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	***Items surrounded by Asterisks (***) 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- SLA Updates
Review  comments if any and finalize Use Cases:
· Use Case MP9- IAG/IAL- 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.
·         Use Case 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- Create a new user and individual item notification specifically related to the Meter Tampering issues.  (Reference MP19)

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

·         Use Case MP21- DEV LSE- 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 - Add 867_02 to the tran type drop down feature

 Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP25- Validation- Usage/Billing: validate ROR = submitting MP 

· Use Case MP27- Validation msg: ESI ID dupe return message link to existing issues 

· Use Case MP28- Review Pending issue usage and necessity( Pending issues ill auto-closed  after 14 dayes) Send escalation notice of auto-close to submitter after 48 hours 

                                                            Lunch
· Use Case MP29- Proactively create a new, flexible catch all subtpe for market processes created prior to MTP4
· Use Case MP33- IAG/IAL: If there is no Regaining Siebel Status after 14 days of transition send it back to the Losing CR
· Use Case MP34-Validation: TDSP matches validation change request to change message from a warning to an error message

Assign Next Set Use Cases
Other Business
Gather Action Items
Adjourn
NOTES:

SLA Update – Trey

1. Reviewed presentation

a. TDTWG being updated later

b. Performance results during business hours:

i. Response times

ii. Runs script and measures response

iii. API query detail 1.5 second target

1. 1.08 second average for month

2. Well below 1.5, but 79% of time under 1.5 seconds

3. March 6/7 slow performance (relative) around 2 seconds

iv. Querylist – target 3 seconds

1. Most of month below.

v. GUI – target 15 seconds

1. Couple of days with higher than other days but between 6 and 8 second response times

2. Carolyn – changing to 99%?

3. Trey –that is availability

c. Could not find anything specific that caused querydetail to be slower on 2 days

d. All 4 rounded average of 93% with goal of 98%

2. Reviewed SLA presentation

a. Revert to 24/7 coverage for SLA

b. Sat-Sunday changes

c. Have been discussions on making Saturday a retail business day

i. RMS says cross bridge later when needed

ii. Group agreed

d. Benchmark service level to true capabilities of retail systems

e. Have been at 99% for years and hardly ever hit it, so review for accurate target

i. More resources to meet 99% or save resources for other applications and try to bring those metrics up

ii. Is 98% too low for MarkeTrak

iii. With MT, historically above 98 and 99%, so feel comfortable raising to 99%. 

1. Drop retail processing side to meaningful target, 99.5, 99.2, etc. 

iv. Business hours vs non-business hours, so possible 2-tiered metric

1. Bringing to TDTWG and RMS

f. TML – 99% - do not see need to change

g. Trey MIS is not part of retail SLA, part of market data transparency SLA

h. MT – over 4 years performance improvements (chart)

i. Transaction Processing – not sure where targets came from (99.9%)

i. Nights/weekend outage times – after business hours with non 24x7 support higher

j. If MT moved to 99% (slide 5) shows availability vs non business hours (99% vs 99.9%)

k. With 24x7 support, 99.2% metric – needs review and modification

l. TML unchanged

m. Release window discussed

n. QUESTIONS

i. Johnny – where 99.9% came from, initially conversation around retail side being as close as expected to wholesale due to impacts retail has on overall market. 

ii. Trey – could not find design doc or protocol for it

Review comments on use cases redlined last month – Monica

1. Jonathan – received MP1 comments

a. Comments were from Patty Perry. 

i. Upon submission have BGN field so TDSP has it before priority submitted

ii. Could be problematic as current process you have subtype and submit MT and process gives user time (by time gaining CR agrees) will have sent PMVI and have BGN. Could have it reject and in use case did not take into account priority BGN fails or is not accepted no mechanism to correct it.

iii. Submitting it before the MVI in general could cause issues.

iv. Patty – my biggest concern is if MVO was not in completed state and submitted a BGN without the previous transaction being completed, will that cause it to reject so have a lot of issues coming back.

v. Jonathan – MVI should not reject.  Which transaction are you concerned about rejecting?

vi. Patty – new MVI sent.

vii. Jonathan – when set 4.0 comes, will pend that MVO

viii. Carolyn – want to make sure it’s in the 80% and the market agrees to it.

ix. Jonathan – understand totally. Change wouldn’t be to account for a very much minority of situations.

x. Monica – patty, you feel this is more 80%?

xi. Patty – yes, fairly common

xii. Corde – if make change to RMG, that portion of submitting the PMVI before creating the MT issue just doesn’t prevent what the original intent was, which is for CR to submit issues weeks/months after issue takes place.

