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ERCOT Update- Serena Upgrade and SCR756 /Scope and Deliverables – Tammy
· Started process of migrating to ITEST (not complete but in-process)

· Anticipate starting testing next month

· Current plan to go live 6/6 in production, 6/13-7/13 stabilization

· Once get migration into ITEST and stabilized, start testing 2nd week of February

· User guide being reviewed at MTTF, but we are working on screenshots (ERCOT)

· Tammy – we can take screenshots from DEV environment, so don’t have to wait

· Debbie – revisit user guide after implementation?

· Tammy – before production

· Visually looks different, functionally same

· Want guide updates before go-live in June

· Tammy – API will have wsdl updates

· Timing depends of how testing goes

· In past have had 80%, 90% completion, then 100.

· Testing February til mid-May, then migrate to CERT environment, so by mid-May should have good wsdl

· Carolyn – group has discussed doing training – will that be before go-live?

· Tammy – yes

· Carolyn - Will notify market with notices prior

· Karen – how much more capability for reporting can we do? 

· Tammy – there is additional reporting in GUI. Once enhancements come in more background reports. Have not drilled down at this time.  Next month will have better handle on that answer after meeting with vendor

· Carolyn – 756b – troy said would provide impact analysis in December.  Has ERCOT started that?

· Tammy – yes – not finished yet.  Should go to executive review in next couple of weeks. 

· Carolyn – has to go to MTTF, then RMS, then TAC

· Were asked by Troy to review enhancements for part b to see if serena upgrade corrects some of those issues

· Review/Discuss current Marketrak Projects Q and A 
· Tammy – have list to go over as result of meeting yesterday with developers

· MP8 – weren’t sure who submitted. Some people used dates in field for original tran ID. 

· Tried to enter date with dash or slash and it would not allow entering date. 

· As written invalid as in production cannot enter date in those 2 fields (orig tran id/tran id)

· BGN validated not used for all types, but if ESIID and orig tran id, validates global id from those two numbers

· Jonathan – on “other”, some not required and not sure if have same validations

· Tammy – cannot get past submit. Instead of eliminating this, maybe if one particular subtype, but the ones we tried would not take a date. 

· Question on date – date with no special characters maybe? 

· ***Will try it on all subtypes.  If determine cannot submit date on all subtypes, this maybe invalid in future. 

· Tammy - Bring back next month***

· Vanessa – in reference to BGN, maybe 2 dates required – submission and transaction dates??

· Vanessa - Original requestor might have been more likely referring to dates required (MT submitted) and requested date of gaining. Those seem to be a little bit confusing for new users. Request to be more clear (reinstatement date versus submit date of BGN).***possible user guide clarification to be more clear to new users – section 4 – IAG***

· Tracy – a lot of discussion – the word “regaining” is the confusing part as it is the date submit regaining as well as the regaining date.  

· Jonathan – can elaborate in user guide. 

· Vanessa – recently had MT submitted correctly with dates and BGN referenced, but I transposed dates. MT was issued by TDSP due to 2nd notation (comments) the regaining date was incorrect, but on original submission it was correct. 

· Comments not validated. Due to comment MT put on hold

· Jonathan – Siebel by TDSP is because transaction shows incomplete or vice versa. 

· Vanessa – was held until TDSP worked issue

· Group – may be one-off. 

· Vanessa – will send over to TDSP to review

· MP10 - Specific date in bulk insert – what is preferred date format? 

· Carolyn – GUI is slash, bulk is dash, converts to slash 

· Group agreed 2/2/4 format

· Carolyn – it’s clear in the bulk insert guide

· Tammy – will take back to developers and bring response back. 

· Will trim timestamp off of date field

· Any subtypes require specific timestamp via bulk insert?

· Jonathan – LSE  23:59:59?   Since this is required for the LSE Usage/Billing subtypes, eliminating the timestamp in the Bulk Template will not allow required values for LSE disputes to be input, via the Bulk Process.  Example: columns “Q” and “R” contain the start and stop times; this is the same for both regular Usage and Billing, and LSE.  

· Carolyn – that is in extracts. You have to use timestamps in extract. 

· Jonathan – would need specific value for stop time. 

· Tammy – MT converts to 23:59:59 regardless for DEV. 

· Carolyn – AMS monthly no conversion – can we add that? 

· Tammy – can talk about in future, but not for this project.

· Can keep timestamp and change format now

· Jonathan – any changes cannot affect subtypes in ways not intended (usage/billing)

· Carolyn agrees, leave timestamp

· Tammy – will modify to leave timestamp as is for MP10

· Carolyn – can format spreadsheet for date format. 

