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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Karen Malkey  
REVIEW AGENDA- Very full agenda today. We will start off with reviewing the notes from September 18th and 19th. Then we will review the newly written Use Cases. There are three use cases to go over then we will break for lunch. We will then go over the use cases that we went over last time and sent out for feedback, comments and the action items. We will also review over the Inadvertent Switch Use Case. The IGTF had minor changes to it.  We will also finalize the #2 Use case through #5 Use case. The agenda keeps expanding because we get feedback from the use cases that we’ve created.  We are proposing to extend the next meeting, which is in Dallas at ONCOR on October 16th and 17th, to three days so that we can get through everything that needs to be covered. ERCOT will bring their use cases to the November 1st and 2nd meeting. One the November 14th and 15th (Corpus Christi) will be the last meeting and we will be finalizing all of the Use cases. Before this meeting we will compile all of the use cases, plus ERCOT use cases into on requirement document. 

· DM/ONCOR- Can we get the compiled document one week before the November 14th meeting?

· JF- Yes. Might be a problem to get all the ERCOT requirements included but we will do our best.

· DM/ONCOR- Can we have it by the November 7th?

· JF- Yes

· DM/ONCOR- I don’t see a problem with extending the next meeting to three days. When do you want the 3rd day to end?
· KM- let’s look at what we finalize today but I’m thinking ending the 3rd day at noon or 2pm.

· KM- Debbie, please send me the room information so I can have the ERCOT calendar updated. 

APPROVE NOTES FROM SEPTEMBER 18TH AND 19TH MEETINGS- 
· KM- I had some minor updates…spelling, grammar errors. I will send to Farrah to update and repost.
COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING USE CASES FOR USER AND TECHNICAL COMMENTS-
USE CASE 70007 – 20 – VARIOUS USAGE_BILLING REQUIREMENTS 09_30_07-
· Description- Restrict transaction types on Usage & Billing issues, add drop down to select either IDR or NIDR, make original Tran ID field optional and add check box for Disputes.
· 1.1.1

· GUI- Permitted values & Defs:  
· Do you want to have the option of both 810 and 867?

· LG- doesn’t one fix the other
· KS- we do have 810s that don’t have anything to do with 867.

· LG- then that would be the 810 selection and not both

· Do not need both? No
· LF- why would we make the Original Tran ID optional? We would need the Original Tran ID as a required to help us research the missing 867.
· JG- it is a pain for us to find the Original Tran ID for an account we’ve had for a while and we need the 867_03 usage.

· DM/ONCOR- that is fine but we may reject.
· LG- we may have an account for 3 years. 

· LF- I thought you meant the Tran ID of the 810. I understand now
· JF- missing transactions do not fit under the usage and billing subtype. 867_03 and 810 go under usage billing

· JF- may take a long time to research back

· KM- CNP focuses on service period.

· JF- we okay with leaving as optional? YES

· JR- If you have a missing 867_03 issue then the Usage/Billing subtype addresses this?
· JF- Yes. This type addresses 867_03 and 810s only. Any other missing transaction is under missing transaction.

· LF- this does not include 867_03 F?
· JF- Yes, that is correct. That is handled under Missing Transactions
· New Required field-Add Drop Down Box to indicate either IDR or NIDR

· MT- Do you want a drop down or radio button?
· DM- A drop down makes you select. Radio button will default and 90% of issues will be sent with the default

· JF- leave as drop down

· New Required field- Dispute- 
· JF- Do you want this as a drop down? 
· MT- No

· 1.1.2- Added or have a dispute with an 

· User has identified either a missing or have a dispute with an 867_03 monthly or 810 transaction
· 1.1.4- Added or disputed

· CR identifies a missing or disputed 867_03 or 810

· 1.1.5- 

· Add extension scenarios for errors if information is not populated- 
· JF- I will add later

· JF- one extension- added last week. Will add this error message if info is meeting. 
· The workflow has not changed.

