
	DEWG/SDAWG Event Summary

	Event Description: MTTF Meeting
	Date:  7/1/2008
9:00am to 12:30pm
	Completed by:  Valerie Schwarz

	Attendees:  Karen Malkey-CNP, Michael Taylor- ERCOT, Valerie Schwarz- ERCOT, Gene Cervenka- ERCOT, Farrah Cortez- ERCOT, Johnny Robertson- TXU ES, Laura Gonzalez – Constellation New Energy, Jonathan Landry – GEXA, Monica Jones – Reliant, Darrell Hobbs – ONCOR, Carolyn Reed- CNP
Phone: Ruben Alvarado- Direct, Cheryl Franklin- AEP, Rachel Byars- Direct Energy, Norman Taylor – TXU ES, Eric Schall- CNP, Jennifer Smith – Ambit, Anna Thompson, Carrie - , Kim Oblinger - Accent

	

	1.
Antitrust Admonition and Agenda Review 

· Admonition Read
· Agenda reviewed

2.
Update from each MP  who has registered for  API testing- provide                   


a status (% complete) of where they are at for each release – will need to provide to RMS

For those that signed up for the GUI – update on testing in sandbox 
· Testing in sandbox

ERCOT – Working around some defects. About 5% complete testing (ITEST). 100% on design and build. – G. Cervenka
· Release 2
Design %

Build %

Internal Testing %

Centerpoint

100%

100%

0%

Oncor

90%

10%

0%

TXU (Assurance and Luminant)
100%

10%

0%

TNMP

Not on call
Not on call
Not on call
Reliant

No updates still developing

No updates still developing

No updates still developing

· Release 3

Design %

Build %

Internal Testing %

Centerpoint

0%

0%

0%

Oncor

0%

0%

0%

TXU (Assurance and Luminant)

0%

0%

0%

TNMP


Not on call

Not on call

Not on call

Reliant

No updates still developing

No updates still developing

No updates still developing

· GUI Testing Volunteers

MPs

Status of GUI testing

Accent

Having difficulties with digital certificates. Not able to get in and perform any testing as of yet.

AEP 

Had issues at the beginning but a Java update to their computer fixed the issue.  AEP was in there for about a week and put some test issues in. Now they are unable to get back in and will check with the IT department.

G. Cervenka- we are currently under migration and testers should not try to access MarkeTrak test environment until migration is finished (please see more information below)

Ambit

No update

Cirro

No update

Constellation

Everything is going good.

Direct

Going good. No issues to report.

Expert Energy

No update
First Choice
Everything is going good.
Gexa

Everything going fine so far

Integrys

No update

Tenaska

K. Farley- Representative for Tenaska was unable to be on call and would provide update later.

Tex Rep 1

No update

· Sandbox update

· Email was sent stating for no one to access MarkeTrak test environment from 8am yesterday (June 30th) until further notice due to migration. – G. Cervenka
· Migration is planned to complete on Thursday morning, July 3rd. An update will be sent to the market informing them when migration is complete and to verify that everyone is able to get back in. – G. Cervenka
· Sandbox changes were supposed to go in June 20th but there were some issues due to the enormous size. We were given two options: 
· Completely wipe out sandbox and have it ready by that Friday but would lose anything up to date and would have to reload ESI IDs.  
· Wait until this week when they can migrate the changes in with the changes so far in sandbox. 
K. Malkey contacted others for opinions and it was decided that they didn’t want to lose all of the issues to play with so the consensus was to wait until this week instead of wiping out all of the information tested so far.
· Encourage everyone to play in the sandbox. -  K. Malkey
3.     Technical Review Meeting for WSDL Release 2-B) – M. Taylor
· Please see MarkeTrak Technical Review 2b on MarkeTrak Task force meeting page for details on requirements and Changes to API and Bulk insert.

· Requirement 5 - Add Bulk Parent Issue Number to help with reporting on issues submitted with Bulk insert.
· Requirement 9 - Comments Required on Siebel Chg/Info Subtype

· API Change: This was a large structural change to the API. Please see Technical Review presentation for details.

· Question: When comments go over 3500 characters, we currently have the comments roll over into an additional “notes” attachment for the issue. Will this requirement change our roll over process? – K. Malkey

· Not sure. That would be business change. – M. Taylor

· Requirement 10 – Add Service Period Start/Stop to certain D2D subtypes
· API Changes: had to add optional StartTime and StopTime elements to RespType complex types.  Legacy data issues will not have values for StartTime or StopTime therefore we made it optional. It would have caused parsing errors otherwise.
· Requirement 11 – Add ISA Field to certain D2D subtypes
· API Changes: had to add optional “ISANum” element to “D2d997RespType” and “OtherRespType” complex types, otherwise it would have cause parsing errors.  Define an “ISANumDef” element as string 9 character max

· Requirement 12 – Reject Txns sub-type Changes 

· Will now require a reject Code field be entered on Submit.  This field will be a drop down list of TX Set reject codes associated with the selected reject transaction type.

