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	NOTES

	AGENDA:

ERCOT Update- Serena Upgrade and SCR756                                       Troy

/Scope and Deliverables        

 Discuss and document interim process for mismatch in 867_03 and AMS intervals for service period

· LUNCH

· User Guide Changes

· Submit any additional items to Vice Chair(s): Monica Jones , Carolyn Reed , Jonathan Landry 

· Other Business- Email/ListServ consolidation

  Gather Action Items

  Adjourn                                                                                             3:30pm

ERCOT Update- Serena Upgrade and SCR756 – Troy

a. Schedule envisioned – sequence of activities

i. Related enhancement s in June

ii. Stabilization period wrapping up

iii. Next phase is MT upgrade (backend software) and Oracle database upgrade

1. Initiate/plan/execute/close phases

2. Recently initiated the upgrade project

3. Over next couple of months will be in planning phase to develop timelines

4. Anticipate a lot of testing to confirm upgrade doesn’t affect functionality

5. Determine how far in tests do we need to go

6. Will have go-live date for upgrade after planning

7. Will do remaining SCR756 components as well

8. Likely upgrade will run into 2013

9. 2013 likely for remaining SCR756 items

a. Carolyn – planning extend to end of 4th quarter this year?

b. Troy – no, should be out of planning by October

i. Development resources working on NPRR 347/400

c. Monica – during planning and execution will MTTF have action items or pick up on remaining items of SCR?

d. Troy – believe latter – remaining SCR items.

i. Might have testing opportunities but not sure yet

ii. Input and involvement is more geared toward remaining SCR

e. Carolyn – assume market interaction on testing with upgrade

f. Dave – do not think will have any testing or cert availability for new environment. Upgrade is to be transparent

g. Carolyn – MT might look different, get used to new buttons, etc. if that is case, after upgrade is complete might want to do some training with the market if different

h. Dave – need to talk to Troy, but we would be able to provide updates moving through and determine if significant changes.  Buttons/screens will stay same. API stays same.  If we determine through planning that we need to do run-through of what is different will determine

i. Debbie – were thinking new WSDLs and more changes

j. Dave – do not know yet. 

i. Upgrade finish this year, not enhancements. Those are separate. Need to stabilize upgrade then work on enhancements

k. Carolyn – execution first quarter 2013?

i. Troy – yes

ii. Dave – will communicate as we determine

iii. Debbie – will keep on agenda for project updates for agenda moving forward

iv. Carolyn – nothing for us to do, so webex is good.

v. Troy – that will work.

vi. Dave – likely won’t have new info in September and will in October, but will let you know – typically a week’s notice

vii. John Schatz – when schedule solidifies, can you provide written documentation?

viii. Troy – yes, as exit planning – possibly October

1. Will have its’ own planning/development, but testing of upgrade may tie in with enhancements

b. Scope around 756 and need input from task force

i. 8 issues listed

ii. Reviewed all to determine which are done (with TXSET) and which remain

iii. Would like to work with MTTF to review those yet to be done to ensure still needed, language in SCR relevant

1. From issue # perspective, feel have delivered 1,6 and 7 in SCR and part of 3 and part of 8.  If correct in assessment, leaves 2, 4 and 5 and remainders of 3 and 8

iv. Reviewed SCR 756 – issue verbiage included in notes below

1. Issue 1

2. Item 7 from issue 3 not yet complete

3. Issue 8 – determined could not do automation, but re-review after upgrade

c. Carolyn – will be back to 3 flights in 2013

d. Troy – additional timing – we still owe board an IA on 756. 

i. Can explain that TXSET drove changes to MT that have been done, but for remaining items, after discussion to confirm, will produce IA that will go through stakeholder process to board to be approved prior to launching enhancement efforts

ii. Will not include Serena upgrade, just enhancements

iii. Carolyn – will you need input from TF or chairs for IA?

iv. Troy – just work remaining to be done

1. No SCR or NPRR attached to upgrade – this is ERCOT upgrade

v. Carolyn – maybe just do webex meetings for September and October.

vi. Dave – expect to have something by November. 

