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	NOTES


	1. Discuss Market training of PR010_01  Critical Release - tie in IAG training with MT training – Jonathan
a. Discussion to review training for previous release

i. Previously took screenshots and bulk insert templates – assume want to do that.  

ii. Monica – user guide has happy path – no further detail and not all extension scenarios

1. Switch hold, redirect etc could have extension scenarios

2. Kyle – offered to provide information similar to workshop for requirements, workflows, etc.  

3. Dave – correct with attention we get – numbers provided to RMS

4. Jonathan – anything we emphasize within user guide, like following format or will be unexecuted, needs to be included.  Reverse fees, exceptions within inadvertent or switch hold, LSE subtypes, etc.  These could all be in training to reduce confusion

5. Monica – there are lots of questions around AMS Interval questions

6. Carolyn – current usage billing monthly dispute has tranid, so we had to have a unique identifier to dispute interval.

a. Example – uidamsint field in disputing – nothing shows where to find the value (supplemental AMS Interval Data Extract)

b. Jonathan – key points to address in training

i. AMS Dispute

ii. Market Rules Subtype – don’t use yet

iii. Tammy – customer rescission – closely follows IAG – point out differences, bullet points on required items, validations, etc.

1. Same with redirect fees, valid reject reasons, fields, validations, etc.

c. Carolyn – july meetings at end of month – coordinate with ERCOT to start training and get webex scheduled.

d. Kyle – plan to work with MTTF, but no plan to circle back. Agreed that as long as substance does not conflict with RMGRR no loopback needed.

e. Carolyn – have discussed having the training in July

f. Monica – how long to get training developed?

g. Carolyn – I can work with ERCOT on that

i. Want to have soon so can be reviewed

ii. Monica – will leverage training from requirements

iii. Tammy – screenshots done

iv. Monica – identify specific items to highlight in training and incorporate into what we already have

v. Jim Lee – 7/12 deadline for feedback on userguide? ***Assigned individuals - Training deliverables due by 7/24***

vi. Group – yes

vii. Carolyn – no feedback received yet. 

viii. Monica – doing training in Houston, Dallas and Austin?

ix. Group – yes

x. Dave – prefer to base schedule on interest. Cannot go to dallas for 3 people for example

xi. Kyle – need to do face to face  or webex?

xii. Carolyn – face to face

xiii. Kyle – possibly incorporate training into CR/TDSP workshops. 

xiv. Kyle – RMS intent was not only functional, but process-specific. Ways to blend things to make the training process plus interface would be valuable. 

xv. Jim – would like training to be sooner rather than later. If combined with CR workshops typically q4. 1st week of august is pretty empty. 

xvi. Jonathan – RMG – IAG training – since incorporating IAG training into discussion today, how do we want to handle that – if we feel any new developments for RMG revision, add to user guide in this group and subsequently into training.  Side by side review, etc.  Show changes in RMG, therefore emphasize in user guide so MPs follow guidelines

xvii. Kyle – RMG should clarify – not an overhaul.  

1. Carolyn - Heavy hitters switch hold, AMS, IAG, etc.

2. Lower level requirements for enhancement to tool.  (discussion around next release/version of MT)

3. Jim – agree with Kyle that we need to have training out there but we don’t know what is needed yet. When do we want phase 3 training to come to fruition?  Then we can work backwards for deadlines and goals as a task force.  Parse out slides to group, etc. 

4. Kathy – recommend do IAG at back end to keep attendance. 1st half MarkeTrak Critical Release 1 sys changes, 2nd half IAG for example

5. 7/24-7/25, 8/28-29 dates currently

6. Group ok with utilizing day 2 of MTTF for Austin Training
7. Craig – talked with Bill Kettlewell – ok to utilize LMS for registration 
a. ***Chairs – firm up dates and email Craig with finalized dates, times, locations, addresses, class description, etc.***
b. Assigned sections for training:

c. Centerpoint – AMS/LSE (missing and dispute)

d. Reliant/Direct – IAG (rescission and redirect)

e. Gexa – switch hold

f. AEP – Market Rule

g. Deadline sometime after 12th redlines for training – chairs will notify***

h. First training tentative 8/7/12 in Houston. Located TBD (Carolyn)

i. Austin August 28th (day 1) ***craig – modify ERCOT calendar to reflect training rather than MTTF meeting

