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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Karen Malkey   

INTRODUCTIONS

REVIEW AGENDA 
· KM – User Guide - Section 1, 2 and 3 – I merged all the comments. Please look over these sections and see if any changes need to be made.
APPROVE NOTES FROM MAY 8th AND 9TH MEETING – Approved
· Any comments/additions? None
MARKETRAK ACTIVITIES AND MEETING SCHEDULE FOR 2008 - ANY UPDATES/COMMENTS
· The updated Activities and Meeting schedule is listed under our key documents for this meeting

· ERCOT UAT – May 19th
· Sandbox – May 20th
· Connectivity did not happen – rescheduled

· URL and for API and GUI CERT environment has been sent out. You can get in and play in the sandbox. Gene sent the URL to everyone participating in the test.

· Meeting today – finish up the user guides

· Training material – Release 2 

· Deadline MarkeTrak Release 2 training – June 16th – encourage to sign up

· MT orientation – July 30th
· KM – couple things to mention – sandbox is open. Everyone should have gotten their digital certificate. Has everyone gone in and access the CERT environment? If you have issues, contact Gene. Do not wait until the last minute. TDSP load test bed, to go in to use ESI IDs in the sandbox. Make sure you have sent in your test bed to Gene.

· CF – How many ESI IDs?

· KT – we gave two ESI IDs per script

· KM – we gave a thousand or so. Some are for the market scripts and some to play with

· KM – ERCOT set up different roles within the CERT environment. In the CERT environment, where you name normally appears, click on the link. It opens a pop up box, Select the Advanced tab, select the other user in the drop down list. Select the ones that are for testing. AEP Test – TDSP and Reliant Test – select that user then it would change your role. It will change and show a different name and then you will know who you are logged in as. That way you can play the whole workflow without calling someone. 

· KM – when we are playing in the sandbox, go to Reliant to send the issue to CNP. We are going to add a comment that we CNP is creating this issue for testing purposes, please do not update. We want people to know that this is our test issue and we don’t want others to update it. So, if you are playing around and creating issues, please add comments to the issue so others know that issue is yours and you will be updating those issues.

· KM – Cut over dates, August release – Inadvertent Gain issues. You won’t be able to submit under the current IAS workflow. You will have to update the existing issues that are under the old issues. If you are using an API, do not remove the old code for the IAS issues. You will still have to update these issues to completion.

· DM – moving forward we will be changing the workflow for IAS. I will have to discuss removing fields with development and see how that will work when we cut over. Also check on those workflows that have different fields and transitions. How that will work?

· KM – Reminder – those that are playing in the sandbox/testing now. Pay attention when the changes are going to be loaded into the sandbox. For example, Release 2a – June 20th. Release 1 changes are in the CERT environment right now. Release 2b – July 10th will be loaded for these changes. Keep in mind when the changes will be loaded in the sandbox.
UPDATE ON TESTING: 
· KM – question – we’ve found defects already. How do we send those defects over?

· DM – send them directly to Gene and then we may set up a distribution mail box to handle these requests
MARKETRAK RELEASE 1 PRODUCTION – JUNE 14TH (22 DAYS)
· KM -Spoke with Hope – closer to implementation date. I want to get an update from each MP for completion. Make sure everyone is on target or see if any issues that may come up.

· I would like each MPs update at our next meeting. 

· KM – I need to get with Gene to start calls. 

· KM – ERCOT readiness

· Release 1 (June 14) - design 100%, build – 100%, testing 40% (91% UAT/ 23% Regression)
· Release 2 (August 16) – design 100%,  build – 60%, testing – not started
· Release 3 (December 6)– design 100% , build 5%, testing – not started
· KM – this is what I would like to see from the MPs. GUI – testing update. API – build and testing. 

· Next meeting June 6th – an update from each MP. Percentage complete for design, build and test. Just GUI would be testing. API would be all three.

USER GUIDE 

DAY TO DAY ISSUES – Missing Transactions

· KM – need to update the matrix

· KM – we removed 867_03 final from the tran types

· DM/ONCOR – encourage to update the comments?

