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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Jennifer Garcia    
AGENDA REVIEW AND DISCUSSION- 
We have a lot of ground to cover in the day and half that we have reserved. ERCOT will go through the IAG Workflow for MarkeTrak. Also, then go into RMG revisions. Some of the Reps that attended the MarkeTrak Task Force brought up CenterPoint Energy not cancelling during the evaluation period. We’ve had a meeting with Susan Neal/CNP to discuss this issue. It was discussed during this meeting that if we put wording in the RMG guide in the IAG section that they would follow that as a guide and start canceling during the evaluation period to prevent a IAG issue.
· Revisions Section 7-Some of the changes that have been made

· MVO should not be sent to correct an IAG. 
· Changed from business days to calendars days.
· Referenced PUCT rules

· REP is no longer in the market.
· Question: The change from business days to calendar days. Not understanding the purpose of the change?

· Answer- Changed it to calendar days because MarkeTrak does not handle business days. 

· Question: When entering the MarkeTrak issue, do we have to calculate for holidays? 

· Answer- Yes. That is why we added a couple of days. We changed it from 13 days to 15 days.
· Question: What if the 15th day falls on September 29th, a Saturday, will the TDSPs be able to support the backdated MVI for a weekend or holiday? 
· Answer- CNP will go to the next business day. ONCOR- it doesn’t matter. TNMP- it doesn’t matter.

· Question: So, if the MVI is scheduled for the 29th, which is a Saturday then will they push the date to that Monday, October 1st?

· Answer: Yes

· Question: What is the point?

· Answer: There is always going to be some exceptions

· Question: Just to clarify- If the 15th day falls on a weekend or holiday then it will be moved to the next business day?

· Question: Do we want to do this? Just say go to the next week day?

· Answer: It’s says in the rule no later than 15 days

· Question: If the 15 days falls on the weekend then move it to that Friday to stay in compliance. Agree to that?

· Answer: It already states that in the language. If it falls on Saturday then the Rep should move it back to the Friday before.

· Question: That is ok, just need to understand it. 

· Question: Right above section 25.488- ‘If it is determined that the original CR is no longer active in the market, then it is recommended that the gaining CR should request that ERCOT close any open MarkeTrak issues and make all reasonable attempts to contact the customer to resolve the issue’. It sounds like ERCOT has to do this. The Rep should contact the customer. If the gaining CR was unable to do so, add here they would need to contact the customer.

· Section: ‘The original CR may reject the return of an inadvertently gained Customer from the Gaining CR if the original CR has already regained the ESI ID or a third (3rd) CR has completed a transaction since the inadvertent gain period’. 
· JR- The completed part bothers me. There are several cases where the MVI is sent and it is not completed. I think the presence of the third party transaction is reason to not accept it. We should be able to reject an IAS. 
· KS- reject in a pending state?

· JG- I disagree.

· JR- lots of times the third party transaction is cancelled because of a MarkeTrak issue. The third party cannot resend their MVI on the actual date of when their customer moved in, causing the third party CR problems because they cannot get the MVI in because of IAG process. 
· RB- Why does the IAG cause a cancel on the third party? 
· JR- stacking. 
· JG- It would cancel the switch, not the MVI. Move ins stack but switch will be cancelled. 
· JG- Does the TDSPs support this?
· LF- ONCOR does not. If it completes then we reject IAG issue. We will not ask third party CR to cancel order. 
· JG- Do they end up getting their switch cancelled then, ERCOT will cancel. 
· Liz- If ERCOT cancels then we will cancel. 
· CR/AEP- We will cancel if we complete the MVI.
· JG- Will you work with the third party CR to resend? 
· CR/AEP- Yes, we have the same logic as ERCOT does. We would reject the switch and complete the MVI. Pending MVI, reject the switch and complete the move in. not sure what we are debating. All TDSPs do that. 
· JG- Rules say completed, most of the CRs, speaking for Direct Energy, we like to work if pending because you don’t know if it will complete or be cancelled. TXU ES wanting it to say pending, if anything pending switch or MVI and reject the IAG issue and not work it at all. 
· JR- depending on the timing.  
· JG- What will the TDSPs do in this situation, AEP, CNP will work with the third party CR and ONCOR and TNMP will not work with them. 
· LF- I think the switch gets cancelled before we even get it. Like Cary/AEP says. 
· JR- ERCOT will be sending the 814_08 cancel. 
· JG- Some of the TDSPs work with the third CR to get the customer back?

