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	***Items surrounded by Asterisks (***) are actions items and are compiled in the “Action Items” section at end of document***
· Use Case MP28- Review Pending issue usage and necessity( Pending issues will auto-close after 14 days) Send escalation notice of auto-close to submitter after 48 hours 

· Use Case MP29- Proactively create a new, flexible catch all subtype for market processes created prior to MTP4 

· Use Case MP34- Validation: TDSP matches validation change request to change message from a warning to an error message

 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 

· 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 ESIID in question 

· Use Case MP46- ERCOT 

Review and complete the following Use Cases: Reporting Enhancements
 

· Use Case MP15- Ability to return individual issue comments on GUI reports and background reports- date configurable 

· Use Case MP23- Add the ability to retrieve and download attachments via the API 

· Use Case MP26- Review for add’l canned background reports

                                                             Lunch
 
· Use Case MP30- Create the ability for API users to execute BR(s) via Query List calls 

· Use Case MP38- Allow for multiple entries into Search Criteria fields such as ESID and ID 

· Use Case MP44- Reporting

1. Redlined Use Cases

a. MP28 – no comments posted.  Anyone use pending issue functionality regularly?

i. Group ok’d finalizing use case

b. MP29 – Catch-all subtype

i. 2 CRs, TDSP and ERCOT

1. Assignees would be overwritten with more than 2 CRs

2. Liz requested further specifics in content for ISA #

3. Karen Malkey – too broad of data type

4. Liz – concern with usage and billing crossover

5. Carolyn – something else could come up and if we limit it too much we negate value of this subtype

6. Jonathan/Liz/Debbie – can put specific verbiage in RMG and anything non-compliant can be rejected.

7. Group ok’d finalizing use case as is

a. RMG will be edited to reflect submission content requirements

c. MP34 – TDSP match validation from warning to error

i. Tied to Siebel so if Siebel is unavailable, cannot recognize relationship

ii. Liz – if Siebel is not available from TDSP standpoint if creating issue and entering ESIID I like warning as may have keyed wrong but if tells me doesn’t match I like error rather than warning.  And if CR enters wrong TDSP I will never get it.

1. Jonathan – if risk is minimal, as has only happened once in past year for 30 minutes or so, is risk worth it to be unable to submit any issues if Siebel is down? 

2. Group ok’s finalizing use case

d. MP31 – Premise/service add

i. Group ok’d finalizing

e. MP35 – Tammy – no changes

f. MP36  and MP9 – adding proposed regain date ????  

i. Currently ERCOT does not provide regain date

ii. Currently CR hits “agree” and goes to TDSP

iii. What’s missing is the TDSP would have visibility to proposed regain date

iv. Tammy – propose following how when wrote rescission, regain is populated by ERCOT when we enter in gaining CR and put gaining CR start date plus 1 calendar day

v. Jonathan/Carolyn – proposed regain, losing CR has more discretion

vi. Tammy – how will losing CR propose that to TDSP?

1. Jonathan- have concerns using before agreement

2. Shannon agreed

3. Carolyn requested move to agreement and send back to losing CR then follow current workflow

a. Gaining CR can agree and date is not debatable

b. Tammy – may impact other types as well to change in this manner (IAL)

c. Edited document to add redlines

d. Tammy edited all MP9 extension scenarios (see redlines)

e. Group ok to finalize MP9

vii. Tammy – 36 – question about transaction date field – provided when provide regaining bgn02 – (current workflow),-proposed regain date, transaction date regaining transaction submit date and adding regaining bgn request date

1. This is to show difference if applicable

a. Tammy requested remove transaction date as duplicate

b. Group ok’d remove transaction date

c. At PC state Siebel takes over and populates created dates

viii. MP40 – adding fields to 997 subtype - Tammy

1. Some confusion so clarified instead of references to missing 997 or new subtype, simplified description

2. Liz – question – how come the GS is required field if haven’t received 997 how can you know GS #?

a. Tammy – would have GS from transaction

b. MP40 finalized by group

2. Dave Michelsen – Topic Not On Agenda - Project information from RMS

a. Slide 11 from RMS

i. Discussed ranking based on “focus”

ii. Current project budget totals $15,000,000

1. Substantially less than previous project budgets

2. Subcommittee review process starts with COPS, RMS, TAC for final approval, then from TAC to board.

3. Carolyn – if we get bumped will be prior to June COPS?

a. Dave – *** GROUP /CHAIRS – working groups will be solicited for feedback. June 22 RMS – please attend and provide input***

b. MP37 – Escalation email if new more than 2 calendar days

i. Group ok’d finalizing

c. MP39 – add optional field for “last transaction received”

i. Carolyn – if a field is there and is just taking up space should we use it?

