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NAESB EDM v1.6

Project Charter

BACKGROUND

In February 2002, ERCOT experienced security issues with regard to FTP.  ERCOT then made the determination that a more secure data transport must be implemented for the Texas Market. The Texas Data Transport Working Group (TDTWG) followed and created a survey for Market Participants in order to aggregate the preferred solution for the Retail Market.  The survey identified several possible solutions including GISB EDM v1.4, GISB EDM v1.5, NAESB EDM v1.6 and HTTPS.  Most Market Participants chose GISB EDM V1.4 for a short-term solution and NAESB EDM v1.6 as a long-term solution. In the summer of 2002, RMS approved the plan to change from FTP to GISB EDM v1.4 as the short-term solution for the Texas Retail Market Participant communication with ERCOT and NAESB EDM v1.6 as the long-term solution.  The RMS approved plan was submitted to TAC and the ERCOT Board for approval, prioritization and funding.  The GISB EDM V1.4 migration was completed in Q2 2003.  This project will implement the long-term NAESB EDM v1.6 solution.

OBJECTIVES

The overall objective of this project is to implement NAESB EDM v1.6 for all Market Participants according to the established timeline/project plan, and within the allocated project budget assigned by ERCOT.

Specific objectives include:

· Migrate MP point to point protocol from GISB 1.4 to NAESB EDM V1.6

· Migrate ERCOT to MP protocol from GISB 1.4 to NAESB EDM V1.6

· No impact to FTP Replacement MP’s users who wish to continue to communicate to ERCOT via the FTP Replacement protocol

· Provide consistent EDM solution for all market participants and ERCOT

· Provide a higher degree of reliability and security for data transfers

· Provide a greater degree of logging/tracking functionality

SCOPE

The NAESB v1.6 project will include and not included the following:

	In Scope
	Out of Scope

	Compliance with NAESB EDM V1.6 standards as a Texas Retail Market 
	Purchase of additional ERCOT hardware

	Conversion to NAESB EDM v1.6 data transfer standard
	

	Continued support of HTTPS
	

	Adjustments to the Implementation Guide to support the Texas Retail Market
	


TIMING

The NAESB EDM v1.6 will be completed March 16, 2004.

DELIVERABLE

The following identifies the items whose satisfactory and timely delivery is necessary for project completion.

	Deliverable
	Description
	Milestone Date

	Market Survey
	Survey of Market Readiness for implementation/migration to NAESB EDM v1.6.  Identifies contingencies, dependencies, specific Market Participant needs, and primary contact information for market coordination.
	Published to the Market 08/25/03

Survey Results due

09/05/03



	TCW
	Technical Connectivity Worksheet is a document required for all Market Participants participating in the NAESB EDM V1.6 project.  Details company contact information, NAESB specifications and FTP Replacement specifications for both testing and migration.
	Distributed to the Market

09/08/03

TCW Forms due

09/19/03

	TDTWG Project Charter
	Project schedule to include development, testing, and migration schedules/timeline for each Market Participant.  Market Participant sign-off for key milestone dates will be required.
	Published to the Market

08/25/03

Market Sign-off

10/01/03

	Project Plan / Timeline
	Project schedule to include development, testing, and migration schedules/timeline for each Market Participant.  Market Participant sign-off for key milestone dates will be required.
	Published to the Market

08/25/03

Market Sign-off

10/01/03

	Vendor SW Available
	Vendor NAESB EDM V1.6 software available to its users
	10/01/03

	Market Implementation Guide
	Document for Market Participants to use in support of project implementation.  Identifies methodology for implementation, testing/migration requirements, and project contacts.
	Published to the Market

08/25/03

	Testing Scripts
	Test steps used to verify code/process changes (may be incorporated into Market Implementation Guide)
	Published to the Market

08/25/03

	Documented Testing Results

(sign-off)
	For User Acceptance Testing with Market Participants
	Phase I – 12/22/03

Phase II – 02/13/04

Phase III – 03/26/04

	NAESB EDM V1.6 Migration
	Market implementation of the NAESB EDM V1.6 functionality
	04/03/04 - 04/04/04 

