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

Agenda

Call meeting to order
Antitrust Admonition    
ERCOT strictly prohibits market participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws.  The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, subcommittees and working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each market participant attending ERCOT meetings.  If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, please send an email to Sheila Letkeman at sletkeman@ercot.com to receive a copy.

Disclaimer 
All presentations and materials submitted by Market Participants or any other Entity to ERCOT staff for this meeting are received and posted with the acknowledgement that the information will be considered public in accordance with the ERCOT Websites Content Management Operating Procedure. 

Introductions
ERCOT update on Phase III initial begin date and TML/MIS impacts to MarkeTrak
Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP9 - IAG/IAL- Jonathan (GEXA) impacts Use Case MP1 – IAG/IAL as well with description below 
 MP9 - 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.  MP1 - 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 MP20- GUI enhancement- Tammy (ERCOT)

Create a new user and individual item notification specifically related to the Meter Tampering issues.  (Reference MP19) 

· Use Case MP24- GUI Rolodex enhancement – Liz/Tammy (ONCOR/ERCOT)
Add specific rolodex contacts for each sub-type (i.e. Billing/Usage, Meter Tampering, Cancel w/Approval, etc.)

 Lunch
· Use Case MP21- DEV LSE- Scott (TNMP)

Add Service History as a required field for the TDSP when CR is the submitting MP and the modify/reassign transition is executed by TDSP

· Use Case MP22- Missing Transaction enhancement - Liz (ONCOR)

Add 867_02 to the tran type drop down feature

 Assign Next Set Use Cases
Other Business
Gather Action Items 

Adjourn
 

NOTES
JLandry – anti-trust admonition

JLandry – one of the thing we’re doing is use cases MP1 and MP9

Allows process for 

MP9 – responsible party for next update

Tried to combine the two into one use case

Add functionality for PMVI situations with IAGs

Last meeting stated it would be more efficient to create new subtype for PMVIs

For MP1 we did that

Initially had changes to both IAG and IAL

If new subtype adopted, only implement IAL subtype

Go through document

TFD participants have asked for streamlining

Subtype to be titled fee reversal

Issues only submitted by losing CR

If open MT issue with another subtypes, new MT opened

If no open issues, this subtype only needed

Not a second one required

Used only when there is a lights out situation

Any questions

Tracy - instead of fee reversal 

Try to stay away from that term

Still billed, but being redirected to CR

Redirect fee, not reversal

JL – language in RMG is “reverse”

If we’re okay with redirect, go forward with it

Any other questions?

Some problems with workflow-


Requires exact comments


Transition send to losing CR, sometimes unclear about agreement



TDSP has to ask if agreed



Hope to resolve with this subtype


New functionality –not sent straight to TDSP


Gaining CR must state allow losing CR to regain


Added language to “Other”


Strike the portion, deal with it when it’s time to write the user guide

Only a couple of scenarios with this

Workflow will work the same

See key docs (MP1)

May be issue for some CRs who have to wait

JL read through document (MP1), stating what happens

Marty – should 13 be changed to “redirected”?

JL – yes, can change as wanted. Now fees redirected.

JL continued going through MP1

Tammy – do we need comments on send to gaining CR?

JL – yes, there should be comments. Changed to comments required. (#9)

Asked if any questions

JL – discussed Unexecutable scenario

If unexecutable, does not go to TDSP at all

CRs need to discuss this

Is there a drawback to keeping it permanent?

Tracy J – yes, problem. Sometimes get issue back without confirmation it’s the same customer

Have to open a whole new issue to get customer back

Yes, valid enrollment, but a different customer

JL – if change, doesn’t affect other subtypes

Tracy –if on just this one, no problem

JL – also, new issues can be opened


CRs can submit new ones


Leave it the way it is?

Tracy – yes, good with that

Unexecutable will be permanent

JL- Scenario #4


Will need input from TDSPs to see how they want to handle this


Not sure what would cause a TDSP to make Unexecutable if CRs agreed


Wants TDSPs to provide feedback

Cheryl – if we receive PMVI and another MVI, that would create this situation

JL – yes, situations will pop up on this

Corde – the only time to send back to submitter is on fee reversal


Can’t reverse fees with this case


Can’t complete request

JL – ran through scenario

Carolyn reed – can make comments required there as well

JL – what if third party is pending but not complete, make unexecutable on the whole thing?

Patty Perry – if any MVI hits the market, would have to get with customer because they won’t know who submitted it

JL – do we want unexecutable from TDSP here?

Patty Perry – switch hold, maybe?

Corde – if TDSP has issue with IAS, we’ll send to submitter for further review

JL – doesn’t stop issue like unexecutable does


Go through next scenario, then make final decision?