· MT- the Bulk Insert and API will follow suit.

· Added API update- Submit request and issue detail 

· Bulk insert- incorporate new fields and field changes

· LG- how many fields would be added? 

· MT- IDR, NIDR field etc.
· Main success scenario- 
· JR- disputing an 867_03 or missing? 
· JF- in this case missing. 
· JF- do you want a selection for missing or dispute? Would you like to select missing or dispute instead of checking dispute?
·  JG/JR- sure. 

· Added New Required Field- Drop down to indicate either Missing or Dispute.

· LG- Make sure Liz, don’t want things to get rejected. Wanted Original Tran ID but now you understand need Tran ID…okay with that…have it on the missing. Disputing the issue to have the Original Tran ID. 
· Liz- yes it would make it easier to research. 

· JF- could we have the condition if the dispute is selected, that they give the Original Tran ID.
· We could incorporate into the user guide.

USE CASE 70007 – 17 – LIMIT DROP DOWN LIST MISS TRXN 09_14_07.DOC-
· Description- limit the drop down list for D2D missing transaction issues
· JF- one question regarding the original numbering of the use cases. We may re-number to group them. Any objection to renumbering? 
· Knowing as use case 6 and now its will be number 20…can we renumber?

· DM/ONCOR- you can re-number but put the original number in the use case for tracking purposes.

· JF- You want it in the requirement document or spreadsheet? 
· DM/ONCOR- In the requirement document
· 1.1.3- Success Guarantee- user is only able to select 814s, 867_03 final or 867_04 from the drop down submit field.

· 1.1.5- Main success-
· KM- required field and if they leave blank then will the get an error message?

· JF- already have this functionality, we just taking out of drop down.

· MT- D2D Missing Transaction only. 
· JF- Yes

USE CASE 70007 – 19 – ADD REF ID FIELD TO MISS TRXN FOR 867_03F 09_28_07.DOC-
· Description- MarkeTrak tool will allow CR users to submit an issue to ask that the TDSP research for the missing 867_03F with a reference to the original Tran id of the 814_06 or 814_24
· JF- we could probably incorporate this into the last user case. I will take this on and do it. We will walk through and consolidate with use case 17.
· JF- Karen Malkey wrote this one.

· 1.1.1

· Field screen title- What would be clear? Make ref id? Then explain in the user guide or add help language to explain or define.
· LG- Please define this for me? 

· KM- In the Other MarkeTrak subtype issue we haven’t received the  final and mismatch in the ref number. 814_24 and looking for the final, have to put in comments, this is to add a field to put this in.

· LG- this is not the BGN number because this is already there. Requesting additional…missing transaction for the final. 
· LF- this would be the REF TN off the original order. Comes across of the BGN06 and to the CR BGN02. 
· LG- looking at ERCPT to see the Original Tran ID off of TML. I don’t know where this extra REF number is coming from. Don’t we have a BGN field in the missing transaction issue. 
· KM- sometimes they look at 867_04 and some times…mismatch from Ref ID…pull it from the 867_04 from the previous order. 
· LG- that is a training issue. 
· JF- I know some report on their order that the BGN06 of the 814_06.
· LG- It all has to do with training and seeing what is out in TML 
· JF- training issue either way. 
· KM- just recently REP reference that Original Tran ID..out of sync when they got the transaction there was a mismatch. 
· LG- more confused why they don’t they use TML. 
· CR- it happens. 
· LG- before you log anything you should check what is out there in the market. 
· LF- REF on 867 come off the original?
· JF- REF ID on the 814_06 and 814_24. 
· LF- we track off the BGN06. 
· JF- are you calling the REF ID as the BGN06..
· JF- then that is a training issue. 
· LG- thinking of adding an additional line. 
· JF- exact same information in both of these fields. We could provide help language off to the side. 
· KM- to explain what the Original Tran ID that is needed. 
· JF- ERCOT 101---used to put this in here. IAS will give the BGN02 and BGN06. 
· LG- people asking what it is?  They get confused they should look at TML. It’s not confusing to find the Original Tran ID on TML. 
· KM- instead of adding a field, add language to explain what the field is. 
· JF- once the requirements are done then we will be working on the user guides to update with all the changes. 
· Should we be adding this language to the Usage/Billing issue? YES 

