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	***Items with RED font are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document***

Agenda

Day 1

Call meeting to order

Antitrust Admonition                                                                         

Review Agenda

TimeFrame/Project Begin date and Scope update                              ERCOT

Discuss additional enhancements suggestions submitted for consideration

Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP1- IAG/IAL 

· Use Case MP2-Correct email functionality 

· Use Case MP3- New Usage/Billing subtype

Lunch

Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP4- New Add User functionality 
· Use Case MP8- Validations pre-defined fields(Esi Id/BGN) 

· Use Case MP9- IAG/IAL 

Adjourn

 

 



Day 2

 
Antitrust Admonition 

Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP10- Update Bulk Insert Templates 

· Use Case MP11- Add button to link TML 

· Use Case MP12-New DEV subtype

Lunch

Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP13-New Missing LSE subtype

Review SCR756 MP Requirements document/Clarify outstanding issues or questions       

Review Set 2 of assigned Use Cases

Other Business

Gather Action Items

Adjourn

DAY 1

1. TimeFrame/Project Begin date and Scope update   - Tammy Stewart
a.       Nothing changed on timeline since last meeting
b. On track for end of year
2. Use Cases – Jonathan
a. No suggestions received since last meeting
b. Suggestions due by 12/9 meeting
3. Use Cases – Jonathan and team
a. PMVI fee reversal
i. Request from task force participants to change IAG workflow to allow TDSPs to reverse PMVI charges from losing to gaining MP
ii. Could have state of agreement currently
1. Losing cr submits. Gaining sends to losing CR who sends to TDSP.
2. Sometimes losing CR may not be specific in comments, requiring TDSP to figure out agreement and fees.    
3. If PMVI/lights out – no transition there while waiting for approval/bgn/etc.
a. Johnny – is there a way to make the MVI transaction better to make this easier? Like add a required field for PMVI or something?
b. Jonathan – included “rep expected to put BGN and requested start date”. BGN text, date is date. 
c. New process would allow solid agreement
i. Would keep losing CR transition but would be more of a “request” to send to TDSP
1. Might need to include in RMG/User Guide as appropriate (Jonathan’s comment on document)
2. Debbie – is that covered in RMG now?
3. Jonathan – yes. this is to make workflow more streamlined
4. Current workflow requires losing CR to use specific comment in lights’ out situation.  TDSPs have to report on that comment
5. Could have drop-down for PMVI needed (required or optional)
a. For verified lights’-out scenario
b. Subtype could accommodate agreement or non-agreement and PMVI submission.
i. Bypass workflow
ii. Eliminates ‘send to losing CR’ step and back step. If gaining CR agrees goes straight to TDSP to be read to receive transaction
iii. Once verified, TDSP could state “premise de-energized”
iv. Shannon – when issue is resolved, will TDU update issue once fees reversed?

v. Jonathan – I copied what was in the current user guide – doesn’t have anything for this step.  Wouldn’t know until the 1st invoice.  We could include in workflows

vi. Shannon – some show losing CR submit, etc.  CR not sure of TDSP action.

vii. Jonathan – ideally if you have agreement and TDSP verifies de-energized, assumption that fees will be reversed with this subtype.

viii. Shannon – concern of issues hanging out there open

ix. Corde – will show up during cycle read. Depending on when issue was sent and when fees reversed, could be next day to whole month later.  REP will know fees will reverse. 

x. Jonathan – if put that TDSPs should comment that would allow the REP to close the issue. 

xi. Corde – we currently “send to submitter” with comments to allow to close currently.

xii. Jonathan – if not use case, will be user guide 

xiii. Jonathan – screen location issue?

xiv. Tammy - within issue section have many fields.  That is where info would probably go. 

xv. Jonathan – drop down – read only?

xvi. Tammy – yes

xvii. Gricelda – concern with ability to state “PMVI sent” if both REPs have not agreed yet.

xviii. Tracy - BGN – 25 characters for TXU BGN #s. 

xix. Worked through scenarios and edited Jonathan’s document as a group.

xx. Scenario where TDSP tech comes out, determines IAL and leaves premise energized although MVO was scheduled and shows as completed.  Keeping power on right for customer, but wrong action by tech because order shows complete but field tech cancels and no ROR at ERCOT.

xxi. Tracy - TXU - if MVO has completed last week, how can you reverse fees?  And since I’m not ROR TDSP cannot give me any information

xxii. Jonathan – this workflow (1.1.10) – meant to give TDSP options available, but will have to be some UG updates to clarify. But since we r not ROR, then I cannot get any info from the TDU

xxiii. Corde – even submitting the IAG MT issue, you will have access to info about other CR involved and can negotiate directly to get reconnect sent or cancel w/approval if not completed yet.

xxiv. Jonathan – concern that we will not wait for another CR to send a reconnect – we will send PMVI if cust says lights out.  if it is reenergized after the transaction has been sent, where do we stand? 

