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	Attendees:  Johnny Robertson-TXU ES, Rob Bevill- Green Mountain, Kristy Tyra-ONCOR, Kathy Scott-CNP, Kathryn Thurman- ERCOT, Kyle Patrick- Reliant Energy, Corde Nuru-CNP, Liz Fanning- ONCOR, Carry Reed- AEP, Connie Harris- ERCOT, Lesa West- ERCOT, Michael Matlock- GEXA, John Landry - GEXA, Jennie Carpenter -TXU ES, Lauren Damen- PUCT, Monique Tran- Constellation New Energy

Phone: Rachel Byars- Direct Energy, Rebecca Cash- TNMP, Cynthia Juarez- AEP, Jennifer Garcia- Direct Energy, Holly Brice- CIRRO, Erik Blakely- TXU ES

	 

	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Michael Matlock (Jennifer Garcia is sick)  
Today we will review the TDSP changes to the RMG, review what was accomplished yesterday and review next steps for the next meeting.

TDSP Changes-

· Cary- pretty simple…went down to page and half.
· The processes are not that different. Outlined the differences.

· Changes- ONCOR is the only one that will agree once they get the transactions for the IAG issue. ONCOR will agree with a comment but we don’t hit the agree button until we get the transaction.

· ONCOR- if the CR will want a forward date then we will not accept as IAG.

· not sure with AEP…receive and both CRs agree to a backdate then we will process. It is not an IAG if it is a current or future date. 

· MM- do we need to add…date of loss plus one, meter read date or any date in the past? 
· TNMP meter read date to go back to. Rein-statement day of loss plus one or available meter read date, or go forward …3rd bullet backdated MVI that are not day of loss plus one. 
· TNMP requires meter read date and any other TDSP will accept any date in the past. 
· TNMP- that is all that we agree to. We don’t have a reading on any other date. 
· AEP- we have the same problem. We would send a bill that is estimated. The gaining may dispute that since it may not be correct. 
· AEP and TNMP will need to have day +1 or meter read date. 
· ONCOR needs day +1. 
· MM- it is not always the day of loss +1. 
· AEP- Why? If there is not a read for those dates? 
· MM- in order IAG charges caught…backdated a day. To capture charges. We’ve been doing since the last meeting. 
· AEP- haven’t seen transactions like that come across. We would estimate but we’ve would send inaccurate date. 
· TNMP doesn’t do this. 
· AEP and TNMP will not agree to this. 
· ONCOR- would not change the process that we are dong today. Send it in and it is a day we can use. It would not make us not reject the request. 
· MM- if all CRs agree to estimate then. This would only be true for ONCOR.
· Add to document under- Please note it is TDSPs practice to reinstate the original CR as of:-  a backdated date acceptable for both CRs- ONLY ONCOR and CNP would do this. AEP and TNMP would do the date +1 or scheduled meter read date. 

· KP- to be incorporated…
· MM- this are the TDSP adds.
· KP- this is how it would be proposed to add it in the document. with ONCOR this, AEP this…
· KP- makes sense. 
· JC- cancel with approval submitted a day before? Is this AEP or CNP. Who is the TDSP involved? Order is pending….When it says TDSPs then it is a process that ALL will be using. 
· JC- wondering why the timing.

· CN- no guarantees. 
· KP- MarkeTrak tool should give an error message for those cancels submitted that are still outside the evaluation window.
· JC- currently TDSPs say send an email as well. 
· ONCOR- does not need an email. 
· AEP? Not on the inadvertent. 
· JC- What about the cancels? 
· TNMP- appreciates the heads up but not required. 
· AEP- checking and will let you know if we require an email. AEP answer- we don’t need an email.
· RB- edit the language – Since the Inadvertent transaction is still pending…..TDSP request the Gaining CR to attempt to cancel. 
· ONCOR- that sounds like we are telling them to cancel their order. 

· CN- Not sure if we should request the CR to do something. Maybe change to attempt.  
· RB- confused with the IAG order? 
· ONCOR- this is too early in the process to not get it mistaken with the IAG order. 
· LF- do we need to link the IAG issue with the cancel with approval issue in MarkeTrak. It might give a history type link. To know if they are hand and hand. 
· KS- could they have not even have not sent in an IAG

· LF- skip this and don’t add it.