· Added Use Case 17- Add help language to explain what information should be populated in the Original Tran ID 

· Added Usage/Billing Use Case- #20- added the same language. Add help language to explain what information should be populated in the Original Tran ID
· Remove #19 use case

Feedback/Action Items  from the following Use Cases:




  

a. Use Case 70007 - 6 - DEVIDR_NEWTOTAL_09_18_07_.doc-

· ERCOT had a few action items and we’ve put that information in the use case

· Explaining ERCOT comments.

· Looking in to the field length- max 32

· 1.1.6 extension scenario- issue created without required field

· Add language- one or more fields are invalid. please supply a value for the …” the dot, dot list which field are invalid…

· Any comments? No additional comments

· RB- required fields…can you identify them. 
· FC- The required fields are bold and red

· Okay to finalize this use case? Yes
· FINALIZE

b. Use Case 70007 - 7 - DEV_LSE_SHDUNs_09_18_07.doc-
· DM- I came up with a format for the service history duns for affected period field and where it needs to show up during the flow.

· DM- This field is required for the TDSPs to provide ERCOT the service history for the affected period if the period that is being changed causes a de-energized period. This will eliminate UFE. 
· DM- It would be available only to the TDSP on the submit and it was available to everyone. If the CR didn’t agree with the change then we were providing the service history to the CR and we didn’t feel comfortable with this.
· DM- If the TDSP submits this issue then they would get the Service History for Affected Period box at submission. Then we wanted to change the format of this field. Today, it is a big text box. Proposed…run a simple validation in the MarkeTrak issue based off the date fields. Only required when necessary. TDSP, required at submission for certain subtypes…format changed to give DUNS field, STARTTIME and STOPTIME fields. Three selections. 

· DM- It would be required for the Remove DEV LSE subtype and any date changes that create gaps- A validation would be ran if the new stop time is less than the stop time and a validation would be ran if the new start time is greater than the start time.
· The field would only be viewable to the TDSP
· LF- this would cause big changes to the API?

· DM- Yes

· LF- our systems are programmed to spit out this history. We would have to spit it out in this format. You mean that ERCOT’s info would be formatted the same way. 
· DM- No, this is only the service history field that it would be formatted this way.
· DM- The reason why we are wanting this changed is because it’s a big headache to us the way it is today.
· LF- only three lines? We have service history with more than three lines.
· DM- we pick three and figured we could incorporate the rest in the comments field.
· CR- 3 is average.

· DM- can research how many times we need more than three?
· MT- this will be all separate fields for the API.

· DM- first one will always be required and the rest are optional

· DM- if de-energize then what do you want this to look like?
· DM- some times we don’t get the de-energize periods so that it confuses us. We only get time periods.

· DM- do we want to add a Non-CR to indicate de-energized?
· DM- bulk insert have to add columns in.

· MT- 10 new columns to add

· DM- I know it would be a big change but it will help in the long run

· MT- help to automate

· Added- API- Update Submit and Issue Detail

· Added- 1.1.1- Description- ROR-field should all for selection of “None” for de-energized periods

· JF- Please take back to your shops and ask. We may need more lines than 3. Please bring back this input to the next meeting.
· JR- what is the impact to the CRs?

· DM- there is none

· Use Cases- Update the project page with the updated versions of the use cases and then at the bottom is an archive folder with all the old versions and red lines

· LF- Is the thought that all of these changes will be done at the same time?

· MT- No, it will not be at the same time. Four buckets. API changes group together and do at the end.

