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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION  - Jennifer Frederick
PRESENTATION BY DAVE MICHELSEN –

RMS REPORTS- 

· RMS slides (Tammy put together) report ideas created in market metrics
· D2D Summary- 

· BG- Are the RMS slides posted yet? 
· DM- No, they are not. They will be posted tomorrow.

· DM- Cancel with and without Approval are worked extremely quickly. Don’t think anyone has not had these worked in a timely manner. 
· KS- Are there root cause analysis on the 16 days?

· DM- Looked 997 issues, Missing Transaction issues, ‘Other’ and pulled out a sampling to see if there is a common theme. Show in a minute.

· DM- 15 or 20 days except for cancels

· DM- Cancel with Approval – Detail by State is provided by hour because numbers are so low.
· DM- DEV LSE Issue- Summary- proposing the automatic analysis. It would be really hard if we were to received 18 hundred and turn those around in the 14 days. (put in dev number). 14 to 20 days average is not bad. Since we got 75 days time line

· DM- DEV LSE, we would like the analysis done in the back end. We run outside the tool and then have to put this back into the tool.

· DM- It’s in the SCR—to add this functions- automation in IAS. 

· DM- A lot of manual work today.
· RB- Why there is a drop in LSE start time?
· DM- A CR will send in a very large number of these issues at the end of the day. 

· DM- Bulk insert can’t track submitting issues. We could receive 1800 at any time.
· DM- Average Time to Resolve Spreadsheet- this includes every sub-type in the MarkeTrak tool and the number of issues since Jan 1st, except ERCOT initiated and LPA. Also includes average days it takes to close that sub-type. Could have gone back to November 13 but new and false submissions.

· KM- Analysis done on the ‘Other’ sub-type? 
· DM- Yes

· DM- A lot of the ‘Other’ sub-type are be submitted because the party doesn’t know who to send it to and then assigns ERCOT to determine where it needs to go.

· DM- Point to point issues. DEV IDR and Non IDR.  I don’t really know what is done with this. My team doesn’t work these issues

· DM- Negative transitions- any transition that is backward in the workflow from the happy path of the workflow. Return to ERCOT, Unable to Cancel or ERCOT Return, Unexecutable. Slow the resolution. Return to ERCOT means need more information. If something is being handed back and forth. 997 issues are being handed back constantly because we need the ISA and ESI ID. 
· KM- 29% have been returned. Do you think what you suggested yesterday with adding the ISA or ESI ID will help? 
· DM- yes

REPORTS IDENTIFYING TIMING AND STATES-
IDENTIFY TRENDS-
· Trend Patterns:
· 997 Issues:

· Sent back multiple times for more information such as ISA.

· ESI ID is helpful in locating the file since sometimes a MP doesn’t understand which number is the GS within a file.

· Sent back to confirm information provided in the issue is valid.

· NAESB Tran id was asked for on multiple issues to help locate the file as well. (Sometimes with using the NAESB Tran id we were able to tell that the transaction they needed the 997 for wasn’t even in the file)

· Missing Transaction:

· Many issues are sent to ERCOT only to close for the MPs involved. No action was needed on ERCOT’s behalf. (Suggestion- wait until parties verify that the transaction in question was sent then involve ERCOT to research why it didn’t forward or create responses)

· Sent back to the CR as unexecutable to add the TDSP on the issue to send us the missing transaction.

· Usage/Billing Issues:

· Sent back to CR as unexecutable so they can reassign to the TDSP to send the missing 867_03/867_04.

· Unexecutable issues and tell them to reopen as Siebel Change to correct the start date of SH

· Sent to ERCOT only to close

· Sent back to TDSP as unexecutable so that they can reassign to the CR for approval to change SH (we have started pushing back and telling them to resubmit as Siebel Change)

· Siebel Change/Info:

· Sent back to get the necessary transaction to complete order.

· Time is spent between the parties to get approval to change the status of an order, only to conclude once received by ERCOT that the CR involved in the issue is not the submitter of the order.

· DM- ‘Other’ Sub-Type, the submitter cannot close there own issue. They have to hand it back to another party to put it in to the right state in order to close.

· KM- Are most are sent to ERCOT for more information? 
· DM- Yes 
· KM- Does the workflow need to be changed or just need more training? 

· DM- If someone is not aware of what sub-type they need to submit they will submit through Missing Transaction and not know who it is supposed to go to.