· JC- question about the 2pm…should issue the cancel with approval on the day 2 after 2pm? Will it still be worked? Not understanding the 2pm. 
· LF- ONCOR side there is not a time limit. 
· CN- we will try…submit MarkeTrak issue we will have no guarantees to stop it. But it just gives us a point in time to draw the line..5 day evaluation period..up to 3 days approve it …day 2 or day 1 may not be able to guarantee to cancel.  

· RB- as soon as possible, idly by…pick up the 2pm verbiage. 
· CN-blurb..3 days before or 2 days before there is no guarantee to stop the transaction. 

· RB- why does it take you so long to get to it? 
· CN- gives me lead way to assist the market to catch the transaction. 
· TNMP- support CN on this one. 9 out 10, we can get to the cancel but there are some that we can’t. It gives us lead way to get it done. Best to get it done. But if we can’t then we can’t. 
· Request received less than 2 days of the schedule meter read date that there is no guarantee that those will be cancelled. 
· CN- that would work for me….Requests received after these time periods will not be guaranteed.--- Works with TNMP, AEP and CNP. 
· RB- can we clean up and make 2 days? Instead of 3 days for switches and 2 days for move in. Make better on my folks

· KS- two different days because the different evaluation windows and priority move ins. 
· CN- turn down for move ins and long process for switches. Hold firm on the 2 days MVI and 3 days on switches. 
· RB-what makes a switch require an extra day. 
· CN- going on the evaluation windows…switch is on just prioritizing these. 
· TNMP- easier to cancel MVI, Switch technical issue, process doesn’t work in time, harder to cancel. 
· MM- Rob, ok with the way it is? 
· RB- may tweak it later.
REVIEW ACCOMPLISHED YESTERDAY-
· Bulk of discussion was around the Gaining CR sending MVO and allocating the fees to the Gaining CR instead of the Losing CR that sends in the priority MVI to get the power back on because a MVO was sent in error due to sending in an enrollment in error.
· TNMP- some point in conversation reference said, if the Rep still owns the account. Active account could be an IAG issue.
· Lauren- referring to the very beginning of the rule. IAG- authorized switch. I think I read that. If it’s the customer…preamble…switch or move in..read like is…determining factor to read plainly.

· TNMP- TDSPs may have to get a side line to discuss this and come up with this. TNMP does not agree to this right now. 
· Cary- AEP does not agree to this. Competitive retailer reliable for any charges from the TDSP once the MVO is effectuated. If we do what it says up there then we are going against the rules

· AEP says they would do that if both parties if agreed. Talked to management and they are going back on that. It is against rules and experience. 
· Lauren- Gaining CR is violation of a couple of things…shouldn’t have the customer and then sent a MVO.
· KP- fees should be coming to the ones that sends the MVO…agree to it…should be sending the fees to the correct person. Collaborative agreement in this room, forget to where we were. Heard from participants from the room---educational this is what is going to happen…PMVI for de-energized and send fee and you cannot dispute it. 
· AEP discussion no way in position to agree with this today. 
· CNP will not be able to agree
· KS- report from CN---Total of 16 PMVIs and 5 of those the lights were off. 11 should not be a PMVI.
· RB- if the power is already on the fees should not apply. 
· KS- we would have to monitor power off or on and if it goes with an IAG issue. 
· TNMP- took back to management and we are not willing to do this. 
· MM- perspective section center of this is if both CRs agree and in MarkeTrak agreeing and we are sending the Usage/Billing issue that agreement. We are not talking about all the time only when they agree and Usage/Billing is submitted. 
· KS- agreement is different than payment. Just because the CR agrees doesn’t mean that they will dispute it later on. 
· Becca- all of us, all agree to that then what happens to those companies that are not in this meeting? We would have to monitor those companies that aren’t here. 
· RB- do a good job of documenting the process. There will not be a recourse for a Rep that wont pay because they didn’t send the pmvi- point to the RMG…agree the IAS process and Usage/Billing and good case. 
· KP- frustrated in the process and Reps that participate in the discussion, written in the document. It isn’t being used as it is written in the document. 
· Cary- from the rule it isn’t enforcing it right now. 
· KP- Yes
· Cary- I think all the TDSPs will need to go back to their shops and discuss this off line. 
· KP- next steps…effort to incorporate training. Wrote it in there for bad practice.  
· AEP- Bad practice…not acceptable to send a MVO…we have a safety net process to fix it or priority move in…
· Cary- says in guide to not send in MVO and it is still happening. 
· JR- how do you force it? We write it in here and it is not being followed.  
· Lauren- there is a violation fee.
· KS- want us to be the administrators for the fees.

