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1. CSWG Action Item for MarkeTrak Task Force - Jim Galvin
a. Wholesale settlement dispute and MT process, how relates to corrections and wholesale load.  Need to identify synchronization of two processes. 

b. Posted on CSWG agenda.

c. Discussed in meeting. Was helpful for those on wholesale side not familiar with MT process, showed challenges verifying load, etc. 

d. Result of concerns from entities trying to dispute wholesale load

e. Would like wholesale and retail load by totally in sync

f. Recommendation to try to synchronize processes into one dispute process. This is problematic. 

g. May not want to change things working well on the MT side.  Statistics of issues resolved within the 30 day period is historically very high. Concern wouldn’t be to interrupt that process, but review wholesale dispute rules and model around the existing MT processes for DEVs to be completed prior to 180 day (true-up) settlement

h. One process would create inefficiencies. Need to make wholesale dispute adjustments. Want to encourage resolution by 180 day settlement period.  If 30 day window to resolve DEVs, could encourage to submit prior to that time. 

i. No changes to processes, but acknowledgement that if 30 days are required to be resolved, want to encourage DEVs submitted before 130 days after given operating day. 

i. Some DEVs may be across multiple operating days, so could be difficult

j. Will be writing white paper and draft protocol language for settlement sections and will share with MTTF. 

k. Next CSWG 3/18/13. Will have this as agenda item and will send notice. 

l. Any outcomes will come back to next MTTF.

m. Debbie McKeever – question for users – need to submit no more than 130 days from operating day?

n. Jim – yes, that is rough estimate.  Last day we have to dispute is 20 day prior to true-up settlement run.  From 180 days back, if ERCOT needs notice by 20th day and another 30 days on resolution for DEVs, benchmarked 130 days (weekends and holidays could impact).

o. Debbie – can draft timeline of activities in CSWG and back up 180 days/130 days. Our user guide is living document and as improvements made, can list in guide.  Also, next MTTF can discuss sending out market notice for best practices working DEVs due to 180 day settlement dispute deadline.

i. Also possibly sync up of processes – since independent not likely to work. Users will have to pay attention to that. 

ii. Possible future upgrade for MT timing alert that are getting close to deadline for settlement

iii. Tammy – with right input and parameters might be able to include in future enhancement

iv. Jim – awareness is the big thing.  Not a frequent problem, but does pop up. Example brought up was question around usage for subset of accounts during 2/11 period. In that case was significant weather event and prices went through the roof.  Any variance in usage that is challengeable typically is that settled with best information available.  Has to go through DEV process to be corrected. Financial impact can be substantial to all parties involved (excluding end-use customer).

v. Carolyn – also at last CSWG, mentioned normally takes TDSP average of 30 days to resolve DEV. We talked about usage DEV’s and service history.  According to the market timeframe there is 75 days to resolve DEV, but that is for service history.  However, ERCOT ran statistics – from 2012 average was 25 days.  Agree we need to make the market aware to resolve/submit ASAP prior to 130 days.  

1. Will bring back more statistics to CSWG if needed

2. Jim – education was largest benefit at CSWG

a. CSWG will take lead. Debbie’s recommendation is perfect and will present this idea to back out from 180 days.

b. Envisioned that if QSE is aware DEV is in process, should be able to initiate dispute.  With a dispute in the pipeline, there are grounds for potential resettlement. 

2. Review/Discuss current Marketrak Projects Q and A - Tammy
a. Impact analysis voted on by RMS and PRS

b. Jonathan – question on impact analysis – use case 9 – add functionality to IAL workflow with agree transition – want to ensure accounted for

c. Tammy – yes

d. Kathy – at PRS there was a lot of discussion.  Had retailers that were questioning value of enhancement.  To them was nice to have, but not needed. Can we justify what is given to market with $350,00 cost tag.  How much does it actually cost.  Why was not an ERCOT initiative/enhancement and that way would be in different bucket of cost for market cost.  As were market requested changes, that is why. Dave and Troy helped with discussions.  Dave gave statistics requested (reporting, etc). I have concerns whether or not will go to TAC. Consumer segment said no, 2 CRs abstained and didn’t think we should ask the market to incur this expense. 

i. Explained this has been going on for 4-5 years now and was anticipated to be implemented with 4.0, but due to resource constraints all of the pieces could not be included then.  Market is in $ crunch to ensure using where needed. As MT is not a wholesale issue, the don’t see the value due to no wholesale impacts. 

1. Don’t know if we need more teeth in what we have. 

2. Asked Dave/Troy if cost can be adjusted

3. By reading SCR and impact analysis, some things had to be evaluated after Serena upgrade versus changes made during upgrade. 

