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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Karen Malkey  
REVIEW AGENDA- KM- Busy agenda today. We are going to look at the notes from the August meetings then go into the use cases. We have an additional DEV use case to look at today. So, that makes four DEV cases that we will be going over. Break for lunch at noon. Tammy has a presentation for stop times. Asked for comments for the five cases we went over in the last meeting and we will go over the comments that I received. Hopefully we will finish by 4pm. Tomorrow- go over those use cases that affect all sub types. Then assign out the use cases for the next meetings, Oct 2nd and 3rd.
APPROVE NOTES FROM AUGUST 21ST AND 22ND MEETINGS- APPROVED
COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING USE CASES FOR USER AND TECHNICAL COMMENTS

A. DEV ISSUE SUB-TYPE ‘IDR USAGE PRESENT MP NOT ERCOT’, AND A ‘TOTAL’ FIELD TO GUI. THIS FIELD WOULD BE REQUIRED. ALSO MAP THIS TO THE API. #6
· Section 1.1.1- 
· DM- is this already required? 
· CR- Yes. 

· DM- I’m asking because I don’t work these issues.
· Min/max length- ? We can look at some of the other field's min and max. 
· MT- just leave it as blank and we can fill it in later.

· MT- default needs to be zero or blank? 
· DM- if it’s required then it should be blank. Value then it would read incorrectly.
· DM- is everyone sure that you can provide this information on all these issues?

· CF- this is just saying that we are adding it to the IDR issues because it is already on the Non-IDR issues.

· DM- Yes

· CR- Nothing on IDR is required.

· KM- required when you submit the issue. 

· Section 1.1.6- 
· KM- required so it would not let you continue until you put something into this field. 
· DM- same thing would apply with API and bulk insert. 
· KM- and if you submit the bulk insert then it would give you an error in the MIR report. 
· MT- we have been trying to get it down for the GUI. 
· JF- probably needs to say…MarkeTrak will return an error and state what you want the error to be. I can update that later on if you want me to. 
· DM- one of more fields are invalid. Makes you feel bad about yourself. 
· JF- state specifically that there is an error. Added comment. Jennifer will provide current error message wording. 
· CR- I think what you have is the correct error message. 
B. DEV LSE ISSUES: ONCE TDSP MODIFIES DATE(S), ALL PARTIES INVOLVED IN ISSUES SHOULD BE ABLE TO VIEW THE MODIFIED DATE. #8
· Section 1.1.1- 
· CR- not sure if you wanted a time stamp on this? Currently we give a time stamp. 
· DM- not required unless select modify reassign. 
· LG- does it matter. Counted 19 and we have 20? 
· MT- doesn’t matter. 
· TS- Final modified start and stop additional to final agreed upon fields?.
· CR- Yes, those are for the new start and stop time. It currently overrides the original start and stop. We wanted to specify. 
· DM- shouldn’t be happening. We wanted to keep the original and then the modified is writeable and then the final modified start and stop should be the final dates to change. 
· TS- Do you have any examples? 
· DM- we will check on this. It should not be doing this. 
· KM- these are four new fields that we want to add to the LSE sub types. 
· TS- Final start and stop should only be populated with the last modified dates and agreed upon dates. Wonder what it would look like with the existing and additional fields. May be too confusing. 
· CR- Just to keep it as is…populating those fields regardless on the modification. Haven’t seen it on the regular issue because most we don’t agree to those issues. 
· KM- is the new names clear if added with the fields that we already have there. Final dates. 
· CR- Needs to be more clarified.
·  TS- Original….modified…and at bottom have the final. 
· KM- how do we adjust this…remove final modified start time and final modified stop time. Automatically populated would be no. 
· KM- MT business, make sure to include all the business rules cases reflect how you want the buttons and how they work with each other. 
· NT- one of our other use cases is having the ability to close at any transition. Would you want to add this in this use cases? 
· MT- if it is captured in another use cases then that is good. It should stand on its own. 
· KM- Make a note to refer to this other use case. 
· NT- Don’t want to miss an opportunity to be able to close the issue if we can. Don’t want to confuse…
· KM- Refer to use case #12. 
· MT- really want query issue request? 
· CR- Yes, it will be useful for us. Add Query Issue Detail Response
· Section 1.1.5-
· MT- do we know what transition this is? 
· DM- Modify/Reassign (add to use case). (Change to 1.1.6) Add- if no disagreement on dates. Responsible party accepts DEV LSE issue. The tool will automatically populate the final agreed start and stop time based on the new start time and new stop time. 
· MT- modified start and stop times are blank…add to line 1. (modified start and stop times are blank)
· 1.1.6 (Changed to 1.1.7)- 
· KM- does it go back to a pending complete? No, your fine. 
· MT- did we capture how the final agreed date is captured? 

