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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Jennifer Garcia    
AGENDA REVIEW AND DISCUSSION- 
I received comments from TXU ES and few other comments. 

Changes in IAG workflow based on performance measures. 

PM-talk about MarkeTrak user guide. 

Wrap it up. Next steps. Education.

UPDATE ON IAG MARKETRAK WORKFLOW FOR PERFORMANCE MEASURES

· Made changes in conjunction with the IAG workflow from the MarkeTrak Task Force. 

· TDSP filing comments met with Robert Manning and PUCT staff. Ruling- ERCOT and REPs pull numbers around IAG issue. Question was how to determine which ones are valid or not invalid?
· Wanted to create a way ERCOT could report on which ones were valid and which ones were invalid.

· What we did in MarkeTrak Task Force is put in drop down fields. To report on, also track duplicate issues. CRs get together to decide which one to work off of. 

· Start with Chris Rowley’s (TXU ES) changes
· Mostly clean up. Capitalizations.

· 7.2.1.1- clarify an untimely notice of receission was not an IAG issue?

· BG- Do we want to add other comments through the document.
· JG- Yes

· Section 7.2.1- BG- prior to submitting IAG, the investigation should be to look in the ERCOT TML to see if there is a leap frog going on. 

· CHANGE to- The CR investigation should include reviewing the ESI ID history on the Texas Market Link (TML) and determine if a third CR is involved. 

· JF- How do you like that Blake? 
· BG- I like it, does it describe the process.

· LJ- is that the only limiting factor? 

· JG- that is really vague. 

· BG- we are asking the same thing. Is there anything else that would be considered not an IAG issue than leap frog?

· MM- TML- see my enrollment…another CR sends in enrollment, then see a third but you wouldn’t know if its another CR or the same CR
· CN- backdated MVI would reject at ERCOT because of the date. Due to a leap frog.
· CN- the transaction would reject at ERCOT. Another service history row would cause a reject at ERCOT.

· MM- using the 727, DEV issues would be accepted.

· MM- order and then the same CR sends in another enrollment then that is considered a leap frog

· JR- the additional MVI the same customer

· MM- Yes, the same customer

· MM- We had a big customer, assign a new contract with us- process, go through DEV to get it fixed, if you say any transactions closed the door on IAG process. 

· BG- accomplish, if you go to TML for the history that has been collected then there is no reason why you need to log an IAG issue if leap frog is involved

· JR- clarify the investigation is before logging an IAG issue

· LJ- customer initiated the order or not, same customer, and if the customer is at the same premise. 
· LD- look at rule, not on customer, get the premise back to the original state. 

· LD- I don’t think you will be able to include all the investigative reason here.

· LEAVE- the CR investigation should include reviewing the ESI ID service history on the Texas Market Link (TML). 

· KS- Buyers remorse include contract situations? CR contract and the other CR did not…contract would generally win…don’t you go the legal way and not the IAG scenario.
· JG- that would not be buyer’s remorse.

· KS- contract scenario would go through legal and not IAG

· MM- contact vs. the other CR got a contract. We wouldn’t know that until the IAG issue is logged.

· BG- Why delay the reinstatement period while reviewing contracts. 

· MM- Question which contract is the right contract.

· BG- Understand that scenario. What don’t understand is sending in the MVI.
· KP- system limitation- put it back in without going through paperwork. 

· MM- Determined who had the right contract has to go off the same sign off.

· MM- contract- system limitation to take the customer back. If the customer is back with me then it goes to Reliant. Taking it back goes through the same process as to setting them up.

· JG- determining having a valid enrollment. Legal perspective…customer may say I meant to do that. Have to get the customer involved
· JG- we are talking about big customers. 

· CR/AEP- customer gaining the system themselves. 2 signed contracts. 

· LD- makes sense to me. If you have a contract that should not of been signed by that person. Customer signed 2 different contracts. Agree with the TDSPs.

· MM- person executed two contracts then under the contract they didn’t realize what they were getting into.

· KS- that is not buyer’s remorse.

· KS- if the customer has two contracts then that is not IAG. Switched based off the contracts…not IAG. Don’t think should fall under IAG

· JG- I understand what you are saying. 2 contracts. Buyer’s remorse. 

· KP- multiple contracts with multiple ESI IDs and one of the ESI IDs should be on the Direct Energy contract and the other should be on the Reliant contract. Instances were its not supposed to be on this contract- delete and it has to be on the other CRs contract.

