
	Texas Test Plan Team Meeting

	Event Description: TTPT  Meeting 
	Date:  January 29, 2009
	Completed by:  James Allen

	Attendees:  Kyle Miller (CNP), Gene Cervenka (ERCOT), James Allen (ERCOT), Kyle Patrick (Reliant), Monica Jones (Reliant), Theresa Werkheiser (ERCOT)

Dialed In:  Roger Tenenbown (EC Power), Kristy Tyra (Oncor), Debbie McKeever (Oncor), Becky Taylor (CNP),  Jim Purdy (AEP), Johnny Robertson (TXU), Sandra Tindall (ERCOT), Steve Bordelon (TNMP)
Phone:   866-579-8110   Dial In Code:  614288

	 

	ANTITRUST ADMONITION – Kyle Miller 
**ERCOT EMERGENCY EXIT (when at ERCOT)
WELCOME/INTRODUCTIONS:                                                                            

· Agenda Overview
· Approve November 2008 TTPT Notes – Notes Approved 
· TTPT 2009 Elections 
· K. Miller - Read over the voting procedures for TTPT 

· J. Allen – Read the only nomination he had already received for TTPT Chair:  
· Kyle Miller (Centerpoint)

· K. Miller asked if there were any additional nominations – no additional nominations heard

· K. Patrick put forward a motion to confirm Kyle Miller as TTPT Chair for 2009

· M. Jones – Second the motion

· No contention was heard – The motion carried forward
· Kyle Miller (Centerpoint) was voted in as TTPT Chair for 2009 by acclamation
· J. Allen – Read the only nomination he had already received for TTPT Vice Chair:

· Roger Tenenbown (EC Power)

· K. Miller asked if there were any additional nominations for Vice Chair

· Jim Purdy (AEP) was nominated

· Monica Jones (Reliant) was nominated 
· All parties accepted the nominations 

· A question was asked as to whether or not R. Tenenbown currently had a letter on file with ERCOT as to which Market Participant he was representing in regards to this nomination.  
· S. Tindall offered to research this issue

· Voting was temporarily postponed to investigate the issue.  

· S. Tindall – The TTPT Vice Chair vote can proceed today.  If R. Tenenbown is elected, ERCOT will work with him to get the appropriate letter filed with ERCOT to designate which Market Participant he is representing for TTPT.  

· Voting took place by private ballot and e-mail vote sent to J. Allen.  There was a tie vote between Jim Purdy (AEP) and Roger Tenenbown (EC Power) for TTPT Vice Chair. 
· D. McKeever indicated that TTPT could have Co-Vice Chairs for 2009.
· No contention was heard
· It was agreed that Jim Purdy (AEP) and Roger Tenenbown (EC Power) would serve as the TTPT Co-Vice Chairs for 2009.  
DISCUSSION POINTS:
· Additional DUNS / can it be with a different service provider if new CR track is tested?  Need to adjust current TMTP language? 
· G. Cervenka – The current TMTP language indicates that a Market Participant (MP) that adds an additional DUNS, shall use the same EDI provider, banking relationships, and the same back end systems as the parent DUNS.  Is there any issue with an MP adding an additional DUNS and testing this additional DUNS with a different service provider? 
· K. Patrick - Were they an established service provider?

· G. Cervenka - Yes

· G. Cervenka - Referred the group to Section 3.3.3 of the existing TMTP. 
· R. Tenenbown would like to see this scenario handled as normal ad-hoc testing if possible, because all parties involved are already established. 
· K. Miller – This type of combination would be “new” in many aspects, but I do not want to inhibit the Market in being able to easily make these types of changes if possible.  
· R. Tenenbown – Another option we could consider would be for this new DUNS to test an abbreviated script set for point to point transactions and possibly SKT29

· G. Cervenka – So do we want to add language to the TMTP to say that these additional DUNS numbers will test SKT29?
· Reviewed TMTP 3.3.3 on the projector as a group 

· G. Cervenka - There does not appear to be any current language in the TMTP that covers this specific situation.   

· K. Miller - Re-read the existing TMTP 3.3.3 language for all participants on the phone to hear.  K. Miller’s interpretation of the existing language is that if the additional DUNS is not using the same service provider, then they would need to complete a full functionality test during a full Flight.  However, I (K. Miller) am not opposed to updating this wording or changing this interpretation.  
· Group discussion ensued as K. Miller began making edits to the TMTP based on the discussion.  Please see the edited document posted under Key Docs at http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/01/20090129-TTPT.  

· K. Miller – I will send this edited draft (of the TMTP) out for review and comment.
· SCR47 / email step has been added to script workbook in the File Cabinet; still working on adding it to Scripts and checklist

· G. Cervenka – This issue is being carried forward from the previous meeting.  ERCOT is going to ask the Competitive Retailers (CRs) to send an additional e-mail to ERCOT explaining if they are using a specific date or the standard 12 day date in the 650_04 transaction.  ERCOT is still working on adding this step to the scripts and the checklist.  This will hopefully be done during this Flight (0209).  If not, ERCOT will have it in place before the next test flight.  This issue will also be covered in the daily Flight calls to remind the CRs about this additional step.  As an additional reminder, G. Cervenka will send an e-mail about this issue to all CRs prior to the beginning of the script.  
  

