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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

ALL

3.

Review/Discuss PRS defense for SCR 756 priority

ALL

4.

Discuss MarkeTrak Metrics

ERCOT

5.

Update MarkeTrak User’s guide with Meter Tampering 

ALL

6.

Presentation of MarkeTrak GUI for Meter Tampering

ERCOT

7.

Discuss interim Marketrak process for missing LSE internal data

Oncor

8.

Action Items

9.

Adjourn

5:00 PM

NOTES:
1. Review/Discuss PRS defense for SCR 756 priority
a. Going to PRS on Thursday
b. Leadership wanted to get together to discuss defense of group
i. Carolyn – SCR itself covers
ii. Talked with Karen Farley to determine if on same path
1. Where stand regarding planning/resources/test cases
a. Per Karen that is available
b. Kathy/Kyle have good “defense” for SCR.
c. Will know soon prioritization from PRS meeting (open call)
d. Debbie - Please let voting member know critical
i. Have not had trouble defending in past
ii. Carolyn – CP/Reliant notified that they feel is critical.
iii. Kathy - Not sure if concern is fighting for $ with Nodal. Will make case
1. Have talked with Shawnee (PUCT) – she or Christine will be there.
2. Monica – concern with enhancements being confused with SCR. 
3. Kathy – believe same personnel. Need to take to RMS to make priority determination.
4. Johnny – agree with Kathy.  When working on code may as well fix all at same time. 
5. Kathy – new enhancements allow flexibility to do things faster. May be easier to be done now.
6. Tammy – in past have discussed upgrade first to have infrastructure to have available for enhancements to prevent enhancement/upgrade/enhancement (duplication of effort)
7. Monica – has been stated in RMS that upgrade needs to be before enhancements.
8. Sandra – if want to review parking deck, available on ERCOT project page under project priority list. 
2. MarkeTrak Metrics – Tammy Stewart - ERCOT
a. Discussed slides from presentation (to be posted post meeting)

b. These are items currently being reported to RMS

i. Carolyn – no opinion on what is being reported.  Good info, but unsure if want to continue reporting to RMS

1. Will be reporting meter tampering and expedited switch metrics and want to continue

a. Expedited switch verbiage must be verbatim to be included

b. Julie – not something that is being provided on a presentation. Have to go through background documentation.

c. Tammy – was initially on agenda to be reviewed but now in background

d. Karen – I use this for background reporting. Do weekly, monthly, quarterly, YTD.  Use background reports, GUI and RMS reports. If were posted somewhere on ERCOT website could pull them there instead.

e. Tammy – we will do what you request.  Want to ensure value and add value when available. 

f. Johnny – auto-completes on Inadvertent Gaining and Losing issues - how to ensure auto-complete is intentional and doesn’t need action? Any way to identify?

g. Tammy – will check on that 

h. Carolyn – are you reporting expedited?

i. Tammy/Jonathan – upon request only. 

j. Carolyn – meter tampering stats to RMS will be the same?

k. Kathy – would happen after go-live (after 7/1)

l. Carolyn – by request only?

m. Kathy – reporting requested by TDSPs to commission, but not required by ERCOT. 

n. Tammy – reportable based on ISA field.

o. Kathy – is ERCOT planning to report all, those resolved?

p. Tammy – can show happy path vs. unexecutables.  Can report if one party disagrees. 

q. Kathy – can report on 4 hours?

r. Tammy – will be difficult as MarkeTrak does not report in business hours. 
s. Kathy – so would be raw # based on ISA and either completed or unexecutable. 

t. Tammy – yes and will look into time to transition. Will come up with some examples for meter tampering and customer rescission and bring back to next meeting 
3. Update MarkeTrak User’s guide with Meter Tampering
4. Carolyn to Debbie McKeever - Item 7 – agenda
5. Discuss interim Marketrak process for missing LSE internal data
a. Marty – for consumption being reported/missing,  use MarkeTrak Project with specific ISA code instead so we can weed out from usage/billing/dispute issues opened up to TDSPs. 
b. Carolyn – currently CP has received D2D usage/billing/missing. Will not provide what you need if missing LSE interval data.  
c. Marty - TDSPs discussed and want to use projects (not currently used).  Since cannot make changes have to use interim solution.  Liz had idea to use ISA field (and Marty) in Projects for missing interval data. In case of tampering using ISA to designate and using numeric value – maybe could use similar process to report on and extract that data based on ISA field. 
d. Jonathan – that or other
e. Carolyn – since using for tampering do not want to use same type.
f. Debbie – makes sense to use this – will automatically be able to be pulled, ID’d and distributed.  Usage/billing includes everything.
g. Carolyn – Centerpoint will respond with transaction, so that won’t get you what you need if file under usage/billing.

