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	***Items surrounded by Asterisks (***) are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document***
ERCOT- SLA Updates
Review comments if any and finalize 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  

· 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
Review and complete the following Use Cases:

· Use Case MP31- Premise/Service Add- Require Tran Id field similar to current Missing Trxn 

· Use Case MP35-Escalations- Add Duns to MarkeTrak generated emails with MP names 

· Use Case MP36- IAG/IAL- Add SMRD and MVI priority for Regaining Transaction 

· Use Case MP37- Escalation- Add an escalation email if an issue has been in a New state for 3 days

Lunch

· Use Case MP39- Add optional field to Usage/Billing and Missing Txn subtypes that allow Rep to provide ref # of last transaction received 

· Use Case MP40- Add optional field to 997 issues to allow Rep to select Tran type or enter esid in question 

· Use Case MP46- ERCOT 

Assign Next Set Use Cases
Meter Tampering action item
Other Business
Gather Action Items
Adjourn
NOTES:

1. Review comments if any and finalize Use Cases:
a. No comments received by chairs
b. Tammy – MP25 – Usage billing missing/usage (comments to developers)
i. Jonathan – on dispute, if we received initial read prior to requested start date and have to dispute usage not requested, that would fail validation.
ii. Happens more often on MVO, so not terribly often.

iii. Only thing can think of would be to use usage/billing-dispute but leave start time later, but time would not match transaction

iv. Monica – would have to be other?

v. Jonathan – could be safety net issues, but outside that scenario usage/billing would be off limits

vi. Tammy – for safety net would have to file DEV

vii. Jonathan – not enough to hold up change

c. MP27 –adding hyperlink for issues with same ESIID-Tammy

i. Adding comment where you can get multiple links returned as may have multiple issues

1. Would have 1 window open at a time

2. Will have to close the window and will be taken back to submit screen to view other issues

d. MP28 – dev wondering if can create new notification category allowing MPs to sign up instead of automatically getting them. 

i. Issue would still autoclose

ii. Email would still go to owner

iii. Escalations emails – do they have to get it or make it subscribable?

iv. Johnny – agree that should be able to subscribe 

v. Tammy – would build specific notification for pending issue closures

vi. Monica – can it default back to owner? If no one subscribes, will go to owner.

vii. Tammy – would not go to escalated status – would go withdrawn. Person that submitted will be notified as email will be in their bucket. If they do nothing it’s just done and they have to decide whether to resubmit it.

viii. Monica – if no one signs up, no one would get it?

ix. Tammy – if escalation primary isn’t notified, only the person who worked it would be notified.

x. Johnny – if withdrawn, as escalation person, I can’t call my contact and say this MT issue needs to be worked, they can’t do anything because it’s already been withdrawn.  For person submitting it, they need to resubmit it if still feel necessary. From escalation point, what action am I going to take when I get this as the issue is withdrawn other than tell who submitted it to resubmit it. 

xi. Tammy – only downfall to owner only person getting it is if they are on vacation, sick leave, etc. 

xii. Jonathan – doesn’t sound like stakes are too high.  Even if doing bulk file, you can’t pend?

xiii. Tammy – no checkbox on the template

e. MP29 –Tammy

i. Discussion we had last month was how many assignees could there be on issue? Originally written to have assignee and if reassigned to another CR would make it secondary assignee.  Would limit issue. We might have to limit (this happens on other subtype now), when you have assignee, assignee owner block is on GUI and email/contact info is there. When you pass from assignee to assignee that gets overwritten. If we have 4 mps on issue and keep overwriting assignee field, will lose escalation contacts for multiple assignees. 

ii. Jonathan – now if escalate to TDSP have to pick people manually.  No way to get over overwriting

iii. Tammy – I know this is difficult to write for, but we may have to limit # of assignees that are going to be on issue type.  If reassigned to other CR by TDSP, discussed possibility that a 3rd CR might be added to issue, but if we keep overwriting information owners will drop off. CR 1 original assignee and reassigned to CR2 and keeps going to in progress-assignee, CR1 will only be in state change history and not part of the issue

iv. Tammy – if automatic escalations are set up, those escalations drive by the owner field and escalations would go out to all parties on issue unless had multiple owners. 3rd, 4th assignee, etc…

1. If necessary to modify later due to SIR, etc, can do that. No longer in code freeze.  Looking at 80/20 rule, don’t know occasion where will have that many people on issue.