	“Lessons Learned” Document
	Lessons learned meetings are the best weapon for implementing continuous improvement.  These reviews give everyone a chance to freely discuss the good and bad aspects of the project so that good practices are repeated and bad practices are eliminated.  
	04/26/04

	Project Sign-off
	Approval from the ERCOT Project Sponsor and TDTWG Chair to close the project after all critical implementation issues have been addressed/remedied
	05/15/04


APPROACH

The project approach will incorporate ERCOT’s three distinct levels of functional management that define the project life cycle (as depicted in the diagram below):  

· Program Management

· Project Management

· Software Development Management[image: image1]
The ERCOT project team, TDTWG, and Market Participants are each responsible for the overall success of the project.  The management objectives are focused on tightly monitoring, controlling, and balancing the project’s three key constraints: Scope (or Product), Budget, and Schedule. To be effective in achieving this primary management objective, the following elements are necessary:

· Team Structure, Roles, and Responsibilities

· Project Tracking Mechanisms

· Communication Plan

· Issue Management 

· Risk Management and Risk Mitigation

· Assumptions

· Constraints

· Dependencies

· Sign Off for Each Phase of the Project

The following sections describe the basic approaches that will be used to provide this type of control.

TEAM STRUCTURE, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The overall team structure for this project is depicted in the diagram below.



PROJECT TRACKING MECHANISM

The detailed project plan is the main tool for measuring progress.  It will be used by the ERCOT Project Manager to determine where the project stands versus the schedule and budget.  It is critical to use this tool to monitor the plan and make adjustments as needed.  This information will be also used in the weekly and monthly status reports, as noted in the next section.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

It is imperative that the team ensures timely and accurate communication among the various entities.  

	Communication Objective
	Deliverable Description
	Target Audience(s)
	Delivery Method
	Delivery Frequency
	Planned Delivery Date
	Responsible Party

	Implementation Plan
	NAESB EDM V1.6 Plan
	Market Participants
	TDTWG Website
	One time – Final Doc
	08/25/03
	TDTWG

	Status Reporting
	Status Report
	Sponsor

Managers

Steering Committee
	Paper Status Report Template emailed to audience
	Weekly
	08/25/03 thru 

04/04/04


	Project Manager

	Testing Market Calls
	Status and updates provided during the testing phases I, II and II
	Market Participants
	Conference Call
	 Daily
	12/01/03 thru 03/26/04
	Project Manager and TDTWG Chair(s)

	Implementation Market Calls
	Status and updates provided during the production migration
	Market Participants
	Conference Call
	 Daily
	04/03/04 thru 04/04/04
	Project Manager and TDTWG Chair(s)

	 Solicit Approval
	 Electronic approval document
	Market Participants
	Electronic Signature
	 Sign-Off at each Phase of the project
	10/01/03

12/19/03

02/13/04

03/26/04

04/03/04 / 04/04/04
	Project Managers and Market Participants


ISSUE MANAGEMENT

It is important to ensure that issues are identified and resolved quickly.  ERCOT’s Project Managers are responsible for monitoring test and implementation issues.

· Ensure appropriate issues are logged 

· Ensure timely resolution and escalation of issues

All issues should be sent to PFSupport@ERCOT.COM.  When submitting an issue, please incorporate the following in your subject line: “NAESB EDM V1.6 Issue:” along with a brief issue description, for example: NAESB EDM V1.6 Issue: Inbound Login values not unique.

Any parties, including Market Participants and ERCOT, receiving an issue must acknowledge the issue by noting an additional timeframe for resolution.  All Market Participants and ERCOT have responsibility and accountability for meeting the SLA’s defined in the table below.   

If an issue is not resolved in a reasonable timeframe, the issue should be escalated to the next level as detailed in the table below.  

Note:  If issues are not resolved, issues that meet the following criteria are to be escalated to the appropriate level based on “Severity Code”.

· If an issue has not been responded to by the “Timeframe to Respond”, the Market Participant should escalate the issue to the next escalation level as indicated in the table below.

· If the estimated time for completion (ETC) provided in the first response has exceeded its completion or resolution timeframe, the Market Participant should escalate the issue to the next escalation level as indicated in the table below.

Note:  An “Auto” response is not the response that meets the SLA as defined in the table below.  All initial responses to issues must include an additional time frame (e.g. estimated time to complete) for completing the research or fix.