· Tammy – review columns and eliminate if possible, 2nd part is review date field format. We eliminated part B – no change to existing date format

· Tammy - Come back around March when ready with new template***

· Carolyn – thought in release 2 reviewed templates and eliminated data required for submission at that point. 

· Tammy – some removed, some added

· Older templates not updated with new fields. New subtypes may have 40something and older 30something. 

· Group would like to unify all subtypes to have same # of columns

· Jonathan – user guide should spell it out clearly 

· ***MTTF – whole group- revisit bulk insert templates after serena upgrade***

· MP23 – attachments via API – downloading

· Question posed by developers is whether going to include background reports and bulk insert in querylist detail as they do have attachments associated?

· Tammy – when receive query detail, will see attachment available and another call created to retrieve attachment. Would have a name/report id/etc to make that call. Once that call is made file will come back. Would take programming on both sides for new API call. 

· Filesize limitations

· If greater than 10 meg goes to MIS by default for background report (due to size) even if select attachment

· Group – yes, add background report

· MP26A – review for additional background reports

· Comments included in result file, but this is long string of text. All comments one string. In order for you to identify beginning/ending of comment, want a comma, semi-colon, pipe? 

· Group ok’d pipe character

· Is there size limit on comment field?

· If exceed 4000 characters, remaining are appended to notes and new comments are in comments

· MP26B – reorder background report parameter

· Cannot specify specific order within upgrade – alphabetized. If type in first letter, goes straight to that letter’s list. 
· Eliminate MP26B as cannot be accommodated  – group ok. 
· MP26D – add listing in background reports
· Think can be done but limitation is that listing report you choose cannot be one with any parameters (date ranges, etc).  also cannot access archive data in listing – live only. 
· If willing to accept cannot have inputs, can work, but will restrict what you can run. 
· Carolyn – can have listing in background, but would have to sort yourself.
· Tammy – example – all issues I’m responsible for would work. Something with inputs would not. 
· Group – if no inputs possible, will not work. 
· ***Group – review both at ERCOT and in shops and bring back feedback next month***
· MP27
· No impact to API/Bulk Insert. 

· If try to submit issue and already issue with ESIID will give message. Task to make that issue hyperlink

· Issue with multiple different issues. If apply to API and Bulk, will add a lot. Won’t be error, but will add in a string, but won’t be hyperlinks.

· Cannot apply to bulk/api – GUI only (hyperlinks)

· Won’t prevent submission

· MP28

· Usage of “pending issue” functionality

· If issue not submitted for more than 3 calendar days, automatically withdraws and emails submitter

· Written that would be escalation email 

· Can sign up for notification but not escalation contact for that particular type.  Would have to add new notification to subscribe to at issue level or higher level. 

· Escalation email process is not running until submitted.  If owner has subscribed, will be informed that issue has been closed out. 

· Jonathan – couldn’t think of scenario where would be used last time. Mostly new users

· Will move to escalation email being sent instead. 

· Carolyn – maybe can address in training for refresher.

· MP30 – background reports via API

· Can be done

· Questioning when they go straight from in-progress to closed. Do your queries include closed?

· Carolyn – yes

· Query details go back “X” minutes. Will have to include lag time for report to be prepared or will include the background report.  Might miss the issue, so might have to add time – take this back to API programmers at MP shops.

· If query window is 5 minutes and query takes 7 minutes to run through API, might miss it. 

· Tammy – look at largest report you use now and use that as baseline. 

· MP44 – adittional criteria on background report

· Identifies submitted by CR/TDSP

· You select from project list (not subtype). The cancel w/approval project is different from subtype. 

· When ERCOT selects create, can see cancel with approval CR/TDSP. MP can only see the one option. 

· To accommodate this would have to add column to all background reports for MP Type or Subtype so CR/TDSP would be visible

· Similar to DEV/LSE

· Do we want to add column to all background reports for this one request?

· Jonathan – cancel with approval, do TDSPs still submit since 4.0?

· Likely some still using. Do not want to eliminate

· Jonathan – for usage/billing still applicable

· Tammy – extra column shows differentiation between CR/TDSP. Since can select multiple projects, cannot modify just one report – have to modify all of them to accommodate extra column in case someone selects cancel w/approval from project list. 

· Tammy – like background report for average days open, can select various subtypes.  In every report, if we did this, would add a column to either pull back subtype, so if cancel with approval is in subtype, would see cancel with approval CR or TDSP.  If select usage/billing, would just be usage/billing. 

· Tammy – either keep project list or replace with subtype list.  Big endeavor. 