· LD- makes sense…not two valid contracts with the same ESI IDs. 
· JG- I don’t want to put in a blank statement under the IAG process.

· KS- then we will be receiving those?

· JG- Yes

· Untimely notice of recession is buyer’s remorse. Contracts can be a form of buyer’s remorse. 

· JG- Is this an issue for you guys?
· BG- not sure we would know if there were two contracts.

· JG- CRs do you want to put something in here about two contracts then not IAG

· KP- not worried about this side….worried that they would not take it back.  Happened three months ago- breach of their contract then not taking it back. Cant do it because we don’t have a contract anymore. The other scenario we are fine with we shake them out. We work through them

· LJ-The IAG process will enforce a contract. 
· CR/AEP- heard this one.

· LJ- new contract and obligations then it should not be in an IAG process.

· BG- IAG party submits an MVI, multiple MVIs with the same CR, is that an IAG.

· LD- it wouldn’t matter how many MVI s were submitted by the gaining CR. It doesn’t mean they checked with the customer to send in another MVI…should be considered an IAG issue.
· 7.2.1.3- multiple contracts. If a customer has entered into multiple valid contracts with multiple CRs regarding the same ESI IDs, this is not a valid inadvertent gain.

· BG- multiple MVIs would be still considered an IAG.

· KP- 7.2.1.3- make sure we are going to get the volume out of it….investigate the two contracts…argue the validity of our contracts.

· JG- does it need to go here or under are reject reasons?
· LJ- both…. if filed then it can be rejected later on.

· LJ- can solve outside of MarkeTrak and inside MarkeTrak. 

· JG- cannot see who the other CR is in TML, would have to log a MarkeTrak issue.

· LJ- You don’t call the customer?

· MT/Consellation- sometimes the customer will not tell you who they switched to.

· LJ- I prefer to have it in both places

· KP- I do too
· JG- I do- saying it’s a buyers remorse right off the bat. You will have to log a MarkeTrak issue to find out who the other party is.

· LJ- MarkeTrak may not be used a contract enforcement tool. Remedy tool. Customer has chosen to breach the contract. In the market choose customer to do that…consequences do not get worked in MarkeTrak. worked out with business people and courts. One thing to not know it before, another thing- breached the contract, why it should it be in this section.
· JG- what about saying IAG process should not be used since the customer breached their contract. Why not say that?
· KP- accidental breach…valid if purposely executes contract with one CR then do it again with another CR. 

· CHANGE- 7.2.1.1.3- Breach of Contract- the MarkeTrak Inadvertent Gain Process should not be used to resolve a Customer’s intentional breach of contract and entering into an agreement with a new CR. 
· Remove- If a customer has entered into multiple contracts with multiple CRs regarding the same ESI IDs. This is not a valid IAG- put under rejection. 

· JG- white board- 

· 1. add multiple contract to reject section

· JG- at last meeting confusion if CNP would work cancels within the window.
· CN- we will work the cancels within the window
· 7.2.1.3- LD- hearing from market that they don’t like submitting their IAG issue in MT…says in this guide and the rule that you have to. Point out, it will hurt you if you don’t log them. Reasonable level of what these are. If we don’t see consistencies then we don’t see the trend. I highly encourage to log. It cant be worked on if not logged. Make sure everything as IAG issues.
· CR- Section (CR timelines) - clarification you can go all the way back to one day of loss. Put it in for clarification purposes.
· LJ- dates for certain…different time parameters. All in agreement before we move forward.

· 7.2.1.4- Valid reject reasons- added if a customer has entered into multiple contracts

· BG- first paragraph is confusing customer and premise again. Talk about customer then talk about ESI ID. Put ESI ID in both cases. Rule is premise based.

· 7.2.1.3.1- BG- is that the agreement needs to be reached within 15 days. 

· JG- they should send in the MVI no later than 17 days. 

· BG- that says to me that the transactions needs to be sent no later than 17 days. I was trying to for the date of the agreement. 

· BG- do we have too many time periods in this section. Agreement in so many days, order is within so many days and then the order date time period. Reinstatement period is delayed to reviewing the contract. 

· BG- I’m ok with the first paragraph
· Day of loss is date +1

· CR/AEP- shall be date of loss +1 business day. 

· TNMP- we do date +1no matter what. It doesn’t have to be business day. It could be a calendar day.

