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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Laura Gonzales  
REVIEW AGENDA- 
· LG- We will go over 5 Use Cases in the morning, break for lunch and then we have 5 Use Cases this afternoon. We have a lot to finalize.
APPROVE NOTES FROM OCTOBER 2ND AND 3RD MEETINGS- APPROVE
COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING USE CASES- (GOAL TO BE MARKED AS FINAL BY TASK FORCE)

USE_CASE_70007 – 1 – INADVERTENT GAIN.DOC-

· JF-The IAG Use Case was finalized at last meeting. We need to identify if valid enrollment received therefore IAS issue is invalid. This will be included in the reporting for performance measures. Didn’t want the valid enrollments counting against those MPs. Assumptions was…only if the Losing CR would submit this issue and not the Gaining CR since the Gaining CR would know they are sending a valid enrollment. 
· Extension scenario 1.1.9- Gaining CR has valid enrollment request. Gaining CR select send to Losing CR and check valid enrollment received and add comments. Assuming…the Losing CR would say ok. The check box would be a reportable field. 
· RB- suggestion- instead of calling it invalid enrollment received called authorized enrollment confirmed. 
· JF- in objection in changing this. NO. 
· RB- what happens when the issue determined to be a duplicate when the Losing and Gaining open an issue at the same time? I know there is a duplicate validation. 
· DM- if they are both sitting in queue at ERCOT then you would not receive the duplicate validation message when submitting. It’s a timing issue. 
· RB- I’m concerned with the count when it could b e a duplicate. 
· DM- it would not be closed at ERCOT. It’s determined at submission. 
· DM- not around the commission conversation. We are reporting on the Gaining? 
· RB- we don’t know yet. 
· RB- identifiable state. ERCOT reports on these…screen these out. 
· JF- added the closed state. Question procedure…IAG procedure...determine duplicate then both parties get together and work it out between themselves to determine which one to work off. 
· DM- I think a lot of issue are going to get closed based off where the closed button is. 
· JG- proposed language says both CRs. Losing and Gaining. 
· JF- use global id to report off of…
· RB- easy for ERCOT not for market participants. 
· DM- you could export to excel and the filter off the global. 
· RB- do you know how often the duplicates happens?
· DM- we have not pulled numbers on this. I don’t think it happens often. Not likely both parties are submitting. 
· MH- most the time the TDSPs catches this…ERCOT does not catch it. We get a few here and there. 
· JF- 2 different issues…report on your selves in the GUI…state…Duplicate. 
· RB- if the rule says that the CR needs to report this. We probably would need to know how many are duplicates? I’m curious- add a state, why we wouldn’t say adding state…authorized enrollment confirmed or duplicate. 
· DM- you could add a radio button. ‘Unexecutable’…radio button…authorized enrollment confirmed or duplicate. Already have to add comments on the ‘Unexecutable’ state. 
· JG- the way that this is written, then we could report off of this. 
· JF- Yes. Radio button be required. 
· DM- I think you would have to create a drop down and make it required. 

· RB- I think that is good because if we think about another reason we can add it to the drop down instead of adding another check box. 
· JF- change….Update Use case- Add required drop down to ‘Unexecutable’ transition to indicate the reason the issue is ‘Unexecutable’ to include the following choices: Authorized Enrollment confirmed and Duplicate issue. 
· JF- Changed 1.1.9- how do we do that? The Losing CR doesn’t select of the drop down. 

· DM- be specific in the main scenario that it’s only for the Gaining CR 
· JF- Michael can we make the drop down selection to who uses it. 
· MT- No. 
· JF- the dilemma…it will be available to both CRs- Losing and Gaining. 
· DM- doesn’t work that way. Two different states and transition. You make those transitions how ever you want them. 
· LG- isn’t there a possibility that the Losing and Gaining hit duplicate for both issues and the issue doesn’t get worked. 
· JF- Yes. Wouldn’t you be in contact with the other CR? Maybe that can be written in the procedures. 
· LG- ERCOT would know if it is a duplicate?
· DM- it’s at submission where you can tell if it’s a duplicate or not. 
· LG- make the button duplicate only available for ERCOT. 
· DM- ERCOT doesn’t look at it this way. We select the parties but we wouldn’t know if we have a duplicate
· JG- just wondering why we are worried about duplicates to much
· JF- yeah, it would not happen that much.

