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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Karen Malkey                                                                                 
AGENDA REVIEW AND DISCUSSION
APPROVE SCOPE AND GOALS- Karen Malkey and Michael Matlock

· Scope:  Develop a detailed requirements document for implementation of changes contained in SCR 749 developed from the MarkeTrak Enhancement Requirement spreadsheet, and coordinate implementation of SCR 749 with ERCOT.  Provide revisions to MarkeTrak Users Guide and Retail Market Guide as necessary to support the implementation of SCR 749.

· HP- revise the CBA

· RMS- at execution

· BG- after the details design

· HP- once I go over the project timeline…

· HP- if the Task Force would like it done twice…after planning and execution.

· Goals:

1. Creation of detailed requirement documents for each change in SCR 749 along with the MarkeTrak Enhancement Requirement spreadsheet.

2. Revision/Addition to RMG and MarkeTrak Users’ Guide for each change

3. Revise CBA upon completion of detailed requirements and at execution
4. Implementation plan/time-line developed in co-ordination with ERCOT/MCT

5. Successful and timely implementation of all changes

· JF- #1 SCR749 is the high level of the spreadsheet. It is not going to be two documents? 
· MM- one document and it will tie with the SCR749.

· KM- Everyone in agreement with the scope and goals for this Task Force? Yes

REVIEW OF SCR749- 
Description – The MarkeTrak tool is a web based database application used to track, manage, and store data utilized by ERCOT and the Market Participants (MPs). This tool is the supported method to track ERCOT Retail market issue management and data discrepancies in the market.

· To add functionality on the MarkeTrak Issue Resolution Tool for:

· Increased usability

· Improved workflow of MarkeTrak Issues

· Increased reporting functionality

Reason- Market and ERCOT have used MarkeTrak since go live in November 2006.  Enhancements have been defined that will benefit all users.
· MM- then under the requirements spreadsheet there is a column ‘SCR Reference’ that ties back to the issue within the SCR749.

Business Case for Proposed System Change

Issue 1: Changes to MarkeTrak to improve usability

Resolution: 

1.Add functionality that would allow for the following:

· Send and store email with MarkeTrak issue to an escalation contact from an individual MarkeTrak issue screen.

· Provide update via API whenever a Market Participant’s visibility into an issue has been removed.
2.Review performance of Bulk Insert Functionality to address possible improvements in the process.

3.Allow new User’s access to all issues associated with their DUNs upon MarkeTrak User setup.

4.Review possible changes to allow for easier identification of DUNs number association with each MarkeTrak session.

5.Review Search Functionality to address possible improvements, including but not limited to the following:

· Search for multiple issue ids

· If, then, else functionality

Issue 2: Changes to Workflows, Issue Types and Fields

Resolution: 

1.Review all MarkeTrak Issue Workflows for potential changes to increase productivity.
2.Revise the Inadvertent Switch workflow to address improvements in the Inadvertent Gain Process as defined by the IAG Task Force.

3.Revise Billing Issues and Missing Transactions workflows to provide clarification between the two flows.

4.Add a required ‘Total’ field to DEV issue Sub-type ‘IDR usage present MP not ERCOT’ and replicate this to the API.

5.For TDSP submitted DEV LSE Issues, allow user the option to proactively enter information in the field ‘Service Hist With DUNS for Affected Period’

6.Allow for the use of special characters (&, #, etc) in the API functionality.

7.Add Premise Type as a required field for all issues where the ESI ID Field is populated.

8. Revise the Load Profile Assignment workflow to address improvement in the Quarterly Validation Process.

9.Add ability for prioritization of “Cancel with Approval” Issues.

10.Add Service Period Start Date field to all Day-to-Day Issues.

· This should be required for Rep of Record and Usage/Billing Issues and optional for all other Day-to-Day Issues subtypes.

11.Add ISA, GS, Original Tran ID, and ESI ID as a field on 997, Project and Other Issues.

· For 997 Issues ISA and GS should be required and Original Tran ID, and ESI ID should be optional.

· For Project and Other Issues all four fields should be optional.

12.Create a Parent Project Type for DEV Issues.

13.Add new Day-to-Day Subtype Issue for 650 Service Orders.

Issue 3: Retail Market Subcommittee (RMS) and Market Participants want increased reporting capabilities
Resolution: 

1.Identify months within the tool so that data can be pulled for the entire month

2.Expand capability to pull data for a designated time period, whether that is one day or one year.

3.Enable reporting on average time to complete MarkeTrak Issues, including average time in each state.

