
	MarkeTrak Task Force

	Event Description: MarkeTrak Task Force  Meeting
	Date:  March 26, 2008
	Completed by:  F. Cortez

	Morning Session - Attendees:  Karen Malkey-CNP, Johnny Robertson-TXU ES,Kristy Tyra-ONCOR, David Michelsen- ERCOT, Kathryn Thurman- ERCOT, Kyle Patrick- Reliant Energy, Michael Taylor- ERCOT, Carolyn Reed-CNP, Monica Jones-Reliant Energy, Gene Cervenka – ERCOT, Sandra Tindall – ERCOT, Liz Fanning – ONCOR, Norman Taylor- TXU ES, Janine Carpenter – TXU ES, Jennifer Smith - Ambit , Wes Knotts – TXU ES, Darryl Gray – Commerce Energy, Sharla Allen– Commerce Energy
Phone: Cheryl Franklin- AEP, Rachel Byars- Direct Energy, Laura Gonzales- Constellation NewEnergy, Ruben, Patty
Afternoon Session - Attendees:  Karen Malkey-CNP, Johnny Robertson-TXU ES,Kristy Tyra-ONCOR, David Michelsen- ERCOT, Kathryn Thurman- ERCOT, Kyle Patrick- Reliant Energy, Michael Taylor- ERCOT, Carolyn Reed-CNP, Monica Jones-Reliant Energy,Gene Cervenka – ERCOT, Sandra Tindall – ERCOT, Liz Fanning – ONCOR, Norman Taylor- TXU ES, Janine Carpenter – TXU ES, Jennifer Smith - Ambit , Wes Knotts – TXU ES, Darryl Gray – Commerce Energy, Sharla Allen– Commerce Energy, Jim Hancock – TXU, Matt Rasmussen – CapGemini, Martin Allen - ONCOR
Phone: Cheryl Franklin- AEP, Rachel Byars- Direct Energy,Laura Gonzales- Constellation NewEnergy, Ruben, Patty, David Thimball - CNP

	 

	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Karen Malkey   
Johnny welcomed everyone to their new facilities. TXU ES just moved into their new building 3 weeks ago. We do not have a phone line working right now. We have a ticket issued to try and get this fixed so we can use this afternoon for the tech review. 

INTRODUCTIONS – Everyone introduced themselves
REVIEW AGENDA – reviewed today’s agenda
· Digital certificates – market notice went out
· Review the scripts this morning
· Technical Review this afternoon
APPROVE NOTES FROM MARCH 6TH MEETING – Read over the meeting notes

· SIRs that went in for MarkeTrak – Everything working okay – 
· MT - Yes

· DEV title

· API performance

· MarkeTrak new reporting functionality

· Assigned the User guide sections to include all release 1 and 2 changes. April 10th meeting to review some of these sections.

· April 29th – MarkeTrak meeting

· Comments or changes?

· ST- Kathryn Thurman had some edits to the March 6th notes. That version did not get updated as well as the attendance. I will post those notes tomorrow for viewing.

MARKETRAK ACTIVITIES AND MEETING SCHEDULE FOR 2008 – ANY UPDATES/COMMENTS

· Reviewed the schedule with the group. 

· Today’s meeting – scripts review and then the technical review will be this afternoon. Michael will be giving a live demonstration this afternoon.

· Added three more dates to the MarkeTrak Activities and Meeting schedule. These meetings are to review each wsdl for each release.

· Changed the training date from June 24th to June 23rd. The training will be at the Met Center on Monday, June 23rd and in Houston on June 30th. These two meeting places were switched due to room availability.

KM- I want to mention that a market notice went out for the new digital certificates process. Make sure that your USA knows about this change. All users will have to issue their own digital certificate.

KP- Isn’t there a conference call about this? 
KM- Yes

KM- Is there anything that has to be done to distinguish it from a production digital certificate to a test digital certificate?
FC/GC – We will check and see what the difference is and how you will get your test digital certificate. Whether it’s the user request it or ERCOT request it for the user. ACTION ITEM – bring back this answer at the next meeting.

