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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION        
CONTINUE REVIEW USE CASES FOR COMPLETION- Cancel with Approval and Cancel without approval and take comments from the use cases we discussed yesterday. Then we will look at the requirement spreadsheet and assign out the requirements out to people, group maybe have the TDSP and CR work together to write the use cases. Then we will decide which use cases will be discussed at the next meeting which is September 18th and 19th at TXU ES in Dallas. I will post the street address and room number when I get it and send it out also.
Going back to the IAG workflow from yesterday:

· JF- posting the use cases on the project page. Project 70007 can search in the search field for 70007 and will be sending out with the notes

· JF- Need to add to the IAG use case to remove Return to ERCOT transition and explain why it was removed.

CANCEL WITH APPROVAL-

· CN- Will the system hold the status , pending status when it pulls from Siebel that there is an 814_28 09 unexecutbale. An existing 814_28 09 or turn down transaction? Pull the system to automatically say that the Move Ins or Move Outs has been turned down before the issue has been sent. Automatically pull the system to see if the 814_28 09 has been sent. 
· JF- wouldn’t the status already tell you that? 

· DM- are you asking if the issue will be transition if we already have the transaction?

· CN- it would be nice if it was turned down. 

· DM- we talked about that since we will pull the system every 30 minutes. If we want to add a requirement as a market and want to see how it impacts the budget and costs to add this.

· CN- there might be a way for API to handle this issue. Doing analyses and generate the 814_28 09

· JF- this would be added at submit?

· DM- I would think as of any time…probably with Siebel Status and sub status check 

· LF- 814_28 09 was there a question about this transaction and receiving it?
· LF- if the issue has been created and we you are looking for the status and if the status already shows the unexectuable and before it got to ERCOT then it would be closed since the transaction was received? Pulling it up front…mark it as complete since it has already been marked at closed since the 814_28 09 was received

· Cheryl- if there is a permit for the Move In 814_28 PC so this would close it?

· JF- No, we are talking about the 814_28 09 unexectuable.

· LF- doesn’t ERCOT have to send the 814_08? 

· DM- this is a separate path and if you choose for ERCOT to send the 08 then we still can. The issue will go down a separate path.

· JF- ERCOT will look into adding this functionality.

· We had a question if the user should enter the Tran type or should we pull that from the registration database?

· LF- I think ERCOT should pull the Tran type…they select 814_24 and the 814_03 would go to the TDSPs. And some times the 814_03 acts as a Move Out to CSA…so you really don’t know the correct Tran type.

· JF- even if the service order is an 814_24 we would pull and give you the 814_24 not the response transactions.
· DM- We would only provide the initiating transaction. 
· JF- we would not be able to send other transactions. Only the initiating. 

· JF- the information that is given to us is for the initiating transaction and not for the forwarding transaction. 

· JF- gong back to the question? Preference? 

· CN- anything automatic is nice. An automatic process would be accurate than someone choosing from a drop down.

· CN- it would be nice if canceling switches during the evaluation period. This lead to IAS.
· JF- we can’t have one or the other. It has to be either the warning or error for both, Move In and Switch.
· CN- We cannot cancel switches within the five days. You should be able to send their own 81408 within the window.

· JF- No, the CR cannot cancel within the window.
· CN- then we cannot cancel within the window.

· CN- unless we cancel due to system problems.

· LG- Other TDSPs allow cancels as long as it is not the day of the Switch or Move In. CNP doesn’t do it.

· LF- was it decided to leave it as a warning?

· JF- Yes because there may be a system issue with the CR. EDI system is down.

· JF- Consensus says leave as warning. 
· LF- our system is going to do a validation if it’s a priority or not. 

· JF- it has to be 48 hours before the schedule meter date to be a priority.

· CN- can we pull for that as well- cancel item?
· JF- this is an ERCOT transition to select when they’ve manually cancel the order and send the 08s.

· CN- After ERCOT sends the 814_08,  can it update the status to cancel.

· DM- if we do the check on 814_28 09 then we would probably go with the check with ERCOT sending the 814_08 as well. 

· JF- Should add more success guarantees. This was from the example when we first brought the use cases to the group.

· #13 does show that the automatic pulling. 
· JF- we might want to automate here?

· DM- if we decide to make the unexecutable automated then we will probably want to make it here as well.

· #14- Marketrak issue is assigned to the state of complete with the submitting MP as the responsible party- should this go through PC?- 
· LF- your question here…I think it should go to PC.