Went through next scenario

What happens to day if goes ack to losing CR and CR wants it to go to TDSP

Cheryl – TDSP lets CRs work it  out

Gricelda – PUC rules don’t allow it

JL – agreement between CRs, but TDSP has issue

Corde – one of the CRs even though they agree, if a third part is involved it trumps both

Carolyn reed – it’s as if “what do you want us to do” at that point

Corde – liability to TDSP if unexecutable hit and both CRs agree, then TDSP is the villain


Both agreed but TDSP unexecuted


Don’t want to accept liability/blame, even if right to do it


Wants responsibility with the CR

Gricelda – give it to ERCOT if third party

Tammy – ERCOT wants to stay out of it

JL – if we won’t make it stop the whole issue


Like Corde said, don’t want to stop completely


If 3rd party, TDSP can’t accommodate

Carolyn reed – not sure this is feasible

Marty – no, have not seen this issue

 
Gaining cr de-energized premise

Corde – may be a fee involved if IAG CR sent a MVO


Could be multiple reps


Can claim IAG years later

JL -  if 3rd CR goes in, and there is the original and gaining, then we’ll have to figure out what to do


Either have the TDSP can close the issue or not


If TDSP doesn’t want that, this is the route we’ll have to go


TDSP will have to say no, but can’t close

Shannon – would there be another scenario where fees can’t be reversed?


Customer cuts service, etc.

Corde – fees only redirected on completion of PMVI

Shannon – would be unexecutable, but on CR side, not TDSP

JL – ultimately, if TDSP can’t accommodate and want to kill issue, must be able to unexecutable


If not, we need to stick with what we have


Need to decide how TDSPs want to handle it


If no closing issue permanently, will require back and forth between CRs

Shannon – can there be an option to not allow losing rep to do anything but close it

Carolyn – that way, it’s the CR that makes it unexecutable and not the TDSPs


Haven’t been able to do this before, so keep it consistent

JL – fundamentally, TDSP still kills the issue, but CRs make it unexecutable


If TDSPs don’t want responsibility

Monica – if 3rd CR is involved, can’t reverse charges


Understands TDSP is really killing it, but make CRs do the unexecutable

Shannon – will keep abuse of tool being lower 

JL – completely strike scenario 5, can be covered by 4


Need to edit portion of scenario 4


Even if losing CR can’t do anything, don’t make it PC?

Carolyn – no

JL – why not PC if losing CR can’t do anything

Tammy – do we have another scenario where losing CR sends to gaining CR?

JL – no.

Tammy – if we sent to losing, can’t have one resulting state be new and another unexecutable

JL – we will have to create another transition in scenario 4

Tammy – make it return to losing CR

Added to scenario

Tammy – we can dictate what state it goes to

JL – even if in a state where nothing can be done with it?

Tammy – right now in progress losing CR


Can send to TDSP, close, unexecutable

JL – make it one state instead of two

Tammy – can go to state of new, return to losing CR


Hit begin working, goes to new CR

See MP1, scenario 4

JL – what would they choose

Monica – Carolyn
Tammy – would auto-close

JL – can submitting CR auto close?

Several people – no

JL – isn’t the same option on IAG? Close?

Tammy – does anyone have a problem making this an unexecutable issue?

Marty – when return to losing CR, essentially closing it

Discussion about how currently done

JL – call it return to losing CR, PC


Cr can only click accept

Tammy – would be comments, right?


To explain why returning?

JL – yes

See document

JL – everyone okay with changes? Questions about workflows in general? New states?

No questions

JL - Review of new fields


See doc

Tammy – are there any new states?

JL – will have to add new state, add return to return to losing CR (PC)

See document

Tammy – add “accept” to return to losing CR (PC)

JL – once the TDSP returns to losing CR, it goes to PC

See redlines on document

JL – discussed Mass Update section

JL – discussed Bulk Insert

JL – asked if there were any other questions

Tammy – will this be sent as a draft for 30 day review?

JL – yes


Need to clarify which use cases are up for review



No longer all

Carolyn – only those since last meeting

Tammy – review of edits to use cases previously discussed


First is workflow of customer rescission


Discussed validations


See key doc rescission


Discussed changes to GUI and new fields (regain date)


Want to look at fields and see if they’re still applicable


Discussed states and transitions document available online



Some transitions were questionable




Not sure whether to retain them


Discussed new transactions, will look at use cases to look at them


TF has discussed problems regarding regaining transactions


When Siebel sends to MT transaction completed, MT issue closes



If transaction doesn’t hit or issue closes first, creates problems


Changing to where if state doesn’t change, will be accommodated

Tracy – question: gaining CR can complete MT before transaction completes


How do we stop CRs from being able to complete MT until transaction received

Tammy – remove transition, or have validation of Siebel status



If not complete, cannot close issue


Any other reason why valid to close without transactions?