C. FOR TDSP SUBMITTED DEV LSE ISSUES, ALLOW USER TO PROACTIVELY ENTER INFORMATION IN THE FIELD ‘SERVICE HIST WITH DUNS FOR AFFECTED PERIOD’ (IF USER SEES FIT AT THE TIME OF SUBMISSION). THIS FIELD WOULD BE OPTIONAL. MAP TO GUI, BULK INSERT AND API. #7
· Adding a new field. Service History with DUNS for Affected period.

· DM- it already exists. Just updatable at different times.

· DM- does this apply with the Existence issues? 
· CR- Yes.

· Section 1.1.1- 
· Is it a new field? Existing field. 

· CF- Should be required instead of optional. It’s not available at submit. Just need to make it available at a different time in the workflow. 
· CR- This field should only be viewed by the TDSP and ERCOT. 
· KM- Does we need to use the existing field?
· MT- I would just take the existing field and modify that field. Min/Max- use current field length. Type- free form. 
· DM- we talked about changing that field to date fields. It would take more work and analyses. We could take it back. 
· CF- would you have another field for the DUNS number? 
· DM- we have a few options. What validations we want around this and what date.
· CF- it would be a quicker…
· DM- you might have multiple DUNS and dates and it might become difficult. 
· DM- I would like the start date and stop date that we need to be hard coded. 
· LF- TDSP creating these issues. 
· DM- CR submits and TDSP would supply later on. 
· LF- TDSPs would add this information? 
· DM- if you as the TDSP submit a DEV LSE- Remove, the tool would force you put the start and stop date that is needed. Required information now. And if the information is not complete in the middle then we would have to send it back. Validation based on sub type. If you are increasing the time then we don’t need it but if we decreasing then we would need it. Are you okay with coming up with detailed….build a certain way then you would be submitting an updating through the bulk and API. 
· DM- I will take this as an action item. Screen location- new section not new field. – removing comments section and placing on the submit screen for the TDSPs. 
· MT- saying that ERCOT and TDSPs would be the only ones to view this field. 
· JR- required field? Never be a zero. Minimum of 1? Not familiar with the GUI and how it works. 
· MT- that is right. Transition- submits and withdraws- 
· DM- up to the TDSPs. If you want to be able to update and withdraw. You can be able to update it and withdraw no one will be able to see it. 
· CR- Puts it in and then withdraw the issue because you didn’t need it. Just trying to put where we thought it would come up. 
· MT- withdraw is not needed. 
· KM- is able to validate this on who is submitting this type of issues? 
· MT- Yes
· Section1.1.6- Added MarkeTrak will give error message: that one or more fields are invalid and to supply a value. 

· CF- this is written for when the TDSP submits the issue. 
· DM- it currently works the same way but the only change is the TDSPs will complete this field when submitting. 
· DM- do you want it to be required on all DEV LSE type?
· CF- this is all on the TDSPs…should be on all DEV issues. 
· CR- Should it be required for the CR? Or only when the TDSPs should.
· DM- why is it not required on all DEV LSE is because on add you already saying agree and that is giving us that service history. Gaining period it is not needed. You are already telling us. Only need it when decreasing. 
· DM- new stop time is after current start time. We need that period of time that is creating that gap. Stop time….in the future. Then this is not a gap. 
· DM- asking. Easier to ask for the earliest date in the issue and the latest date in the issue and provide that on every issue. Or provide analysis on those sub types that we needed. How do we clarify that on this workflow? 
· DM- I think I am saying a different workflow- use cases. 
· CF- I thought that is where we were going….but this is written up like the TDSPs are submitting the issue. 
· DM- always when the TDSPs submits we have to send it back for additional information. 
· MT- new field…updatable- modification of the dates- how this field would come into play with the update fields? 
· DM- if there is a notification with the dates then we would need to modify that field for the dates we would need. 
· KM- is this use case as good as it is. 
· DM- the use cases is changing where the field is going to go in the workflow and I am talking about how to format that field. 
· KM- this one is adding this field out there and come back with your info and expanding this field. 
· KM-Dave will expand on this use case. 
LUNCH

STOP TIMES (DATE/TIMESTAMP FUNCTIONALITY) ON DEV LSE TIMES- ERCOT
HOW IT CURRENTLY FUNCTIONS AND FUTURE ENHANCEMENTS

· DM- DEV LSE issues- date formats. We started to put presentation together and we decided we probably need more input before we make a suggestion. Handle now..we match to our Siebel system. Transaction…3pm…we strip the date and it starts beginning of that day. Stop date…strip and give it yesterday date with time stamp of 11:59:59. MarkeTrak tool does not handle these date very well. We wanted a consistent way to handle these. To match our Siebel system has not worked. We thought we had it perfect and then day light savings time screwed it up. Have a hard time with MarkeTrak and how it stores dates. Would it be beneficial to strip the time stamps alone….extract and Siebel would not match the time stamps on market. 

