
	ERCOT Retail Client Services & Testing

	Event Description: TTPT  Meeting
	Date:  December 12, 2007
	Completed by:  F. Cortez

	Attendees:  Kyle Patrick, Gene Cervenka, Roger Tenenbown, Kristy Tyra, Kyle Miller, Johnny Robertson, Jennifer Frederick, Karen Malkey, Daryl Everett, Becky Taylor-CNP, Jim Purdy
Phone: Steve Bordelon

	 

	ANTITRUST ADMONITION- Kyle Patrick                                                                                 
Call In Number - Change password to 789184

WELCOME/INTRODUCTIONS:                                                                            

· Agenda Overview- Last meeting of 2008. 
· Approve September 6th TTPT Notes- APPROVED and already posted
DISCUSSION POINTS:

· Finalize Scripts for Flight 0208 – TDSP/Change Service Provider

· KM- this is something I wrote up awhile back and I don’t know if it’s included in the script workbook.
· KM- TDSP29 script- kind of like what the CR does now. They don’t have to test all scripts but just that one. I adjusted STK29 and made it into TDSP29.
· KM- you would have to have a volunteer CR or could make SIM CR.
· RT- not sure if ERCOT can handle a SIM CR.

· GC- that is what I was going to say. 

· KM- what else could we do?

· KP- TDSP was changing service provider, I don’t think you would have a problem with a few CRs that would want to test.

· RT- TXU and Reliant would want to test.

· KM- TDSP switch providers go through a whole test?

· KP- not necessary.

· RT- this is an established service provider so you shouldn’t need all

· KM- the TDSPs every script in every flight anyway.
· KP- a change from establish to establish is still an under taking.

· RT- did you include an invoice in this script?
· KM- usage and 810.

· JR- may not need this script and create a track.
· KP- you will have to pull participation. 

· KM- you will still have to have the TDSP’s service provider connectivity with every CR 
· KP- Do you think there will be a problem with CRs participating in the test?
· KP- so Johnny suggesting creating a sub track

· RT- our clients would not want to be charged for testing that they would be forced into.

· KM- action item- define TDSP to Establish Service Provider track

· KM- received email to register for the next flight. Do TDSP need to register?

· GC- no

· Looking at the script workbook – tracks Change EDI provider provide track STK29 for CR
· Check which one of these we would need to test out of the CR track for the TDSP.

· KM- do we want to define the scripts today?

· KP- that is fine for KM to define and bring back

· In Flight testing for Bank Changes vs. Ad Hoc Bank Changes – Possible Change to TMTP

· KM- TDSP would like input on the OK to let someone in on a Flight for a bank change

· Read the ad-hoc section. 

· 3.2.7- bank changes

· KM- 3.3.3 KT- black out periods
· KP- Send the request and then ERCOT and the TDSPs have two weeks to come up with the test schedule.

· KP- lead way request…way to late and would be able to turn people down.

· GC- in the future I will forward this request to the TDSPs to make sure they are okay with this. 

· Sharyland- load ESI IDs before test flights. We were okay with this one that happen this past flight.
· KM- banking…we are going to support. We want to get paid. Other test fall under another category.

· JR- Unless all parties involved agree to Ad Hoc Testing during the specific black out period- sent email to Kyle. Section 3.3.1- adjust timing guidelines. While such testing can take place during …stipulation if all parties agree. It may involve one CR or one TDSP…or could be point to point.
· KP- How do the utilities feel?

· JR- the TDSP would have to agree before any testing period.

· KM- I’m okay 
· GC- bank change. Not enough time if running during the black out period.

· SB- I’m ok with it if all parties are okay

· SB- I may be In a crunch and might not be able to do it

· KP- so you may run into one TDSP can and the others can’t.

· JR- scenario changing something and only need to test with few parties.

· KP- no problem adding language, it will just be interesting when someone tries to use this language. 
· OKAY to include this language.  

· Guidelines for a CR to not pass flight testing

· KP- Gene sent wording to Kyle and I

· Put language in notes.