· Reduce Tran Type selections in drop down list.

· Question: On your screenshot you show “(None)” as an option. Is this a valid entry for this field? – K. Malkey

· “(None)” is not valid. We will require that something be entered. – M. Taylor
· Requirement 20 – Capture Date of 1st Begin Working in a new field called “First Touched”

· Move “Issue Available Date” field (when the issue is available to be worked) from system section to Info section for GUI User viewing. You will be able to run reports comparing these two fields to see how long issues are being worked.

· Question: Will this record the very first Begin working, as in the first time the issue is touched?

· Yes only the first begin working. Will not capture any other Begin working transitions. – M. Taylor

· Question: LSE we were trying to get accurate information on how long issues are taking to get worked. Is there any other field where we can get some results for when we were responsible party till when the next one starts working?
· The only place you would see that information would be in the state change history workflow at the top of the issue, but you cannot report on it. I will double check on any fields that we could possibly report on that will give you that information. – M. Taylor
· Requirement 30 – New Total field added to DEV IDR sub-types

· Requirement 34 – Support XML Special Characters – Pushed back to a later Release
· Ran into unexpected problem. The Soap layer was throwing errors when we were trying to implement the workarounds. This requires a little more research on what is going on with it to get a solution. 
· Update from email sent to K. Malkey from Hope Parrish (ERCOT)

· Requirement 34 has been moved to release 3.  There is a missed impact on the xml characters on the web side that is affecting the TIBCO environment. – Hope Parrish (ERCOT)
· Calendar Review – K. Malkey
· Question: When did ERCOT UAT testing begin? – K. Malkey

· Last Wednesday (June 25th) or Thursday (June 26th) – G. Cervenka

· Wsdl and xsd for release 2b went out. 
· We completed all of the training classes. They all went really well. 
· Question: July 10th Release 2b changes going to be in sandbox?  Would the time it’s taking to get 2a in sandbox interfere with time it will take to get 2b in sandbox? – K. Malkey

· July 10th is still a firm date. – G. Cervenka

· Reliant has agreed to provide Bulk Insert Templates to the Market when Release 2 goes into production.  We would like to go over them and have everyone play with them in the sandbox when 2b changes go in.  Will set up meeting to discuss – Action Item. 

· Orientation meeting is set for July 30th. Notice went out. Highly recommended that all of the people that signed up for the GUI and API users to attend – Action Item.
· Having M. Taylor to check on the Release 3 sandbox open and wsdl to go out. On the same day on timeline. - Follow up Item
· Only a month in a half away for 2b but would like to find the schedule for moving to production since it is taking more time now since it is so big.
· Taking time limits off right now until we found out more. We will find out Thursday morning after migration. - Follow up Item – M. Taylor
4.
MarkeTrak - acceptable response times and examples of what they are seeing so that we can  

discuss how we are to measure degradation on MarkeTrak. – K. Malkey
· Request from TDTWG
· TDTWG is looking at SLA for MT and were asking about the degradation on MT. What do we want to see as degradation (response times). What are acceptable response times? Even from API Query lists, update.

· Look at all information. Might be when you access MarkeTrak and go to next step. TDTWG has a face to face meeting in August so we would like to get results back for that meeting with what we feel are acceptable response times. Do we need more information? – Action Item
5.
Retention of MarkeTrak data – overview – D. Michelsen
· There is currently too much data in MarkeTrak and to help with performance we would like to have some discussions on retention time of MarkeTrak data so that we may clear up some database space. 

· We are working with the legal department on what standard MarkeTrak issue information falls into.  
· It is believed that we have a 2 year online retention requirement and 7 year database retention. 

· We need to discuss with the Market where this should fall into.

· Thinking that it will fall in the 2 year retention so it would be available to Market for 2 years. 
· What information would we need for access and how long to keep information up there?

· What information do we want?

· Too much data in there already. Every issue on screen is very small compared to how much data is actually saved for that issue.  Could be hundreds of rows in the database for 1 issue.

· Suggestion: if the issue has been closed for 6 months it will archive off the state change history but no issue information.  Could also do calendar years. The only reason you would be changing the state history on an issue, would be to provide a comment. It wouldn’t be live, but it would be able to pull up.

