Toolbar.
· CR- ESI ID validation. We would like to keep this one. We use it.

· CR- can we leave the ESI ID validation and not use the other validations? 

· DM- when you submit a DEV issue, you turn on the ESI ID validation and then resubmit the issue when it comes back as invalid?
· CR- No, maybe it’s the duplicate issue validation that we use.

· CR- we use the duplicate ESI ID issue validation.

· CR- we use it to prevent double work.

· DM- Best idea- default to off and be able to turn on if needed. Right now the default is on and have to turn it off. 

· KM- this would be across the board. To leave it 

· DM- that’s my suggestion.

· ADDED- default to “Off”. Turning these to “Off” will ensure elimination of inadvertently leaving these on and having to resubmit issues.

· JF- I will need to clean up the document, originally removed because we were going to take this out. 

· Requirement 5-

· KM- where will this be populated?

· JF- Issue Information section of the issue
· Requirement 6- no comments
· Requirement 7- 
· KM- last sentence user to update the field?

· JF- yes

· Requirement 8- no comments
· Requirement 9- no comments
· Requirement 10- no comments
· KM- clarification service period stop date as optional. Concern that more than one period would be used in there. Why didn’t we make it required?

· JF- there will not always be a stop date. 

· Blank in the service period stop date—means current? 

· DM- blank interprets as current or used as high date.

· KM- they could use a start time and then include the end date and include three months of usage. What does blank mean?

· MJ- Blank is current

· KM- Usage and billing – used stop date as blank means current.

· Wade- populate when issue created? Sys date would be populated if left blank.

· Issue today- 3 weeks go by but the billing usage period requested is before the issue is created. 

· CF- end date of the usage period.

· JF- update user guide if left blank then means current. 

· KM- issue for previous service history period and know we are going to the next service histoy period answer for that period or for all the usage involved from issue open till current. 
· KM- Usage/Billing start date till the issue date was open. 

· KM- end date populate when the issue was created.

· KM- suggestion is to auto populate the end date with sys date

· DM- you need to realize on DEV LSE- if the stop time is left blank then it will auto populate with sys date.

· JF- it will work different on a Usage/Billing than it does on a DEV LSE.

· DM- as long as everyone knows that it will work differently for both workflows

· Wade- I think it would be okay to leave it as a statement in the guide. 

· KM- everyone with Usage/Billing- leave blank to work billing usage from the start date until the issue was logged. But it will not populate the creation date. 

· Training- Usage/Billing- stop time- blank…..work until create date of issue. Add to user guide. 

· JF- look at adding either help language or notation to the GUI screen to explain how a blank date is handled

· Requirement 11- no comments
· Requirement 12- no comments
· KM- need to add description if A13. 

· ADDED- if reject code is A13 the free form text should be populated to the comments field

· Requirement 13- 
· JF- added a new field to the complete transition. Provide BGN02 of the transaction that is provided. Example- Send 814_05 and give BGN02 of the transaction that was sent.

· Any objection to adding this requirement?

· JF- this is sent in comments today. Not searchable. 

· JF- hit complete then the BGN02 would have to be populated.

· HM- that is a searchable field?

· CF-can you paste it in the field?

· DM- Yes, as long as it’s not a drop down field. You can because it won’t be a drop down.

· ADDED- Add new required BGN02 during “Complete” for Missing Transaction sub type. Also added it to Usage/Billing subtype.

· Changing the field name to Tran ID and not BGN02

· Requirement 14- 
· KP- is it auto populated or pick/choose?
· JF- this is when the escalation contacts are sent the escalation email. The field shows the different owners. That is a different one.

· Requirement 15- 
· KM- it could be where they shorted a digit, transpose a digit

· Requirement 16-

· KM- designated if it’s a dispute should you note if it’s an IDR or non-IDR. 

· KM- should it be used for both- missing and dispute.

· JF- does anyone have objection to taking out missing?

· That is fine

· (see comments in Requirement 13-)ADDED- Add new required BGN02 during “Complete” for Usage/Billing sub type. Also added it to Missing Transaction sub-type. This will only be required when the Usage/Billing has been designated as Missing.
· Usage/Billing- missing 867—that would be the ref id. 

· JF- what about 810s? BPT

· Changing the field name to Tran ID and not BGN02

· MJ- on a dispute issue, Will the Tran id be required?

