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

Agenda

Call meeting to order
Introductions
Goals and Accomplishments
Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP9- IAG/IAL- 

 On Inadvertent Issues, improve the workflow and validations to ensure that the “Responsible MP” is reflected as the party that is expected to provide the next update to move the issue towards resolution

Lunch
· Use Case MP1- IAG/IAL- 

Add functionality to the Inadvertent Gain and Inadvertent Loss process to allow for the efficient and verifiable approval for Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (TDSPs) to reverse priority Move-In Request charges from the losing Market Participant to the gaining Market Participant.

· Use Case MP19- New workflow

New subtype(s) are needed for tampering-related issues.  Define automation to accommodate the business mandated turnaround time in the process

Assign Next Set Use Cases 

ERCOT Update- User Guide revisions for IDR and AMS interval data 

Discuss additional enhancements suggestions submitted for consideration 

Other Business 

Gather Action Items
Adjourn
NOTES:
1. Goals/Accomplishments for 2011

a. GOALS

i. Continue to work with MPs, ERCOT and other interested parties to maintain the MarkeTrak database application responsible for the tracking, managing and storage of ERCOT retail market issue management and data discrepancies in the market

1. Liz recommended including working with TXSET in goals

a. Jonathan – added slide stating “Develop processes to support meter tampering rulemaking, switch hold (addition and removal), AMS usage (missing/dispute) for both interim and long-term processes.

i. ***Jonathan – add rule numbers to support goals

ii. ***Co-Chairs – clean up goals for posting

iii. ***Craig – post on MTTF home page

b. Added statement regarding 2011 SLA

2. User guide and Retail Market Guide changes discussed

a. User guide will have to be updated with interim processes to support June 6 changes for deferred payment switch hold process

b. RMG to be updated 2012

3. Liz – include developing ways to encourage more market participation

a. Jonathan – added on new slide

4. Shannon Duffer – request to encourage regular updating of users and rolodex

a. Liz – would like to encourage 100% task force participation from all Retail MPs in task force (at least 1 employee from every MP) 

i. Jonathan – added on slide

1. Carolyn – request to coordinate with ERCOT to work with client services reps to work with MPs.

ii. Monica – question on testing

1. Group – planning starting in June – not likely until 2012

iii. Johnny – include “review and approve 46 use cases” so can update and show/track progress throughout year

b. Group – discussed training, how to improve participation, usage, surveys, etc for training and usage resources.

i. Group – definitely do a MT survey – include as specific goal

ii. Include in goals survey details, review and action plan based on results

5. Group – discussion around various subtypes to remove all instances of using the “other” subtype

a. 4 hour

b. Non-4 hour

i. Jonathan – depends on TXSET transactions – could possibly negate need for some subtypes

1. Creation of subtypes may be unnecessary

2. Carolyn – do not want to anticipate TXSET 4.0 going out first.  We do not want duplicate efforts

3. Jonathan – would require user guide and RMG changes

4. Liz – may still have issues/concerns/questions regarding these even if there are TXSET transactions

5. Carolyn – that is what “other” is for

6. Liz – understanding that if something was consistent with “other”, would create a subtype to accommodate

7. Group – 4 business hour must be in MarkeTrak

8. Carolyn – ROR asking to be removed may be pulled out

9. Jonathan – if TDSP has problems processing a transaction, will have to have an emergency process

10. Carolyn – we have emergency process already

11. Carolyn – must keep in mind 80/20 rule

12. Jonathan – has been discussed across the board in multiple groups regarding continue with “other” process until transactions implemented

b. 2010 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

i. SCR 756 received critical designation within ERCOT PPL and approved

1. Development and use cases

ii. Worked with TDTWG to develop new SLA benchmarks and response times for various components of MarkeTrak within monitoring platform

iii. Organized Task Force enhancement suggestions and assigned Use Cases to individual Market Participants for MarkeTrak Phase 3 and began review of use cases

iv. Worked with Meter Tampering Task Force relating to develop interim processes for switch hold removal 

v. Updated MarkeTrak User Guide to reflect workarounds within several subtypes

1. Customer Rescission (IAG)

2. Switch Hold Removal (Other)

3. AMS Interval data (Projects)

c. Monica – talked to Kyle regarding Goals/Accomplishments.

i. Don’t have to have ready for January meeting, but need to have them prepared. 

ii. Kyle will have to have them for TAC so must have by end of January.

iii. TAC meetings 2/3

1. RMS update will be verbal update on December actions

iv. Jonathan will update RMS tomorrow

v. Added Increase in threads in MT application

vi. Reduced auto-logoff timeout from 60 minutes to 30 minutes

vii. Reduced archival time from 13 months to 7 months

2. Use Cases

a. 4 Hour Switch Hold Process

i. Replaces current interim workflow, causing CR to drive issue throughout

ii. Issues rely on comments

1. TDSPs wanted issue assigned to them first

2. Corde – can’t be assigned to ERCOT because TDSPs wanted first assignment

3. Jonathan –  ROR assignment causes TDSP to have to start issue

iii. Reviewed Use Case

1. Jonathan – right now CR has to wait for TDSP to determine who ROR is. They have to send back to submitter and then move from there. 