· Do the TDSPs have issue with going with calendar days? 

· AEP- NO
· CHANGED- the reinstatement date shall be the date of loss (date of loss is the date the customer started with the Gaining CR plus one calendar day or any date chosen by the original CR for which the original CR has authorization to serve the customer to no greater than fifteen 15 calendar days past the date the MT issue was logged. 

· The original CR shall submit a MVI request 16 that is backdated by at least one business day. The original CR shall submit a move in utilizing the reported reinstatement date no later than 17 calendar days after the MarkeTrak…
· KS- are we repeating ourselves

· JG- yes we are repeating ourselves. 
· JG- we original had 13 and 15 days. 
· KS- what is the outcome if it goes past 15 days? Rejection. 
· KS- us rejecting them…who is rejecting?

· JG- I don’t know. Would not agree with the IAG issue.  Send in transaction with different date then the TDSP would reject.

· BG- reinstatement date- MVI comes in within the window, not in line agreed upon. What happens? CR rejects but the TDSPs cannot reject. First said who rejects. 
· BG- do we have to police all of that. If comes in with 10/31, do we change to 10/29. What is the action to enforce that? 

· LJ- Changing the dates is not a good process. 

· TNMP- has changed the date

· AEP- we’ve done it in the past but won’t do it again. Nasty habit and breaking

· JR- I agree to send in date of 10/29 but send 10/26, should the TDSP reject this since it is the wrong date. 
· CN- you can request a turn down. Monitor the transaction…pass ERCOT and correctly. 

· JG- scares me…I’m hearing…nothing timelines…doesn’t have to be enforced…

· DM- losing CR has to decide.

· RB- We did ask MarkeTrak Task Force to build this in MarkeTrak. Reinstatement date….error message. In MT. doesn’t mean the transaction will match.
· CR/AEP- feel for you, .we put in here no MVO should be sent but it will happen.  TDSPs cannot be put in position to enforce these processes. 

· CN- monitor TML….sent incorrectly, you have avenues to deal with this to submit a turn down. Monitor in TML…person sending transaction for the wrong date. Put on the MT issue. 
· LJ- if we were to monitor them then what is your expectation. What if the MVI was sent past the 17 days. What would you want the TDSPs to do…not saying want them to do it…just asking. TDSP to reject the transaction.

· JG- different the date it was agreed to, then its within 17 days, send MVI beyond 17 days, violates the 17 days
· LD- in theory ---changing the date.

· LJ- not changing the date…flow…beyond 17 days violation of the market guide. TDSPs do not intervene. AEP and TNMP intervene. 

· TNMP will take it back to one day +1. That will change. 

· LD- in theory sent reject and CR would send in enrollment

· JF- happy with this language? 
· BG- that question is still out there, no enforcement issue.

· LJ- there is lot of enforcement issues with this whole section.

· JG- should document all escalation process?

· BG- a friend of mine said that should not go to one market guide to the next to get the general 

· BG- there is nothing with the market guide that talks about escalation processes. 

· ADDED- Create document escalation process

· RB- if CRs can see if ERCOT hasn’t met the 72 hours. Experience is that it’s always been done. 

· Valid Reject Reason- KP- 3rd party transaction it is another IAG because a new one has regained it. The third party transaction. 

· CHANGE- if a customer has entered into multiple valid contracts regaining the same ESI IDs this is not a valid inadvertent gain and the Gaining CR may reject the return of an ESI ID.
· RB- would this be the place to add where the customer has moved out. Rule applies around the premise not the customer. Issue we have is the customer left and they won’t take the customer back. Add it to the list. 
· ADDED- the original CR may not reject the return of an inadvertently gained ESI ID due to: its inability to contact the customer, past due balances or credit history, customer having moved out from the premise in question, or due to any other reason not specifically stated in section 7.2.1.4 unless agreed to by both CRs, TDSPs and there customer, contract expiration or termination, original CR was serving premise under a CSA. 

LUNCH

7.2.2- charges associated with returning the customer

· JG- we took out the controversial language. The priority MVI fee. We felt like we were not going to reach consensus. ONCOR will charge the gaining CR the priority fee if a MarkeTrak is filed. We would like to document that in here. 

· JG- disjointed to keep in and vote at RMS…take out and Segment file comments, to put in section in. sub rules…charge gaining CR….vote at RMS.

