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9:30 am

Read by C. Reed
Status update of  SCR756 





M Jones

As of right now, the SCR756 is on the parking deck and was scheduled to be reviewed for a possible vote . There was some discussion on the grouping but there was no voting. – M. Jones
This is still tabled at RMS. They are talking about the parking deck and the process we will use for that. We can start moving these forward and go to PRS but they will have priority levels.   It will continue to move it along the process. Adding an extra spreadsheet on the PPL. – S. Tindall
We didn’t do any cost benefit or analysis since it wasn’t nodal impacting. How is it going to be moved along. – M. Jones
· They will recommend making it a priority.  There is not a big retail presence there, but we should have someone there to bring this up when they discuss it. –S. Tindall
· RMS will vote on it in November then go to PRS for discussion. – K. Scott
They will be breaking them up so even if it gets agreed on in RMS it might not be at PRS meeting till later.  It will be based on priority and other several factors the Sept PRS meeting has an example of the spreadsheet. They will look to see what is affected by what. If the retail business will be affected by 3 or 4 changes they will group those together. There might be some items that are more important than the others.  A year from now they will look at the bucket we have and see what can go in and their priorities.  September key documents zip file number 3.  – S. Tindall
Going forward

There is no reason to hold this SCR right? – S. Tindall
I see them as two separate requests. – T. Felton
Let’s just move it along. – M. Jones
There were two advancements on the PPL that were pushed back.

MarkeTrak Phase 3 is on there, but no associated SCR.

Trying to combine the two projects so it is just one instead of having two projects for RMS.
We will take a look at it and see if we can address that in RMS. – S. Tindall
If we get more suggestions will we have to make any changes to the SCR? – M. Jones
· Make additional comments to the SCR and it would have to be approved. – S. Tindall
Review of ERCOT 2010 SLA  Document



Trey Felton

We had to take out submit piece because if we had a submit piece every 4 minutes it would back up things.  Monitoring the 4 others (API Query List, API Query Detail, API Update, GUI)
Past 4 months pretty stable with the API, GUI is all over the place. It has peaked in September and started coming back down. 
Overall Response time average time is 46 seconds. API is 4.6.

API Query List over 120 lists seems pretty stable

API Query Detail the last month of two the response times are coming down.  July and August it was creeping up and now coming back down.

API Update fairly stable, last couple of months coming down.  We are meeting the 7 seconds 98% of the time
GUI is not meeting the 40 second metric.  Sometimes in the 70 seconds. 

Q: The 40 seconds, what actions does that involve?  - J. Landry
· Logging in, Siebel call, change the actions it takes once inside, and logging out. 4 steps. – T. Felton
With nodal IRT one of the scope items is identifying 13 services who we have a nodal monitoring team to monitor these systems. One of the systems is Retail so they will be monitoring these three systems in retail.  Next step is performance monitoring. Schedule for Monitoring – March 2010
We will have a more robust monitoring capability by then.
Q: Will we continue to keep our current SLA to monitor those for performance metrics? The new monitoring system will be tested?  -K. Malkey

· Yes it will be part of this monitoring test. – T. Felton
Q: Will degradations be looked at?

· I’m not sure if we will be looking at that. We try to and give responses but not sure. – T. Felton
Degradation explanation

Degradation is if 30% of users can’t access that is degradation.  Or if it’s 30% above your baseline. On the Retail side there will be a discussion on where this 30% came from. – T. Felton
Degradation vs Outage

Degradation is any time it isn’t 100% functional.  D you still have functionality. When D is high enough to affect enough users then we will count it against the SLA as an outage.

With MarkeTrak we basically just determine if it’s up or down.

Q: We were hoping by 2010 that we would have degradation reporting in there.  But you are saying because of nodal we will have to delay it a year? – K. Malkey
· To put a requirement for an SLA will have to be tied into a protocol so we have to have a lot to go back to ERCOT and request to put it in. Either we have to have a lot of data to report. It will probably be 2011 before we have enough data to baseline that we will be tied to performance wise. – T. Felton
Maybe the taskforce needs to come back since it won’t be put in into 2011 so that we can get it approved in order for ERCOT to approve as a degradation item.

One way is to use the metrics we have and it would result in an SCR to see what the systems will need to do to meet.  – T. Felton
We would just mark up the SLA and ask ERCOT what the system requirements to meet them.  But I don’t think we want to wait until 2011. – D. McKeever
Marketrak upgrades might not go in till after nodal freeze.  Tuning might be different.

The monitoring is not 100% accurate. There is a limited amount that we can tweak.  We know that there are some things that we can do but the improvements have been put on hold due to nodal.  We want to get more data because once we do get these improvements in we might see an increase. – T. Felton

If we needed to do an SCR can we update the SCR we currently have out there? – C. Reed
If we feel like anything needed to be added, then it should be separate. – M. Jones
Q:  If you do not need an SCR then you can do this as a maintenance vote in? – K. Scott
· In some cases. I can’t speak for the application guys. – T. Felton
Q:  Would you be able to get those guys together to see what it would take to get them done outside of a SCR as an O&M. – K. Scott
· Yes – T. Felton
· Make a list of what you know to make the system in line with the SCR, bring back to the group the items that are on your list and what the benefits will be of the change.  That way this group will better understand what can be done. – K. Scott
Discuss comments filed to the 2010 SLA document


J Landry

· We proposed any comments to TDTWG with changes that affected more than what was there for 2009.  

· Definition of degradation and the reporting. 
· We added submit part back in there but it was taken out.
· We edited the last paragraph of section 2.2.3.  (Retail SLA 2010 Draft from TDTWG meeting page).  
· We can report to MTTF, the only issue that has come up is to have a standard that is going to have to be filtered up then it will have to be put in for a requirement. But if it is just for MTTF then we can just add that in there. – T. Felton
Task Force review of the 2009 and 2010 SLA documents  

All

Determine system impact of  Recission Based IAG issues 

All

Total number of IAG and IAL. The averages before the Switch change.  The volumes have increased since the August 18th date by 18%.  18% of cancel issues as well. – T. Stewart
Comments Issues

We are having issues with this since the comments are not standard.  Might want to mention this at RMS to get accurate reporting.
Because of the variation I don’t think we can put a percentage on how many are due to Rescission reasons.

Q: Is this 18% impacting the SLA? – C. Reed
· I don’t think so but might have a correlation. – T. Felton
Discussion on possible Archiving change

Currently anything closed more than 13 months is archived. We are requesting that issues that are closed for more than 7 months be archived to clear up space and help with processing.   – T. Stewart
· We should take it back internally and see what people think. – C. Reed– ACTION ITEM
Q: Have we seen any issues with IAL issues being submitted for Rescission? – J. Landry

· They do go to completion instead of being closed out. – T. Stewart
An issue we are having is that we submit on a IAg and the regaining rep is taking it from a going forward basis. So we are stuck with usage. – K. Thomas
· We are on the honor system so there isn’t really a way to enforce that.  The PUC wanted it to be easier for the customer. The workflow doesn’t refer anything to the date of loss. So it doesn’t prevent someone from reinstating to the date of loss. – J. Landry
· It was discussed through all of the MPs that we would work with each other. – M. Jones
· If you can think of anything that would help enforce this for Phase 3. Maybe just a new subtype for Rescission.  Please send them to any one of the co-chairs. – C. Reed
Other Business:

Reporting monthly metrics to MarkrTrak Task Force

Gather Action Items

1. Trey is going to look over all of the performance and enhancements and bring back to MTTF.

2. Take back internally for the 7 month Archive possibility.
3. And any further suggestions for Phase 3 please send to the co-chairs.
Adjourn
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