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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION  - Karen Malkey 
REVIEW AGENDA- Workflows- Karen printed out hard copies to jot down notes and look for efficiencies, rename the buttons and check the transitions. We need to have a good understanding of the workflows- Other workflow may take some time. The other workflow includes subtypes - usage billing, missing transactions, reject txns, rep of record, projects, Siebel Chg/Info, 997 Issues and DEV LSE. If we don’t have time today to review all then this may continue tomorrow. Inadvertent Switch will be reviewed by IAG task force.
APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT JULY 30, 2007 MEETING NOTES- Approved
REVIEW OF THE CURRENT MARKETRAK WORKFLOWS – TOTAL OF 5. 
LOOK FOR EFFICIENCIES- 
CANCEL WITH APPROVAL- 
· KM- look at the Cancel with Approval Workflow and we will bring up the MarkeTrak tool to go through a Cancel with Approval example. 
· KM- please take a look at the workflow and make sure everyone understands how to do this and what the buttons mean. 
· The required fields for Cancel with Approval are the Assignee, ESI ID and Original Tran ID.

· If you click the Pending box, it goes to a draft mode- goes to pending issue state. 
· Click the OK button to submit the issue. 
· NT- What’s the purpose to have two paths when you first submit the issue? 

· KM- You can group them together before submitting. 

· Issue then goes into the ‘New’ state with the Responsible MP (Assignee).
· At this point the Submitter can Withdraw the issue up until the point where the Responsible MP (Assignee) select ‘Begin Working’ 
· KM- If you withdraw an issue are comments required. 
· DM- Yes, as a general rule ‘Withdraw’ or any negative path comments are required.

· Does pending an issue required comments? 

· DM- Yes. We also did this so if you accidentally hit the Withdraw button you would get the screen for comments to be able to cancel or continue to add comments.
· Back to the Workflow. The Responsible MP (Assignee) hits ‘Begin Working’ button. If a CR submits the issue then the Assignee would be the TDSP. If the TDSP submits the issue then the CR would be the Assignee. 
· KM- Any problems with the other buttons showing on the issue? Comments, Assign to Group, Assign to Owner or the Siebel Status Update button? No response.
· Back to the Workflow. Once the Responsible MP (Assignee) selects ‘Begin Working’ the issue is then in an ‘In Progress’ state with Responsible Party. The Responsible MP (assignee) has the option to select, ‘Ok to Cancel’, ‘Already Cancelled’ or ‘Unable to Cancel’.

· KM- Is everyone clear about these three buttons? Are they defined clearly in the user guide?
· DM- We are getting a lot of push back from the TDSP when they send the 814_29 09 ‘Unexecutable’. We should separate these paths out from ERCOT manual cancel and the TDSP’s 814_28 09 ‘Unexecutable’. What is happening is the TDSP is hitting the ‘Ok to Cancel’ button and then sending in the 814_28 09 ‘Unexecutable’. The issue is transitioned to ERCOT and sits in ERCOT’s box until the transaction is received. 

· KM- Suggestions?
· JR- Is it still valid to have those two options? 
· DM-It doesn’t make any difference to me. Unexecutable is safer when you have a fast turn around to cancel an order. Input from TDSPs? I think the unexecutable would be the best way so we don’t have to wait on ERCOT.

· CF- AEP feels that the 814_08 is the quickest route. Any instances where the the TDSP needs to send the 814_28 09 and you wouldn’t get it until midnight. We think adding an 814_28 09 button would be great. We wonder about the ‘Ok to Cancel’ was right because ERCOT was not canceling and having to wait for the TDSP.

· JF- Have it read as ‘Ok to Cancel- ERCOT’ and ‘Ok to Cancel-TDSP’?

· DM- Any wording is fine. 

· KM- The new naming needs to be clear so we know what the buttons mean.
· Suggestion- 2 workflows. 814_08 by ERCOT and TDSP 814_28 09. 

· LG- Which way is the fastest? 
· DM- I don’t have the metrics. ERCOT works cancels pretty quick.

· LG- Is canceling at ERCOT an automatic process?
· DM- We still look at it. We may find bad tran ids, the order does not belong to them. Requires us to keep looking at it.