· LF- we don’t like it. 

· DM- we don’t like that either. 

· DM- alternatives…to submit a requirement to make it worked. We tried this and it didn’t work. If we write a requirement to get this fixed and make them fix it. Start date----strip time stamp and keep the same date. Stop date should back up one day and end 11:59:59.

· DM- discrepancies in the way people submit these….submit for today and we back the stop date up one day and people use this and send a day later in the variance..then this causes a gap in our service history. Day prior—day discrepancies.

· DM- understand…back up the day that is given..we are not using the exact date. Or you can take in a count….the back date and use the correct date.

· DM- consideration that we will use the back dated date or you use the exact end date. 

· DM- needs to be consistent. 

· LF- If our move out date is 9/15/07, we put in 9/14/07 23:59:59. We wouldn’t want to change what we are doing.

· DM- the way the application is written it would back dated it back to 9/13 23:59:59. Application is intended for you to put in the actual MVO date and the application back dates it one day. There is a misunderstanding that ERCOT rolls it back a day. We tried to change Siebel and they said no

· LF- Whatever is best for the group. It would be a training issue for us.

· MT- I think you should put in the date you want it to be. 

· LG- We use the date that comes in the 867_03 final. And I know you are going to back dated it one day. It is easier to use the date in the 867_03 final.
· DM- Want to make this consistent across the board.

· NT- I would prefer to use the date on the final read for the same reason. Systematically pull this date. 

· LG- Reliant does the same thing.

· DM- asking for consensus…adding date from final…some are performing this validation already.

· NT- seems to me that when I enter DEV LSE manually and I use the actual stop date on the final read it fails analyses and have to use the day before with 23:59:59
· DM- that shouldn’t happen. Unless it was up against the +- 2 day variance window. 
· CF- currently today..final meter read 9/17..ERCOT extract…9/16..are you saying this would change the date in the extract. 

· DM- it is always going to stay the same and we deal in whole days.

· CF- Agree with using the final read date from the transaction. eliminates issues that I am getting and they are one day off.

· CR- referencing the new stop time should reflect your final?

· DM- Yes

· CR- the reason why I asked is because this is happening when you put in the extract data. The data should come on the extract new stop time should be from your transactions.

· DM- this is causing a one day discrepancy. It needs to be explained better in the user guide and training. 

· DM- heard most say meter read date. My recommendation. 

· KM- consensus to use the meter read date? 

· AEP- Yes.

· Just energy- Yes

· Commerce energy- Yes

· Have a consensus as a group. 

· ERCOT would go back and write as a requirement. 

