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	Agenda

1.

Call meeting to order 

2.

Antitrust Admonition                                                                         

3.

Introductions 

4.

Presentation/Overview of  MarkeTrak Phase III project                                                     

Karen Malkey 

5.

Review SCR756 MP Requirements document/Clarify outstanding issues or questions   

6.

Review additional enhancements suggestions submitted for consideration 

7.

Texas Set  item – Possible AMS subtype 

8.

LUNCH 

9.

Continue to prioritize Phase 3 suggestions (Cosmetic, Database, Reporting, etc) 

10.

Brainstorm Use Cases and review use case example 

11.

Assign Set 1 Use Cases

Other Business:
12.

Discuss short term solution for CR Switch Holds/Pre-pay accts

13.

Gather Action Items 

14.

Adjourn

NOTES:
· Phase iii Project – Karen Malkey

· Measure twice – cut once

i. In use cases, think of how each field is used and how will flow from end to end

1. Text in date field, etc…

ii. Each task force member needs to follow processes from start to finish, compare use cases, detail design and conceptual design documentation

iii. Need to find changes early

iv. Detailed design assists in tests and each step feeds on the previous

v. Need to think about how others may interpret what is documented

vi. Be sure to regression test what is NOT changing to ensure nothing breaks

vii. Work early on will pay off in the end

viii. Please encourage all MPs to participate

ix. Need to find a way to notify MPs about need to take part in process

1. Liz Fanning – MT Admins and email them?

· Liz will send email today

· Craig - Market Notice possible – MTTF send formal request with sample verbiage and intended recipients to Craig/Tammy
· Use Cases – Monica

· Discussed posted SCR 756 document (posted on today’s meeting)

i. MP9 – Question regarding ranking

1. Was question on prioritization?

· Jonathan – believe so

· Unsure who submitted

· Liz –high needed to clearly identify next steps

i. Group concurred

ii. MP14 – Prioritized low but wanted to verify with source of request

· Jane Eyanson with AEP – per Griselda possibly already corrected but will table for tomorrow***  

· Tammy – question on removing validation

· Liz – orig tran id not required field – may come up as a reject. 

i. Recommend medium

ii. **table til tomorrow

iii. MP26

1. Karen and Dave are working on this

· Leave as is until hear back

iv. MP30 – reporting


1. Karen and Dave are working on this

· Leave as is until hear back

v. MP31 – tran id similar to current missing Trxn

1. Jonathan – Karen is owner

· Currently don’t have to be ROR to submit

· Requiring Tran ID field needed – would have to be ROR

· TDSP will not change ESIID address/premise type in their systems if non ROR submits – just to update ERCOT system if ERCOT system does not match correct TDSP database

· Tammy – read Karen’s previous statement – for premise subtype, when 814_20 sent/complete, tranid required to validate change has been made.  Same change on address change.

· Carolyn – can use “other” for non ROR to request investigation

i. If determined to be needed, 814_20 would go to ROR

ii. Shannon – need a more definite and clear path

iii. Scott – agree

iv. Monica – add language to requirement to verify

v. Jonathan – 814_20 tran id – not original

1. Carolyn – once complete, required for TDSP to submit the 814_20 tran id. 

2. Liz – confirmation that tdsp has sent 814_20

vi. Set to workflow and medium

vi. MP41 – unexecutable PC states to be closed with no way to transition to another party

1. Monica – discussed internally and there is a question whether or not would want to do that.

· It is helpful to be able to send back if needed and not have to email or create a new issue.

· Reliant would prefer to have option to send back if unexecutable

· Centerpoint did research and it’s the same state. 

· Monica – can accept or return it back

· Carolyn – in past has been reassigned back to CP but issue still in same state.  It keeps getting sent back and forth but unexecutable state will not change.

· Monica – want issue to not close while going back and forth. Only other way to correspond is through email once closed.