· CRs Not Meeting Flight Test Expectations

· At any time during flight testing, a CR that is not meeting testing expectations may be advised by the Flight Administrator to withdraw from the flight. This may be related to such scenarios as not sending transactions to Trading Partners in a timely manner, sending transactions containing NAESB/TX Set errors, and/or failure to successfully pass random testing (see Appendix H).
· New CR not currently certified in Texas market – CR would be advised to retest in a future flight test
· Existing CR changing Service Providers (includes testing to bring EDI operations In House) – CR would be advised they must remain with their current Service Provider until they successfully complete testing in a future flight test

· Existing CR changing functionality (Ex. Bank change, adding CSA, entering new TDSP territory, etc.) – CR would be advised they must retain all current functionality and would need to retest any changes in a future flight test

· If at the end of the flight the MP has not withdrawn and the flight administrator determines the MP has failed flight testing. The testing certificate shall not be granted. And the MP must complete testing in a future flight.

· KP- have you had circumstances already?

· GC- yes

· JR- do you always escalate the issue?

· GC- yes

· KP- I asked Gene to run this language by ERCOT legal?

· GC- Yes, I did and they are comfortable with this language.

· KP- What is failure? How do we determine that?
· JR- Random testing- ERCOT sends records out and trading partner responded with manual update and not EDI. The test is to test your system not manually copy into file.

· KP- comfortable with telling people you are not able to complete the flight test. I just wanted to cover ourselves if we are asked to define.

· GC- start with testing contacts .then contacts business contact to escalate. 

· KT- what about the executive contact?
· KT- if they are contacted then I don’t think they would be surprised.

· GC- I think there would be a lot of communication before they were officially out of the flight

· DE- in writing?

· GC- Emails

· KP- room consensus is that is fine.

· KM- all this language is new?
· GC- right…new language.

· JR- may want to add escalation process has been executed and notified to have to test in a future flight.
· KP- who would you want to contact?

· GC- contacts on TW
· JR- it should not be a shock.

· RT- at what point are they communicated?
· GC- EDI errors over and over…we are seeing these things…not coming out of a translator. BGN02 and BGN06 are not matching up. Can’t go into production with this error.

· KT- we want to pass them but we need an out if they cannot perform in production.

· KP- this would be a whole new section in the TMTP. Which section? Flight Admin responsibilities?
· GC- I think you want it some where in the beginning…not sure if read in appendix.

· KP- did it go through the PUCT?
· GC- I would have to check emails.

· KT- you are burying this way down in the document. This is something that they need to see at the start.

· KP- 1.2 Testing Assumptions – good place? The Market Flight Administrator is the final authority…amend this bullet point.

· KP- GC run this by the PUCT, then we can add it to the TMTP and get approval from RMS.

· JR- 2.1.3- Manual Assisted Process- may want to add something ---manual generated could jeopardize. This is a particular error we run into quite a bit.
· KP- I think the 1.2 section covers this…that is my opinion. 

· We will take one more look at it.

· Simulated testing date for Flight 0208 

· KM- every year update date….testing 2008- update SIM date for 2008 - 0208 Flight. Do we want to do this? 

· KM- every year we refresh our systems. We don’t think we will have enough ESI IDs from that last test date- big test flight. Change the date and pull more ESI IDs. Everyone has to be on board.

· KP- affects only TDSPs.

· ONCOR/AEP- indifferent
· RT- okay with it

· KM- we can reuse ESI IDs, only have some ESI IDs that have that.
· SB- refresh database for January 

· KM- suggest…kick over week. January 7th.

· KT- that is what we recommend too.

· January 7th, 2008 would be day 1…SIM date.

· KM- we need to make a decision quickly. We will say Jan 7th now and if anyone has anything on this then they can come back.

· SB- I don’t see the Jan date is a problem.

· Except Nueces

· KP- who do we get to contact Nueces

· GC- I will check with Nueces.
· KP Nueces ok then it needs to be broadcasted out that Jan 7th is the date. 

· KP- I would say we use it and call it since Nueces is not represented. We call it as January 7th, 2008. 

· KM- do we need to send an email to the TTPT list serve?

· GC- never had to but I think I would update that on the website and then make sure on the call.

· Gene- update the calendar.

· RT- we will hit holidays

· MLK day- Presidents Day—ground hogs day..pretty much open.
· Update Connectivity Scripts – 997 instead of 814s

· GC- TDTWG meeting- people said connectivity..system not up and running at that time. Not sending 814s and send 997s..accomplish get a transaction and get one out. On our side during connectivity 814s not according to the script. 997s could be a good route

· RT/DE- we use the same 814 over and over again

· KP- ok with this?
· RT/DE/JP- Yes, we are okay.

· GC- keep script names and just change from 814 to 997. CON56

· GC- do we need CON51?