2. Discuss and document interim process for mismatch in 867_03 and AMS intervals for service period - Jonathan

a. Training slide recommended email process

b. TXSET brought up and stated goal should be to create MT process around this

c. Need to begin discussion of how these should be handled within MT

d. New AMS dispute not feasible due to limitation of single day usage per issue

e. Normal 867_03 usage/billing or “other” as option.

f. Do not want to use Projects subtype

g. Monica – why not use usage/billing?

i. Carolyn – not usage/billing. Those are specific to transaction. If you file dispute have to put tranid in that MT.  CP will look for tranid – disputing total usage quantity for invoice. Not distinct enough for automation – we don’t automate on comments

ii. Jonathan – I feel this is legitimate inquiry about an 867

iii. Carolyn – if you dispute 867_03, what are you disputing? Quantity/amount?

iv. Jonathan – may exceed summary of 867

v. Carolyn – nothing centerpoint will do. If actual reading, you will not get issue resolved putting comment on that subtype for LSE summary

1. Had to use processes in place.  Must use other if comment-driven for scenarios that don’t have a subtype

2. Debbie – can still get standard comments to include

3. Carolyn – and possible ISA #

a. Other with ISA would be only way to go as has to go to right department within TDSP.  Usage/billing goes to different department or process as to how 867 monthly vs LSE is handled

b. ESIID is optional – only assignee required. 

4. Jonathan – can make ESIID required for process, as we did with previous interim processes, even though the subtype has no actual ESIID validation

5. Carolyn  - this will be a proposal to TXSET.  What would transaction date be?

6. Jonathan – identify 867 service period in question

7. Carolyn – need to have specifics in RMG/user guide

8. Debbie – need to draft up to bring to TXSET

9. Group – need to be able to report on it

a. Jonathan –  This is one item among several within the Texas SET AMS/LSE discussion, so an RMG revision might not be created by TXSET until all of their discussion items and processes are accounted for

b. Carolyn – TXSET will have valid reasons to file as result of this group’s recommendation

c. Monica – valid variance has not been determined yet

d. Carolyn – we are not going to tell market to file other subtype until we have business requirements and ground rules

e. Debbie – need to jot down assumptions in a word doc

f. Monica – can file an “other” now to be reviewed and to get away from emails, log and track the issues

g. Carolyn – you can file anything you want, but it may not get worked.

h.  Monica – we want the ability to submit for tracking

i. Carolyn – I will not support that MTTF suggesting to the market to use D2D Other Subtype for the mismatch of 867 vs LSE until all is approved by SET/RMS and implemented in the Retail Market Guide.  Also the MTTF has provided instructions in the IAG/ MarkeTrak Critical Release (PR010_01) for current  temporpary process for this scenario.

j. Debbie – anytime submitted under usage/billing could be delayed.  Need exact characters to be included in comment field, etc. 

i. John Schatz– with 6 million meters implements, it has been determined that this is an issue and although handled now through REP relations, not good idea – needs to be trackable

k. Began working on word document for assumptions to submit to RMS

i. Need to have start and end times. Startime is available in fields but endtime would have to be in comments.

ii. MarkeTrak User Guide High-Level Changes for 867_03 Interval Mis-Match Inquiry
1. Required fields::

a. ESIID

b. ISA

c. STARTTIME

i. Start time of service period in 867_03

ii. In bulk files, service period should still be in the “T” format

d. Comments (verbatim)

i. Mismatch between 867_03 and AMS intervals for service period [mm/dd/yyyy] to [mm/dd/yyyy].

2. Valid Reject Reasons

a. More than one service period per issue

b. Incorrect comments 

c. Incorrect date format within comments

d. ESIID within issue does not have provisioned AMS meter

e. All data in question does not match data loaded in ERCOT extracts

iii. Will take to TXSET for recommendations prior to going to RMS

1. Will send draft to group and post to MTTF page.

3. User Guide Changes

a. ***Chairs – action item – work with Tammy offline to push out user guide changes, possible user guide change “schedule”, etc. ***
4. Email/ListServ consolidation – Jonathan
a. Blind copied Houston training participants for last email
b. Wanted to run by task force – discontinue individual contacts for notices and refer to listserv

i. Concern that expectation may  be established that will be copied moving forward and sending unsolicited emails

ii. Email that all emails from MTTF will be to listserv only

iii. Will email contacts from training, contacts used by ERCOT previously and any lists not part of listserv.

iv. ****craig – post recommendations to TXSET

c. ***Craig - September/October - starting at 10 on Wednesday only***

SCR(756) BOARD APPROVED DOCUMENT ISSUE NUMBERS BELOW

Issue 1

The process for getting fees reversed to the Inadvertent Gaining Retail Electric Provider (REP) is inefficient and not designed into the current workflow.