D. ADD CLOSE STATE TO DEV ISSUES- #12 
· Section 1.1.1- 
· LF- we need this on D2D issues also. 
· KM- we do. It is a separate use case. That is at any time. DEV Issues- writing only the submitting party can do it when they are the responsible party. Two different use cases. 
· LG- MarkeTrak tool will allow the Submitting MP to close any DEV issue at any time where the Submitting MP is NOT the Responsible MP? 
· DM- do you have the workflows or the excel spreadsheets handy. I’m not sure there are a lot of conditions where the Submitting MP is the responsible party- only when they are to close it or Modify/Reassign or add additional comments. 
· DM- only states. Submitting Responsible Party, Modified/Reassign, Additional Information or Close. Only 2 places in the workflow where the submitter is the responsible party. 
· CR- disagrees it goes to the submitter 
· DM- but you can already close it from this state. It goes into a Pending Complete state and this is where the submitter can close the issue. 
· CF- when it submitted and then the Responsible Party is working on it and it can be closed. If there going to be a courtesy email that the issue is going to be closed and you no further work is going to be done?
· CR- trying to understand what is needed here. 
· KM- Submitter on D2D and then realize you want to close before start working on it. 
· JK- Take off the submitter. 
· TS- Transitions don’t support the statement. In progress cannot close as the submitter because they would not be the responsible. 
· CR- working it, then it could be closed and then it would disappear. 
· DM- we have a problem with this one because we take all the information out and run through analyses and then if we go back to input and then some are closed. Unless we worked one by one. Grab the next issue and input. But we don’t work this way.
· CR- who asked for this? 
· DM- several people. I know there are several areas in the workflow where you have to hand back and they don’t like doing that. 
· NT- D2D missing transactions- transactions is already on the way to us. By the time we get it, we are ready to close the issue. The issue has to follow its path. 
· CR- this one is basically, to say oops to submit the issue? 
· NT- this issue is no longer an issue. 
· CR- DEV issues will be totally different. 
· JF- originate request to close at any time. Especially D2D issues. Then we changed to responsible party because we didn’t want to close at any time since DEV are treated differently. We didn’t look at how many times the Submitter is the Responsible party. 
· LF- We work ours through our internal tool and then the API takes the responses back and it’s new and CR closes it, then we are still trucking away. Response through API. 
· MT- you check every 15 minutes. 
· LF- if we check it again. It will not be in a New In Progress. 
· MT- it would be in a close state.
· LF- but then it would not be updated in our system. 
· TS- Workflow---Submitter submits issues, it goes to ERCOT and then to the TDSP and they’ve already done work. Not sure there is a good point to have it closed. 
· DM- one case, based on requirements. Select modified, only state where this would be true- this is all DEV LSE issues. 
· KM- do we need to break it out by DEVs? 
· NT- functionality D2D or DEV I want to be able to close it as the submitter or the responsible party. If I’m the Responsible MP then the other parties would not be working on the issue since I am working on it. Seen DEV issue…Responsible MP/Submitter and want to close it and cant. 
· NT- Return to someone to hit ‘Unexecutable’ to be able to close it (D2D) issues. 
· JK- There is some transitions that have caused problems- Return to submitter. 
· NT- Make same functionality for all issues. If in our hands and it is resolved then we would be able to close it. 
· CR- TDSP’s have seen it as New-All. Submitter party stays in ‘New-All’ in definitely. Can you close it. I can see it in those cases. 
· DM- in other workflows- Return to Submitter. Adding comments, done with issue then hits Return to Submitter. Instead of hitting Complete or Unexecutable. 
· DM- On the ‘Other’ Workflow in section- 2.3. Give them another choice of close. Or add complete or unexecutable. 
· DM- this is the same workflow as the D2D and DEV Other. 
· LG- can we talk about D2D all- that would solve the problem In Progress with Submitter.