· CN- CNP does not work with the 3rd party CR, we let the transactions flow. If we are asked then we will work with the 3rd party. 
· JG- your saying if we ask you to then you will? 
· CN- Yes. Automatically no. 
· TNMP- we wouldn’t contact the third party. That is there choice to resubmit. 
· ONCOR and AEP are the same way. You are not going to contact them unless asked to. 
· TNMP- not even sure if we would do it if we were asked to. Not sure why the third party cannot monitor it themselves to be able to resubmit. They would get a transaction. 
· ONCOR- would not it either. 
· JG- ERCOT what would the 814_08 say? Would it give the 3rd party CR a reason that states that the 3rd party CR enrollment is being cancelled due to an IAG?
· KT- it would be your normal cancel. It would not say per an IAG issue. 
· JG- not wanting you to monitor. Says to get the customer back to where it should be.
· TNMP- that is back to the IAG issue and not the third party that comes in. I don’t think it is our responsibility. 
· CR- Where are we on this issue now?
· JR- What determines the timing?
· JR- If the 3rd party CR has time to resubmit their switch to get their customer back per the contract date. Some of these switches were submitted 30 days ago. The First available switch date may kick them out to November. Negotiate a new contact date with the customer. 
· JG- We do not want to penalize the other CR if they have a contact. Switch eight weeks in the future and don’t want to eat the usage for the eight weeks and if it’s an IDR customer, we don’t want to eat that. CR can talk about this at lunch. What the TDSPs have told us we don’t know what solutions we have. 
· JR- The other CRs involved do not know who the 3rd Rep is so we cannot communicate with them. 
· Cary- if they receive the 814_08 then they should know it’s per an IAG issue.
· KT- no, the 814_08 would not indicate to the 3rd party CR that it was cancelled per an IAG issue. 
· Cary- CRs should be monitoring their enrollments. 
· Cary- not sure if we can do anything about the date, that is between you and your contract. 
· JR- complete in the document, we would like to change it to pending and have enough time for the third party to submit their enrollment. 
· RB- problem with that is the customer has been with the wrong rep. Situation- customer served by the wrong Rep for a short, medium, or long period of time. Not returning to the right rep and being billed by. 
· KP- availability for those time periods that he would be losing, he is concerned about not getting that switch in by November 1st and cancelled and resubmitted best December 1st then get call from customer, and it is out of his doing. Maybe should have been monitoring these. Should have the right to get the November date back because that is what he’s original request was for but had to deal with an IAG issue. I can feel both sides of it. 
· RB- if big customer then it’s a big deal. Have to eat up all the usage. 
· KP- then customer gets frustrated, switch to another rep to get right but then you’re trying to clean this up. 
· RB- The example that JR gave-.have whole month to be pushed…usually not done on cycle?
· KP- they don’t have to be done on cycle. 
· RB- could be either…cycle or off-cycle. 
· JR- IDR is on cycle but it could be off cycle for other customer. We can work with it and handle these as one offs. 
· JG- I would rather have something in the guide so I can go back to. 
· JG- Concerns, pending transactions and set time periods. If completed in two weeks then we won’t take it back. 
· Lauren- it’s a grey area…issue or complaint dependent on the unique situation. I think in this discussion what ever call you make it’s in a grey area. Need to decide what the best call is. Understanding there is always exceptions. 
· RB- We could set it up as a requirement if all parties agreed with this. If the other CR agreed with it then it would be okay. Look at use case if MarkeTrak would accommodate this workflow. 
· JG- problem with getting everyone to agree. Half the TDSPs will not support. ERCOT would have to support. The third CR would have to be involved. 
· RB- there would be no transaction flowing because there is a pending switch. 
· JR- Gaining CR has a switch pending. Key date a week for now. 
· RB- you can see their scheduled date. 
· JR- The Key date on TML but you do not know who the other CR is, the gaining the CR would reject the issue and it would not be an IAG issue. 
· RB- Gaining CR switch scheduled for week and close the issue. Then no transaction would flow and the TDSP would not see it. Then the IAG issue would not be fixed. 
· KP- then IAG issue would go away. 
· MM- determined what type of customer and how often the customer switched like that if the have an IAG and opt out. The CR didn’t do anything wrong, .deny the losing CR to gain back the customer. 
· RB- if the original CR does not want to take the customer back because there is a pending switch. Then they could justify not taking them back. 
· JR- most cases they will want to take this back.
· MM- the original Rep, be able to say they don’t want to take it back. It’s the customer’s best interest to put back on the original CR then work off from there. 
· JR- I can continue to work with it like it is. 
· JG- The next Texas Set Release we should add an IAG reject code in the 814_08. 
UPDATE ON MARKETRAK WORKFLOWS

