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Minutes, Antitrust
· Antitrust Admonition was read by Sheri 
· Minutes from 5/20/21 were reviewed and approved with corrected typo

ERCOT System Instances & MarkeTrak Monthly Performance Review
· All Retail Market IT SLAs for May were met
· After the non-standard Retail Release outage in early May, a log in issue was experienced, yet reached resolution
· MarkeTrak performance remains positive on SLOs 
· On 6/30/21 , ERCOT will only accept TLS 1.2.  One market participant was the “hold out”, however, they are now ready 

ERCOT Communications - Listserves
· Mick Hanna reported ERCOT is working with the vendor on transition plans
· Expectation is cutover will take several weeks
· PLAN for Listserve SLOs:
· IT will now be responsible for 24x7 listserv monitoring 
· Mick will add listserv performance to his monthly update
· WG will monitor performance for a few months, then submit a listserv SLO with all other SLOs in Q4 for 2022 performance expectations  
· BACK-UP Plan during outages:
· It was noted again the reliability of listserves is expected to be much stronger due to redundancy of system support 
· Listserve distribution lists are collected by Client Services to be utilized should listserv functionality be unavailable
· Suggestion to codify back-up plan should mirror other system failure requirements, such as if outage is > 2 hours a market notice should be submitted 
· Planned outages for systems will impact listserv availability, however, duration of failovers is typically 30 minutes or less
· ACTION ITEM:  Mick will coordinate with Ted Hailu in codifying the back-up plan and this will be taken up at the next TDTMS meeting

ERCOT MIS API Workshop
No update.  Mick will provide update at the next TDTMS meeting.

ERCOT MarkeTrak Upgrade
· Tammy Stewart reported ERCOT did not have any additional information to report on status. 
· Anticipated the tech refresh project will become official in July and planned for a Q2 2022 GO LIVE date
· Impact Analysis is in progress


DRAFT SCR for Administrative MT Enhancements 
· SCR was reviewed at June RMS with Urgent status
· Sheri will revise SCR with URGENT language and submit to Market Rules for July PRS, July TAC, and then August Board 
· Concern at RMS was to align MarkeTrak upgrade with proposed Enhancements to optimize resources and align market training 

RMGRR 166 – Switch Hold Repository 
RMGRR will return with the IA in July to RMS, July TAC, and then August Board

DRAFT RMGRR Switch Hold Removal Documentation
· Steven Pliler presented the revisions for the DRAFT RMGRR.  A couple edits were proposed on the RMG language to align DPP and tampering references with the PUC rules.  Slight modifications were also made to proposed Appendices 9: J2 and J3 where RMG references were removed to allow for additional “real estate” and keep the NOS to one sheet.  Also, the * reference of “if known” is to be removed as it was discussed most customers will not have an ESI thus this should be completed by the REP prior to submitting a MT.
· Steven Pliler will consolidate the RMG language and two Appendices with one author to streamline edits and submit to Jordan (Market Rules) so posting will occur by 6/28 to align with the following schedule:
· July RMS
· Aug RMS – IA
· Aug TAC 
· Effective date of September
· ACTION ITEM:  a reminder of updated NOS forms will be sent via market notice on 8/16 to ensure market participants are utilizing the latest form

MT Enhancements – Validations
As is a collaborative effort with TXSET 5.0, an SCR will need to be submitted late Q3/early Q4 at the latest so it may be considered with TXSET 5.0.  Goal for TDTMS is to draft in August/September and submit for the governance process to commence.  It may be 2+ years before GO LIVE, however, considering all other major projects in the pipeline, MT/TXSET5.0 will need “to get in line”.

The attached spreadsheet was modified as the WG discussed the General and IAG items.  Next meeting the remaining items will be reviewed, then the SCR may be drafted.
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AGENDA for 7/22/21 Meeting
1. ERCOT Update
a. System Instances and MarkeTrak Monthly Performance Review
b. Market Data Transparency SLOs
c. ERCOT ListServ Performance
i. Memorializing Back-Up Plan 
d. ERCOT MIS API Workshop 
e. MarkeTrak Upgrade
2. Follow up on status:
a. RMGRR Switch Hold Removal Documentation Clarification
b. RMGRR Create Switch Hold Repository
c. SCR MarkeTrak Administrative Enhancements
3. Continue discussion on SCR – MarkeTrak Validation Enhancements – TXSET 5.0
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Validations

		REF		Enhancement		Additional Details		Comments		PRIORITY		effort

		GENERAL

		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
not difficult to add; drop downs may be helpful		Med/High		low

		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. already covered in #4 
what transitions would require comments?  Only negative transitions already require comments.		depends if we want to pursue

		IAG/IAL/RESCISSION

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

		11		Pop up and Validation on IAG/IAL regain date if the originating transaction is outside of 150 days & regain date is less than 150 days		rejection upon submittal
should this be a pop-up that OTRAN is over 150 days - cancel/rebilling can only go back 150 days (please place notes in the comments) OR regain date is over 150 days in the past "Select another date that is less than or equal  to 150 days"		support with data from analysis - this validation would occur within MT
If BDMVI transaction is sent to TDSP > 150 days, they will reject		Med/High

		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)		today there is validation in place where regain date is DOL+1 through MT submit +10
difficult to code		low		High

		16		Validation Regain Date matches Regaining Transaction Date		may not need if we have an alternating solution for IAS; possibly repurpose Redirect Fee MT for align billing with regain date agreed upon - can this be accomplished via cancel rebilling?		validation of the TXSET transaction - don't believe systems can coordinate		?		high

		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		High

		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 20200819

				further action/discussion

				new items  06172021
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SCR - 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- is this worth pursuing?		low

		5		Revisit Rolodex (Adds, Deletes, and Maintenance)		annual review requirement		need to be scrubbed - keep General, IAG - should be able to consolidate		High		med-low

		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		ERCOT will review code		med

		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		low

		IAG/IAL/RESCISSION

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

		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		ERCOT needs to review if SCR or Project

		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		ERCOT needs to review if SCR or Project

		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
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