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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Karen Malkey   
Today’s agenda covers a couple of use cases, one dealing with API, character through API, another one requirement 14 days auto complete- do not need anymore- this will be removed from requirements. Comments from yesterday making the title not updatable. I sent the use case for that. If we have time we will get to those today. Identify the cases that will be discussed in our October meetings.  
COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING USE CASES FOR USER AND TECHNICAL COMMENTS

A. PROVIDE UPDATE VIA API WHENEVER A MARKET PARTICIPANT’S VISIBILITY TO AN ISSUE HAS BEEN REMOVED. #9
a. Still shows as In Progeess, so we don’t know that it has been closed. Back office system out of sync
b. 1.1.1- 
· LG- Example. 
· KM- issue opened- issues has wrong party added to the issue. Issue sent to the wrong TDSP. CNP gets it and starts working it and its not our information. ERCOT will remove CNP from the issue and API cannot identify that the issue is closed or deleted. Nothing through the API that it has been closed deleted. 
· LG- can we handle it the same way as when it is closed and then emails will be sent. 
· KM- could be handled that way.  Lets read the success scenario to better explain

c. 1.1.5- Main success scenario- 
· KM- new transition –wrong mp involved. We don’t see ERCOT interventions. This would allow us to remove the issue from our systems and remove the proprietary information from our systems.

d. 1.1.6- MP Identifies- Does this make sense? 
· LF- we don’t see those on our side that much. But I can see where this would happen. I see where the issue number would be missing. So you are saying you would be able to pull it up but the information would be X’d out. 
· KM- we don’t get anything through the API that the issue has been deleted, ERCOT invention. We still show it as an open issue in our back end system. ERCOT remove the information but the issue visibility is still here. 
· LF- API would put it in the begin working state. 
· KM- API would pick it up in a closed status but none of the information is onthere so that we can update our backdated systems. 

· LF- new entry in our system but it would not remove it from our back end system. 
· LG- when I create a MarkeTrak and it is assigned to a TDSP. Would I ever create an issue that would go to another TDSP? No. 
· KM- I think it is a missed key. 
· DM- why don’t we automatically update who the TDSP is on the issue? 
· LG- Do some automation on who the ESI ID belongs to? 
· DM- yes we could do it. 
· LG- I would rather do the automation validate on that then do this. 
· DM- we can do the validation. 
· KM- that is okay with me. 
· DM- few cases…20 create where the TDSP would not be able to be assigned. zone..ESI ID removes…
· KM- no, we retire them. 
· DM- that is a good requirements. 
· NT- is it a possibility where an ESI ID can change TDSP territory? 
· KM- issue out there to add to RMG if MP out of the market. no validation is done if they are not in the market. 
· DM- ERCOT intervention…usually the CR is getting the wrong issue. It is not common. 
· DM- MP involved…submit resubmit..it adds to this field..problem..you cannot remove from this field only add. Mistake…can only add not remove so we hit ERCOT intervention. So that is what hurts your system, Karen. We could change the way we can remove from the mps involved list. 
· KM- if you remove from the Market Participant involved- how would we get the notification through the API?
· KM- Today, set up to us but has the wrong ESI ID in the issue. 
· DM- Yes, you would have to remove that information. 
· KM- it would prevent me from having to call. Need some way or functionality to get this information from the API…show in the spreadsheet and in reporting. We have to call ERCOT to see what happened to this issue. In our system it is still showing as In Progress. 
· DM- not sure how the API works with this…Create a trigger. State change history. 
· MT- API works if they go in and request it. 
· DM- we can wipe the issue clean and leave it out there. 
· KM- wipe it out and transition to a state of close so that the issue is still there. 
· KM- could it be in a new state? Is there a way that KM could wipe  the  issue. Intervention closed. 
· DM- worried about that…that would be an easy way to close the issue. If you have a button then they would use it. We could do that. Realize they could push it at any time to close an issue. 
· KM- what if the button was only used by the Administrators. Have to go to the MarkeTrak Administrators to close. 
· DM- we could look at this. I would be a little worried with everybody in the world having that button- call centers and people that haven’t been trained.