Resolution

Add functionality to the Inadvertent Gain and Inadvertent Loss process to allow for the efficient and verifiable approval for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) to reverse priority Move-In Request charges from the losing Market Participant to the gaining Market Participant.
Issue 2

Correct issue with hyperlink from the e-mail function in the Graphic User Interface (GUI).

Resolution

E-mails originating from within the ERCOT GUI with the subject line “Note from MT USER - REP DUNS NUMBER about MT ISSUE, ESI ID” # contains a hyperlink (https://marketrak.ercot.com:8443///tmtrack.dll?View&I=576375&T=1001) to the specific MarkeTrak issue referenced.  This link, when followed, results in a “This Page Cannot be Displayed” error message.  

Issue 3

Improved efficiencies will reduce the time required to work MarketTrak issues towards completion, utilizing less resources.  Would also allow more automation for those using the Application Programmatic Interface (API) and Bulk Insert functionality.

Resolution

1. Create two distinct Usage and Billing subtypes 1) Usage and Billing – Missing and 2) Usage and Billing – Dispute.  This will minimize the optional fields resulting in fewer issues submitted with incorrect data. 

2. New “Add User” functionality – will eliminate the need to go to “Manage Data” to associate the DUNS Number to the user that is being set up.  This improves the user information on the issue and it will also improve the function of “Assign Owner.”

3. Change the name on the Submit Tree for subtype “Missing TRXN” to “Enrollment Transactions.”  Many users mistake the subtype “Missing TRXN” to be for any missing transaction.  Therefore, when an issue is submitted the submitter is not providing enough information to resolve the issue resulting in the issue being marked as “Unexecutable.”   Changing the name will provide clarification of the type of issue that is submitted under this subtype as well as providing consistency of subtype naming conventions.

4. Improve the functionality related to standard market fields throughout the tool such as Electric Service Identifier (ESI ID) and BGN.  

Description:

a. Remove the space after the ESI ID, BGN, etc.  When the MarkeTrak user double clicks certain fields within the ERCOT GUI to paste into another application, there is a space character that is also copied.

b. Review the field types and usability associated with heavily utilized information such as ESI ID and BGN.

c. Increase validations to prevent users from entering invalid information into pre-defined fields.

d. On Inadvertent Issues, improve the workflow and validations to ensure that the “Responsible MP” is reflected as the party that is expected to provide the next update to move the issue towards resolution. 

Benefits:  

a. Facilitates correctly validating heavily utilized fields.

b. Facilitates efficiencies between MarkeTrak and other applications such as MS Excel.

c. Design functionality for specific subtypes instead of generic functionality across the tool.

d. Prevents dates and other invalid information from being entered in specific fields which impacts the workflow process and validations.

5. Update Bulk Insert Templates - Remove columns and rows that are no longer deemed necessary and “script time stamp entry” to simplify the submission process.  Check formatting of templates.  These issues have caused many Bulk Insert submissions to fail.

6. Add a button that is associated with the ESI ID in all MarkeTrak types that links directly to the Query ESI ID Transaction / Find Transaction section of Texas Market Link (TML).  The ESI ID from the MarkeTrak Issue would be the default transaction search in TML, opening in a separate window.  This would facilitate research and issue resolution.

7. To allow the CR to be specific to the type of inquiry in which they want resolved or investigated by the TDSP for missing LSE data for Advanced Metering System (AMS) provisioned meters.  Since usage/generation data is provided by the TDSP to CRs and ERCOT via several different formats (Texas Standard Electronic Transaction (TX SET) 867_03, Monthly Usage, Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) transactions, LSE files to ERCOT, LSE files posted to Smart Meter Texas Portal (SMTxP) and/or LSE files posted to File Transfer Protocol (FTP) Sites), this would help to quickly resolve any inquires pertaining to LSE files and/or AMS meter data.  This could also allow TDSPs not to second guess which usage/generation data format and/or platform where data may be missing or incorrect that is reported by the CR(s).  The following subtypes would allow the CR and/or TDSP to make specific inquires for investigation and/or resolution based upon the subtypes that apply specially to LSE and/or AMS data inquiries.   

a. Data Extract Variances (DEVs)
1. AMS Usage present in TDSP system NOT in ERCOT system 

2. AMS Usage present in MP system NOT ERCOT 

3. AMS Usage present in both systems but has Date issues 

4. AMS Usage present in both systems but has KWH issues 
(Note:   DEVs can only be filed after AMS profile has been successfully accepted and loaded into ERCOT’s systems)
b. Day-to-Day (D2D)
1. Usage and Billing – Missing LSE interval data
2. Usage and Billing – Disputing LSE interval data

Issue 4

Improve validations.