· Update/Create scripts? We have been using the same scripts for the most part for awhile now.  Is there anything we feel should be tested that isn’t currently addressed?
· G. Cervenka – One of the TDSPs put the question to G. Cervenka as to whether or not we needed to add or update any scripts.  G. Cervenka wanted TTPT to address the question and hear comments from the Market.    
· J. Robertson – Do the TDSPs think we are currently testing too many or too few scripts?
· G. Cervenka – I am not sure.  The question was just brought to my attention and I wanted to bring it up for discussion at the meeting today.  
· J. Robertson – I would like to pose a question back to the TDSPs as to if they have been finding errors or experiencing any problems with the scripts.  The TDSPs have the opportunity to see these scripts more frequently than the CRs.    

· K. Patrick - ERCOT also has exposure to these scripts very frequently.  
· S. Bordelon - Why are we not performing a Market test that is more like a production environment? 
· K. Patrick - It actually is much more like a production environment now than it was in the past.  There is more “flow” to the process now than there used to be.  I like the idea of a better “flow” to the scripts, but I do not want to make it more complicated for a new CR to successfully participate. 
· K, Miller - I agree

· S. Bordelon - I agree.  But, if a CR sends in a bad transaction, we should be rejecting it.  I am suggesting that we have the ability to treat the test transactions like they are real transactions in the production environment.  
· K. Patrick - I am not against this proposal, but it may be very difficult to write scripts for.  
· S. Bordelon - I agree it could be challenging to write the scripts.  However, I thought the suggestion was worth discussing.  
· Group discussion followed about various different examples of how transactions are handled now and how they could be handled in production simulated test flight.  It was discussed that the rejecting of invalid transactions could potentially cause very long delays in the Test Flight.  These delays could then negatively impact all MPs involved.  
· K. Miller - What would we suggest to overcome these types of delays and successfully move forward with a script?  How would we remedy that?  
· S. Bordelon - If a CR sends a transaction that fails market rules, the TDSP would reject the transaction and send a reject response to ERCOT.  ERCOT could then notify the CR of the rejected transaction.   

· K. Patrick – In this case, the Flight Administrator would have to be extensively involved in order to get the script back on track.  The Flight Administrator would need to contact the CR to explain to them what happened and then possibly check with the TDSP to see what needs to be done to correct the issue.   

· K. Patrick - As it stands now, I think we need to focus on being able to assist new MPs as much as possible.  We may want to give this topic some more thought and discussion time in 2009 to see if we really want to move in that direction.  
· B. Taylor – I like the idea, but I can see where the delays (rejects, etc) caused by implementing something like this could potentially drag out a Flight Test indefinitely.    
· K. Miller – We will add this topic to the 2009 TTPT Goals.
· S. Bordelon - To address B. Taylor’s comment:  If a CR sends a transaction that rejects, the CR would be responsible for re-submitting that transaction in two days (or some set timeline).  This would help keep the delays to a minimum.  
· K. Miller – As we move forward in 2009, we will have more discussions about the particular scenarios that this change would bring forward.  
· K. Miller – So what do we think our next step should be?  Do we want to add additional notes to the existing scripts?  Do we want to assign this as an action item?
· S. Bordelon - I have don’t have a problem with taking a shot at this and seeing what I can do.   

FLIGHT UPDATE:
· Flight 0209 Update 
· Flight 0209 is shaping up to be a little larger than Flight 1008.  We are looking at just under 13,000 total tasks to complete for 0209.  We currently have 10 new CRs and 9 existing CRs participating in Flight 0209.   
· Discussion item – Approximately 6 months ago, TTPT had discussed how we would handle CRs that want to request an ad-hoc test (after Flight deadline) to test for a banking change, a different service provider, etc.  TTPT had agreed that G. Cervenka would make these types of requests to the TDSPs to be sure that they could accommodate the additional work involved with the ad-hoc test.  What are everybody’s thoughts about this issue?    

· G. Cervenka - As of today, all of the TDSPs have been able to handle the ad-hoc tests.  In addition, if the request is too close to the designated blackout days, G. Cervenka will deny the request and not pose the question to the TDSPs.  
· G. Cervenka – Question to the TDSPs:  Do all TDSPs regularly pull extra ESI IDs to be able to readily handle these ad-hoc requests?  Or do you typically just pull what is needed?

· B. Taylor – We typically just pull what is needed, but pulling additional ESI IDs may be a good idea.
· D.  McKeever – Oncor may not be able to pull extra ESI IDs on a regular basis.  Pulling these ESI IDs is handled by a third party contractor and it can be very resource intensive.    

· S. Bordelon – This is normally a manual process for us as well.  However, we may try to start pulling additional ESI IDs for each Test Flight.   
· G. Cervenka - I do understand that this can be a lot of extra work for the TDSPs, but these ad-hoc requests usually only require testing for 4 additional scripts.  

· 2009 TTPT Goals

· Briefly covered the 2009 TTPT Goals as a group
OTHER UPDATES:

· Update from PUCT 
·  None
· TX Set Update 
· None
TTPT ACTION ITEMS:  
· Review of TTPT Action Items 
· None

· Anything New 
· None 
NEXT MEETING PREPARATION:

· Identify Agenda Items
· TBD

· Identify to do items before next meeting
· None

· Next meeting dates:
· Tentatively scheduled for Thursday, March 26, 2009 at ERCOT MET

· D. McKeever offered to host the meeting in Dallas.     

ADJOURN - 


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	·  S. Bordelon - Will begin working on updating the existing scripts and/or adding notes to the existing scripts in an attempt to have the Flight Test process more closely resemble the current production environment.   

	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	· None













