Inadvertent Gain Use Case- this use case was written up by the IGTF and then taken to the MTTF to review and update. The MTTF made a few changes:

· We not longer have the Vote State- voting stage. No voting state and now it will be passed to each owner of the issue. It will make it clearer in the flow as to who is responsible for it. You will still have to agree but no vote state. 
· Added- Original Transaction Date. 
· Added a field if Gaining Rep is still the rep of record

· Added field- Regain date- Send to TDSP the date of backdated MVI to let them know. This is done through comments. Now there will be a field to report on. 
· Added Transition Date and provide BGN02- happens at a different time in the workflow. Field transition date. Now actual date. I would think same as proposed date but there may be issue where it isn’t the same. ERCOT will populate global id. 
· Vote state- Added new transitions- send back to submitter- so that you don’t have to return to ERCOT. 
· There is a TDSP that will ask for the transaction date- regain date- so transition in there so they can send back and forth incase the TDSP does not agree with the regain date.
· RB- What about changing to Re-Gain Date?

· JF- Yes, better to change to Re-Gain Date. To be consistent.

· Changed IAS to IAG.

· New escalation rules, replacing if new inadvertent transition within 48 hours escalation to ERCOT.

· Automated Siebel update to close out the issue. If still null within () then escalated to losing contacts.-
· We may need to look at this. May need to say other than complete status. Instead of Null
· If they IAG issue has been touched in seven calendar days then escalated to responsible escalation contacts. 

· QUESTION: JC- Second bullet explains Siebel status 

· ANSWER: JF- losing CR transaction submitted. Siebel will check to see if the transaction has come in and completed, if it has completed then the issue will go into a complete state. (End of issue.)
· QUESTION to the market: Should the issue auto close when the order status is complete or do you want to be able to go into the issue and select the closed button? The Cancel with Approval Sub type is written so that if the order is showing as cancelled in Siebel then the issue will be auto close and the submitter will not have to select the closed button. 

·  JF- it will not auto complete but it will check the status and update the issue and then close out the issue. 
· JC- it won’t auto complete? The one that submitted the transaction will have to close the issue. 
· JC- stays open for how long? 
· JF- Will have an auto close. 14 calendar days.
Main Scenario-

· Request an update re-gain date. One of the TDSPs asked for this. Today, the would have to send it back to get the date and to do that they have to send it back through ERCOT and ERCOT would have to send it back to the right party.. 

Extension Scenarios-

· ERCOT selects invalid IAG parties-
· JG- Why would you say invalid? 
· KT/CH- the reasons why it could be invalid would be if submitter is listed as the Gaining or Losing CR. Wrong invalid Tran id. Gap in service. Losing CR left the market. 
· JC- wrong BGN, then we have to close that issue and resubmit another issue. Is there a way to modify that field? 
· JF- we will have to take that back and ask if that is updatable. ERCOT will reject and then it will go back to the submitter to close.. Don’t know if return to submitter if incorrect BGN. We can check this and see if it can be updated at this point. Jennifer will take back to ERCOT and ask.
· JC- Could you see about adding one, the analyst working the issue uses the roller on their mouse and will pick the wrong selection for Losing Rep or Gaining Rep. Can we see about making this field updatable instead of rejecting the issue and having to close it and start all over. 
· CH- currently we cannot change that field back. 
· JF- Check to see if this field can be updatable. Can look at the invalid reasons and see which ones can be updateable. 

