	Event Summary

	Event Description: MTTF Meeting Notes
	Date:  08/23-08/24/2011
	Completed by:  Craig Dillon

	Attendees:  
Day 1

 

 

 

Day 2

 

 

 

Onsite

 

WebEx

 

Onsite

 

WebEx

 

Name

Company

Name

Company

Kathy Scott

Centerpoint

Scott Coughran

TNMP

Troy Anderson

ERCOT

Karen Malkey

 

Gricelda Calzada

AEP

Trey Felton

ERCOT

Monica Jones

Reliant

Kari Thomas

 

Liz Fanning

Oncor

Cheryl Franklin

AEP

Shannon Duffer

Ambit

Michelle Garza

StarTex

Tawnya Powell

Oncor

Michelle Garza

StarTex

Cheryl Franklin

AEP

Scott Coughran

TNMP

Debbie McKeever

Oncor

Teresa Rodriguez

Stream

Liz Fanning

Oncor

Tammy Stewart

ERCOT

Shannon Duffer

Ambit

Tammy Stewart

ERCOT

Tawnya Powell

Oncor

Teresa Rodriguez

 

Carolyn Reed

CenterPoint

Dave Michelsen

ERCOT

Craig Dillon

ERCOT

Sandra Tindall

ERCOT

Jonathan Landry

Gexa

 

 

Carolyn Reed

CenterPoint

 

 

Monica Jones

Reliant

 

 

Jonathan Landry

Gexa

 

 

 

 

 

 



	

	Agenda
Call meeting to order
· Antitrust Admonition           
ERCOT strictly prohibits market participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws.  The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, subcommittees and working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each market participant attending ERCOT meetings.  If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, please send an email to Sheila Letkeman at sletkeman@ercot.com to receive a copy.

· Disclaimer 
All presentations and materials submitted by Market Participants or any other Entity to ERCOT staff for this meeting are received and posted with the acknowledgement that the information will be considered public in accordance with the ERCOT Websites Content Management Operating Procedure. 

Introductions
Project update from ERCOT
· Updated project timeline 

· Project number and begin date 

· Planning stage 

· CBA and Impact Analysis update
Review  comments if any and finalize Use Cases:
 Use Case MP32- Missing Transaction- Add 814_PC and 814_PD in the current drop down selections                  

· Use Case MP43- Create a notification for the Switch Hold process so that when the TDU creates the MT, the MT tool would automatically send an email to the CSG team members

Review  comments if any Retail Market Guide revision document
SLA Update- ERCOT                                  Trey Felton
                                                            LUNCH
MarkeTrak Survey  Review
MTTF flight testing and scripts
· Volunteers and script creation
Other Business
· MarkeTrak email batch file update
Gather Action Items
Adjourn
DAY 1
1. Project Status Update – Troy Anderson 

a. PMO/Business Integration

i. Planning last week

ii. Spend through September in planning phase

1. What can deliver and when on requirements of project

2. Critical enhancements named to come in with TXSET 4.0

3. Looking at software upgrades to new version

a. Resource constraints so trying to balance work with TXSET 4.0

b. Critical in June with TXSET

iii. Funding allotted for 2011 and 2012

iv. Will have same project manager as running TXSET (Leo Castillo)

1. Interim PM working project but handing to Leo in coming weeks

v. Will continue to meet and come in for project updates regularly either in person or on phone

1. In contact with Dave Michelsen

vi. Karen Malkey – project #?

1. Troy – recently changed to new project # system

a. Using code used in finance system as indicator of project #

i. Will get with finance and will send to group

ii. Is on PPL – main ERCOT page, quick links, view project status, 2011 merged nodal PPL (key documents)

iii. Project # 11006_01 (will be changed with next PPL update to new project number format)

iv. Karen – for planning critical, plan to be completed by end of September. 

v. Troy – business requirement – 9/7, conceptual design 9/16, high level test plan 9/23, detailed design complete by 9/30. Planning ends 10/12.

1. All are targets and subject to change

2. Review comments/finalize MP32 and 43 - Jonathan

a. MP32 – 814_pc and PD as dropdown options on ‘missing enrollment transactions’. 

i. Possibly combine with use case 22.

ii. No comments received

iii. Group ok with finalizing and combining with Use case 22**

b. MP43 – notifications for switch hold removal

i. Liz to Tammy – on email notification, is it possible to use on other types or limited to switch hold?

ii. Tammy – notification subscribed to. These states are unique to switch hold so no other subtypes would work.

iii. Liz – nothing different than other emails

iv. Tammy – this is subscribed to vs escalation emails automatically generated

1. There are existing notifications – this would add to list

2. Going back to ROR or timing exceeded, would allow to keep track.

v. Jonathan – state/transition-combination based. 

vi. No other comments

vii. Ok to finalize***

viii. Monica – would like to go over finalized folder with group

1. Group reviewed all final uses cases

a. Jonathan – MP4 – Tammy – can you discuss this one?

i. Tammy – MT admins set up users, create rolodex entries, etc is very manual.  This simplifies the process, creates users, removing users will update users with replacement contact, etc. this would replace current admin function limitations. 

b. MP1 – Tammy – Transition by TDSP towards end of workflow. One says ‘fees redirected’ and one says ‘redirect fees’. Need one name consistently.

i. Change made

c. MP33 – 

i. Liz – does that mean that will check Siebel and we will see the status in MT? for ERCOT monitoring only?