· DM- people on my team would love that button. 
· KM- get some not many on a regular basis.Still have to call ERCOT and have them select ERCOT intervention. 
· MT- I think look into giving the MarkeTrak Administrators that button to wipe the issues. 
· DM- we could look into it. 
· MT- required information may be a problem with wiping the information clean. 
· DM- can we do that and input a comment. 
e. 1.1.5- Main success scenario-

· #5- MT- he was looking into removing all the fields and add a comments. ERCOT to look into possible alternatives

· KM- should there be an automatic statement in there. Hit the button updates the comments with generic statement. Go to state of Intervention complete. API can download it and pick it up with the new state. Then we will be able to update our back end system. 

f. 1.1.6- #3- added any MP admin involved in the issue….#5- added (ERCOT to look into possible alternatives) 
· NT- so there would be a wrong MP button,  so if any user tried to push it they would get a message that you have to contact their admin. People should know that this is a possibility. 
· DM- we will take a look. Not sure if the roles and privileges that are set up can set it up separate from the admin. We can meet that requirement one way or other. We will have to look at it. 
g. KM- not a new field. DM- new transition and state. Unless you want it to go to the regular. Closed by submitter. KM- probably a new state. 

h. 1.1.7- extension scenario- 
· KM- will have to come back to view again to see what you find out. If someone other than the admin selects the button then they would get an error message. 
· DM- or they can’t complete the transition. #11 user would receive error message: only admin person belonging to DUNS can successfully transition Wrong MP Involved.#12 User selects cancel. 
· DM- I would put some thing in there that states that the user is not the admin user of that company. 
· MT- put it in as the extension scenario title. Non-Admin MP attempts to transition: “Wrong MP Involved”
i. KM- can you think of any other items that is needed. API stands point to add. 
j. DM- I don’t think so.. all the work is done through the GUI and then the API should be able to pull through the GUI. 

B. SUPPORT THE & SIGN IN THE API (MAYBE OTHER CHARACTERS) #10
a. Special character requirements. 
b. 1.1.1- 

· KM- happening today.

· Download from the API and when it comes back to me it does not look like it does in the GUI. We want to be able to download from the API and it look like it does in the GUI. 

· KM- API needs to convert correctly? 
· MT- Yes User case- added convert xml special characters correctly. Bulk Insert?
· DM- Bulk Insert handles correctly right now. 
· MT- Yes

c. 1.1.2- Pre conditions- Added- MarkeTrak system is available and processing issues.
d. 1.1.4- Triggers- Added- API update with special character 
· NT- every special character except for a comma. 
· DM- commas do not work to well in the bulk insert. 
· KM- I identified in the use case.

e. 1.1.5- 
· KM- listed it from GUI to what we see and back 
f. 1.1.6- does that make sense. 
· KM- hard to write. 
· DM- as long as it makes sense to Mike. 

· KM- any other questions with the API. 
· MT- Reliant is thinking about using an API. 
· KP- yeah we are with all the other projects we are doing.

C. NOT ALLOW CHANGES TO THE TITLE FIELD- #11-
a. 1.1.1- r
· Read only- Yes
· Updateable is no
· Automatically populated- yes