2. Liz – by making this change will we have to get approval from those that made the rule?

3. Carolyn/Jonathan – no.  that was meter tampering, which is being retired. 

a. That was done to accommodate the back/forth process for interim process.  4 business hours is in PUC rule and how Meter Tampering broke down was to give all MPs time to respond.

b. Jonathan – need to add unexecutable reason

c. Tammy – making attachments required feature upon submit – is possible. Concern with ROR submitting and not having an attachment

d. Jonathan – 4 business hour is for CR who wants an ESIID – will always have attachments. 

e. Tammy – if this extends to DNP, will this apply?

f. Jonathan – with new DPP ruling, these type of issues will increase.  Could be a “reminder” to attach.

g. Carolyn – since TDSPs would not submit if would be helpful would be ok. 

h. Liz – those that CR is asking to remove a hold, is there something in place for TXSET? 

i. Group – yes

j. Jonathan – based on these issues, TDSP could remove hold without transaction.

k. Jonathan – agreed on attachment  - we must be absolutely sure that there would never be a reason to have an issue without an attachment. RMG requires as well

l. Corde – we have had to turn down a few due to no documentation attached upon submission.  Also, the current REP submitting issue.  Have had issues where current REP submits this type so possibly put that particular reason in the unexecutable options since the ROR should not submit this issue type. Seems to be a matter of education due to using wrong ISA # when ROR.

m. Group agreed to keep it as is onscreen.

n. Jonathan – if anyone needed for an unexpected reason to attach a file, could attach a “random” file or blank doc, etc to submit.

o. Corde – have seen ROR submit issues without attachments in the past.

p. Jonathan – could reinforce in user guide. 

q. Shannon – will anyone be able to tell the type of switch hold (difference between deferred payment and tampering)?

r. Jonathan – no – will be all on one list and only ROR will know reason

s. Tammy – need to add required fields, states & transitions, etc.

i. Added required fields at submit

1. ESIID

2. Assignee

3. Add File

a. Fernando - User must attach supporting documents

b. Include acceptable file types and size

c. ***Tammy – check on filesize limitations***

d. Jonathan – have tool only allow certain file types if possible (ones allowed)

i. ***Tammy – check with Mike Taylor***

ii. .doc

iii. .docx

iv. Xls

v. Xlsx

vi. Jpg

vii. Pdf

viii. Jonathan – intend to block zips

4. Comments

a. Corde – currently MPs include – “see attached documents, etc”…  giving intent of issue

b. Group – general comments/text ok

t. Added “disagree”

i. Tammy – need to include what states “disagree” will be applicable in

1. In-progress (assignee) for agree and disagree

u. Send to ROR 

i. only available in “in-progress (TDSP)” state

v. Switch hold removal 

i. available during “in progress (tdsp) – final review” state

w. Switch hold not removed 

i. available during “in progress (tdsp) – final review” state

4. Mass Update Tammy – if dropdown must be uniform to all

a. Agree

b. Disagree

c. Send to ROR

d. Switch Hold Removed

e. Switch Hold Not Removed

f. Time Limit Exceeded

g. Unexecutable

i. TDSP upon first review

5. Bulk Insert – not used

iv. Success Scenario –5.1/ 5.2

1. Reviewed original use case

a. Added “begin working” and in-progress (assignee)

b. Tammy – 5.2 – instead of going through all transitions, create transition to send back to CR if needed by TDSP

c. Jonathan – right now, there are time requirements for each state.  TDSP required to send back to CR within an hour of receipt stating reassign, etc..  If no ROR (have 4 hours to determine), no expectation to reply sooner than 4 hours if no ROR

i. TDSPs confirmed

d. Jonathan – still see need for transition itself because TDSP can decide no ROR remove or no ROR do not remove.

i. That would give TDSPs remaining time rather than assign to “none”

ii. Jonathan deleted “none” edits

iii. Tammy – by selecting “no ROR” puts it “in-progress TDSP”

iv. Jonathan – would like comments whether hold being removed or not.

v. Liz – is there timeline if no ROR for TDSP to hit the switch hold removed button? Should have one

vi. Jonathan – would like one. 

vii. Carolyn – no opinion

viii. Marty Allen – agree with Jonathan – timeline around the button for “no ROR” within first hour should be required. That gives remainder of time to determine whether flag removed. We have same process for ROR, so would be consistent

v. 5.3 - CR submits

1. Edited to align with previous edits from this Use Case

vi. 5.4 – 

1. Edited to align with previous edits from this Use Case

a. Liz/Marty – if ROR disagrees, would like to require documentation

b. Jonathan – no requirement for documentation – only reason

c. Tawnya – difficulty when both reps cannot agree and there is inadequate for TDSP to decide

d. Shannon – concern with maintaining customer privacy

e. Monica – agree

f. Corde – sometimes we screen print or go to TML and blackout what we think is confidential, but time constraints cause issue. If phone number is only information available but timeframes cause decisions to be made based on information seen at the time. 

g. Monica agrees.

h. Marty – maybe as simple as a REP affidavit stating “here is what we found – CR phone number on this list, credit department statement, etc. “ showing relation of current customer to impacted customer.