· RB- I prefer to add it but risk that maybe both parties being able to select it. 
· JF- Are you ok with the authorized ….being available for both parties? YES 
· Change in use case--- 1.1.19 extension scenario- Gaining CR verifies that an authorized enrollment was received. Gaining CR selects ‘Unexecutable’. Gaining CR selects authorized enrollment verified from the drop down box. Gaining CR adds comments. Gaining CR select ok. MarkeTrak issue is assigned to the state of New (Losing CR) 
· JF- can the Losing CR argue that? Or should it end issue? 
· Kari/First Choice- if they choose ‘Unexecutable’…and return to ERCOT. 
· JF- no vote state any longer. My understanding ‘Unexecutable’ would kill the issue. 
· JG- that is what we do now…close the issue and then get on the phone. 
· Kari/First Choice- some cases, the Gaining rep sends an invalid enrollment…totally different customer and needs more investigation. 
· JG- I don’t think it would take any longer than leaving it open and arguing back and forth. I think you need to pick up the phone and figure out what is going on. 
· JG- IAG issue…PUCT says to work off premise and not customer. And premise should be back to original state. 
· JF- so, is there consensus. Option- ‘Unexecutable’….both CRs work together through regular.  
· MT- could add select Losing CR. 
· JF- could send it back that way and asking questions. 
· JF- would everyone be ok….taking it back and having ERCOT add the scenario…any objections? With the exception of adding in the extension scenario….is everyone ok with saying this one is final again- no objections. 
· MARKED as FINAL.
USE_CASE_70007 – 4 – CANCEL_WITH_APPROVAL REDLINE 10_03_07.DOC-
· ERCOT sent this one out for comments…
· ERCOT added validation make sure that the CR is associated with the cancel. Add validation to verify that the CR associated with the issue is the CR associated with the transaction being cancelled. Receive warning but can still submit issue. ERCOT analyst suggested since they get this.

· LG- no comments brought to me. CNP CWA inside evaluation period. With the spreadsheet, is the spreadsheet necessary or do we submit those in MT and no longer use the spreadsheet?  
· KS- we are still working on the documentation on that. 

· LG- So, we will still use the spreadsheet. Yes
· JF- any comments are changes? 
· MARKED AS FINAL
· KS- did you finalize the IAG Use Case? Shouldn’t we wait until the ruling comes back?
· JF-We have to finalize the Use Cases but we do have the window to come back and change to match the ruling. 
· KM- can we add to the Use Cases subject to change per the ruling? 
· KS- the ruling should come back next month on the 6th. 
· JF- we will have time to make changes before the Use Cases are due.
USE_CASE_70007 – 5 – CANCEL_WITHOUT_APPROVAL_REDLINE 10_23_07.DOC

· ERCOT did not have any comments on this one. Anyone else. Silence…
· JF- MARKED AS FINAL. 
USE_CASE_70007 – 7 – DEV_LSE_SHDUNS_10_02_07 REDLINES.DOC

· ERCOT has taken this back and had some action items. 
· DM- only change to add extension scenarios. Didn’t complete the last time because didn’t have everyone buy end on this. 
· JF- this one went out yesterday with the additional comments. Added extension scenarios. 
· JF- any objections to finalizing this one? Silence…
· MARKED AS FINAL.

