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	1. Antitrust Admonition – Karen Malkey

2. Review Agenda – Agenda was reviewed

3. Approve notes from November 14th and 15th meetings

· November 14th notes approved with no comments or changes.  

· November 15th notes approved with no comments or changes.

4. Review changes for IAG – J. Frederick

· At RMS meeting on January 9th, reviewed changes suggested last month for Retail Market Guide Revision Request - 20 day escalation was added.  It is the same as what happens at 7 days, but want it to happen at 20 days at well; 20 day escalation is redundant because once it reaches the 7 day escalation, it continues every day.  Auto close functionality was discussed as well. 

· Question:  What happens when all parties agree, if it is untouched in 20 days?  Depends on what goes on after as to whether or not it would say complete versus closed.

· Question:  If losing REP fails to issue back dated issue, will issue auto complete?  No, you don’t want the issues sitting out there indefinitely.  Another MarkeTrak would be submitted and start over from day 1 again.

5. Conceptual Design Review – J. Frederick

· A lot of things are no brainers because we provided a lot of details when we were going through the fields.  Since conceptual design has been done, we will now be able to make updates.

· Requirement 1 – No comments

· Requirement 2 – No comments

· Requirement 3 – No comments

· Requirement 4 

· This is conceptual, will there be detailed?  Yes, there will be WSDL for API. 

· Will there be a detailed list for internal?  It will be in the detail.  All new flags will be in the detailed conceptual design.  It will be similar to what D. Michelson is doing with the workflows.

· Will need to know what all columns will be affected.

· Requirement 5 – No comments

· Requirement 6 – No comments

· Requirement 7

· Do not need to remove the title filed from API; will get into more detail at API meeting.

· Requirement 8 – No comments

· Requirement 9

· Large update - structural change to WSDL.  

· Requirement 10

· At last meeting, it was indicated that if stop date was left blank, it would default to what was on usage billing.  Stop time will have a help button.  K. Malkey will help add the language for the help button; include only one Tran ID.  If asking for three usage periods and enter Tran ID, can only enter one.  Will have to submit three issues because there is only one Tran ID.

· Need to define what stop date is when left blank.

· Requirement 11 – No comments

· Requirement 12

· Should it be a drop down list since the list will be very long?  

· Will be tied to Texas SET and every time there is a change to Texas SET, changes will need to be made.

· Can drop down be a search function?  Development will look into to see if it allows for search.

· Maybe add a validation that it is an actual error code.

· M. Taylor will take a look at development.

· If a list is not used, will a list be provided?  Reject code should be on transaction detail.

· No preference on whether it should be a drop down list or a search/type in feature. 

· Requirement 13 – No comment

· Requirement 14 – No comment

· Requirement 15 – No comment

· Requirement 16

· Will be required to populate when you leave stop date blank; when completed, must enter Tran ID.

· Need to outline in Users Guide and help text, if need usage for three periods, only one Tran ID will be used.  Can insert comments – usage will be provided for all periods.

· TDSP validation – looks at TDSP DUNS no matter what is defined in Protocol.

· Requirement 17

· ERCOT development came back with this as a solution.  Look at where the URL will be.  Will be separate work flow from bulk insert (using bulk insert as an example).  As long as it is in csv format, it can be worked.

· Turnaround time is not known yet.  Queue can be back logged.

· Will use canned reports.  To get new reports, will probably be a SIR for all new fields.  It will use the original 8 fields.

· M. Taylor running reports in the background, can it be changed to a 1000 row limit instead of the current 3000?  If it can be changed, information would be returned faster.  Most of attendees present are okay with changing to 1000 rows being returned at a time.  1000 rows at a time would be slow, but will be faster than the current 3000.

· Report examples for fields to use in setting up the report can be sent to D. Michelson.

· Requirement 18  – No comment

· Requirement 19

· Will changes/upgrades to Siebel be something that we need to look at?  For upgrades to Siebel, integration test are done to make sure that there are no impacts to the system.

· Requirement 20 – No comment

· Requirement 21 – No comment

· Requirement 22

· Error is a hard stop

· Use this only to change the value in your Siebel Service Order

· Requirement 22 needs to be updated along with the requirements document – update is an error.  J. Frederick will update.
· Sometimes when trying to send a move in, transaction from another REP has been pending for a year or stay pending for long periods of time.  