· If select cancel with approval, it’s just cancel with approval – would have to replace high level project with detailed subtype.  Can be done but a lot of work and if go back to 80/20 rule, would have to review if effort is justified.

· Debbie – depends on magnitude and financial impacts.

· ***Tammy – ask developers what would be involved to make this change – estimate of hours – Carolyn – talk with Karen Malkey***

· Carolyn – new release will make this separate types – CR or TDSP. 

· Tammy- really only cancel with approval

· Carolyn – think justifiable to change to subtype

· Tammy – just can’t see if CR or TDSP submitted

· If pulling back submitting MP will see DUNS #

· Jonathan – MPs use to monitor internal timelines and protocols.  States will be different, based on who is Submitting MP. Example: If issues submitted by CRs are mixed with issues submitted by TDSPs, then specific states will also have a mixture of CR and TDSP owners, depending on submitter.  
CSWG Action Item for MarkeTrak Task Force – Jim Galvin
· Item brought to discussion at last meeting around wholesale dispute process and ability to have opportunities to dispute wholesale charges that could be load/usage based. 

· Those that brought up concern, CSWG will review the protocol language around formal dispute process around wholesale and references to MT items and try to clean up as well as synchronize abilities for protocols for entities that submitted timely disputes, but MT issues may take time to resolve.  Need to ensure do not miss true-up settlement.  If complex MT issue does not get resolved for period of time, by time resolved and ERCOt is at limit for having run 180 day true-up, wholesale entity might not get to have issue resettled. 

· Want to give MTTF a heads’ up to track progress, may report to MTTF if needed moving forward relating to this topic

· Carolyn – the MT issues referencing for wholesale, are they DEV?

· Debbie – believe so, disputes on date or didn’t own premise

· Explained what DEV is

· BJ – could also be IAG

· Debbie – these are ones taking considerable time to resolve (outside 180 days)

· Jim – yes, or items that may not have been discovered until close to 180 day period, so not necessarily complex issues, but issues found months later and gets entered into MT

· Problem is MP disputing wholesale load has dispute either rejected or will resettle in next resettlement process. If doesn’t resolve within 180 days, MP loses opportunity to resettle charges for changes in usage or ROR.

· Some language in protocols around what can/cannot be disputed, do not want to draft rules to protect wholesale without retail being aware of what is needed. 

· No “to do’s” at this time, just informative. 

· Jim – could be large usage on commercial accounts, switching issues, etc, that linger and can be material impacts in settlements

· Focus on protecting entities that submit disputes and get resolution in form of adequate timeline after 180 day for complex/late resolved issues. Do not want to submit without sharing strategy and rationale

· Multiple participants of MTTF take part in CSWG so will be group effort

· Next meeting in conjuction with COPS. Will notify of date.

· Via webex as well

· Jim’s contact info on CSWG page

MarkeTrak User Guide General Discussion:  Review Section 1 
· Carolyn – 1.9.2 – could enhance to reflect previous discussion from today from Tammy (MP28)

· Section 1-general – reference switch hold in 1.10

· Cheryl – 1.1 background – maybe update information to 2012 data (1.1.1). Maybe add 2012 data.

· 1.9.7 – edited to reflect 30 minute logoff instead of 2.5 hours

· Reviewed 1.10.2.3 and determined still valid for ERCOT (leave as-is)

· Group will compile list and redline at the end of collecting. 

· MPs that have additional changes should submit to MTTF.

· ***Agenda item – task force review each section (table of contents, etc) until finished with user guide.*** 

Review Additional Suggestions for MarkeTrak User Guide
· Received 4 suggestions from market previously, one today

· Jim Lee – when trying to find documentation, in the user guide (current), section 4 for other/d2d, a little different from one under key docs on MTTF page.  

· Current one missing AMS/LSE

· Recommend use the one on MarkeTrak Information page

· ***update MTTF page document to have the same as MarkeTrak Information page – Craig – archive the d2d/other document from MTTF page***

· ***Chairs – identify documents on MTTF page to be archived and send to Craig to archive them – review file display names and recommend any name changes during this process to change***

· Lynnez (trieagle) – we have a new person – do we update RMG for having good reference tools with these specifics?

· Jonathan – RMG does not go into granular detail for MT transitions except certain subtypes (switch hold/rescission) – anything that ties to PUCT rule. 

· If transitions change for these, the RMG would have to be changed.  We had interim processes for switch hold (using other) but when switch hold process came out, updated RMG.  If transitions referenced changes, would amend RMG. 

· Jim Lee – when go through posted documentation, please identify key documents for training (action item reflected above)

· 2 from Craig and 2 from Cheryl

· Debbie – will have recommendations for additional changes next month

· Craig - Reference to RMG section for IAG – valid reasons – needs guide reference change

· Craig – question around valid/invalid reject in RMG only lists reasons for losing CR but not gaining CR.  

