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	Agenda
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:

· 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.   

· MP17 - Add  First Touched by TDSP to DEVLSE 
· MP18 - Creation of a single subtype for Expedited Switch Rescission 
· MP19 - New subtype(s) are needed for tampering-related issues 

Lunch

Review SCR756 MP Requirements document/Clarify outstanding issues or questions       

Other Business

Gather Action Items

Adjourn

1. Tammy – Project timeline

a. Project list compiled and sent to TAC

b. Being reviewed at BOD meeting on 14th
c. SCR 756 on prioritization list and slated for planning to begin July 2011

d. Timelines dependent on nodal stabilization

i. Carolyn – details on planning?

ii. Tammy – turn over requirements doc and conceptual design drafted

1. Would go into detail design and test scripts

2. Need use cases

3. Liz/Carolyn – concern with resource availability. Assumptions made that MarkeTrak and TXSET would be in parallel – does not appear to be possible

4. Tammy – will check on that***

5. Sandra – not aware of running in parallel

6. Tammy – there were conversations around cross impacts

7. Sandra – Troy Anderson presented yesterday

2. Tammy – MP16

a. Was requirement submitted by Martin Allen with Oncor asking to expand change history reporting

i. New background report rolled out in October that would accommodate.  Per Oncor no longer need requirement due to background report so pulling off list.

3. Scott Coughran – MP17

a. TNMP interpretation is that first-touched will populate when TDSP first touches issue.  

i. First touched and by who or both?

ii. Carolyn – Both first touched and by whom.  Currently only by submission date

iii. Scott – leave as both for now then.

iv. GUI – new field – 

1. Type=text; date/time

2. Location – immediately after first-touched field

3. Read only

4. Not updatable

5. Auto populated

6. Won’t show up til next MP starts working on issue

a. Liz – like when API touches it or when first comment added?  What will determine what first-touched date/time is?

b. Scott – my interpretation when TDSP hits ‘begin working’

c. Group agreed

7. Craig – recommended include DUNS #

8. Liz – any indicator that field can be reported on?

a. Group – agreed – will be needed

b. Tammy – will be populated in listing report in fields to choose from

i. Recommend adding “begin working” to “transitions enabled

ii. Jonathan – add “issue” to screen location

4. Jonathan - MP18 

a. Single subtype for customer rescission

b. Interim process used currently (other)

c. In 2009 timelines shortened by PUCT bur rescission period stays same.

d. Cannot be assessed fees like normal IAG issue

e. Process developed in market using Other, but there are issues

i. In order for TDSP to ID had to have specific comment text

ii. Comments are not being placed verbatim causing reporting issues for TDSPs

iii. No built in validations for correct regain date

iv. No validation to ensure initiating is 814_01

v. RMGRR stated if CR uses process have to submit within25 days of switch date. 

1. No validations of this date

2. Rule lists calendar days

f. New functionalities should address issues

g. Hoping proposed regain date could auto-populate once ESIID populated

i. Issues around backdating/holidays/weekends etc for each TDSP

ii. Liz – in past Oncor did not consider Sat/Sun but do now

iii. Carolyn – we had discussed possibility of ERCOT doing this step

iv. Liz – since is “proposed” would be nice to auto-populate

v. 814_01 validation on originating transaction would not allow progress if does not comply

h. New Fields

i. New dropdown for unexecutable reason

1. Need to determine legitimate reasons

2. Can limit when to use reasons in user guide

3. Liz – TDSPs need to be able to unexecute too

a. Would cause more reasons

b. Corde – I would like TDSPs to not unexecute. This is between 2 CRs

i. Liz – we unexecute them

ii. Jonathan – what do u do if 3rd party transaction

iii. Liz – unexecute - 

iv. Corde – we have send to CR, but no unexecute

v. Corde – if we cannot complete the request we will put comments why cannot facilitate and return to submitter for more research. 

vi. Craig – that would be consistent with business rules for submitter responsibility to close issue

vii. Jonathan – will have to reiterate reasons this can be done in user guide

viii. Tammy – can limit in GUI what transitions happen from certain states, so could limit to losing CR only

1. Doc edited to reflect

ix. Jonathan – need to review user guide for permitted values

x. If ERCOT will not accept backdated due to evaluation window that’s ideal

xi. Craig – concern of safety net orders not showing up in ERCOT systems yet. CRs are unaware of those transactions if reviewing TML

xii. Liz – this is not on TDSP scope until both CRs agree and send to TDSP. We are not aware until sent to us. 

xiii. Jonathan – due to ERCOT validations with evaluation windows, etc, I don’t feel we need 3rd party in list. 

xiv. Corde – TDSPs will note the issue on the current “climate” – but no way to prevent 3rd party in interim prior to submission. I would prefer that CRs being the entity to stop a process of this nature, not the TDSP. 