· LG – it’s not required. We want to promote people to add comments. If they see it in writing then maybe they will start adding comments. 

· Decided to do the Happy Path example but give the negative option. 

· LG – it also says to check ERCOT and see where the transaction is. Who the issue should be assigned to? If ERCOT has it then you should not assign it to the TDSP.

· KM – We made a change to the workflow, so I think we should include each path. At Re-assign transition, it will open up the tran type and we can change the tran type to what the TDSP would send and not what ERCOT would send. Example, send to ERCOT first, ERCOT does not have it so they send it back and the submitter will have to re-assign and change the tran type and send it to the TDSP.

· LG – I wanted to get away from sending to ERCOT first. 

· KM – I think we should mention to check first then send to appropriate party. 

· LG – Check TML, if at ERCOT then assign to ERCOT, if not then send to TDSP.

· KM – I think we should hit on the change that we are making on this sub-type, where the tran type is open back up at the Re-Assign Transition. I think it’s a good thing to add that example. 

· KM – On the submit, original tran id field its required. BGN02 of the initiating transaction. 

· DM – there is not a BGN06 of an initiating transaction. The TDSP sees it as the BGN06.

· KM – we may want to add what the original tran id field is. Clarify what the BGN02 is and what the BGN06 is.

· JF – isn’t there going to be a description help feature right by this field?

· DM – yes.

· KM – if the TDSP hits complete, then they have to put the Tran ID for the missing transaction. I think we need one more step to be added to this example.

· KM – added Complete transition and the Tran ID is required

· KM – Added the happy path for the Missing Transaction.  We will add another example to show the Re-Assign transition.
DAY TO DAY ISSUES – Usage and Billing

· KM – we took out the 867_04 tran type

· KM – need to add Tran Type as one of the required fields. It was discussed at one of our meetings.

· LG – I know it was in the order of the screen. Are we going to do that again?

· KM – yes

· LG – stop date – if left blank then it will assume that it is to current.

· KM – open on May 1st , start date is March 1st and stop date is left blank. We would assume your missing usage from March to present date. Then we are not able to get the read because of a dog and now it’s June. Are we to assume now that you need usage from March till June?

· LG – you see what transactions are sent out the door from you. You would know which usage we are missing so you should sent us all of the usage.

· KM – May read won’t come back till June. You are missing March and April. Maybe we try to go out and read but we have a dog in the way and we are not able to get your read. It’s May 30th and we got the read. And it is June 1st. Now you are asking for March and April read and now we are obligated to send over through May. What if it takes months to fix. 

· LG/MJ – our stand point to send to current

· LG – that was the language that we put in another guide. Assume to current

· KM – is that an agreement with everyone? Assume to current? To the most current read?

· KM – I will update, Stop date left blank, then it will be assumed that it’s to the most current read date.

· Training note– Usage and Billing – Stop Time if left blank then it’s going to be assumed that you are missing reads up till the most current read date.

· KM – adding to required fields – IDR/NIDR and Missing/Dispute

· KM – Return to Submitter?

· DM – I think we did remove Return to Submitter transition.

· KM – Unexecutable and Complete – Return to Submitter was taken out. 

· DM – I will have to check.

· LG – what do you put if you just have a question for us? Just need more information? What do you do?

· CR – add a comment

· LG – you would have to push a button to get it back to us.

· DM – We added closed-closed by submitter. We put this in there so when hitting the Return to Submitter you were stuck and not able to close it.

· DM – we kept the return to submitter and instead of handing it back to someone to get it in the right state to close it, now the you can close the issue in the state of Return to submitter

· DM – It was taken out of DEV issues

· KM – we added a lot of help text – are we actually putting help text or are we saying to refer to the user guide.

· DM – it would be hard to put it in for Missing Transaction for the day to day level. It may have to be generic for all sub-types. We are still deciding on how this will work

KM – I will save these documents with the changes we’ve made here and send them back out to review for the next meeting. 
DEV LSE Section 5 – 

· Page 15 – Table – DEV LSE – Service History for Affected Period – it is no longer a free form field. There will be fields for Rep of Record/DUNS/StartTime and StopTime. CR - will update this.