· Back to the Workflow- KM- The Responsible MP (Assignee) select ‘Ok to Cancel’ and now the issue in a state of ‘New’ with ERCOT. ERCOT is now the Responsible party. ERCOT select the ‘Begin Working’ button the then issue is transition into a state of ‘In Progress- ERCOT’. ERCOT spends a little time reviewing the issue. Three choices that ERCOT has is ‘Cancel Item’, ‘Unable to Cancel’, ‘ERCOT Return’ and ‘Intervention by ERCOT’. Are these buttons clear/necessary?

· DM- They are. 
· DM- ‘Cancel Item’ button means we are going to cancel manually unless the 814_28 09. ‘Unable to Cancel’, ERCOT is not able to cancel the order for some reason like the order is not that market participants that requesting it.
· NT- Would you select ‘Unable to Cancel’ if the order is already completed? 
· DM- Yes, it could be. 
· KM- ‘Unable to Cancel’ requires comments, correct? 
· DM- Yes. ERCOT return also requires comments.
· KM- ‘Cancel Item’ means sending the 814_08? 
· DM- Yes 
· KM- do you add any comments with selecting ‘Cancel Item’?

· DM- No

· KM- If the ‘Unable to Cancel’ button is selected it goes back to the submitter as the Responsible MP as ‘Unable to Cancel Pending Complete (PC).
· KM- Are you getting enough comments if it is ‘Unable to Cancel’? Yes
· DM- another consideration that comes up at ERCOT is including a date validation on the 814_08. This would indicate to the submitter that they still have time before the evaluation window (2- MVI and 5- SWI) to send the 814_08 themselves instead of using a MT issue to cancel the order. We receive cancel requests for future requests that could be cancelled by a transaction. We’ve received 33K cancel request this year. 
· JR- Is the cancel requests outside the evaluation period across the board? Are all CRs doing this?

· DM- I didn’t get those numbers. This is just an overall number.
· KM- The evaluation would be done when the market participant submits the issue? Any comments?

· DM- there maybe situations where the CR could not submit the 814_08 within this window? We don’t want to exclude those.
· NT- What if the cancels are submitted through bulk insert. I’m worried about those that are not getting looked at. Only notification they would get is the comments. 
· DM- we could build a notification.

· KM- If they were rejected from the bulk insert, then they would be placed in an email.

· NT- Worried that it would not help and know it would be more efficient.
· DM- It’s not painful for us to do this and we are keeping up with the workflow. I am asked repeatedly if we should work these or send them back and make them send the 08. I can bring back numbers.

· LG- I think the emails would be great. Would the emails be sent to the submitter of the issue and the primary and secondary escalation contacts?

· DM- We can do that. 

· MT- Does TDSP submits cancel with approvals? 
· DM-Yes

· Back to Workflow- ‘Unable to Cancel’ state, the submitter has the choice to Accept, Return to ERCOT which requires comments and Return.
· ‘Return to ERCOT’- what would this be for? 
· JF- Example would be if we said we couldn’t cancel yet and you still see if pending and want us to look at it again.
· ‘Return’ button goes to the Assignee- the TDSP in this example.

· NT- If the TDSP created this issue and then selected the ‘Return’ button, would it be transitioned to the CR? 
· DM- Yes

· KM- In the ‘Pending Complete’ state if Accept is not selected the issue will auto complete after 14 calendar days. Yes
· DM- I don’t know if ‘Accept’ is the best way to word this workflow. Accept- Complete. Meaning you are accepting the resolution. 
· KM- I’ve had people ask me about this. Accept vs. Complete. Better wording.

· NT- I like the idea, leaving the ‘Accept’ with ‘Unable to Cancel’. I like that better than Complete because it’s cancelled. We’ve accepted your request. 

· KM- Accept seems to be the best choice here. 

· KM- Complete is with the other workflows. We will look at this to see if this still fits.

· KM- Anything else with the Cancelled with Approval? Flow, state names, buttons?

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· In Progress – ERCOT state add new flow. Ok to Cancel- ERCOT and Ok to Cancel – TDSP. The Ok to Cancel- TDSP will by pass ERCOT. TDSP will send 814_28 09 ‘unexecutable’

· LG- Is this the one that we were going to put a flag on? Put priority flag?
· JF- Yes, that doesn’t affect the flow to just add a check box. We will cover this later with the use cases with additional additions. 