· Requirement 23 – No comment

· Requirement 24 – No comment

· Requirement 25

· Using two separate workflows because of the interaction

· From query standpoint, can you pull all three subtypes on inadvertent gains?  Yes, can be done as long as we don’t pull it from reporting list.

· Changes to Escalations and Auto Close due to RMS

· Requirement 26

· Premise Type not in template – need to update slide – Bulk Insert.  J. Frederick will update.

· Requirement 27 – No comments

· Requirement 28 – No comments

· Requirement 29

· If unexecuted, it should go to unable to cancel pending complete, same as now.

· Auto complete happens automatically after 14 calendar days if the issue is untouched.
· J. Frederick needs to change something on this slide.

· Requirement 30 – No comments

· Requirement 31 – No comments

· Requirement 32 – No comments

· Requirement 33

· Is this in testing?  API backend users – proprietary information is being overwritten.  

· Updated script information for number 33 to include that need to make sure MPs system overwrites the data in their system for the wrong MP involved for API.

· Requirement 34 – No comments

· Requirement 35 – No comments

· Requirement 36

· E-mail reply goes to sender

· E-mail goes to responsible party/MP – whoever is responsible party at that time on the issue and also primary and secondary.

· Requirement 37 – No comments

· Requirement 38 – No comments

· Requirement 39 – No comments

· Requirement 40 – No comments

· Requirement 41 – No comments

· Requirement 42 – No comments

· Requirement 43

· API and Bulk Insert – no change, need to update slide

· Requirement 44 – No comments

· Requirement 45 

· ERCOT user only on Bulk Insert changes on submit table

· LPA – Load Profile Assignment

· Proposed release buckets will be covered at next meeting on January 24th.

· Conceptual Design document – Is this the only format (PowerPoint) of this document?  Unable to track changes to document in PowerPoint.  There should not be any more changes to the Conceptual Design.  Jennifer will bring back more information next meeting on the details for the detailed design document format.  Will also redline requirements document and post on the projects website. 

6. Update from Script Sub Team Meeting – K. Patrick - MT Phase II SCiRPT Matrix & Sample Script
· Took all scripts, top to bottom to see if they were testable, what could be grouped together, and GUI versus API script.  Looks like 17 scripts that will be built over time.  Row 14 & 15 premise type and meter removal.

· Script template – sample script document. Reviewed script template.  Test script will be done for each row.  Can have more than one requirement for each script.  Twenty to twenty-five of the requirements will be tested through this.  

· When we get to testing phase, will MPs need to bring someone in to test scripts?  No, will go through cert sandbox. 

· Different phases of implementation.  Cannot be tested together.  Will look at release buckets.  This was put together at high level until we get release buckets.  Number 34, special characters was updated on spreadsheet.  ERCOT recommended removing 34 from this on cancel with approval – GUI.  DEV issues updated with API and GUI.  Inadvertent gain API and GUI also.  Number 34 special characters requires all API to test.    

· Premise type – current premise type auto populates – should be new premise type – added number 26 to premise type.

· Test plan team will be putting more of the scripts together off the requirements to be brought back to MarkeTrak Task Force for review.  As buckets are known, more and more scripts will be written.  

· This is an overview of the process.  MPs need to be considering who they would want as their MarkeTrak contact for testing.  Will keep group updated on developments.  February 8th is next script sub team meeting.

7. Training Plan

· How to train will be better determined once we know about the release buckets.

· Reminder that training will not be training on how to use the tool.  It will cover changes only.

· Loot at preparing an FAQ.

· Information can be found at www.ercot.com.  Enter project number 70007_01 in search feature.

· J. Frederick created spreadsheet with all the requirements.  Group went through each requirement and indicated training delivery type:  Instructor led, FAQ or both.

· Training delivery methods - cd/dvd – videoing person doing the training; LMS, on site regional training in Dallas, Houston, etc.  MPs can get an idea of who can host training at their shops.  

· Submit Tree options - possibly incorporate into training sometime.

· Execution starts at end of March – coding

· Reviewed Timelines presentation

· Updates to guide on changes, not bringing it current - Date indicated was just a recommendation

· Tech reviews of final detailed design – Web Ex with IT personnel to attend or login

· Users Guide - if we keep two different versions it will be harder to maintain both.  Possibility for out of sync versions. Once we have the release buckets, we can better outline the Users Guide and proposed training.



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