Tracy – if bad BGN02


Just closed 2 MT issues because BGN numbers didn’t match

Tammy – if BGN incorrect on new loop, the BGN can be corrected


If entered incorrectly twice, will auto-close

Monica – with new subtype, it will auto close

Tammy – can build in auto close feature regardless of Siebel status

Tracy – when transaction submitted, issue can’t be closed until Siebel status updated

Tammy – when Siebel status complete, auto closes the issue

Corde and Carolyn agree

Carolyn – thinks agreement is 3 days for correcting BGN02

See page 8 of doc

Tammy – when issue is in progress, don’t want it going back to TDSPs


Discussed extension scenario


Marty – does it check Siebel status every 30 minutes?

Tammy –yes


Continued discussing extension scenario


Do we want to keep it at 20 days

Shannon – 20 days too long

Carolyn – business or calendar

Calendar

Carolyn – make it 5 days for auto close

Monica – thought it was 10 days

Monica – okay with 10

Shannon – 7 sounds better, but 10 is okay

Shannon – 5 too short because of weekends, 10 gives a whole week

Kathy – holiday weekends make 10 best option

Tammy – discussed updates on document


Discussed comment field



Can be auto populated

Discussed changes to doc, made edits

Shannon – if issue not auto closed, resubmit transaction

Tammy – discussed states, edited document


Remove closed transition, and only allow to keep it open

Patty Perry – not sure if removing close button is a good idea


What if customer calls and the situation changes?

Tammy – if closed option removed, it goes to in progress


Only will auto close if PC state

Patty Perry – could that lead to issue just hanging out there

JL – be careful to auto-close because of the 25 day thing

Patty Perry – does issue close in 25 days 

JL – there is a validation states no new issues can be submitted

Tammy – that’s why new auto close feature built in

Patty Perry – confused. Can’t be 2 IAG MarkeTraks in 25 days?

JL – no. has to be done within 25 days within IAG date


If not, has to be IAG and not rescission

Patty Perry – 25 days for customer rescission only?

JL – yes


Trying to avoid issues closing prior to resolution

Tammy – more discussion on scenario


Don’t want to remove close feature if valid reason for it


Could be a number of reasons why we don’t want to remove


Do we want to keep it in

Shannon – unexecutable not available, right?

Tammy – no. have option to close

Corde – an unexecutable button would be good.


Better than having to send comments, transition to someone who can close.

JL – when first BGN doesn’t hit ERCOT, goes back to CR

If not a second time?

Tammy – auto closes after 10 days

JL – any way the gaining CR can stop that


The gaining CR wants to be sure it’s completed


Rescission important because of fees if regular IAG

Carolyn – can be added if you believe it’s necessary

Shannon – how many days now before auto close?

Carolyn – 14 days

Tammy – we can dictate timeline on auto close

Shannon – thinking unexecutable is better than auto close


If after 10 days it goes back to losing CR, they can resubmit BGN

Carolyn – if unexecutable included, would go back to gaining CR

JL – the gaining CR is the one most affected by 25 day timeline

Tammy – if unexecutable put here, will go back to losing CR, they hit unexecutable


Don’t want to perpetually loop this


If unexecutable, gaining CR can still open a new MT

Shannon – need to shorten the time


Make sure the gaining CR has time 

JL – if gaining CR submits on day 24, it’s this issue or bust

Shannon – but if on day 1, there is sufficient time

JL – shorten timeline to at least salvage some rescission MT issues?

Shannon – yes


Want to be sure there is time to resubmit

JL – right now with permanent unexecutable, opens up for vulnerability

Tammy – if unexecutable selected, since looped already once, should be unexecutable


Gaining CR can open a new MT issue


Don’t have an auto close feature


Can keep auto close – accept or auto closes

JL – to keep from auto closing, needs to be transitioned to another MP


Just keep in mind the time restriction


Shouldn’t see an increase in number of issues

Tammy – have we decided that unexecutable goes to PC or just closed?

Monica and Shannon – closed

Tammy – what is resulting state?

Monica – closed by someone?


Looking for PC?

Tammy – no. usually of auto closes goes to PC

Monica – can we identify that it closed and nothing was done?

Carolyn – sounds good, but what would we call it?

Patty Perry – does loop around apply to all IAG or rescission only

JL – just rescission

Tammy – switch hold removal use case


Minimal changes


No changes to work flow at all


Added some transitions, made clarifications


Discussed close button. Do we want this?