CANCEL WITHOUT APPROVAL- Only a TDSP can submit this one.
· The required fields for this sub type are ESI ID and Original Tran ID.
· KM- Is there anything that you see with this workflow?
· LG- I’ve never used this sub type? What is the difference?

· DM- This is not an option for a CR. The TDSP can send this and there are five mandated reasons that are listed in the user guide.

· KM- Anyone here that has submitted one of these? 

· NT- Always like the idea. 

· DM- If it’s submitted without one of the mandated reasons then we would send it back.

· ONCOR- Has not submitted one of these before.

· KM- Walk through the flow in the tool.

· Workflow- Once the issue has been submitted the Responsible MP is ERCOT.

· ERCOT as the Responsible Party would select ‘Begin Working’ then have the choice to ‘Cancel Item’, ‘Unable to Cancel’ or ‘Intervention by ERCOT’.

· DM- I don’t like cancel Item button. 
· KM- What would be the best choice? 

· DM- This is at the point where we cancel the order. Probably better as ‘Item Cancelled’.

· Workflow- ‘Cancel Item’ goes back to the submitter. At this point they can send it back to ERCOT or Agree. ‘Unable to Cancel’ goes back to TDSP in an ‘Unable to Cancel Pending Complete state. 
· MT- On the ‘New’ state, Do we want to change that to ‘New with ERCOT’? The state name itself? 
· DM- It goes half and half when the New ERCOT or just stays as New…be better to be consistent for reporting purposes.

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Change the Cancel Item button to Item Cancelled

· Change the New state to New-ERCOT state to be consistent with all workflows

OTHER- this workflow consist of Usage/Billing, Missing Transactions, Reject Txns, Rep of Record, Projects, Siebel Chg/Info, 997 Issues and DEV LSE.

Missing Transaction- Required fields are Assignee, ESI ID, Original Tran ID and Tran Type.

· KM- We should look at stream lining the Tran Types and discussing what is a true missing transaction issue.

· The User guide states it’s missing the 814_05, 814s and 867_03 final.
· KM- My stand point is to define the Tran Types under the right sub types. There is confusion which Sub-Type to use to submit these under.

· KM- Missing transaction. Most of the time we’ve already sent these transactions.

· KM- What are we looking for as for missing transactions?

· LG- 867_04 initial, 867_03 final, 814_05

· Debbie- Is the 867_03 usage is in there? 
· KM-We are saying to put that under usage billing.

· NT- Who would open a Missing Transaction for an 814_08? You would just open cancel issue.
· JF- Example is you see the 814_08 transaction in TML but you haven’t received it.

· LG- Would we use this for Historical Usage as well? 
· KM- We need feedback as to what you would like to see.

· JF- Would there be a reason why you would select All trans, All 814s…or should be transactions specific?
· LG- Specific transaction

· KM- Specific transaction

· DM- Would you have cases where you were looking for a file? 

· MT- But the issue s tied to an ESI ID, so it wouldn’t be a file. 
· DM- Good point.

· KM- Remove all from the tran types? You have to put an ESI ID and original tran id. Everyone ok with removing the ALL? Yes (All trans, All 814s)

· All 814s are good. 
· KM- New sub-type for 650s. If we do this then do we want to keep the 650? 
· JF- The original request was to remove the 650 from here and add a new sub-type.
· KM- ERCOT recommendation to input automatic assignment for IAS and it if works out well then expand to other sub-types.

· Back to the Workflow-
· Enter the required fields and then select Ok to submit the issue or you can choose pending issue and it will go into a Pending Issue state. New to Responsible MP
· The issue is transitioned to the Responsible MP (Assignee) and they select ‘Begins Working’.
· Responsible – KM- When we receive issues as the Responsible party they all go to me as I select ‘Begin Working’ then I have to assign them to someone else. It’s a 2 step process. Trying to improve that process.
· Responsible MP (Assignee) would then select ‘Begin Working’ and now the Issue in an ‘In Progress- Assignee’ state.
· The Responsible Party (Assignee) has the selection of ‘Complete’, ‘Unexecutable’ and ‘Return to Submitter’. Finish hit the ‘Complete’ button.
· KM- Clarification is needed with ‘Unexecutable’ Where would we use the Unexecutable.
· DM- This is used if you were not able to perform that task within that issue.
· DM- Only a couple of points in the workflow. Really only the submitter can re-assign the issue and they control the issue. We didn’t want them to hand off and then the other party be able to reassign it. We didn’t want them…that is where the Unexecutable---I’m not the one that needs to resolve this…then the submitter would have the chance to re-assign the issue. 
· KM- Is this outlined in the user guide?
· DM- There are examples outlined and it says where you cannot do something and then it is sent back to submitter to reassign.
· KM- This one maybe needs to be outlined better in the user guide.
· KM- ‘Complete’ and ‘Return to Submitter’?
· Debbie- Sounds like user error. 
· KM- Having to explain to choose this button than that. 
· DM- when someone selects return to submitter, the submitter does not have the choice to close it. May want to add this transition so that they have the opportunity to close at this point.
· NT- There are many times when it’s been returned and have to sent it back to ERCOT or to the TDSP to say please send this back so I can complete the issue- close it.
· KM- Additional Workflow- Return to Submitter- to be able to complete the transition at this point instead of returning and selecting ‘Unexecutable’ to return it back and then at that point complete it.