4.Review reporting capability for possible changes to increase usability.
· KM- each item that is in the spreadsheet ties back to one of the Issues within the SCR749- 
PRESENTATION ON PROJECT TIMELINE – Hope Parrish

· At RMS- questions were brought up about process of a project. What does it takes for a project at ERCOT.

· All Consistent with PMI Standards.

· Recommendations and two options the group can look at.

· Hope will send to Farrah to post presentation on the MarkeTrak Task Force page under the meeting date.

· Hope gave presentation ‘PR70007 – MT Ph2 ERCOT Project Strategy’ to the group.
· Slide 4- Project lifecycle- when and gives a checklist.

· Slide 5- When should I anticipate seeing this? 
· Slide 5- We are in the Initiation phase- Planning Phase schedule, Planning Phase Resource Plan, Cash flow, etc.
· Slide 5- Execution- acting on what was planned during this phase. (30 days stabilization period. Seems to be working. Lessons learned.)
· Any questions about deliverables, give Hope a call

· Slide 8 -Timeline- these are actual days taken from the last MT project. Phase 1 delivered a new product, new functionality, and system hardware. 
· Slide 9- Timeline Options- Option 1 was like Phase 1 of MarkeTrak, the requirements were not until 3rd quarter, then Execution- Aug 2008  carry over to 2009

· Slide 9- Option2- timeline is shortened, go through use cases, stream line the process better. Execution April of 2008. 

· BG- Option 2 is a long time away- can we look into shortening this.

· HP- The Task Force can look at this.

· ERCOT recommends Option 2- shorter time line. 

· HP- any thoughts on the time line?
· KM- Please consider the frequency of meetings and developing the requirements. And getting the details of the requirements where we need them. I would like to get done in 2008 but if we can have full participation then it could be done.
· HP- want to be comfortable with time lines…planning the most important. Go through use cases and then see how they go and then set the time lines around them.

· Slide 12- HP- JF will be presenting the use case format. We will be categorizing the Use cases. (Doesn’t affect the GUI/API…group in alike releases have to do with GUI, to do API, doesn’t have anything to do with.)
· Slide 12- Split things into multiple releases….if shops had to make wsdl changes then the market would know which time line they would need to make those changes per the split up releases.

· Slide 13- Example- is just an example…threw it together, may not go in right column

· RB- Will there be multi workflows within each work stream? How would they be grouped? What defines the groups? HP- ERCOT would take a look and try categorizing them as we see best. We would bring this back each time to see if works for everyone.

· HP- we are looking at four releases right now. This is just an example, it’s in a draft.
· HP- Discuss time line at the end of the day. 

PRESENTATION ON FORMAT OF REQUIREMENTS- Jennifer Frederick

· As we stated throughout the project, ERCOT is asking to do the requirements through use case format. So that we are all on the same page with the project. – other projects, market sees one thing and ERCOT thinks another.
· Taken one of our line items and put in a use case as an example to show.
· JF- in no way is it my recommendation for this example. Just to show how a use case would be used.

· Make sure you would have the right people here during the Main Success Scenario so that you are getting what you want.
· JF- wanted to include this example- include checking for priority and non-priority check. Check for both.

· BG- good approach

· JF- takes more details. End products, end results will be better. Change during timeline is better than finding it at the end.

· JG- good, hopefully it will help with some of the headaches like we’ve been having with TX set 3.0.

· HP- would like for all projects to take this approach. Get to ask the questions up front.

· KM- Are there still MarkeTrak SIRs going in this year? Michael Taylor- SIR release scheduled for November 8th. MT – will any of the spreadsheet items go in this SIR?
· JF- no, we actually pulled those off the spreadsheet. We will no be doing double work. 

· HP- anything that goes in through a SIR will have to be worked outside the project. 
· JF- I think any worked through a SIR are not included in the project spreadsheet.

· KM- Use cases- How it’s going to work? Give a negative and positive approach. Which button is going to be pushed? Today we are confused on complete and return to submitter. 

· KM- back to Hope’s timeline. Think about your schedule to meet. Nov 3 to have all the requirements. 3 months to get it all done.
· MT- how many requirements do we currently have? JF- 19, and those that come out of ERCOT. There may be additional items added during the process of requirements.

· KM- is anyone going to be developing the API this time? BG- not currently. Anyone going to add on to their API- JG- we might? We gave up at the beginning because we had issues at the beginning. I will have to check.

· DM- ERCOT is going to have two exclusive ERCOT requirements, which are not market impacted. So, we can handle these early. Performance issues with the API and usability issues. We can go through ERCOT high level bullet points. 