· LG- Create D2D and its missing transactions and comes in the next day. My whole process when creating a close button. Why should I wait for you to research and I know it’s already sent. Minimize the work of the other party. 
· KM- I like that. 
· LG- small enough company we can look at all of our issues.
· CR- The Responsible analyst is already doing it. I understand what you are saying. It seems like you would over ride each other. 
· LG- minimize one more MarkeTrak issue to look at. 
· LF- we don’t have D2D in a separate database. We take that issue and goes to ERCOT database to look at it. So I agree if you find it and it is a closed issue then it should be closed. 
· LG- put in comment that transaction is received. 
· CR- better for D2D issues but DEV only the state of Submitter/Responsible party. 
· LG- D2D return back to you…marked incorrectly…workflow for both…special just D2D…submitter can cancel at any time. 
· NT- Where would the harm be, is there something on D2D issue? 
· LG- using another database internally or researching it. 
· DM- might not be able to get back to the tool before the transaction is sent…..take all 50 then update…then it is closed. It may have been sent by the time we’ve open it and then sent duplicate because you’ve already got it. 
· DM- Add complete and unexecutable buttons for the submitter and responsible party. 2.3 (workflow) in progress- complete and unexecutable…dev and D2D…two transitions…available to submitter so that they could be able to hit unexecutable complete. 
· LF- we try to hit complete on all and not unexecutable. Report unexecutable…volume not big..not crazy about unexecutable.
· DM- If you disagree with the request, you choose ‘Unexecutable’. 
· NT- Choose Complete when the work has been done. 
· LF- I agree. Like button closed by. 
· NT- closed by Norman. 
· KM- D2D- TDSP Responsible Party….no way to have the CR just close the issue and the function is not there. That is where we want to have the capability. 
· JK- goes into a diff database. CR submits and bulk issue with several issues and realizes that some should have not been sent. 
· LF- Responsible Party hits Begin Working, want to close and then email to notify that issue has been closed. 
· JK- LG has proposed for D2D and an alert for DEV issues. 
· KM- D2D on 2.1 of the workflow to close at this point. DEV 2.3…closed at this point. Can we do that? 
· DM- Yes. Functional it is the same workflow but application work differently. We may need to separate it out. 
· DM- D2D- 2.3 Return to the Assignee. Causing the problem. How come I have to hand it off back in order to close the issue. I think we should be able to add the buttons complete and unexecutable. 
· LG- D2D and DEV…..the person hit the wrong button as return to submitter…but the comments say it is complete issue need away to close it instead of returning it back. 
· NT- 2.3 and 2.1 should match…not sure what we have talked about with closing options
· JK- does the alert need to be added for D2D issues? 
· Go back to the use case- Section 1.1.1- 
· MarkeTrak tool will allow Submitting MP to close any DEV issue from “in progress- assignee” state and from “In Progress” state. 
· DM- D2D and DEV on same workflow. Add a different use case. Or add to this one. Add to both…Add complete and unexecutable buttons to “In Progress” state. 
· JK- Add an alert for the DEV and not D2D. 
· DM- so when the issue is closed then you want an email sent to the primary and secondary? 
· DM- primary and seconday I mean from the rolodex. Alert sent to all the owners when the close transition is executed. Exclude the submitter from the email because they will already know that they are closing the issue. If MP owner has no owner associated with it, then the primary rolodex and secondary rolodex. 
· NT- if I got 50 missing transaction issues, run a query and 30 I actually received the transaction and then a mass update is performed to close the 30 issues.  I don’t want 30 emails.
· KM- you’re the submitter so you don’t get the emails. 
· NT- no body wants to get those emails. 
· LG- you can just leave them alone. I don’t get that many…1 or 2…where I get the transaction and I can close it. But I don’t think we should be doing it in bulk…bulk should be done through the workflow. DEV is small amount. Work on DEV. 
· DM- he’s got 30 of them…30 of these are closed. 60 emails generated from that. 
· KM- how will this slow down the tool? 
· DM- I can’t answer that. 
· LG- What is the TDSP stand point…DEV rather go through 30 emails or rather have do the whole process and realize that?
· LF- Go through emails. 
· LG- Be able to close at beginning would be better than to go through all of the stuff. 
· DM- workflow- hit begin working, email and contact info and be able to call them up and say you found them. 
· MT- Send your own email. 
· KM- DEV alert the owner? 
· ONCOR- Who else would it go to the primary and secondary? The administrator? If MP owner has no owner associated with it, the primary DEV contact on rolodex will receive alert. 
· KM- this includes all DEV
· DM- then if this is only going to include all DEV then we will have to have another use case for the DEV LSE since it follows a different flow. In a few minutes, go back to D2D to give our feedback and make sure they are in line with what we are doing. 
· JF- emailed the use cases that needed changes. 
· KM- I did get those. 
· MT- as a group can we come up with the alert email. Subject line: Alert: MT # (populate the number) closed by submitter 
· CF- we were giving the option of the alert..no owner…go to primary..are you saying assignee mp owner….if there isn’t one there then why does an email need to be sent…why send it to the primary and secondary?
· LF. it would depend on if the begin working button has been touched or not. 
· KM- main reason alert for the primary because of the API users. We pick them up through the API dropped in back end system…systems transitions automatically, some hold in hold state…moved quickly in API. 
· LF- need guts for the email that goes out? 
· MT- said the guts would be the comments of the closed transition. 
· KM- Want to take out Closed by Submitter state? 
· DM- probably would want a different state. 
· NT- I like Closed by Submitter. 
· DM- line before…pending and new…leave withdraw…
· DM- close from pending complete? 
· JF- cleaned up this language. Open the D2D and use that language. In D2D…leave withdraw for the pending issue and new before any other party touches the issue states and add close transition for all other states except for any pending complete and complete state. 
· DM- be best to say where it is and not where it isn’t. 
· KM- copy from the D2D and use the same wording. 
· DM- do you want to be able to hit begin working comes out of new and then hit closed….
· JF- if it’s new then you withdraw…but new is throughout the workflow then hit begin working. Want to transition right away or have to hit begin working…
· DM- looked at workflow…new or new all .. Change to leave withdraw as it exist currently. (Essentially before any other party touches the issue) and add “close” transition for “In progress assignee” and “In progress” states. GUI states- remove New, new assignee, new ERCOT, new pending approval, new all, pending issue, pending approval, added in progress assignee. API-update the update request. No modifications to the modify the issue details. API will ignore issues in “Closed by Submitter” state- 
· KM- what does ignore mean. I would want to pull those in and make sure they match my in house systems. We don’t want to ignore. Removed this statement. Any other things we need to clarify in the API? 
· LF- will our API need to be changed…we have to touch it to get it off our internal tool. If it is already in a close status on ERCOT, send it up there, will it be rejected and get a message for invalid transition. Bulk insert- no impact. 
· Questions to the market: are there any concerns with the submitting CR being able to close and issue at any point in the issue cycle. We’ve discussed. 

· 1.1.5-main success scenario
· Step 1- Drop new and pending issue state and add in progress assignee. 

· Step after 4 for the notification that is sent- alert notifications will be created and sent.

· 1.1.6- extension scenarios
· 1. add or in progress assignee state

· Add 6- User selects cancel or enters comments and selects “ok”.