i. Monica – that goes above the rule requirements

j. Jonathan – PUCT rule lists what is considered proprietary. Rule written with the thought that ROR (as referenced in meter tampering) that ROR is going to attach supporting documentation.  Upon review of RMG, states that requirement is for losing CR to attach supporting documentation.  TDSP ultimately makes the decision. 

i. There is nothing binding in that TDSP can make determination with or without documentation currently.

ii. Liz – can we require that disagree comes with attached documentation?

iii. Cheryl – is there specific required documentation?

iv. Jonathan – there are no requirements in terms of what is acceptable

v. Shannon – there is no guideline as to what is acceptable to attach supporting decision to not remove switch hold without compromising customer information

vi. Jonathan and Monica agree

vii. Marty – agree – something generic like “new occupancy statement” or something that the TDSP can refer to. 

viii. Monica – concern whether can require any “specific” documentation

ix. Jonathan – affidavit was discussed in tampering, but legal issues were discussed (notarization, etc)

x. Johnny – would likely have to limit to what was identified – lease agreement, what documentation would be considered proof of occupancy.  Certificate of occupancy signed by landlord, lease agreement, etc. handwritten note not adequate.

xi. Jonathan – PUC rule spells out what must be redacted. Only alternative is that TDSPs have option of saying “I am removing because you did not attach documentation”. 

xii. Johnny/Jonathan – simple disagreement is not adequate

xiii. Jonathan – sometimes TDSPs have declined without attachments.

xiv. Liz – maybe TDSPs can review how many were “disagreed” and what criteria were

xv. Marty – most decisions making based on comments.  Could possibly be done. 

xvi. ***GROUP – review during one-month comment period***

xvii. Marty – if goes to PUC complaint falls on TDSP for accountability

xviii. Corde – we go to county/deed records often to review this

xix. Marty – we do as well

vii. 5.5

1. Removed “no documentation attached” due to validations

viii. 5.6

1. Liz/Marty – feel it should be up to the submitting MP to monitor the issue.  

2. Jonathan – if TDSP does look at state change history to determine timelines and “not valid if timeframe was not met”. 

3. Marty – idea to allow TDSP to return to submitting MP because was rejected prior to 1 hour limit.

4. Jonathan – agreed. But whatever timeline given to ROR, this does not extend that time. Would have to be from time assigned to them.

5. Tammy – time limit exceeded only by submitting CR.  Timing is from when TDSP sends to ROR.  Once transition executed goes to “New TDSP Final Review”

6. Jonathan  - agreed.

7. Tammy – any notification to ROR that the issue is no longer available for them to work but can still comment? Would be optional

8. Group – good idea – would be optional

ix. 5.7 

1. Chose “begin working” to add

x. 5.8

1. Edited to reflect changes consistent with previous changes

xi. 5.9 

1. Strike due to CR being able to transition 

2. Removed original 5.9 where TDSP has time limit exceeded transition. 

xii. NEW 5.9

1. No change

xiii. New 5.10 

1. Strike due to previous changes

xiv. New 5.11

1. Strike due to previous changes

b. Liz – question regarding non 4-hour required to remove hold

i. Group – continue to use “other” until TXSET transactions available

c. Shannon – with documentation reqt for ROR CR to link customers, when goes to TDSP and no ROR, when they disagree to remove will they give something to attach showing documentation?  We need info to give REP customer at that point

i. Fernando – with no ROR would that give option to resubmit – customer still needs services.

1. Jonathan – up to TDSP.  Other communications may need to happen between REP and TDSP for dispute resolution in the RMG.  

2. Shannon – issue already open – why should have to do another issue? 

3. Jonathan – if TDSP feels that end use customer is same that illegally reconnected, it is up to TDSP to determine.  If MT cannot resolve should use alternate channels to communicate with TDSP.

4. Liz – wouldn’t TDSP provide info as to why we decline?

a. Marty – yes, typically would. Needs internal review. With no REP to reverse fees to would likely remove flag.

b. Fernando – have not seen scenario, but trying to cover.

c. Tammy – comments are required for switch hold not removed.

d. Cheryl – we add comments.

e. Jonathan – pulled up RMG rule and reviewed stating comments required and will attach any relevant documentation.

f. Corde – have had issue where MVO happens, tampering then found and hold implemented. Same customer new CR tried to enroll later.  Provided screenshots with confidential info blocked out and let CR know they will have to refer customer to previous REP to ensure fees satisfied.

d. MP 1/9 (combined)– PMVI fee reversal  - IAL

i. Jonathan – PMVI often happens late in issue, so added states for MP9 into MP1 to accommodate both in one type. 

ii. Liz – normally when we see them PMVI has already happened and fees need to be reversed.  MT already closed

iii. Jonathan – this gives definitive agreement to IAG, but not fees. If agreement on IAG, TDSP is allowed to direct fees to gaining CR. MP1 was to efficiently approval fees. MP9 ensures MP moves issue along.

iv. Liz – concerned with MP9 being ours to do use case on and I was not clear on this, so joining here together.. is it the states “behind the scenes” rather than responsible party?

v. Jonathan – we were not able to figure out origin of MP9 so discussed and found that on IAL, the “send to gaining cr”, when they “send to losing cr” they may be just asking question.  Losing can then send to TDSP and with no agreement causes confusion.  By making PMVI part of MP1, added agreement state that solves MP9 issues. 