· HP- two meetings a month. Two to three use cases…last meetings, ercot requirements. We already have the funding throughout this year. Dave was saying, if you make a change then it may impact ERCOT requirements. Adding a transaction type…we can’t write a requirement without buy in. In contingent, working parallel, contingent then ercot will need buy in from the market. 

· KM- Need input to meet twice a month?

· HP- to get it done faster the task force could meet four times a month. Don’t know how aggressive you want to be?

· RB- Option1 is too long. Can meet twice a month. Divide and conquer…bring drafts.

· JF- great if you can bring drafts. Bring a baseline to edit. 

· KM- The Task Force is in agreement to meet twice a month.

· JG- be sure to not overlay over other meetings. Meeting a lot of Mondays and Fridays.

· TWICE A MONTH to meet the NOV 3 time line for requirements. 
· JF- good idea to divide them up and work on and bring back to meeting as a draft.

· KM- IAS process is still meeting- those requirements will roll into this task force. JF- will be there and we will be following her lay out. Detail requirements completed and turned in to this Task Force after IAG Task Force Aug 9 and 10th meeting.
· KM- ERCOT Requirements?…Almost a year in prod with MarkeTrak. more volume in the MarkeTrak tool. Your requirements are based on …hopefully ERCOT would come up with some improvements to the system. 

· DM- most requirements that we’ve come up with are with a business process…DEV LSE process…rolled into MarkeTrak…field types ….there is a bottle neck in this workflow…they are not able to see what is there in the beginning..help with time lines. Made recommendations…may have rolled into the market requirements. 

· RB- what field is this? Service history for affected DUNS.
· DM- two- not cont…auto assignment of issues. Pushed in market part if they would want it. If come to ercot for the first time, used as like a round robin. Admin…by sub type and auto assign. #2- DEV analyses…automate through Siebel (HP-have in phase 3 but it may go in this time- its  different)

· DM- roll out auto assignment for some sub types and then going forward may open it up to others. 
· KM- would you leave it in the NEW or IN PROGESS state…DM- we would leave it in the NEW.

· DM- get …additional transitions…some places in the workflow that get stuck…additional reassignment. Need buy in from the market participants. 

· JF- timing of the requirements…review workflows…for efficiencies. That is going to take time. That is one area were we could take up a lot time. Where should we put this in? Before requirements. Initial meeting of the two day meeting to review through the workflow. Then look at requirements to tie together. Break into groups..what goes together and what doesn’t. Let individuals know to look through and then ask what needs to be changed…
· DM- you can’t get into reporting without reviewing the fields. Reporting requirements might have been met if we just happen to add a field. 
· KM- scheduling a 2 day meeting…review all workflows…group requirements by workflow. 

· BG- can we meet on Aug 6th…room availability? Will not find a room on the 13th. 

· KM- do we want to meet one day or two days back to back?

· JF- honestly it would be nice to meet one day but not sure if we could get through all the workflows. 
· JF- lists all the sub types and put down the requirements under each. 
· HP- It would help the flow of the meetings if you have the right people in the room. 
· DM- RMS reports…show up with this…brainstorm…reports identify timing and states…returns to submitter for additional information is a good one to identify. Identify trends.
· JF- Does Tues and Wed of next week be good? 

· KM- Is August , Tuesday 7th and August Wednesday 8th (DM- bring some reports- let me look at what I brought to RMS- let me check on some other reporting, assign it back submitter. Escalated issues…more MP)
· JR- only thing on the 8th is ONCOR is putting on a TDTWG meeting in Dallas

· KT- Monday and Tuesday is better for us. 

· Jennifer Frederick is checking with Sheila for Monday and Tuesday, August 6 and 7 – 

· DM- probably the workflows and in a form that we can look at them would be helpful…50007, workflow, visio and  excel spreadsheets.

· JF- room is available all day on Monday. Tuesday there is a room that afternoon from 1pm on. Rob is checking to see if they have a room at Green Mountain to use on Tuesday. 
· KM- for sure meeting on Monday, August 6th at MET Center and Tuesday, August 7th at Green Mountain- Rob will know for sure after lunch.

· KM- divide up use cases and bring back to meetings.

· JG- I would encourage to meet in other cities at other MPs shops. So that would encourage other MPs to be involved.

· KM- after August 6 and 7th and reconvene end of August at CNP…I would encourage you to bring people that actually use the tool so they can give ideas and suggestions…so there is no misunderstanding.