1. Jonathan – yes. If you provide BGN, ERCOT looks for it and if doesn’t hit state in 14 days or cancels, MT issue transitions back to losing CR.

2. Tammy – right now regaining submitted, Siebel status auto-updates. This captures if incorrect bgn entered so global id doesn’t exist. Before would sit indefinitely, but this makes sure they don’t get lost. If bgn is invalid and state stays for 14 days, transitions back to REP.

d. MP25 - **Craig – delete older dated ** Jonathan – check first to be sure which to keep****

e. MP40

i. Liz – why is tran type optional?

1. Carolyn – for 997 could be CR or TDSP. Part of discussion I believe was some MPs not knowing what tran type was. Even if can’t see how that might happen. 

2. Tammy – doesn’t have enough info currently, so trying to allow those missing some info to still put in request

f. 2 finalized today, 2 needing renaming and will be sent by Jonathan to Craig for posting.

c. Carolyn – Troy’s tight timeline for critical items.  Will have to get internal shops together.  Hoping for technical meeting after conceptual design.  After detail design goes to execution so everyone will have to have their shops ready.


i. Will have user guide, training, etc.  Will have to increase MTTF meetings.

ii. Tammy - Business requirements, conceptual design, test plan are all ERCOT. 

1. Carolyn – due to previous changes in intent, would like to review business requirements

2. ***Tammy – not sure at this time.  Will have to check on it. ****

a. Carolyn – for sure after conceptual design. Will need to have technical review as well. 

b. Tammy – especially for API users (currently 2)

c. ****CRAIG – find out who Leo Castillo’s manager is and email chairs***

3. RMGRR edits – Jonathan Landry

a. Once approved after this meeting, ready to submit for approval to RMS

i. Liz – what happens if not submitted in 3 days? What is TDSP recourse? (7.3.4)

1. Jonathan – right now, with rule from IAG task force (submit MT issue before PMVI), after that

2. ***MISSED END OF JONATHAN’S REPLY**

ii. Liz – 814_01, will there be a validation for this subtype (IAG)?

1. Tammy – yes – on submit will validate is an 01 and within timeframe

iii. Liz – page 7, could not find “step 6” referenced

1. Also correction on 2nd workflow on page 13 

a. Jonathan – edited both statements to step 4

iv. Sandra – these changes, are these all the RMG changes will have with SCR756 or only the ones related to 4.0?

1. Jonathan – this is all associated with phase 3. 

a. If were to go into effect now, all critical items captured.  Only changes to guide were result of critical subtypes.

2. Sandra – if tie implementation to phase 3, may be longer than 4.0. Might want to restate and tie to 4.0 changes.

3. Jonathan – every item should be applicable to 4.0 critical changes and no subsequent changes.

4. Carolyn – if something comes up, can submit another RMGRR.

v. Jonathan – anything to discuss before bringing to RMS?

1. Group – no

2. Jonathan will bring to RMS

3. Sandra – RMGRR 100, need to make sure how that aligns with changes here.

a. Jonathan – SET made changes around addition/removal to ROR. Those processes will be used case by case basis.  No overlap

b. ***will have to double check***

c. Submit for 9/21 RMS

i. WAY TO GO JONATHAN!!!

4. Survey Review

a. Reviewed charts provided by Jonathan

i. Will be uploaded after the meeting

b. Carolyn – recommend adding link to lists.ercot.com in future emails

c. Added responses to free text comments/questions

i. Debbie – idea to have group gather three bullet points after each meeting***

DAY 2
5. SLA Update – Trey

a. Reviewed posted slides

b. Couple of adjustments on service targets

i. MT being raised to 99%

ii. Release windows 

1. Discussed at TDTWG monthly

2. Haven’t had this year due to nodal

3. Will need to get back on 2012 calendar

4. Changes around Saturday business days

a. Working with market to determine when to make release window

b. Currently starting Saturday noon as previous year

c. 36  hour window til Sunday midnight

d. Txset 4.0 changes come in, window will be changed to not affect Saturday business hours

e. SLA will be updated 1st quarter 2012

f. Debbie McKeever – MT API – is that considered part of all commercial API? 

i. Trey – will get answer

ii. Debbie – notice went to market about API changes and trying to determine impacts

g. Kathy – need a note under maintenance window so we do not lose sight of Saturday processing needing to be addressed 1st quarter 2012. 