1. Required fields remain same as existing workflows

2. Shannon – if lights’ out scenario happens during issue, workflow stays same?

a. Jonathan – that will change and changes are included

3. Happy Paths – no PMVIs

a. 1.1.6

i. Liz – is new “agree” transition reportable?

ii. Jonathan – could use current reporting tools to determine

iii. No changes

b. 1.1.7

i. No changes

c. 1.1.8

i. No changes

1. Kathy – does any of that change with same day switches?

2. Jonathan – less chance to cancel but no. 

d. 1.1.9

i. Tammy – right now(current flow)  goes to “new losing Cr” if in-progress gaining and select “send to losing”, so “agree” transition is new and transitioning directly to “in progress” is new

1. Jonathan – already established losing CR determines priority situation, gaining agrees. Next step for losing CR to provide regaining info. Assumption is PMVI coming.  If this state causes problems could follow normal workflow

2. Tammy – have some transitions like this, but usually new to in-progress.  Not sure if anyone reports on how long in new before begin working on it. 

3. Jonathan – as long as losing is responsible MP I’m ok with it. 

4. Tammy – if someone has business reason to go to “new” have a month to comment. ***

5. Jonathan Step 12 to 14 – concerns with TDSPs having to look at each ESIID and determine “yes, gaining/losing cr relationship and some situation de-energized this”.  it may no longer be de-energized because PMVI may have been sent already and reenergized.  Requires looking at not just the system at the moment, but every ESIID, BGNs, and events that caused de-energized ESIID.

6. Corde – I currently approve if both CRs agree.  These are sometimes being resolved through 2 wrongs – inadvertent submitting transaction, original CR sending PMVI when they may not need to, like original CR was able to cancel.  Now original CR has done something wrong, so both have so I have approved them. MVO/disco shouldn’t have been sent and PMVI should not have been sent either.  Both agree to fees so I just reverse. Transactions may have happened a month ago. If someone doesn’t agree I don’t reverse. All of the research is necessary – either they agree or do not. 

a. Liz – agree.  If gaining CR hits “agree” then that is it. 

b. Jonathan – MT is supposed to be out there before transaction sent.

c. Corde – I do not look at date MT sent and PMVI sent – that is a lot of work to figure out.  Easier if CRs would work that out between themselves.  If agree to reverse I will, if do not no reversal.  There are a lot of steps in this scenario that TDSPs do not currently do nor want to.  There are a lot of rules that state that should follow MT issue before sending transaction, but not a lot of CRs abide by this.  as long as both parties agree doesn’t matter. 

d. Johnny – From our view, we have inadvertent and power is on and other REP submits PMVI to get back in their name.  haven’t even had chance to work MT.  we would deny that reversal of PMVI fee. 

e. Jonathan – on issues of non-agreement no reversal so does not impact this scenario.

f. Johnny – even though one REP may have been in error, if both agree to reversal although not “proper” if both agree then TDSP should reverse.

g. Jonathan – if PMVI submitted without de-energization this scenario would cover this. This was added thinking if you agree with the gain, you cannot argue fees. There is no difference to agreement and fees.  But for PMVI, acceptance of fees should only be for lights’ out situation. Understand concerns with TDSP having to determine if de-energized or not.   Concern is that PMVI submitted and not reviewed by TDSP, then fees assessed incorrectly.

h. Corde – did we send some transaction that would disrupt service? Was original CR just with PMVI? (y or n).  Was MT filed strictly per guidelines?  Many questions must be answered and for CRs not unreasonable to ask them to research their part and not put that on TDSP to review.  With inadvertent issues we do not have nor do I want authority to deny or reject. We are facilitating will of 2 CRs only. 

i. Jonathan – there’s so many points in an inadvertent issue where lights’ out can occur.  Like there’s already issue and agreement, losing needs MVI, notifies TDSP and requests fees reversed, there’s nothing more gaining CR needs to say.  Once agreed to issue that’s it.  

j. Corde – gaining can say I did not send MVO or disconnect. 

k. Johnny – that’s why I brought up my issue – MT entered, agree we gained it, other rep after I agreed is IAG other REP sends PMVI and I’m stuck with the fees. 

l. Jonathan – as losing CR I cannot see disconnect – TDSPs will not give this information.  If I send this and there’s no disconnect (no MVO) no DNP, I’m getting fees. 

m. Corde – if a CR has agreed to regain account via BDMI and they agree to resolve with BDMI and I see transaction out there or original CR asking about fees, I circle back to CR to discuss rescission and I need both CRs to state specifically this is reversal of fees issue and no longer BDMI to be sure both CRs agree to reversal

n. Jonathan – rule does not separate – if agree to gain agree to fees.  

o. Tracy – if I agree we have IAG and no DNP, no disconnect, no MVO and other regains with PMVI I’m stuck with all charges, consumption and Priority fees. I agreed to BDMI only but I am being held liable for consumption, original MVI fee, redirect fee, priority fee and we only agreed to BDMI.  We cannot see DNP as losing REP.  TDSP cannot answer. I need to validate “was our PMVI something that was needed?”.  Customer focuses on “I want my account with CR1 or CR2” etc…

p. Johnny – need timestamp MT entered “X” time, agreed to “X” time, PMVI entered “X” time.  