2. MarkeTrak Phase III Lessons Learned
a. Carolyn – want to have ability to have more than 1 test environment

i. As parallel with TXSET, current system date caused problem with Centerpoint API

ii. Tammy – connectivity requirements might be issue due to $

iii. Environment that allows users to simulate multiple roles

1. Exclude proprietary data to allow

iv. Monica – retail testing website not available, so lot of confusion with who’s turn it was to do what

1. Have testing website available and access to update scripts and progress

2. Carolyn – discussed with Michelsen offline and that is being addressed

3. Tammy – collaborate with Gene Cervenka to ensure scripts are consistently formatted

4. Carolyn – unit testing to flush out defects prior to flight. We couldn’t simulate ERCOT

a. Access to CERT prior to flight

5. Ability to tell all new functionality

6. Market communication worked well

a. Continue to use MarkeTrak 30 day active user list for major communications

b. Possibly include other listserv lists to increase awareness among more working groups

c. Gricelda -  Notice with survey monkey was not necessarily clear – I was in meetings and missed it

i. More clarity in email as to what it is for, as response to survey monkey was poor

d. Ensure all communications contain detailed action items for MPs

e. Convey to market the sunt/transition plan for MTTF

i. All MT concerns will fall under scope of TDTWG

f. Communications reminding users to discontinue use of old processes

i. ***Action item – chairs – send communication to remind users to stop using old subtypes and use new ones***

1. Address in training as well

7. Project Documentation

a. Explore ways to document project timelines

b. Communication from ERCOT regarding resource constraints

Discuss missing AMS interval issues/subtype-�? After implementation of new type would like to discuss training, etc.
1. Discussed numbers of issues using previous subtype (Tammy)

a. Using project with old ISA #s, 300-400 or so a month

b. Numbers reported are from January

c. Fluctuation due to bulk insert issues

d. Some still submitting under projects – since June 11, dispute 3, ams int missing 18.  Projects dispute 7 and projects missing 144

i. Was one bulk file from small CR

ii. Most were unexecuted by TDSP and not resubmitted yet

iii. No bulk inserts under new subtypes (usage) yet
Other Business- New CSA form (switch hold process)
1. New CSA Form – Jonathan

a. RMGRR109 passed by RMS last week, going to TAC

b. Proposed effective date 7/1

c. Change is that new occupant statement no longer required – CSA form only for vacant apartments with a CSA

d. Kathy – CSA has to already be established with 814_18 by ERCOT and form has to be filled out by CSA REP – if non-CSA REP signs CSA form TDSP will reject

e. For entities that do not have a CSA, use current landlord process

f. Kathy – CSA form has no exceptions for apartments without CSA 

g. TDSPs will accept CSA form alone for CSA accounts starting on 7/1

h. Oncor, CenterPoint, TNMP and AEP ok with 7/1 implementation

2. Kathy – multiple CRs overriding CSA, (b44 and 2w code) – CRs doing this creates issues  as TDSP sees straight MVO instead of CSA Forced MVO/MVI – CR questioned ability to reverse fees and have to do PMVI to get services on.  TXSET discussed in 2008 and 2009 due to CRs not realizing system programming caused issue.  Talked to Kathryn Thurman (TX SET’s ERCOT representative) yesterday – she is running report to see how many instances this has occurred, who company(ies) creating issue to see if there is anything SET can do to validate codes as to who should and should not send. 2w requires CSA REP submit and can be validated against.  B44 cannot – MVO due to fire/etc needing meter and electrical facilities removal. 

a. Jonathan - TXSET 075 – was not new process needed back when discussed.

b. Kathy – CR submitting transactions needs to be notified what intent of codes were for, etc.  waiting on ERCOT’s documentation and reports to be provided during the next TX SET meeting scheduled on August 16, 2012. 

c. ***Carolyn – send out the training template to assigned members of group***



	ACTION ITEMS

	· Assigned individuals - Training deliverables due by 7/24
· Chairs – firm up dates and email Craig with finalized dates, times, locations, addresses, class description, etc.***
· craig – Austin August 28th (day 1) - modify ERCOT calendar to reflect training rather than MTTF meeting

· chairs – send communication to remind users to stop using old subtypes and use new ones

· Carolyn – send out the training template to assigned members of group




