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ERCOT Update - PR010_03 MarkeTrak Phase 3, Part B –  Update & Stabilization
· Tammy Stewart reported “Go Live” went well for the project with minimal issues.  
· The following issues were reported:

1. IAG subtypes were auto-closing prematurely.  Tammy indicated they corrected the settings on Thursday (8/21/14) and there have not been any additional occurrence.  For those MTs which auto-closed, new MTs were submitted.

2. API Users reported response time for query lists had increased.  Oncor and CNP still monitoring the situation.

3. Escalation batch report was not being received by at least one market participant (MP).  Tammy Stewart indicated the report was being generated, however, not certain why MP was not receiving.  
4. During the MTTF meeting, one MP reported the ‘other CR’  involved in a MT was not displaying via Inadvertent MarkeTrak issues.  ERCOT indicated these were being worked manually and auto-transitioning by ERCOT was temporarily “off”.   No future date from ERCOT as to when internal automation would be resumed.
5. Many MPs were struggling with the new “Agree” button for IAG subtypes.  There was some confusion around those MTs that were already in progress did not have the “Agree” button, while any new or those in the “New” state required the “Agree” button activity in order to transition to the next CR.

6. Some MPs also experienced periodic degradation of response time while working in the GUI.

· Usage/Billing Subtype when not ROR – with the new validations in place, MPs were not able to submit MTs for 867s/810s received for a period for which they were not the ROR with ERCOT.  The question was posed to the MTTF as to how these should be handled.  Jim Lee (Direct Energy) has offered to coordinate among the REPs the best plan of action.  The following options were discussed:
1. MPs indicated they needed to “trick” the system by entering dates for which they were the ROR and simply add the request in the comments field.  TSDPs expressed they may rejected the MT without reading the comments since the dates listed did not match the TRAN ID.

2. Other MPs expressed they waited 3-5 days before submitting any MTs for such 867s/810s until the 727 extract was sent.  This would potentially allow time for the 867 to cancel.

3. For consistency, MTTF discussed utilizing the “OTHER” subtype with detailed comments for resolution to the issue.  “OTHER” subtype will be utilized for this scenario.
· LATER FOLLOW-UP:  TXUE presented process for disputing 810s/867s for time period where not the ROR as referenced in the RMG 7.8.2 Guidelines for Notification of Invoice Dispute.  As instructed, emails are to be sent to the respective TDSPs’ mailbox for billing disputes
.  
· Stabilization period is anticipated for 4 -6 weeks until the end of September.  Any issues should continue to be reported to ERCOT (Tammy Stewart, Farrah Cortez, Dave Michelson)

PR010_03 MarkeTrak Phase 3, Part B – Lessons Learned

· The following “lessons learned” were presented for documentation:
1. additional testing time be added in the project timeline
2. for API users, it was recommended ERCOT complete the development of the WSDL and allow ample time (~one month minimal) for testing.
3. timeline to allow for a robust comprehensive testing schedule to ensure success during any cut-over activities
4. Weekly calls with ERCOT/MP developers during testing is suggested
5. More defined project timeline with detailed testing
6. ERCOT’s IT team was slow to respond during testing for API Users
7. As an alternative to the CERT environment , a new testing environment was suggested.  System Change Request (SCR) discussions for new testing environment are being led by the Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG).  TDTWG will coordinate with MarkeTrak TF for detailed language and support for this new testing environment.  Testing environment would not be limited to MarkeTrak.  NAESB upgrades could be tested via new testing environment.  Requested timeframe for implementation 2015-2016. New environment should be robust enough to house parallel production data.
8. No regression testing in CERT environment
9. challenge for some users to gain access to CERT test environment
10. Test Scripts – suggested clarification of work flow and easier to follow
11. Identification of testers sooner and market call notice for testing sooner
12. Organized communication on testing timeline – some testers unaware testing had begun – better follow up
MarkeTrak 101  ERCOT training

Tammy Stewart spoke with ERCOT’s Training Team and it was suggested an ERCOT MarkeTrak 101 Training be added to the Learning Management System (LMS)  for an interactive on-line course.  ERCOT was also open to instructor led training at least initially.  The goal as set by RMS was to conduct training by the end of the year.  The following was proposed:

· utilizing the User’s Guide as an outline combining the General and Administrative sections
· review proposed training materials September 23rd at the next MTTF meeting

· propose having LMS training be part of MarkeTrak certification for ‘new market participants.’  This suggestion will need additional guidance from RMS and other stakeholders.

· possibly conduct instructor led training on October 21st or November 18th – the next MTTF meeting dates

· ACTION ITEM:  Carolyn will check on a larger room availability for those dates.

LATER FOLLOW-UP – Carolyn confirmed with ERCOT the larger room was not available.  A secondary date of October 24th was proposed.  ERCOT and co-chairs confirmed October 24th date and the MTTF will report this date for the market MarkeTrak 101 training at RMS September 9th, 2014.
 Additional Business Items

Sheri Wiegand (TXUE) discussed the impact of the new RMGRR 121 specifically on redirect fees and the resolution of MTs where no redirect fee exists.  Currently the MT tool is the only means to investigate an IGL that results in a lights out in error situation.  Technically, the IGL process is broken once a third party transaction has occurred in the market (the new 814_16 to restore service).  Currently,  redirect fee MTs are sent to the Gaining REP for investigation to determine if a valid enrollment exists, if the customer provided the incorrect address, an error was made, etc. and to accept the MVI fees. Confirmed in the User’s Guide,  if the Gaining REP agrees to the redirect fee (meaning they agree the esi id was inadvertently gained), the MT transitions to the TDSP to redirect the MVI fees.  If the Gaining REP does not agree, the MT is returned to Losing REP for closure.  

Market Participants at the meeting indicated they do not use this subtype to resolve the issue.  It was suggested the ‘Market Rule’ subtype may be applied when there are no fees to redirect in an inadvertent gain/loss situation. Other MPs also stated they had developed unique internal processes to identify the Gaining REP once IAG process is no longer valid due to third party transaction and lights out scenario.  
NEXT MEETING –   September 23rd, 2014 at the Met Center
�Sheri, I’m not sure if this needs to be added to MTTF notes simply because this language may need to be amended since three phases of MarkeTrak enhancements have been implemented within the last 8-10 years.  I know for sure, CenterPoint Energy no longer has this mailbox and all discrepancies for 810s/867s or enrollments, etc. should be submitted via MarkeTrak.  We can discuss further at the September MTTF meeting.