· KM- That’s not good because taking up the time to decide where and what needs to be done.
· LG- So, instead of assigning it to the TDSP, they first assign it to ERCOT. 
· DM- Yes

· DM- DEV Characteristics, IDR, Non-IDR and Existence are point to point. Working well. Haven’t heard anything about these sub-types.

· KM- Put in user guide and steps in checking TM: and if transaction is not at ERCOT then submit the issue to the TDSP. 

· DM- For each sub-type includes what steps need to be taken first before the issue can be submitted.

· LG- Makes sure you mention in training.

· Debbie- Great idea and time for broken process shouldn’t be using the issue to train somebody. Work through client relationship and get with their Account Manager for training on what issue they should be submitting. 
· DM- We do copy the Account Manager on these emails so their Account Manager can contact them and train them on what issue should be submitted.
· LG- If I was the one that was submitting the same issue over and over then I would want to know my error and would want my Account Manager to contact me to correct it. The error should be reported to all to make sure all are aware.

· Debbie- Add the communication on the Retail Market Call. To tell people to tune in and listen for the update.

· LG- Do you feel if it’s communicated to that person that it fixes the problem?
· DM- No 

· DM- We do not use the user guide to trouble shoot.

· Debbie- Need a smaller user guide.

· DM- We do have a tricks and tips document on the MT information page. There are a few tips in the document.
· DM- For example IAS- The Losing CR will report their BGN and not the BGN of the order that took it away from them.814_06.
· KS- Can you perform a find within this document to find specific things?
· DM- Point out yesterday the high number of DEV LSE issues that get returned- stop time changes…74%. ERCOT send back constantly asking for service history. 
· KM- Is this put in text?

· DM- It’s put in comments.

· DM- Comments are required when sent back…training opportunity.
· KM- Is this documented in tips and tricks? Or put in the user guide. 

· DM- Sub-type tips document is probably needed.

· DM- Negative Transitions spreadsheet- Sub-type DEV Non-IDR Usage – In ERCOT system not MP- 2318% are sent back. I don’t work these. These are point to point. Or go to CODIA..

· KM- Curious as to why this is so large. We will need to look at. 

· Debbie- Kyle don’t you do DEV issues?
· Kyle- I do not work those kinds of issues, there is a group that does.

· KM- We need to look at this to change the flow, or training.

· Tammy- DEV LSE returns are service history. The TDSP doesn’t give the entire service history period maybe input into the tips and tricks document

· RB- Example.
· TS- End date to current time. Make sure we are correcting our systems.

· LG- You as the TDSP

· TS- ERCOT

· DM- Removing a relationship requires service history for that time period is provided (REP history for that time period.) TDSP are pretty good when it comes to DEV LSE- LSE in ERCOT system not MP. The problem we see if the start time and/or stop time changes.

· Debbie- education. We shouldn’t build the tool around our own lack of effiencies.
· DM- It would be good if it could lock down the dates of service history that is needed.
· Example: Start time = 7/31 and stop time = 8/31 and new stop time 8/1. The service history that would be needed from the TDSP is 8/2/07 – 8/31/07 to fill in the gap. 

· DM- If we don’t get the service history for 8/1 through 8/31..they usually get the comment “TDSP agrees”
· DM- It’s on an issue by issue bases.
· LG- Do it on cancels and not on something logged 1800.

· KM- You are not looking for the agreement you are looking for the service history for that time period? 
· DM- Correct, we have the field but make it a date format field.
· DM- Date range pop up for the specific dates needed. Not difficult to code it to force you in to the time period that is needed.

· LG- Then if it’s a new DUNS number then would you create a new row?
· DM- Depends on the circumstances.
· LG- Service history compressed?
· DM- Usually what happens is the previous REP’s row will expanded.

· KM- We will need be change this. 
· CF- Update Approved includes red box for service history? 
· DM- It does.
· CF- Some TDSPs are not putting anything in this?
· DM- They will include the comment ‘TDSP agrees’.
· CF- I usually put what is needed in there. The service history.
· KM- May wan to include in the training- ERCOT 101 or the Workshop? 

· FC- The next ERCOT 101 is September 27th and the next workshop is September 28th. During the workshop, MarkeTrak is covered.
· KM- not everyone is not on the marketapi and gui email list.

· Debbie- can you identify who the TDSP that are doing this?

· DM- I can identify…and notify those TDSPs.

