TDTMS
July 23rd, 2020
WebEx only
	Attendee
	Company
	Attendee
	Company
	Attendee
	Company

	Diana Rehfeldt
	TNMP
	Jim Lee
	AEP
	
	

	Sam Pak
	Oncor
	Dave Michelson
	ERCOT
	
	

	Kathy Scott
	CenterPoint
	Eric Blakey
	Just Energy
	
	

	Sheri Wiegand
	TXU
	Steven Pliler
	TXU
	
	

	Jordan Troublefield
	ERCOT
	Shantel Wallace
	Liberty Power
	
	

	Kyle Patrick
	NRG
	Shermeka (?)
	Liberty Power
	
	

	Mick Hanna
	ERCOT
	
	
	
	

	



Minutes & Antitrust
· Antitrust Admonition was read by Sheri 
· Minutes from 6/18/20 were approved

ERCOT System Instances And MarkeTrak Monthly Performance Review
· Uneventful June – no incidences to report – Retail and Market Data Transparency – all SLAs met
· All MT API SLAs were met for June – graph was added to report to show historical performance – ERCOT will monitor up/down of API Query list
[image: ]

Transport Layer Security (TLS) Discussion/Timeline/ERCOT NAESB Upgrade
· Email sent to trading partners who had received script for testing, notifying of market call tomorrow to review Q&A about the test 
· Requested trading partner to provide test transaction back to ERCOT to test TLS 1.2
· Dave Michelson reported if trading partner participated in mass transition testing, then transactions were already provided to ERCOT
· Validation of testing data will not occur

MarkeTrak Subtype Analysis – SCR – Data points 
· Confirmed with Sam TDTMS has received necessary data points to perform analysis in support of MT enhancements business case
· After discussion of the IAG proposal, Sam suggested smaller group (Sheri, Kyle, Sam, etc) review the data and derive required analysis (i.e. IAG workflow timelines)
· Requested six-month high level MT subtype counts for Jan – Jun 2020 and will discuss at the next meeting

IAG Proposal/Solution
· Kyle provided an overview of the discussion at the 7/22 TXSET meeting regarding the options proposed
· Option 1 – ERCOT to monitor MT for agreement and generate the 814_03 is not a viable option due to the regulatory hurdles and will not be pursued
· Options 2 & 3 were reclassified as the ‘push and pull’ options with both having a Rescission alternative
· The PUSH option: Gaining CR to ‘push’ or initiate a ‘drop’ transaction.  Discussion is whether to utilize the 814_10 or create a new 814_30.
· 814_10 : ERCOT cautioned the Siebel system still had logic for the old 814_10 (TXSET 3.0) transactions and could be challenging to untangle
· 814_30 or 814_XX:  a new transaction to accomplish the ‘drop’ and cleaner to create its own stacking logic
· The PULL option:  Losing CR to continue to ‘pull’ or initiate the BDMVI / BDSWI
· At a high level, the push and pull options utilize MT for the initial dialogue between CRs to arrive at an agreement: to regain and proposed regain date.  Once the agreement is reached, a transactional solution will follow. The transactional solution will establish validations:
· Agreement in MT
· Regain Date –
· matches proposed regain date in MT
· Falls within 150 days of initiating transaction
· For rescission = DOL+1
· IAS => discussion around two options:  DOL +1 or current dated as opposed to DOL+1 or MT +10
· Other validations to occur such as safety net, switch hold, leap frog 
· Both options will also carry “IA”, “MT#”, “RESC” indicators in 814_03 for identification allowing option to automate
· TDTMS will provide support for the MT piece of the solution as well as assist in developing the business case for the TX SET change controls.  TDTMS goal will be to review how the process can be streamlined to arrive at an agreement:
· Time frame from agree to ROR
· ROR to submittal of BDMVI
· Rescission window – 15 days??
· TDSPs expressed they do not need to play a role in the “agreement”.  Once the agreement is reached, TDSPs will be involved in the validations (safety net, leap frog, switch hold), but that would be when the 814_03 is submitted to them.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The original matrix was revised to outline the differences between the two viable options:  the push and pull options with their associated Rescission piece.  ACTION:  Sheri to work with Kyle to develop updated matrix.

TXSET 5.0 and MT Enhancements SCR
· The WG agreed to ensure the IAG solution is thorough and not to rush to complete to meet TAC deadline as noted below.
· With a June 2021 target for Board approval, TXSET Change Controls would need to be written and approved by late 2020/early 2021 up for TAC approval February 2021.