· JF- we will work with the market to decide the phases.

LUNCH

INADVERTENT SWITCH USE CASE #1

· We took this back to the IGTF to review and asked for feedback
· ERCOT found a minor change

· JF- one thing noticed…30 minutes pull for the Siebel status to close out the issue. 

· JF- we realized that we are giving it the Original Tran ID off the IAG order and the Siebel status runs off the order that was logged. 

· JF- we suggest to add a new field. Add Field to indicate the “Regaining Transaction Siebel Status” Use current Siebel status for parameters

· JF- this would be less confusing. 

· RB- off of two different transactions so both could be complete.

· JF- Yes

· Updated- Validation failure error message proposed regain date outside 15 calendar day window, please update with a valid proposed regain date

· LF- 15 days span window they given the BGN and send in backdated MVI. 15 day window- saying they can come back now say Sept 15th sent MVI and BGN…send it after all…regain date.

· JF- regain date comes from the CR to send to the TDSP- proposed regain date. Right now 15 day window around it. 15 day window regain window. 

· LF- validation losing CR lost it and gaining CR gained it. Losing CR-what date to gain it back on. 

· RB- 15 days….might want to put in 15 calendar days.

· KP- inside the 15 days is okay but greater than the 15 days is not okay. 

· JF- should it say….Proposed regain date is greater than 15 calendar days from submittal of Marketrak issue, please update with a valid proposed regain date.

· JF- regain date….date of taking it back..greater than 15 days the issues submitted and any date in the past.

· In the RMG- 13 business days and 15 business days- changed to 15 for all because we cannot do business days. (Get the wording from the RMG and then we’ve change it to 15 for both because of the business days.
· JF- question…does it need to be changed in the RMG…IGTF has changed it in the guide. Just need approval.

· JR- 15 calendar days….original CR reinstatement will change to 17 calendar days.  The validation is over the first 15 calendar days.
· Rob- can we say is greater. 

· JF- this is an error so they would not be able to go on with the issue

· JF- if the issue and EDI does not match up. Will the TDSP reject this or change the date.

· LF- we would not change the date. 

· RB- what if it’s backdated?

· LF- flow like original transactions

· KM- study really hard and need to incorporate in user guide

· JF- the use guide will need to be looked at and updated 

· JF- guide- TDSP shows what each of there process is- RMG not detailed. Will change since meshing all together. IGTF is working on this update. For TDSP.
· JR- it falls on Saturday then back it up to the Friday.

· Add field to provide BGN02 transition to provide the BGN02 of the submitted transactions (should we state regaining Original Tran ID here instead of the segment name to prevent any confusion or should we at least state regaining BGN02?

· LF- original order that cause the IAG?
· JF- no, his is the backdated order Original Tran ID. They are really providing the BGN02.

· JF- do we need to clarify here that it’s the regaining BGN02.

· Change- Add field to “Provide Regaining BGN02” Field screen title- regaining BGN02

· Add new transition request updated proposed regain date instead of transaction

· Escalation point- Siebel status is null then escalation email. If the regaining transaction status is still not complete within 48 hours of regaining transaction submitted there should be an escalation email sent.
· LF- it’s going to be longer than 48 hours. 

· LF- its going to get in a status
· JF- this is for he CR
· JF- if you say anything but null then they wont get anything if it goes to in review or scheduled status.

· LF- for CR…hasn’t gotten it…then it’s a way to check

· JF- sits in review for 5 days…when do you want to know something. 

· DM- Request goes to in review…then we get the 814_04 go to schedule then 867 to complete. Just want to know if its going on the right path to complete

· JF- with in 48 hours if its not scheduled or complete. You will get it if it’s still null or in review. 

· RB- happened on regaining transaction submitted on Friday forward date..escalation email on Sunday..
· JF- if it doesn’t go to schedule. Weekend…will give 814_04…

· LF- forward date will flow

· LF- if IAG, backdated then it will sit- receive Friday and we wouldn’t get to it until Monday. 