2. Cheryl – 2 at most.

3. Jonathan – main reason for this would be our experiences with “other” subtype with submitter driving back and forth.  That would solve issues we see with “other” right now.  If had interim process now, would meet needs as is. 

4. Tammy – each in progress bucket can reassign and that can happen now.

a. The way is now, if secondary assignee with no capacity for 3rd, secondary can return to submitter or assign to ERCOT.  Would have TDSP, 2 CRs and ERCOT

5. Also right now workflows don’t allow to flow from CR to CR except projects at submit. Have added scenario where CR can submit to CR and TDSP can submit to TDSP.

6. Also added info to ensure proprietary info not visible

7. Tammy – since no one thought of scenario where TDSP would send to another TDSP will remove.

a. If we make substantial changes, allow comments?

b. Discussed help text on market rule to allow referencing specific rule to prevent misuse of issue type.

c. *** Group ok’d to allow additional month of comment on this submission***

d. MP29 and 34 – will allow comments for additional month****

e. Johnny – in leapfrog scenario, might have more than 2 CRs.

f. MP31 – Jonathan -Require tran id field for 814_20 change

i. Modified use case as group in real time

ii. **Need details of conversation from Jonathan***

iii. Tammy – ERCOT would prefer missing transaction issue

iv. Jonathan – if send directly to ERCOT, may or may not need to go to ERCOT

v. Struck 2nd extension scenario as similar enough to be duplicate

vi. **Save redlines and send out for comment***

g. MP34

i. 1.1.6 – comments about extension scenario if creating issue and have valid ESIID/TDSP association, timeout message is there. Doesn’t mean validation failed, just means ERCOT’s registration system is down

1. Jonathan – last week TML had degradation/outage and MT worked fine. With this validation/error message would not allow any MT issues to go through?

2. Tammy – right now you can ok and submit with no Siebel connection

a. If don’t match now can move forward, if changed cannot go forward

b. Jonathan – would it prevent legitimate issues from going through?

c. Tammy – would not be able to validate because cannot check Siebel so could not go through

i. For bulk insert/API to work that validation will have to run on all issues.

ii. Jonathan – duplicate ESIID being selected doubles the time of the responses. I always turn on TDSP validation so don’t think would be significant

iii. Monica – how much longer would this take?

iv. Would be same as current if set to 1 on TDSP validation

v. Tammy – it is the ones that default to “off” that will see change in time to process

vi. Jonathan – do we want to identify certain subtypes that we do not want to hold up like this?

vii. Carolyn – think 80/20 rule. 

viii. Jonathan – agree. 

ix. Tammy – ok to send around for comment for another month?

x. Cheryl – should we ask for data for a year?

xi. ****ACTION ITEM – Request comments on number of instances of Siebel outages/degradations in the last year****  CRAIG – CHECK WITH TREY

1. Jonathan – MarkeTrak outages/ would have been unavailable due to this rule

a. RMS presentation from Trey

b. ***Tammy – will check to see if can bypass***

h. MP 35 – Escalations to add DUNS to MT generated MP names - Tammy

i. Jonathan – submitted by Rachel at Direct

ii. Tammy – Currently does show in a 2nd line with the DUNS # on emails received in “addressed to” line.  Need to incorporate line in GUI but not in emails. 

1. Recommend including in email body

2. Tracy – when receive emails, I click link and it asks me to log in.  I already am logged in with 4 DUNS #s but it asks me to select which certificate I am using, so if you click link in email it should automatically give you prompt that if you can see it you know which one to access. 

3. Tammy – someone people have problems with that link, maybe firewall settings.

4. Jonathan – if prompted and pick wrong certificate you won’t see it

5. Tammy – will help to know which cert to use as well

i. MP36 – Add SMRD and MVI priority for regaining transaction – Jonathan

i. Discussed additions to priority (standard/priority)

ii. Jonathan – question about same day with AMS

1. Corde – priority code would charge higher fee. Will help to ensure which MVI is being referenced. Sometimes the CR didn’t send the transaction, different date, etc.  we have to point out they sent transaction for wrong date.