· Question from Lynnez around customer having moved out from premise

· May have to add section in RMG (will have to run by Sandra to determine if administrative)

· *** Chairs – discuss with Sandra to determine if administrative change would allow modification without full RMGRR process rather than substantive change***

· ***CRs – review additional IAG reject reasons and bring back next month*** (determine what would qualify for other/should require comments).  What “other” reasons are acceptable. Need to ensure clear verbiage without placing additional and/or unnecessary restrictions on gaining CRs.***

· Cheryl – first issue is under usage/billing ams lse missing – user guide shows examples using start time 00:00:00, stop time 23:59:59, but screenshots show differently. Stop needs to show 23:59:59 in screenshots.

· Could be training issue.  ***Cheryl will review training documents (stop time and UIDEID).***

· Cheryl – disputes – stop time 23:59:59 for one particular date. Dispute is only for one date and example shows 00:00:00. Needs to be single date ending in 23:59:59. 

· For UID interval data, need example to follow and want to know why required for dispute

· Carolyn – dispute has to have unique identifier. For LSE no tran id, only UIDAMSInterval. 

· Cheryl – we get a lot that say “867” with no unique identifier. 

· Carolyn – for dispute, should be in 727.

· Jim Lee – does need to be extracted from 727 and it’s a particular column in there.  There is a header file that tells you where the UIDAMSInterval column is.  CRs have to program.

· TDSPs can only cross reference that particular UIDAMSInterval. 

· Cheryl – need to add to training or examples in the guide.

· Jim – reject the issue and state in notes to contact ERCOT Account Manager for information of this nature. 

· Documented stop time screenshots and dispute change needing to reflect one day instead of a month.

Other Items

· Switch Hold Process (initiated by Jonathan) – when have an issue (4 hour hold process) at end of issue TDSP declines to remove hold for whatever reason.  As CRs we have to notify the customer with details.  From the customer standpoint, they don’t understand and protest to us after the fact.  If customer still adamant (does not have relationship with the provider) and are told to contact the TDSP, process for TDSP is to get with REP (already done) – customer feels being pushed in multiple directions.  We do not know where to direct the customer. TDSP has visibility to info from both CRs and their system that we cannot see.  All we can do is tell them what we have.  Are the results of those issues logged with TDSP where call representatives can see what the findings were between REP and TDSP?

· Carolyn – different for each TDSP. 

· Jonathan – customer tells us “no, this should be removed”. We tell them TDSP declined. They call TDSP and standard answer is for the customer to provide documentation to REP.  Callers do not know where to go.  We can only give limited information.  Questions:  1 – how much info makes it to TDSP call centers?  

· Carolyn – not sure if they can see at call center. 

· Jonathan – some are easy (spouse calling) – sometimes may be more “grey” - possible association – maybe called on behalf of before. 

· Debbie – call center only sees current customer

· Carolyn – must be handled on CR end. 

· Jonathan – difficulty is when customer has no relationship with CR on record. 

· Multiple scenarios mentioned but no consistency other than TDSPs making decisions based on information provided by CRs

· No firm answer for this scenario

· If additional/different information provided in conversation can submit 2nd Marketrak with updated documentation/information if needed

· Jonathan – question 2 – who to call if need more information from TDSP?

· REP Relations partner


	

	· Tammy – Date with special characters – try on all subtypes to determine if affects all subtypes and bring back results next month
· Group – Section 4 user guide clarification to be more clear for new users – reinstatement date versus submit date of BGN

· Tammy – provide new bulk insert templates in March (MP10)

· Group – revisit all bulk insert templates after serena upgrade

· Group and ERCOT – MP26 – review this issue and bring feedback in February

· Tammy – ask developers what would be involved to replace project list with subtype list and bring back information like estimate of hours – bring back in February

· Carolyn – discuss previous action item (above) with Karen Malkey and bring back in February

· Agenda item – task force review each section (table of contents, etc) in user guide until finished

· Chairs – identify documents on MTTF page to be archived and send to Craig to archive them

· Craig – update MTTF page once feedback received from chairs

· Chairs – discuss with Sandra to determine if administrative change would allow modification without full RMGRR process rather than substantive change
· CRs – review additional IAG reject reasons and bring back next month. (determine what would qualify for other/should require comments).  What “other” reasons are acceptable. Need to ensure clear verbiage without placing additional and/or unnecessary restrictions on gaining CRs

· Cheryl will review training documents (stop time and UIDEID)

· 