JL – if used, unless other prior arrangements made, process starts over


Never intended to deny that option to CRs


Leave it

Tammy – reviewed the rest of the use case


Discussed unexecutable. Any other scenarios for unexecutable?

JL – like an “other” field”?

Tammy – maybe, but have comments required?

JL – TDSPs could be left not knowing why. CRs too.

Carolyn – leave them as they are.

JL – agreed.

Cheryl – does it have a built in clock?


Must keep a watch on it every 30 minutes now.

JL – you’re keeping and eye on it for that first hour?

Cheryl – yes. Watch it constantly.

JL – ERCOT said right now an internal clock is difficult. 


The time can go over to another business day.


Unless that can be addressed, it can’t be done.

Cheryl – thought there would be something .

Carolyn – still unsure.

Tammy – looking at doing it on business hours rather than days.

Carolyn – it could be something that can be done, but when we write test scripts, it would require changes

Would there be a SIR to address it?

JL – would change the workflow. 


Could affect the time limit if other CR has gone over time


If business hours can’t be put in, the workflow would be affected

Carolyn – does anyone know when the Serena upgrade will happen?

Tammy – no.


I know you wanted to finalize this today, but need to get answers first.


No answer on that just yet.

Cheryl – heard it would be tracked for performance evaluation

Carolyn  – CNP has developed a plan for reporting

JL – I have developed a reporting plan, but doesn’t address

Corde – the rule states that if time limit expires, the gaining CR is to contact the TDSP


Not only responsible for time frame, but notifications too


Time has lapsed, now it’s decision time


Nothing in too calculating the time


Hard to make determinations on this

Monica – will time of day be able to determine time of day for an issue that was opened?


What if issue submitted early (before 8:00)


We don’t work ort monitor unless the business day (8:00)

Tammy – if we could work by business hours, we can


Need an answer from Serena

Tammy – MP13 discussion


Noticed that we’re using existing billing and usage flow


Are they applicable to this workflow?

Gricelda – is MP13 for a specific subtype?

Carolyn – yes


Tran type and transaction date can be removed


IDR and Non-IDR can be removed


Dispute missing can be removed


Does everyone agree


Will decide on what we will name everything as a task force

Tammy – we’ll need to determine where we want the tree

Cheryl – this is different from AMS project?

Carolyn – this will be replacing that

Tammy – want to clarify that in the title?

Cheryl – reminds me of IDR. But this is different.

Carolyn – will keep them separate. Cleaner that way.

Monica – main reason why separating it, 

Cheryl – add it to AMS

Carolyn – can change it

See key docs (1.1.1)

Tammy – made changes to state names. Small changes.

Tammy – usage and billing missing AMS LSE interval data


See edits in key doc


Asked if questions, additions, or changes

No changes

Tammy – Use Case 3


New usage billing subtypes


Creating two subtypes – missing and dispute


Want to clarify tailoring new values whether idr or non idr selected


Have to make selection ok, then have to hit ok again


With dispute category, can we eliminate categories?

Carolyn – I don’t see why that would be a problem

Marty – I think we have everything covered


Was a recommendation of our billing department


Do you agree, Liz?

Liz – yes. What was the discussion about IDR and non IDR?

Monica – Tammy was asking if we still include IDR and non IDR under specific subtypes

Liz – helpful if divided because they are assigned based on that


Want it like it is today


Does Marty agree?

Marty – yes. Choice will be there if IDR or non IDR


Submit as IDR, hit okay, and select from there


In our system we can divide by IDR or non IDR


Does see scenarios where it could be an issue if incorrectly submitted


Based on Tammy’s percentages, don’t see it will be a problem


Can never make a workflow completely perfect to cover everything


Address through training

Tammy – reviewed document


Discussed changes/edits


Reviewed document verbiage

Jonathan L – presentation of IAG workflow


Only place we were able to identify a problem was with IAL


IAG flowed smoothly enough


Requires changes to IAL workflow


Discussed these when we made PMVI changes


I took everything that we had proposed for PMVI



Made it a fresh document to avoid having mostly redlines


Discussed new functionality


See MP9 document


Any questions?

None

JL – discussed/reviewed 1.1.6


Asked Tammy about when transition is available and resulting state

Tammy need to put that in

See edits in document 1.1.2 new fields

Tammy – Use Case MP20


See document


Let me know if I’m capturing everything


Went over description


Discussed GUI section



If signed up under notifications tab, get an e-mail for all issues you own transitioned this 



way

Monica – in the profile, can you select a specific subtype? Or get all?

Tammy – this is related only to switch hold subtype.


In addition to what is already there.

Monica – thought this is for what’s not there now

Carolyn – is there one for billing and usage?