· JR- why do we specify on con50-997 are not returned? Why did we do that..its automatically returned. 

· GC- 997s are required.
· GC- a lot of times 814_20 add..check with TDSP for 21 and 997 the TDSP is indifferent they don’t need it

· JR- CON51- same thing- no 997 is required. Special effort to stop a 997

· Action item- connectivity scripts and adjust 814 series.
· KP- format of the 997. Can you build that?

· GC- I can build that and post to the file cabinet. I can put input DUNS where the DUNs goes.
· KP- you could include in the script where to find the dummy 997 in the file cabinet.

· GC- do we want to get ready for next flight?
· KM- someone can take an action item and bring back at the next meeting

LUNCH

· 2007 Accomplishments

· 1. Reduced number of Flights in 2008 from four to three 

· 2. Design Flight Plan 2008

· 3. Developed and modified scripts for the approved Flights

· 4. Conducted Flight Testing for TX Set Version 3.0

· 5. Continued to enhance Retail Testing Website to support market testing.

· JR- add how many new market participants tested in flight 2008

· GC- I can get those numbers

· KP- I need them before tomorrow

· GC- I will get those to you

· GC- you want DUNS plus 4?

· KP- yes
· 6. Maintained content within TMTP, TTPT procedures and Protocol updates
· 7. Twenty-seven new CRs completed testing in 2007.
· Goals
· Design Flight Plan for 2009

· Develop and modify scripts for the approved flights

· Develop testing scripts and testing procedures for

· Continued to enhance RTW website to support market testing

· Maintained content within TMTP, TTPT Procedures and protocol updates

· JR- any project testing? Nodal testing?

· KP- no, not that I am aware of. No impact.

· RT- site visit from 3rd slide- goals and accomplishments from last year. Lack of communication from TX Set 3.0 – from Chuck. Need to be a road show- asked ERCOT to do the road show to give the changes. MCT- if could do it then Jennifer Frederick and Susan Munson were putting something together and then RMS said no, late in time line…MIMO was a big change…3.0 did not have a lot of market impact changes.
· KT- I thought it was to replace the market orientation. 

· KP- no, it was not us. Compared to stacking training

· MarkeTrak Phase II Certification Testing

· Execution at end of March 2008
· Minor changes get out first- required fields, make arrow bigger

· KP-we would not need to test those kinds of things. Only system impact.

· KM- Hope Parrish is to bring back the proposed schedule
· KP- When we test, do we want to be injunction with a test flight? My opinion to stand alone

· KM- out of lessons learned….during flight, flight took precedent
· JF- we would have to see if those systems would be ok for us to use out of a flight
· KP- 3 test flights.

· KP- we can look at the test flights..may use the end of a flight
· KP- What is to be tested? Do we test during a Test Flight? Is the testing environment available if test outside the Flight? 
· JF- If it does then it could be pushed to a different release. Any API testing in required. GUI whether or not it’s required testing or volunteered?
· KP- there was interest in doing testing but missed the deadline.

· KP- I think it should be ‘volunteer’ but try and get a lot to participate. 
· JF- maybe we should start asking now who would be interested in testing if it’s volunteer. 

· JR- Ask for volunteers by sending a market notice- Soliciting volunteers to test the GUI. See if we would get enough people. If not then we could make it mandatory.

· JF- Requirement involving emails- not needed by MPs, ERCOT does not have the environment to send email. Security issue. ERCOT would be testing all but MP would not.
· KP- requirement document and test document. To create the test scripts. We would be using the same format. 
· JF- creating bulk insert ERCOT would only test this and make the validations default to off. 

· JF- have not been in testing. Build test scripts could be grouped together if need be?

· KP- yes, we would group.

· KP- we are not going to have 23 scripts. We would try and group what we can.

· KM- we have the scripts from last year in the workbook that we can use and change where needs be.

· JF- bulk insert could be used..it is the same thing except new required fields and validation is turned off
· JF- all tested in UAT

· KP- Add field..could be done in conjunction with something or something that needs testing

· KP- right impression to Karen Malkey- what we build will go back to MTTF for approval.

· JF- 3.0 we didn’t test every little thing..those that effected system changes

· KP- this is high level but will build the scripts off the details.
· JF- Hope Parrish is not able to call in and join the meeting.
· JF- March 26th, 2008- complete the testing…then releases would be after that. 

· KP- some of these are going to get interactive between the different parties. CRs are involved. 