q. Fernando – would it be possible to have TDSP validate this information? 

r. Jonathan – if lights out you would not wait to send MVI. 

s. Fernando – I assume scenario where the gaining CR had approved for losing to regain with BDMI but instead put in PMVI or standard and then we are out all consumption. 

t. Liz – we would not pay PMVI fees at all unless actual MVO and the losing CR had to do PMVI to get lights on.  If there is still power and they do PMVI then that’s not covered – there was no de-energized timeframe. 

u. Jonathan – only TDSP can make that call

v. Liz – we review that when we get IAG

w. Jonathan – Centerpoint does not want to have to do that.  Oncor does review that, Centerpoint does not.  

x. Cheryl – AEP does that validation already. If a REP sends PMVI not warranted, we charge that REP the fees, not gaining CR. 

y. Tracy – who is able to check? Losing REP cannot check status with DNP. If front lines call TDU and is a DNP scenario as the losing rep, TDU says “account inactive”. 

z. Jonathan – lights out  applies to both sides. PMVI should not be created for IAG issue.  

aa. Shannon – we cannot see safety nets or DNPs because no transaction to validate.

ab. Jonathan – goes through this process for agreement. Priority option chosen and TDSP makes determination “legitimate or not” based on did losing rep do this correctly – this is option 1. Option 2 is contrary to rule – rule says you cannot agree to gain but disagree to fees.  

ac. Johnny – intent of rule was lights out in error because of a MVO or DNP due to IAG then fees should be reversed.  That was the intent but what we see is opposite – meaning that we agree to inadvertent to take back backdated but they submit PMVI forward dated without me doing anything and I am out all fees, usage and everything.  Do we ask TDSP to ask “was it lights out in error” before reversing fees or not? 

ad. Shannon – AEP and Oncor are validating now, but Centerpoint is not. 

ae. Jonathan – if not through this MT issue, will be through usage/billing dispute. 

af. Corde – if this is what the rules state, then I will do what the rule states and will work the workflow agreed upon. I just know that I am giving final say to CRs involved and not taking that final decision away. I will follow this workflow to the letter. The way I am working now gives more say to both CRs.   If there has been a change in state of the premise since last agreement, I will send back to both CRs to discuss. 

ag. Jonathan – I think if we pull out this last portion, any attempt at automation will fail.   Agreement meant to be for IAG only following letter of rule in RMG.   For verifiable approval rather than just comments and having issue sitting in a state, this process follows RMG and allows to transition states for PMVI due to lights out, this is only way.  Otherwise we will still have agree state as we do now but still “up in the air” regarding PMVI after that if this verification process does not take place.

ah. Carolyn – Lets go forward and allow comments on this. 

ai. Tammy – will have to go to ‘new” state. TDSP has not touched it yet. Begin working is where owner is assigned so must add a new state after losing CR selects “OK” in step 12, must add new state so it assigns an owner. 

e. 1.1.10

i. Tammy – Select “N” in step 2? 

ii. Jonathan – starts as normal issue, becomes “lights out” in the middle so have to use transition

iii. Tammy – regardless, bypass workflow will always be available unless selected at onset, when no longer needed.

iv. Jonathan – most of the time we submit knowing already lights’ out. 

f. 1.1.11

i. No change other than edits previously mentioned

g. 1.1.12

i. Liz – why have “bypass workflow”?

ii. Jonathan – workflows where “yes” is selected at beginning will not see this option later.  In this example sometime in middle of workflow a lights’ out scenario is encountered so needs to follow non-standard workflow at that time.

3. DAY TWO – 1/19

a. Revisit on Fee Reversal/New IAL
i. New Transitions –

1. Jonathan - Time limit exceeded – only allowed by requesting CR when in ROR queue. If in TDSP queue this transition makes TDSP responsible MP so do not see need.

a. Added to State of New

i. Transition only available to submitting CR 

b. Added to In-progress assignee

i. Transition only available to submitting CR 

b. Revisit MP1/9

i. 1.1.13

1. Conversations yesterday around this topic

2. Changed working to Premise Energized instead of Not De-Energized

3. Added verbiage previously added to move to new state and tdsp must click begin working to move to in-progress

ii. 1.1.14

1. Edited to reflect “Energized” instead of “not-de-energized”

2. Added verbiage previously added to move to new state and tdsp must click begin working to move to in-progress

3. Tammy – If gaining CR selects agree it always goes to losing CR?

a. Jonathan - If they select “agree” and nothing about PMVI goes straight to TDSP. Now there is no agreement and has send to losing CR or TDSP. With no PMVI activity goes to TDSP. If click agree after through dropdown or transition they don’t have to go back to losing CR, as the losing will be asked to provide BGN.  You already have MVI so asking for BGN and requested date

b. Carolyn – who will select?

c. Jonathan – gaining cr hits agree after losing puts in a PMVI. If no PMVI goes to TDSP. If priority involved goes to REP. Once BGN provided goes to TDSP, whether energized or not.