· Carolyn – CenterPoint’s response will be the same on all scenarios reviewed thus far – or at least for the majority

· Monica – that is the issue – not absolute

· Jonathan – I have had a large amount unexecuted that I have sent back and MP on other side has reversed course for whatever reason (upon review).  Not necessarily with Centerpoint, but across the board many times unexecutable has been used when shouldn’t have and other MP changes their mind on action. 

i. May not be most effective way to go

· Monica – internally overwhelming consensus that from all MT users everyone would prefer that it is not closed when unexecuted

· Jonathan – what is CP seeing that they shouldn’t?

i. Carolyn – that is what we are seeing. Not everyone is equally thorough in research. 

ii. Jonathan – typically we file issue for something we think should go happy path, but eventually have to review documentation (guide, etc) and other party reverses course. 

iii. Carolyn – have not seen that scenario with backup documentation, more just desire to change mind without documentation.

iv. Monica – other groups (other than billing) had concerns where ability to re-work an issue due to closing causes problems.

v. Liz – unexecutable – if we send something (cancel) to ERCOT and it’s already cancelled, if we put in a closed state we will ever get these back? 

1. If unexecuted we still review.  If closed, would these show up on reports?

2. Group – would have to include closed in report query

3. Liz – I don’t know that I want these closed

4. Carolyn – similar to dev, once unexecutable REP cannot send to TDSP.  That is what Centerpoint wants. 

5. Liz – we don’t get that many

6. Carolyn – we get a LOT of them

7. Shannon – 3 day escalation will help from issues sitting unworked

8. Kathy – still debating the whole list?

a. Monica – accepting suggestions. As we get them are updating document and going through process with new suggestions to prioritize and clarify

b. Group - Only working on questions and discussions on current document

c. Carolyn – why can ‘t we finalize this one at this time?

d. Group – no consensus at this time

e. Carolyn – if all in room agree, can remove it

f. Request formal decision

i. Group consensus change not needed

vii. MP42 – prioritized and discussed in TXU absence

1. Liz – required dropdown? We have cancel with approvals that are automatic. If system is in cancel or complete it auto-works the issue

· Carolyn/Jonathan – dependent upon TDSP accepting issue

· Doesn’t have to be required necessarily

· Scott – agree – not mandatory

· Cheryl with AEP submitted this issue

· Scott – will get with my people to determine requested message to be included and if another TDU has a comment to add could be another dropdown. Whatever drops down goes into comments

· ***Group – need to take back to shops to discuss additional drop-down options

viii. MP42 – Submitted by Tracy Johnson with TXU

1. Group – reference MP20

2. Craig – check with Tracy on Thursday to ensure that she meant TDU transitioning

ix. MP44 – background reports – submitted by Karen Malkey

1. Working with Dave

2. *** for anything relating to reporting, Dave and Karen will be discussing so will have update next month

x. MP45 – IAG/IAL – tdsp submit issue for IAG/IAL – Johnny (TXU)

1. Debbie- typically we refer party to CR

· Could be liability issues if TDSP gets involved with IAG/IAL issues 

· Scott – agree – do not want to be put in the middle

· Carolyn/Monica/Debbie – agree

· Group consensus to allow group participants to argue any consensus decision to resubmit their suggestion and discuss up to December 09, 2010 to give those that could not be at meeting a chance to readdress.

i. Debbie – give 1 week after meeting to review comments and give until the next meeting to discuss as a group.

· Group consensus to not include this item.

xi. MP46 – Johnny Robertson (TXU)

1. Scott – start changing terminology might confuse people

· Group agreed

· Group consensus to not change field labels but include help definitions

xii. MP47 – Johnny Robertson (TXU)

1. Corde – would be very difficult for MT to calculate this with TDSP variables, holidays, etc.

2. Jonathan – 150 day varies by TDSP  - cannot automate

3. Group consensus not to include. MT cannot calculate individual TDSP holidays and other variables. 150 day timeframe continually changes.

xiii. Additional items reported post receipt of above requests

1. Patty Perry (reliant) submitted request

· Monica – same as #8?

· Expedited switch subtype –any validations to ensure only being submitted by gaining CR and not submitted for PMVI and not for 25 days after CR gain date?

· Jonathan - Has not been discussed formally, but group assumed that validations would take place.

· Corde – reversal of fees subtype or verbiage?

· Jonathan – felt would be discussed as a group. 