· TNMP- depending on the TDSPs....why don’t they come up with a way for the retailer to pass those fees back and forth? This has nothing to do with the TDSPs. 

· Other changes talked about yesterday-

· Pending order submit a cancel with approval---TDSP shall cancel…change to attempt 
· RB- not be consistent, below IAG ticket is already open….cancel is to prevent an IAG issue. 
· CN- your interpretation yesterday is what Susan’s was on our call. If the cancel is to prevent from IAG from happening. 

· RB- clear that we have the ability to catch one to cancel with approval so that we don’t have to log an IAG issue. Stick it in the TDSP section. Pending order. 
· MM- the gaining rep doesn’t have to file an IAG issue if the IAG order is being cancelled through a cancel with approval issue. Should go in the CR section and not the TDSP section. TDSP section is later on in the process. The language in the CR section is consistent with the language in the TDSP section. 
· JC- split up- IAG issue then cancels the order or no IAG issue, just cancel order. I want to bring up that the issues need to be linked. 
· Linking an issue- the Gaining CR submits a cancel with approval can link to IAG but the losing CR would not be able to see the link to the cancel with approval because they are not apart of the cancel with approval. They are not involved. A comment will need to be added to the IAG to know that there is a cancel with approval issue out there and being worked to cancel the pending order. 
· CN- spreadsheet for turn downs, another section that does this. Cancel doesn’t have to be associated it has to be prevent an IAG issue.
· Updated section--If an IAG MT issue has been created the cancel with approval MarkeTrak issue should be linked to it and the Gaining CR shall note in the comments field of the IAG MT issue- 

· RB- should we capture the linking in a use case for MarkeTrak…linking issues or closing the issue at that point. 
· FC- functionality already there and putting in to close the MT issue at any time. I don’t think we will need a separate use case for the added verbiage. Really need to incorporate in training.

NEXT STEPS-
· Complete at the end of the year. 

· Consolidate and review over

· Timeline to RMS for approval for the RMG
· October late October, get your comments in based off the RMG..when date X..at least have those on record, bring to the group to incorporate. Comment period at RMS too. 

· Sign off for the November meeting.

· Outside the RMG…only other item is the training portion about it. 

· KP- open, haven’t really discussed…participation do we expect out of it. 

· Is it something we add to the orientation material for new participants? Or do we have a yearly reminder and make everyone attend and make sure they understand the new process. 

· MM- plug their online training…..available for everyone…no excuses..sign up and take the training. And you can track the training and comes very hard for the rep to say they didn’t understand. 

· KP- its not CN, KP, to train someone the process. We can agree to it but I’m trying to play by the rules…play outside the rules then throw hands in air…

· KP- frustrating effort in and get people that run it they way they want to run it. Take one of these one off situations. 

· KP- do we all agree, organizing the material is the responsible for this group? 

· How do you submit, when you do submit..personal things that go on at each of the TDSPs. Helpful information. Helpful for best practices at this meeting. 6 hour session for starters. Face to face meeting then have it on line.

· RCS in participation to get the parties involved in the training class.
· KP- helpful if it’s just the folks in this room. Not well spent if we don’t get others to help out. 
NEXT MEETING-

· Send changes and go over at our next meeting- send to RMS

· Developing the training.

· Discussion who is responsible to run the meeting…during the initial training. Then ERCOT should take it on after the initial training. 
· KS- should be CR to CR. It would be good for the communication between the CRs and TDSPs. ERCOT would not have the knowledge to facilitate the meeting because they would not know how the things work. KP- struggle, this is the way it is for a CR. 

· Going forward how do we communicate this to the market? Discussions forward, and how we can make this posted…

· Later on incorporate in the Workshop ERCOT puts on within the MT tool. Like we are doing DEV issues in the workshop this time. 

· Meeting set up in November…1st half. Set time line for comments, consolidate in pretty fast. Signed off on…take to RMS in December. And then see what we need to do with training.  Done with for the year.

· JR- last paragraph in the document, talking untimely notice, I think this should be moved up earlier in the document. 7.2.1 Section. Section was moved.
FINALIZE RETAIL MARKET GUIDE REVISIONS-  
ADJOURN                                                                              


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