USE_CASE 70007 – 9 – UPDATE TO API WHEN VISIBILITY IS REMOVED 10_02_07 REDLINES.DOC

· ERCOT only had one comment- restatement …Wrong MP Involved is an ERCOT only transition.
· JF- any objection or questions? No
USE CASE 70007 – 14 – ESCALATE_EMAIL 10-02-07 REDLINE.DOC

· ERCOT had taken this back and we made some changes

· One change…1.1.2- issue needs to be active and not in a state of pending issue before and email can be sent. 
· JF- is this accurate statement?
· DM/ONCOR- is it only pending ERCOT has not done anything. Technical issue? Didn’t come through to ERCOT. 
· JF- I don’t believe so. 
· DM- different pending states….
· DM/ONCOR- what does this mean? Any of those states? 
· JF- this is when they transition to a pending issue state right off the bat when submitting an issue. 
· DM- doesn’t make sense to push email button in the pending issue state. 
· LG- email created and sent out …attachment in MarkeTrak. What does the attachment look like? 
· DM- it should be a duplicate of the email of what you sent out. 
· LG- What will the link look like? 
· DM- It will have a title like the other links show today. 
· LG- question….person working issue and they are not in and now the backup is the working issue. How do they know those emails went back and forth. 
· DM- green hyperlink….time stamp is associated. 
· JF- any questions or comments? Everyone ok with this? Change title of this to Email Responsible MP and save email as attachment. 
· LG- will we know by the email who those people are? Who the primary, escalation people are? 
· DM- I don’t think we can do that. We could put in sequence. 
· JF- you can tell by the looking at the GUI screen off the issue. 
· Change use cases----user should be able to send email that will automatically populate in the following sequence responsible MP primary, secondary etc. 
· FINALIZED
USE CASE 70007 – 15 – D2D SUBTYPE PREMISE TYPE REDLINES 10_03_07.DOC

· CRs ability to question to TDSP asking for premise type or service address to updated. 
· JF- one outstanding question..in this flow….between in progress and ‘Unexecutable’. To add 814_20 sent/complete. All other workflow show Accept as the transition. Can we use Accept or is this the exception. 1.1.1. Make all transitions---never mind on this….wrong transition.
· MT- 1.1.6 #11- Submitting MP selects Complete….change to Accept…to be consistent with the other workflows. Leave 814_20 sent/complete. 
· MT- what about the Original Tran ID. Whether it should be provided. Should it be given so that the CR can see it 
· LG- I go to TML and check. My system does not use the BGN number. 
· CF- Don’t include that, takes time. You can see on TML to compare. 
· FINALIZED
USE CASE 70007 – 16 – D2D SUBTYPE SERVICE ADDRESS REDLINE 10_03_07.DOC
JF- we don’t have this one anymore. Consolidated into Use Case 15
USE CASE 70007 – 17 – LIMIT DROP DOWN LIST MISS TRXN 10_02_07.DOC

