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	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Karen Malkey  
REVIEW AGENDA- 
· Starting with 5 use cases and all new D2D sub types that will be added to the submit tree in MarkeTrak. 

Complete the following Use Cases for user and technical comments                        

Use Case 70007 - 16 - D2D Subtype Service Address 09_11_07.doc
1.1.1. Description:  

· MarkeTrak tool will allow CR users to submit an issue to ask that the TDSP evaluate the Address associated with an ESI ID for possible change.    

· JF- Should we say Service Address?
· KM- Yes
· Transition:  Complete – Changed to 814_20 Complete
1.1.2. Success Guarantee:  

· CR User is able to submit a ADDED SERVICE Address Issue to the TDSP for resolution 

1.1.3. Trigger:

· CR user selects  ADDED SERVICE Address from Submit Tree

1.1.4. Main Success Scenario:  

1. MarkeTrak User selects  ADDED SERVICDE Address from the Submit Tree

2. TDSP User selects “Complete” (should this be 814_20 Sent?)

a. JF- Not agree select ‘Unexecutable’
b. JF- What do you do when you work an profile change? Complete or Unexecutable?
c. DM/ONCOR- We would hit Unexecutable, send the 814_20 and hit complete button.
d. KM- We need to define in the user guide.

e. DM/ONCOR- The user guide is too big. Not realistic to go to the user guide. We mostly use the training material.

f. DM/ONCOR- Change the Complete button to 814_20 Complete

g. JF- Yes.

h. JR- Would the TDSP change the ESI ID with the address?
i. JF- I assume not, send in move in

j. Changed the complete Transition to 814_20 Complete

· MT- Is this going over the D2D submit tree?
· JF- Yes

· MT- Can you add that to the use case

· JF- Yes

· DM- Do we need to add which workflow we will be using?

· DM- Can you write this workflow off the use cases

· MT- Yes

· DM- Understand the user guide will be larger since we are renaming the buttons for each workflow

· KM- I thought we would be adding to the user guide and making it more clearer

· MT- Would we run into a problem where they would put the wrong address and it doesn’t match Siebel?

· JF- The TDSP would unexecuted that issue

Use Case 70007 - 15 - D2D Subtype Premise Type 09_11_07.doc  

1.2. Use Case X – New Premise Type Sub-Type

· Looks exactly like the service address use case.
1.2.1. Description:  
· MarkeTrak tool will allow CR users to submit an issue to ask that the TDSP evaluate the Premise Type associated with an ESI ID for possible change.    

· New Premise Type (Required)

· JF- Is there a reason they CR would need to input the premise type that they see?

· JF- Had a call from the end use customer questioning premise type the other day

· LG- Send 814_20 but we may not get it because we are not the current rep

· LG- asking if they are not the rep of record at that time

· KM- correct so they would not get the 814_20

· LG- they are trying to update their system

· JF- 2 ES IDs and maybe they are looking at the wrong one

1.2.2. Main Success Scenario:  

1. TDSP User selects “Complete” (should this be 814_20 Sent?)

a. JF- assume we want the button to match what we changed it to in the service address sub type?
b. KM- Correct

a. JF- Change to 814_20 complete
1.2.3. Extension Scenario:  TDSP Returns to Submitter, Submitter Returns to TDSP

1. TDSP selects “Complete” (should this be 814_20 Sent?) Change to 814_20 complete
a. MT- Do we need a business rule- premise type is different than the one we pull from Siebel

b. JF- They would hit unexecutable

c. JF- Give a warning for this

d. JF- Cost to be involved in adding in a warning message

e. KM- Get your analyses from profile guides, Discrepancy with the premise type.

f. DM/ONCOR- We get zip code vs. station codes

g. KM- Wanted to know a volume

h. JF- You get this from the other subtype?

i. DM/ONCOR- Volume is low. Yes we would get this from the Other Subtype

j. JF- Small commercial and large commercial. More between if they have to be residential and very different. This would come from the CR.

k. DM/ONCOR- Other is not small but this type is a small portion

l. JF- Do you want to take this back?

m. KM- What is the consensus?

n. DM/ONCOR- Liz is not here and she does the Other

o. CF- Volume on these are very low

p. KM- prefer not having the validation and if it doesn’t match then unexecuted it.

q. JF- If the volume is enough to make its own subtype then we should include it

r. DM/ONCOR- The volume is so low, not really going to focus all but other

s. JF- Request from TXU ES, Do you need another sub type?

t. JF- We can leave it in and then revaluate when we bring the cost back to the task force
u. JF- Don’t remember what the exact number is

v. DM/ONCOR- Do you want us to find out how many are being sent today?

w. CF- this type for rate verifications

x. JF- No, wrong premise type

y. MT- premise type field. Make a drop down field with the values in it. I will copy write out of premise type.