· KM- Pending Complete state. Do you want to choose Accept or Complete? This workflow has Complete but do we want to make it consistent throughout the workflows. Would this be confusing if we changed this to Accept from Complete? 
· LG- Yes
· NT- I would like to see Complete that all the other parties have the work as done and we accept that. 
· KM- Reply 867_04 is delivered, hit complete and returns it back to you in pending complete. It currently says complete, do you want to say complete or accept?
· NT- Say Complete because the work has been completed.
· Debbie- if you change it to accept, it would maximize the confusion. Maybe be a training issue.
· KM- What are ERCOT’s thoughts? 
· DM- It’s hard to say. If there is a common type and then we build four types. If something is difficult that cannot be funneled through this sub-type we could always split it off to another sub type. 
· KM-any other thoughts about breaking it out into sub-types?
· LG- I looked at the ‘Other’ subtype that I had and the TDSP would send it. If you would have them in different sub types then you could run better reports from. MVO with meter removal, premise type and address changes are our big other categories. It would be nice to split these up so we can run metrics.
· DM- anything that isn’t a cancel with approval, cancel without approval, IAS and DEV LSE…all others go under this workflow. 
· KM- Are we open to creating new workflows for each of these sub types?
· DM- not sure if it would change. DEV IDR and Usage/Billing issues are big hits. Not sure about workflow changes. The ‘Other’ workflow is open ending…you can assign it to whom it needs to go to and they can reassign.
· KM- the workflow could be the same but add additional sub types. (premise type, address and MVO with meter removals)
· CF- Move Ins for workarounds?
· NT- Like safety net. 
· CF- Yes
· KM- Break down for premise type issues. Have you been able to categories these? 
· DM- Yes, and how many have been submitted and the open days. 
· DM- Usage/Billing issues, Zip code Assignment, DEV non-IDR, profile code have been used heavily.
· KM- Keep workflow ‘Other’ but look to add other sub-types- MVI Workaround-Safety Net, Address, Premise Type, MVO with Meter Removals. What are we going to call these? Address…would it be an 814_20 update. Load Profile
· Debbie- mess it up if quarterly…will this be confusing because we already have a load profiling sub type where ERCOT is the initiator? 

· NT- Premise type available in the load profile itself? 
· BG- Don’t know for sure.
· NT- Most load profiles will have the premise type within it. 

· LG-We’ve only logged one.
· KM- Make sure they are kept in sync, load profile and premise type. The submit tree. I don’t see the ERCOT initiating and Load profile sub types.

· KM- LPA, only ERCOT see these? 
· DM- that’s correct.

· KM- would it be confusing…are we providing clarity or confusion?
· KM- Keep the same workflow…depending on the volume to break it out and identify which sub types? 

· Consensus is YES

· Address, safety net, premise type and load profiling….

· Looking at Dave’s spreadsheet--- already have profile code assignment 

· CF- also mentioned MVO with meter removals.
· KM- is this sub type already there?

