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	NOTES

	AGENDA:

Call meeting to order
 

· Antitrust Admonition           
ERCOT strictly prohibits market participants and their employees who are participating in ERCOT activities from using their participation in ERCOT activities as a forum for engaging in practices or communications that violate the antitrust laws.  The ERCOT Board has approved guidelines for members of ERCOT Committees, subcommittees and working Groups to be reviewed and followed by each market participant attending ERCOT meetings.  If you have not received a copy of these Guidelines, please send an email to Sheila Letkeman at sletkeman@ercot.com to receive a copy.

· Disclaimer 
All presentations and materials submitted by Market Participants or any other Entity to ERCOT staff for this meeting are received and posted with the acknowledgement that the information will be considered public in accordance with the ERCOT Websites Content Management Operating Procedure.                                                           

Introductions
MarkeTrak GUI performance metrics- Trey Felton
Project update from ERCOT/Test Script Discussion - Dave/Tammy
-Seek to reduce the number of MarkeTrak scripts during the flight from the current number of 40
-Review/Discuss defects from MarkeTrak Phase II (examples provided)
Finalize test scripts    
Other Business-
NOTES:

Synopsis:

· Group ok’d removing Rescission scripts 2, 4, 7,  8, 9 & 10

· Keeping IAG Reversal of fees script 3 and Market Rule script 7

· ERCOT is unable to share test results with the market

· WSDLs to go out 3/12. Workflows approximately a week later

· Workflow with deliverables, milestones, etc will be developed by chairs

· Group should start discussing phase 3 and what will be needed to ensure adequate testing

1. Performance Metrics
a. Slides will be emailed to MTTF participants by request and will be posted on meeting page ***

2. Project update from ERCOT/Test Script Discussion – Dave/Tammy
a. Carolyn – iterations – 

i. Tammy – thought process is for subtypes that changes more would have more iterations.

ii. Carolyn – task force decided to do notice to find out who wants to participate.

1. So far have received 3 tdsps (CNP, AEP, Oncor) ONCOR & CNP testing API and GUI
2. Gexa, TXUE, Reliant and AEP  testing GUI, TXU, Reliant

3. Not sure if will have issue with # of MPs wanting to test

4. Have asked for deadline of noon today – so far only 3

5. That being the case, if we need to test with 3 CRs each script, 3 tdsps, still an issue?

6. Dave – do not believe that 6x the # of scripts is a problem

7. Tammy – list does not include the 8 previously referenced to remove due to validations being unable to run in CERT environment

8. Carolyn – email notifications or autocompletes based on Siebel substatus

9. Tammy  - Siebel will be available for rescission to have switches in place, but if service order sits in certain state, auto transition will not happen, so those scripts were eliminated

10. Carolyn – one of the scripts was testing new functionality as well as email functionality. Can we not test part of the script?

11. Tammy – we are testing that with other scripts that carry through lifecycle.  We may be able to accommodate up to where doesn’t function. But if another script covers the missing portion we don’t need to duplicate

12. Carolyn – as long as we are testing the new transitions somewhere that should be ok.  Ok with removing rescission script 2, as 3 covers it.

13. Tammy – on rescission 6, change ESIID ends up testing the same thing and once ESIID is replaced with valid, same functionality as 4

14. Carolyn – would like 7, 8, 9 and 10 tested up to where system cannot support

a. Rescission 7 – since this is a new subtype, centerpoint wants this tested

b. Tammy – since we test esiid validation on most subtypes, thought could remove.  Could add step on script to test an invalid ESIID and that will work

i. Group agreed

ii. Carolyn ok with removing rescission script 7

c. Rescission script 8 – Centerpoint wants tested up to green line where email notification sent

i. Tammy – this requires Siebel setup for this entire script. 

ii. Dave – will have to have multiple transactions entered into CERT to support a situation that would work with every step of this.  We would have to do an 814_20, drop mvi, etc to support every piece of the script.

iii. Dave – CERT environment does not match production. This is to certify MPs before they hit the market. That is why data doesn’t match production. This data is only used to certify new MPs and is not a production test environment.

iv. Carolyn – inability to do this script is due to inability to set up? That is not acceptable

1. If 8 or 9 are tested that is different.

2. Tammy – this is a happy path covered by another script until REP does not submit transaction

3. Carolyn – if that is the case, fine with that

4. Monica – can we add a column stating what is being tested in other scripts?

5. Carolyn – as this is a new subtype, shouldn’t we test this?

6. Tammy – difference in 1 and 8 is that 8 the MP does not submit transaction. Everything up to the submission is done in script 1.  Eliminating 8 allows testing of everything up to point where we cannot put the information into CERT.

a. We do test this in ITEST, but we do not have ability to auto-transition based on Siebel status in CERT

b. Jonathan – for step 1, that is a manual completion

c. Tammy – yes.

d. Jonathan – so would not be testing anything automatic. 

e. Cheryl ok with removing 8

f. Cheryl – if wasn’t valid ESIID – some subtypes don’t require ESIID – does this on require an ESIID?

g. Carolyn – yes, this one does

h. Group ok’d deleting Rescission script 8.

b. Rescission 9, 10 – group ok to remove due to timer not being accessible in CERT

i. What are you doing in ITEST?

ii. Tammy – in ITEST we can control timing – we can make 20 minutes = 20 days. 

iii. Carolyn – can you share results from itest?