KM- The time is counting down to the first release. Please be mindful of this change and get with your USA to understand the new procedures
NEW REPORTING FUNCTIONALITY – REQUESTED REPORT – PARMS FOR INITIAL RELEASE DUE – REFERENCE - REQUIREMENT 17 DOC
· KM- I hope all had the opportunity to review this presentation and take it back to your shop. Did anyone bring back any report ideas?
· KM – Dave, please review Requirement 17 with the group.

· DM - Requirement 17 – Change to the reporting functionality. Basically selecting different options from the submit tree for larger reports. Selecting options like you put in the tool right now. Start date then less than…ESI ID submitting MP. What we were looking for is some of the fields that you would like to see on go live date. We want some of the examples of the fields that you use right now. Are there any specific fields you use? We want to make sure we use those fields you are using so that you will still have the same reporting functionality you have now. If we do not include fields that are being used at the go live date then we will have to submit a SIR to add any new fields. 

· In the presentation I gave the example of having to use a tick mark to update issues. 

· Also be able to run reports as you are working. Now, you are dead in the water when running a report.

· KM- if you have reports that you do monthly…have to provide a status. How many MT issues submitted to you? Or in 2008? Maybe your management wants to see these numbers. A year worth of data will take a long time to pull back. These are the kinds of reports that you will need to provide to ERCOT. I provided 3 to ERCOT. I run these weekly. By sub-type, quarter and by week. 

· 1. Monthly – all sub-types 
· 2. D2D, LPA and ERCOT Initiating 
· 3. DEV. 
· Also I have to provide for the year. 
· KM - I received some requests from the market metric meeting. I sent the examples out to all to get feed back.
· KM- Will you be adding the ERCOT RMS reports to the selection?
· LF- I’m talking about basic reports.
· KM- If it’s reports that is returning a lot of rows. These are the kind of reports we are talking about. That way this way the report is running in the back ground and then you can continue with working

· LF- Can we include the trend report?

· DM- The only thing about the trend report is you have multiple formats. 

· KM- We had another request for a trend report. And you can. We can pull the data and then take that data and put it in a table or which ever format you want. Pivot table. 

SCRIPTS PRESENTED TO MARKETRAK TASK FORCE TEAM – Reference MarkeTrakPhase II Scripts 03-19-2008 under key documents.
· Karen will read through the scripts. Please provide any comments/additions that you may have. Please speak up.

· 1st tab is the matrix
· We will have a connectivity test

· First script is for API Connectivity 

· LF- Are you going to go over this section in the technical review?
· MT – API Connectivity?

· LF – The time frames. Will this be addressed this afternoon?

· MT – No, just the requirements.

· KM- There will be a wsdl change for Release 1 – API Alternate user. It’s required now where it was optional.

· KM- Once you get that new wsdl you will need to load it and do the connectivity

· KM- We should get the new wsdl in April some time. I will check and get confirmation for that date.

· #2 – Inadvertent Gain

· KP – We are going to tailor down the IAG scripts. We want input from the group on what they want to see here. We have 10 scripts. 

· KM- Right now we have 10 scripts. I want the MPs to review these scripts. We want to narrow down these scripts to 5. However, if you are playing around in the sandbox then you can use these scripts. These will used as a guide and for training purposes. 

· JR- We will keep all 10 but be required to test 5?
· KM- Yes, we can use all 10 to train and use in the sandbox

· KP – The scripts will be posted to the Retail Testing website.

· GC – Yes, by April 10th.

· KM- We can also have these scripts posted on our project website. 

· KP- I’d rather this group decide and TTPT will finalize next Monday. We will not have an opinion on which scripts. We will skinny it out and from there we will get Gene to post. 

· KM- Today we will choose 5 scripts. I need everyone input on which 5 scripts that they would like to use for the market test.

· MTIG01
· Submit tree – two selections Inadvertent Gain then underneath Losing or Gaining.

· We want people to make sure to check each field and what you see is how it is supposed to be on the GUI. Don’t just test the functionality. There are a lot of changes.
· The Vote state has been taken out. It now transitions to each party that needs to take action on that issue.

· KP – Question for Mike – Regain date? 
· KM – I think we clarified that. It was the agreed upon date. So, it might be the same date of the proposed date.
· CF – Losing CR proposed regain date and then TDSP accepts ready to receive. Can the Losing CR change the date?

· KP – I thought it is highly possible that they might do it.

