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Lessons Learned

1 Introduction

1.1 Project Objective

The objective of this project is to implement NAESB EDM v1.6 for all Market Participants according to the established timeline/project plan

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

.

1.2 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.

2 Lessons learned in different Phases 

Project implementation is performed in different phases. The following document records the lessons learned in different stages. These items are documented for future implementations to plan better.

Here are the different phases

1. Planning

2. Testing (3 phases)

3. Pre Migration and Migration weekend

4. Post Migration

2.1 Planning

· Next time better education to the Market of the protocol

· More participation would have better ensured correct development of the TDTWG NAESB EDM v1.6 Implementation Plan

· Future implementations should include better scheduling of Market Participants over the 3 phases for testing

· If Market timelines allow, don't overlap data transport testing with Market Flight Testing

· Implementation schedule was good but if possible in the future, spread out schedule over a longer period of time.

· Include all entities that support multiple Market Participants

· SSL was not understood as a requirement

2.2 Testing (3 phases)

· Phase 3 Testing was extremely difficult due to the fact that we overlapped with Flight 0104 testing. 

· Market Participants should ensure sufficient resources necessary to support both efforts in the event that future implementations include an overlap of the test flight. 

· Stress on technical testing environments since two were needed to support two efforts going on at once.

· Administration of TCWs could have been better. 

· Need better education of what these are used for and who should send and receive. This is particularly important if there are two types of testing efforts going on at the same time.

· Connectivity testing scripts should be changed to support more of "regression" testing in addition to the 997 testing.

· Phase testing all went well.

· Volume testing wasn't included as part of the test. Should be included in future efforts.

· Scripts should be modified to include Volume testing will be included in the scripts with multiple parties transmitting at the same time.

· The Market Participant representatives worked very well together to resolve issues.  

2.3 Pre Migration and Migration weekend

· Market Participants should have paid more attention to details.

· SSL was overlooked as a requirement for a few parties.

· Incorrect TCWs accepted

· Firewall rules ignored

· Pre-migration testing went well.

· Project Management group at ERCOT worked with TDTWG. Coordination with project team allowed consistent input from the Market Participants

· Too many changes made late into the migration.

· Good cooperative effort made by all throughout the weekend.

· Individual trading partner relationships that experienced issues during migration worked well together to resolve those issues.

2.4  Post Migration

· Monitoring "go live" timeframe. Systems came up and parties didn't provide a post migration status.                                                                        

· Next time a follow up conference call and even hold calls each day for a few days the following week.

· Daily log of daily issues from all Market Participants (daily tracking).

· Executions were immediate.

· Excellent manner for issue resolution

· Technical resources were available to assist.

3  Some more important lessons learned by ERCOT team
· Make sure TCW s is understood and changes are made to support testing. 

· One Market Participant changed their qualifier and this wasn't taken into consideration by some trading partners. 

· Vendor supported clients should ensure software supports market requirements in order to reduce payload issues. Volume testing by multiple clients at the same time would reduce this.

· Scripts should be revised to ensure best methods for testing. 997s were identified as best transaction since Market Participants could not take these into their back end systems. This should be rethought in the future since the testing didn't completely ensure production would be successful. 

· Market education needed for data transport. Include MIME standards as well as PGP.  

· Need to understand the NAESB spec better prior to including these as a Texas Market requirement. Better research and investigation from those that truly use the spec or were knowledgeable of the protocol standard.

· Need better participation to ensure all Market Participants technical needs are understood and included in the project. 

· Communication did not flow down to all those that actually were responsible for implementing the protocol or ensuring a good general understanding. 
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