· JF- this is where you would get an escalation email.

· JF- backdated will cause escalation. 
· LF- backdated stop automation.

· JF- would anyone have any objection to change the escalation to 72 hours?

· No, changed in use case to 72 hours
· Added- API- New workflow needs to be enabled on all API. Requests and responses

· LF- not able to pull in the IAG issues as the TDSP because we are not the responsible party.

· MT- you should be able to pull any issue that you are involved in.

· Added- Bulk- New workflow needs to be enabled on all Bulk Insert. Requests and responses

· Make sure to change to Regaining BGN02

· #23- MT will check “Regaining Siebel status every 30 min using the BGN02 from the new initiating transaction and will update the issue with the current regaining transaction Siebel status.
· Only need status and don’t need sub status? Good assumption?

· This will come out with auto complete of the issue – if this comes out do we need to add in a  description to remove the transition- ask Mike if need to take out this transition.

· MT- this should be a final one. Right?

· This should be okay..just changing the language. 

· Any objection to this one, then we can finalize the use case. 

· JF- just need an agreement? Will be able to come back at the last meeting to say anything thing
· FINALIZED
· JF- Action item-.to make sure that the Regain BGN02 is updated throughout the Use Case

Feedback/Action Items  from the following Use Cases:




  

c. Use Case 70007 - 8 - ADD_MODIFIED_STARTandSTOPTIMES_09_18_07.doc-
· DM- Examples where these fields were not showing up?
· CR- Did I send the examples?
· DM- No, I didn’t get anything

· CR- I know we filed a ERCOT ticket. I would have to go back and find it

· DM- Original request and changeable field and then we have the final date field. 

· DM- start time and modify the new start time. We keep track of the modification. When it update approved the final is updated.

· CR- modified date- we cannot disagree to it

· DM- you can change it or unexecuted the request
· CR- kind of mimic the column modified date. It was not overridden. 

· DM- we keep the submission, modified and final

· CR- we don’t see the modified date if we change it again and again. The history is not there

· DM- you want to see the history? Yes

· LG- Why do you need to see the history…I say this date and we say this date….I say this date. Why do you want to keep track of the dates?
· CR- it came up at CNP. Over ride the field that we currently see. We can’t distinguish what was modified…changing the original start and stop time…same as the new start and stop…and the modified …original was changed.

· DM- original should never be changed.

· JF- if we take this back and check on it and if it’s working then is it a issue? 

· CR- then it shouldn’t be. 

· CR- we will look back to our ticket

· JF- ok with tabling this use case, ERCOT will research and bring this back

· DM- if it is doing that then we can put in an emergency defect. It should not be doing this.

d    Use Case 70007 - 9 - Update to API when visibility is removed 09_19_07.doc
· Main success scenario- ERCOT to look at possible alternatives
· MT- look to use spaces or x’s. x’s are probably better to use. 

· KM- you will have to put something into those fields in order for them to be recognize. 

· MT- spaces will drop it completed.

· DM- become unavailable….experiment in the DEV environment. 

· Change- to say will make all ERCOT data unavailable and not knowing what will be placed there…because we have to experiment. 

· #5 wrong MP involved transition will automatically replace all proprietary information

· MT- is it going to be proprietary information or all?
· KM- are you keeping the issue id, state and sub type?
· DM- not keeping ESI ID or comments, updateable fields.

· DM- what is it going to do the service change history at the bottom?

· MT- I don’t know yet

· Any other comments? Any concerns with a user to do this. 

· ERCOT to look into the other alternatives? 

· DM- that was to look at the data.

· We could have the issue where we get the DEV issue and go manually change the registration system and if we put it in the registration system then we don’t have a issue tied back to if you wipe the issue clean

· Do we need to tie it to the state?