· DM – TDSP at Submit or Update Approved needs to be added for the next box. 

· KM – note added about the start time and stop times. ERCOT will not make any assumptions.

· DM – you will not have to put a time stamp. Start time will always be 00:00:00 and Stop time will always be 23:59:59.

· DM – I think this means if you don’t put a Stoptime then we are going to assume that it’s to present. 

· KM – so do you want to take this out?

· CR – I wanted to make mention of this. Requirement 41 and 42 are ERCOT requirements to fix the date logic. 

· KM – I put - If you place data in the time stamp then ERCOT will override your information with the correct time stamps. This is with Release 1 – Requirement 41 and 42
· DM – every time we upgrade then it affects the day light savings time. So we have to fix it every time. Instead of 23:59:59 it will show 1am in the morning. It’s the way Serena handles the day light savings time. Since 2003 it’s off by one hour. We keep patching it. 

· KM – added the validations. TDSP validations and closing the issues if the submitter is the responsible party. 

· CR – Requirement 15 – it’s not necessary. I didn’t think it was necessary to add this after each example for each sub-type. I wanted to make a general statement.

· LG – I didn’t put anything about the ESI ID validations in my example. Because I thought it would encompass all. 

· KM – in the introduction of each section, at the very beginning there needs to be a statement for the validations.

· DM – we made a change to the high date. We were going to leave it blank instead of using 12/31/2037 23:59:59.

· CR – I thought we were going to use the high date but people were using a different time stamp

· DM – I can check but I think we should not populate the high date to say that it’s to current.

· DM – the stop time should be blank if it’s a current relationship.

· DM – we didn’t have the active and inactive sub-types before. We had those together. 

· CR – currently the high date it is 12/31/2037 23:59:59 but with Release 2 it will need to be left blank

· DM – it’s the same as the usage billing stop time. If it is left blank then it is to current

· Note - TRAINING – High date with Release 2 is left blank. 

DEV LSE – SECTION 6 GENERAL

· CR – are you going to break up the DEV and Non-LSE sections?

· DM – yes

· Added the new validations and close capability – this is for all sub-types in this section

· There is not a Return to Submitter on DEV Issues – this step was removed.

· 14 – select Unexecutable, goes to the Unexecutable PC state – then the submitter will have the Accept button and not the Complete button

· New Total Field was added as required.

LUNCH

NON LSE DEV UPDATES – Section 6 CHARACTERISTICS – 

· Deleted Return to Submitter transition

· Loss Code Assignment – took out contacting the TDSP to update the Loss Code.

· CR - Is this statement in every section?

· Yes, it’s in every section

· In agreement to delete this verbiage from the guide
· Required field – Assignee (used to show as optional)

· Want to add screen shots added to 2 and 3 to show the submit tree and the submit template. The rest of the steps should be the same as the example from above. 

· Screen shots – can be updated by ERCOT. Since some of the fields and submit tree will be updated with Release 2

· Characteristics section – there was not an example where the CR sent it to the TDSP. We added one example were the CR sends it to the TDSP. We only did one. We didn’t know if it would be enough to add it for each sub-type.

· CR- It would be enough. All are the same, profile has different required fields but they work the same.

· CR populates the Assignee field

· ERCOT and TDSP to validate that the changes in state were correct here. Non-LSE, do we have Modify/Re-assign transition

· CR – no Modify/Re-assign transition

· CR – ERCOT is really not involved with NON-LSE issues. It’s really between the TDSP and CRs.

· Update Approved and No Agreement Reached – Chang to Complete and Unexecutable. Return to Submitter has been removed.

· FC – the examples that are there, you can take that example and reverse it and have it from CR to TDSP. Instead of TDSP to ERCOT. It’s the same workflow with the same required fields

· Reliant will take this back and fix it.

· Hanh – Are most Characteristic issues submitted by the TDSP to ERCOT?

· CR – yes, because the TDSP has to get it fixed at ERCOT through 814_20 maintain. The CR could not make the change. 

· CR – I think we should change all the examples from CR to TDSP. 