Additional Extension Scenarios-

· Siebel Status is null
· Gaining CR disagrees with issue
· Losing CR disagrees with issue

· TDSP returns to Submitting CR- sends back to the beginning.

· TDSP request updated regain date

· TDSP request updated regain date losing 
END of FLOW

· CH- Siebel sub status- should = complete before the MarkeTrak can be closed. JF- that is what we talked about before. 
· CH- we want it to be complete and not scheduled. 
· JF- suggestion- it has to be complete before it can be closed.

Cancel with Approval- once the order is in a cancelled status the issue will be closed. For IAG workflow, as a losing CR is there a reason why we cannot close the issue if the order is complete in Siebel and then it would transition to a closed state in MarkeTrak. Right now check Siebel status every 30 minutes, if it goes to complete in ERCOT system. As of right now in the workflow, the losing CR will have to go out there and hit accept to close the issue but if the order goes to complete it could just go to closed state automatically? 
· Monique/Constellation- I would like to close the issue myself. 
· JF- you want to take the step to close it. Reason- to just be able to double check. 
· JF- this would do it when the system is complete. 

· KP- can we have it where Monique can get what she wants and the rest do the other way- auto close. 
· JF- no cannot say Constellation it should be worked this way and the others a different way. Use the same system and workflow.

· JG- may need to check their system to make sure if transaction is there. Turn into a missing transaction MarkeTrak issue. 

· Green Mountain- would like it to be auto closed when the order is complete in ERCOT’s Siebel system

· MM- would like it for it to be closed. 
· CH- you can double check by running a report for all closed issues. 

JF- I will make the change to the IAG use case- auto close when order is complete then take it to the MTTF
.

We are having a MTTF meeting next week, if you see something email it to me and I can take it back to that task force. 

· JR- back up on page 2. Market to verify no reason to Return to ERCOT. Taking it out. 
· JF- I thought we took this language out? 
· JF- the decision was to leave the language- Return to ERCOT. MTTF said there are reasons to leave in Return to ERCOT. Only leave in there after Assign Parties. 

JF- IGTF- talked about adding a root cause field- CRs could enter the root cause of the IAG issue and it would be visible to the CRs. Not everyone would be able to see for internal research. Originally in the workflow .decision…
· JF- we do not have the permission levels on MarkeTrak to give. They can only be given by type- CR/TDSP All CRs would be able to see each others root cause.. Consensus- if everyone did not want everyone seeing their root cause. We do not have a way to work around this. New performance measures would ask for root cause and they will not. 
· JG- we could put it in there but ERCOT would be able to see only and they would be able to run market wide reports. When you submit the issue, you would enter it in and then it would go away and you would not be able to see then ERCOT would only be able to see. 
· JF- it would go into a black hole for the market and ERCOT could run a report against it. It’s an option. People didn’t want it if you can’t see it. And most said they keep track of this in their internal systems. Risk- may not be able to use it and it may not be accurate data.
· JG- right now, root cause is not in there. 
· JF- per market request it’s not in there.
LUNCH

RETAIL MARKET GUIDE REVISIONS

There have been some issues raised before and at lunch. We will discuss those now and also discuss Michael Matlock’s email topic.
· Monique/Constellation- Buyers Remorse section- the customer rescinded after the date choice to switch to another provider instead of sending an IAS. Rescission period add verbiage sometime customer gives date to switch and they realize they have a contract that expires one month later or two months later. Is that buyer’s remorse? Of do we tell them that the enrollment completed. 
· JG- I don’t think that is an IAG. That is a valid enrollment. 
· Monique/Constellation- add verbiage that is not an IAG. 
· AEP- that is not an IAS- received customer date before the contract is not over. 
· Monique- specific language in it, contract with us and think it’s expire with another CR but then look at it and it has two or more months. Customer wants to stay with previous contract and then go to us after the contract is up. Wording from document- Any CR receiving an untimely notice of rescission from the customer shall inform the customer that they have a right to select another CR and may do so by contacting that CR. The CR shall also inform the Customer that they will be responsible for charges from the CR for service provided until they switch to another CR. The right of rescission is not applicable for a customer requesting a move in. 
· JG- will think about it and make it read friendlier
Michael Matlock’s email- Suggested language. ‘The Losing Rep will remain responsible for the customer/premise until a MVO has effectuated in the market’.