1. If I know there’s a transaction that they cannot do (3rd party), ok to notify that there is 3rd party transaction and will cite section 7.2.4.3 of RMG – for 3rd party. 

2. Jonathan – is this only during evaluation or scheduled?

3. Corde – evaluation only

a. If 1-3 days, set up safety net to allow it

b. Eventually all MPs will know this cannot be done. If potential for abuse leave it out. 

4. Jonathan – given nature of these issues, as different than IAG, they may have accommodated customer, right address, etc. for gaining CR, 3rd party are unfortunate because through no fault they enrolled customer at customer request but somewhere there was misunderstanding and there may be charges left over, etc. 

5. Group – ok to leave 3rd party off of dropdown

i. Duplicate issue

i. Can just have “unexecutable” itself. Don’t really need. 

ii. Tammy – comments will be required so if we are down to these 2 items, cover in comments

iii. Jonathan – major benefit of drop-down is reporting

1. Liz – question on 1 hour reference?

2. Jonathan – carry-over from meter tampering using same “other” process but incorrectly (pulled up guide)

a. Created requirement to limit drop-down options for switch holds. 

i. Expiration of 1 hour timeline

ii. Liz – in rescission should have nothing about switch hold in it. 

iii. Liz /group – user guide is good.

j. Other

i. Jonathan – include duplicate issue as dropdown. If don’t include “not same customer” do we need duplicate issue?

1. Liz – for us this is when same issue created twice. Very rare and not needed as hard reject reason.

2. Jonathan – would also link to other issue

3. Liz – had issue where losing CR hasn’t submitted EDI so auto-closes. Gaining created issue again. We did not penalize because they followed timeframe and not their fault that losing CR did not submit in time.  It is now beyond 25 days. Is there any way to prevent?

a. Tammy
-requirement if transaction submitted and in PC state, if Siebel does not update will send escalation 

b. Corde – this could be a bad precedent

c. Liz – this was exception to rule.  We do our backdated different than Centerpoint.  Our queue catches the backdated date.

d. Jonathan – if we don’t have the 25 day feature, that needs to be an unexecutable reason then.  

e. Jonathan – decision faced with is with IAG issues, often see gaining CR submit and gets unexecuted for reason not valid. If we have 25 day validation that is different. They now cannot resubmit under this subtype again so we need to decide:

i. Keep 25 day validation and make unexecutable not permanent

ii. If permanent, cannot keep 25 day validation

1. Liz – would like to keep 25 day validation

2. Jonathan – agree – leaves to MPs to determine and validation removes doubt

3.  Liz – let CRs police themselves. Should not fall to TDSP to monitor CR submitting timely transactions.

4. Jonathan – we need to take steps to prevent issue from being closed without solid resolution.  Stakes are higher than IAG due to fee reversal, this is mandated in PUCT rules and RMG and no 2nd chance if closed. 

5. Liz – can we remove auto-close for this example?

6. Tammy – can modify escalations for this subtype and automatically send issue to losing CR if transaction has not hit ERCOT systems in 14 days. Can modify to 4-5 days. 

a. MP33 – if no regaining Siebel status change after 14 days, send back to losing CR automatically

b. Liz – wouldn’t it be in their queue anyway?

c. Jonathan – once TDSP clicks “ready to receive” 

i. This was copied from IAG state transitions and restrict

ii. Tammy – will keep checking then close if no update.  If regaining global not populated, transition back to losing CR.

iii. Liz – currently gaining CR allows to close. 

iv. Carolyn – add ability to have escalation email notifying that transaction has not been received. 14 days too long – should be 3-5 days.

v. Jonathan – if permanent unexecutable removed allows adequate time to send back to CR needing to send transaction.

vi. Group agrees to remove permanent unexecutable and have comments rather than dropdown. Everything else (limitations) can be referenced in guides.

vii. Jonathan – need to determine need for reporting on drop-down versus confusing MPs

viii. Tammy – will have to add ability for gaining CR to send back.

ii. Reviewed scenarios from Jonathan’s document

1. Happy path 1 – edited

2. Reviewed extension scenarios and edited as needed

a. Redlines reflect changes

3. *** need to add unexecutable where gaining returns to losing CR.