· Proprietary- no. 
· KM- any transitions. 
· DM- No- automatically populated at submission. Workflows- all. 
· LF- why would you we remove the title from the bulk insert. 
· NT- it is automatically populated. 
· DM- might want to remove that from the bulk insert. 
· DM- that field is optional. 
· KM- if something is in there then it would fail. 
· LG- Change to the csv. 
· LG/KM- that was premise type. Leave in there. 
· NT- we could ignore it. 
· DM- we will have to take a look at it. Fail out invalid selection. 
· LG- I say remove it completely.  
· KM- that would change everybody’s. 
· LG- vote out to the market. 
· NT- wonder if people have processing that create the bulk insert rely on the field set up per the data charts. 
· KM- how you have your bulk insert set up do you have the title already in there. YES. 
· LG- would it be easier for your developers to pull that field. 
· LF- Spreadsheets are auto populated with the type. We don’t do that many bulks. 
· KM- have template with information already in there…do not change the way they use the bulk insert. Can you just default the bulk insert process. 
· DM- Can’t answer for the developer. We can write it up and try to meet the requirement one way or another. 
· Added- Bulk Insert- ERCOT will look to see if they can ignore the title field in the submission of the bulk insert to create the issue) 
· Jennifer- asked mike and the field would be ignored on that field through the bulk insert submission. After finding this out we changed the use case to say Bulk Insert- Title field column will be left in the bulk insert template but will not be used. ERCOT will ignore any information populated in this column.
b. 1.1.2- Pre- conditions: Added MarkeTrak is available and processing issues

c. 1.1.4- Added- creation of issue

d. 1.1.5- Main Success scenario- 

· I don’t think there is a success scenario since we are just making a functionality of a field that we currently use. 
· TS- submit issue and the title field is populated. 
· KT- and extension scenario, user try to update but gives you an error. 
· LG- if the box is grayed out would you be able to attempt to update and then you wouldn’t get an error. There would not be an extension scenario…because there would be no box to update and the spell check icon would not be there. 
· Added 1.1.5- main success scenario- 1. User selects issue to create. 2. issue create screen is displayed. 3. Issue title is present on the screen but not updateable by user. 4. User takes normal path.
e. 1.1.6- Extension scenario added- Bulk insert with title present. 1. User submits issues through Bulk Insert with the title field populated. 2. MarkeTrak tool will ignore the title field and create the issues with the appropriate title field. 3. Issue takes normal path

f. Any questions on this use case? No questions

D. REMOVE 14-DAY WAIT FROM ‘AUTO COMPLETE’ TO ‘AUTO COMPLETE (CLOSED)’. RECOMMEND TRANSITIONING STRAIGHT FROM ‘PENDING COMPLETE’ TO ‘AUTO COMPLETE (CLOSED)’ AFTER 14 DAYS- (AS OPPOSED TO 28 DAYS FROM ‘PENDING COMPLETE’ TO AUTO COMPLETE (CLOSED)’). –REMOVED FROM REQUIREMENTS
E. ESCALATION EMAILS- KYLE PATRICK AND CHERYL WORKED ON TOGETHER- 