· JF- the Original Tran id is required but not the Tran id. 

· JF- asking for the Tran id….BPT02

· KM- do we need it for dispute? 
· Only on the dispute. 

· Wade- Tran id for disputes. We don’t know what record they are disputing. 

· MJ- you would have to give the service period date 

· LG- I thought we decided it would be an optional field. Not on missing usage but on dispute. 
· ADDED- Add a new optional field during the “Submit” to provide the Tran id. 

· Requirement 17-

· KM- We would like to be able to break?

· JF- that is a Serena issue. We cannot stop it.

· KM- can we take it back to Serena?

· DM- we can. That is a DBA function. That will be pretty tough.

· KM- I have a suggestion that may help. Yesterday, I logged a help desk ticket because API was down. It was related to TML because it was on the same server. Can we take MarkeTrak off the same server as TML?
· DM- I would imagine we will do that. That is architecture. 

· DM- design process. We will look at it. 

· DM/ONCOR- I thought it was looked at to remove things from TML

· DM- suggestion that we’ve already brought up.

· DM- TML Migration. We have to reboot MarkeTrak because they are on the same server, we’ve brought this up before.
· KM- reporting issues---

· Look up multiple issues.

· JF- we cannot change the GUI to look up multiple ESI IDs and issues. This is a Serena upgrade

· DM- list multiple issues in ID divided by comma. I can get it to work but it does not work for Karen. 

· DM- if it’s a defect then we will look at fixing it through a SIR.

· Training- If it works. Show how to pull up multiple issues ids at once in the Issue ID Search.
· ADDED- allow users to search multiple inputs within each search criteria category and have issues returned in a report format, for example:
· Multiple Issue Ids
· Multiple ESI IDs

· Requirement 18- 
· KM- Does ERCOT not all of them, so we don’t need to list them here?

· JF- no

· Requirement 19- no comments
· Requirement 20- no comments
· KM- is there any other fields that are not visible to us?

· DM- there a lots of fields that are not visible to users. We determine which sections the fields are in. you don’t need to see some of the fields that are out there. 

· KM- are there fields out there that we may need to see.

· DM- no

· Requirement 21- 
· KM- auto updated, in WSDL…in Siebel change status
· DM- automated Siebel status tying that update to the complete transition.

· DM- not creating a new field. 

· JF- tying those together to close the issue. Information right away. Taking away the manual step.

· Requirement 22- no comments
· Requirement 23- no comments
· Requirement 24- no comments

· Use Case 1- 
· KP- IAGTF- did we get the different timings on how the TDSP will be working the IG issues in MarkeTrak- The closing

· DM/ONCOR- the tool will send it to the different parties. 

· KP- Send transaction and the TDSP updates. 

· DM/ONCOR- it’s the way we closed it. It was handled differently

· KP- CNP- dates closed. ONCOR- would not close until receive the transaction

· JF- I think so because the CR doesn’t transition until the transaction is sent then it goes to the TDSP
· KM- Do we need clarification on the use case?

· JF- it’s in the use case.

· KP- in our review we didn’t go top to bottom on the use case.

· JF- that is how it was decided to handle.

· KM- in general whole new workflow…updating will need to be done to the workflow diagram. 

· DM/ONCOR- are you talking about the user guide?
· KM- No, Visio diagram and excel 
· DM- We will need to do a rewrite

· DM/ONCOR- project- update user guide…under funding?
· JF- we can. Comments through this document to update the user guide.

· KM- budget cost…update user guide
· JF- I will have to look at the project….requirement. There is a task out there to update our time for user guides and training. 

· KM- we don’t see that…not sure if we need to add that to make sure it is included.

· KM- new fields- permitted values nothing put in there are you gong to update those. 

· JF- not permitted value for BGN02.

· KM- clearly not applicable. Read think we forgot about them

· CR/AEP- I think take it out.

· JF- I will take that action to go in and clean those up.

· KM- page 17- escalation from any task force- Are there escalation time frames that we need to update this with. 

· BG- there is a revision to the RMG. 

· JF- I will take the action item to check and make sure its consistent

· BG- it is going to the revision process.

· KM- should we make a note in the requirement document that it is going through the revision process?
· CR/AEP- I think it’s consistent. It uses the same verbiage.

· CR/AEP- we have changes but we will make sure that it’s reflective here.