Tammy – yes. Adding all of that in the next use case.


This is specific to switch hold in notifications section

Carolyn – we can add more, right?

Tammy – yes

Carolyn – I would think you’d want to be notified.

Tammy – more document review

Monica – to set up, do you have to be an admin?

Tammy – no. can do it yourself.


Cut back on list subtype d2d other?

Marty – doesn’t see meter removal. Need to add that.

Tammy added MVO meter removal

Monica – change agenda a bit. Discuss updates of project.

Tammy – no project changes. Date still for July implementation of planning stages.

Carolyn – is there a project # yet?

Tammy – no.

Monica – in RMS, ERCOT gave an update on TX SET. 



Committed to execution timeframe


Our projects are aligned with each other


Should we see how TX SET is doing?

Kathy s – will be behind TX SET. Not parallel.


There are things developers are working on


Feb 8 COPS meeting key docs page has info



Portfolio status report



ITEMS 6 & 10 ARE TX SET and MT



Shows milestones, execution, planning, development, etc



Shows start dates and info for 2011

Tammy – will have to make changes regarding transactions

Monica – wouldn’t have to meet separately for that, would we?

Tammy – no. can address here

Kathy – stated she asked in COPS if item #10 was a Serena upgrade


Dave Michelsen said it was

Tammy – we will discuss addition and removal of transactions

Tammy – MIS update


MIS will replace TML

JL – what is the date for that?

Tammy – no firm date


Will decommission TML when zonal market is settled


Working on getting MIS link added to MT


TML will remain until decommissioned

Carolyn – MIS link looks totally different


Will there be changes in the guide for this

Shannon – we are using MIS. It is completely different.

Carolyn – will need something in the user guide for this change.

Carolyn – I have people using TML link in MIS

Tammy – added screen shots to user guide showing MIS


Saved as a draft. If everyone is okay with it, can put it out there.

Monica – for bulk inserts, have to go to M in reports and extracts index?

Tammy – yes

Monica – on index, have to know what we’re looking for? Inadvertent under “I”?

Tammy – yes. Have to know what you’re looking for now.

Carolyn - looks is completely different


This screen shot is a good start to addressing it.

Tammy – if anyone has suggestions on how to improve, let me know.

Liz – maybe have a blurb in MT user guide for mass transitions


We had several IAGs that were opened


Had to close the issues because REP no longer in market

Carolyn – Johnny had asked about MTs for mass transitions

Liz – ERCOT giving direction not to put in IAG flow


Understand why we can’t use IAG flow because a new REP has ESIID


Would like a better explanation in MT user guide for mass transitions

JL – new catch-all subtype may work

Carolyn – yes, that may address it

JL – what’s being done in MT now for the ones with the CR that left

Liz – being asked to use “other”

Carolyn – nothing in MT for mass transitions, so have to use other

Liz – pretty much falls on TDSP to provide info

c – when Jonathan brought up new other subtype


Think it would address this


Need workflows for this


Liz, maybe you can draft a use case


From ERCOT’s perspective, since few MPs involved, easy to address one-on-one

Liz – a catchall had not even envisioned a mass transition

Corde – once a mass trans has occurred, the IAG stops


So there is no pursuing the customer by the REP leaving market


IAG under leapfrog 7.2.4.3

Shannon – had an issue with the recent mass trans


Got different direction from TDU and ERCOT

Liz – tasked Tammy to have that brought up at ERCOT

Kathy – asked Michelsen on first day of mass trans


Said RCC would be responsible for handling MT issues


Said because defaulting, can’t do any MVIs and TDSPs are blocking MVIs and SWs


Hope it would be ERCOT that has authority to close IAG issues

Liz – discussed e-mail regarding mass transition MT issues

Carolyn – no POLR in this case

Liz – need confirmation on how to handle this

Kathy – understand. No longer a CR to do communication on MT issues


Need override to close them out


If gaining CR has issue, they have to deal with it a different way

JL – since CR left market, does new CR inherit the obligation to take back IAGs?

Jim r – have a REP that lost an ESIID to Abacus, now gained by new REP


Have them e-mailing to work it out

Shannon – that’s what we did as well

Liz – question is..the IAGs for abacus that we closed


Have had 3 new ones pop up under other


Now being told they can submit under other


Now per rules shouldn’t be allowing IAGs


Telling them to get back to spark or Our


Don’t think we should do this

Carolyn – discussed 7.2.2.3 IAG third party picked up ESIID

Dave – correct. That’s why inadvertent can’t be submitted


With the abacus issues, they can’t so IAG


Told them we need to do one by one basis


Best to work with parties involved and work out issues


Can’t do IAG as it wouldn’t be valid

Liz – so in this case, gaining CR was mass tran CR


IAG closed


Now have to work with the new gaining CR to get their ESIID back


This is acceptable?