1. Tammy – if cannot identify value add should be removed

2. Debbie – might be confusing and actually cause more problems

3. Monica – submitted by Marty at Oncor to assist with processing issues

4. Carolyn – do not see need for it.

5. Tammy – did he specify missing or usage/billing?

6. Monica – yes – both

7. Group decided to strike MP39 altogether

d. MP46 – add help function to field labels on inadvertent subtypes

i. Adds help to new fields being added

ii. **transaction date removed***

3. *ACTION ITEM – Jonathan to email the MTTF lists for bulk insert activity at 9 am tomorrow*

4. Dave – CRs that use bulk inserts a lot – could you give a heads’ up on anticipated volume of bulk inserts? (DPP holds)

a. Please email Dave Michelson anticipated # of ESIIDs and # of files for first 3 days after DPP holds are implemented on 6/1

5. New Use Cases

a. MP23 – Add ability to retrieve and download attachments via the API

i. Comment use case

ii. NO REDLINES – WILL BE IN ORIGINAL FOLDER

b. MP26 –additional background reports

i. 26a

1. Reviewed and will be out for comment period

ii. 26b

1. Karen – easier if those two are at the top (LPA and ERCOT Initiated)

a. Out for comment period

b. NO REDLINES – USE ORIGINAL FOR COMMENTS

iii. 26c – 

1. Dave – this is due to pending issues

2. Karen – issue available date is when you see it and can work on it

a. Also, if the end date is changed slightly reporting can be different (12000, 1159:59, etc)

b. Difference between background and GUI reports

c. NO REDLINES – OUT FOR COMMENT

iv. 26d

1. Karen – currently no listing reports in background reports

2. Liz – this is what I run for mass transition

3. Karen – also cannot pick which fields to see

4. Dave – be sure you specify which fields as there are hundreds

5. Dave – MT can accommodate picking fields to display on background reports.

6. Carolyn/Karen – add subtype and ISA to success guarantee

a. Added

b. Carolyn – by adding subtype and isa, should help capturing everything rather than being too specific 

c. OUT FOR COMMENT – WITH REDLINES

v. 26e****attach on e and f ****

1. Karen – would like to be able to submit requesting all DUNS #s rather than just one or none

2. **Karen – send Dave a list**

3. OUT FOR COMMMENT – REDLINES

4. ***Karen – will email Dave and chairs example to attach

5. *** Chairs – email to Craig attachment***

vi. 26f  ***attach Karen’s attachment to e and f***

1. Karen – similar to last one, but by DUNS and subtype

2. OUT FOR COMMENT - NO REDLINES –

vii. MP30 -Background reports via API

1. OUT FOR COMMENT – NO REDLINES

viii. MP38 DEFERRED– Multiple entries in search criteria fields such as ESIID and issue id (GUI)***REEVALUATE ONCE UPGRADE IMPLEMENETED TO SEE IF FEASIBLE***

1. Dave – unsure if new version will support, but current version will not support.

a. ***Dave – check with Serena to see if next version will support***  *LATER ACTION ITEM***

b. ****DEFERRED *****

ix. MP44 – add ability to differentiate in the background reports based on additional criteria in the issues (GUI)

1. If you run the reports in GUI, (cancel with approval) they are separated by TDSP/CR. Similar report is all lumped into one category

2. Dave – we can modify background report sorting functions to match GUI   (You asked for it, Dave!)

3. OUT FOR COMMENT – NO REDLINES

Jonathan – 2 agenda items for tomorrow??

Next month – Wednesday meeting conflicts to RMS and will probably move to 1 pm. 

DAY TWO

1. Tammy Stewart/Dave Michelsen walkthrough of Bulk Insert

a. Jonathan – ESIID and ISA required – everything else optional

b. Carolyn – request to rework templates to remove lines that have blanks that cause failures

i. Tammy – we will rework all templates

c. Group – recommend doing meter tampering/DPP holds first due to timelines

d. Question from Kimmie asking can you submit a switch hold prior requesting a future date?

i. Carolyn/Liz/Cheryl – nothing in rule so would likely unexecuted

2. Summary of all changes covered by project – Jonathan Landry

a. Reviewed MarkeTrak Phase 3 Changes document

i. ***Craig – upload document to MTTF page***

ii. Discussion around RMG edits and talking to market rules regarding RMGRR submission to ensure regular timeline

iii. Liz identified considering budget limitations, reprioritization of items to ensure that if we can only get approval for partial implementation, what we include as required.

iv. ***Jonathan – early RMG revision – bring to next meeting****

v. ***Jonathan – clean up doc for status of all items and provide to Craig to upload***

vi. ***GROUP – think of items that will need to be changed in RMG***

vii. ***GROUP – agenda item to prioritize ***

viii. ***Craig – have someone from market rules on call next month***

ix. ***Agenda item - Next set of use cases are cosmetic changes for next month****

1. Next 4 or 5 on SCR document

2. ***CRAIG – SURVEY – LOOKS AT NOTES

x. *** June 22 meeting – change to 1 pm…  ***CRAIG – CHECK WITH SUZIE CLIFTON (DONE)

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Dave M/Chairs – solicit groups for feedback for June RMS
· Attend RMS and provide feedback to MTTF

· Jonathan – email MTTF lists for blk insert activity

· Karen – send Dave Michelsen a list regarding use case 26e

· Karen - Email Dave and chairs examples to attach to 26 E and F

· Chairs – email to Craig to attach to 26 E and F

· Group – reevaluate MP38 (deferred) to see if feasible

· Dave – MP 38 - check to see if next version will support 

· Craig – Upload documents to MTTF page (done)

· Jonathan – bring early RMG revision to next meeting

· Jonathan – clean up document for status of all items and provide to Craig to upload

· Craig – upload once provided

· Group – think of items that need to be changed in Retail Market Guide

· Craig – have someone from Market Rules on call next month

· Chairs – agenda item for next meeting – next set of use cases are cosmetic changes

· Craig – review notes regarding survey

· Craig – check with Suzie to change June meeting to 1 pm (DONE)