· KM- page 20- ERCOT determines that IAG cannot be worked. Is this a drop down? Or type out?
· DM- today we type it in but with the automation then we will not.

· Use Case 2- 

· KM- workflows TBD? Have you determined

· JF- will be determined when going through design

· Use Case 3- no comments
· Use Case 4- 

· KM- field screen priority doesn’t need a question mark

· JF- it’s a question. Field screen title- priority- yes or no?

· JF- is it a priority…add a question mark to the title because asking is it a priority. 

· KM- no impact to bulk insert
· JF- its okay
LUNCH

· Use Case 4- Cont…

· BG- curious as it is related to IAG process. Timing who can do what and how that works. 
· DM/ONCOR- are you thinking the timelines conflict?
· JF- I will go through the IAG workflow

· JF- close any time, withdraw not available, close will show up unless its in a complete state, regaining transaction submitted. In progress- TDSP or CR it could be closed and add a note but once transactions are sent, it cannot be closed.

· DM- Withdraw is an inactive state

· AEP-How long can it stay in a ‘New’ state?

· JF- hit close stops the issue

· BG- trying to limit how long an issue stats out there without any thing being done with it

· JF- closing an issue stops it and its dead. It cannot be reopened.

· CR/AEP- how long can it stay out there without it being closed?
· JF- it can stay out there indefinitely even with escalation notices

· BG- I want something to close out issues that are still out there and nothing has been done. 

· BG- RMG is in comments period for the RMG revision.

· BG- IAG escalation process. 48 hour escalation…after ercot…sits out there7 days then if nothing happens, then go to another escalation process not sure how successful this is. If sits out there for another 10 days or 15 days, what happens?
· JF- I think that needs to be discussed at the IGTF 

· BG- 12/5 vote at RMS.  

· JF- you could bring it up at RMS in the comments.

· BG- this is a suggestive change--pulled escalation from user guide- 7 days un-touched- inactivity after 20 days….MT escalation contacts. What is the next step after 20 days?. 

· JF- addresses at RMS and add to comments. 

· JF- questions…depending on whom it is that is not answering should it be closed. Think all those questions will need to be asked.

· BG- if TDSP is waiting on action and ERCOT escalation, could we close?
· CR- we could not close it. The submitter could

· DM/ONCOR- is the enhancement that needs to look at.
· JF- I would say no, comments at RMS…from IGTF. We may have to come back and make changes and re-address.
· BG- is there a time limit on any Issues that haven’t been worked/ touched?
· CF- auto close

· JF- that’s when it gets in a PC state

· IGTF/RMG could change- RMS-12/5 made need to re-address this one

· Use Case 5- 

· DM- there is no CR involved in the cancel without approval.

· JF- do we need to validate that the TDSP is associated with that ESI ID.

· ADD- Add validation to verify that TDSP is associated with the ESI ID

· Use Case 6- no comments
· Use Case 7- 

· CR- approved
· JF- Submit/Update Approved.

· DM- I will probably include examples. 

· CF- it says only viewable to ERCOT and TDSPs. Hasn’t always been viewable to everyone.

· DM- we wanted it to be only viewable to ERCOT and TDSP- incase of proprietary information
· Use Case 8- 

· CF- are they not available now
· DM- in the change history. But asked to make a separate field.

· CR- it gets written over. 

· CF- back and forth it get written over…this will capture

· JF- yes.

· Use Case 9- no comments
· Use Case 10- no comments
· Use Case 12- 

· CR- Add complete and Unexecutable to In progress state. You can already do this. 
· DM- we have a bottle neck. In progress- return to submitter. 

· CR- after analyses….goes back and they don’t agree…then they can return it back to us

· DM- they can already return it back to submitter 

· CR- if return secondary party returning
· JF- complete and Unexecutable

· CR- only if return to submitter. 

· DM- happens…return to submitter….needs more information.

· DM- only hit complete and Unexecutable. 

· JF- how would you ask questions if you didn’t have the Return to Submitter transition?
· CR- can eliminate this transition. 

· Wade- metrics how long it stays in someone bucket. May need this to be a valid transition. 

· JF- if you are sending an email then its still in the TDSP bucket and not the submitter when they are the one that needs to do something…time is not accurate.

· JF- do I need to remove Return to Submitter

· Wade- only concern…CR doesn’t respond- overstate how long the TDSP is taking to resolve the issue. 