MarkeTrak Enhancement Discussion
· WG reviewed all proposed MT enhancements and provided clarification where needed and prioritized as high/med/low.
· Highlights on the attached spreadsheet warrant further discussion.  Market participants are asked to review the enhancements within their business processes to offer feedback at the next meeting.  
· 

 
AGENDA for 8/20/20 Meeting
· Further discussion of options for IAG Push and Pull Solutions
· Review of MT Data Analysis for IAG Workflow
	Inadvertent Situation Flow

	Time elapsed 

	1 → 2
	original transaction to submittal of MT
	 

	2 → 4
	agreement between CRs
	 
	 

	4 → 6
	Losing CR to send BDMVI
	 
	 

	5 → 6
	Ready to Receive to submittal of BDMVI

	2 → 8
	total resolution time
	 
	 


· Proposed regain date vs Actual transaction date
· Time difference on IALs vs IAGs for submittal of BDMVI for Losing CR
· Review other MT Enhancements list to confirm prioritization
· Differentiate administrative vs Validation
· Identify need for data analysis to support business case
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MarkeTrak_Enhancements_TDTMS_07232020.xls
Enhancements

		REF		Enhancement		Additional Details		Comments		PRIORITY		effort

		GENERAL

		1		Align content of drop down choices in MT with the User's Guide		Full scrub of Users Guide for accuracy; then match Tool to UG		possibly perform exercise to ensure all  are aligned		High		low

		2		Add common list of TDSP Unexecutable reasons when transitioning		TDSPs to confirm if others to be added:
i. Move Out Cancelled
ii. Issue submitted prior to next scheduled cycle read
iii. Invalid data (Switch hold?)
iv. Duplicate issue (all)
v. Move Out order still pending
vi. Invalid date and/or time stamp
vii. If “Other” is added, make Comments mandatory
viii. send transaction (650, EDI)		review Usage & Billing, Missing Enrollment transactions, Switch Hold, Cancel w/Approval to determine which might apply with each subtype - make sure these do not already exist		hold - review workflows

		3		Require mandatory Comments for any "negative" transition for all Subtypes (unexecutables)		• Each subtype would have it’s own group of Unexecutable reasons -- this is the same as #4
• Pre-canned list of UE reasons, with an area for free-form comments to be added if necessary.		• Helps to run internal reporting and address internal process improvements

		4		Mandatory Comments for specific issue transitions (maybe)		• If all of the Comments that were once used are covered by enhanced Drop Down lists and/or improved workflows, are mandatory comments needed?		• Tammy: there are quick-transition subtypes/issues that don’t require comments, and by making comments mandatory would degrade the resolution time.		hold review workflows

		5		Revisit Rolodex (Adds, Deletes, and Maintenance)		annual review requirement		review the process w/ ERCOT		need more info

		6		Review subtypes to determine if they still need to be in MT		do we still need all of the DEVs?   Also review D2D		review MT Subtype Count report		?		?

		REPORTING

		7		Escalation Email report - add ESI as an attribute in report		currently only MT # is provided -- should not be high effort to add		automated report adding ESI		med		low

		8		Reporting change: use "last modified" date for the Close date if auto-completed		this may be for Background ERCOT reports		Decided not to touch 14-day auto-close logic, but change reporting logic only.		High

		IAG/IAL/RESCISSION

		9		Align IAG/IAL Unexecutable drop down choices		Change Unexecutable reasons to match RMG and MT Users Guide

		11		Validation on IAG/IAL regain date if the originating transaction is outside of 150 days		rejection upon submittal		support with data from analysis - this validation would occur within MT

		12		Validation - validation for regain date should be off first MT with DOL+1 to MT submit +10		Consider only two options - DOL+1(BDMVI) or current dated MVI (20200723)		this validation would occur within MT

		13		If IAG has not transitioned with X days when under review, then send escalation email		after Begin Working - clock would start		mayber lower priority or if another solution is in place , may not be needed  -- i.e. if not agreed upon, possibly no response indicates a YES will regain		low

		14		Update automatic escalation emails to align with Rescission process		2 and 2  - 2 days to agree after submit and 2 days to submit BDMVI after agree		this will not be needed if rescission transaction solution is adopted

