
	ERCOT Retail Client Services 

	Event Description: TDTWG Meeting
	Date: 10/20/2005
	Completed by: Jack Adams

	Attendees: Dave Farley, Clay Katskee, Jesse Cline, Christian Lane, Aaron Smallwood, Debbie McKeever, Rita Morales, Ron Hinsley, Zachary Collard, Annette Morton, Susan Turk, Johnny Robertson, Shan Harter, 

	Summary of Event:

	Debbie McKeever:  Opened with introductions, review of the agenda, and Antitrust Statement.
Jack Adams:  Review of status of PRR 606.  

· 399 Market Participants were emailed a letter of Attestation and list of current Digital Certificate Holders as of 9/27/05 on 9/30/05. 

· As of 10/19/05, 33 Attestations have been returned.
· As of 10/19/05, 3 requests for extensions have been received.

· On 10/19/05. A follow up email was sent to all Market Participants requesting a response on or before 11/01/05.

· Debbie McKeever asked if ERCOT will be reviewing the possibility of creating a data base for tracking digital certificates.  Christian Lane advised that at this time Digital certificate lists were supplied by Verisign.  However since ERCOT’s Digital certificate administrator is transferring to operations, they would explore this possibility.

· Zachary Collard stated that reviewing against the U.S. terrorist watch list was very time consuming and asked if this could be placed in a data base, Debbie McKeever agreed, but it was determined that since this list was very fluid it was doubtful this could be accomplished. 

· Debbie McKeever asked if the processing of Digital certificates will be changed.  Christian Lane advised that procedures and processes are being reviewed.  
Christian Lane: Review of ERCOT system outages, (See Presentation)

· Reviewed Planed outages
· Unplanned Outages
· Question from phone asking for dates of unplanned outages, Christian provided dates of outages.

Christian Lane: 814_20 Processing times
· Debbie stated that this topic was brought up due to annual validations and the volumes that will be coming in.  She stated that there was concern for the processing of new 814_20 creates and maintains with the increased volumes.   Christian advised that ERCOT can process approximately 70,000 per day and that all TDSP’s have already been contacted and have agreed to a schedule for sending their annual validation 814_20s.

· Question from the phone, asking if ERCOT can we guarantee the processing of daily maintains.  Christian answered if everyone sticks to schedule then processing should be fine.
Christian Lane: Discussion on Contact Information
· Christian identified that there is a Production IT Contact list on the Retail Testing Website that contains the name, email, phone and alternate phone number for each market participant.  It was suggested that this list be used, however it was also noted that not all information in the list was updated or present.

· Debbie stated that possibly there should be a separate list or at least makes it mandatory for the information to be completed.  Jesse stated that possibly we could use a list serve.  Christian suggested that ERCOT’s help desk is the best place for this function, and accepted an action item to review making it mandatory to supply IT contact information either in the testing website or determined where the information should reside.

· It was agreed that he information should be mandatory, and needs to be updateable and not dependent on TCW and should be separate from the testing website.
· Jesse Cline asked about notifications on outages.  Christian stated that they are working with Client Services to make sure that all notice of outages is sent in a timely manner.  Debbie stated that this is real problem especially if it concerns 867s and that she has contacted Dale Goodman concerning this issue.  Christian stated that he is working with RCS and they are striving to ensure all notices are sent in a timely manor. 
Ron Hinsley:  Retail Market Systems (See slides) 
· Ron Hinsley discussed expectations of the IT group at ERCOT and the development of a Service Level Agreement. (SLA). and discussed how this would impact SCR 745.  
· Ron advised that Aaron Smallwood will be point person on receiving comments and getting back to MPs for the SLA and then reviewed the presentation.  (See Presentation)

· Review of slide 1, Ron stated that ERCOT wants to understand Market expectations, set up standards that can be published.  He stated that due to ERCOT’s being a not for profit organization, financial penalties cannot be established but operating level agreements can be established, and we need to set the level of service expectations from ERCOT IT with the Market.  
· Debbie asked if there was going to be calendar.  Ron stated yes, and that this is covered in the next slide. (Define a standard retail system maintenance window), Debbie stated that at TXU they would use this to pattern their maintance at same time.  Ron stated that that is ERCOT’s hope.  Debbie asked about TML and if there were more phases to come, Rita stated yes more phases are on the way.  Ron stated that 1st and 3rd weekends of each month would be reserved for maintaince to minimize disruption during week.  Discussion then centered on ERCOT’s availability and that although there are stated time’s ERCOT is generally available to accept transactions 24/7 with the exception of stated outages.  Rita stated that Saturday is a standard work day for them and that if ERCOT is unavailable it causes problems.  Ron explained that we are talking about current state.

· Debbie stated that MPs are looking for changes to reduce unplanned outages and shorten planned outages.  Ron agreed that this is ERCOT’s goal also.  Debbie asked if the SLA would be published on ERCOT Website.  Ron stated that at this time it is planned to be published and the ERCOT Website could be used, and that a separate ERCOT IT Web site is being considered.  

· Review of Slide 3, recommended steps. 
· Review of Slide 4, all retail systems.