· DM- not sure, we don’t work the DEV Characteristic issues
· KM- 4 new sub type, safety net, MVO with meter removal, address 
· NT- why would we want another sub type for profile code? If we already have it under DEV characteristics?
· KM- we can use the zip code and profile code assignment…under the DEV 

· JF- if we add one for the premise type, shouldn’t we add this under DEV characteristics?
· DM- yes, this is how we split it out.
· KM- 2 new sub-types- possible a 3rd with 650.
· Gong back to the workflow from Complete
· NT- if any issue comes to me I should have to chance to close the issue.
· DM- through build out, didn’t want to close an issue when it was half done.
· DM- have a lot of handing it back to someone just to get it closed. A lot of back and forth.
· NT- return to ERCOT, return to the assignee but want to add an additional transition to close it. 
· DM-do you want to add a transition for ‘Unexecutable’? Saying to close it but the work wasn’t completed as requested.

· KM- should comments be added if the issue is resolved at this point? How difficult would be to add comments at this point.

· DM- should not be difficult, should be able to add comments for any transition.

· DM-NT- closed by submitter would be a good one. 

· KM- complete by submitter.

· DM- may want closed by submitter because the work was not completed.

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Remove All Trans, All 814s, All 867s and All 650s from the Tran Type drop down.
· Add an additional workflow, Return to Submitter. To be able to complete the transition at this point instead of returning and selecting ‘Unexecutable’ to return it back and then at that point complete.
· Keep Other Workflow but add other sub types- MVI workaround-Safety Net, Address, Premise Type, MVO with meter removals. 

BREAK FOR LUNCH
Usage/Billing Issues-

· Other Workflow
· Pulled up the tool to follow workflow and see buttons and transitions

· Three required fields, ESI ID, Original Tran ID (brought up at the last meeting to make it optional) and Tran Type is optional. 

· Suggestion change is to make the Tran Type required and have the selection of the 867_03, 810 and both. 

· CF- Your saying to do away with the Original Tran ID? Making it optional.

· CF- we need this on our side.

· RB- missing monthly usage from two years ago, do you really need that original id from that move in?
· CF- how would we know which order you would be talking about?
· KM- we are talking about adding a service begin date and end date.
· CF- with that in mind then I don’t mind not having it required.
· KM- leave it there and make it optional and add additional fields for start and stop date fields.

· JG- make start date required and stop date optional. 
· KM- yes.

· KM- Tran Type required with 867_03 and 810 only showing in this drop down.

· KM- and adding check box for disputing usage. 
· KM- add IDR or non-IDR box for this type. 

· KM- Back to submitting the issue, Ok to process to new. See any efficiencies or bottle necks within this process and workflow?
· DM- take a look at the workflow. One question comes to mind. We have the Re-assign, Return to ERCOT, Return to Assignee transitions. Would you want to combine these into one transition to a generic return and then you would choose the duns number that you want to assign it to.

· KM- comments and response?

· MT- would it go back to the same state?

· DM- yes, it would go back to the same state. New state basically if you hit the return.

· LG- this would be every workflow? 
· DM- just the other workflow.

· DM- all the other workflows do not have a Re-assign. They are predefined.

· LG- would you create a drop down box.

· DM- it would work like it is done now. 

· LG- type in ONCOR or ERCOT and both parties are involved. Could you just leave those two parties in the drop down and not have to type it in again
· DM- could just leave it the way it is.

· DM- this reason we didn’t go that way because of the mistake of typing in the wrong one and you would have proprietary issue now.

· NT- with the tran type selection. Could you have a selection for both 867/810.? KM- we could add that as another option.

· Back to the workflow----

· KM- training and user guide…things going back and forth…gap choose return to assignee to close this issue. 

· DM- I think we mentioned it earlier to add the transition to close. 

· KM- Training issue to know when to hit the reassign issue. 

· KM- CERT environment available for training…new design is in place to see how it works. To see all the functionality
· NT- it would be nice to have the start date within this issue. 

· KM- I agree.
· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Make Original Tran ID optional
· Make Tran Type Required
· Tran Type drop down would include 867_03, 810 and both
· Add Start (required) and Stop (optional) dates fields
· Add check box for disputing usage
· Add IDR and Non-IDR box for this type
REJECT TXNS

· DM- we propose to add a reject reason field.
· KM- where would this be?

· DM- Automate that or populate ourselves- MIMO rules

· DM- we’ve gotten 231 this year…MIMO rules and date reasonable rules.

· KM- directed at ERCOT they would populate at that time…
· DM- would populate when received. Typically CR to ERCOT.

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Add a reject description field

REP OF RECORD

· Only required fields are Assignee and ESI ID.

· Talked about adding start date and stop date…service time period. 

· KM- working with the API we have to filtered through comments to know which time period is talked about. 