· KM – Do we need to take this back as an action item?
· DM – We may have to take this back and look at the notes where it was created. I think it came from where CRs will agree to a date but they will not necessarily put that agreed upon date in the transaction. This field was put in place to make sure the CR puts in the correct date – agreed upon date. 

· DM – We didn’t discuss what happens when the date is changed.

· CR – We will use the date from the EDI and not what is in the MT issue. 

· CR – This date is given three times. Why can’t this field be populated automatically?
· JS – CR perspective. We will gain for a certain date but then we will get the EDI for a different date. Then we get charges.

· CR – The CRs will have to work that out

· JS – We do get on the phone and try and talk it out

· DM – I think the reason we had this date here is because you have to create the transaction to get the BGN and then they were supposed to give the date that was in the transaction. This was supposed to be another checking point to make sure the MVI was created and sent with the agreed upon date.
· Line #20 from the Requirement document – Another chance to key back the date from the actual EDI. The EDI is created and they populate the BGN and then populate the date from the EDI. 
· CR – Why not just have it populated automatically. The user could still change the date even if it doesn’t match the date in the EDI or the other way around where the date is correct in the issue but not in the EDI.

· KM – We need to make some clarification to this script. It’s the actual date inside the actual EDI and BGN02

· LF – The date within the transaction? Yes

· WK – ERCOT assigns. What is it going to look like when they are not the rep of record?

· DM – There will be a Yes or No field. The comments will be stripped out into three fields.

· JC – Will that be a valid Inadvertent?

· DM/KT – Yes

· DM - We split those fields out so we can report against.

· This script is a happy path so we have a Yes in this field from ERCOT.

· KM – We did add a note – these rows will not be tested in the market test but it will be tested through UAT. 
· CR – There is no way this part can be tested? No

· KM – We wanted to provide you with what would happen for training purposes and to be used in the sandbox?

· KP – Is that confusing to have that or good to know?

· KM – Is it clear/ or causes confusion? All the rows below the gray line? No comments

· KP – Some of the scripts do not go to this level. Only the IAG issues. These will look different. 

· KM – We went into detail because it’s a completely new re-write. 

· KM - We are going to skip through the scripts since we are late in the game. Please review these scripts and we are meeting again on March 31st to finalize. I know that is a quick turn - around

· KP – I want to make sure ERCOT is ok with these. We want those people that are testing to understand these and be able to use these. 

· DM – I will go through these by Monday and make sure that we have the correct state names and transitions. There are a few words that need to be changed. I will change and let you know what we changed and send them to you on Monday. 

· LG – The IAG process ends with the losing sending a transaction. Was there anything put in place where the TDSP sends the 867_04 with an incorrect date? After the transaction is sent then the issue is closed based off the transactions coming in. 
· KP – We did not put anything on there about the 867s. This script is the happy path. I don’t know if we are going to get to a point of tracking down all the scenarios. 

· LG – Regardless of the scripts. The issue is going to close once the transactions come in. I want to know if there is going to be validations against the correct date within the 867_04? 

· LF – That was my concern? What if the agreed upon date is not within the transaction so then the TDSP will send the incorrect date on the 867_04. 
· CNP processes the order based off the date that comes in on the transaction even if it is different. 
· LF - We will stop backdated transactions and change the date but not anything future dates. We will take the forward date and not be able to stop it. And we will not be doing the DEVs. 
· LG – I think there should have been one more step to the IAG process. Once we sent the BGN02 then sent to the TDSP. The TDSP will send the 867_04 to the losing CR and add some verifying to the 867 that the date is correct and matches the agreed upon date in the 814_16. 

· DM – She wants a requirement change and not to the test scripts. 
· KM – This all came from the MarkeTrak Task Force. We created this requirement.  We don’t want to re-vamp that task force. 

· KM – I will look through the notes to see if we missed something to add to this workflow. I don’t think it was added but we will look. Nothing we can do with it now. It will have to be looked at later on
· MTB01 – 

· KP – We would like to know if there are additional fields that need to be added to this script? Buttons/ fields that need to be mentioned.
· KM – You wanted to know if there are any existing fields that have to be populated?
· KP – We included a blanket statement – might be some more required fields to be populated other than the ones that are mentioned.

· KM – Do you like how this particular script was written? We give all new but not the existing or do you want a generic statement?
· JS – New fields listed. Have a check list to make sure they are there.