· JF- We will go into details tomorrow. I put together the requirement document. Decided that some should be included in the document as line items instead of as a Use case. Risk of changing an existing workflow if the workflow is not changing but maybe submission fields. 
· LG- Usage and Billing part regarding disputing. If it’s being covered on missing transactions…
· JF- disputing should be under Usage and Billing.
· LG- what if you are disputing an 867_03F? It’s not part of the Usage and Billing but apart of the missing transactions. 
· JF- question for the TDSPs? 
· CF- under Usage and Billing. Select 867_03 monthly usage and add comment that it’s a final. 
· KM/ONCOR- Usage and Billing?
· JF- You want to add back 867_03 F to Usage and Billing? Like Cheryl said Usage and Billing 867_03 monthly but add as a final in the comments. 
· KM/ONCOR- we use that as an identifier to be able to assign it to the right group. Different departments work different transaction types.
· LG- its not that we didn’t get it but we are disputing it. 
· KM- add 867_03F transaction type in the Usage and Billing sub type? 
· KM/ONCOR- channel better through ONCOR doing it this way- identifying the 867_03 final 
· AEP- only has one group that works all the transaction. I am fine with adding it back the 867_03 Final in the drop down. 
· CR/AEP- I would think it will still have overlapping if add it back to Usage and Billing and still have it in Missing Transaction sub type. 
· KM- select 867_03 F and then it would automatically check the dispute the box….
· JF- is that possible. 
· LG- couldn’t someone over look the check box. They could still log a Missing Transaction but it was a dispute and should be under the Missing Transactions. 
· LG- comes down to a training issue. Missing Transaction has the 867_03 F.. and the Usage and Billing have 867_03 final then say dispute beside the type in the drop down. 
· JF- separate the 867_03 and 810 if missing or disputing under usage/billing.  Logic tied to an invoice…this was a market request. 
· Cary-AEP- agreed that we take it out and now we are agreeing to put it back in. 
· LG- The final read is when the enrollment is complete. Usage and Billing is attached to the final. Missing transactions include beginning to end transactions. 
· JF- read off requirement spreadsheet. TDSPs were getting incorrect Tran type…getting usage billing questions in missing transactions sub type. 
· RB- why do we need to link an 86703Fwith a dispute in a missing transaction subtype?
· LG- not saying missing but disputing usage. 
· JF- keep in mind that any 867_03 missing usage will come through Usage and Billing. 
· KM- currently today they open them up in either subtype…no rules. Some times they don’t choose 867_03 F. more defined. If it’s really missing then have it under missing. We get finals that they are disputing. 
· JF- question ok with getting 867_03 usage missing under usage/billing then why is it not okay to get 867_03 final under the same type?
· RB- I think we should leave 867_03 and 867_03 final under Usage/Billing. 
· JF they do have a check box to select missing or dispute. 
· KM- suggestion to take 867_03 final out of missing transactions and put it in Usage and Billing? 
· JF- any objection to do this? Removing 867_03 final from Missing Transaction and adding to Usage/Billing. 
· CF- fine with AEP. 
· KM/ONCOR- keep it streamed line. Use case--- added 867_03 F. 
· KS_-what about the 867_04? 
· JF- it wouldn’t be disputed. 
· LG- means make BGN or BPT- is not required. Have to be optional. 
· JF- that can be explained in the help or in the user guide. TDSP said they don’t need the Original Tran ID. 
· LG- you would want to give the Original Tran ID for the 867_03 final to find it. 
· FC- the 867_03 final completes an order so it goes back to the initial order. 
· DM/ONCOR- we would need it. It would take us longer to research it. 
· RB- final is different than the monthly. 
· DM/ONCOR- applies to both. 
· KM/ONCOR- Original Tran ID…on the MVI…currently 867_03 final would finalize out the original CR… 
· DM- why don’t we add a screen where when you select the 867_03 final…..then you get another screen that says to give the Original Tran ID. 
· CF- I go by the date. Is there a date field?
· JF- currently there is date field. YES…haven’t taken it out but haven’t made it required. 

· JF- suggestion to make the transaction date required. 
· LG- if we are missing usage we will use the last date
· JF- suggestion to make the transaction date required on Usage and Billing. Changed use case—make the transaction date field required 
· ONCOR and ERCOT want the Original Tran ID……changed use case to say…update field…revise Original Tran ID field to optional instead of required on all Tran types except 867_03 final. And add help feature to determine BGN. 
· KS- how would you know the date on the missing transaction? 
· You would not know the date on a missing 814 or 867_04. 
· JF- on the missing transaction only 814s and 867_04…
· CF- ok…need date or Original Tran ID. 
· JF- not taking the Original Tran ID. 
· CF- we are fine with that. 
LUNCH

Recap- 
· Update to missing transaction is that the drop down will include, 814s and 867_04. Note: adding the drop down to the Re-assign transition. Original Tran ID is required and the transaction date is not required. This is currently. Usage and Billing- drop down. 867_03s, 810s and 867_03 final. Transaction date field is required. Drop down- Non-IDR and IDR, then check box for Missing or dispute. 