· DM- be honest I’m concern on this. Not everyone in the market is participating in these meetings or everyone’s is an Administrator and they have three issues and they use this button to wipe it out to close it

· DM- can we store the information that we are wiping out?
· MT- we can talk about it.

· DM- only ERCOT and viewer can view it when the ERCOT Intervention is used. 

· KM- ERCOT intervention button..

· DM- review from the MP involved list…except the ERCOT and submitter. Just changes who can see the issue.

· KM- close…send back to API…hit that say MP closed warning information…just send an update.

· MT- cant send through API
· KM- hit intervention involved…change the state. Give me all of the issues that are in that state. 

· DM- never having a record.

· MT- how often does this happen.

· DM- not very

· KM- once a week

· JF- take this back and look at it. David Michelsen has concerns of MP being able to do it at any time and not having the ability to view the info that is being wiped out.

· ERCOT can hit ERCOT Intervention at any time. ERCOT can be contacted at any time to hit this button. Send email and we can do this. 

· DM- won’t speed it up to return it to ERCOT. Work faster to get an email or phone call than to have it returned and have it in our queue. 

· DM- we would hit.
· LG-if I’m the submitter and send wrong information in the issue,  is it my responsibility to contact ERCOT to get rid of or the TDSP?

· Could be either.

· LG- could we really assign it to the wrong party. 

· DM- you will be adding a MP to the issue 

· KM- would you be able to see the comments
· DM- that is what we are saying. We would remove the proprietary info and replace with our comments. 

· JR- how often?
· DM- not terribly often
· JF- look it into…take off MP identifies…admin will not do this…send it out before the next meeting and bring it back

e. Use Case 70007 - 10 - Special Character requirement 09_19_07.doc

· ERCOT did not have any comments on this one
· Add description- MarkeTrak tool will allow for the use of special characters in all text fields

· Any comments? None

· JF- requirement document- list of changes- incorporate those changes as well as the use case changes.

· Can we finalize this one now?
· MT- I think so

· JR- yeah

· JF- There may be some clean up. 

· Any objection to me going through all making sure the language is consistent throughout all use case. And making the change and not bringing it back …finalize without bringing back…Everyone ok.

f. Use Case 70007 - 11-  Not allow changes to the Title Field 09_19_07.doc

· KM- by base on bulk insert?
· JF- yes

· DM- You can include two commas or one comma or anything you want and nothing will be updated.

· MT- title field will have to be blank. It does have to be blank. 

· User guide- mark as blank. 

· KM- if input in this field then error out and in input file on TML
· LG- if you use the exact title, will it error out? 

· MT- yes, it will error out. n/a

· MT- leave title column in just don’t use it
· KM- column headings input to know use. 

· LG- grid shows Opt. will show N/A to not use
· 1.1.6- MarkeTrak tool will provide error “ERCOT will populate error text.

· You can override it and submit the rows that are correct. 

· LG- errors out, then gives you the first error then resubmit then gives the second error if there are multiple errors on the same row in the csv file. 
· FINALIZED 

g. Use Case 70007 - 12 - Add Close State to DEV Issues 09_19_07.doc

· Only comment from ERCOT- alert sent to all owners when the close transition is executed excluded submitting owner if MP owner.
· If this is done through mass update…1000 of these then you will get 1000 emails. 

· Alert to DEV and not D2D
· Note; if an MP mass updates 1000 issues using the close transition the MPs will receive 1000 emails. Emails alerts were not added to the D2D close issue- should they be?

· DEV- closed then alert should go out. 

· LF- cant do a bulk email

· RB- everyone on the email will get an email

· MT- we can set up a notification

· LG- submitted 1K, maybe close some of them but wouldn’t close all of them because some are pending. 

· JF- Close out 50 or 100 emails is a lot of emails

· CF- were there a lot of people that wanted this added?

· JF- looking at this

· CF- not sure if I received any that closed mostly auto closed.