Dave M – yes, this is acceptable


Important thing is not to violate rules but get customer back to right REP


ERCOT can facilitate resolution, but can’t dictate it

Carolyn – this could be a case where MT can’t address the issue

Dave – depends on many factors 


IT’S DIFFICULT TO DOCUMENT A ONE FIX FOR ALL


SOMETHING DIFFERENT happens every time


I asked for other because IAG won’t work here

Corde – for the CR that is the original CR, can’t they take it back going forward?


Can original CR 

Norman - Mass trans rep was gaining REP, and losing rep wants them back


The 3 that liz was talking about, abacus was the gaining REP


Will have to do it on a going forward basis

Dave – up to CRs and TDSP to decide

Corde – if on a forward basis, no need for MT issue


IAG will be closed because of mass trans, and both know


CR can make a decision whether to regain going forward


Nothing can be done in MT since can’t regain to DOL

JL – yes, do a switch and there are no fees


If you were a losing CR to a default, no easy way

Corde – the ESIID would be taken by the mass transition REP

JL: - not necessarily


If book is sold, anything lost to an IAG would not be dropped


In the meantime, a CR can have customer that shouldn’t have gone to them


If stuck with an ESIID you can’t give back, need mechanism to show what CR gained it

Kathy – don’t agree it should be the market’s decision


Some customers may choose to switch to another CR

JL – let’s say I gained a new ESIID inadvertently, do I need to contact CR this is a customer you should 


Have

Kathy – customer should be able to choose

JL – if gained, may not have customer name

Some general discussion over CBCI files

JL – not sure what would happen for IAG ESIID after a mass transition

Fernando (Startex) – we had a customer IAG’d by abacus


Customer was dropped to POLR


Can we regain it

Jim R – get with RAM to address that

Carolyn – sounds like there is no specific, one size fits all for mass trans


Sounds like new subtype in MT is not a solution


All mass transitions are different


When it happens, however, MPs want to know what to do


Agree with Dave’s suggestion, one-on-one 


This task force should not focus on new sub type

JL – should have something about contacting RAM


RMG does have some info


May need to add something about contacting RAMs in the RMG


Rather than delve into too much detail, contact RAM is best

Shannon – we need everyone to be on the same page, not get different answers


Just need verbiage somewhere where someone can refer to mass transitions

Carolyn – we need to add a section to RMG about what we just discussed

Tammy – we can try to do something to direct them and provide more info

Carolyn – will that help, Shannon?

Shannon – yes

Kathy – add to RMG in the mass transition section


State what to do with MarkeTrak issues

Tammy – so you see gap in the RMG

Kathy and Shannon – yes

Kathy asked Dave is he has issues going to the RMG with these changes

Dave – just be careful not to be too specific

Kathy – just a high level description of how to handle MarkeTrak issues

Carolyn – Liz, did your questions get answered?

Liz – yes, they did. Thanks for discussing.

Monica – back to agenda


What we’ll do is adjourn for the day


Tomorrow will look at use cases MP21 and MP22


Then assign next set of use cases

End Day One! Woot!

Day Two, February 18:

Jonathan L – anti-trust admonition


Skipped around a bit on agenda


Today will start with use case 21

Scott – very simple use case


Someone wanted the TDSP to add service history when starting on MT issue


After discussions, no one saw a benefit


But we’ll discuss to see if there is one


Can someone tell me what you want as far as service history?


Is it the last order that completed?


Last two or three energizing or de-energizing that would help resolve out of synch

Michelle – PMVI with safety nets

Scott – what else would the TDSP provide

Michelle – the dates


Transaction numbers on PMVIs since there aren’t any on safety nets

Monica – there is a transaction number on safety nets too

Scott – the TDSP would manually enter it

Dave m – I think we have the wrong field


The field is a required field


Service history is used to replace that


Not requested in a normal workflow


Pick a start and end date time to indicate de-energized period


Only visible to ERCOT and TDSP

Norman – is it the entire service history?

Dave – only for the time period affected

`
don’t want to assume de-energized. Want you to tell us.

JL – anything we want to edit?

Scott – yes. Let’s start with where it’s auto populated


Dave, explain it again so we can make edits

Dave – when CR submits dev LSE, we make service history field required upon approval


Right now when TDSP submits, it’s not required


TDSP would have a required field

Monica – submit for CR, right?

Dave – right now, we have to push button for info required

Norman  – it’s a required field now for TDSPs?