· 1.1.7- extension scenarios

· 1. add or in progress assignee state

· Would the non submitter see the button on #2. 
· DM- they would see the button but if you hit it then you would get a message…certain party could hit this button transition. 
· #5 change complete to close

· Add #6 User selects cancel

· MT- only need success scenarios for the complete and unexecutable transitions to the use case and extension scenarios. DM- I think we should add another use case- 2.3 state- other…add complete and unexectable state.

E. Created use case #13- 2.3 Other workflow- add the complete and unexecutable – 

a. DM- I will volunteer to write this one up and bring it back. 
FEEDBACK FROM THE FOLLOWING USE CASES:

A. IAG USE CASE-
a. JF- not many changes. I have a question. At the last meeting change IAS to IAG. That was a lot of clean up. 
b. JF- ERCOT comments- add field to provide BGN 02- added the original tran id and not the BGN06 because it is supplied on the later transaction.

c. JF- Add field to BGN02 field date- actually have a flow ..regain date. Proposed regain date. This is the agreed date. This is the date that is on the actual date of the EDI. Provide transition date. Clarifying why we have both dates. Transition date and regain date. Provide the BGN and do they provide the date of when the BGN is sent. 
· LF- no they do not provide the transaction date. 
· JF- I need clarification as to why we have to the two dates. What is the transition date is for? This is after all the agreements. 
· KM- does anyone know. 
· JF- does anyone want to know it. 
· KM- we should take this back to the task force. 
· JF- this came back from the last meeting. We will take this back to the task force and see what their comments are.
d. JF- Need to add extension scenarios for this. Add new transition “Request updated TXN Date” – 
· JF- does someone want to take this back and write an extension scenario. 
· LF/ONCOR will take it back. Some TDSPs request new transaction dates. Say will send backdated MVI with the date.
·  JF will work with Pam- TNMP for this extension scenario. With needing to know the date. 

e. JF- Question to the market: Please verify whether there are valid reasons to send to ERCOT when the parties are not the right the parties. Does this need to go back to ERCOT? Are there any reasons why we need to go back to ERCOT. 
· JF- if an mp goes out of the market. We need to take a RMGRR to determine a process. We need to take it to RMS to guide ERCOT the way to work these issues where the mp is not in the market. 
· JF- all in agreement to take out send to ERCOT transition? 

· KT- Return to ERCOT and we pick the wrong one then what would happen? 
· LF- we look at what ERCOT gives us and if we don’t agree and then we would reject it. Are system doesn’t go with this. Not actually picking the wrong DUNs. Reject it then goes back to submitter and then they could close it and resubmit.

· JF-1.1.8 #8

· Any other comments?

· CF- AEP IAG issues-sometimes get the parties involved backwards. Its not incorrect DUNS number but the eligibility date is backwards. 
· JF- what would happen? 
· CF- ask ERCOT for an update. 
· JF- do you think should have the ERCOT return transition back to us. 
· DM- not sure why we wouldn’t because we get several back. 
· JF- leave it in that one transition or leave it in all transition. Question for the market?

· JF- Return it back for dates or suggest to leave it.  Market? Leave it all the way or the leave it in one state after ERCOT selects the parties. 
· CF- probably leave it. Return it to ERCOT for question for validations. Yes leave it. 
· JF- shouldn’t take out if it’s being used for legitimate reasons.  
· CF- leave it in from the get go and LF agrees. 
· CF- few that went backwards and then CR withdraws. That’s because ERCOT cannot change the parties. 
· JF- ask ERCOT for that validation. 
· CF- yes and then CR closed because they had it wrong. 
· ONCOR- everyone is agreeing to leave it in. 
· JF- take out the bullet point to take out the ERCOT return transition. I will check to see if we need to add an extension scenario. 
· JF- update the extension scenarios and take back to the IAG Task Force to review. 

· No other comments.

B. CANCEL WITH APPROVAL-
a. JF- GUI- TDSP cancel changed to TDSP Cancel transition
b. JF- Add validation- MarkeTrak will automatically populate the applicable tran type to the issue. 

c. JF- The transition of cancel item……This transition will be used for manual completion of these issues if necessary. Leave it in there if the automatic closed transition is not working. Siebel is not updating. System problem. 

d. JF- Look into adding automation 814_28 09- 

e. JF- Add automatic update of the Siebel status- as a separate use case. We decided to add it in with this use case. Check Siebel status every 30 minutes and will update the status on the MarkeTrak issue.

f. JF- Escalation points- in addition to current escalation- make it an addition and not replacing. 