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Add Start Date and Stop Date- service time period
PROJECTS
· Has this sub type been used?

· KM- do we get a high volume?
· DM- zero.

· DM- system issues. typically all are being submitted under ‘Other’
· KM- needs to be more defined in the user guide

· KM- or should we rename it and use it as something else

· LG- if it’s not being used then get rid of it.

· Debbie- I say leave it. It was created for a reason. Leave it may be used later on

SIEBEL CHANGE/ INFO

· KM- Anything with this one?
· KM- Are they working fine?
· NT- Fine

997

· Required fields- Assignee, TXN Date, GS Number are required

· KM- does this workflow work, gaps? ERCOT

· ERCOT requested adding an additional field for the ISA field

· DM- trends…this was one of the big one…we always send it back for date, ISA and what is one of the ESI ID.
· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Add additional field for ISA

OTHER
· Assignee is the only required. It’s up to you to know who it should go to and get it resolved.

· KM- anything on this one?

· NT- one of the problems we have with other. The TDSP is asking for MVO- meter removal. It’s in our hands then we need to usually contact the customer to generate the MVO. Contacting the customer is difficult and this is in our hands for a long time and the issue gets escalated because we cant get a hold of the customer…don’t know what do with that…don’t want to get escalated cause we cant get a hold of the customer.

· KM- its out of your hands because you cant get a hold of the customer,

· DM- 2K of the year and takes a 24 days to get resolved.
· KM- change the escalation time period. 

· NT- there needs to be some state where this can go so I have time to contact the customer. May have a large

· LG- what are the guidelines for the TDSP when they send MVO with meter removal. Do you verify if the meter has been removed?

· KM- we go out and verify before sending out the 650.

· LG- we don’t contact the customer…make sure we have 650 and verify there is no consumption. 

· BG- Are they typically for construction premise?

· Debbie- put in user guide regarding TDSPs time frames for MVO meter removals.
· KM- escalation days…28 to 30 days to get resolved….per Dave’s numbers maybe we need to look at this…have a different escalation point. 

· KM- separate sub type for MVO-with meter removal and add a different escalation time line to this one since its taking about a month to resolve.

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES- 

· Separate sub-type- MVO with meter removal

· Change escalation days for MVO with meter Removal
DM- did you want to add an agenda item for report requests? Or fields? 
KM- yes
DEV LSE- 

· Several sub types flow under this workflow
· LSE in MP system not in ERCOT: active

· Required…Assignee, New start time, Starttime, ESI ID, UIDESI ID, Profile Code, Rep Code, Addtime and Status. 
· NT- request profile code. Some time we don’t have the profile code is not for this. Can we put down the default for the profile code?
· DM- any information that you potential do not have, you should have a default.

· KM- should the default be unknown.

· DM- we don’t do validation and it would go through with unknown.

· DM- perform validation…a lot of its manual and its done in a new system…time comes default set in stone.

· NT- report available that has the load profile code within the report? 
· DM- not sure. 

· MT- is it something we could populate on ESI ID validation. 
· DM- we could populate it in lodestar. We want to make sure that everyone is using the most current extracts. A little dangerous to auto populate. 
· KM- this particular item current resent extract…default code with be unknown. 

· Workflow- Failed Analysis--- required comments…passed analysis---new pending approval by the assigned market participant. 

· NT- is there a way on failed analysis to get an email notification? 
· DM- yes, you can set up your own individual notification.- Failed transaction individual notification.

· KM- when it goes to failed analysis--- should it be complete failed analysis? Change to failed analysis closed. So that it’s known that the issue is closed/complete. To know that you have wrong information within the issue and it didn’t pass the analysis. 
· NT- the word complete means it’s complete and the work that was requested has been done.

· DM- this transition is for service history for DUNS. Explain for getting history for time period that is being talked about…removing…only ERCOT sees.
· Pending complete- change to complete and not accept because it is the final resolution.

· KM- 3.3 ERCOT resolve—hit complete and goes to pending complete? 
· DM- yes

· Update approved- 2.4- to ercot to resolve and goes through the same process with ERCOT. Clear understanding? Yes

· Any other comments on DEV LSE? 

· CF- the workflow is good.

·  DM- fixing it in SIR release on November 8th and it will make the stop field required. 