· JG- Where would you like to insert this language? 
· JC- what scenario? 
· MM? The Move Out. The losing CRs which is the original rep. I can’t remember where we needed this. 
· JG- why move out? 

· LF- does this mean, if they find out IAG they don’t do a MVO to yank them with no power. 
· RB- do you mean to say Gaining CR in that sentence? 
· MM- could be. 
· JC- when you say move out are you say move out transaction or 814_06?

· MM- if I said MVO then I meant MVO transaction. 
· RB- does that have to do with CSA? 
· MM- I don’t remember. 
· JG- We will take it out until we remember where we wanted to put this. 
A. CANCELLING TRANSACTIONS VIA MARKETRAK- can be cancelled within the evaluation period
· JG- something in the beginning of Section 7.2.1.- Suggest- As soon as you identify IAG before it is completed CR use the Cancel with Approval sub-type in MarkeTrak to cancel the switch before it becomes complete. The TDSP should work these cancellations before and within the evaluation window. 

· JC- do all TDSPs agree with this? 
· JG- my understanding from Susan Neil is to put it in the guide and CNP will follow.

· CN- is there an IAG issue already open and then we are cancelling that issue based off that issue. Or to avoid the IAG process?
· JG- this will be an IAG- Please Cancel and put this note in MarkeTrak. 
· CN- there is proposed verbiage for cancels within the evaluation window. 
· JG- point is to file an IAG issue and the work that is done to cancel. 
· CN- my understanding is agreement to cancel transaction within the evaluation related to the IAG issue. Then cancelling within the evaluation window. 
· JG- in order to void an IAG issue. 
· CN- I will do some research on my end and get back to you.

· Jennifer added to document- If the CR determines that a potential inadvertent gain may be avoided by canceling a pending Switch or Move-In transaction, the Gaining CR shall file a ‘Cancel with Approval’ MarkeTrak issue in order to prevent the inadvertent gain. The Gaining CR shall note in the comment field of the MarkeTrak issue that this cancellation is being requested in order to prevent an inadvertent gain. The TDSPs shall cancel the pending transactions even if the transaction currently falls within the evaluation window.
· CN- I thought the cancel had tie back to an IAS issue. This is just a cancel within the evaluation window. That is fine I will follow the intent.
· Sonja- Cancel with approval. Put in IAG section and we will follow. If it is in the IAG issue and associated with the process then we will cancel the order within the evaluation window.

· RB- could we add a reason for the cancel. Can we add this?

· JF- it is done in comments. 
· JG- need something now, can add to comments what the reasons. 
· JF- if we had a drop down we would need to list the different reasons. 

· Cary/AEP- does this have to be the Gaining CR? 
· Yes, the gaining would have to recognize this in order to cancel it in MarkeTrak. 

· AEP does not have an issue with this.

· JR- why can’t the Gaining or Losing CR submit the MarkeTrak issue? 
· LW/ERCOT- the submitter has to request to cancel their order. We will not cancel for another CR if they did not request it. 
· JC- losing CR should send an IAG issue.
· JG- there is no rule that a TDSP cannot cancel within the evaluation period. 
· JF- the system was set up to add an issue subtype to be able to cancel within the window since you can cancel outside the window with an 814_08.

B. TDSPS FEES DURING INADVERTENT GAINS

· ONCOR- Liz and Kristy-
· Looking at process where the MVO has occurred by the Gaining CR and now the premise is de-energized and the Losing CR sends a priority MVII to get the premise energized. An IAG issue would be established but at that time the TDSP would reject already move out. The Losing CR on the IAG MarkeTrak issue will indicate that they will submit another MarkeTrak issue for the fees to transfer from them to the Gaining CR. Wording look into this.

· AEP- we don’t know if we agree with changing the charges

· TNMP- I don’t know if we would either. 