Escalation Procedures:   (Refer to the Appendix – Escalation Procedures for data flow)

	Accountability
	Business Rules

	Market
	1-Critical – Stopped

Critical issues are those that are impeding progress along the project's critical path.  This designation is typically reserved for those issues that affect project timelines and / or the project budget.  Requires escalation to TDTWG Chair / Vice Chair 

Timeframe to respond:  

1Hour

2-High - 

High issues must be resolved in order for the project to achieve its objectives.  High issues prevent project work from continuing in more than one area, but do not affect progress along the critical path.   Requires escalation to ERCOT Project Manager (Kassel/Prince)
Timeframe to respond:

4 Hours

3-Medium – 

No work stoppage

Medium issues do not prevent project work from not continuing at the present time.  If not resolved, these issues may become "high" or "critical" priority in the future.  Requires escalation to ERCOT IT Delivery Manager – David Farley
Timeframe to respond:  

8 Hours

4-Low – Nice to Have

Low issues are those that present low risk to the project.    Requires escalation to ERCOT Test/Implementation Lead.   
Timeframe to respond: 

24 Hours




CHANGE CONTROL PROCEDURE

MARKET Changes to the Implementation Guide

· MP would complete the change form and submit to the associated trading partners as identified in the project plan and to the ERCOT PM.  ERCOT will respond to the request within 2 business days for testing; 1 business day for migration.

· Receiving parties should review the form and provide their proposed resolution with a copy to ERCOT.

· If resolution is not obtained, the TDTWG chair will raise the issues to TDTWG for resolution within X days.  ERCOT management may be required to assist as needed.

· Once resolution has been reached a change will be made to the TDTWG NAESB EDM V1.6 Implementation Guide.

RISK MANAGEMENT AND RISK MITIGATION

	Risk
	Degree of Risk 
	Contingency Plan

	None currently identified
	
	


ASSUMPTIONS

	Number
	Assumption

	1
	FERC will adopted the NAESB EDM V1.6 Standard 10/01/03

	2
	Vendor Software will be available for distribution by 10/01/03

	3
	All Market Participants will be able to Test within the testing Phases timeline as detailed in the Project Plan.  All Market Participants will be able to complete migration by 04/03/04

	4
	Migration of NAESB EDM V1.6 must be completed 04/04/04, prior to the MIMO (TX SET v.2.0) 08/01/04 implementation


CONSTRAINTS

Control identified constraints to ensure project success. Constraints also are potential risks.

	Number
	Constraint

	1
	ONCOR unable to meet the “Test Phase I” timeline.   ERCOT will work with ONCOR to mitigate this constraint before it turns into a risk to the implementation of the project. 


DEPENDENCIES

The following events could impact the project.

	Number
	Dependencies

	1
	FERC NAESB EDM V1.6 decision

	2
	Software Vendors Commitment to software availability


SIGN OFF FOR EACH PHASE OF THE PROJECT

Individuals whose signature is required for sign off of each phase.   Sign-offs should be sent to PFSupport@ERCOT.COM. When submitting Sign-Offs for each phase, please incorporate the following in your subject line: “NAESB EDM V1.6 Sign-Off: “along with brief issue description, for example: NAESB EDM V1.6 Sign-Off: ERCOT – Project Charter.
· List of individuals required for sign-off will be determined upon completion of the Market Survey

	Phases
	Sign-Off Date

	1. Planning Phase:       

1. Project Charter

2. Project Plan (Testing  & Migration Schedules)
	10/01/03

	2. Execution Phase:       

1. Testing Phase Completion 

2. Implementation Completion
	Phase I – 12/19/03

Phase II – 02/13/04

Phase III – 03/26/04

04/03/04 - 04/04/04


Appendix…Escalation procedures …

EACH TEAM INVOLVED IN THE implementaion WILL REPORT STATUS AND ISSUES TO THEIR migration representative, WHO IN-TURN WILL REPORT UP TO A implementation COMMAND POST

ISSUE AND STATUS ESCALATION PROCEDURE



Appendix…Escalation procedures …

any issues that could affect the go/no-go decision will be escalated by the project manager to the tdtwg chair, for possible review by the retail market sub committee
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