		15		Align Rescission Unexecutable drop down choices		Change Unexecutable reasons to match RMG and MT Users Guide -		Verify the IAG & Rescission list choices match - not needed for transaction solution

		16		Validation Regain Date matches Regaining Transaction Date		may not need if we have an alternating solution for IAS		validation of the TXSET transaction

		17		Validation Adjust the recission window down from 25 days to X days		review analysis, 15 days may be applicable		validation of the TXSET transaction

		ADDITIONAL SUBTYPES

		18		Add "Non-Standard Metering Service" subtype		• PUCT Rule 25.133, “Non-Standard Metering Service”; RMG 7.18
• Mimic the process in the MT UG as the automated process used in the MT tool.
• Remove from “Market Rule” subtype		keep it for now - may be lower priority but may be lower cost so easy to add		Low

		19		Add Subtype for Meter Cycle Change Request		need to work out flow with TDSPs 
radio button for APPROVED - YES/NO		currently submitted under Projects 
separate subtype would allow tracking 
and unexecutable reasons such as "only one change per ESI per customer", or "unable to accommodate"		Med/High

		20		IGL Damage Claim		similar to Redirect Fee  - Gaining REP issues a MVO causing a lights out situation and customer files damage claim with Losing REP				Low/ withdraw

		21		Cross Meter Update		notification from TDUs to expect cancel rebills for a customer as part of a crossed meter situation				low/ withdraw

		USAGE & BILLING / AMS LSE

		22		Add validations for date & time stamp format for Usage and Billing issues		Use Date & Time Stamp format in the MT User Guide		confirm formats and provide warning if invalid		High		low

		23		Add "867 vs LSE - Dispute" subtype (see #13 below)		Create new subtype to allow dispute the aggregated daily LSE usage with the monthly 867_03 usage for the same usage period.

• Although disputing the LSE, the 867_03 TranID field must be required for reference
• The start date/time stamp and end date/time stamp must match		Clarify proper usage of subtype within MT User Guide   currently this issue is submitted under U/B and AMS LSE Dispute, and Other		High

		24		Re-define  utilization and workflow of "AMS LSE - Dispute" & "AMS LSE - Missing" (see #23 & #25 )		AMS LSE - Dispute:
• If continued to use as it was originally written, then need to add UIDAMSINTERVAL validation – the UIDAMSINTERVAL does not exist in a system that MT communicates with.		• Change the name of these subtypes?
• Change the process flow for these subtypes?
• Change the intent of these subtypes? 
TDSPs to review relevance on info needed - are REPs disputing specific interval.
Review comments from this bucket to determine current use.
Clarity on how these are to be used - do we need all of these?
Lower priority?		Low

		25		Ability for CR to provide further clarification for reason of AMS LSE dispute		sum of Intervals vs 867
Disputing peak interval
interval allocation
estimation methodology		this is dependent on #23 and #24		HOLD

		26		Usage and Billing Dispute - Adding a field if corrections were made		radio button - Yes or No if cancel rebills should be expected		Cancel/rebill - YES/NO		High

		MISSING ENROLLMENT TRANSACTIONS

		27		Missing Enrollment Transaction - Set validation for submittal of missing 867_04 (5 days from schedules date of 814_04/05) & confirm if 867_04 has been received		if Siebel is able to accessed, a rejection upon submittal		15.1.1.5 response to valid enrollment request - Protocols 15.3 monthly meter reads		High

		SWITCH HOLD

		28		Switch Hold- Transition State Identifier:		requested for reporting purposes - ???		review of Switch hold subtype		Low

		29		Add validations for Switch Hold Removal		• “No Switch Hold Pending on ESIID” 
- Validate with ERCOT back-end systems… 481 issues were UE due “no SH pending” in 2015
• “Issue Should Not be Submitted by ROR”
- 89 were UE in 2015		How to address this? Beef up education to market? Add in to the MT UG? Last resort: add validation within MT tool to ping SIEBEL and respond with a message (warning or hard stop) to the submitter [depends on cost of project].		High

		30		ERCOT to pre-populate current ROR, then forward to TDSP		upon submittal from requesting CR, ERCOT would pre-populate current ROR (similar to IAG)		normal workflow to follow		High

		31		adding radio buttons or drop down for attached documentation		use the RMG as guide to determine radio buttons		hard stop/warning pop up when not complete		High

				rev 20200723

				further action/discussion

				new items
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