· JF- 867_03 final will go through Usage and Billing. 
· LG- if choose 867_03 final through Usage and Billing then it will stop you to provide the Original Tran ID. 
· JF- you will be able to submit an 867_03 final then you have to give the Original Tran ID. 
· CF- also saw use case in #24…start date and stop date. 
· JF- We do not have a use case 24. 
· CF- add service start date and stop date. This would help to have the start and stop for the missing transactions. 
· JF- that got moved to Add service period date field to missing transaction, projects, Siebel chg/info, other and rep of record sub types. Add service period stop date…moved into one use case. We will go over later.

· JF- everyone ok with what we’ve done with Usage and Billing and Missing Transactions? 
· FINALIZE

· Its actually requirement 13 and 20 used to be use case 17 and 20. 

· LG- IDR and Non-IDR drop down, Is it required in Usage and Billing? 
· JF- Yes

USE CASE #22- 650
· Submit by CRs and TDSPs.

· Any comments on this one?

· FINALIZE

USE CASE #21- SAFETY NET NEW SUBTYPE

· RB- what is the issue type for? 
· JF- TDSP wants to ask CR a question on the safety net? 
· KM/ONCOR- manly EDI questions- exceptions. 
· JF- Cheryl had some questions…TDSP effective date? Get email and put here.

· CF- Jane Eyanson- Suggestion account suggestion date. 

· JF- any objection in changing that transition?

· ONCOR and CNP are fine with that.

· JF- account connection meaning energized.

· RB- make more consistent with the language with the market

· KM- make sure you want to see on there so that it makes sense to the CR
· RB- premise energized date.

· JF- Cheryl, are you fine with premise energized date.

· CF- another suggestion---no reason to have it go ‘Unexecutable’ on a safety net? No reason to unexecute an issue. 

· JF- what if it was sent after….that would be a complete transition.

· LG- reply back with BGN number and say it is done. Unless it is sent to the wrong CR accidentally. We would unexecute it. Or close it. 

· CF- good point if we sent to the wrong CR. 
· Unexecutable…is with everyone other subtype. I would leave it in there. 

· KM/ONCOR- if Unexecutable and can we add a comment. YES
· DM- once hit Unexecutable goes into a pending complete state. Not sure if you want to change up the workflow.

· Updated it to premise energized date 

· JF- everyone ok with that one.

· FINALIZE

· CF- currently how many escalation days…..28 days….

· JF- if a state stays in one state for more than 28 days then it is escalated.

· JF- it can be changed on each subtype or state?

· CF- ok, we want it shorter for all of them.
· JF- for every single issue? 

· CF- concerned with the new state. 

· CF- beginning new state

· MT- for all D2Ds or safety net

· CF- safety net and MVO with meter removal

· KM- haven’t been transitioned out of new…Norman wanted to extend the time on MVO with meter removal. 

· JF- what time line, sit in a state of new. 

· CF- I don’t want to change it if offends anyone. We have a goal of week. 

· JF- 7 days ok for the CRs?

· DM- escalation not around the state, it’s when the responsibility party has it.  If we went with this then we would have a parallel. 

· CF- I don’t want to change if it is costly. Leave it as is.

· JF- you do have the new email ability.

· FINALIZE

USE CASE- METER REMOVAL

· Question is asked…time period to short?

· JF- what if there is construction. My understanding is that the meter has already been removed.

· CF- the meter is gone, stolen or removed. Removed to temporary premise.

· JF- understanding that we don’t need to extend these

· CF- customer contract….meter is already gone. Completed as soon as possible.

· JF- Norman, Are you ok with leaving the 28 days?

· NT- yeah, I agree. Leaving at 28 days

· Adding in the escalation list rolodex for another contact for this subtype. 

· Market request to add another contact level. 