g. JF- taking out the Siebel status use case

h. JF- extension scenario- automation doesn’t complete. Use for user guide…manually. Issue in pc state but does not auto close

i. LF- new column priority indicator for the API? 
j. MT- its auto generated. 
k. JF- it’s at the top. API- modify the issue detail response. 
l. LF- come across in a column to query on. 
m. DM- could query on in the GUI. 
n. LF- in its own field and not in comments. 

o. CF- which extension scenarios did you remove? 
p. JF- 1.1.12 and 1.1.13- doesn’t automatically complete and removal. 

q. KM- 1.1.5- #3 clarification when it says 2 days..is this calendar or business? 
r. JF- had an issue with this and did not get addressed. The evaluation window is business days. Everyone in the meeting is saying business days. We don’t have the capability to do business days within the MarkeTrak tool. 
s. DM- MarkeTrak cannot do the validation of 2 business days. 
t. KM- business days and MarkeTrak does not do business days. 
u. KM- do we need a requirement to change to business days. 
v. MT- this release it does not validate on the business days. When is the next release to validate on the business days. 
w. JF- we are not upgrading to that release at this time during this phase. We are not making obligation. 
x. KM- phase 3? 
y. JF- it may be phase 3. 
z. DM- we could write it to say…MarkeTrak pass to Siebel and then they could have Siebel do the validation of the business days. JF- I will take this back to discuss with ERCOT. Will this work? I think it can be done but it may not be an easy change. Try to have by the end of this week.
C. CANCEL WITHOUT APPROVAL #5
a. DM- change is - update on this is the Siebel status update every 30 minutes. 

D. PREMISE TYPE FIELD

a. JF- one change made. API- changed removed to request.

b. JF- question to the market: does taking out the premise type column cause problems or should it be left not used?

c. What sub type is this?

d. Does it need to removed or left in the Bulk Insert? Couple insistence….DEV Existence…LPA. 

e. MT- what we are saying is that we will retrieve the premise type for each of the issues with the ESI ID? In bulk insert most have programmed. If we remove then they will need to modify their bulk insert programs. 

f. Every one is an agreement to leave and not use. Add to user guide premise type will be present but not used.

g. ESI ID is not valid is really a warning and not an error message. Changed to warning. Will be able to continue to submit the issue.

h. JR- on the new field length- 64 permitted values. Why is 64 max?

i. KM- it’s because of the Texas Set Guides.
E. ADD CLOSE STATE TO D2D ISSUES- #3
a. JF- these have ERCOT’s comments and get everyone else’s comments. 

b. IAG- is technically a D2D issue. Do we want to separate out? 
c. LF- I think it needs to be separated out. 
d. KM- determined to leave as separate.

e. Yes we did change it on the DEV so I would assume we would want to change it on the DEV. #12. Leave withdraw as it exists currently
f. The rest is the same…..need to add IAG to A new state should be added to D2D workflow and IA issues.

g. GUI- add In progress assignee and remove New all

h. JF- changes that got changed to the DEV…are we truly doing something different on the D2D than we are doing with the DEV? DEV- Responsible party? Is this still the case? 
i. DM- addressed..added unexecutable and complete button in the workflow 2.3. If there are the same we could put them together but if they are different then leave them separate. 
j. LF- IAG is before regaining transaction has been submitted. In other words..last straw would be to close before we got the backdated MVI? 
k. LF- prior receiving the transactions 
l. JF- that is correct. 
m. LF- does that need to be in the pre conditions. Prior to EDI submittal. Once we got the EDI transaction we are going. Preconditions- 1.1.2- 
n. DM- I think we are going to need two separate use cases because none of the states match up from the D2D and DEV. Preconditions- add EDI has not been sent or received – 
o. LF- if both CRs agreed to the backdated move in and is it going to be okay for the other CR letting the other CR close it. Voting by both CRs agreement and then letting the other CR close it and the other CR is up in the air. Maybe doesn’t matter. 
p. NT- that is a good question. 
q. DM- do you want to close these issues like the D2D issues are closed?
r. LG- isn’t there an IAG task for that should decide on these. 
s. LF- I can bring this back to next weeks meetings. 
t. JF- the IAG wording was added at the last meeting. We can take it out. 
u. LF- we can take it back for clarification. 
v. JF- we updated this after we went over the IAG use case from the last meeting. 
w. KM- everyone ok so far? 1.1.5- main success scenarios- no changes….did we add in the escalation son the D2D? 
x. KM- no 1.1.5- #5 changed state to Closed by Submitter instead of Complete. GUI- the new transition would be closed and the new state would be closed by submitter. 1.1.7- #5 changed from complete to Closed by submitter. Any other comments from the market? 
y. NT- do we need to add #6 like we did on the other ones. 1.1.6 #6 user add comments or select cancel and 1.1.7 #6- User selects cancel.
ANY ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS THAT WOULD LIKE TO BE PRESENTED
· KM- 1. New requirement-Escalation Emails- in the attachment there is submitter but it does not tell me who the person is that is working it. I have to go in every issue to see who the owner is? I would like to add a column in the emails to tell the name and contact information. Today, when you get the escalation emails and have to look in each of those issues and go to that person. If I get them then CNP is behind on those issues. I need to go to that person and ask why.