d. Carolyn – happy path – ia filed by Losing CR as submitter. Once filed EROCT analyzes and assigns ROR. Once you submit it the issue goes to NEW to gaining CR. Once gaining gets the issue, select “begin working” – at this moment they select PMVI? 

e. Jonathan – losing CR can select PMVI at any time

f. Carolyn – while this issue submitted and going forward, the losing CR is monitoring the issue (assumption). Currently not all CRs monitor

g. Jonathan – if lights out they currently put comments at any point.  With this would select “Y” to identify. 

h. Carolyn – DNP or MVO causes lights out.  assuming they are monitoring they select this “PMVI” button, at that point it goes to who?

i. Jonathan – goes to losing. As the losing CR determine lights off, causes dropping current workflow by selecting priority transition will go back to the other CR. 

j. Tammy – when we make these definitions, like “agree”, or PMVI, then resulting state is “X” – will have to be very defined for each instance. Want to be sure we do not miss a state or transition resulting from selecting and we are not aware if we can alter path of workflow based on one of these transitions.

k. Liz – if have lights off, will send this back and forth? Before lights are even on?  It is de-energized during this back and forth?

l. Jonathan – we need to have a state for this.  At this point, when TDSP says “ready to receive”, is not applicable.  Ready to receive is for BDMI but there will not be a BDMI if this happens.

m. Carolyn – what if you are at the end of the workflow where both parties agreed. PMVI not selected but one has been sent.  What do u do then?

n. Jonathan – good question. Right now RMG states that as prerequisite for fee reversal have to have MT issue created before PMVI sent. If we have new subtype will have to edit RMG requiring MT has to exist and proper transaction has to exist before fees can be reversed.

o. Carolyn – if they do not press at accurate time fees not reversible?

p. Jonathan – we can include that in RMG.  All it can have now is comments, but if subtype capable of reflecting the changes, we can list in RMG to define. IF not selected and does not follow this process…  if have gaining/losing and losing CR sends PMVI without comments, would fees reverse?

q. Corde – direct both CRs back to TML and their own internal systems to determine what has transpired since transaction and they would see subsequent transaction. Once decision made we would do it, but both have to acknowledge situation and agree. 

r. Cheryl – AEP does the same thing

s. Liz – do u go by when MT issues (prior to priority)? We do not

t. AEP/CP – no, go on agreement of CRs

u. Carolyn – if both CRs agree and that PMVI button is not pushed after the fact, can still reverse fees for agreement?

v. Jonathan – If we put in the RMG, it is up to TDSP discretion. 

w. Patty – reliant – currently IA switch and one for PMVI sent – is this to avoid 2 MT issues?

x. Carolyn – we currently have 2? 

y. Patty – right now would be IAG/IAL MT existing and if there was a lights’ out situation would be another MT filed, still IAG/IAL

z. Corde – referring to currently inadvertent out there but realize lights out, will close issue and open another secondary IAL issue MT issue and then say specifically “this is opened specifically for reversal of fees”.  Point now is still have IAG issue, but if turns into reversal of fees situation will press button that is no longer IAG via BDMI, now IAG with goal to reverse fees.

aa. Jonathan – rule doesn’t require it, but the filing of the 2nd issue is not necessary.  We add comments to current issue currently.

ab. Liz – we see both ways. 

ac. Tracy – agreed – see both ways too.  Only ones I’ve been told require 2nd MT issue was for rescission only – if IAL submitted by us due to losing customer it would not be rescission because gaining updated with the rescission.  Must have rescission verbiage initially.

ad. Patty – Agreed.  Wouldn’t it be easier to make 2 separate issues instead of make it all in one.  

ae. Liz/Carolyn – agree with making too much in one issue. 

af. Carolyn – especially PMVI button causing moving target. 

ag. Jonathan – responses not separate if you agree to gain but not fees. That is expected of gaining CR –whether or not gained, not whether you want to pay PMVI fees. 

ah. Shannon – would have IAL initially with lights on.  If turns into lights out, unexecute open separate subtype for fees and email/escalate to other REP. 

ai. Carolyn – then that PMVI would be more like an initial transition – as if agree.

aj. Jonathan – we have agree/disagree scenarios. If u have 2nd subtype, could item link, refer to old issue. 

ak. Shannon – TDSP would verify on the 2nd one if warranted based on rule

al. Jonathan – if not agreement to IAG/IAL itself then TDSP will have to review both issues for agreement/disagreement

am. Tracy – would still need agreement. 

an. Patty – All could be on single MT with lights out. by creating that separate issue it would show was IAG/IAL but now lights out. 

ao. Jonathan – Task force thought it was important enough to include in rule if agree, will pay charges. 

ap. Carolyn – still have chance that PMVI path not selected. 

aq. **** Tammy – get with Mike Taylor to see if this could be accommodated

ar. Tammy – can do post-transition check, but I need to be clear on transition (PMVI workflow bypass) – if losing CR hits that when issue is in-progress at Gaining CR does not transition?

as. Jonathan – yes – does not

at. Tammy – needs to have a field populated if hit PMVI button for future transitions and that field being populated can change subsequent workflows.  Possible but would have to be indicator somewhere that PMVI button was hit that can be checked in a post transition script to determine where workflow goes from there.