· ONCOR- thought this was a group that was leaning for it. And that’s why we were putting this together. 

· AEP- we didn’t agree to that. 

· JG saying Gaining CR send MVO and Losing CR had to send priority move in then you are going to charge the Losing CR? 
· CN- I thought we said to say the Gaining CR to not send a move out. 
· JG- but it happens. So you are saying you are not going to do it? 
· CN- CNP will not do this. 
· TNMP will not do it either.

· TNMP- said no because of cancel re-bill. 
· Rebecca- wants its final then it’s not consider an IAG. 
· LF- project, worked with Blake with AEP…constructed some of this…agreement and completed before 30 days. 
· Cary- it doesn’t say that we would reverse the charges. 

· RB- and what did you agree to. 
· Cary- that we would look into it. Not to reverse the charges. 
· JG- why won’t you reverse the charges.
· Debra- they get rejected. 
· MM- the PUCT rules state that this should not happen. The losing rep should not bare those costs.
· Lauren- read the rule from the PUCT. Inadvertent CR shall pay all charges for returning the Customer to its original state.
· JF- rule is pretty clear. 

· Debra- reference if the account is in final status
· JG- Inadvertent CR didn’t have authority to send a MVO. If they don’t have an authorized enrollment then they don’t have authorized MVO. 

· Debra- correct if process- losing CR does get notification. 
· Yes, 814_06. The Gaining CR sends a move out and now we have to fix it. 
· Cary- according the rule we don’t have anything to do with it. 
· Debra- come this far got notification and then we come this far and have to fix it. 

· JF- losing not sure if it is a valid switch when they get the 814_06. 

· KP- moved someone out…no 814_06….straight move out. Doesn’t change the fact power in urgent state. The person was put in situation they shouldn’t be in. IAG and then move out, the rep should not get the charges trying to help someone out. Reps have bad practice and it happens…situation run and turns it on and get a fee doing that or accept it and give it to the customer. The charge should go to the party that tuned off the power. I think the Rule supports this.

· Lauren- beginning of rule—grey area…if a rep is serving a customer. If sent a MVO technically they are not serving the customer. 

· Cary- add CR creates the IAG cannot dispute the charges associated. Rule that you cannot dispute the charges. Put the customer in the right state. You do not know how many IAG issues we worked and if we get disputes then that will double our work.
· JG- Top of 4th page….25.488 after- the affected CRs, ERCOT, and the TDSP shall take all actions necessary to bill correctly all charges, so that the end result is….. If the Losing CR sends a Priority Move- In when the customer is currently not without power, the Losing CR for the Priority Move In fee. The Losing CR will not leave the ability to dispute the Priority Move In fees. 
· CN- I don’t think I can agree to this. 
· KP- seems like that is the right thing for the scenario. 
· ONCOR—billing priority fees to the losing CR but we are talking about when they get the 810s and they don’t know about the IAG. The lights would go on the same way today- is reverse those charges. 
· Cary- point is when we reverse then they dispute them because they don’t send in the move in that is why we want to add this. We are not agreeing. We still have to check. Just want to see that in here where they cannot dispute the charge. 

· JR- state that the CR submitting the move out cannot dispute the charges when it is a result of an IAG 
· TNMP- disputing the fee. State in their already that they cannot send a move out so if we put it in their do you think they will do it. 

· KP- if I’m a losing CR using priority move in and trying to regain it. As a regular business practice then deserve to get those charges.

· JG- if the power is on and the CR submits as priority move in but the submitting CR should get those charges. 

· AEP- shouldn’t a priority move in be when the power is not on. 
· JG- but there is cases where they send in move ins when the power is on.

· MM- add a section about abuse of the priority move in. 

· JC- with or without power, refer to de-energized or energized. 
· Cary- what makes the difference if it’s power or not power. Charge you priority or not. 

· JG- just to penalize those CRs that are sending move outs and I have to send a priority move in to get the power back on but I shouldn’t have to pay for those charges. The charges should go to the CR who submitted the MVO. The Gaining CR. 

· Cary- priorities are a charge. Doesn’t matter if it’s de-energized or energized. Once we get the order then we roll. Whether the power is on or not. 