LSE in MP sys not ercot: inactive

· Any question about the required fields? Transitions? Returning for additional info?
· Good for everybody? YES

· DM- about the Service History for affected time period. We would like to be available at the submit for the TDSP. So that the TDSP does not have to go back to the issue after submittal to include this information 
· KM- efficient in the process. 
· DM- yes

· DM- grouping…remove and then add the service history…consolidate some of the fields and make a different category and there is only 5 and we are already using the 5…do regroup the field and groups and only have TDSP see…send back and forth so that the CR could not see. 

· KM- is there another workflow that this would affect?

· DM- The LSE remove and LSE start, LSE stop and LSE start and stop changes. 

LSE IN EROCT SYSTEM NO MP

· Any comments? No
LSE DATE CHANGE: STARTTIME

· Any comments? No
LSE DATE CHANGE: STOPTIME

· Any comments on this one?

· DM- a lot of validation that I’ve thought of….service history for affected time period with remove relationship. What I would really like to do is force that period of time to be supplied by hard coding those dates that are needed. This would save a lot of time. He is referring to the service history for affected time period. If you are removing two weeks because a change in the stop time…hard code the dates for the service history to provide the history for the gap…don’t know how this would work with the system if you automate.
· Are there specific sub type to remove the relationship- 4 is already created…service history is needed…start stop and both could possible be.
· DM- we could do it in the create screen. 

· MT- script it if it is required or optional…

· MT- do we need to ask the person requesting the issue to indicate a gap. 
· DM- rather the tool do it.

· This is only up front for the service history for the TDSP submitting the issue. Not the CR, same flow for the cr.

· RECOMMENDED CHANGES
· Hard code dates for Service History for affected time period- TDSP submitting the issue
LSE DATE CHANGE: START AND STOP

· CF- is the 24 hour clock off? 
· MT- known issue with some of the start and stop are calculating. Team track does not include day light saving time…currently looking in to that.

IAS – REVIEWED BY IAG TASK FORCE- will not be covered…it will be covered in the task force meeting on Thursday and Friday.
REPORTING- 

· Have several requirements on the spreadsheet.

· Have limitation on the number of rows that we can pull back.

· KM- are there any alternatives to pull the data from a data warehouse to get a quicker response or get more rows.

· DM- additional hardware go through project management. Have to ask Hope.
· MT- replicate the database…sync up on the hour…have a MT report URL…and all it does is reporting and increase rows to 20K…run against replicated database. More straight forward suggestion. 

· Generate a MT report workflow. Then we would generate the sql in the background and the report would be a link within that issue.

· DM-  replicate data source in scope…MT- 3k rows is in scope and need to sit down with the right department 

· MT- take as an action item…once we get to planning. 

· KM- adding year…

· KM- on the reporting screen- are there any other fields to add for reporting? 

· DM- not sure if this is capture…things that are given at RMS– average time and state…may want to be able to run these reports yourself. 
· KM- can I do it myself..
· DM- pretty painful. I do it now in excel.

· KM- doing your reports, see any wishes or things that are needed?

· MT- have a new field…Nov 8th Release- Available to work date…available date of when it is available to the market to be worked.  Submit date is when the issue is logged. So if its pending then it will sit there but its not the date of when you can actually work the issue.
· KM- will the new date be off of the escalation dates?

· MT- no it is not.

· MT- we can do that validation should be off the available date and not the submit date.

· LG- will there will be some looking at who puts all of there issues in the pending state?
· DM- it won’t count that time. Leave issue in month in pending it won’t take count that time. Only the submitter can put it in this state.

· KM- the reporting given in the MarkeTrak tool is trend, listing etc. this is what was given in the tool. 
· MT- yes

Search screen- Issue id, keywords—

· Anything within the tool…see gaps or efficiencies.
· NT- we would like to see the ability to search for multiple issue ids or ESI IDs?

· LG- resolved by creating a report?

· DM- yes and yes. Not available with the architecture…it comes up. Not sure if we can do this…if there any way to group them…if we get 50 in one day then we automatically group them…then you can pull back those 50 and track that way.

· LG- button for contacts, instead of going through manage data. Can we have a radio button that would bring us to that. 
· RT- we could look into setting something up. 
· MT- rolodex or contacts? 
· LG- contacts.

Tomorrow- we will combine all the requirements from today…split up and write detailed requirements.
ADJOURN                                                                                
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