· DM- mark Unexecutable and then send it back to the submitter.

· Wade- you would rather close an issue and reopen

· DM- it goes into a PC state and auto close after 14 days.

· Wade- if the CRs are okay then I am fine with it.

· JF- remove- “Return to Submitter” transition.

· DM- remove this transition means you are removing from 2 states….

· ADDED- remove return to submitter transition from DEV characteristics IDR/NIDR. Remove any corresponding states. 

· DM- this is the same workflow that is used in D2D Issue, Missing Transaction etc…Do you want to leave it alone for D2D
· CF- I don’t use it and I email

· Leave in for D2D and change for non-DEV LSE…2 different workflows.

· New transition. Add new transition of Close to the following states: In Progress and In Progress Assignee. For DEV LSE you need to add In Progress- Pending Approval (when the submitting MP is the responsible MP)
· Use Case 14- 

· KP- concern with everybody getting the email. Pulls up 15 names and email to all. 
· JF- the email will be sent to the responsible MP primary, secondary contacts according to the rolodex

· KP- that works

· KM- hit envelope email….can we add ESI ID in there? 

· CF- To get a quicker response.

· KM- I think it would be nice to have the ESI ID to auto populate in the email title
· DM- it can be done but a lot of work

· JF- I will take that as an action item to look into this- have to do this today since we are finalizing the document.

· Use Case 15- 

· JF- service address- says new doesn’t specify if it’s going to be one field or multiple fields. 
· JF- I don’t need a state field because it will always be Texas. Don’t need zip because that is another field. 

· Wade- language in guide. zip code is not part of this sub type

· JF- we can add that clarification.

· ADDED- Address and city field

· Premise type

· CF- will this have a service date or end date to this sub type

· JF- no, its only questioning the address

· LG- We only have commercial accounts. Looking in TML and see that the premise type is residential. And we want it change to commercial before sending the enrollment.

· JF- these are being logged under other.

· Wade- pending MVI and change premise type. Don’t want to change because MVI could be cancelled. 

· LG- we wait until it has been changed before sending the MVI.

· LG- we check with the TDSP and then go back to customer, go out and verify. Ask the customer to deal with their current CR before we can do anything.

· JF- register with PUCT…not registered with residential customer and cannot send an enrollment.
· Use Case 21- 
· KM- page 56- 
· Wade- return to CR? Is it really Send to CR or Return to CR.

· JF- should be Return to CR

· Use Case 22- 

· JF- extension 7..change Send to CR to Return to CR
· Use Case 23- no comments
· Use Case 24- no comments
· Use Case 25- no comments
· Use Case 26- no comments
· Use Case 27- no comments

· Use Case 28- 

· Added in yesterday. Request by CNP
· Validation 1 to 1 relationship and not 1 too many.

· Receive on 1 to 1 basis

· Work around- one to one…ERCOT submit bulk insert.

· JF- look at this list and make sure if anything that stands out that should be in here or not added- Action item to Karen

· JF- sometimes you will not want on one to one basis…some you have to look at in bulk…that why we are stating you have to request this on a one by one basis.

· ADDED- TDSP will close the original LPA when all of the individual ERCOT initiated issues are completed

· JF- so far CNP will be using this. 

· ONCOR likes the one to many.

· KM- want to add a requirement to update the user guide

· DM/ONCOR- and training
· ADDED- Requirement 46- Make all necessary changes/updated to the MarkeTrak User’s Guide.

· MarkeTrak Task Force will work with ERCOT to make all necessary changes/updates to the User’s Guide, including but not limited to:

· Addition of new Sub-types

· Changes to existing Sub-types

· Addition of a “Cheat Sheet” to give a brief description of sub-types 

· KM- request to add a brief description by each sub type on the submit tree

· JF- not able to do that with the limited space

· KM- idea to create a cheat sheet. MT Information page.

· ADDED- Requirement 47- Create Training Materials and determine implementation/delivery of Market Training

· MarkeTrak Task Force will work with ERCOT to create training material and develop a training strategy for enhancements implemented with this project. 

· KM- analyses that issues are too old and sending emails out to those parties.

· DM- we can…people get escalation emails all the time and then once they get an email from someone else then they will look at it. 

· JF- this goes back to what BG was talking about.