RB- What is the question that we need to answer?
JF- The CR and TDSP will need to take this back and ask what information you would need to work this issue for an 650. Is what we have enough?
Use Case 70007 - 22 - New Subtype Under Type D2D Called Service Order 650s 09_30_ 07.doc-
1.3. Use Case X – New Subtype Under Type D2D Called Service Orders 650s

1.3.1. Description:  Additional subtypes needed so that issues are not being logged in "Other"
· MarkeTrak tool will support a new subtype:  Service Orders 650s

1.3.2. Success Guarantee:  

· MarkeTrak confirms that submitter’s information is sufficient to resolve issue and validates on the following:

· Required Fields:  

· ESI ID

· CR DUNS ( CHECK TO SEE IF THIS SHOULD BE ASSIGNEE)
· Original Trans ID

· Trans Type

· Comments

· DM- Those are all the existing fields but just named differently.
· DM- New field GS Number
· MT- I thought we had GS number?

· FC- We do, it’s for the 997 Subtype 

· DM- Ok, we have all the fields but CR DUNS should be Assignee.
· Optional Fields:

· GS Number

1.3.3. Trigger:

· Submitter needs additional information in regards to SO Transaction (example: missing 650_02 response) CHANGED- SUBMITTER SELECT SERVICE ORDER 650

1.3.4. Main Success Scenario:

(Course of action taken to accomplish the correct outcome of the use case)

1. Submitter selects “Submit” from MarkeTrak GUI

2. Submitter selects D2D Type and “SO 650s”Subtype – DELETE THIS PORTION
3. Submitter populates “Assignee” with DUNS of associated party

4. Submitter populates “ESI ID” with ESI ID of 650 Transaction

5. Submitter populates “Original Trans ID” from 650 Transaction

6. Submitter populates “Trans Type”  

7. Submitter populates “Comments” communicating issue resolution needed

8. Assumption - All other auto populated information will be provided by normal workflow.

· JF- Let me take this back and make sure we’ve captured all the field and flow. Should it like the Other workflow. Include the Complete and Unexecutable Transitions. What information is needed on the submit.

· JF- It could be either direction. CR or TDSP. Information sufficient to ask for ESI ID, Assignee, Original Tran ID, Tran Type, comments and Optional GS. Any other field you would need to search for a 650?

· JR- Select service order 650- Should it be Service Order-650

· JF- should say service order – 650?
· JF- Is there additional information to research these? Would it need to flow like the premise type workflow? ERCOT is not involved?
Use Case 70007 - 21 - New Subtype Under Type D2d Called Safety Net Orders 09_30_ 07.doc-
1.4. Use Case X – New Subtype Under Type D2D titled “Move Out with Meter Removal” CHANGE THE TITLE- CALLED SAFETY NET ORDERS 
1.4.1. Description:  Additional subtypes needed so that issues are not being logged in "Other"
· MarkeTrak tool will support a new subtype:  Move Out with Meter Removal

· GUI:  

1.4.2. Success Guarantee:  

· MarkeTrak confirms that submitter’s information is sufficient to resolve issue by validating on the following:

· Required Fields:  