· JR- If the Gaining CR sends move out finish with something, Gaining CR cannot dispute any fees in returning the ESI ID back to the original CR. That is what we are trying to say. Back to the right status- Losing CR and fees go to the Gaining CR. 

· Changed wording in the RMG- Inadvertent Gain process-
· Sonja- what if it wasn’t an IAG issue. 
· JG- then we wouldn’t agree to it. 

· File IAG and it’s not an IAG and then they send a move out what do we do at this time. What is valid and not valid?

· JC- if the Gaining CR executes the MarkeTrak and then it’s a valid and they send a move out then the charges go to the next rep. Invalid enrollment not going to authorize regain from date of lose then none of this verbiage applies. 

· At the point the regaining CR files the MarkeTrak to regain those fees then what happens. 
· JC- you shouldn’t reverse the fees. 

· TNMP- put all this in the guide. If the CR does not want to pay and they won’t pay then the TDSP will lose these fees. You cannot make them pay these fees no matter where you put the wording.
· JG- I think to operate in the market you will have to pay your fees or you will be in default. 

· JG- added verbiage to this section.-  If the Gaining CR sends a move out
· LF- close the IAG issue, and then open another issue to get the fees reversed. IAG issue is closed. 
· MM- you wouldn’t want it logged as an IAG issue again. 
· LF- then losing CR put in comment for charges. 
· MM- Do it the right way, Gaining Rep an out to not agree with the second issue- unexecutable. 
· JC- could use the usage/billing issue type? 
· JF- what do you do now if they don’t have to pay an invoice fee? 
· KS- dispute process and not a MarkeTrak issue. 
· JF- Use the same process? 
· Cary- it does follow the same process. 
· KP- get it in the MarkeTrak after the fact. Existing IAG alive and then through the MVO, urgency to turn the power on with MVI, not accepting the priority fees. How do I do that? Is it a Usage/Billing MarkeTrak issue? Already done the action and help the TDSP…the reason I did this…just see transaction and urgently turned the power on…fees allocated to the one that is responsible. 
· LF- Usage/Billing…and link both issues. IAG issue with Usage/billing issue.
· JF- IAG solved and another issue…not another IAG issue. ERCOT would reject the issue because it was no longer an IAG issue. Fee files Usage/Billing issue  
· Lauren- update- Read through the preamble- Page 236 out of 389 Docket number – 27084, bottom of 236 pages. 

· Cary- We have read this before. 
· KS- have to look at all the MVIs on that ES ID to charge the Gaining CR instead of the Losing CR. Management problem. 

· Block Move outs…talked about.

Update wording to guide- If the gaining CR sends a MVO, the Losing CR should file a new Usage/Billing MarkeTrak issue that is linked to the original Inadvertent Gain MarkeTrak issue and request that the TDSP assess all fees associated with returning the customer to its original statue against the Gaining CR. The Gaining CR shall not dispute any of the TDSP fees associated with retuning the customer to its original status.
· Does everyone agree to this language? Does not mean that you agree to the process but agree it captures the discussion?
· KS- if my company says we cannot do this then we cannot agree to this

· Cary- we will do it if both CRs agree to reverse the charges.

· KP- we need something in the guide to refer them back to.

· RB- written in here that you cannot dispute the charges
· KS- why does it make it different for AEP-policy from the beginning, if the CRs agree to this. Why do we need to make the changes? How do I know it was truly a move out. If it’s an IAG, avoiding disconnect move out and not IAG scenario. We should be letting transactions process normally and charge fees off those transactions. 

· Debra- if we are going to reverse the fees…if the Gaining IAG rejected outside the liability period, gives them an out to reject this. 

· JG- I would need to look at the language about liability. 

· JG- hope to come to consensus on this…. For myself we should work together to figure this out. Propose to leave the verbiage there and maybe have some off lines discussion. 

· Not all CRs are represented here at this working group

· Goes to RMS for vote.

RETAIL MARKET GUIDE REVISIONS (CONT.)

A. OTHER TDSP REVISIONS

B. OTHER REVISIONS

ADJOURN                                                                              


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