· KM – There is a lot of additional fields for Submit/Create screen for Usage/Billing so that is why we listed all out to check. 
· MTCA1 – Cancel with Approval

· LF – Priority code equals Y. Is there something behind it to look for that date on the service order to make sure the date is okay?
· DM – I am not sure. X days. 

· DM – We are not pulling at Siebel at this time with this script.

· KM – ERCOT will have to test this in UAT because Siebel will not be hooked up to check this validation.

· MTDV2 – DEV LSE CR submit (modification of dates)

· KP – How far are we off there? 
· KM – ERCOT select Begin Working…line 39 – 40. ERCOT In progress should be added then select transition to TDSP. 

· KM - We changed this to Accept instead of Complete. This is one of the transition changes.

· KP – Is that going to be true for DV1 and DV3? 

· KM – Yes, probably so.

· KP – Does that make sense to you on these Carolyn? There might be a transition about these.

· DM – There is not a New after Pending Complete. I will just make sure all the names are right and there.  And then I will let you know what I changed. In progress ERCOT resolved is the state that is missing. I will make sure all is correct and all is included.
· CF – statement – TDSP would like to work it once and not have to work it twice. Today, I modify then send it on. I do it all in one sweep. 
· DM – In this test script we didn’t get the information that we needed. That is a different part of the workflow. It is the same as it is today. It is just how the script is written. 

· CF – I thought the service history was going to be mandatory?

· CR –That is when the TDSP submits it.

· March 31st – is primarily a TTPT meeting. TTPT will not be the people that are using the Marketrak tool. We want feedback and finalized from this group. So based off Dave’s comments and market comments. We want MarkeTrak Task Force to tell us they like what they see in the scripts. Then as TTPT we will bless them and send them to Gene.

· Monica – Bulk insert templates?  Appendix by the end of May. Could we have it before or a rough draft or it before May? We have a lot of projects and we want to get started on it as soon as possible. Could we get it end of April. 

· DM – We can get them by the end of April and this will only be for Release 1 and then a new version for Release 2 and release 3. 

· MT – I don’t think we made any changes that will affect the bulk insert templates for Release 1.
· KP – The intent is to finalize these scripts on Monday March 31st and then pass them on to Gene. Now if something comes up after then I don’t know what we will need to do. 
LUNCH

TECHNICAL REVIEW – Refer to MarkeTrak Phase 2 Release 1 Tech Walkthru and PR_70007_01 MarkeTrak_DD_v1 0_Market documents
· Michael Taylor will be presenting – Release 1 Technical Walk Through
· We decided for phase II for every release we would have a technical walk through.

· Release 1 – production date is June 14th
· WSDL update will be sent out April 28th. 

· Our initial plan was to not send out any updated WSDL for Release 1 but we had one change

· Requirement 1 – Push button order (positive (alpha), negative (alpha) and system buttons (alpha) – Comprehensive list
· No questions

· Requirement 2  - DEV Project Parent to Project Tree

· Currently you can select D2D for all sub-types. We added one for DEV. Exam all the DEV sub-types.
· No questions

· Requirement 3 – Standardize Transition Names (Unexecutable to complete use accept and pending complete and complete would use the complete state. Negative – accepting and Positive – complete
· This will affect you API backend systems
· In the presentation it is listed out which transitions that will be affected.

· No questions

· Requirement 6 – Bold Search ID Arrow
· It takes up the whole screen? Ha ha
· There is no change, except it is bold black where it used to be grey

· No questions

· Requirement 14 – Add MP Owners to Escalation File Attachment

· No questions

· Requirement 19 – Add Siebel Status/Sub-status (Last Siebel status Retrieval Date) and ERCOT Owner to ERCOT Initiated. Make Alternate User id required on API

· LF – It’s current only the API with the Siebel status and sub-status?
· MT – This was a hidden field. It was not going through the API and now it will.

· KM – You will need to update your API to receive these new fields on the ERCOT Initiating. 

· KM – Make sure to check to see if you can already receive these fields. You may already receive off another sub-type.

· Issues submitted with MarkeTrak API as the owner and it was hard to research who to talk to when it came from the API. Decided to make the alternate user id required on submits and updates. 

· NT – Does the bulk insert have the same thing? 