au. Jonathan – stated goal of MP1 was to create efficient reversal of fees. Right now requires 1 issue and now moving to 2 issues. MP9 not withstanding as touches on regular IAG workflow. To make reversal of fees more efficient, current process only requires 1 – new one would require 2.  If need is great enough to require 2 we need to make that decision.  I believe this would be a common situation.  People will be willing to agree to IAG but when it comes to charges not willing due to PMVI.  Could lead to usage/billing issues and linking other issues. Idea was to keep whole process in one place and remove all doubt based on transitions/transactions that have occurred and hopefully prevent usage/billing issues to dispute this type of scenario.

av. Liz – I don’t see that. if had IAG, IAL and fee reversal and they had to do priority and losing CR wants fees reversed, they should know to go to other subtype to create.

aw. Jonathan – If IAG/IAL and lights out, would only submit PMVI reversal – agree/disagree with clear path for TDSP to make decision. 

i. If lights out before issue either agree/disagree. 

ax. Patty – we contact TDSP to determine lights on/off and then create issue

ay. Jonathan – for DNP not all TDSP call centers will disclose lights on/off if not ROR so losing CR has to guess

az. Cheryl – how many CRs deny fee removals?

ba. Jonathan – with current process should only be based on agreement of MT issue.   If gaining submits they agree so goes straight to losing and then TDSP. For IAL user guide states if send to losing CR you agree to fee reversal.

bb. Tracy – if disagree, does that unexecute?  We need to give losing CR chance to explain why they initially agreed now disagree.

bc. Jonathan – as written now does unexecute.   For fee reversal need to agree. 

bd. Carolyn – if combining 2 into one, (IAG/IAL and priority into one subtype) if they disagree unexecutable so nothing is done.  

be. Jonathan – they are agreeing to IAG or not – nothing to do with charges. PUC rules state that gaining CR will accept all charges.  It is on gaining to agree or not. 

i. Patty – Reliant - want separate

ii. Tracy – TXU - one issue

iii. Michelle – Startex – one issue

iv. Ian – TX power - one issue

v. Jonathan – Gexa - one

vi. ***Group consensus for one issue type as written already

vii. Carolyn – comments will be allowed and justifications allowed

viii. Jonathan – this is dependent on ERCOT ability to facilitate this change

1. Tammy – this would replace current IAL workflow?

2. Jonathan - yes

bf. Jonathan – need to at finalization determine specific names for these

iii. 1.1.15

1. No edits or questions

iv. 1.1.16

1. No edits or questions

v. 1.1.17

1. Comment left but unsure of intent regarding disallowing bypass by losing CR

2. Added verbiage for new tdsp/begin working state

vi. 1.1.18

1. Added “one of” to de-energized transition(s)

2. Added PMVI selection

3. Issue around once in-progress (TDSP), should not be able to enter PMVI button once “in progress”

4. Carolyn – this would cause research that we do not do currently. 

5. Liz – we look at “is gaining CR ROR? If not, then closed.  If energized, no longer IAG. 

6. Jonathan – trying to determine if gaining CR caused lights out situation.

7. Cheryl – that is not TDSP responsibility.

8. Carolyn/Liz – agree.  What is being asked is not part of the rule

9. Corde – we are being asked to review status of MVI/MVO/DNP after MT created. Did premise experience lights-out at any time post submission of MT issue. If that is case was original CR justified with their PMVI. That gives responsibility to TDSP to verify all of this information.

10. Patty – this situation justifies 2 separate issues.

a. Carolyn and Liz agree

b. Reviewed rule verbiage

c. Shannon – once fees accepted and lights out happens, we do not get opportunity to not agree to PMVI fees as a result of lights out we did not cause.

d. Liz – mt submitted, lights out, pmvi sent and because another order has taken place not IAL. Can’t you request reverse charges?

e. Jonathan – it may be hours before TDSP reviews so we are not going to mention de-energized possibly.  At that point if TDSP will not confirm that this was lights-out so we cannot know so I would submit a usage/billing dispute. 

f. Cheryl- mostly people add note to MT that TDSP didn’t reverse fees and if both parties agree we do reverse.

g. Liz – if you’re losing CR then you request reverse fees through comment.

h. Jonathan – IA issue might be closed. 

i. Liz – submitting is losing who would not have closed

j. Johnny – we agree IAG, other CR agrees, they say they will submit BDMI and they don’t submit it. they submit PMVI and we are out charges

k. Tracy – agree.  They don’t wait for auto-complete in system.

i. Patty – I see this as well.

ii. Tracy – often see where IAL issued by losing rep, have option to click “complete” whether it’s completed or not. They shouldn’t as the order has not completed but they do not wait.  They get the 02 or just complete to get off of their queue.

iii. Jonathan – we submit PMVI due to lights out and now we get initial read, we close issue because we have no reason to review. 

iv. Tracy – 867_02 or 04?

v. Jonathan – 04.   We have open issues and work based on “responsible MP”. It should not be in Responsible MP bucket and I have regained. Do we wait for a month?

vi. TDSP – yes – TDSPs may still have work to do. 

vii. Cheryl – is there any way to hold people responsible?