Resolution

Remove logic to validate the information put into the “Original Tran Id” field on “D2D-Safety Net Order” only.  The reason for creating the Safety Net Order issue is to request a backdated Move-In that has not been received for a request submitted in the Safety Net spreadsheet.  Since Safety Net information is point to point between TDSPs and Competitive Retailers, ERCOT will not find the original transaction ID to validate against.

Issue 5

Enhance reporting capabilities.

Resolution

1. Description - The ability to return individual issue comments on GUI reports and background reports – date configurable.  

Benefit - No longer have to manipulate the data in MS Excel.

Description - 

2. Expand the fields that can be used to generate metric reports. Information contained within the Change History section of the MarkeTrak would be beneficial. 
Benefit - Allows better reporting and tracking of issues.
Example: 

02/12/2009 08:15:22, 'Begin Working' by Angiela R Moss-799530915

02/12/2009 08:18:46, 'Assign Owner' by 1039940674000 MarkeTrakAPI

02/13/2009 10:11:55, 'Complete' by 1039940674000 MarkeTrakAPI

3. Description - Add “First Touched by TDSP” to DEVLSE. 

Benefit - Improved performance metrics.

Issue 6
Issues identified as the result of using the Inadvertent Gaining subtype as a temporary solution.  

1. Designation as a rescission-based issue is dependent on use of specific comments, as outlined in the Retail Market Guide.  ERCOT has reported that a large percentage of issues filed with the intention of being rescission-based contain incorrect comments.  This leads to the increased possibility that issues will be worked incorrectly.

2. Since both rescission-based and standard inadvertent gain issues are being worked through the Inadvertent Gaining subtype, Market participants cannot easily discern between the two, in order to give priority to issues when required.

3. The market is unable to correctly identify rescission-based issues, leading to incorrect reporting as long as these issues are filed within the Inadvertent Gaining subtype and are dependent on the use of specific comments.

Resolution

1. The creation of a single subtype for “Expedited Switch Rescission” will eliminate the need for specific comments as a requirement to identify rescission-based MarkeTrak issues, providing for issues to be worked as intended, instead of as inadvertent gains.

2. The creation of a single subtype will better allow Market Participants to design automation for working rescission-based issues.

3. The market will be able to accurately report on rescission-based issues submitted individually within this subtype.  In addition, the market can accurately report on inadvertent gain issues.  Market reporting will improve as each subtype is used strictly for its intended purpose.

4. With the creation of the “Expedited Switch Rescission” subtype:

a.
Validations can be put in place to reject issues submitted outside the Market-approved timeline, and inform the user of alternative courses of action.

b.
The correct regain date can be populated within the MarkeTrak issue to avoid potential confusion.
Issue 7

New subtype(s) are needed for tampering-related issues that eliminate the need for specific comments as a requirement to identify them.   Issues may then be prioritized and worked by Market Participants within the timeframe mandated by the PUCT rule.

Resolution:

1. Create specific subtype(s) that will better allow market participants to design automation and/or reporting to accommodate any time implications.

2. The Market will be able to accurately report on tampering issues submitted individually within the subtype(s).

Issue 8

New subtype(s) for tampering-related issues should be designed with their own unique workflow(s) in mind, based on business requirements of the meter-tampering resolution process.  These workflow(s) would not be subject to the limitations of the existing Other workflow.

Resolution:

1. Define automation to accommodate the business mandated turnaround time in the process.



	ACTION ITEMS

	· Chairs – action item – work with Tammy offline to push out user guide changes, possible user guide change “schedule”, etc.
· Craig – post recommendations to TXSET (posted on meeting page for today’s meeting)

· Craig - September/October - starting at 10 on Wednesday only (done)