Dave – if adding or increasing, don’t need info to fill in the gap

JL – so we have to put new…would this count as a new transition

Dave – call it a required field on an existing transition

JL – it says new field


For permitted values and definitions, what do want to put there?

Norman  – need a format for the grid?

Marianne – the way it is now is you have a to/from drop down

JL – we have service history as a new field. Do we want to change that?

Type text – is this a text field?

Marianne  - it’s text and date

Scott – make it text and start and end dates


Make it alpha numeric. It’ll be numbers and letters

JL – default value is blank.


Reviewed document

Scott – need to reword auto populated


Dave said if submitted by TDSP, will be a mandatory field

Marianne – now is mandatory


will make it mandatory if CR submits too

JL – will change if submitted by TDSP

Norman  – when CR submits…

Marianne – TDSP submits, ERCOT runs evaluation, if TDSP approves, prompted to enter what should be in service history

That’s how I envision it working

Cr wouldn’t see that

Not available now, so ERCOT has to hit modify/ re-assign

Eliminating that loop

Cr – ERCOT – TDSP –ERCOT is flow

Norman – so CR submits it, and gets it back if it passes analysis, ERCOT sends to TDSP, 


If ERCOT approves, it’s sent PC to CR?

Marianne – yes


TDSP enters info


Selects update/approved


Now becomes a required field

Reviewed/edited document

JL – transitions enabled


What is transition ERCOT to TDSP

Dave – we hit perm\form analysis, pending approval, then update approved


We would make it required for update approved for TDSP

Marianne – ERCOT to TDSP is new PA


When TDSP works it it’s in progress PA


What transition are we displaying

Dave – make it required field to be updated approved

Norman  – is transition displayed buttons showing on screen?

Scott – for trans display put updated approved

JL – same thing for both?

Scott –yeah, kind of redundant, but…

JL – will have a comment period anyway


Make sure we have what we want with this


Move down to workflows involved

Reviewed doc


Anyone think of any other workflows this would involve?

Dave – DEV LSE date chg start and stop time


LSE in ERCOT system not MP

JL – look at new transitions


How about new issue states?

Norman  – if TDSP provides service history and ERCOT doesn’t agree, is there a new state?

Marianne – no – ERCOT selects modify/reassign

JL – no new issue states, no new transitions

More edits to doc (1.1.2)

For 1.1.3

Scott – needs to be duns and service start and stop date

Discussion over verbiage on doc

Discussion and edits to 1.1.5

See redlines on document

Discussion between Norman, Marianne, and Jonathan on redlines

Carolyn – because service history is moving to the beginning, CRs will not have visibility?

Marianne – yes

More Discussion and edits to 1.1.5

Norman – does the same logic apply to start and stop dates?


I would enter Feb 2, and the system would put on Feb 1 23:59:59?

Marianne – yes

JL – press accept?

Carolyn/Norman – no – complete

JL – reviewed 1.1.5 main success scenario

1.1.6 – identical workflow in two different subtypes

Discussion over 1.1.6

JL- through what step of 1.1.7 (extension scenario) be normal and the same as 1.1.6

Marianne – through step 15

Reviews, discussions, and edits of extension scenario 1.1.7

Web Ex technical difficulties…10 minute break

Resumed discussion of 1.1.7

Carolyn – scenario and step 1 of 1.1.7 same in 1.1.8

Discussion of Use Case MP22

See document redlines

Martin – discussed using existing use cases, and that the track changes don’t apply .

Document saved as new document with no redlines.

JL – discussion of MT to address missing 867_02s


Do we want to change min/max 


Should be 1/6 not 1/60

More review of use case – see document

JL – right now, if sent to CR in PC state, can it be returned to assignee

Marty and Carolyn – yes

JL – any drop downs for unexecutable reasons? Are they needed?

Carolyn – no. not needed. Do you see need?

JL – no. 

See 10 under 1.1.5

JL – I don’t see an unhappy path for this.


Common comments are incorrect tran ID

Marianne – add “add unexecutable feature will now require comments” to document.

Added – see doc

See redlines for other changes

Doc saved as “redlines”

Carolyn – we need to finalize use cases from yesterday


Need to have consensus of what titles should be

Monica – don’t we need to send out for comments first?

Carolyn – comments on the redlines


Need to change title, not consistent

Jonathan L – consistency in names needed

Carolyn – want to give everyone a chance to be involved in the change of title and understand

Discussion between JLandry, CReed, and MJones over use cases

Discussed docs need to be sent out for comments

JL – when we save as final, show no markups?

Carolyn – yes

JL – we will save a markup version as well

Discussion regarding file names. Files saved with new names. See docs.