xxv. Tracy – this happens a lot.  Need to be able to escalate but if other REP or TDU don’t reply I have no way of reaching out.  Would cut a step if TDU could confirm energized or deegenergized.  I can see MVOs, but DNPs are not visible.

xxvi. Johnny – would have to move the “premise energized” tdsp step earlier in the process

xxvii. Tracy – many times gaining CR tries to cancel their MVO and the original CR sends their MVI regardless and the way the reversal of fees works now, if the gaining CR agrees, whether deenergized or not fees reversed. Now leaving on TDSP to say yes or no whether energized or not.   I am seeing more declined due to state of premise rather than CR agreement.

xxviii. Tracy – instances where REP should not send MVO/MVI, they do anyways currently.

xxix. Jonathan – currently rule says cannot agree to IAG but not fees. 

xxx. Tracy – concern with BDMI vs PMVI and reversing fees and whether or not lights out occurred is moot. If both agreed that IAG occurred then fees reversed but no additional verification that MVO/Disconnect/PMVI warranted.  Either yes, IAG/IAL occurred then fees should be reversed or no agreement no reversal

xxxi. Jonathan – issue is logged before PMVI sent like now. 

xxxii. Debbie – if cust inadvertently disconnected causing lights-out (due to incorrect activity) – we will restore the power and charge the inadvertent REP. what is required with still maintaining the TDSP facilitating the issue.

xxxiii. Tracy – comment on MT, but if I don’t see comment til 3 days later cuz the other REP already entered PMVI. I’m not the ROR and the TDSP will not confirm meter off or on. 

xxxiv. Debbie – do not believe this is the proper venue to discuss this.

xxxv. Corde – problem with TDSP being put in position to state energized or not.  May have never been deenergized but both parties agreed.  If no MVO or DNP and both parties agree on IAG/IAL, then fees move. But if you put this extra step to say “technically you should not have regained this way” no one is happy. Would like to pull TDSP out of this equation.

xxxvi. Jonathan – if I am gaining CR and I don’t issue MVO or DNP and I agree for this to be regained and the other CR issues PMVI I should not have to pay charges

xxxvii. Corde – if other rep agrees we’ll reverse – if not unexecute.  TDSP should not be decision maker.  If CRs agree then they agree, if not unexecute. 

xxxviii. Tracy – problem where people don’t wait to enter PMVI until after MT issue created. 

xxxix. Tabling issue for additional conversations*********** each meeting participant please discuss and bring back scenarios.

xl. Issues where gaining CR sends to losing CR – losing does not provide any indication that they agree. TDSP does not know whether or not there is agreement.  Normal workflow assumes state of agreement.  TDSP will not get until confirmed agreement. Do we feel that a definite state of agreement alleviates some of the problems? Old one had state of agreement. 

xli. Corde – agree – need definitive agreement before being sent to TDSP would help – regardless of comments.

xlii. Carolyn – group – please comment on these use cases in detail by next meeting********

b. MP2 -  Tammy

i. Appears to work correctly – may be user issue

1. Tammy – check to see if emails generated can be disabled (for non-standard notification but for escalation emails manually triggered)

c. MP15 – Tammy

i. If do not include a date in query, all comments would be returned

ii. Karen Malkey – if exceeded 4000 records and rolls to note, would it pick up these too?

1. Tammy – would have to include in use case **** - Tammy

d. MP3 – usage/billing – Monica

i. Tammy – check to see if can have one dropdown (IDR vs. Non-IDR) determine permitted values in other menus/selections

ii. Carolyn – Centerpoint agrees that the way you have it will work

1. Monica – need to get group comments ***

iii. Carolyn – if we add these, will we keep the old subtype or replace (for reporting)?

1. Jonathan – can still report on them after new subtypes created, so no need

2. Karen - On reporting, how do you report on previous subtypes?

3. Carolyn – agreed – want to be able to report on all (old and new types) with one report

iv. Dispute – non IDR

1. Tammy – check on “priority issue” flag **** 

a. Jonathan – concerns with users determining priority

b. Jonathan – with adding to current workflows, will everything stay same?

c. Tammy – these are brand new workflows so can condition anyway you want

i. Tammy – also need to pay attention as some of these use cases might impact other use cases we are developing

1. Monica – send out to group for comments****

e. MP4 – New Add User Functionality – Tammy

i. Monica – only for admins?