4. If adjustments can be done after Serena upgrade, then is that something that can be line itemed out as paid for in upgrade

5. Monica – thought ERCOT did that already, knowing what Serena upgrade covers. 

6. Debbie – some things might change

7. Carolyn – tammy had talked with developers and as far as enhancements was the reporting piece. Some could not be included in next release, but all we heard was regarding reporting

8. Tammy – is ITEST now

a. Will have richer reporting. New time in state report with durations, new multi-view reports, etc. 

b. As far as upgrade, being able to input multiple issue id’s/esiids in search, we thought would have but have identified cannot so was removed.  

c. Last month we spoke about MP44, modifying background report to include CR/TDSP in cancel w/approval subtypes. On surface this seems simple, but upon review because can select multiple sub-types (cancel with approval only impacted), any approval would have to be for each background report

d. Can tackle 3 ways

i. Project versus subtype

ii. Background are project-based.

iii. If subype, would see each option twice. To eliminate redundancy was from project tree. That would be biggest change moving to subtype and would impact most hours.  Can add parameter to each report to include CR/TDSP/Both.  About same development time.

iv. 3rd is to add column with submitting MP type

v. 3rd option is lesser cost

vi. ***Carolyn – will run by Karen – MP44 best resolution***

vii. Carolyn – even after Serena upgrade, don’t see it eliminating remaining enhancements 

viii. Kathy – slide 6 from RMS presentation, what is “if needed”

ix. Monica – Serena upgrade might take care of some enhancements. 

x. Carolyn – before this presentation, had MTTF meeting to discuss what was discussed with developers.  Don’t think “if needed” was needed.  They are necessary

xi. Jonathan – that included what was not feasible after upgrade, etc.  37 additional use cases but some may not need to happen. 

xii. Carolyn – if Serena upgrade didn’t happen, these would have still been taking place.  At last MTTF, one item for reporting could not happen so removed. For most part upgrade won’t affect enhancements

xiii. Kathy – need to be sure have whitepaper, PPT, etc ready for TAC next Thursday. If same individuals are at TAC (consumer and abstentions) we may still have similar fight if not more difficult than PRS.  PRS approved, but not sure if consumer group will be on board.

xiv. Carolyn – impact analysis – total amount allocated for part b is for starting in 2012 and 2013? 

xv. Tammy – start 2013

xvi. Carolyn - $ is for 2013 and 2014?

xvii. Kathy – yes

xviii. Carolyn – Troy mentioned $10-12,000 part of budget from last year. Not clear on that

xix. Kathy – did have 4.0 in 2012 and had split of same SCR, half to 2012 and some to 2013/2014 as SCR not completed yet. 

xx. Monica – when started this SCR, originally wasn’t it the premise for ERCOT to have upgrade coming and wanted to piggyback on that to get MT upgrades with it.

xxi. Tammy – yes, did not want to duplicate testing efforts and get everything ready except for the 5 criticals with TXSET 4.0. 

xxii. Monica – if ERCOT was not going to have upgrade, may not have had certain enhancements considered.  If that was purpose of us going through figuring out what we wanted to have implemented with this upgrade, if not getting approved then what was purpose of all of that work if ERCOT/market feels like were not necessary?

xxiii. Carolyn – after phase 2, phase 3 enhancements started coming in then. Was long before SCR created that we had a list of enhancements.  When approved, was approved for all 8 items initially.  

1. Were limited due to resources, but all were important and would get implemented on the back-end after 4.0 completed and resources were available. 

2. Tammy – still on that track – need to get approvals now with different money constraints. 

a. Do we need to justify each one? 

b. Kathy – yes, to ensure they know market value. They don’t understand what the use cases are – what is benefit to each MP? 

c. Debbie – cannot understand consumer segment as this benefits them. 

d. Kathy – PRS has been changing procedures and are going back through NPRRs and SCRS to evaluate even if approved, are they really needed or push out to 2014/15?

e. Carolyn – did PRS discuss what they thought were more important issues?

f. Kathy – no. 

g. Jim Lee – they do not understand impacts.

h. Kathy – if we can show legitimate need, should go forward. 

i. Group – only reason wasn’t critical was due to resource issues in 4.0.

j. Monica – are they looking at all as a whole?

k. Kathy – only reviewed impact analysis and cost. 

i. Don’t need to reduce cost, just need more data to justify it

l. Jim L – what is $ benefit if spend $300,000. He wants to see cost benefit analysis. 

m. Kathy – money deck is shorter than usual due to projects on PPL and don’t have as much $ for projects. If can push this off to 2014/2015, can get more critical projects done. 

n. Monica – we are already funded – if we don’t implement does that roll over? 

o. Kathy – need Troy to discuss.

p. Debbie – why do we have to go through funding again?  

q. Dave – question was how can something be critical when you asked for it 3-4 years ago and don’t have it yet? They don’t know the details of A, B, Etc. 

i. Not how much $ it is and not approved/supported, just understanding criticality

r. Debbie – we should never call enhancements again. Wrong term. 