a. One of our discussions yesterday was- 1.1.1 add escalation button on the GUI to all issues along with capturing the email on the issue. 
· KP- I thought that was the route we were going yesterday. Adding escalation button on the GUI. 
· LF- Is there thought of having timing behind it. Issues have their own number of days and hours to be escalated. It wouldn’t let anyone to escalate it if it was within the issue escalated timeline. 
· MT- I thought it was for anyone to escalate an issue at any time. 
· KP- if the button is there then they would use it for all issues. 
· LF- seems like if it’s available, we would get a lot of issues escalated. 
· DM- when we created the priority flag then some said they would send all of there move ins as priority. 
· JF- the issue was they didn’t want to go out the rolodex to find the escalation contacts. 
· JF- the escalation emails that are already set up within MarkeTrak go to the primary escalation and secondary escalation people and not the primary and secondary. 
· MT- are we really escalating the issue…going to the primary and secondary. Or opposed to the emails going to the primary and secondary escalation contacts. 
· JF- not sure it was explained in the requirements. 
· KP- had to draw a conclusion to who it should go to. Went to the GUI and pushed icon to see who can send off the issue- MPs involved. Then wrote it for those that are not involved, to the primary and escalation contacts. 
· KP- I get an email listing of escalated issues every morning.
· KM- those are based off the escalation dates. 
· KP- if its met those age then you could use the button. 
· JF- but if its already met the age then why add the button because they already received a notification
· DM- I can see if they issue doesn’t have an MP Involved listed, not touched it. Then I can see escalation the emails. 
· KP- what are we talking about there. 
· MT- I think we were talking about emailing easier from the issue to the MP involved list…and escalation. 
· JF- they have to go through so many steps to the rolodex to find the contact information. 
· KM- emails submitting to me from the issue but what if I’m on vacation. Nothing tells them that I’m out of the office. Then the primary could be notified since I would be out of the office. The tool would not tell someone that person is out of the office. 
· MT- MarkeTrak sends the emails and so the out of office goes back to MarkeTrak. The email for out of office does not go to that person in their email inbox. 
· LG- issue is being worked…not being worked escalated after some time period. 
· KP- I get email from ERCOT escalation and then I will also get individual from another company that is escalated. 
· MT- I think they wanted to ease that with sending the escalation emails from the issue and it would pull all the parties and  also capture the escalation emails. 
· LG- can it give, escalation email button. Can it give you all of those people involved in that issue within that email and then I can choose from the list. 
· JF- what if we change it from escalation email to send email, so that it doesn’t say escalation. 
· LF- drop down would show all the contacts from the rolodex. Training issue! If they send the issue that morning then they shouldn’t send an email at noon. 
· KM- can we tie out of office with the emails. 
· CR-AEP- isn’t this something that we can manage internally. 
· JF- set up an outlook rule. 
· CR-AEP- I don’t like taking the escalation from the email. 
· DM/ONCOR- misinterpretations of what escalation means..Work mine first. Customer is impacted is escalation reasons. I don’t think there would ever be some logic that people would be abusing it. Contact the MP to work out the issue. 
· JF- can add to the user guide. Define the escalation. Reference guide to what this is supposed to be used for. What is the scenario for escalation? 
· DM/ONCOR- plus if you keep getting escalation emails from one party and they are really not escalated issues then the other party may not even look at the emails to work them. They would be abusing this button. 
· NT- exciting about this is the email capture. What would that look like?

· DM- an attachment. 
· NT- I don’t remember if I sent an email yesterday, cool to be able to see that. 
· KM- under the attachment section. Icon on there. 
· MT- Notes, body of the text. I will have to check that for the examples. 
· JF- requirement emails to all parties within the issues, primary, secondary. And be able to override those email addresses and then attached to screen. 
· DM/ONCOR- auto populate would be easier. Isn’t it easier to remove than to add. 
· JR- auto populate is better. 
· KP- I’m not there then the secondary would know to address it. 
· LF- if you have five people get an email, then all will be working it. I think you should go with one or two. 
· MT- I think primary and secondary. 
· JF- requirement says escalation primary and secondary escalation. 
· Kim/ONCOR- If they send the email to both Liz and I, and Liz is set up first then I would assume she is working it first then if she didn’t touch in four hours then I would work it. 
· MT- right now you can escalate the issue. 
· LG- the only one I can escalate an issue. I can send it to the owner. And I need to escalate it to someone else. 
· LF- what if it doesn’t have an owner, no one has touched it?.
· JF- I think that is why it was asked for. If it wasn’t assigned then you would have to go to the rolodex. You can do this right now. 
· KM- add a button some where to send a email to the escalation. Email for more clarification maybe not escalation email but to use if you need more information. 
· JF- if you select the drop down does it have to be by specific MPs, Reliant, CNP involved. Will it be escalated to one or both MPs involved?. 
· Kim/ONCOR- IAS it would determine what state you are on. 
· LF- It would be an individual basis. 
· JF- would it be possible to change the envelope icon to multiple parties.
· MT- no. 
· KM- it would be a separate button at the top. 
· KM- two push buttons. Email to submitter, email to assignee. 
· DM- is there any way to get rid of the two buttons to get to the rolodex…quick link to the rolodex. I built a report so that they input the duns and get the primary and secondary. 
· LG- don’t you want to be able to do this at the issue level. If you send it from the issue, it would be logged at the issue. 
· DM- correct, you would want it attached. If you did it through a report it would not be attached. 
· JF- do you think we need to take this back and look at some options. 
· MT- send emails, primary and secondary of the issue…submitter- or assignee and have the option to add people to the email and then capture the email on the issue. 
· Auto populate sub type primary and secondary contacts

· Email will allow for user to edIt the recipients of the email

· LG- click button, have primary and secondary and if I have the option to add the escalation emails…
· MT- Yes. 
· JR- you would add a link for the escalation. 
· LG- no we want this in the issue. 