· MT – No, this is not for bulk insert. Bulk insert tracks users.
· Requirement 21 – Automatically perform Siebel status/sub-status on complete transition on Siebel change and ERCOT initiated workflows

· No questions

· Requirement 23 – Ability to turn on/off automation and adapters easily. 

· Easy way for ERCOT to turn off the Siebel status and sub status button – this is an example

· Global id automation

· IAG automation

· DEV automation

· ERCOT only to turn them on and off

· KM – The market will not have an visibility to this in MarkeTrak
· KM – If turned off then the issues being submitted will go right through. No validations

· LF – Why would you turn it off?

· MT – Siebel is in a catch up mode

· KM – How long would it be anticipated to be turned off?
· DM – Siebel adaptor will not be able to send issues. Priority issues. Turned off and submit. 

· DM – Send issues and get validations because validations are not working then we can turn it off. 

· KM – Will we be notified when it is turn off?
· DM – Yes, we will notify the market

· Requirement 41 – Starttime format
· No questions

· Requirement 42 – Stoptime format – subtract 1 day
· No questions
· MT – one questions Requirement 12 – drop down valid reject codes

· Would you like the valid reject codes tied back to the transaction type? Or all the valid reject codes that Texas Set approves?
· Group says tie reject code back to the Tran type

· MT – Not all Tran types have a reject code so do we stream line the transactions?
· NT- Why would we submit an issue against a transaction type that cannot be a reject.

· You shouldn’t

· KM - Yes, stream line the Tran types and associated them to the list of valid reject reasons.

· LF – We have issues for point to point rejections. Duplicate and transaction is not going through the CR’s system. Getting them under the Other sub-type.
· DM – Use it for something other than Texas Set then maybe you don’t want to make the reject reason required. Or make an other. 

· KM – Because of this scenario then make the code optional??

· LF – I would hate to make it optional and then they don’t populate it.

· LF – These specific scenarios will use the Other sub type and go back to making it required
· MT – So make it required and tie back transaction to reject codes?
· KM- We will have to clarify in the user guide what this sub type is used for and the valid reject reasons per sub type.

· MT – Ensure that nobody is sharing a digital certificate!!!!!

· Using multiple digital certificates will make it jump sub-types.

· Workflows will cross.

· LF – When she working issues, close out and then go open a new session and its still looking at a new one. Slow opening up the session. 
· CF- We just had that issue at AEP? We didn’t have any new DC issued.

· DM – We do not have any idea what is causing it. But do not share digital certificates. The jumping of the workflow is tied to the degradation of the system and not sharing of digital certificates. 

· KM – Could it be happening with the new SIRs that went it in?
· DM – It’s tied to the degradation. Mostly likely it started back in February. Slow down and recognizing what buttons. We have a vendor ticket open and looking to upgrade soon. 

· DM – The Team Track upgrade is in May. To fix the degradation. We’ve taken several steps to get this better. 

· LF – Siebel change at the end of April to get MarkeTrak off the same server.

· DM – April 6th – it was moved to the 6th. 

****DO NOT SHARE DIGITAL CERTFICATES

*****MAKE SURE TO KEEP THE CONTACTS IN THE MANAGE DATA ROLODEX UPDATED
Next meeting on Monday, March 31st – joint meeting with MarkeTrak Task Force and TTPT

· Finalize the scripts

· Which IAG scripts do you want to test? 5 out of the 10

KP – Monday – you have a problem with a script then you tell us that script. Not going over every script.
David - CNP – Testing - Is there a mechanism when it is down how we will be notified? 
GC - If we find it then I will send an email and if the market finds it then email Gene and we still have the 2:30 call. So, go to Gene first than the help desk if you have problems with the sandbox. 

LF – API testing contact Gene? 
GC – API and GUI issues direct to Gene

DM – I will send my updates to the scripts on Monday by 8am. Is this okay? 
KP – Yes

LF – How do you want the report parms?
DM – Send me those fields that you would like to see. Also, calculations. We will probably catch most reports by looking through the reports that you pull today.

ADJOURN                                                                             


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Training point
· Check notes for IAG process on how we came up with workflow. See if mentioned validation on 867 from TDSP. 

· GC/FC - Check on Test DC and how they will be sent to the market for the MarkeTrak Market test

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