· JF- the request in the room that the 814_08 is sent so it should go automatically into a complete state. Once the order is cancelled then it would go to complete

· CN- and these are not response driven.

· JF- yes it doesn’t matter the response

· LF- I guess it doesn’t matter if it goes PC

· JF- most of the issues go PC so asking if we should have it here

· LF- if it automatically goes to complete once the transaction has updated then it is fine with us.

· LF- 1.1.6- #9- is there a way to automate the pull as well?
· JF- Yes, that is what we’ve talking about.

· LF- Are you gong to wait once the transaction is processed to change it to complete.
· JF- Yes, the status will not change until the transaction is not.

· LF- some times we have issues with sending transaction out the door.

· JF- then you shouldn’t click the button unless you have sent the transaction

· LF- we deal with hundreds of these and sometimes it takes a while to get these out. Sometimes 1 to 2 hour delay…hit the button to approve and it may take a while to get the EDI out the door. We want to make sure that we sent the transaction out the door but CRs were getting upset that we were not hitting the buttons fast enough. So you’re saying that we need to wait to hit the button before we send the transaction.
· JF- yes, that is my understanding

· JF- escalation point. Siebel status is still null - 48 hours…escalation email to the TDSPs. 

· LF- that is perfect. 

· JF- escalation contacts and not the owner. 

· Kim- that would be fine.

· CN- would the TDSPs always have to send the 814_28 09 sent? 

· JF- pulling is when we are the responsible party. It is not a 24 hour hit on every issue. Its when that transition is hit and ERCOT is the responsible part.

· CN- have to pull our system 

· JF- yes, it is how you currently pull your system

· LG- are you going to give the TDSPs 48 hours. 

· JF- what should that be?

· LF- 48 hours should be a max. 

· LF- for the TDSPs that do them within the two day window. If we wait 48 hours then it may be too late.

· JF- change the escalation time to 24 hours.

· LG- if we send the cancel and it comes back to us…#11..they send it to us and its been completed…submitting MP gets it…once its cancelled in Siebel and it will come to us as the responsible party. Then it will pull the status while its in our box and it will automatically complete when it has been updated to cancel 
· JF- correct.

· 1.1.7- not applicable anymore- actually prevent you from hitting the button before you sent the transaction. If we are going to automate the pull then this scenario is not applicable. 
· LF- this is correct. If you prevent this by pulling.

· Removing scenario. Still have to check the cost of pulling.
· KM- how does the validation work in bulk insert for the evaluation window.
· JF- you would turn on or off the validation

· DM- you would get the error in the output file on TML. It would be a 1 or 0. If it’s turned on then the issue would not be submitted. It works like that today.
· KM- so we would have to add a column for this validation

· DM- yes

· Invalid original Tran id- CN- if it’s not valid should it be cancelled issues- closed.
· DM- we want to give a warning because if we have issue or the adaptor goes down then we don’t want to not allow CRs to send cancels. 
· JF- all extension any others?
· LF- Footnotes? Bulk insert…API will need changes to identify API priority flag?
· JF- it is already up at the top in the description…API: modify the issue detail response. 

· KM- add the bulk insert for the priority flag column should be added.

· MT- we are adding the priority flag to the bulk insert? It’s automatically populated. Don’t need to add.

· JF- we can add no impact to the bulk insert. 

· LG- talk to CNP procedure on switches. Kind of want to know why we would go the route of IAS instead of cancelling. We know we can’t get things cancelled that day. The use cases for IAS are how many pages. Cancel with Approval is a couple of pages. As a market we are here to benefit the customer. We would think the best way is to cancel and not use the IAS so that the customer has to be with the other rep for one month.

· CN- totally understands what you are saying. We are enforcing the rules from MIMO…we didn’t create the evaluation period.

· CN- you can go ahead and log the IAS issue and it will be check on our end

· LF- but then the customer has to go through IAS.

· LG- not sure why all the other TDSPs will cancel within the window but CNP will not. 

· DM- cancels are worked right away. IAS are working in 22 days or indefinitely.

· LG- we do make mistakes and some of them and slap me on the hand because we made a mistake. Customer 50 ESI ID..Jan 2009…..put them in our system..didnt go out the door…some how 19 of them said the next meter read date. Found out…the customer were switching until Jan 2009…some were switched and had to go through the IAS because they fell through the evaluation window. 