· Action item that ERCOT will research the possible solutions for this email functionality.

· KM- understanding why you would choose this button. Reasons…Communication problem. Take it to a different person for clarification. To understand why.
· JF- emails that are sent from the envelope, are they attached to the issue? 
· MT- No, they have to cut and paste in the comments. 
· JF- Need to ask if they want this. 
· DM- why don’t we include an envelope by the MPs involved list and then the email can be sent from there. 

· JF- added- emails to the issue owners send using the email icon currently in the tool should also be saved and attached to the issue. 

· Added to title- and the capture of any emails sent via the MarkeTrak issue screen.  
· MT- be sure to watch grammar and profanity in the emails because they will be attached. 
· Review this one at the next meeting.

F. CURRENT ESCALATION NOTICE- ADD A NEW COLUMN #13
a. 1.1.1-

· LF- this would only apply if you get an attachment. 
· DM- it will be within your jumble within the email that you are getting today. 
· MT- who is the issue owner. 
· KM- MP owner, TDSP owner. 
· DM- IAS- TDSP owner. Some submitter owner and assignee owner. 
· MT- what if I list all the owners. 
· KM- that will work then I can go through and pick the owner. 
· DM- what if there is not an owner. 
· MT- then it would be blank. Changed description to All MP Owners associated with each issue. GUI- no impact, API- no impact. Bulk Insert- no impact.
·  KM- modifying the escalation emails that we get today. The attachment. 
b. 1.1.3- added new columns 
· MT. just need the name, not the contact information. 
· KM- no just name.

c. 1.1.5- just list columns and give title of columns.  Added. 1. Issue reached escalation threshold. 2. Email sent to escalation contacts with attachment list of escalated issues. 3. Attachment includes……additional columns. TDSP owner, ERCOT owner, Assignee Owner, Gaining MP Owner, Losing MP Owner, Submitting MP Owner. Added- MarkeTrak tool will provide additional info in the escalation attachment to provide the names of all owners associated with each issue. If no owner is assigned the field will be null.
LUNCH

G. ADDITIONAL USE CASES TO REVIEW FOR COMPLETION

Remind everyone to attend the DEV Workshop on September 28th- D2D issues in the morning and DEV issues in the afternoon. Tomorrow, September 20th is the last day to sign up for both workshops. 

New use cases, you’ve got issues in progress under the old issues and then you will have new issues with the new workflows. How are we going to transition from the old to the new. 
DM- would like to hear any ideas for this. It will be tough. 
KM- not sure if we can convert them to the new workflow. How are we going to manage the in progress. Be thinking about this

Have meetings on…the implementation of phase 2. I know that the flight test has gone from 4 to 3 flights. Schedule 0208, 0608, and 1008. Typically the flight tests last 6 weeks. Sand box testing during the blackout period outside the flight test. 
MT- unless we get permission from that we can test during testing. 
KM- last time…full testing got bumped from EDI testing. Suggest testing outside the flight test schedule. 
MT- or put test tighter for mps to test during the flight schedule.
KM- meetings scheduled with TTPT and ERCOT Testing team. 
DM/ONCOR and KM – we want the sand box to be able to play in this for a long time and have the help of ERCOT. KM- can ERCOT ask about this and let us know how we are going to do this? 
MT- we really need to get the requirements done first. 
KM- I want people to be aware.
ASSIGN DISCUSSION DATES ON REMAINING USE CASES AND DUE DATES TO BE SUBMITTED TO ERCOT
a. OCTOBER 2nd- (Houston) Constellation Hosting Laura Gonzales downtown. 1221 Lamar Street. 
· D2D Issues- Next meeting is going to be all D2D (JF- we will get all the D2D issues in and then sort them out to say which ones will be on the 2nd and which ones will be on the 3rd)
1. New Sub type- premise, address, service orders- ONCOR (Kristy- we sent it to you), safety net, with meter removal
2. Changes to usage and billing