· CR/ONCOR- TDSPs have MarkeTrak issues over a year old that are still open. Not a big deal then it shouldn’t be out there. 

· JF- we can run queries and run a mass update to clean those issues up.

· DM- we could do it but we would have to use ERCOT intervention.

JF- All in agreement with what is in the Detail Requirement Document?

All understand--- we understand from the group

KM- EVERYONE IN AGREEEMENT- YES

JF- I will send out by Wednesday next week. Before the holiday
HIGH LEVEL FOR MARKET TEST

· TTPT will be in December and its on their agenda

· KM- do we need to add the LPA to the test requirements? 

· DM- that is already in place, just different process

· Requirement 9- 
· JR- why is that a no? 
· JF- it will be there or not. ERCOT will test everything
· Requirement 28- test GUI

· Requirement 36- 
· JF- I will have to ask ERCOT- may not have email functionality through testing (JF-verify). Added to test API
· ADDED- 45 no testing.
· Added 46 and 47- user guide and training- no
· Hand off to TTPT and any questions come back to this task force. 

DISCUSS MEETING TIMELINE FOR REMAINDER OF PROJECT PHASE-

· KM- Looked at calendar with all subcommittee meetings. Looked for a day of the week that looked good and Thursday look good. 
· Thursdays look like a good day to have our MTTF meetings. I put a schedule together and check with Hope Parrish to see if in line with the project time line

· Jan 10th- training plan, user guides, Market test requirements. Initial review of the conceptual design- to make sure to interpret correctly.

· LG- are we going to go back to one day or two days?

· KM- one day is good.

· Jan 24th-ERCOT conceptual design and release bucket options
· Feb 7th- 

· Feb 21st- ERCOT come back and Hope Parrish will lay out different execution plans and we will pick which one. This maybe Feb 7th…choose and fine tone it and bring back to this meeting
· March 6th-

· March 20th-review execution plan- taskforce approve execution plan
· March 27th- web ex—tech review. Understand WSDLs…people using API….to develop.
· 2008- meeting twice a month

· Is it easier to meeting in Austin or travel around the world?

· KM- I will get the dates on the ERCOT calendar. 

PRIORITIZE THE REQUIRMENTS-
· CR/AEP- what are we basing the prioritization on?

· JF- in importance. If we were told Nodal was going in and we had to stop.

· DM- base it on….1.data integrity, priority information- 2-time value , volume and issue to the market, 3- reports, metrics and 4- like to have.

· JR- divide into 4 or 5 releases…kept coming back to having multiple trainings. 

· JF- priority…don’t think of them in that way…what want in release 1 or 2….cant think like that. 

· Look at for most importance.

· CR/AEP- when will we know those dependencies?
· JF- development and planning will decide.

· We will let everyone look at these tonight and determine how to prioritize. 

· JF- I will email this when I get back to the hotel.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 2007 AND GOALS 2008-ACTION ITEM, PRESENT DECEMBER MEETING
· ACCOMPLISHMENTS
· Finalized the Detailed Requirement Document which included 47 Requirements

· Completed the high level market level test requirement document for the Test Plan Team
· Extensive meeting schedule- ERCOT/ 4 TDSPs and 11 CRs/ 14 meetings/ market wide over 3 ½ months. ERCOT MT SME- David, Jennifer, Farrah and Kathryn  (July 30th through November 15th)
· Met all Market time lines. 

· Market helped with writing the Use Cases for the Detailed Requirement document.

· GOALS

· Update User Guide
· Testing

· Update training 

· Begin implementation of the Detailed Requirement Document (47)
· Increase the efficiencies of the heavy utilize Issue resolution tool
· LG- discuss next year, this will not be the only thing that we change in MarkeTrak. Work on how to make the next time to run smoother.

· CR/AEP- we are not a living task force.

· JF- this task force is specific to this project.

· Check Lessons learned with phase 1-
·  JF- multiple buckets….testing came out of lessons learned
RMS looked at this task force and would like to model future task forces after this one.
LG- web based training- brought up to RMS. 
JF- we don’t need to bring to RMS

JF- we have it for Nodal and wholesale

JF- RCS action item to look to put as web ex for training and training going forward. 

Tomorrow-
Prioritize of requirements
User guide- layout

Outline for training issues

ADJOURN

Jennifer- go through detailed requirement document and change Sent to CR to Return to CR.

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