· DM- Some times it is required and some times it is not. It just depends on the issue.
· Debbie- FasTrak was a communication tool- talk back and forth. MarkeTrak is not.
· DM- We do work with the Retail Client Services to contact the client to get all on the same page..the user guide could get some updating.
· LG- I think it would be a good idea to create a report card. Not shared with the whole market but shared with each company. How many get returned? Timing on Issues? How my company measure up? Not compare to other CRs just to see if you are above average.

· DM- I could work on aggregate numbers. I would have to determine what that means and share with the individual if requested.

· DM- I think the numbers provided is good for aggregate numbers
· KM- Any other types that need to be improved like this example.
· DM-The things we mentioned yesterday are what we need to get.
· KM- This was beneficial to look at.

· DM- 2318% is a concern, it can’t be the tool and it has to be the process.

· SC- we found that it is the process. We’ve requested a DEV workshop.

· FC- ERCOT101 is no longer a two day course. It is a one day course that covers a high level of all areas of the Retail side. The next course is September 27th. The second day is a Workshop (treated as a separate course from ERCOT101). The next workshop will be held on September 28th and it during the morning we will be going over the DEV process and in the afternoon we will be going over MarkeTrak. The workshop is for users that currently are using the tool and have digital certificate. 

· RB- 2318% is a big number but there is 28 issues…
· DM- More concerned about the 108% and there are 3528 issues for DEV Non-IDR Usage- In MP system not ERCOT.
· RB- Identify those areas that we need to focus on so we can get the right people in the rooms to look at these issues.

· DM- IAS issues, Usage/Billing issues.

· Sonja- Cancel with approval- D2D—gap…if all the CRs knew what TDSP process was for cancels. When do we need to send a cancel? More training to know where to check first…if it’s within the evaluation period.

· DM- We may need to include this in the user guide for each TDSP
REVISIT WORKFLOWS AREAS ON ITEMS IDENTIFIED FROM THE REPORTS-
NEW REQUIREMENTS FROM MONDAY, AUGUST 6TH MEETING (get new spreadsheet to attach to meeting date)
· Cancel with Approval- 
· Add clarity to whether ERCOT will send the cancel or the TDSP will send the cancel. From the In Progress state- Assignee, change ‘Ok to Cancel’ into two paths (1. 814_08 to ERCOT and 814_28 09 ‘Unexecutable’ by TDSP).  The 814_28 09 by TDSP path would by pass ERCOT and then go into a Pending Complete (PC) state and the submitter would be able to close it at this point or let it auto close in 14 days.
· Add date validation for evaluation window. MP can send a transaction to cancel an order outside the evaluation window. Add validation to show that the cancel for MVI/MVO is outside the two day window and Switches should be outside the five day window. Bulk insert would most likely have to work through notification (similar to duplicate notification)

· DM- Bulk validation it would work like the duplicate validation. Turn it on or by pass. 
· KP- is this happening across the board with CRs? 
· DM- Yes. 
· KP- this comes from a lot of turn over.

· DM- comes easier to submit MT issue and not submitting the actual transaction. KP- not the right choice when you submit it transaction. 
· NT- I know we like canceling 100 by bulk insert.
· LG- this would tell you this so that you could send 08.

· DM- yes

· DM- we wouldn’t go into rejected right away..just warning
· Change New State to New with ERCOT. Will clarify who is working the state.

· Cancel without approval-
· Change “Cancel Item” transition button. Transition button “Cancel Item” is confusing and some users do not know whether it is a response or a directive. Change to ‘Item Cancelled’

· 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 would be Item Cancelled.
· MT- would it be better Issue cancelled? 

· JF- No, because that would mean the issue is cancelled and not the actual order.

· Missing Transaction-
· Change Missing Transaction Tran Types allowed. Some confusion as to what should be submitted and users not providing sufficient details. Eliminate an designated as “All”, eliminate 867_03, 810 and 650s.

· Add capability for submitting MP to complete/close an issue anytime during the issue lifecycle for D2D Issues
· Make consistent flow transitions. Make all transitions from Unexecutable to ‘Complete’ use Accept Transitions. Make all transitions from Pending Complete to ‘Complete’ use ‘Complete’ transition.
· Keep workflow ‘Other’ but add other sub types---safety net, address, premise type,  mvo with meter removals. 

· Usage/Billing-
· Only include 867_03 and 810 and both as the tran type

· Reject Transaction- 
· Add a reject reason field. 
· Rep of Record

· Add start date and stop date…service time period. 