· Review of Slide 5, Ron advised that training that is taking place for ERCOT’s IT staff, and  Christian Lane explained the training that was being undertaken providing some examples of items presented at the training.    
· Debbie stated that during development of SCR 745 there were several work shops and conference calls held with a number of representatives from both ERCOT and the Market.  As a result of these work shops, it was agreed by all that Retail was looking for the kind of redundancies that are currently available on the Wholesale side of the Marked.  

· Discussion then centered on the Board meeting and SCR 745.  Debbie requested that in the future she would request that ERCOT provide support in presenting items and answering questions.  Ron suggested that we use SCR 745 as starting point and resubmit the proposal.  Ron will take as an action item to revise SCR 745 for re-submission, and will determine how it will be presented at the next board meeting.  Debbie agreed to work with Ron on the presentation and stated that the whole program will need to be submitted but can be submitted as separate projects with those over 1 million being presented separately. 

· Debbie requested that the Paperfree and NAESE proposals be presented together.  Dave stated yes it would be set up that way.  It was determined that the proposal would need to go back to TAC and TAC can send to Board again.  The next TAC meeting is on 11/3/05, so the changes need to be submitted on the 21st. It was determined that the majority of the changes have been completed and Debbie will review with Ron to ensure they are ready to present to TAC on the 3rd. 
Break for lunch.

Jesse Cline: Review TDTWG NAESB EDM v 1.6 implementation guide. 

· The question was raised asking TDTWG to review of whether or not the use of IP addresses is included in the implementation guide, and to determine what is the risk if a MP Hardcode an IP address in a URL?  Shan and Clay stated that it isn’t addressed in the Guide, Jesse confirmed that it isn’t addressed, and stated that some think using DNS address would be best practice but there is risk, Shan stated that there could be problems with this but it is risk of doing business through internet and would recommend using DNS rather than hard coding and asked if this should be documented in texas set.  Clay stated he would discuss getting this documented in Texas Set. A question asked if should use 1.7 rather than 1.6, Jesse stated that there is no structural difference between 1.6 and .1.7, Jesse discussed how the new standards are set, but since there is no structural difference there is no value in going to 1.7 from 1.6, Shan agreed and Clay stated that ERCOT did go to the meeting and did get two items or additions to go up for vote in December, Dave brought up document and reviewed and it was stated that it will be voted on in next meeting,  These two items will most likely go into the next version.  Dave recommended that we wait until it is approved as the new version and then review and determine if as a market we want to go to the new version.  Jesse stated that changes will be in 2.0 Debbie asked if ERCOT has representative in executive committee Jesse stated that they have person on executive committee Debbie suggested that we try and make sure some one Jesse recommended that TDTWG advise it recommend that we recommend DNS rather than hard coding IP in URL, Dave stated that it is up to the MP ERCOT will not notify the market participant if we change servers.  Annette then asked if this is mandated, Most agreed they would not hard code their IP address’s, it is not the best practice, but the risk is up to MP, it was stated that TDTWG recommends use of DNS, but if an MP would want to use IP it is up to individual, we are not recommending this but not stating you can not hard code the IP address.   Debbie asked if all satisfied and no other comments.  She then stated that if becomes issue TDTWG can revisit the issue.
Clay Katskee:  TDTWG NAESB EDM v 1.6 guide.

· Clay advised that the guide does need improvements and updates.  Debbie stated that this is not on website but was taken off by security and is still not back on the web site and agreed that the document should probably be updated.  The document was brought up for review and Clay identified several items and areas that could be improved.  Clay offered to take the action item to review and clean up document and show the revised document at the next meeting.  Debbie asked for comments on Clays offer and all agree that Clay would be best choice.  Annette agreed to review Clays first draft prior to the meeting and Debbie asked if need any more discussion.  
Jill Prince:  ERCOT SOA Update:  overview of service oriented architecture 

· SOA Time line ( See Presentation)  Question from Debbie will some processes go first, Jill stated that all retail process will go in together, including 814_20 processing. Debbie asked for questions there were none, Thanks Jill 
Discussion the centered on the documentation of IP address and that TDTWG isn’t recommending this one way or another, and it does not need to go to RMS for a vote.  Dave Farley recommended that it be placed in Business Process section of the guide as a best practice in guide and possibly submitted to NASBE.  Susan agreed with approach of not mandating anything unless it becomes a problem or if NASBE would mandate.

Debbie McKeever: Brought up an email received from Jennifer Teel concerning a testing web site question concerning the new mandated fields.

· Jennifer advised that two new fields (Encryption Software Version, SSL Certificate Authority) are now mandatory when creating a new testing worksheet on the NAESB section.  These were not required on the old TCW and she is questioning if they should be mandatory.
· Dave and Clay stated that yes these fields are needed and should be mandatory, Debbie will respond back to Jennifer stating that yes these fields are needed and should remain mandated.  Clay will provide explanation of why they are mandatory for the notes.
Debbie set next TDTWG meeting for Wednesday December 14th 2005 Room 161 Met Center and requested 15 call in ports.
Meeting adorned.  


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	Christian Lane accepted an action item to review making it mandatory to supply IT contact information, and determined where the information should reside.
Ron Hensley accepted an action item to revise SCR 745 for resubmission, will determine how it will be presented at the next board meeting.  
Clay Katskee offered to take the action item to review and clean up document and show the revised document at the next meeting.  


	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