· Corde – there’s been issue of CRs providing proposed regain date <= gaining CR start date – cannot happen – will reject at ERCOT for leapfrog. Can validate proposed regain date not <= start date?

· Carolyn – can include that – ****please email Carolyn request

· Corde – can we ask for verification/confirmation that final agreement with both CRs instead of relying on comments for approval?  CR may say disagree but send through happy path. By time gets to TDSP unsure of agreement or disagreement and passed along happy path although no agreement made.

· Jonathan – this is mostly when losing CR submits.  Possibility of gaining CR receiving, wanting to ask losing CR question and it gets transitioned rather than through email to get out of their queue.

· Corde – if can update tool to get verification that both parties agree.  Many times issue sent to tdsp without both REPs agreeing on the issue.

i. If someone says in comments they do not agree then I’ll unexecute or if comments are ambiguous will send back.

ii. Tammy – in DEVLSE workflow there is a way to request additional information required. Only place can go is back to other CR.

iii. Corde – that would work. Or agree/disagree button.

iv. Jonathan – that way could include specific verbiage in guide for sending to other CR and/or TDSP.

xiv. Inadvertent similar to #8

1. Corde - On IAG where CR provides BGN02, add ignore button not allow CR to transition back to TDSP.  Siebel doesn’t recognize the regaining BGN02.  Need way to get issue back to CR to try again with their transaction or update the BGN02 with correct information.  I recommend it not be populated until successful and they have their regaining BGN or transaction information. They won’t have to recreate issue. 

2. Carolyn – along same lines, Patty Perry (reliant) requested – tdsp have ability to return MT to either REP. currently can only return to the creating CR. There are various reasons to return to non-creating CR.

3. Corde – reason was a little vague for having to do this, but sounds similar.  Mine was more specific for a situation, but appear to be the same scenario/resolution.

4. Liz – if you have a gaining, you’re waiting on info from losing CR.  TDSP has to respond to losing CR so that could be a problem.  

5. Corde – has to go through whole workflow to send back and possibly change BGN02 or origin tran id. 

6. Tammy – TDSP needs button to return back to either party.  MP33 covers automation of this. 

7. Corde – automation would work.  TDSP can only request updated BGN if TDSP is responsible party. If original CR is responsible party TDSP cannot push button to send back. While in “transaction submitted pending complete” state TDSP cannot transition – only the REP can.

8. Group agreed this would be a different requirement rather than part of # depending on Patty’s take on issue

· ***Patty – do you want to add button to workflow itself? *****

i. Liz - If add button current button will have to be renamed to reflect “send to losing CR, etc”.

xv. Corde’s #8 – 

1. Liz – if you get BGN02 number with correct regain date, would you reject?

· Corde – no validation on BGN #.  Would accept it.  if BGN is not correct in MT issue will never auto-close and sit there til submitter manually closes it. 

· Liz – 75% or greater have different BGN. We would have a whole lot more rejects from invalid BGN

· Corde – we do not validate on BGN either.  But if wrong BGN will never auto-close. Only validate requested regain date.

xvi. Missing AMS usage and AMS flags

1. Kathy – TXSET discussing flags for AMS remote/AMS manual to have implemented prior to TXSET 4.0 without requiring 814_20.  Could be 10-12 million 814_20s.  Would be 6 transactions for every change.

· Working with ERCOT to see if a file can be used to update and post implementation transactionally (post 4.0)

· Dependent on how ERCOT resolves issue, TXSET and MarkeTrak implementation dates, etc.  should have some determinations for 4.0 requirements by 10/31.  Other items will be system impact and emergency change

· ****Kathy – will update in November meeting after talk with TXSET

· Workflow document

i. Carolyn to Tammy - when start writing use cases for ERCOT items, do you want market input? Would be better coming from ERCOT as are your systems

ii. Tammy – Dave will write ERCOT items and then be reviewed by group

iii. Monica – we will start writing and assigning use cases. 

1. Thought process is to be sure we are thorough

2. Give newer members opportunity for easier items (cosmetic, etc)

3. Worked as a group to review for use cases (classifications) and handing out

· Review prioritization

· Changed any prioritizations ok’d by group it’s missing

· MP22 – Liz would like feedback from submitting party tomorrow regarding this.  It’s not a dispute for historical usage – just request. 

i. Was discussed at 8/9 meeting.