i. NPRR going through to change FASD to observe Saturday for processing as well

ii. Trey – we can do that

1. Already planning as if will happen

2. When rule goes in place and 4.0 implemented will immediately adjust

3. If any changes in TDTWG will bring back to MTTF

6. Flight testing/Scripts – Jonathan

a. Reviewed posted sample script and asked for volunteers

b. Monica – Jonathan and I attended TXSET and talked to Gene and said we can go ahead and work on critical requirements since we know those will go in with TXSET.

i. Once we have those scripts together, submit to ACT/TXSET for approval

ii. Debbie – need to develop some together. Last time they were split out and they were all done differently. 

iii. Monica – that is plan today

iv. Cheryl – are we going to discuss the others that are not on critical list?

1. Carolyn – will discuss today

2. Reviewed current use case and compared with what to enter into test scripts as a group

3. Tammy – some concerns about resources for testing.  We will be able to do API connectivity and can accommodate some scripts, but do we know how many scripts we’ll have for each requirement?

a. Carolyn – for main success and each extension scenario

b. Tammy – unsure of resources

i. Need a list of scripts for essential pieces before have 25-30 for each requirement that we cannot support

ii. Carolyn – only doing critical

1. We didn’t do a lot of extension scenarios

2. Tammy – would like high level outline like requirement with bullet points

3. Debbie- only testing functionalities and don’t see how can do anything else

4. Kathy – if new data element in an existing field or segment we don’t test it. If new functionality (new segment or invoice for 810 tampering) would test.  And are combining some scripts so if testing main functionality but also testing other things, testing a few on each script rather than 3 or 4 scripts for 1 functionality.

5. Debbie – can review use cases and determine -what needs scripts and what will overlap

6. Tammy – want to combine everything we can to reduce scripts

7. Debbie – just like with Txset, there is a set path (like transactions) – I would suggest we review use cases and get an idea of test cases – I’m thinking 10 or so (Carolyn agreed)

8. Tammy – recommend a testing matrix that has requirements and functionality to test and work from that.

9. Carolyn – isn’t that on SCR for use cases?

10. Dave – cannot commit to full testing with every MP. Cannot have 12-15 scripts and test with everyone.  We have same resources doing 4.0 and flight as MT. 

11. Debbie – would like to work on what we have and have you come and evaluate what we have.

a. Dave – proactive work has been great and is reason we were able to get this in. want to be sure we have realistic expectations with timeline and working with 4.0 coming in.

b. Debbie – can also review how many parties need to be included in testing in order to be approved.

i. With new API parties coming on, will need to test them with every piece of API

ii. Dave – no, just connectivity and possibly one scenario

iii. Carolyn – phase 1 and 2, had a lot of MPs testing.  We are limited to how many MPs can support to test?

iv. Dave – no, # of scripts and timeline. From environment and resource perspective limited. If 15 doing 1 each fine, or 1 doing 15, fine. Can’t have all MPs doing all 15 scripts.  

v. Can do one-off as well.

vi. Scott – wouldn’t testing 15 scripts with 15 REPs be overkill?

vii. Group – don’t have that many participating anyway. Have no volunteers yet.

4. Tammy – question on this script. Same evaluation on this as now? Global id submitted was inadvertent, losing and gaining correct, but also invalid reasons for reject (submitter isn’t losing CR, invalid tran id, ESIID de-energized before gaining CR MVI). 

5. Liz – if losing CR does PMVI on 8/15 because found out that customer is without power for 2 days. So gaining CR did MVI and completed 8/13. When ERCOT gets fee reversal MT, will not go back to gaining CR?

6. Tammy – if period of de-energization, will mark as invalid because not IAG at that time. If MVO completed ERCOT could not identify gaining CR.

a. Can fix that wouldn’t follow inadvertent workflow and determine what needs to be provided, reasons marked invalid.

b. Jonathan – only way is if BGN is identified and ERCOT can determine gaining CR.

c. Tammy – that is correct

d. Carolyn – 1st line of script would be CR to ERCOT?

i. So 1st line should be losing CR to ERCOT

ii. Tammy – this should be split out and not part of inadvertent path

iii. Issues are around de-energized period will always cause issue to be rejected.

iv. Jonathan – not evaluating current state of de-energized, but prior to.

v. Tammy – from this conversation doesn’t appear to need to be separated out. We are verifying no MVO submitted before gaining picked up ESIID that created de-energized period.

v. Continued working on test script

vi. Completed first script and began working on happy path for separate script

7. Email batch file update – Tammy
a. Right now set to 1 hour

b. Can reduce to as low as every 20 minutes without performance impacts

c. Group ok with changing to 20 minutes

Highlights:

Project Timeline – Dates (get)

Survey results/responses – will be posted on MTTF homepage

SLA Update

RMG revisions – sending to RMS for September approval

Began Scripting

Will do highlights in email to Marketrak lists …



	

	