xiii. Carolyn – agree. 

xiv. Shannon – I have seen no issues not worked if MVI created before. 

xv. Jonathan – could make 2-3 day business period to get BGN in

xvi. Tracy – would also catch issues submitted after hours. Have had issues where safety net is sent by others in organization

xvii. Carolyn – sounds like change RMG rather than use case

xviii. Group agreed

xix. Jonathan – RMG should say like “3 business days”, etc.

xx. Group agreed

xxi. Jonathan – we will be making lots of changes to RMG. Have started drafting already   *** Action Item – add to Jonathan’s RMG changes he is working on***

xxii. Tammy – system checks regaining global id (regaining BGN02) and should be checking priority BGN and ESIID.  We haven’t said going away with BGN02 field for validating and right now when TDSP says fees redirected, goes to PC state. What if something happens to priority BGN?

xxiii. Jonathan – don’t think that’s mentioned for losing in current RMG

xxiv. Tammy – now TDSP says ready to receive and goes to losing and provide bgn02 and then goes to regaining transaction submitted/pc state.   If cancels autocloses

xxv. Corde – if problem with regaining transaction from CR, we send back to submitter to resolve and get back to original CR.  If problem and issue is stuck in particular state we have ability to send back to submitter.

xxvi. Jonathan – is there possibility to submit new BGN?

xxvii. Tammy/Corde –in current workflow when return to submitter starts process again

xxviii. Carolyn – believe part of workflow – just adding to it. 

xxix. Jonathan – current logic – does it differentiate?

xxx. Tammy – regaining submitted PC state has 2 global id’s – original and regaining.  Needs clarification

xxxi. Corde – we need to know where the original mistake 

xxxii. Tammy – before issue goes to regaining trans submitted pc state, losing Cr has to provide regaining BGN and date. We want it to look at the ESIID and the priority BGN02 field – we need to notate in use case.

1. Edited Use Case to reflect addition

2. ***Craig – post redlines – finalize and post as final***

2. MP 21- Tammy – 

a. May have been misunderstanding.  Basis for this one is right now on DEV LSE workflows, if TDSP hits update approved and changes being requested in issue will create gap in ERCOT systems, TDSP prompted to enter svc history.  The gap we’re trying to fill is CR asks for stop time change and comes to ERCOT. Passes analysys and goes to TDSP but their record is different, they modify/reassign and enter proposed dates.  Goes back to CR and if ok they select “update approved” and goes to ERCOT. This process misses that opportunity at “update approved” and will also happen on modify/reassign.

b. Update Approved should go to ERCOT – trying to eliminate “request more info” from ERCOT

c. Tammy pulled up her updated redline including changes

i. *** Craig – upload to redline folder***  also finalize

ii. ***JONATHAN  - send Craig naming format for finals****

3. MP22 –adding 867_02 on missing transaction– Tammy

a. Adding 867_02 to missing extension scenario. Making unexecutable require comments. That already exists. Don’t think we need this scenario.  Missing transactions workflow – negative workflow so will always require comments.

i. Tammy – if comments already there and select negative option, prompts for comment but you can ok past it. Maybe someone saw that and thought was required. Extension (1.1.5).

1. Glitch right now. Fixed in next version. You are prompted for comments but they are already there so can skip it. 

2. Carolyn – concern that need to leave there. If there is a glitch now I want to be sure is tested.

3. Tammy – make business process?

4. Group – yes – leave as is for use case

5. Craig - *** REDLINE AND FINAL****

4. MP31 – Monica 

a. Tabled last month – Karen Malkey’s issue for 814_20 required tranid

b. Questions if subtype still needed

c. Karen – 2 subtypes when corrections needed and have to make 814_20 corrections.  Some other subtypes once make correction we provide on 814_20 and that field is required.  We were completing MT but being returned to us asking us for 814_20 information.  So we thought if could align with other subtype where you click complete and it asks for 814_20 versus returning to us asking for information

d. Monica – Carolyn thought was duplicating

e. Carolyn – Tammy just mentioned we have that for Missing Transactions. It prompts for tran id if complete. 

f. Monica – will create use case for this  ***CHAIRS – assign this use case****

g. KAREN – work with Dave to bring reporting use cases and bring in May****

5. MP19 – group – tabled previously

a. Still waiting on Mike Taylor’s follow-up

i. Jonathan – for those on phone, went through 4 hour process for switch hold removal and waiting to see if MT can track business hours. If so could make changes to make process less manual. If not will leave use case as is from last meeting.