· ESI ID

· CR DUNS (CHANGED TO ASSIGNEE)
· JF- I would assume that this would follow the same workflow as the premise type and the 650.
· MJ- what about the date the safety net was submitted?
· JF- we can add that. Is that the safety net or the Transaction? The Safety net and specify the date from the spreadsheet.
· JF- We will work with ONCOR to put in the additional information that is needed. Complete and Unexecutable. 
· JF- need to ask if this is enough information? Take back
· RB- is this something that is done today.
· KM- through MarkeTrak through the Other workflow
· CF- normally come through other
· RB- If they are done today then can’t we look at the Other workflow
· JF- only thing that is required in the Other workflow is the  Assignee and ESI ID.
· LG- is this after you send in the safety net and want a status? 
· JF- what kind of questions are you getting through safety net
· What do you see Cheryl?
· CF- normally, requesting to send in backdated MVI for the safety net process. 
· KP- no EDI for the safety net
· DM/ONCOR- we don’t have the EDI for the safety net
· KP- I thought some TDSPs don’t work it without the EDI
· CF- working off the safety worksheet and then they don’t get the EDI to follow up. 
· JF- should requested MVI date be required
· RB- should that be a missing Transaction?
· DM/ONCOR- are there other instances for the safety net screen,  if not then use Missing Transaction?
· JG- why would you do a MarkeTrak?
· RB/JG- we wouldn’t send a MarkeTrak subtype like this asking about our safety net.
· JR- MVO meter removal is throughout that use case. Maybe copied from meter removal use case. 
· JF- I will clean it out. 
· LG- can we get ever to a point where we don’t send spreadsheets and use MarkeTrak for safety nets
· CF- we have a different group that works safety net so i would say no right now
· LG- I think we should look at getting rid of the spreadsheet and then use this subtype and require those fields that are on the ss. 
· BG- that is worth exploring that further
· DM/ONCOR- we have issues where we get a spreadsheet in and the ESI ID is incorrect and cant get a hold of the person that submitted it.
· JF- go through Texas Set to get that changed
· DM/ONCOR- question to Kathy- Would Texas Set take a look at this? 
· KS- Would a MarkeTrak be handled as quickly and what would you use as a back up if it is down. If down then you will have to use the safety net spreadsheet.
· LG- what if MarkeTrak is down and you have a cancel with approval, what happens
· DM/ONCOR- its up all the time over the weekend. SIRS are done during the week day night and pretty stable.
· JF- not address to look at during this process
· JF- RMS—Tx Set
· LG- safety net new sub type…if they do approve to change then look at what fields we would need
· JF- it’s not written for that approach. its written at a different approach
· JF- seems to me two subtypes would need to be written…safety net request and one with question about safety net
· JF- recommendation- have to go through all those process to change and then have to come back to this group 
· DM/ONCOR- next time bring back how often we are using them
· JF- come back with how you are going to use them and how often
· JF- evaluate cost 
· Comments

· Optional Fields:

· Original Trans ID

Use Case 70007 - 23 - New Subtype Under Type D2D Called Move Out with Meter Removal 09_11_07.doc


· KM- this one had comments

· KM-AEP and Laura had comments for this one

· LG- I added two lines to it.
· DM/ONCOR- we did the use case and we didn’t understand the comments- 

· AEP sent in one and then ONCOR sent in another and Laura had a couple of comments.
· JF- Cheryl added in new field information parameter for date formatting – New Field- 
· JF- had a question- For all the new sub types with the same flow and the only difference is the fields..required field.---premise type, safety net and meter removal..same flow but diff submission screen. Consolidate into one and then on the submit screen it would be split up per subtype for the submission. 

· KM- Tran type for the 650 would only be the 650s would you need to list this if combined
· MT- need to add the drop down to the 650 use case, we didn’t mention it

· Combine..then in the GUI  list the different submission screen and then main success scenario- MarkeTrak user selects appropriate sub-type from the submit tree.

· JF- what is the purpose of meter removal

· DM/ONCOR- final the account and send the MVO for meter removal

· JF- do you need Tran type for meter removal

· CF- send 650_04 and never get move out and account is still open

· KM- we do the same thing

· KM- be nice to identify that
· LG- asking for MVO
· JF- optional field for 650_04 Tran id?

· KM- No

· JF- question is to take back and make sure we have all the fields for all the sub types. 

· JF- question is to combine into one use case

· JF- have a lot of use case and is we combine then limit

· DM/ONCOR- do you really know if they are going to be alike except the submission screen?

· JF- from what has been given it seems like that is all the difference, is the submission screen
· JF- service order, meter removal and safety net

· MJ- feedback first and then decided?

· JF- yes

· Service address- and premise type are alike

· JF- I will look at this…will combine service address and premise type…and then send out for review and we don’t have to answer today

· MVO meter removal

· What would be an example of this type?
· LG- do a check if the usage is more than 3 months at zero

· KM- yes we will send some out there

· DM/ONCOR- we would have already confirmed this if we send the meter removal requesting a MVO
· JF- what is the Original Tran ID.

· KM- blank or send the 650 request

· DM/ONCOR- 650_04 TDSP populating the original Tran is of the 650. 

· CF- we don’t always put the original Tran id in this field

· LG- I would think you would want us to put the original Tran id of the move out. 

· JF- different Transition- original Tran id should be at the return to submitter. 

· JF- actually at the complete and not return to submitter.

· KM- can we put a help…that the original Tran id should be the move out and not the 650. ADDED to use case. 814_24 with B44
· This makes this one not being able to be consolidated

· Complete Transition will require the original Tran id from the CR. 

· JF- there will be a return to TDSP button incase you need to send it back

· JF-Is this only a TDSP to CR issue? Or path to TDSP to CR?
· DM/ONCOR- I don’t think so

· LG- I had one…initiating conversation with the TDSP. Usage of zero for a year. Not received 650 customer said meter not there and building did burn down. Ticket..why didn’t receive 650..send MVO..completed current date. 