2. Johnny – no issue with using priority, but my and Tracy’s experience, even if state in MT priority or backdated, they do something different when actually send transaction, so even though we provide this ability, not sure will improve accuracy from people doing MT are not same individual that submitted EDI

3. Jonathan – when priority BGN is sent ERCOT can track?

4. Tammy – yes

5. Jonathan – so Siebel would populate how MVI came through

6. Corde – we do get a lot of questions…

7. Tammy – in EDI a lot of null?

8. Corde – I instruct people in emails a lot

9. Jonathan (((unable to capture this conversation – was moving too fast)

a. Group agreed to include BGN Priority Code from Siebel

b. Corde – when updated BGN sent would update

10. Date change

a. CenterPoint does not change

b. AEP does not change date

c. Corde – we need to confirmed what was received versus intent

i. ***Jonathan – verify accuracy***

ii. Renamed to ‘bgn requested’ rather than ‘scheduled’ to be consistent

iii. Tammy – question – is this new field replacing “transaction date”?  Transaction date represents proposed regain date (currently manually entered)

iv. Carolyn – different – this is exactly what is in the transaction. You don’t have to remove it.

v. Jonathan – I believe we can eliminate the former one.

1. This “transaction date” field would populate from the 814 itself

2. Group agreed to leave as is in current documented flow (from use case)

3. Tammy – if we automate the transaction regain date, will be blank until service order in Siebel and priority code blank and new date code until hits Siebel. With every Siebel status update that is when they would populate.  If BGN is invalid will loop back to CR

4. Jonathan – so what does group think about removing manual entry of submit date and pre-populate it?

5. Group ok with adding this field

6. Tammy – can call it “modified field” instead of “new”

a. Jonathan made change

7. Jonathan – will find customer rescission type in “final” folder and copy happy path from that

j. MP37  - Add escalation email if “new” for more than  2 calendar days– Tammy

i. Modified to “reduce the timeline” rather than “add” escalation

ii. Discussion around rescission timelines being reduced

iii. This would be for d2d

iv. New TDSP added due to meter tampering

v. **Tammy – check existing verbiage of escalation email itself***

vi. **Tammy – verify all states to ensure not missing any additional “new” states***

vii. ***Tammy – make sure 28 days is correct***

2. TOMORROW:

a. 39

b. 40

c. 46

d. Other items

4/27/2011

1. MP39  - Adding last tran ID received – Tracy

a. Discussed questions around what exactly is being requested – tranid of last transaction period or tranid from the last example of the same tran type.

b. ***Tammy – add help text***

c. Jonathan – concerns where CR receives info in certain order causing unexecution

d. For missing usage, made field optional rather than required

e. Cheryl – we look at start time – not tran id. If you are ROR submitting issue, we look at start time and go from there.

i. Modified use case to template

2. MP40 – Johnny

a. New fields will allow to address missing fields

b. Adding new subtype for missing 997 and also possibility of use for other missing (814_05, 867_03 final). 

c. Discussion around new subtype or working in existing (working in existing)

d. Johnny – if 100 997s missing, by including a “group number” field we could identify them

i. Carolyn – GS# is a required field currently and so is ISA #

ii. Johnny – need to add ESIID because group number doesn’t identify ESIID

iii. Carolyn – adding to existing subtype, so trying to understand logic of adding start/stop time if GS # is unique identifier – could be for 1 997 or 1000 997’s. 

iv. Johnny – correct. Could be group

v. Debbie – the start/stop time is what’s missing on functional acknowledgement report, has nothing to do with transaction.  Has missing transaction and date/time on the functional acknowledgement report

1. Johnny – was put on by Marty

2. Jonathan – let’s make optional and allow comments to justify making required field. 

3. Johnny – if missing particular ESIID and know the group #, that should let everyone know enough info to go find it and re-send it, so start/stop not necessarily required field to locate a transaction as long as have ESIID and group.

4. Johnny – I think original tran id and ESIID should be required. We get a 997 for every transaction and if we’re missing one, be it for an 01, TDSP missing 867, etc, it still has origin tran id (bgn02) indicates missing 997 for that BGN02. 

5. Group – will review in comment period

6. Modified 997 information to include drop-down of tran type based on options available by entity type/duns

7. Modified scenario for bulk insert templates

a. If required, would have to have validations

b. Modified and removed workflows past the “submit” section

3. MP46 – Add help Function to field labels on inadvertent subtypes– Tammy

a. Modified text due to field being auto-populated based on MP36

b. ***will be sent out for comments***

4. Other Business

a. Assign remaining use cases

i. Monica – cases assigned to Karen Malkey and Dave Michelsen

1. MP15, 23, 26, 30, 38 and 44 – all are reporting use cases

2. ***chairs - email reminder to Karen and Dave***

3. Tammy – Will have to go through some cosmetic use cases but will not be “assigned” as no scenarios involved.  Will have to test changes.

b. Meter Tampering Action Item - Jonathan

i. Spoke with Michael and will be on agenda for May 9 tampering meeting

ii. Market notice went out

iii. Anyone who would like to participate in discussion is encouraged to attend

iv. Right now within 4 hour process in “other” subtype, 1 hour is freed up with new process so at last meeting we discussed letting Meter Tampering Task Force to recommend where to allocate this time and we would accommodate their recommendation.