· JF- Norman, separate escalation….extended to have another path?

· Everyone ok with having the escalation contact included with the other escalation rolodex contacts.

· NT- ok with that

USE CASE- 8- Capture modify/reassign start time and or stop time fields
· DM- DEV LSE modify/reassign….go back and forth. Wanted to add a change history off all the dates that are being captured on the issue. 

· DM- wrote it up every time you hit modify/reassign all the dates are captured in the issue. 

· DM- problem- can’t have it dynamic….best that we can do as similar to the service history fields. Have a text box. We don’t have more than 3 modifications. 

· CR/CNP- I’m cool with that. We can take it back and look it over. 

· DM- I will include a diagram in final requirement

USE CASE- 3

· JF- this is one that we finalized last time…..we added a few things…CLOSED capabilities
· JF- part got added- D2D add complete and unexecutable for the responsible party on the in progress assignee state. 

· JF- if non responsible hits then get error.

· Questions or additions?

· FINALIZE

REQUIREMENT SPREADSHEET-

· Added the use case number. 
· JF- I think it will be confusing to re-number the use cases. Put in original use case reference and current use case. That way it is easy to find them. 

· CF- you have sent this document out? 
· JF- I will be sending it out.

REQUIREMENT DOCUMENT- 

· Requirement 1- 
· JF- Karen did you bring back the order of buttons? 
· LG/KM- will bring this back tomorrow. 
· JF- it was suggestion to put in alphabetical. 
· LG- it was said that we wanted it from positive to negative.
· Requirement 2-  FINALIZE

· Requirement 3-  FINALIZE

· Requirement 4-  
· JF- questions…requirements within in the bulk insert where the fields are becoming not used…it was decided to leave all those fields that are not being used. And if ERCOT will be creating these. Should we do the clean up now since we are creating the templates?
· JF- if put in title field then it will error out. Make all the clean up now. Any time column blank not in the bulk insert. 
· NT- best way.
·  JF- I will take this as an action item to clean this up. 

· Requirement 5- FINALIZE

· Requirement 6- FINALIZE
· Requirement 7- 
· Removed title field from the bulk insert

· FINALIZE
· Requirement 8- FINALIZE
· Requirement 9- FINALIZE
· Requirement 10- FINALIZE 
· LG- Usage billing- is the stop time is current, do we leave blank? 
· JF- stop time is optional.
· LG- don’t want to have to populate an end date.

· Requirement 11- FINALIZE
· Requirement 12- FINALIZE
· JF- optional text box? 
· JF- can comments be required if A13 is selected. Should we take from TX Set Guide?
· MT- every time there is a TX Set change then we will have to update MT. 
· JF- currently we don’t make changes to MarkeTrak every time there is a TX set change. 
· Added- add a new required drop down field to submit for reject code. TX Set reject codes should be used for the drop down. If A13 is selected free form text should be entered into comments therefore comments are required. 
· RB- this subtype is used for? 
· JF- reject subtype is submitted.  
· RB- expectation….comments should match the reject reason from the reject transactions? 
· JF- If A13 then yes. 
· JF- you rejected it for…A13? Requested by MTTF. Not enough information in subtype. 
· RB- I think the code is reasonable but not the comments on the A13. 
· JF- any objections? 
· CF- I would like to see the comments. 
· Cary/AEP- A13 will always require comments. 
· CF- I think the comments should be required. 
· RB- I don’t see why you would have to copy the A13 reasons out of the transactions. 
· KM-Need to approve in documentation as to why it is used for….what is missing from the tool 

· LG- You received a reject…why did you send me a reject.

· JF- not sure why comments are not required. 