· BG- if the original CR takes the corrective action in their own hands- sends MVI and then opens MarkeTrak issue trying to get charge. The MarkeTrak issues should be logged first. AEP needs a MarkeTrak issue to correct it

· RB- referring the priority move in or the backdated MVI?

· BG- anything where a MarkeTrak is opened before the MVI is sent 

· RB- if we do both the same time, could you support it.

· BG- we would be able to handle that. If we have the MarkeTrak issue the same day as the transaction. We can watch it and apply the inadvertent gain charges.

· DM- we are going to charge every time we read the meter or disconnect the meter.

· MM- as long as we log a MT issue first the send priority MVI second then you will apply the fee to the gaining.

· KS – we also said we would work if both parties agree to the issue.

· LD- doesn’t have to be an agreement about the date but have to have agreement it is an inadvertent gain- charges go to the inadvertent gain.

· KP- log MT issue, send priority MVI and get approval and the charges are applied to the gaining. 

· RB- how would you determine the agreement on the MT issue about the charges?
· KS- in the comments

· RB- issue exists, MVI sent. The agreement of charges may come a couple of days later. 

· KW- what if you send connect fee before they agree? Would you reverse it? Safety net MVI, MarkeTrak logged, agreed after we received the fee, would the TDSP cancel that fee and send to gaining CR? No time frame around when you would get the reverse?

AEP- cancel re-bill, some time you may not see this until the next bill cycle.

ADDED- If the gaining CR sends a MVO, the original CR should file the inadvertent gain MarkeTrak issue prior to submitting a priority MVI. Within the comments field of the MarkeTrak issue, the original CR shall sate “XXXXX”. The gaining CR must be in agreement that an inadvertent gain has occurred and, if so shall not dispute any of the TDSPs fees associated with returning the ESI ID to its original CR. 

CN- issue with disputing the charge. 
LD- the rule says that they have to pay the charges. 
CN- issue around sending the charges to the gaining CR instead of the losing CR who submitted the MVI.

RB- last sentence, say something like unless the gaining rep has a valid reason for disputing.

KS- say unless this…gives it a loop hole to give people a way to do.

JG- if not agreement, then reject is then say have valid enrollment.
KS- this is a backdated MVO
KP- present dated priority MVI….lights out priority MVIs….send comments with suggested comments
MM- IAG situation- Jen and I…I take it on going forward basis……the fees were going to GEXA and not the gaining CR. They were not being trapped on the IAG issues.

RB- which TDSP does that work for. 
KS- help us to catch us. 
DM- it really won’t. We tag through MarkeTrak issues looking for a MVI-look at BGN number
KP- back dated by one day. 
BG- from what

KP- what the gaining date is. 

DM- MT issue, then you send the MVI right after the fact….we probably would not catch it.

DM- back to the fee comment…something that says reverse fee.

RB- what constitutes as agreement on the last paragraph- that an IAG issue has occurred. What constitutes that. The agreement on the MarkeTrak issue. 

KP- situation exists do they have a valid enrollment or valid MVO.
CR/AEP- it says they have to be in agreement that is was inadvertent gain. 
MM- then the MarkeTrak issue would be rejected. 
KW- if we disagree…we don’t want a CR to come back to the wording and say right here it says you must agree. 

ADDED- if the gaining CR is in agreement that an IAG has occurred, then the gaining CR shall not dispute any of the valid TDSP fees associated with returning the ESI ID to its original CR 

TDSP processes section- 7.2.3-

Once ERCOT assigns the issue to the TDSP, the TDSP may respond with the following message. 
CHANGED to say once ERCOT assigns the TDSP to the issue. 
CHANGED- Once ERCOT assigns the TDSP to the issue, the TDSPs will acknowledge receipts of the issue by placing comments in the MarkeTrak issue

STRIKING- the TDSP has received your MT notification regarding and IAS and both CRs have reached – don’t need to update a comment on the MarkeTrak issue. Won’t be saying al of the same thing. They will acknowledge but with what ever verbiage

LD- talked to legal about the 150 days in the past. Don’t see how TDSPs are working the 150 days in the past. 

BG- the reason, TDSP billing area…270- ERCOT would take back dated transaction. 
LD- really do not see how the back dated billing. Really not customer friendly. 

7.2.3.2.- IAG dates greater than 150 days.- billing correction due to IAG shall not exceed 150 days in the past

DM- don’t we need to include from what date and back 150 days. Agree about the date.
LD- can’t be the reinstatement date because you could of lost and that could have been any time in the past.