· JF- first time…a lot more familiarity on the tool. Not as scary this time.

· JF- IAG is good one to be interactive. 

· KP- IAG- I’m CR1 and RT CR2- then CR1 is to submit, then ERCOT select the parties, then CR2 gets it…
· JF- it doesn’t have to be set up…dummy info in the issue itself.

· KP- is everyone up to speed on MT. 
· KP- scripts built by Jan? 
· JF- no, just what we will test?

· JF- column in spreadsheet..TTPT recommendation. Or look at some and see if they need to be tested.

· KP- special characters

· JF- easily tested in UAT. 
· KM- we would have configuration on our end to work.  
· JF- I didn’t realize it would be configuration on the MP end. 
· JF- configuration on the API part- test one off with the API users…question- that can be looked at. 
· KP- does some of them work themselves in a negative scenario. Have to put in a negative scenario to test out. Negative to get back the positive feedback is right

· Close capability- UAT will mirror the environment right?

· JF- work in on with another issue. Have to submit to get it to work.

· 650 new-workflow

· MVO with meter removal-new workflow

· JF- could have the close incorporated into one of the new workflows

· KP- look into what we’ve built already for the last MT scripts..total of 6

· Kyle- sand box testing.

· Yes, but it wasn’t up all the time

· KP- asked to do- test document and requirement document….filled out assignments to review the requirements. If it makes sense to test those scenario. I understand that most of us have a deep back ground with MTTF. Does the requirement give us a good idea of what we are testing? Then off of that script sub team will meet and build them or go with what we thought. We will want Jennifer and Karen Malkey involved in the script sub team to design them from top to bottom. Home work before actual writing the scripts.

· RT- phase I challenge, we didn’t know what the tool would look like. 

· KP- Karen could get into the tool and show us how things look like and work.

· KP- which way you want to go about it- script sub team develop the scripts. 
· KP- Kyle do you think we can get something together…January 10th. Scripts? No plan of attack- refine the list of testing list…remove from recommendation list to test and combine which ones could be incorporated together.

· KM- has the Requirement document with the testing suggestions been sent to the TTPT exploder. 
· No

· KP- I will send it out.

· KM- I think we can review all during this meeting. I don’t think we need a whole day to meet.

· KP- I would suggest meeting for a day incase you do need it to talk about the details
· KM- feasible- January 4th- and it’s a Friday. 

· JF- I’m available and so is Karen.

· KM- lets do January 4th- don’t need a lot of participation. Small group. 

· Karen- everyone with API will test everything. All have different coding. API users will not have a choice.

· KM-action item to schedule room at the MET Center for Jan 4th
· Kyle P send note out with test requirements.
FLIGHT UPDATE:

· Flight 1007 Update

· Refund from Day 20- should wrap up. We need to do maintains
· Certification letters have been going out.

OTHER UPDATES:

· Update from PUCT

· RMS last month- approval on market metrics.
· MMWG- create the templates

· TX Set Update

· Demand response, AMR- distributed generation- waiting to see 

TTPT ACTION ITEMS:

· Review of TTPT Action Items (Attachment)

· Anything New

NEXT MEETING PREPARATION:

· Identify Agenda Items

· Identify it do items before next meeting

· Review MarkeTrak Phase II Requirements and decide which requirements need to be tested by the market. Determine if GUI testing will be volunteer or mandatory.

· Next meeting dates-
· January 4, 2008 MET Center (Room 211 9:30am – 3:00pm)

· January 17, 2008 MET Center (Room 209 9:30am – 3:00pm)

ADJOURN



	Action Items / Next Steps:

	· Kyle Miller- Define scripts for TDSP/Change Establish Service Providers track and bring back for the next meeting to review.
· Gene Cervenka- SIM Date- Jan 7, 2008 – Update website and send to the TTPT distribution list.

· Gene Cervenka- Create dummy 997 to use for connectivity test scripts, save in file cabinet and update scripts where to find. Bring back to next meeting

· Daryl Everett- Update scripts CON51, 54 and 56 to replace 814 series with 997. Bring back to next meeting to review

· Farrah Cortez- reserve room at the MET Center for next TTPT meeting on January 4th
· Farrah Cortez- reserve room at the MET Center for the following meeting on January 11th
· Kyle Patrick – Send MarkeTrak Phase II testing requirement document to TTPT distribution list.
· TTPT Team- Think about leadership

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	












