· JF-  particular to DEV…asked on DEV but on certain states

· DM- preference to build a report and be able to access. Instead of getting an email?

· LF- oh yes. 

· CF- I would rather not see the closed button and get a hundred emails.

· JF- question is not if we want the close it’s the question of an email to notify of the closed.

· CF/AEP- I don’t want the emails. I’m ok with the closed state but no to the email associated with it.

· LF- we want notification if we are working an issue and then need to know if the submitter closed the issue.

· JF- not comment close, it will be a state of closed.
· JF- can run a report and select a notification
· JK- API already pulled the issue down and working it and if we close an issue then they would not get notified. They would get notified through an email that it was closed.

· JF- original written—D2D- capability for MP to close when responsible party. The use case does not say the responsible party. Says in progress and in progress assignee states. 

· LG- TDSP get info and then you close it. 

· JF- closed it and make a comment, so you say more info and send it back and then you would close it. 

· Added- when the Submitting MP is the Responsible party. 

· Instead of an email, we actually will create a report and list as a notification item.
· Added create individual notification – closed state

· JF- do we need to add an extension scenario- if not the responsible party.1.1.8- submitting MP tries to complete from state other than ‘In Progress’- SCRATCH THIS

· FINALIZED!!!! 

h. Use Case 70007 - 13 - Add column in attachment escalation emails 09_19_07.doc

· Only going to be the name
· DM/ONCOR- with duns number

· MT- if the duns number is included with the name when set up

· FINALIZE
i. Use Case 70007 - 14 - Escalate_Email 09-19-07.doc

· ERCOT take back and we felt it could be done. This has not gone out to everyone to review.
· Do we want to email this out and go over this tomorrow?
· Review changes now and then email out and then tomorrow ask for additional comments.

· LF- we need to make sure that market participants have the contact list updated. 
· JF- ERCOT does not update that list. RCS will train the Administrators but it is up to them to update and maintain the Rolodex.
· LF- API touches it, then if it is not touched then it is not listed. Then who do you send the email to. 

· JF- is there a way to write it where the admin will always get an email if the primary and secondary 

· DM- we could send a notice and give a deadline and if they don’t update then we will put in the Admin in these roles.

· JF- we can get with Jack Adams/RCS. Getting at least something populated into these fields.

· JF- button says escalation emails. This is truly not an escalation email. Should the name of this button be changed since it’s not truly an escalation email. We think a lot of people will be hitting this button.

· KP- I don’t like everything be called an escalate button. 

· JF- can use this even if not met escalation rules

· JF- can get abused--- should be titled escalation email

· JF- automated escalation is an escalation—ages to this point, certain state, needs to get an escalation contacts.

· KP- I get the automated escalations and other emails from other companies. 

· JF- this could be submitted yesterday and they use this to send an email. 

· LF- use button CR get back to us…Cancelled with Approval is an issue…some are schedule today with a priority MVI.

· JF- We’ve added a priority flag,  this will not happen now

· RB- email primary and secondary contacts and owners on this issue.

· LG- you can remove from this list or add to it. Yes

· MT- only responsible MP on the email

· JF- yes, and all MP owners on the issue.

· LF- why would it only be to the Responsible MP parties. 

· JF- Responsible primary and secondary
· RB- the envelope goes to?

· JF- to individual owner

· LG- reason why pushing, is if Karen and I have a conflict of interest…then I would like to have some else in her company to send it to. And not having to go out to the manage data section. 

· JF- not truly an escalation issue.

· RB- how much space do we have to name the button?
· DM/ONCOR- I think we need to first define it

· RB- email responsible email primary and secondary contacts.

· Added- Add email button to all issues and capture of any emails sent via the MarkeTrak Issue Screen.
· MT- it acts as a User alert email.

· RB- Elevate Email

· LF- like it

· LG- don’t believe it should be an escalation email because the user will think they will get their issue worked faster

· LG- Email Responsible MP- like this

· Changed MT tool will allow users to contact responsible mp primary, secondary.
· Took out all escalation wording…button email responsible mp

· Will not be available on API, bulk insert or mass update.