1. Can allow comments on this

2. Tammy – if keep here there is dependency on requirement MP3

3. Liz – we need to put under missing transactions rather than usage/billing

4. Monica – will include in comments request

· MP28 – verified group consensus on 10/5 meeting to set 48 hour timeline and automatic notification email to submitter that issue has closed.

· MP32 – Karen Malkey – 814_PC – question from Liz - why would TDSP request missing 814_PC?

· MP35 – Liz requested move to HIGH

· Close for the day

· Tomorrow

· Brainstorm use cases

· Review use case template and example of use case

· Assign use cases

· Discussion regarding CR switch holds/removal for pre-pay/DPP accounts

· Additional subtype for switch hold information (tampering and DPP)

DAY TWO

1. Recap of previous day

a. Will have til December 9 to send in comments

2. Use Cases

a. Liz – will be use case for every suggestion, recommendation, issue type?

b. Debbie – some will be combined, but all changes/requirements will have use case so all changes will have at least 1 use case – maybe more. 

c. Carolyn – if cosmetic may be able to combine with another use case, but for most part anything dealing with workflow or new subtype will require test cases.

3. Reviewed template for use cases

a. Will be numbered with name of the enhancement

b. Description will be detailed account of change

c. Discussed GUI requirements for template 

i. All are listed on posted template document for today/yesterday’s meeting

d. Activity diagrams might come out of conceptual design phase

e. Carolyn – with Serena upgrade will look of GUI change?

i. Tammy – should stay the same

ii. Carolyn – will addresses change?

iii. Tammy – ***will check and verify if look will change and address

4. Reviewed example use case

a. 1.1.2 – pre-conditions

i. Monica – is there a limit to unhappy paths?

ii. Carolyn – limited negative paths to 2 scenarios last time

1. IAG/IAL may have more but for most part 2

2. Group – will go with whatever is needed for each issue rather than put a hard limit on unhappy paths as some instances will have multiple negative paths

iii. Carolyn – we should work out every detail that we can to cover all bases up front.  

iv. Monica – these r being used for conceptual design, etc so cannot have too much detail

1. The more people we have in the meeting moving forward the more information we will have

2. If new issue types (for general use) will not be visible

3. Jonathan – if issue type is turned on then off, will you be able to report on this?

5. Reviewed IAG use case document 

a. Craig will post after meeting to meeting page

i. Tammy – when writing, error messages can be OK’d through and continue. Warning cannot continue with workflow.

ii. If any questions on use case development, email or call MT meeting chairs

6. Distribution of use cases

a. Worked on assigning use cases to specific parties

b. 1st 10 use cases (assigned) due by November meeting (ready to review)

i. Craig will update on meeting notes with 1st 10 assigned color-coded and will upload to meeting page.

7. New types – switch holds – DPP, etc…  - Jonathan Landry
a. Already have ability to remove holds through MT using the “other” workaround

b. REPs creating holds will likely be through MT

c. Question as to switch holds in MT versus transactionally (TXSET)

i. MT would be temporary until TXSET release

1. One scenario – ROR wants switch hold created or removed

2. Group needs to put together stance and work with meter tampering task force regarding what to use during interim period

a. DPP holds will go live June 2011.

b. MT and SET will not be changed at this point

i. this requires workaround between June 2011 and MT and SET implementation

ii. possible other/ISA

iii. Kathy – group planning on using 814_20 to accomplish holds.