· Add Move Out with Meter removal to escalation list- escalations on these are different so need to have a separate line item in escalation rolodex for these.

· Available Issue date is tied to escalation notices and not the submit date- SIR in November. 

· DEV LSE- automate anaylsis – don’t put in spreadsheet- present ERCOT requirements…ercot will write use case for these…these don’t have any of our requirements. 
· DEV LSE- Service history for affected duns..make in specific date fields…
Discussion

· RB- discussed reassigned, return to ercot, return..are we changing this one to one transition?
· DM- it wasn’t popular.

· KM- drop down..pick one transition and choose who you want to assign.
· KM- take down as an action item to take back to users to see if beneficial?

· LG- consolidate those buttons and one button to re-assign..and then choose who you want to return it to. Problem- before txu turned in Oncor.you had two and you wouldn’t know who to send it to.

· LG- problem- could send it to the wrong person. I like the idea of having one button. 

· JF- easy to click on the one above or below by mistake. 

· LG- idea…one button but in the drop down would have the choices that we already have been dealing with. The buttons are there and are working. More manual working. 
· DM- Do have the re-assign selection already to be able to choose who you send it to.
IDENTIFICATION OF EACH REQUIREMENT TO THE APPROPRIATE WORKFLOW- grouping
· On the requirement spreadsheet- add column Impacted Sub Types
· Then JF will group together

· See last column for notes
Rb- what is MVO with Meter removal- LG- 650 without transaction- explain 
Line 27- total for IDR..should be total for Non-IDR? CNP requested. Karen will email her DEV group and see what they meant by that one.
· DM- do you want to group by API, GUI and Bulk Insert. 
· JF- but some will affect all. 

· If you add comments available on the transition then it would take two clicks. This is still up for discussion.

· KM- I always use this on complete transition. 
· JF- I would assume that most don’t. 
· LP- for missing transaction I always add a comment that the transaction was received..dont need to…because I am the submitter…
· KM and LG- don’t need it we are dong the two step process now.

· Enhancement line 27- CNP total field to GUI required---total usage? Only on IDR? Correct? 
· Sonja-Yes, it’s already on the Non-IDR. We need this because we can’t do a validation.
· JF- wants to combine both tabs in the requirement spreadsheet. Workflow and enhancements? 
· KM- that would be fine. 

· Add new requirements to be able to pull up to 20,000 rows of reporting data without having any performance issues. ERCOT will explore.
· If you turn it up to 10K..it saves space 10K rows in the database…regardless if you have 10K..this is a bad way and brings down performance.

· Duplicate some fields into a database to pull back this many. 
· JF- it would have to be all fields within that issue to be duplicated into another database. 

· JF- will clean up the requirement spreadsheet, since it is a working document. Grouped and easy to see what goes together. 
ASSIGN REQUIREMENTS – TO BE WRITTEN BASED ON THE REQUIREMENTS FORMAT DOCUMENT PRESENTED AT THE LAST MEETING.

· This will be done at the two day meeting at the end of August
NEXT MEETING
· Schedule the next meeting- in Houston (CNP)

· Next meeting, Tuesday, August 21st and Wednesday, August 22nd. 
· Group the requirements

· ERCOT will do some of the detail requirements – use cases. Try to have enough done to review and complete.

· Review at the next meeting and complete. (2 examples have been done)
· Split out the rest to the group. Bring back people from your offices that use the tool. They may see things that we have missed. (Breaking it out into D2D and DEV)  
· KM-maybe have a D2D day and DEV day. 2 days! 

· BG- Web Ex?

· JF- looking into getting with the right people to use Web Ex. 

· JF- Karen will send out an email to state which types will be focusing on during the two day meeting at the end of August. This will help as to know who to bring to the meetings.

ADJOURN                                                                                


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Action items—split ‘Other’ workflow into a D2D- other and DEV- other. (Dave- see what impact this would have) submitter to be able to close an issue at any time on D2D issues.
· Address sub type- does this need to be under D2D or DEV. (Jen) (check to see how many of these issues are being submitted- do we need at all?)
· Premise type sub type- does this need to be under D2D or DEV. (Jen) (check to see how many of these issues are being submitted- do we need at all?)
· Take back to shops about consolidating return, return to assignee buttons. Would this be better?
· ERCOT- clean up requirement spreadsheet

· ERCOT – use cases

· Karen- email for the next two days of what issues will be covered

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