· RB- CNP, what is the reasoning…not to do them? 

· CN- we are following the market rules…

· Kyle- don’t remember why we set the window at 5 and 2. 

· LG- I’m asking why we don’t change the rules.

· RB- before we go there …why we don’t you use the turn down process like the other TDSPs use.

· CN- for the Move In and Move Outs we do use the turn down process. During the valuation period. we don’t do it for switches
· CN- you can escalate this issue.

· LG- I thought as a market we are supposed to do better for the customer. CNP is following market protocols.

· JG and KP- but I don’t understand what protocol you are talking about.

· KP- talking about the evaluation period---recession period around the Switch…bounds around the Switch recession period.

· CN- I can gather the information. 
· LG- I would think that if you are starting to take this on that you would understand what is going on and try to change up the processes.

· Reliant- we need to focus on the customer. How does it impact the customer?
· LG- win, win process.

· LG- I know it has gone all the way up. I’m just wondering that it needs to make more sense
· IAG- Talked about- KP- if a customer didn’t rescind and then they could switch to another rep. 

· RB- very different scenarios.
· JF- asking question to Blake—if the market did want to question the 5 day evaluation period on Switches and setting policy on how cancels are worked, would this go through protocols recession? 

· BG- I don’t know if it’s in protocols.

· JF- take to Texas set to talk about change the evaluation window….this is a suggestion.

· BG and KM- I agree. I think we should get the market on the same page. 

· 1.1.6- Cheryl- #9---814_28 09…once we do the issue then we won’t look at the issue again. 

· JF- we’ve changed that. TDSP selects 814_28 09. Siebel is going to check for updated status.

· CF- we don’t have to wait until Siebel updates before sending. I don’t like once Siebel has been updated. It looks like we are having to take another step

· DM- I think we are missing a step. 

· JF- we changed that and talked about that.
· CF- we will push it out then it will be sent but not until after midnight and get it that next day.

· DM- need to add a couple more extension scenarios---pending complete. Not automatically complete. None of this logic exists….manually removing from the compete status only have automatic completion…..that’s all that comes to mind.
· JF- ERCOT will work on these and send to list serve
CANCEL WITHOUT APPROVAL-
· DM- we didn’t get a lot of these this year….maybe 200. 150 rejected. Hit wrong sub type.
· We changed cancelled item button….but this will be replaced by automatic pull.
KM- I sent out the use cases last night. Do we have any additional comments for those use cases?

· CF- I had one 1.1.11- TDSPs had a question or didn’t like the transaction date. How far will it go back and clear…
· JF- it goes back to the submitter.

· CF- reason why the TDSPs will send it back. The reason- TDSPs will not work the split usage time periods. JF- we made the reason generic by hitting the button, the submit date will remain right? Yes. It will not be cleared.

· JF- I have a question about posting to the project and list serve? Red lines or accepting the changes? CF want to see the clean version….
· JF- I might be able to create a folder—archive folder to save the old version so that they are available.

· KM- that would be good. 

· JF- I can have an archive folder and current folder.

REQUIREMENT SPREADSHEET
· KM- Jennifer has cleaned up the requirement spreadsheet and grouped them together. We are going to ask for volunteers to write the use cases. We will probably pair a CR and TDSPs to write one so you can see both sides of it. Then we will decide which ones that we will be going over at the September meeting.
· JF- explained what was in the spreadsheet and the columns mean…some are pending further discussion. I don’t know if they need to be taken out or need more details to include in SCR. Also included use case and dependencies on them…..color coding is just me…just trying to color code those that have been done….column for impacted sub types….to group.

· JF- I am available for any questions and input for writing the use cases…don’t hesitate to contact me.

· LG- are thought are mock up what we have already and then they will be viewed by ERCOT. At least have a skeleton to go by and then as a group we will put in the meat.

· JF- need skeleton…don’t be afraid if you don’t have it all. 

· Assignee-

· Line 2- Add button- Kyle Patrick (Cheryl-AEP I can work on this one with Kyle)
· MT- include what you want the email to look like. 

· Line 3- update API- Karen Malkey
· Line 4- remove 14 day – pending complete to complete- Carolyn Reed via Karen Malkey (provide more details on this request.
· Line 5- support & sign- Karen Malkey (get David to write)
· JF- does this need a use case, Mike? MT- that would be hard to write a use case for. We can write a simple description.
· Line 6- not change titles of issue- 

· Still pending further issues. 