3. Changes to rep of record
4. Changes to missing transaction sub type

b. OCTOBER 3rd-
· D2D Issues- Next meeting is going to be all D2D
Remaining items will be reviewed on October 16th and 17th. Anything else that doesn’t have a 10/2 or 10/3 date on the requirement spreadsheet then it will be covered on Oct 16th and 17th. The ones that were reviewed today will be sent out and then people can review to be brought up at the next discussion for final review.  

c. OCTOBER 16th and 17th  (Dallas) ONCOR 
Escalation times per the Available date. 
DM- will have to make the change to the RMS reports and modification on how to pull them based off the available date than the submit date.

DM- Who is going to be doing the use case regarding API that are assigned to ERCOT. I can’t do it. And you don’t want your developer doing it. 
JF- not sure if we do a use case. Not change to steps. Written as a performance requirement. 
DM- performance issue. We could change it to 20K. 
KM- we talked about a separate database.
DM- we would have to involve our project manager. Design.
JF- steps are the same but pulling back more rows. Not a use cases.
KM- want to know some alternatives. Additional hardware with this much more money. 
JF- bring back in the final document in the final meeting. 
Nov 1sr and 2nd- MET; Proposed that the market’s requirements are due by October 17th and ERCOT requirements are due by November 1st and 2nd…and then on Nov 14th and 15th have all to review. All have to be done by November 21st.  Proposed schedule to meet our deadline. 

Requirement spreadsheet- 
· Added requirements

· Escalation emails- new column- Karen Malkey 
· ID Search to make it bigger- Karen Malkey
· Usage/Billing- drop down (add 867_03 00, 867_03 01, etc.)- Jennifer Garcia
· Don’t capture issue owner unless the owner field is empty- Karen Malkey
· ESI ID to TDSP DUNS validation- assigning to the right DUNS- ERCOT
MT- I thought we mentioned the TDSP validation when submitting an issue and giving a warning message, ‘ES I ID is not associated with that TDSP.
 LG- I thought we scratched it because it would affect the IAS sub type.  
JF- would it check it if you assigned it to the TDSP. Only does the validation if you select a TDSP. 
LG- I wouldn’t get it…make sure I am sending it to the right person. Or are we getting the wrong warning where you send an issue to the CR. Comments from everybody

DM/ONCOR- how often does this occur…very rare? 
LG reason why it was brought up…API issues…KM has issue with ESI ID does not belong to CNP. 
DM/ONCOR- this seems like a complicated requirement. Less expensive….
KS- ERCOT has to do the validation anyway. 
DM/ONCOR- and that is happening today. 
JF- it is a simple additions to that validation. The Siebel validation is being done today. Just add this to that validation. DM/ONCOR- how often? 
KM- I have some. 
JF- it wont do it every time when send….
CF- TDSP we like it..we do get these types of issues and we have to reject them. 
NT- what if I have an order with the wrong DUNS number…TDSP DUNS…
DM/ONCOR- gong to validate with DUNS…
JF- transaction with the wrong TDSP duns…
NT- unique to TDSP. 
JF- its going to be a warning so you can over ride that and work the issue. 
Laura Gonzalez- I’m trying to get with our IT department to get land lines for the next meetings in Houston. We may not have so bring your cards to get on line. 
KT- if we have more people working on one use case. Do you want both parties to put their comments and then send those and we discuss as a whole or agree together. KM- I know there is one where everyone is working on, we can have a conference call and discuss. 

ADJOURN                                                                              


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