USE CASES FOR THIS MEETING

1. Use case 25 – Monica

a. Start time – questions

i. Carolyn – we feel like start time should be required field

ii. Tammy – sends to Siebel, so start time is valid

iii. Carolyn – if you are the ROR but not at the start time it could be null and void

iv. Carolyn – start time – needs to be required all the time (including bulk insert)

v. Jonathan – concern around this is this is validating from ERCOT records.  We may have submitted MVI and TDSP has it flowing before MVI sent in.  not necessarily safety net, but upon a MVO final usage goes beyond when 814_25 recevied and that is a dispute. I would be disputing a portion beyond what ERCOT shows. 

vi. Monica – since looking at start time, should be ok

vii. Carolyn – For disputes is end time required?

viii. Monica – can’t put more than 1 time period so would be 2 issues

ix. Jonathan – have tran id and have 1st in the group

x. Carolyn/Monica – tran id would be different for each service period so are supposed to submit multiple MarkeTrak issues per user guide.

xi. Tammy – may be issues where ERCOT system does not show same as TDSP so could be issue with hard stop.

xii. CenterPoint would fix issue altogether with DEV to fix start/end time if out of synch. 

xiii. Cheryl – AEP also would adjust billing with DEV, negating need for usage/billing

xiv. Tammy – this accommodates concern

xv. Could include statement in user guide to document if this issue type errors, to submit a DEV

xvi. Cheryl – only thing that comes up with me is we get a lot when not ROR due to IAG/IAL process but that 1 day of liability we have to establish to get the customer back to original provider. Would have that 1 day start time.  We get some of those

xvii. Carolyn – we have got some, but usually when mark unexecuatable falls into 10% scenario. ERCOT’s 727 service history has 3 day lag, so in my comments I tell participant to give transaction time to work but we have seen that in very low percentile.

xviii. Cheryl – we get quite a few of those. 

xix. CR files out of synch, start time is valid due to IAG and BDMI being submitted needing Siebel changes. 

xx. Carolyn – some are timing, but majority of issues MP is not following right. 

xxi. Tammy – will validate Siebel real time

xxii. ***TAMMY – timeout error if Siebel down?  Check with Mike Taylor****

xxiii. ***GROUP – review all scenarios to ensure no other impacts to usage/billing (ams/idr/etc)

xxiv. Adding validations only for entire subtype.

1. Jonathan reviewed other use case (recission) for verbiage comparison

a. Extension scenario 4 – (25 calendar date validation) – 

b. Tammy – ran one now and if info missing will be green showing need to change and allow resubmit.

c. Tammy provided change for unhappy extension path from “Siebel Change” as exists today

d. Added another extension scenario for case when Siebel is unavailable

e. Action *** Tammy – check to with Mike to see if can have timeout error and if so add extension scenario****

f. Tammy mentioned that MP19 will hit Siebel as well

b. MP27 – validation message ESIID return – Monica

i. Be able once get message to link existing issues with that ESIID

ii. Monica – once you click on hyperlink, can you go back?

iii. Tammy – opens in new window and the original is still open

iv. Monica asked if would be able to work in both issues at same time

v. Tammy – yes

vi. Added extension scenario for multiple examples/issues with same ESIID

2. MP34 – change tdsp matches validation from warning to error-Tammy

a. Need to discuss

i. Subtype non dev LSE – TDSPs filed due to ESIID in their system but not ERCOT, but if this is implemented cannot work because ESIID not in ERCOT system

1. Carolyn – this is for NIDR and IDR DEVs. 

2. Group reviewed use case and ready for comment period

3. MP28 – review pending issue button usage and necessity – Monica

a. Tabled to next month

b. Tracy asked why needed

c. Oncor was against removing it due to their own use

d. Carolyn – thought we had ok’d 3-5 calendar days max. 

e. Cheryl – one MPs was that they open MT, then assigned in-house and would throw it off 1-3 days before forwarded on.  They seem to have resolved the issue

f. Monica – let’s go ahead and write the use case and then this can be hashed out during comment period.

g. Tracy – wouldn’t escalation point work better? The way we have ours, any time escalation button selected, one goes to box, one to Janine and one to me.

h. Group – need to add – escalation sent and issue closed. 

i. ***Craig – add to redline folder***

4. MP29 – Catchall – Tammy

a. ***TAMMY – work out extension scenario for multiple (3-4) CRs to ensure that proprietary TDSP info only visible to TDSP and ERCOT

USE CASE ASSIGNMENT:

1. MP43 – need to research to find out who submitted**** possibly replace or include in MP20

2. MP44 – Karen bringing in May

3. MP45 – tracy has issue where TDSP goes out for MVO or DNP but meter left hot, but ERCOT shows complete. 

TOmrorrow – review MP33

Other additional items to discuss

April
3/30

MP33 – Carolyn

1. Reviewed MP33 as drafted and edited content to reflect accurate and current information

a. Discussion around “looping once” as desired action then order will autoclose or be closed by CR

i. Similar to rescission

1. Jonathan – looks for 3 statuses first time around. 2nd time closes

2. Tammy – this prevents perpetual loop

3. Jonathan – when causes closure?

4. Tammy – 867 received will complete.  MT issue will close due to “inactivity” if not touched (14 days goes back to losing CR in NEW state, then goes to PC again (when submitted).  If 20 days goes by and 2nd order has not completed will close

a. Escalations are being sent 

b. Group – extensions listed should be adequate.

i. Jonathan – where “send to losing CR” currently is one way transition, that feature now is only used for gaining CR to ask losing CR questions. Then losing CR sends back with their info (MP9) and that will be tested anyways, so don’t need scenario here.

ii. Carolyn – technically this is happy path. At each piece selecting “complete”.  Should we add unhappy path? AT this point when Siebel status other than complete, etc for 14 days, everything agreed on, so no real unhappy path. 

iii. Shannon – what if 3rd party order completed?

iv. Tammy – this loops it back.  No transitions changing from how it’s working now

v. Jonathan – 3rd party goes in and sees still valid, will loop around and this will track and close it.  If submitting CR doesn’t close, subject to this functionality where all you can send is failed transactions.  

vi. Tammy – each party again will have same transitions as now.

vii. Jonathan – if we adopt these changes, does this affect Mp9 – don’t think so. For MP1 with redirecting fees, do we incorporate? 

viii. Tammy – autoclose is just being added to current workflow

ix. Jonathan – so do we mimic workflow of this one or allow to keep looping around?  Need to review MP1

x. Reviewed MP1 ***Craig – need to post redlines – email Carolyn****

1. MP1 does not cover loop scenario

2. Jonathan - Developers will assume 20 day as is, do we add loop for consistency?

a. Situation may come up where not complete during 20 days, then if does not complete will close. CR is compliant though.  It’s essential 3 business days plus 20 calendar days to complete. 

b. For PMVI situation should be ok. Permit issues on commercial?

c. Shannon – would TDSP override permit due to MT issue?

d. Jonathan – I would think so

e. Carolyn – not sure on that

f. Gricelda – AEP does waive permit requirement

g. Jonathan – and now that you don’t hav eto have MT out there before you submit transaction, thoughts?

h. Carolyn – with commercial permit, is that in your 80%?

i. Jonathan – could be feasibly every commercial lights out situation. If MVO comes in MVI has to have permit, so could be 100% if no previous MT issue for all commercial. 

j. Shannon – would be on ones where TDSP knew and other CR did lights out. 

k. Jonathan – now you put out MT, send priority and TDSP has time to be aware while CRs agreeing.  Doesn’t expedite getting permit removed but we need to decide.

l. Carolyn – when I worked with Corde on IAG/IAL, I don’t’ know that we’d waive or bypass permit or something so transaction could be worked, but is loop necessary? I don’t think so

m. Jonathan/Johnny – don’t think so either. You get 23 days to go to complete

n. Shannon – if we submitted 1st time and permit held back we’d know but would hav eot make sure TDSP knows permit needs to be removed

o. Tracy – wouldn’t that be automatic issue for TDU if redirect fee is out there?  We initiate order, MT issued to regain, MVO issued in error on our part, loop deeneergized and MT transitioned to redirect fee. WOuldn’t that be flag to TDU to remove permit requirements?

p. Jonathan – could be, but may not be previous MT issue. A lot of times these come up with losing CR surprised with lights out. No pre-existing issue.  On commercial accounts, from TDSP standpoint, all commercial systems will need permits. If get PMVI blindly, that will get held up.  What is ERCOT’s timeframe for 08’s if no 04. 2 weeks?

q. Group – 20 business days

r. Tracy – we used to put in “TDU, please waive any city inspection requirements if applicable” before.  We aren’t notified til we get 29 stating inspection required.

s. Shannon – we are at mercy of other CR before goes to TDSP to override permit

t. Jonathan – that is what it does now.

u. ***Talk to Shannon about her concerns about fees*

v. Group agreed loop not needed so can finalize scenario

i. Jonathan - Can message in RMG and include “item link” 

ii. Gricelda – clarifier – case by case basis to waive permits

iii. Carolyn – us too

1. Added loop scenario to MP9

Other Business:

1. Jonathan – 

a. Rescission subtype completed and finalized.  Commission debating restricting right of rescission.  Reducing it to door to door.

i. Kathy Scott – not that I am aware of. Changing to day 0 switching.

ii. Johnny – wasn’t removing rescission other than door to door part of this?

iii. Kathy – staff changing customer protection rules to accommodate

iv. Johnny – I thought they were changing the rescission period would be waived except for door to door.

v. Jonathan – we’d create a subtype that would seldom be used.

vi. Shannon – might change verbiage

vii. Jonathan – right of rescission would be applicable less

1. Should keep subtype and state in RMG to stay in accordance with rule

2. Have begun drafting RMG changes

a. So Far:

i. IAG

ii. Customer Rescission

iii. Meter Tampering

viii. ***missed part of Jonathan’s conversation regarding time changes

1. No more reassign – submitting CR doesn’t drive issue

2. Have 4 hours to decide

a. This gives chance that ROR gets 2 hours instead of 1 hour.

i. Would take RMG change

ii. ERCOT would not have to change anything unless can accommodate business hours

iii. Carolyn – does losing CR need 2 hours?

iv. Shannon – 1 hour is very difficult

v. Carolyn – if you give original CR 2 hours to look at issue, they can take full 2 hours, which would alleviate what we tried to do.  You are adding that time back in when we are trying to expedite

vi. Jonathan- 4 hours explicitly referenced in rule. Was not meant to reduce time within the 4 hours. It is more efficient now since 2 steps removed (reassign). I don’t think that if we leave timeframes as they are now, reduces to 3 hours. I don’t know if necessary to reduce to 3 hours when rule gives 4. 

vii. Carolyn – you want to add hour back in use case

viii. Tammy – if timeline exceeded we must have rule to accommodate

ix. Jonathan – we have a combined hour of time to allocate

x. Carolyn – I thought was agreed to go to TDSPs

xi. Jonathan/Monica – no agreement

xii. General group discussion around who gets the extra hour.  Timelines not impacted in use case (per Jonathan) and could be spelled out in RMG

xiii. Group posed splitting additional hour 30 minutes to TDSP, 30 minutes to original CR

1. General discussion regarding need for extra time for CRs

a. Would give CR more time to compile background documentation, blackout proprietary info, attach to MT issue, etc.  1 hour is very difficult to accommodate

b. Jonathan – should this go through meter tampering?

c. Kathy – yes

d. Carolyn – yes

e. Kathy – 1st week of May meeting. Needs to be on agenda

f. ***Get issue on meter tampering agenda – Michael and Maria – Jonathan ***

b. Johnny – is there some process or RMG comments needing to be made around june implementation of DPP?

i. Jonathan – RMG revision was made goes into more detail than usual regarding MarkeTrak (intentionally) mimicking tampering process. 

1. Jonathan/Carolyn – user guide will be edited to reflect

2. Shannon – details about what a REP calls a DPP?

3. Jonathan – no, commission rule states that information. 

a. Reviewed RMG changes to be live 6/1

4. Tracy – meters left in HOT

a. What reason would TDU leave meter hot without a transaction from the market?

i. MVO processed, ERCOT has to ROR, meter is left hot

ii. Gricelda – Critical care would cut liability to REP but leave hot

1. TDSP specific

2. Kathy – if we go out for MVO and it’s a 2nd request (2mr), we have to estimate usage and sever the liability between CR and customer, but we could have left on because could not get access to meter.  May have been there for DNP but cannot get access for MVO.  We will do MVO and do estimate but leave hot. 

3. Group - 

Carolyn – MP19 - switch hold tabled until back from meter tampering, then from Mike Taylor (business hour ability)

Kathy – MCT and TXSET reworking/revising both deferred payment and tampering sections as transactions will replace some processes in MT

Carolyn – hope all use cases finalized june/july.



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Jonathan – add to RMG changes you are working on
· Craig – post redlines – finalize and post as final
· Jonathan - send Craig naming format for finals
· Chairs – assign use case 31

· Karen – work with Dave to bring reporting use cases and bring in May

· TAMMY – timeout error if Siebel down?  Check with Mike Taylor
· GROUP – review all scenarios to ensure no other impacts to usage/billing (ams/idr/etc)
· Tammy – check to with Mike to see if can have timeout error and if so add extension scenario
· TAMMY – work out extension scenario for multiple (3-4) CRs to ensure that proprietary TDSP info only visible to TDSP and ERCOT
· Craig – need to post redlines-MP1 – email Carolyn
· Jonathan – talk with Shannon regarding concerns about fees

· Jonathan - Get issue on meter tampering agenda – Michael and Maria