JL – final drafts will have easily identifiable, straightforward names


Action item – organize with titles and send to craig for final docs folder

JL - Next agenda item – assign next set of use cases

Monica – what are next meeting dates

JL – Next TF meetings are March 29 and 30
JL – next use case is MP 25 use case –

Assigned to Monica and Carolyn

Monica - MP27 is ERCOT, goes to Tammy


Mp28 

Carolyn – not assigned. Needs to be assigned


Asked phone attendees for volunteers

Monica – anyone want to look at mp28 for next meeting?

Gricelda and Carolyn stated to assign to Cheryl

Monica – mp29

Carolyn – Tammy and Liz to do it

Monica – Tammy and Liz to write


Carolyn, Gricelda, and Cheryl to help test


Mp 30 – I think that’s Karen and Dave


Mp 31 – didn’t assign because it needed more discussion

JL – was discussed several times


Right now for premise type requesting 814_209 to update


This would require TDSP to submit tran id of 814_20

Monica – needs to be assigned

JL – I’ll take it

Tracy – info coming from TDUs includes descriptions, subdivision, directions to techs

JL – I think the protocols say the addresses have to be in postal service format


Are you saying you use subtype to have TDSP look into issues

Tracy – subdivision name is not part of postal address


But is appearing on address population

JL – state to please make format compatible with postal service addresses

Carolyn – why do you need this?

JL – I don’t think it’s a bad addition

Carolyn – basically duplicating making the 814_20 tran id since it’s already been included


Need to keep in mind we’re on a budget

JL – it’s just adding one field

Carolyn – info is already on the portal

Shannon – there is also _20 in the drop down

Carolyn – that is if you didn’t get it


In this case, you got it

Shannon – do we know who sent this?

Monica researched and found it was Karen Malkey

Carolyn – read it and states it’s not needed

Monica – we will ask Karen. Table this one for now.


Table mp31 and get with Karen

JL – protocol states what format mailing address has to be in


Subdivision is not appropriate

Marianne – it is acceptable in TX SET

Carolyn – it is in compliance

JL – asked Tracy if she has an example

Tracy – not anymore


Understands that in rural areas it shows a 911 address


Example: if customer gives 123 Broad St as 911 address



Shows 123 Broad St 911 address instead of just 123 Broad st

JL – rule is found in the protocols

Carolyn – want to pull that up?


I haven’t seen that, putting in subdivision or whatever

Tracy (TXU)  – I have an example, who do I send it to?

Tonya P – send it to me

JL – if this comes up, can open a MT issue and assign to TDSP

Marianne – send to me, I can look at the _20 and see where it’s flowing

Discussion over assigning use cases

JL – mp32 

Carolyn – that needs additional clarification as well

JL – mp33 listed as Carolyn and Craig

Carolyn – should be Corde and Craig

JL – mp34 

Monica – that’s Tammy for ERCOT flow

JL – on that one, validation change required


That’s not in any particular subtype?

Monica – change from warning to error message and stop you at that point

Carolyn – we have mp 25, 27, 28, 29, 33, 34 for next time

JL – this takes us into other business portion of agenda

Shannon – with switch holds, won’t there be two subtypes?

Jl – will be one four hour process


TDSPs will tracking switch hold on two front


Meter tamp and non-pay


CRs will have option of payment plan

Shannon – thought there was a project

JL – determined that only workflow that would accommodate is other


Other discussions on who would finish first MT or SET


All a moot point now


The 4 hour process is permanent

Shannon – will ISA numbers be separate (tamp versus payment plan)

Kathy – RMGRR approved by RMS


Goes to TAC on March 3


Effective in June


Different ISA number for removal 

JL – there will be 3 ISAs, two for removal one for addition

Carolyn – we can expect to see MTs for pre-pay in June?

Kathy – yes

JL – question regarding 810s


Some don’t have service start time, right?

Carolyn – some don’t

JL – has had some rejected for no start time

Carolyn – that is a MT other


Can’t file usage billing because start time is required

JL – just doesn’t remember this being discussed before


So TDSPs prefer other for this?

Carolyn – Other is a catch-all

JL – so, echoed by all TDSPs? Use other?


If CR has to file dispute, hoping for a way to do it

Carolyn – if filing dispute, I recommend using other

JL – any other questions

Carolyn – can I make a comment?


If volunteering for use cases, at least try to have scenarios complete


This will save time at meetings

JL – action items


Leadership has to organize final use cases


For those that want to submit comments on use cases,



Please be clear in e-mails if you want your comments reviewed at next meeting



Won’t be in the public comments otherwise




If so, copy Craig on them as well

Carolyn – please send to all three co-chairs and Craig

JL – if no other questions or concerns, we’ll adjourn

Day two adjourned