· Questions:

· We must get legal confirmation. Can you give facts on this? What you are looking at? Estimated improvements?  Taskforce to review and give input on how it will impact their companies. – K. –Malkey

· Good, hard data will be difficult to come back with due to environments, but I will bring you what I can find. - Follow up Item – D. Michelsen
· How will the change history be displayed if we use your suggestion?
· You can see it on screen if you select it in the options display on your profile.  We would only need that change history form for an audit. – D. Michelsen

· If you were running a Query detail are you hitting that table? - Phone

· Not sure but think that it takes a certain type of report to hit that table.  This change would help drastically. – D. Michelsen
· Until this is archived we will still have problems with Mass update? – Cheryl
· We won’t be able to mass update any time soon.  – D. Michelsen

· Can you tell me what the different types of testing you did when you bring back information? – K. Malkey

· Sure I can tell you. - Follow up Item– D. Michelsen
· Will this affect reporting? Will reporting not capture rates of submission? – J. Landry
· I will have to talk to development. You will be able to report on one table and we can retain that one table. For any other type of information you will have to send in a request.

· Can we add this as a requirement for release 3? Can we add this functionality to make a request through the report tree? – K. Malkey

· It would be a control change. – M. Taylor
6.         Request of Bulk Insert size limit – Newly added discussion
· K. Malkey received an email from Hope Parrish (ERCOT) stating that the Security and Architecture team Requests that we have a size limit on bulk insert files since it will bring the system down.  Asking MarkeTrak Task Force to think about what is acceptable.  

· Currently the largest size is 25MB. I will look into what the largest bulk insert file submitted to date is. –M. Taylor
· Asking MPs to go back and look at the largest Bulk insert files they have sent to get ideas. - Action Item– K. Malkey  

· Update from TXU: Largest file to date sent was for 204 issues. We would be okay with putting a limit on 500. – J. Robertson
· Reliant disagrees with 500 limit due to their large amount of issues submitted through bulk insert.

· Questions: 
· Does that affect other users when you get a large amount of issue submitted on a Bulk Insert? – Phone

· Bulk Insert process is single threaded and is completely separate from the API servers. – M. Taylor
· Are we looking at size or number of rows? – J. Robertson
· Looking at maximum number of rows. – M. Taylor

· What kind of error would we receive when we put this into place? – J. Landry
· The limit would be on how you created your Bulk Insert File. – M. Taylor

· Can we possibly make a limit on certain subtypes? (ex: only on D2D issues) – M. Jones
· That could me a possibility. It is up to the Market to decide on how they would like to limit this. File size, row size, certain types, etc. – M. Taylor
· 7.         Requested Agenda Topics for next meeting
· I would like to address the SLA on MarkeTrak.  We have people working Sat and Sun and they are dead in the water when it is down. – J. Robertson 

· SLA says Monday to Friday 7am to 7pm. – K. Malkey

· There is current discussion in TDTWG to extend ERCOT’s outage hours.  Looking to move the 12 hour to 18 hours. They will be bringing back statistics at the next meeting. Provide your input with the hours, extended hours, what weekends you would prefer, what you like and don’t like, etc 
· If you are interested in attending the TDTWG face to face meeting please let me know so that I may request a bigger room. – K. Malkey 
· Would like to see a possibly list of planned future outages.

8.         Other Discussion
· Why were so many wsdl and xsd files sent out?
· Send so many xsd and wsdl because we found errors. – M. Taylor
· Can we note in the wsdl when it was released? 
· It is noted in the wsdl. – M. Taylor
· There is no meeting scheduled for July. If you would like any topics discusses, please contact K. Malkey.

· 

	Action Items / Next Steps:

	1. Action Items
a. Discussion with Reliant concerning Bulk Insert template creation for Release 2. 

b. Market Test Orientation meeting is set for July 30th. Highly recommended that all of the people that signed up for the GUI and API users to attend.
c. TDTWG has requested that MTTF review their MarkeTrak performance and respond with what they feel are acceptable response times so that they can accurately measure MarkeTrak degradation. TDTWG has a face to face meeting on August 6th so we would like to get results back for that meeting with what we feel are acceptable response times. Do we need more information?
d. ERCOT requested MTTF to find an appropriate size limit for Bulk Insert files. Asking MPs to go back and look at the largest Bulk insert files they have sent to get ideas on what size limits we can respond with.
2. Follow up Items
a. M. Taylor is checking on the Project calendar concerning the Release 3 Sandbox open and wsdl release occurring on the same day.

b. Would like to find the schedule for 2b moving to production since it is taking more time now since it is so big.  Taking time limits off right now until we found out more. We will find out Thursday morning after migration.

c. D. Michelsen will come back to MTTF with the following information concerning the retention of MarkeTrak data:

i. Legal confirmation (what category does MarkeTrak data fall into)

ii. Suggestions

iii. Estimated improvements
iv. What was tested on to get these estimates

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	