· JF- I will send this out tonight so that everyone can look at it and review and we will discuss tomorrow

MARKETRAK TRAINING- ADDED REQUIREMENTS

· Missing transaction- CR missing 814_05 to ERCOT and ERCOT sees that the 814_04 didn’t get to them so they have to reassign the issue to the TDSP. Suggestion is to open the Tran Type to change the Tran Type since the TDSP is not looking for an 814_05, now looking for an 814_04
· ERCOT validation of not 814_05 is not received and then open up the tran type to change to 814_04 and send to TDSP to research. 
· JF- would be better if it goes back to the submitter

· We asked for the 05, and we never got the 04 and we have to send it to the TDSP
· DM- only the submitter can assign the issue. And cannot update the tran type. 

· ERCOT would get it directly….then send it them and they would forward it on. Add extra on ERCOT to see where they are in there transaction. Use TML. 

· JF- Updating the tran type is a lot simpler than adding a validation where ERCOT redirects to other parties. 

· Added to requirement spreadsheet- Tran Type should be updatable.- add to use case missing transaction- 

· Suggestion- to add the button order.  
· JF- what order do they need to be in? Happy path to negative path. Discussion for the market  will develop an order for button on all issue that will be used as a default

· Suggestion- ERCOT API is down and we submitted issue updates, with it being down it will time out and fail and your updates will not make it on to the GUI. 

· MT- problem API back up run the issue and send those response back but you are not back up.

· KM- send a update

· MT- isn’t that in the SLA

· JF- question about a notice that goes out.
· Build in to re-queue notice. 

· DM/ONCOR- SLA- MarkeTrak is not in the 30 min communication. Find out what is reasonable. 30 in is not reasonable. Notification requirement and service level agreement. Notification in email that system went down…agreement in SLA down for this long to send email. 

· JF- ERCOT wouldn’t agree to send a notice if the API was down for a minute. 
· DM/ONCOR- ERCOT would agree if the email went to the API distribution emails. 

· DM/ONCOR- this may be outside a requirement. 

· SS- ERCOT will work with API users to determine best approach

· Suggestion- mass update to be able to add a comment and make a transition at the same time 
· MT- will not be able to do it. I can open a ticket with the vendor.
· Suggestion- to make bulk insert easier- people that have problem. 
· LG- they don’t have a template. 

· LG- have templates out there to use? 

· LF- don’t do it enough…everyone avoids. 

· LG- have template…have assignee and have drop down box instead of having to type. 

· KP- we asked to have templates in the first place but couldn’t get it so we created our own. 

· Suggestion- to create the templates and put on the MarkeTrak site. – ERCOT will research
· Suggestion- adding the grouping to the bulk insert. 

· DM- who suggested? The one above. Tara Energy
· DM Suggestion- bulk insert number associated with all the issues that were created. Then you will be able to group off of that. 

· LF- could we bring that in the API
· DM- Yes, if you would like

JF- I took the requirement spreadsheet and tied each requirement back to the SCR.
ASSIGN OUT 

Change order of the buttons- line item requirement- 
MT- I can get a list of all the buttons. We need market to tell us what order it needs to go in. Assigned to Karen and Laura- 10/16

API failures- ERCOT will have to look into- Michael Taylor will 
Group issue when submitting a bulk- All subtypes- Assign to 
If you add the bulk number to the issue in MarkeTrak then you may not need the group issue when submitting a bulk- seems like it would be the way to go to add the bulk insert number to the actual issue and then run a report with the bulk insert number and then assign to the group.

Can we ask Tara Energy?
Farrah contact Tara energy

6 final use cases- If- premise type- ok to finalize it. 

JF- will email the finalize use cases out tonight for everyone to review- email with out red lines.

ADJOURN
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