· DM- you can make it whatever you want. I think people use it as a sub type in reporting

· JF- preference? Title on issue should be changed? 

· KF- we can send this out to the list serve to get comments on this one.

· JF- we can do that

· KM- they are putting comments in the title fields and some people are reporting off this field and there are comments in there and need to know how all is using this field.

· MT- sounds like user training. 

· JF- might need to include in user guide…report off sub type and not title.

· JF- we will ask for comments

· Line 7- make consistent flow transitions- ERCOT
· Line 8- escalation notices tied to available date- 

· SIR will go in to add the available date to correct pending date

· MT- escalation is based off the lst date change date. 

· Line 9- already completed

· Line 10- improved processing time for API- further discussion- cant write a use case on

· Line 11- API permission query only- still an issue? 

· First round

· JF- do you know anything on this? We will research further

· Line 12- Bulk Insert performance- needs more information? Any issues? 

· LG- my bulk insert are not very big.

· Line 13- already complete

· Line 14- Line 18- already complete
· Line 19- service order sub type to D2D- new subtype (650)- ONCOR- Kristy and Kim/ ERCOT (CR involvement?)
· KM- we don’t get enough information

· RB- you want more about the order that has-been created?

· KM- TDSPs side. Are we getting all the info to resolve the issue. 

· JF- draft and then we can work on in more detail.

· Define service order in user guide for TDSPs
· Line 20- service date - start date- pending further question- ERCOT says mandatory?- Reliant
· KM- want to add as additional field…optional field

· Line 21- additional sub type- other- Constellation NewEnergy- Laura Gonzales (AEP will help)- Cheryl (TDSP- CNP- Karen) ONCOR- Kristy Tyra
· Safety net-

· Move out with meter removal-

· Line 22- all dev- Norman Taylor (TXU ES)

· Line 23- double- line 6 are really the same- Send to list serve for comments

· Line 24- total field- CNP- Carolyn
· Line 25- view modified date- pending further discussion-

· Carolyn- a little clarification from DM
· Line 26- service history field- proprietary involved- 

· This would go away if we make this field only visible to the TDSPs
· DM- there is a field. we would just have to add it at the beginning and not the at the end

· Line 27- change service history field- ERCOT (DM)

· There is a specific field…there is currently a field at need to tie it to specific fields dates

· Line 33- quarterly validation- CNP- Karen Malkey
· One issue and group them—LPA.
· CNP wants one to one relationship.

· Line 34- missing Tran default to ERCOT- (not an use case)

· This sounds like training and user guide.

· KM- we re going to stream line this sub type…

· JF- if you see that it’s not on TML then assign to TDSP, there then to ERCOT.

· LG- default should not be ERCOT. You should be checking TML. Not there should go to the TDSP. See at ERCOT then send to ERCOT.

· Line 35- add ref id- need more clarification from CNP- CNP – Karen Malkey
· Line 36- missing Tran transaction type- Rob Bevill- Green Mountain
· Line 37- CRs not using types correctly- Direct Energy- Jennifer Garcia

· Ties to the one above

· We agreed this one would 814s, 867_04 and 867_03final. Usage billing- 867_03 monthly, 810 and both
· KS- shouldn’t 867_04 be on usage billing. 
· JF- no 
· KM- the issue will be streamlined and the user guide will state

· Line 38- add service start date- rep of record- AEP Cheryl Franklin (Reliant Energy- Monica Jones will help)
· What do they ask if they are the rep of record?

· Asking for serviced period 

· JF- would you want a service end date or least as optional?

· KM- yes

· Line 39- average time to see MarkeTrak issue- clarify by all MPs…- NA
· Beginning to end or with each state

· LG- isn’t that the report that DM is already giving

· DM- yes, at RMS asking if you want to get this per company. 

· BG- RMS would want tot see this market wide

· DM- this is being done now

· JF- market would like to see this on a company basis or what is being given at RMS is ok?
· BG- I would think the CR would want to see it and see how they are doing. 
· LG- is the report card that I asked about?
· DM- yes

· DM- if this is something that the market participant would like to pull for themselves then there would be a lot of work involved. Currently, ERCOT can pull this information and provide on a request basis. 

· RB- I would like to see it and be available. We can do it by request. 

· JF- want to see the information periodically but can request it through ERCOT.