h. Monica – only thing under project subtype required is assignee.

i. Debbie – place for start time, ISA, transaction date, ESIID, tran type, etc.  would have to put in comment

j. Jonathan – what are transitions for that subtype?

k. Dave – identical to other

l. Martin – I can see need to send back to resolve issue due to needing additional data.

m. Jonathan – some instances of unexecuted, restate and send back. Usage and billing functions in that way. 

n. Monica – when submitting these, would put end date in comment section. When submitting in bulk is there a way to edit template to submit in bulk? Comments would be difficult for end date in bulk submissions.

o. Tammy/Group – would require modifying system.

p. Debbie – what about cancel without approval? 

q. Jonathan – usually TDSP to ERCOT. 

r. Martin – no start/stop dates.

s. Carolyn/Debbie – missing interval #s have not been very high

t. Monica – just wanted to address a potential concern

u. Debbie/Carolyn – planning on automate some of this process

v. Jonathan – user guide for next meeting?

w. Carolyn – ok with group to use “Project” type for missing interval data

i. Group – all agreed
6. Update MarkeTrak User’s guide with Meter Tampering – Jonathan Landry

a. Discussed presentation to be uploaded post-meeting.

b. All MPs meet time requirement to resolution

c. Discussed workflows for switch hold removal issue (4.8.4.1.1)

d. Required fields:

i. Assignee

ii. ESIID

iii. ISA #

iv. Comments

1. Carolyn – not necessary to require comments due to ISA field.

2. Group concurred

e. Jonathan to Dave – transition available including attaching document?

i. Dave – must be approved but pretty sure will be done by the July 1st effective date of the ruling. ?

ii. Johnny – should file type by jpg/pdf? 

iii. Dave – MT can handle. Would be business rule

iv. Martin – jpgs can range in file size

v. Dave – ERCOT doesn’t care and ERCOT would not have an opinion. Limit is 10 meg.

vi. Johnny – for automation, is there certain file type that is better to bring into MP systems? Zips would have to be unzipped, etc. Would have to be easy to access.

vii. Carolyn – recommend Microsoft compatible (office/pdf)

viii. Jonathan – if not compliant would TDSP unexecuted?

ix. Carolyn – if mandated.  Would not be able to be decided in this task force. Would have to go through meter tampering.

x. Jonathan – RMG allows unexecution for inadequate documentation. There won’t be a RMG revision.  Meter Tampering should give blessing.

xi. Sandra – could get into more detail in RMG but could be covered in MarkeTrak Guide.

xii. Jonathan – can vet here and roll up to Meter Tampering Task Force 

xiii. Sandra – end of month on 5/27.

xiv. Carolyn – could specify in MT user guide and roll up to Meter Tampering for buy-in.

xv. Redlined Jonathan’s document to reflect change

xvi. Added that CR1 can withdraw issue until TDSP selects “begin working” while in NEW state. 

xvii. Modified document to ensure TDSP comments are entered prior to selecting “Complete”.

7. Update MarkeTrak User’s guide with Meter Tampering – IAL/Happy Path– Jonathan Landry

a. Redlined Document

8. Update MarkeTrak User’s guide with Meter Tampering – ROR Requests– Jonathan Landry

a. Redlined Document

9. Presentation of MarkeTrak GUI for Meter Tampering – Tammy Stewart

a. Reviewed GUI 


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Tammy – On IAG/IAL issues, check on way(s) to ensure/identify an issue that is flagged to auto-complete does not need action
2. Tammy – Gather examples for Meter Tampering and Customer Rescission including availability on “time to transition” field. Bring back to next meeting

3. Craig – Find out from Trey information regarding Office 2007 formats for ERCOT site/support

a. Trey is on vacation and will discuss this issue with him the first week of June