4. *** need to add escalation email use case as well

5. Reviewed scenario where not ROR but due to service order “in review” or “scheduled” could cause problems so group agreed to strike from requirements

6. Added scenario to allow unexecuted MT issue to go back to other CR to continue dialogue

7. Added scenario to include occasions when in regaining transaction/pending complete to allow notification emails (3 business days) as well as MT transitioning issue to other MP after “3-5” days.

8. Discussed scenario where during loop of “submit regaining”, eliminate “send to TDSP” as this would start everything over.  

a. Carolyn – once TDSP has approved and is awaiting transaction TDSP does not need to have this back on their side at any point.

b. Tammy – need to be sure that “send to TDSP” is visible prior to CR agreement and not afterwards. “In Progress Losing CR” should not have “Send to TDSP” option

c. ***Tammy – check with Mike – if remove TDSP is available will edit document to reflect

d. **Tammy/Group – need standing agenda item to review comments-if applicable***

i. Going forward one month comment period for use cases. Once month passes, stand as is.  If no comments, stand as is.

5. New items:

a. Tracy-TXU – from last meeting – request to add “researching” button to IAG/IAL workflows

i. Carolyn – needs something formally submitted

1. Jonathan – what states would it impact, etc. Tracy was not available in this meeting – will have to be phase 4

b. Jonathan – situation where I create report that other users in DUNS # can see but not whole market. This would be a level between private and public so would not have to copy individual report to all users.

i. ***Tammy – check with Mike

1. Add as enhancement as if is possible and if determined later cannot be accomplished can strike

6. MP-19 Switch Hold-four hour process

a. 6/1 deferred payment being added where CR can implement

b. “Other” (currently being utilized as workaround) requires submitting CR to monitor throughout process

c. TDSP’s determination relies on comments – want to remove this requirement

d. One hour of current process dedicated to requesting CR for reassign

i. Issue brought up that needs to go to TDSP first as in some scenarios (safety net) TDSP is only party knowing who ROR is

e. Reviewed main success scenario

i. Tammy – on “send to ROR”, prompted for DUNS?

ii. Group – yes – will have to be added

f. Discussed scenario where no ROR but power flowing (customer tampered with meter but no ROR).

i. Jonathan – if no ROR (=none) script could put into new state allowing TDSP manual review.

1. If auto-populate ROR, could cause scenario causing one REP to not get notified in time if wrong CR selected

2. Group ok with changes reflected in requirements doc

g. ROR disagrees with release of hold

i. Reviewed and approved doc-no issues

h. TDSP determines no hold removal

i. Reviewed and approved doc-no issues

i. Incomplete or incorrect documentation

i. ***Tammy – take back question about 4 hour timelines with system transitions – possible?

7. AGENDA ITEMS FOR NEXT MONTH

a. Review switch hold

b. ***Craig – compile email to send out to MTTF including all use cases discussed thus far

i. Discuss in January meeting and finalized if no comments

1. Email comments to co-chairs

c. Review 2 remaining inadvertent (mp9 and mp1)



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Tammy – Check regarding assumptions that MarkeTrak and TXSET 4.0 would be in parallel – does not appear possible
· Jonathan’s use case

· Add unexecutable where gaining returns to losing CR

· Add escalation email use case

· Tammy – Jonathan’s use case – Check with Mike to see if remove TDSP is available and edit document to reflect

· GROUP – standing agenda item to review comments if applicable

· Going forward one month comment period for use cases. If no comments will stand as-is.

· Tammy – take back question about 4 hour timelines with system transitions – is this possible?
· Craig – compile email to send out to MTTF including use cases discussed thus far

· Discuss in January meeting and finalize if no comments

· GROUP – email any comments to chairs

· Agenda items for January

· Review Switch Hold use case

· Review two remaining inadvertent 

· MP9

· MP1




