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	***Items with RED font are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document***

Agenda

1.

Antitrust Admonition

1:00 PM

2.

Introductions

3.

Review/Discuss Current SCR 756 Amendments:

ALL

a. Rescission Changes

b. Meter  Tampering Rule

c. LSE - Missing usage on LSE files

4.

SLA Metrics for the month of March

Trey Felton

5.

ERCOT updates on any system enhancements and scheduling

ERCOT

6.

Action Items

5:00 PM

7.

Adjourn

NOTES:
1. SCR756 –rescission

a. Discussed – any changes?

i. None referenced

2. Debbie McKeever – Tampering - In “other” workflow needs enhancements.  Not looking to have subtype exactly like the “other” subtype works.  Do we need to make clearer?
a. Kathy – plan to merge them all?

b. Group – yes.

c. Sandra Tindall – have added to comment form thus far and will continue

3. Expedited switch

a. Jonathan – no changes to subtype. 

Tampering – PUC project 37291 – REDLINED SCR DOCUMENT 

1. Jonathan - System changes required for MarkeTrak. 

2. Discussed Jonathan’s Meter Tampering Slides

a. Add functionality for workflows between TDSPs and multiple CRs

b. Allow easier tracking of time limitations for removal of switch hold

c. Create fields/dropdowns to allow easier reporting

d. Pending approval from meter tampering task force (use of MT to resolve issues)

i. If no time limit, TDSP must remove hold if no response from CR

ii. Only existing workflow would be “other” subtype

1. Issues:

a. Only way to differentiate from other subtypes would be comments.  Other similar subtypes are not using correct comments to flag.

b. If there is a time limit mandated for MP to review, effort will have to be manual

c. Inaccurate issue reporting

2. Resolution –

a. creation of more subtypes

i. Creation of subtype for meter tampering issues (may need more than 1 subtype depending on issue types)

3. Debbie McKeever – we want flow to not be patterned after “other” subtype.  Would like to walk through how to transition issue to all parties.

a. Jonathan – based on RMG, Other subtype has limitations.

b. Debbie – would like to be able to transition between parties that do not own the issue at that time.

c. Kathy Scott – this isn’t requirements doc – too much detail.  Need to explain what is needed and why.  

d. Debbie – existing doc has that level of detail (SCR enhancements doc).  Do not want developers to assume new subtype with same qualities as “other” subtype.

e. Johnny – under “resolution” state this subtype will follow unique process flow depending on the meter tampering requirements. (as 4th bullet).

i. Edited Jonathan’s document based on group discussion.

ii. Group consensus agreed

1. Liz –examples of multiple types?

a. Jonathan – 2 CRs and TDSP scenario, 2nd is daily list for other CRs to have removed from switch hold when balance paid by customer. 

b. Carolyn – if use one subtype, could enhance to provide both functions in one subtype.

c. Jonathan – one would require 1 CR and 1 TDSP and one could have multiple CRs and TDSP.

d. Sandra – reviewing proposal regarding tampering, there is a lot more detail than in similar documents (SCRs). Could we make this more high level ie: create subtype for meter tampering and then identify issues and resolution.  Too much detail for this document.

f. Modified template to include comments, issue, resolution to be consistent with other SCR language and meter tampering decisions.

3. AMS LSE data

a. Carolyn - Centerpoint did some investigating to see what subtypes could be used to mimic IDR. 

i. Redlined SCR for AMS provisioned meter section

1. Carolyn/Centerpoint recommended using “other” subtype for AMS IDR usage issues until new subtypes are available.  Since Dev and D2D are both being proposed, only other would work to cover both.

a. Debbie McKeever has concerns about using other. Would like to have a conference call to discuss. 

b. Jonathan – why use other rather than usage/billing

c. Carolyn – usage/billing triggers automated 867_03.  Other would allow manual processing.

d. Debbie/Liz – need to have a meeting offline to discuss.

2. Will send around document with changes to MarkeTrak distribution list with edits due by 4/23 prior to next RMS. 

a. Submit to revision mailbox by 5/3 to be considered on 5/12 RMS.

b. Will have TDSP call and also a market call to discuss

4. Trey – SLA update;

a. Discussed presentation

i. Bad GUI performance

1. ERCOT talked with support teams, MPs and vendors. 

2. Made incremental changes to improve performance

a. Reduce auto-logoff to 30 min

b. Archive data

c. Increase number of threads

d. Re-organized tables

ii. Outage on 3/25 outside of SLA window to implement

iii. Monitoring

1. Have found some bugs in monitoring since implementation of changes

a. Bugs are being fixed

b. Will show poor response time during planned outages since monitor runs 24x7

i. Working to resolve

c. Starting monitor before SLA window to show true performance issues

iv. Service Level Objectives

1. Did not define for GUI

a. Response seems 6-7 second response time vs 30 seconds and more.

b. Will review “spikes” in performance moving forward to determine cause

v. Monitors – Jonathan requested monitor run 15 min intervals. 

1. Trey – this may be possible

5. Carolyn questioned MT upgrade

a. Dave  – upgrading MarkeTrak is being discussed – still in work as 756 is. 

i. Did not want to have MP enhancements tied to ERCOT upgrade in case ercot upgrade was denied.  Would like to recommend upgrading first then add enhancements. Not requirement, but will make enhancement development less intensive from having to potentially write twice.

6. Action items:

a. Sandra will send out SCR to co-chairs for review and distribute to list 

i. Deadline 4/23

ii. To RMS by 5/3 (to revision mailbox)

b. Using “other” subtype for missing LSE data

i. Will set up market call within the next week (tentative)

c. Craig - set up ad-hoc webex/call if needed for last-minute change/review



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Sandra will send out SCR to co-chairs for review and distribute to list 

a. Deadline 4/23

b. To RMS by 5/3 (to revision mailbox)

2. Craig – set up ad-hoc webex/call if needed for last-minute change/review
3. Set up market call within next week (tentative) regarding using “other” subtype