· LF- how do you get an attachment? 
· KM- Excel spreadsheet. CSV. 
· ONCOR gets the information within the email.. 
· ONCOR- does not get it in an excel spreadsheet. 
· DM- we can look at that. It’s a configuration issue. 
· KM- 2. Bigger bolder, ID search arrows….kind of blends in the tool bar… make it stand out. 
· Can you make the whole row bigger?

· DM- we can 

· LG- Add an ESI ID search in the tool bar. (not requirement) Dave can show how to create a report and then save it in the tool bar after the meeting.
· LG- button to search for ESI ID

· DM- I can build a report and put it in the tool bar. Stay after the class and show you how.

· KM- Usage/Billing- drop down- 867_033 and 810 and both suggestion to add 867_03 original, cancel or re-bill in the drop down. 00, 01, 05. 

· KM- has already written up the first requirement suggested today. Figured the usage and billing could be included on that person that is writing that sub type. 
LG- question for the TDSP- submitted re-read request to the TDSP…to boxes…emailing people. Switching to MarkeTrak for these re-reads. So instead of the sending an email should go to MarkeTrak. 
LF- Yes. 650 transactions. 
If we don’t have access to send the 650- do we send this under Usage/Billing sub type? 
LF- I would think since it has to do with usage billing. 
KM- we are adding a button to verify usage. Have to let us know if you couldn’t send the 650. Should all be able to send the 650 for rereads- 
KS- not all have to send. Can’t note it in the comments..customer requesting a reread. Customer- calls the TDSP directly. CNP gets them through MarkeTrak. Constellation- request it or the customer calls and we generated some number just because. MarkeTrak no more emails. CNP is encouraging to use MarkeTrak and not emails. Any other emails that you are getting that you would like to move to MarkeTrak. CNP- we’ve moved with all to MarkeTrak.
LF- we had a use case to put together but we have questions- rejecting transactions. Now wanting the reject reasons. Looking for A13 or free form description field? Need direction-was it just the code or comments. What was everyone looking for? 
ONCOR- if it was a code….then that is a Texas Set reject code. A13 could be different reasons. Can we have both? KS- if its A13 then you would need the comments behind it to know what is going on. Reject reason, we want to see both. What if it’s a pre defined code---all the time? Or just A13—would be helpful. Answer- All would have the code and then the A13 would have the code and description only. 
KM- five new sub types use cases to write up. Think about the create screen. Not sure if premise type or address will be under D2D or DEV. Picture what needs to be on the create screen. 

KT- when we are done so we submit those to you Karen? Yes, and then send to ERCOT to review if anything is missing. 

Tomorrow- assign out the rest of the use cases. A lot of D2D to cover so they will be covered in October

COMMENTS FROM MARKET:

TO NOT ALLOW CHANGES TO THE TITLE FIELD IN THE CREATION OF MT ISSUES- ALL TYPES

· Responses- in agreement on that. 
· KM- still sees issues submitted today were they are changing the title. 
· LG- what are they changing it to. 
· DM- use as short description. 
· KM- add a couple of letters to it. Coded. 
· KM- if change is made then you would not be able to change this field. Could not report off the code that is being put in the title. 

· KM- assign the use case and will go over tomorrow

· In agreement- YES

DON’T CAPTURE ISSUES OWNER DURING “BEGIN WORKING” UNLESS THE OWNER FIELD IS EMPTY

· Responses- in agreement. No negative comments or changes.

· Any feedback? NO

· Needs to be a use case? Yes. Karen Malkey will write this use case. 

HOW TO CAPTURE COMMENTS WHEN THEY HAVE EXCEEDED THE LIMIT OF 4000 CHARACTERS

· Responses- in agreement- all positive comments and no negative. Market in agreement to all three changes. 

· Any feedback? No

· Needs to be a use case? Already have it as a requirement. Karen will go back and look to see who it was assigned it to. 

· CF and Kyle P. have the standard email use case. 

KS- have one question- Cancel with Approval. 2 or 5 business days…based on protocol. Discussing with Texas Set to change this window to lesser time frame. However, is there a way to put a table out there?  
MT- escalation is off a table. 

DM- its only two subtypes…can change the hard code pretty easily. 
KM- should I add this as a requirement. 
JF- we can take it back and see if it it’s a possibility. I don’t think it would be a rewrite. 

ADJOURN
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