· JG- that is fine
· Line 40- report only looks at 30 days and not 31 days- 2 reports- ONCOR (Kristy Tyra)
· Line 41- pull up to 20,000 rows in reporting – 

· JF- There has never been a requirement to add a separate database.
· This is not in scope not written in the SCR…

· Out of scope…pulling more issues is not out of scope. Set out of 3K…if we set up this to more rows then it saves that many rows in the database every time you query. Creating another database would change the scope of the project…change the scope…more money. 

· KS- its all enhancements to phase 2
· JF- its not consider in budget.

· DM- research ways to do it and define that it would 

· KM- all alternative to design a workflow. 
· DM- Goes back to reserving room  

· CN- exported it and get out of the tool. 

· DM- return in MarkeTrak…issue id in search bar..Dont know what you are doing…always reserve 3K rooms…execute the query…then runs the query. It’s hard to turn this number up. The number is fluid and the request is valid.
· CN- 50K rows. Space…request 50K request not a view.

· DM- it performs the request upfront.

· ERCOT will take this and research and design will be bring back to the task force.

· Requirement is for the rows not for the database
· MT- what is the SCR reference- 

· JF- Issue 3…
· Line 42- not require the original Tran id in usage and billing-make optional- Direct (Jennifer)
· Do any of the other TDSPs use it? No,

· Cheryl- we just suggested adding the start and stop date.
· JF- could we use the same scenario as adding it like the rep of record. Stops it from adding it to the comments section. 

· Adding the start and stop to this requirement as well.

· Line 43- add check box to usage billing issue as a dispute- Direct (Jennifer)

· Line 44- change usage billing transaction types- Direct (Jennifer)

· Line 45- add additional sub type for ESI ID aspect- premise type, address- ERCOT review- 
· JF- have not checked to see if should be D2D or DEV..question if there are enough submitted to be separate issues.- Norman Taylor (TXU ES) will take on

· CF- can you clarify what they are really wanting.

· JF- update on address, change premise type. 

· CF- are we already adding premise type?

· JF- we are auto populating the premise type on any ESI IDs.
· CF- this doesn’t file under profile code?

· JF- no, change of premise type under profile code

· NT- seems to me that this would fall under DEV
· JF- this has been talked about. This doesn’t have to do with settlement and dollar amount. Where as DEV issues do.

· JF- I will let you know what we find out if it should be under other D2D or other DEV
· Line 46-make comments required for Siebel change info- Karen Malkey CNP
· Line 47- ISA field required for 997 issue and other- Karen Malkey CNP
· KM- ERCOT needs more info than the ESI ID.

· DM- we need the ISA and the ESI ID

· Line 48- reject reason to the subtype to reject- ONCOR- Kristy Tyra
· Line 49- Add Move out with meter removal to escalation list- N/A
· MT- assuming to add a row to the escalation contacts list use an existing.

· JF- the time line is tied to the issue and not the escalation row. 

· JF- do we need a separate escalation row for this or use an existing. 

· CF- we’ve been making it as an other issue and if there is an escalation within it then it’s being escalated.

· KM- escalations are coming when we know we can’t get it done. 30 days to 45 days. 

· CF- wouldn’t we add an escalation time line to the workflow

· JF- this is asking to add an escalation contact type. 
· CF- we could use the same as the D2D escalation contacts. 
RECAP DISCUSSION, ACTION ITEMS  -
· All assigned
· September 18 and 19- how many dev issues? Focus one day to DEV issues. There are 4 DEV issues- making the title static and not optional. Add modified date field, service history field, add total field.

· JF- there are a few that are ALL. 
· KM- Next meeting go over the four DEV issues the first day? And then get all the ALL in day 2?
· KM- 8 in two days. Cover all DEVand cover the All. 

· Dev- September 18

· All- September 19

· LG- that doesn’t mean that if you have something assign to you, you should start on it.

· JF- please start working on your use cases and send to Jennifer- slate it for another meeting. And if we have time at these meetings we could start working on those.

· CF- are you going to send out the updated requirement spreadsheet…and template? Yes

· Karen already sent template and Jennifer will send requirement spreadsheet…post to the ERCOT.com on project tomorrow and post on Friday. 

· KM- we will also be sending out the use cases we sent out today for any comments or issues. Deadline for changes. 

· Please RSVP for the next meeting. Sept 18th and 19th. 

· JF- I am going to try and get the web ex services set up for the next meeting.

· CF- that sounds great

ADJOURN                                                                     


	Action Items / Next Steps:
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