· KM- have to return to submitter for more information

· CF- pulled trend report…only get 3

· DM- We mostly get these at ERCOT. Mostly questions about leap frog. 
· DM- if we have the ESI ID and Original Tran ID then we can find it. Answer is not fixing is through a reject transaction sub type. 
· JF- Is there a low volume issue. Do we need to add the reject code or not. 
· LG- TDSPs prefer phone calls…log something. 
· CF- doesn’t matter either way. 
· Cary/KM- prefer through MarkeTrak issue.  
· JF- Will comments be required on all or just required on A13? 
· LG- I think all the comments are required. 
· JF- can add to the user guide that comments are required when selecting A13.

· Requirement 13- FINALIZE
· Requirement 14- FINALIZE
· Requirement 15- FINALIZE – 
· Validate ESI ID/TDSP Association. Should all bulk insert and API pass up the validations? 
· DM- do you really submit any bulk insert issues where you want to see if there are duplicate issues? Always, done in error…turn on the validations. 
· JF- Please ask your shops this question.
· Requirement 16- FINALIZE

· One for reporting improvements----#17..we have discussion tonight and discuss tomorrow

· Another one for API improvements-----#18

· Still need to finalize Requirement 1. All the requirements are final. Tomorrow, 13 rows are marked as N/A…first ask for. We will walk through these. Some of them we will not be able to. Go back through and refresh your memories. Not be able to do because of Serena. New release. 

REQUIREMENT SPREADSHEET- 
· line 4- CNP requested to pull

· Line 7- requirement is not valid. Already being done on RMS reports.

· Line 9- will have a requirement. Talk to CNP. Ongoing all the time. 
· KM- I still wanted to leave it in there. Leave it in there for on going. Put it in then it’s per the project time line. Put in requirement document to note. CNP did analysis and gave some suggestion per our analysis.

· Line 10-ERCOT verified that this exists

· Line 11- didn’t get input…pending further discussion. Didn’t get any input. 
· Currently does anyone have issues? 
· LG- in beginning slow but it’s improved. 
· JF- no longer an issue. Make sure after go live to watch

· Line 33- LPA, ERCOT initiated issues.  

· Line 34- training issue. Clarified in user guide. Should check TML and give steps of what needs to happen

· Line 35- labeled as unnecessary.  

· Line 39- Can ask ERCOT for this report.

· Line 40- Serena enhancement. Already sent this to Serena. 
· MT- yes 

· Line 41- written to look to improve…will write tomorrow.
· Line 59- not a way to do this.
· Line 60- contacted Tara Energy—requirement that was put in was to include the bulk insert number on the issue. This will help in a lot of other ways then just adding it to the bulk insert submission. More functionality.
· DM- request from Jesse Reyes-TXU ES- he request Non-DEV issues. Date fields…calculated the same way as they are on the LSE issues. Stop date- it would roll it back one minute to 23:59:59. 
· CR/CNP- why does he want that?
· DM- end date puts 23:59:59 to everything and doesn’t roll it back one day and put the 23:59:59. Adding a day of usage. 
· CF- does anyone else have this problem?  I don’t. 
· DM- seems to think 8/15….existence and usage issues should be roll back one day and give the 23:59:59. 
· DM- he may be confusing the LSE and the other DEV type with the end dates. 

· JF- Karen- has some other reporting requirements that I will add to the spreadsheet. These are not going to be able to be done due to Serena issues. 
· KM- I want to have the capability of running a report and be able to work in the GUI at the same time? 
· MT- that will involve two different digital certificates. 
· DM- difficult in keeping them straight. We need to increase performance.
· JF- we can list to look into this. We can build the cost in and see which one will work the best and which is cost effective. 
· JF- we can put something together 

· JF- would it be easier to do the order of the buttons after development?

· JF- or just say happy path to negative buttons. 
· DM- but then you will have add to owner, add to group always first. 
· JF- proposing to put all the use cases in the requirement document. And then post to the project page. All the use cases listed will now be in the archive folder. 
· RB- Will there be a version number on the document? 
· JF- there is a date. 
· RB- version will be better. 
· JF- I will put a version on it and date it. 

ADJOURN
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