s. Carolyn – if extended til 2015, I am resigning as co-chair. 

t. Monica - What is business reason to push this back? Either we do this or we do not. 

u. Tammy – just need to justify criticality

v. Carolyn – have had pushback since presented first time at RMS

w. Debbie – there is lack of appreciation by voting members for MT as a whole. 

x. Jonathan – need to justify benefit.

y. Jim Lee – assign developer #s, etc. 

z. Kathy – just a whitepaper word doc to bring to TAC

i. Kathy *** will bring back information after TAC***

xxiv. Troy – at PRS we reviewed 756 remaining work and were questions about the overall market benefit, so in preparation for TAC, would make sense to perhaps have a few slides that can help explain where you see the benefits of remaining functional points hitting (whitepaper, etc). 

1. Jonathan – question about the funds for this project and implications of going forward to 2014. 

2. Troy – best estimate is 50/50 between this year and next, weighted towards this year.  Maybe 150-200k this year, with remaining next year.  That is a positive in some degree with tight funding this year.

3. Kathy – suggestions of how to move forward to justify need for last piece implementation in 2013/2014?  Concerns with pushback at either TAC/PRS due to amount compared to other NPRRs on PPL that are slated for 2013. Could there be potential to say too much $ and not impact to them so why should they approve when can use for other projects?

4. Troy – hard to say – I was not expecting the types of questions from PRS. 

5. Kathy – nor were we and who originated them

6. Troy – has been around for years and you have been patient for these remaining items. Key to be able to simply and clearly communicate benefits. In looking at original SCR and business case, functionality to go live are all noted here. Perhaps missing piece is to what degree gaining efficiencies.  Time to set up new user from x to y, etc.  Not sure if would be sufficient. 

7. Kathy – any $ consumed in 2012 timeframe? Would that be reduction of base amount?

8. Troy – this is all future spend on this final phase.  None spent yet. Have pointed out between 50 and 100k built into cash flow for this from original funding for SCR estimate have been allocating. 

9. Kathy – balance of this SCR has to go to TAC/board again? 

10. Troy – yes. This will close book on IA for SCR set aside years ago approaching nodal go-live.

11. Kathy – items critical in 2012 combined with TXSET?

12. Troy – yes. Those items had to be done for TXSET to be delivered, so incorporated effort to do that there, which is why IA is just for additional items. 

13. Monica – safe to say that those 5 were to ensure TXSET was delivered. Rest are still critical. 

14. Debbie – I would say TXSET was dependent on that functionality being added. 

a. There are some that are not critical and some that are not.  If I were a TAC voting member, I would ask to re-evaluate what is critical and what is not. 

b. Monica – just discussed that over break.  Will “break them up” to determine what is really critical. 

c. Jonathan – agree

e.  Created whitepaper document as a group to present to TAC

i. Pulled information from SCR document and assignments document to transpose and build upon for whitepaper document. 

ii. Tammy – may not need the “increase validations to prevent users from entering invalid information into pre-defined fields. Could not determine who submitted previously and this only appears on a couple of subtypes at “complete” step. 

iii. Group all SCR items associated with IAG

iv. Issue with escalation emails every 2 days – *** tammy – not sure if is that granular. Will have to check to see if can use “state”.***

1. Group ok with changing from 2 days to 3 days to prevent mass emails on Monday following submission on Friday. 

a. Tammy – implementing this will also increase traffic on the MarkeTrak notification server. Currently runs every 30 minutes. Then overnight generates emails that have queued over the day. 

i. MP 37 - Group discussed and is ok with modifying to 3 calendar days instead of 2*** Jonathan – edit MP37***

b. ***Jonathan – email Craig completed whitepaper for posting on today’s meeting.

2. Grouped items by topic

3. ***Group – evaluate use case 46 in lieu of 36 to determine if 46 is obsolete based on requirements of 36.***

4. Kathy to Sandra – contemplating providing comments to SCR 756. Documented benefits for TAC submission. 

a. Sandra – ideally a week in advance, which would be tomorrow.  I would shoot for Monday at latest or Tuesday. 

b. *** Jonathan (and chairs) – have document ready to submit to Sandra for TAC by tomorrow, 2/28/13. ‘cc’ craig for posting on today’s MTTF meeting page***

3. User Guide Changes/Recommendations

a. Kathy – item from Cliff with PUCT – discrepancy between RMG and MarkeTrak user guide, 2.1.3 in user guide. 45 day reference.   RMG 7.3.5(2) states 25th day. 

i. Jonathan – 25 days in RMG was limit on amount of time provider can attempt to submit rescission. 

1. Group unable to find 45 day reference. 

2. ***Kathy will reach out to Cliff with PUCT for additional information***

3. ***Create statement in user guide that if there is a discrepancy between the user guide and the RMG, to refer to the RMG for guidance on issue***

4. Table section 2 review tabled until March MTTF
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