· LG- are the IAS issues going to be worked through this Task Force? It will be talked about during the August 9 and 10th meeting. I would not feel comfortable talking about something that someone else in my shop talks about. A. IAS workflow will be discussed at IAG Task Force…and then brought to this TF.

· JF- do you want to break out the meetings so that people know what issues that we will be working that time?
· JF- I think the next meeting it should be all meeting, then later in Aug tell which sub types we will be discussing.

· KM-Not breaking up the meeting next week. We will look at all the workflows and include the requirements and group those…where do they fit in the workflow.

· Rob- little concerned about the limited space at GM…Tuesday should be okay with the people that came today. Conference room is booked until 10 am on Tuesday…trying to get that freed up.

REQUIREMENTS

· ERCOT Requirements

· Additional Requirements

· Development of Detailed Requirements – 

· JF- Creating a Use case for Requirement - Add field for Premise type- requested by TXU 

· Johnny, Do you want to see this field on all subtypes or which one? If you have the ESI ID we need to see the premise type. 

· DM- if we haven’t received the 814_20 then the ESI ID is not valid. Have to be valid to give the premise type.
· Screen location- is where you would want this field to show up. You will have to look at the screen to determine where it goes…screens are divided into sections- Issue Information.

· Added bulk insert bullet point- N/A

· KM- visualize this is what you were wanting to see when adding this requirement…as success and non success…don’t want to leave anything out of this particular requirement.

· LG- not sure if you would even send in an issue with an invalid ESI ID. If you were to submit it, the premise type wouldn’t be necessary since its not a valid ESI ID.

·  JF- example is if you were looking for your 814_16 yet the TDSP hadn’t sent in the 814_20 addition to create it. DM or issues with missing transaction sub type looking for 814_20 addition the ESI ID would not be valid.
· LG- So with that same example, later on the ESI ID is valid would the issue populate the premise type at the point it was valid? JF- no only at submittal. DM- we could add it, so it’s like Siebel status update button.

· The Siebel status update button is only on those subtypes that have an ESI ID and original tran id. It would be limited to certain sub types.

· JF- Would you want the premise type later on? JR and LG- never sent an issue where the ESI ID is not valid and don’t think it is needed later on. 

· JF- Good with this one…will add activity diagram to this use case.

· KM- more comfortable with writing use cases? 

LUNCH

REQUIREMENTS

· ERCOT Requirements

· Additional Requirements- have to fit in the SCR
· Johnny- went back and talked to his folks and has a list of things of 8 things. I thought things were locked down at this point?
· KM- I have a couple. 

· Rob- Missing Transaction – not require BGN. Leave it as optional. (missing 867_03 and 810 should be used under Usage and Billing) (all other types should be used under missing transaction). 

· KM- stream line the drop menu for the missing transaction and usage and billing- in the requirements. (only have 867 and 810 as the drop down for the Usage and Billing issue) now it lists all tran types. Make it a clear defined path for usage and billing.  Then add service period start date because it’s being added in comments.
· Rob- your saying to allow an user to use a particular sub type per what transaction types are available on that sub type?
· Monica- only missing transaction for missing responses? KM- missing 814-05. 
· KM – Usage/Billing, the tran type is not required and the start date is not required so we had to extract from comments. Takes us longer to work these issues because we don’t have all the required information needed to work it.

· Rob- only being used to find monthly usage and 810—service period from this date to date…

· Monica- what if you have an issue with the actual usage. 
· KM- idea to add a check box within the Usage/Billing subtype to indicate that the usage is incorrect.

· Monica- like to refer back to the REFID…but in comments.

· KM- disputing- really calculate and issue a re-read takes it down a different path. 
· JF- if it is a dispute do you have to have the orig id? 
· DM- would you want to split this into a different sub type? Disputing? 
· KM- what do you feel about another sub type? 
· JF- was the reason for not using the BGN? Pain, takes more time to dig for and include. 
· DM- wouldn’t you need to include the start date and end dates? YES, JF- this is already on the list. 

· Johnny list – 

· 1.Issue Description- Currently, when the Gaining MP submits an Inadvertent Switch MarkeTrak issue requesting the Losing MP to regain, the Gaining MP must wait for the Losing MP to click Begin Working button before the Gaining MP can click Agree. JF- Included in the requirement spreadsheet.

· 2. Issue Description- Currently, we are unable to merge cells after downloading reports into Excel format. We understand that this will require reconfiguration by the software vendor. JF- save to your desktop will solve this issue. Opening within MarkeTrak is a limited view.
· 3- Issue Description- We have been unable to determine escalation MP contact’s for Inadvertent Switches utilizing MarkeTrak’s directory format. JF- Included on the requirement spreadsheet - Escalation- line 16- work to give an example.