1. Liz – rule says BDMI must come in within 15 days and we could unexecute order because transaction not sent but we do not.

2. Tracy – I submit issue and other REP has 10 day window to reply and if they agree that means I have to review reports to find it.  and it takes then time to submit and then for TDSP to review-may take longer.

3. Liz – and with all of the backend work that has to be done REPs should not close.

viii. Jonathan – TDSP does not want to be enforcement mechanism.  Even with separate subtype, TDSP reviews after agreement and probably after PMVI sent when it may not have been appropriate for it to have been de-energized. 

ix. Carolyn – this is why we need 80/20 rule.  There are so many scenarios that could happen.

x. Liz – agree. We cannot start pushing buttons to say we’ve done it. that is our due diligence in every issue

xi. Cheryl – I thought there was interest for fee removal flag so wouldn’t have to review comments. 

xii. Liz – flag is good, but if separate issues would help with reporting.

xiii. Corde – agree with that. if regular IAG objective to resolve with BDMI from original CR.  IF reversal of fee we know to reverse under agreement and not be expected to resolve with backdated. 

xiv. Jonathan – scenario with PMVI breaking the rule would be usage/billing dispute then. 

xv. *****Carolyn – recommend bring back next meeting and split it up into 2 issues and then move forward.

xvi. Jonathan – will still have those that sent PMVI when shouldn’t and will manifest in separate dispute.

xvii. Issue tabled until next meeting – possibly strike MP1 and implement 9 

c. USE CASES TO DISCUSS IN FEBRUARY MTTF

i. MP1/9 - JONATHAN - Inadvertent –REVIEW NEW DUAL TYPES - TABLED FROM JANUARY

ii. MP20 –  (TAMMY)Due to discuss in February

iii. MP21 - SCOTT -  DEV LSE -  Discuss in February

iv. MP22 –  LIZ- Dependent on MP3 – Discuss in February

v. MP24 – TAMMY/LIZ – Discuss in February

d. UPDATE ON USER GUIDE CHANGES- TAMMY

i. In other d2d, where changed out projects portion to account for AMS there is a reference that issue is only when CR has validated AMS profile and origin is “C” 

1. Is that removed?

2. Carolyn – need to stipulate, according to market rule, that origin “C” is removed after nodal go-live, so anything after 12/2010 no “C” will be visible.

3. Tammy – modify to reflect review that has AMS profile?

4. Group agreed

ii. Section 6 Non-DEV LSE

1. How to identify NIDR DEV

a. Under invalid there is bullet IDR origin of “G” or “C” – remove “C”?

i. GROUP - Yes, remove “C”

2. References in LSCHANNELCUT and AMSINTERVAL tables

a. Carolyn – notate as of 12/2010 “C” no longer valid

b. ***TAMMY – will write up and send redlined copy to chairs***

i. Will make any changes were origin “C” referenced 

3. Liz – to CRs - for projects, with any questions for AMS relating to meters, do you put in projects or usage/billing?

a. Monica – we do not use usage/billing for that as TDSPs would not capture. It is complete to TDSP so cannot file under Usage/billing subtype. Due to completeness cannot use usage/billing

b. Carolyn – billing is 867 usage, so would be “other”

c. Liz – if has to do with provisioned (AMS) meter, that concerns or issues should be under projects?

d. Carolyn- only missing d2d interval data or disputing. 

e. Liz – if you see 0 day and should not be 0 day, that is a dispute under projects

i. Group – yes

ii. Liz – we see some under usage billing 

1. Group – dispute – should be projects.

2. Carolyn – usage/billing are for monthly billing.  AMS must be under projects

4. Additional enhancements/suggestions

a. Monica – wanted to clarify (ERCOT and group) that we communicated to market that all suggestions thus far that we reviewed and have redlined will be posted for comments. That was intent of agenda item.

b. Carolyn – request everyone review redlines and submit comments a week before next meeting. If no comments, will be finalized. 

i. **** need agenda item at beginning of all meetings to review and approve comments***



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	ACTION ITEMS:

1. Jonathan – add rule #s to support goals

2. Co-Chairs – clean up goals for posting

3. Craig – post goals on MTTF homepage

4. Tammy – 4 hour switch hold - check on filesize limitations of attachments

5. Tammy – verify file types (discussed doc,docx, xls, xlsx, jpg, pdf, no zip files)
6. GROUP – 4 hour switch hold process – review during 1 month comment period

7. Jonathan - MP1/9 – split into two issues and bring back for next month

8. Tammy – Section 6 – Non Dev LSE – write up and send redlined copy to chairs with “origin C” removed

AGENDA ITEMS FOR FEBRUARY

1. Agenda item for all subsequent meetings to review comments and finalize use cases

2. MP1/9 - JONATHAN - Inadvertent –REVIEW NEW DUAL TYPES - TABLED FROM JANUARY – place on agenda for February
3. MP20 –  (TAMMY)Due to discuss in February

4. MP21 - SCOTT -  DEV LSE -  Discuss in February

5. MP22 –  LIZ- Dependent on MP3 – Discuss in February

6. MP24 – TAMMY/LIZ – Discuss in February