· CR to TDSP is asking if correct. If TDSP asked ERCOT to change then would we get a new 814_20 maintain. TDSPs do not file non-ERCOT issues. 

· CR – TDSP agrees to what you are filing.

· JK – 814_20 problem?

· DM – we did have system transaction issue. It is a problem with tracking those and making sure they are sent on. 

· TDSP usually sends 814_20 maintain but if it didn’t get loaded in ERCOT system then TDSP would log to ERCOT to get 814_20 loaded and make sure 814_20 was sent to the CR.

· Region code – TDSP to ERCOT leave this example

· FC – I think you should leave the examples but add a note, that CR can send to the TDSP but you have to change the players.

· JK – I think adding a note, to use the same example but TDSP to ERCOT or CR to TDSP using the same steps but change the players.

KM – promised to have all the user guide sections back to the market by the 30th. So I need everyone’s changes by the 29th to post. 
NON LSE DEV EXISTENCE – 

· Unexecutable – Unexecutable (PC) – goes back to the Submitter? 

· Yes this is correct

· CR – TDSP to ERCOT, step 10 TDSP selects Complete and the issue is closed.

· Step 11 – is if we don’t agree. No agreement

· Need to make a blanket statement at the beginning about the validation and closed feature

· Only close if you are the responsible party. 

· Requirement 35 – is this going to be an assumption. 

· KM – five total notifications?

· DM – Added closed individual notification. So, total four individual notifications

· CR – you might want to add the examples where the CR sends to the TDSP.

· FC – These are existence issues so only the TDSP can send them to ERCOT. CR cannot send these issues. Only TDSP can since its dealing with the ESI ID existence.

· CR – that is right

DEV NON IDR

· Add a general rule for the TDSP validation and closed option
· I removed Return to Submitter Transition

· KM – please don’t include the requirement number. We may have future releases and the requirements may change

· CR – Unexecutable – they will not have another option. 

APPENDICES – 

· KM – when I was updating the general section it has a reference to Appendix B and C. Do we have those?

· DM – those are referring to the automation

· DM – Yes we will add the new validations for bulk insert. 

· DM – what I sent you was the updated requirements but we will be putting in the new bulk insert section.
ADMINISTRATOR - 
· Rolodex Management – 

· CR – at the last meeting we talked about adding two MarkeTrak Administrators

· DM – I haven’t had a chance to follow up and find out if we could do this.

· KM – the admin issues where she could not update the rolodex – Just Energy

· FC – she was not able to see some of the fields on the rolodex.

· I’m not sure why they are setup differently

· DM – I will follow up with the Administrator at ERCOT and see why they are setup differently.
We’ve gone through all the sections of the user guide. All need everyone to look these sections over and send me any updates as of 5/29 and we will post on 5/30. We will be finalizing this on June 5th and 6th meeting

CR – Reporting – we will update this section after Release 3?

KM – Dave did make updates on the reporting section. He added reporting and searching.

KM – when we go in again we will add those changes to the reporting section for Release 3.

Release 3 – Prod December 6th
KM – takes enough time to return a report so it’s easier to put criteria on the submit tree and then you will get the update on the issue or on TML within the Report issue.

Requirement 17 – gives an outline of the report requirement. 

DM/ONCOR – last time we wanted to wait until it was built and see how it works then put it in the user guide.

DM – I think we are at 5% on build out. There is a good chance Release 3 things may change. There is a good chance Release 2 stuff may change. We have to go through testing. I think we should wait until it’s built to include it in the user guide.

DM/ONCOR – was there something said about having a release 4 in Feb. 

DM – there was talk in having five releases. The market will have three releases whereas ERCOT will have four releases. We split release 2 into two buckets. 

KM – Did anyone have time to review section 1, 2 or 3? No comment

KM – if no comments on those sections then you must review these sections and bring any comments or changes prior to the next meeting. I need your changes/updates by June 29th. We will go through these at the next meeting. June 5th and 6th -. The tech review will be on June 5th for Release 2a. Both meetings are in Austin.
 


Adjourn
 
 
 
 
 



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Add Screen Shots to the user guide where needed – Characteristics 

· ERCOT will update the screen shots where needs updating

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