Either reinstatement date or bill from TDSP. Resolution date? 

150 days from 

DM- last invoice date. Last meter read cycle from current month backwards. 

ADDED- The TDSP shall not issue billing corrections for IAGs  Once both CRs have granted approval to receive cancel re-bills the TDSP will respond with the following statement the TDSP agrees and our system has been setup to receive your MVI.

CHANGE- If the IAG occurred more than 150 days in the past, the TDSP shall not issue billing corrections more than 150 days in the past from the date of the rebilling. 

LD- count from. You don’t count that then you are really back billing 180 days. It could be 30 days out. 
CR- 150 from the backdated transaction. 150 from what is being billed. How would you bill it then cancel it. 

LD- when you send that bill, you don’t want to be counting more than 150 days from the current bill discover 10/1 and send bill 10/15…send in customer a bill more than 150 days back…really 155 days. From day you send bill. 
Reinstatement date---150 back…but it may not capture all of a bill cycle. So go within the 150 days and give all the last bill cycle dates. Could be 120 days but not over 150 days. 

JR/CR- reinstatement date is not the date to use. 

KS- we will reject the MT issue if it’s more than 150 days in the past.
KW- lost 8 months ago. Backdated MVI…6 months of usage. 
RB- it shouldn’t matter

DM- exactly- 
CR scenario- greater 150 days. From the last billing days, we reject those and say send within the 150 issues. Asking resubmit MarkeTrak issue with date in compliance with the 150 days. 

JG- looking through the workflow. Where the TDSP can send it back and ask for the CR to update that date field. 

KS- the MT issue is 150 days or less. 
DM- 150 days from last billing date. 
DM- we probably give the date to submit it. There is not many of these. 
KW- reject it if 150 days back

DM- Yes

7.2.3- as soon as the TDSP is assigned an inadvertent gain issue, the TDSP shall acknowledge receipt of the issue by placing comments in the MT issue:

KS- don’t get in the details, just will back bill up to 150 days. 

KW- doesn’t matter what the CR puts as the date in the transactions. The TDSP would have the date so that they re-bill back 150.

LJ- not all TDSP change dates. ONCOR will not change the date. CNP does not change the date. 

LJ- RMG- to the extent the losing rep requesting a date of more than 150 dates then the TDSP would processes 

TDSPs discussed-
DM- what we are going to do is for those instances in which the MarkeTrak issue (reinstatement date) is 150 days or greater. The TDSPs will comment the MarkeTrak issue indicating the reinstatement date for the transaction which will not be greater than 150 days.

Guide change to- if the IAG occurred more than 150 days in the past, the TDSPs shall not issue billing corrections more than 150 days in the past from the date of the rebilling. For those instances in which the requested reinstatement date in the MT issue is 150 days or greater in the past, the TDSP will place comments in the MT issue to indicate an acceptable reinstatement date for the MVI. For those instances in which the backdated MVI date is further in the past than the date provided by the TDSPs, the MVI  will be completed Unexecutable with remarks. The CR must resubmit their MVI with a new date. 
Reject code TS01- requires remarks. 

BG- How long do they have to send in the new transaction? We cancel Unexecutable. 

JG- It’s within the 17 days of when the MT issue was submitted.

BG- should we indicate they have so much time to resubmit? 48 hours. 

IAG order is pending- N/A
MVO has been completed-
DM- same thing…we addressed it above. Take it out.

Pending MVI with unresolved IAG issue-

Action item- develops escalation process- something hasn’t happened in two weeks then we send a notice. 
· LJ- more rapid time periods and more clear of what needs to happen. Have the appropriate contact. Self policing. The only entity to enforce is the PUCT. Own organization…strong escalation process to catch the mistakes when we make them and make corrections to their own process.

· LJ- send Jennifer an email about this

BG- disputing invoices- refer to the Section…..7.2.2

ADDED- any disputes regarding TDSP charges should filed in accordance with Section 7.2.2
Look for draft of guide in the next week or so. There will be time to respond then we will file it.
We will have one more meeting. 

ADJOURN                                                                              


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	WHITE BOARD
· Add multiple contracts to reject section
· Enforcement of timelines

· Escalation process

· Enforcement of fee responsibility when Gaining CR has agreed to IAS

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