1. 9:30-2:00 pm May 9, MET room 206a

2. Tammy – got some info back from developers on business hours/minutes. They believe they can do it but…

a. If we automate this and transitions from TDSP to current ROR, if we have MT outage (down for 30 minutes, etc), system will not be able to account for that.  If ROR has an hour, if MT drops off for 30 minutes, ROR will only have 30 minutes.

b. System will not see outages

c. Holidays – not uniform across market and no way for MT to differentiate one MP’s holiday from another

d. Jonathan – issue with holidays is TDSPs all take different holidays. Between CRs, even if a CR takes a holiday nobody else recognizes, time limit still applies.

i. No automation we have now is based on time in TDSP queue. 

ii. Tammy – I thought automation was across the board. Cannot kick on/off automation based on assignee – either automated or not (global).

iii. Jonathan – could be examples where inaccessible for 2 days due to outages and holidays

1. I have concerns about automation transitioning immediately after outages. 

2. MP19 – 4 hour switch hold process – 

a. Group decided to leave MP19 as is without automation of transitions – transitions would be manual

b. Include in RMG when acceptable to use transition and in MT user guide

5. Other Items – Jonathan

a. 2 discussions over month regarding discussions about PMVIs on IAG issues with permits. Appears each TDSP handles differently.  Would everyone be open to having a place to store from each TDSP, not necessarily a name but a “MT escalation contact”. 

b. Group wants to use existing escalation contacts in rolodex.

c. Tracy- have had examples where priority connect not being worked and had to get with Marty at Oncor due to service being disconnected and needing a city inspection, would not be worked until inspection received.  I accepted fees but TDSP rejected twice. I escalated to Marty and he had the flag removed.

i. Was not unexecuted, was noted that issue would not be worked until inspection.  Inspection hold had to be removed.

ii. Group recommended contacting TDSP REP relations

d. Goals/Accomplishments for 2011

i. Survey – co-chairs put together survey and send to Craig

e. Tracy – concerns on timeline submitting MT and BDMI/redirect fees when MVO completed a month ago – is there a need for a timeline or just move forward and just work the IGL for the redirect fee even though MVO completed over 2 weeks to month out. 

i. Jonathan – is there anything we can do to prevent issue where MVO and PMVI are too far down the line. Getting back to original discussions back at IAG task force. The way the RMG changes is right now you have to do MT issue before PMVI. Rules changing with redirect fees are submit PMVI, just have to have MT issue out there 3 days after for redirect fees. RMG does not speak to how long after MVO occurs PMVI can be sent.  It says is MVI sent in violation of rule… doesn’t say how long after.  The PUC rule states “TDU shall take action to ensure that whoever gained the premise in error will incur charges”.  Commission rule has no time limit. 

ii. Carolyn – we cannot put a time limit. Does this impact use case?

iii. Jonathan – no

iv. Debbie – we could add “please submit as soon as possible”.  Could not put a time

v. Tracy – what is to stop CR from submitting MT issues for 2 months ago? I was outside 3 days of submitting MT for PMVI that was at ERCOT but service was de-energized 3 weeks earlier and just delay in EDI to match safety net. 

vi. Jonathan – rules allow to be there indefinitely.  We could not make any change that denied PUC requirements.

vii. Due to inability of task force to set timelines of this nature issue closed.



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Group – provide comments for MP29 and MP34 by May meeting
· Chairs/Craig – post and distribute redlines (MP31)for comment

· Group – MP39 - provide comments regarding number of instances of Siebel outages/degradations in the last year

· Craig – request Trey provide this information for May meeting

· Tammy – check to see if able to bypass

· Jonathan – MP36 – verify accuracy (see MP36, bullet 10 above)

· Tammy – MP37 – check existing verbiage of escalation email

· Tammy – MP37 – verify all states to ensure not missing any additional “new” states

· Tammy – MP37 – check to make sure that “28 days” is correct

· Tammy – MP39 – add help text

· Chairs – send out MP46 for comment

· Group – provide comments

· Chairs – email reminder to Karen and Dave Michelsen regarding MP15, 23, 26, 30, 38 and 44

· Group – review MP29 and 34 and provide comments prior to May meeting

· Group – comment on MP31 redlines

· 