· DM/ONCOR- are comments mandatory on this?

· JF- they are on the submit screen.

· JF- any negative path required comments.

· JF- do we need to state that this…added to allow TDSP to notify a CR that a move out with meter removal is necessary when there has been no response to the 650_04.

· DM/ONCOR- your text…not necessarily…no response because we are not talking about the 650_05. 

· Change to allow TDSP to notify a CR that a move out with meter removal is necessary when the meter removal has been sent the 650_05 has been receive but not the MVO.

· LG- I remember opening a DEV to change the date of the move out. 

· DM/ONCOR- we can get around it. 

· JF- Safety net and service order---bi-directional or from the TDSP?
· JF- service orders- 650s.both directions?
· Added- make a note- both CR and TDSP need to be able to submit

· Safety net- bi-lateral
· LG- asked if we have questions about safety net orders? TDSP send response back saying received and work it. Send response if incorrect data or problem. We concern we wouldn’t have a question about safety net order.

· MJ- some cases, we get a response from the TDSP
· JF- if there is a chance then we can build in that path

· RB- we don’t need it

· JG- we don’t either

· Added- This should be from the TDSP to the CR

· LG- do you want to send a note out to the market so other CRs can put in their input

· JF- send all use cases out to be reviewed and make a note that make aware of who submits these issues an if they need to be looked at 

· LG- are we done with meter removal?

· JF- open back up

· LG- main success scenario- Assignee select begin working and return to TDSP supply BGN02 in comments. 

· JF- we put to select complete and then you will be required to put the BGN02 in a field.

· NT- Do we need to put a close any time by submitter?

· JF- Yes that will be added to this one

· JF- according to that close workflow..same parameters…close any D2D issues to this subtype.

Use Case 70007 - 24 - Add Service Start Date Field 09_30_07.doc

· 1.1.2

· Automatically populated? changed to No

· JF- Only on the submit? Yes changed to submit and all

· JG- Service Start date should be added to usage billing? 

· KM- yes its another use case

· KM- #18 it is adding service period start date and end date..required- start and end is optional

· Should be required to rep of record and need to add to usage and billing.

· Change to add service order period start date to missing Transaction, projects, Siebel change info, and other and rep of record subtypes.

· Added- Optional for the following sub types

· Missing Transaction

· Projects

· Siebel change info

· Other

· Required for the following subtypes

· Rep of record

· Add new field Service Period Stop Date optional for the following sub types
· Rep of Record

· Usage/Billing

· Added- Add proposed service start date an stop date field as the title

· JF- do we have a missing Transaction use case?

· KM- yes

· JF- do you want one and have it in this use case or in each sub type use case?

· MT- easier to read in this one..either way is fine…

· Added- API- update submit and issue detail

· Added Bulk Insert- update sub types involved

· 1.1.6- populates 
· JF- does this need to be a line item requirement?

· KM- ok..everyone ok

· JF- doesn’t change flow just submit screen

· Everyone agree. Take out and put in final requirement document

· KM- that is fine

JF- I haven’t started that document but I will do it and put all the line items down and bring back to show what it would look like.

Use Case 70007 - 18 - Rep of Record 09_24_07 

· KM- make a note to yourself…completed and consolidate 
KM- now we have four use cases that we may have comments on…if everything is good then we will finalize…

Comments /Action Items 


Use Case 70007 - 2 - Premise Type Field 08_25_07.doc- FINALIZED yesterday

Use Case 70007 - 3 - Add Close State to D2D Issues 09_18_07.doc-

· JF- ERCOT does not have any additional comments. Can we make it a final?
· DM/ONCOR- has it changed since the last meeting 

· JF- No

· Update to FINAL


Use Case 70007 - 4 - Cancel With Approval 09_17_07.doc

· JF- ERCOT did have changes but doesn’t impact market
· Calendar vs. business days…since we have to go to Siebel for the validation and Siebel does calculate business days then we can do business days. Since this leaves and goes to Siebel to validate then we can do this.
· JF- TDSP- MT validates and scheduled meter ready date is less than two days following the submittal date of the MarkeTrak issue. Calendar or business

· DM/ONCOR and JR- business

· JF- the only other thing that was changed
· RB- I thought MarkeTrak didn’t recognize business days

· JF- Siebel can. So, we will have a way to go to Siebel to get this and use the business days

· JF- talk with ERCOT about their manual cancel process and right now ERCOT cancels and hit Siebel status update…30 min lag time instead ERCOT user select cancel item button then it will do the Siebel status button and it will update automatically and if it is cancelled the issue will close automatically. ERCOT cancels will not have the 30 min call to Siebel. Manual happens immediately. Once hit cancel item then issue will become closed.
· KM- everyone good with that? Ok with that!