1. Permanent MT issue would be when rep a is ROR and rep b wants hold removed after rejected transaction

2. Carolyn – have something drafted and will send to group

3. Kathy – MTTF work as a group to make recommendations/give suggestions to take to meter tampering and let them work out timeframes

4. Debbie McKeever – we can also invite members of tampering to attend MTTF meeting when discussing

5. Group agrees that MTTF writes requirements and takes what we have worked out to meter tampering

c. Jonathan – currently use tampering holds in a couple of ways

i. Between 2 CRs

d. Liz - Difference is currently tampering are instigated by TDSP, DPP will be instigated by REP

i. Will require 1 MT issue for 1 removal

ii. Carolyn – can use bulk insert

3. TIMELINES – Carolyn wrote on board

a. Bill Payment Switch Hold effective 5/1/2011

i. Need to determine what to do until TXSET 4.0 implementation

b. TXSET Transactions Q2 or Q3 2012

i. 650.01 – add SHA/SHR

ii. 650.02 – add SHA/SHR

iii. 814.20 – add SHA/SHR TDSP to ERCOT/ERCOT to CR

iv. 814.04 – reject code for SHF

v. 814.05/814.06 reject codes

c. Group had some questions regarding different timelines for prepay versus non-pre-pay holds

i. Jonathan – scenario

1. I’m new rep and want to do MVI

2. Does 4 hour turnaround time stay the same?

3. Are there 2 subtypes for different hold types?

a. On hold for tampering

b. On hold for payment

i. Kathy – for new customer moving into premise with switch hold – 

ii. Kathy pulled up project in PUCT site

iii. Appears minimum 7 hour timeline for removals

iv. Not meeting timelines is a Class B violation per PUCT substantive rule/project

v. No additional timeline listed in PUCT project doc

vi. PUCT project document does reference tampering hold process

4. Continue to work with tampering and TXSET on issue

Use Case Assignments
Requirement #

Workflow/Function

Assigned to:

MP1

IAG/IAL

Scott & Jonathan-TNMP/Gexa

MP2

Email functionality

Tammy-ERCOT

MP3

Usage/Billing-New-Copy existing

Liz & Monica- Oncor/Reliant

MP4

New

Tammy-ERCOT

MP8

All

Tammy/ERCOT

MP9

IAG/IAL

Liz & Shannon-Oncor/Ambit

MP10

BI

Tammy/ERCOT

MP11

Web

Tammy/ERCOT

MP12

New-copy existing

Carolyn & Rachel- CNP/Direct

MP13

New- copy existing

Carolyn & Rachel- CNP/Direct

MP15

background report/Report tab

Karen Malkey & Dave/ERCOT CNP

MP16

background report/Report tab

Tammy/ERCOT

MP17

DEVLSE, etc

Scott-TNMP

MP18

IAG-new copy existing

Jonathan & Shannon/ERCOT

MP19

New workflow

Carolyn & Jonathan/ERCOT

MP20

Item notification-expand to more/all

Reference MP19-Carolyn & Jonathan

MP21

DEVLSE

Scott-TMNP

MP23

API download attachment

Karen Malkey/ERCOT

MP24

Rolodex

Tammy & Liz

MP25

Validation

Carolyn and Monica

MP26

Background Report

Karen Malkey/Dave-ERCOT

MP27

Validation Msg

Tammy

MP29

New wkflw

Tammy, Liz, Rachel, Gricelda, Carolyn

MP30

API/BR

Karen Malkey & Dave

MP33

IAG/IAL

Carolyn & Craig

MP34

Validation

Tammy

MP35

Escalations

Tammy

MP36

IAG/IAL

Tammy

MP37

Escalation

Tammy

MP38

Reporting

Karen Malkey & Dave

MP39

Usage/Billing/Missing Trxn

Tracy-TXU

MP40

997

Karen & Johnny-Mid American/TXU

MP43

Other/Switch Hold issue types

Tammy,Carolyn,Jonathan

MP44

Background Reports

Karen Malkey & Dave

MP46

IAG/IAL

Tammy



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Craig – tips/tricks req’d fields

· 1st 10 assigned use cases

· Send out requirements for approval within week of meeting

· Incorporate MT admins to email distribution

· Add AMS to next month’s agenda

· Possible AMS subtype

· Group – MP42 – take back to shops to discuss drop-down options

· Dave/Karen –MP44 - Prepare discussion regarding issue of CRs providing proposed regain date <= gaining CR start date – cannot happen – will reject at ERCOT for leapfrog. Can validate proposed regain date not <= start date?

· Kathy - Missing AMS usage and AMS flags - update in November meeting after talk with TXSET

· Tammy – Carolyn asked about look of GUI - check and verify if look will change with Serena upgrade.