1. Tammy – yes

2. Karen – copy function goes away and on add and commit, will it do the process where it makes all issues viewable?

a. Tammy – yes

f. MP8 – increase validations on pre-defined fields - Tammy

i. Went to suggestions document (suggested by Karen)

1. Only BGN field referenced

2. Also included tran id/orig tran id

a. If you have other needs for validated fields please let ERCOT know (include in comments) ****

b. Carolyn – both tran id and orig tran id are alpha numeric – way to prevent comments?  

c. Johnny – TXSET Guide has documentation for BGN02*****

g. MP9 – IAG – Jonathan – table with MP1

h. Karen – found “priority flag” was for cancel/approval and that was used as template for usage/billing, so priority not necessary on earlier use case discussed today. 

i. Johnny – 997 – waiting on Marty – Johnny/Karen – talk offline***

4. Carolyn – please send in comments for use cases*********

5. Karen – be sure bulk insert templates are old XLS format

6. Tammy – MP11 – discuss changes with MIS (tomorrow)

DAY 2
Antitrust delivered by Jonathan

Introductions – internal and external

1. Recap on Use Cases reviewed day 1:

a. MP1 – IAG/IAL : Group agreed to take this use case back to individual companies for further review/discussion with their MarkeTrak users.  Main points of discussion at task force were new transitions specifically for scenarios where a PMI was needed for a lights out situation.  Workflow changes discussed were adding transitions to the existing IAL which would indicate that a PMI was being submitted by the losing CR and transitions where the TDSP would indicate if the premise was Energized or De-Energized (triggering an agreement or disagreement to reversal of fees for the IAL).  

b. This use case also incorporated a change to add an ‘Agree’ button to the Inadvertent workflows which would need to be executed prior to the issue transitioning to the TDSP.  All in attendance agreed to this change pending further review/comments from the Market.

c. Monica recapped MP3 – New Usage/Billing subtype.  Decision needs to be made if going forward with 2 workflows that incorporate functionality at the Submit transition to distinguish required information based upon selection of IDR or Non-IDR in dropdown field or to create 4 new workflows to accommodate each type individually:

i. Usage/Billing – Missing (IDR)

ii. Usage/Billing – Missing (Non-IDR)

iii. Usage/Billing – Dispute (IDR)

iv. Usage/Billing – Dispute (Non-IDR)

d. Tammy recapped MP4 – New Add User Functionality.  Asked for feedback from the market on automating or making optional the ability to give the new user access to all existing MarkeTrak issues (currently done via Background Report).  Attendees all agreed that it should be automated since there wasn’t a scenario they could recall where they did not want a new user to have access to all issues.  This will be incorporated into the use case and sent for review. 

2. Tammy requested that the use cases for MP10-Update Bulk Insert Templates, and MP11-Add button to link TML be postponed.  It was agreed that due to the number of potential changes to bulk insert that have yet to be identified it would be more efficient to complete that use case at a later date.  She also advised that due to the eventual transition of TML functionality to the new ERCOT Portal (MIS-Market Information System), it was necessary to postpone that use case pending further discussions with MIS developers.

3. Carolyn Reed noted that MP12-New DEV subtype was no longer a valid requirement.  This requirement was retracted by Carolyn after discussions with Jackie Ashbaugh and her group regarding the necessity of DEV issues for AMS meters.

4. Carolyn Reed reviewed the draft use case for MP13-New Missing& Dispute LSE subtypes.  Points of group discussion were:

a. Kelly Brink recommended removing references to an ISA field which is not applicable to AMS meters.  

b. Kelly also recommended replacing the ‘UIDAMSINTERVAL’ field in the Dispute workflow with ‘Descriptor’ which is derived from the LSE file sent from the TDSP and uniquely identifies the specific interval being disputed.

c. Eliminating the Return to Submitter transition was proposed by Carolyn Reed.  Those in attendance preferred that the transition remain in the workflow.

5. Use cases for next meeting (December 9, 2010) were assigned as follows:

a. MP16 - Expand the fields that can be used to generate metric reports on the information contained within the Change History section of the MarkeTrak issue.  (Tammy-ERCOT)
b. MP17 - Add “First Touched by TDSP” to DEVLSE (Scott Coughran – TNMP)
c. MP18 - Creation of a single subtype for “Expedited Switch Rescission” (Jonathan Landry-Gexa/Shannon Duffer-Ambit)
d. MP19 - New subtype(s) are needed for tampering-related issues (Jonathan Landry-Gexa/Carolyn Reed –CNP)

6. Tracy Johnson – TXU recommended adding a ‘Researching’ button to the IAG/IAL workflows.  The task force co-chairs asked her to submit an enhancement request and the suggestion would be added to the Phase III Enhancements list.

7. It was decided that due to the shorter meeting scheduled for December, the use cases tabled at this meeting (MP1 and MP9) would be placed on the January agenda which is a two day working session.
8. Meeting adjourned


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· ALL- discuss with groups problem where users do not wait to enter PMVI until after MT issue created. Bring back scenarios
· Carolyn/group – please comment on applicable use cases in detail next meeting

· Tammy/group – MP15 – include in use case requirement to have included examples where exceed 4000 records to be picked up as well.
· Monica – MP3 – need group comments for one dropdown (IDR vs NIDR) to include permitted values in other menus/sections

· Tammy – Dispute/NIDR – check on priority issue flag

· Monica - Need group comments

	· Tammy-MP8 – need to determine needs for validated fields

· Johnny – 997 – talk with Karen offline