· DM/ONCOR- can we leave this one and discuss at the next one.

· JF-yes to leave open


Use Case 70007 - 5 - Cancel Without Approval 09_17_07.doc

· JF- ERCOT did have changes but doesn’t impact market

· JF- Only change will be the same as Cancel with Approval- ERCOT cancels will not have the 30 min call to Siebel. Manual happens immediately. Once hit cancel item then issue will become closed.

· JF- statement …remove Cancel PC....okay with removing this but not sure why we are asking this since its going to go into a closed state and not in Cancel PC ever…have it in here because it had the 30 min poll …Took out.

· JF- assume Debbie would like to leave this one open as well since we are leaving he Cancel With Approval subtype.

-Outline for next meeting to see if we need to go two days or three days…next meeting final review for the market’s requirements…then the next meeting we will go over ERCOT’s requirements and then we will have a final meeting to go over all requirements. 

LUNCH
8 or 9 use case to discuss at the Oct 16th and 17th meetings. Target to finalize at this meeting.

3 sets of meetings of meeting left
RB- when you say ERCOT requirements?
JF- We mean internal changes. if impact any of these we will bring back.

KM- Understand what they are presenting…lacking to our requirements…make sure doesn’t impact if does then include. Merge into one document.

KM- 9 new ones and then of the 24 we’ve finalized 8 of them…20 use cases to review.
KM- send out everything again and get comments for next meeting. We need to get the comments to us ahead of time.  October 12th is a Friday…really need everything by October 12th.
DM/ONCOR- when are you sending the use cases to us? 

JF- I already sent the ones from yesterday. I just need to send the ones from today, except safety net, service order and meter removal. 

DM/ONCOR- everything will be out by October 9th.

JF- Yes

DM/ONCOR- make sure to include your deadlines in your email

Farrah- get with Sheila to make sure all MarkeTrak task force meetings are on the calendar.
· October 16th and 17th – ONCOR

· November 1st and 2nd – ERCOT

· November 14th and 15th- AEP

Review comments from IAG Task Force 


Use Case 70007 - 1 - Inadvertent Gain_09_17_07.doc

· Review those use cases that are marked as final
· 10, 2, 3, 12, 11, 6, 1, and 13. are final

· Cases covered today and ask for comments and ask to finalize next meeting- comments by Thursday, October 11th.
· 7, 8-revaluated- Dave is doing it, 9, 14- each we decide email button name, 17, 20,15,16- combine 15 and 16, (21, 22, 23- Jennifer will add the information- send out by Monday), 24, 4, 5
· 18 was combined with 4, and 19 add REF ID, determine original id- training. 
· Use cases that are new for discussion
· ERCOT- consistent Transition…complete, unexecutable- line item- Michael says ok
· DM- that conflicts with the one we did today with 814_20 sent

· JF- do you want to go back to using complete?

· JF- ERCOT will look at and add to line item
· TDSP quarterly validation on MarkeTrak

· JF- written

· MT- bulk insert file

· JF- better option. 

· KM- we want individuals

· MT- ERCOT process- produce files and then CNP files and insert into a bulk insert

· DM- we have to submit these

· DM- there are so many and this could be a performance issue

· DM- 250 K…change to business process

· JF- take out-business process
· DM- communicate to Diana Ott
· JF- needs to go through Diana Ott with the process

· Make comments required for SiebelChg/Info sub types

· DM- did this get implemented?
· MT- pulled it

· Add IAS field for 997 sub type- 

· JF- Add as a line item

· Add reject reason to the sub type reject

· Review- Karen has already written the use case

· Search arrow next to id search stand out

· Line item

· Don’t capture issue owner begin working unless the owner field is empty

· We don’t want this for ERCOT.

· MT- add as a line item

· ESI ID TDSP relationship validation
· ERCOT writes this one- needs uses case
· MT- CR validation

· DM- have to detail- when and where in the workflow…we talked about

· Change order of the buttons on the issue

· Line items…..need all buttons and put in order

· Create  a parent project type for dev issues

STATUS
8- finalized

14-need comments and finalize next time- Oct 16th and Oct 17th 

10-4:30 the first day and 9-3 the second date

Decided we don’t need to meet for three days. Just meet two days.

Take back to users for review and comments. Goal at the end of October 17th meeting is to finalize all 

Jennifer will start the requirement document to review all the line items.


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· 

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