· 4- Issue Description- The cursor defaults to the “Keyword (s)” field when you click the “Search button. JF- talked about this one.

· 5- Issue Description- Currently, the MarkeTrak tool is DUNS specific thus making it difficult to detect new issues as the user must sign on under each certificate to query. The FasTrak tool accommodated all ESI IDs no matter the type i.e. SESCO, AE SMB Non-Res, AE Res, etc.JF- talked about five

· 6- Issue Description- Scenario- The other MP issues as IAS/Gain issue then realizes they have a pending MVO and must submit a Cancel with Approval. Once the Cancel with Approval is submitted and linked to the IAS MarkeTrak, the Losing MP is unable to see the link. Currently, the losing MP depends on the gaining MP to place a comment on the IAS issue regarding their intentions to cancel the pending MVO. JF- no able to see the link.All or nothing access

· 7- Issue Description- Not able to run a report for a specific calendar date as the tool is set up only to query by a previous day, week, month or year. – JF talked about – line 23
· 8- Issue Description- Currently there is not a field for Premise Type i.e. Res, SMA, Large Business. JF- talked about

· KM list –

· 1.Add a dispute check box on Usage/Billing subtype. But after discussing we may want to add another sub type. This is an option. 
· LG- It should be more efficient for the TDSPs? MarkeTrak seems to not be efficient, if we were to create another sub type. 
· 2.Usage/Billing- Tran type 867_03 Final is selected, additional required field for REF ID- is required. Reason- will allow us to do a clear analyses. 

· 3.CR drops from the market. What is the process handling these issues. JF- this is a change to the guide. It wouldn’t be a change to the system.
· DM- this is something that I think it would need to be outlined in the retail market guide not in the user guide. 

· KP- 867_03F is not monthly usage…it is tied to an order. It should be under Missing Transaction. 

· LG- REF ID the same thing as the original tran id? sn’t already required under missing transaction? 

· LG- Rob said to make it optional on usage billing, required for missing transaction and if we are using 867_03 final then the request is null because the tool is working it.

· 867_03- Wade- currently when sending 867_03, the original tran id is required but the REF ID is separate from the Original tran id. Orig tran id is tied back to the original service order. We are confused as to what customer they are talking about. 

· JF-REF ID- which segment is it? Wade- I will search for that.

· DM- I don’t think the tool is wrong or the user guide. I think we should go through the guide and make sure everyone understands the guide and the issues. 

· KM- next meeting need to discuss where the issues need to be submitted and have a clear understanding of the guide. All is interpreting the workflows and what is the user guide a little different. 
· JF- leaving line item REF ID…Wade let me know what you are looking for and we can go forward on that one.

· Development of Detailed Requirements

NEXT MEETING/ RECAP TODAY’S DISCUSSION/ ACTION ITEMS

· David Michelsen and Michael Taylor- bring updated workflows

· Jennifer Frederick- brings use cases and tie back requirements to workflows.

· Agenda Items for next meeting. 

· Next meeting August 6th – MET

· Next meeting August 7th – Green Mountain
· Discuss workflows

· Discuss Usage and Billing and Missing transaction sub types- user guide (documentations)
· Determine requirements which workflow they fall under.

· Get input from shops about workflows. List workflows and then the bullet for the workflows.

· ERCOT analyses---reporting…on where issues are back and forth..out of the loop and identify trends

· Open up the user guide and start to edit.

· Rob- meeting a Green Mountain- need RSVPs for an idea of how many. Green Mountain’s address will be put on the calendar. If you need any information about how to get there, send an email to Rob Bevill at Green Mountain. There is a parking garage available- expect to pay $15. Talk about bringing in pizza in for lunch. Rob took a count from today’s meeting of who would be there on Tuesday.
Tuesday, August 7th at Green Mountain 

300 West 6th Street, Austin, TX

9:00 am to 3:00 pm

9th Floor Brazos Room

ADJOURN



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Farrah- Post Hope’s presentation on project timelines and Jennifer’s use case presentation (example).
· Farrah- post MT workflows for next meeting. (50007) Dave review.
· Farrah - Post new Requirements spreadsheet-
· Next meeting- Monday, August 6th – MET Center
· Next meeting Tuesday, August 7th – Green Mountain (maybe)
· Market- Usage/Billing Subtype- look at workflow and bring back to the next meeting any changes. Go back to user guide and make corrections. Reword it.
· Jennifer F- list workflows and bullet the requirements underneath each workflow.

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































