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	1
Introductions
 

2
CSWG Action Item for MarkeTrak Task Force
Jim Galvin
3
Review/Discuss current MarkeTrak Projects Q and A 
ERCOT
4
ERCOT Update- Serena Upgrade and SCR756 /Scope and Deliverables
ERCOT
5
MarkeTrak User Guide General Discussion:  Review Section 2
 

6
Review Additional Suggestions for MarkeTrak User Guide
 

7
Gather Action Items
 

8
Additional Business Items
 

9
Adjourn
 

CSWG Action Item for MarkeTrak Task Force – J. Galvin

1. Follow-up on issue related to ways to improve dispute process on load driven out of MT issues. 

2. Presented to MTTF options to synchronize two processes or gain efficiencies

3. Wholesale needs ability to dispute load that is in MT process

4. Analysis is best resolution would be to raise awareness of issue not just in what we have done, but additional critical information to market guides and focus changes and protocol revisions for wholesale dispute process.

a. Intent to allow to dispute load, reference open MT issues to serve as placeholder for issues not resolved in a timely fashion

b. MT process has upper 90% success with resolution.  Wholesale perspective is that some non-timely issues were not resolved prior to 180 day true-up settlement. Leaves LSE/QSE out for those funds. 

c. Will ramp up dispute process to allow load disputed with referenced data variances to allow investigation and possible resettlement after true-up settlement timeline.

d. If timeline looks up true-up at 180 days after operating day, work backwards so ERCOT has deadline of about 20 days, so around 160 days after we have to have final disputes in for operating day. 

e. 30 day timeline for DEV to be resolved. If roll back 30 days, approx. 130 days after operating day to have issues resolved. 

f. CSWG will work on language and timelines for dispute and will present that info back to MTTF along with documentation for reference.

i. Jonathan – processes being discussed – would they encompass DEV process or additional for after DEV are not resolved in a certain time period move to different subtype

ii. Carolyn – just DEVs (service history record or usage issue) would still be in dev process as would be after the fact

iii. Jim – hoping that as QSE I know that there are series or single DEV for one of the REPs I represent, I reserve right to notify ERCOT for settlement. If goes beyond 180 day period need rules to allow resettlement for one-off DEVs that take more time to resolve. 

iv. Sheri – what kind of timeline are you discussing going past 180 days as “placeholder”?

v. Jim – hoping to make this a wholesale responsibility. Reference to 130 days is that most dev’s are responded to within 30 days. That becomes a flag for QSE that are reviewing load associated with dEVs. Have to have dispute in prior to that. That gives time for DEV and ERCOT review period prior to settlement. In event DEV referenced submitted on time but taking significant research to resolve, if goes to point past 180 day settlement, then could be a placeholder for QSE to point to dispute.  Should be exception rather than often happen, and hopefully never. 

vi. Liz – if you get timelines in synch, do you see volume being extensive or one-offs?

vii. Jim – should be one-off’s. 

viii. Liz – will there be special comments needed?

ix. Jim – no, QSE and LSE should be in contact together to be aware

Comments for TAC for upcoming vote
Review/Discuss current MarkeTrak Projects Q and A
ERCOT Update- Serena Upgrade and SCR756 /Scope and Deliverables
1. Upcoming vote for priority. Group make official comments prior to vote – benefits of SCR. 

2. Successful – TAC approved

3. On track with testing and looks good so far.

4. Carolyn – still complete itest by mid-may?

5. Tammy – yes

6. Carolyn – when will user guide updates be available?

7. Tammy – by may 1 is the plan

a. Will have ppt to show differences in old/new versions

MarkeTrak User Guide General Discussion:  Review Section 2
1. Comments from AEP received

2. Modified document with comments to flag possible changes

a. Cheryl – comments were from a coworker – page 7 of 37. Comment states close button can be selected – suggestion to have a screenshot of close button.

b. Page 9 – arrow 

i. Carolyn – can you incorporate these suggestions in your screenshots?

ii. Tammy – yes – send to me. 

iii. ***Jonathan – send Craig and Tammy all redlines for uploading (previous and current) 

c. Page 19 – Add additional arrow to point to both

i. Tammy – recommend adding multiple arrows over additional screenshots to reduce document size

d. Page 22 – add multiple arrows

e. Page 25 – multiple arrows

f. Page 26 – error message

g. ***group – please send in additional comments***

i. Diana - how new is “new” in pages 15 and 20 (auto-close transition)?

ii. Carolyn – can get rid of word “new”

1. Auto close was phase 2

h. Stephen Wilson – Tx Power – Section 2 IAG – page 7 references valid reject reasons and references RMG – section # 7.2.2.4 is incorrect – actually 7.3.2.4. 

i. Caught in January and is logged for change.

ii. Issue with 7.3.2.4 – only lists one REP for valid/invalid/unexecuted.  These reasons apply to both CRs. Gaining CR often will unexecuted based on that. Would that be administrative or substantive change?

iii. Sandra – substantive – needs RMGRR

iv. Kathy – can we piggyback on RMGRR 115? 

v. Sandra – yes

vi. ***Kathy/Carolyn – will bring additional verbiage up for RMGRR115 lessons learned meeting on 4/8***

1.  worked on verbiage

2. Sandra – recommend making losing #1 and gaining #2
3. ***agenda item - Next month – review section 3 and 4***

a. Open invitation to send user guide suggestions to task force leadership

4. Jonathan – use case 36/46 reconciliation. Already done. Use case 36 was to autopopulate based on Siebel information. Losing CR no longer has to put that as is system date, so redundant so help text for 46 will be covered as well.

5. Carolyn – use case concerns – tammy – did we get questions answered?

a. Tammy – yes

b. Carolyn – have reached out to CenterPoint and all should be good now

6. Carolyn – one business item – TDSPs got together to brainstorm having face to face Serena training. Since strictly ERCOT project impacting market should have face to face training. Spoke to ERCOT and for critical release was helpful to have the training close to implementation go-live date. Want to do that again, so looking at 6/10 face to face training in Austin.  Good to have IT people call in. 

a. Trying to have training document for that face to face approved by MTTF by May. 

b. Go-live weekend of 22/23rd. 

c. ERCOT agreed on Austin. 

d. After that training, if needed can do in another MT meeting later.

7. Monica – ERCOT will have materials by may?

a. Carolyn – yes, by May meeting. 

b. Sheri – on training, more for IT folks?

c. Carolyn – no, just important to have IT people call in, too

d. ***Craig – check with Suzy for 206 availability on 6/10***

e. ***Jonathan – email Kathy/Carolyn RMG verbiage***

f. *** group – review sections 3 and 4 (user guide) for next month***


	

	· Jonathan – send Craig and Tammy all redlines for uploading (previous and current)
· Group – please send in additional user guide comments to chairs

· Kathy/Carolyn – Bring additional verbiage up for RMGRR115 lessons learned meeting on 4/8

· Chairs – Agenda item for next month: Review section 3 and 4 of user guide

· Group – review section 3 and 4 prior to next month’s meeting

· Craig – check with Suzy for 206 availability on 6/10 (done and scheduled)

· Jonathan – email Kathy/Carolyn RMG verbiage