iv. Dave – no

v. Carolyn – that is useless to me

vi. John Schatz – we don’t want code – want testing results

vii. Dave – no, we can’t send ITEST results to MPs.  Has to be consistent with all ERCOT systems. All goes through test. Market does not test our code or functionality.  Like MIS – there was no market participant testing. Like 4.0, MPs do not test 4.0 code. 

viii. Carolyn – where we cannot test functionality in CERT, can we get results from you testing it?  You state tested 

ix. Dave – you have not tested acquisition process and you cannot. 

x. Diana – other stuff doesn’t affect what we have to do in our systems as much as this does. If my guys can’t verify that functionality was tested outside of ERCOT, we need a test outside of ERCOT verifying that what you did worked.

xi. Dave – that is a big change from how we have always operated.  Like acquisition – that is market testing post ITEST environment. That is not testing. This is certification for MPs with ERCOT code.  This does not allow modifying of ERCOT code. It allows MPs to verify they can function with ERCOT code.

xii. Karen – we don’t have sandbox like in 08 to do multiple roles.

1. With TXSET understand the difficulty

Carolyn – you say testing functionality in ITEST but you cannot give me results.  I need to see results 

xiii. Dave – we are not required to send test results to market. I do not want to set precedent by sending test results outside ERCOT

1. You want us to send you something that states this transaction worked or this didn’t, what did you see?

2. Dave – I cannot open defect tracking to MPs

3.  Carolyn – as this is a Market communications tool, I need to verify that these functionalities work. 

4. Carolyn – not asking for ITEST results – just for functionalities we cannot test

5. Liz – if go into production, cannot confirm and something happens in 20 days and doesn’t work, how long will it take to get resolved and how will we get it fixed?

6. Dave – 0 time between cert and PROD.  Stabilization is same as 4.0 – usually til end of next month but will have to check **** DAVE – CHECK STABILIZATION PERIOD***

7. Tammy – in ITEST, if we found a problem where something fails, it goes to developers and is fixed immediately. 

8. Dave – if you want email that states something transitioned, we can send you that.

9. Carolyn – that’s better than nothing. 

10. Dave  - may be able to set up more of the notifications the system sends to send copies to send to MTTF to show transition worked.

11.  Dave – we have to be at 100% success before can go forward. We have full functionality in ITEST.  Before migrating to cert, if any step failed in ITEST we log, fix, test and verify it worked before goes to CERT. 

12. Kathy – ITEST is UA test environment. But in CERT environment, if we do same test scenario with market, how can we know that test scenario was successful in CERT?

13. Group – cannot happen – missing functionality in CERT that is present in ITEST.

14. Dave – I see where you are coming from, but the market does not have the ability to test ERCOT code.

15. Carolyn – capabilities we had in phase 1 and 2 was a lot more.

16. Dave – was a much simpler application and hardware has been added for functionality. 

17. Carolyn – if something is not available to test in CERT, I want to  know what you tested in ITEST and the results.

xiv. Carolyn – Serena upgrade – would be beneficial to try to do with additional phase 3 enhancements. How will this functionality be tested?

1. Dave – that would be good time to try to get that in (ability to test)

a. Hopefully we will have more flexibility then, but I cannot speak to that at this time.  
2. ***GROUP – START DISCUSSING UPGRADE AND HOW TO DO UPGRADE/PHASE 3 ERCOT Test environment***

c. Carolyn – bulk insert in CERT

i. Phase 2 could see reports – is that part if this critical release?

1. Carolyn – We don’t have MIR in CERT

2. Tammy – cannot test bulk insert and reports

3. **TAMMY – WILL DOUBLECHECK WITH GENE*

4. *****CHAIRS – EDIT FINAL SCRIPT DOC TO REMOVE THE ONES THAT HAVE BEEN REMOVED****

5. ***TAMMY – add explanations as to what is being removed due to being worked on other scripts

d. Market Rule- #7 – group wants left in

i. Tammy – that works

e. Switch holds/usage billing – can ERCOT give ESIID? (as well as for all scripts)

i. Tammy – Yes

3. -Review/Discuss defects from MarkeTrak Phase II (examples provided)
a. Gene verified there were bulk insert scripts in flight last time, so must be a way that bulk insert submissions were sent

i. ***Dave/Tammy – will research and find out how this will work***

b. Carolyn – having ability to have roles helped a lot and would have eliminated problems this time

c. Dave would have helped us too, but this is not an option due to being hooked up to Siebel and due to proprietary info in CERT. 

i. Cannot have users switching to another user due to currently using real data. Last time was fake data

ii. We had dummy data in there but now have production data in there. By switching roles could see all data

iii. If you log in as TDSP X, you can see all of TDSP X’s data – all issues in that TDSP, ERCOT, etc.

4. When will final wsdl and workflows be sent out?

a. Tammy  - 3/12 for WSDL for sure – might need week or so for workflow

b. Marketrak Info Page

***CHAIRS – get final document sent out for final scripts by tomorrow***

***dave – update next meeting regarding ESIIDs***

Tammy – can give ESIIDs, but not BGN’s til last minute

· Kathy S - project plan with deliverables, milestones, etc. 

·  Is there anything like that for this (for MPs)? Dave – don’t have that for this project. 

· *** Chairs will begin work on this*** - high level project plan for critical release



	ACTION ITEMS

	· Chairs – email performance metrics presentation to inquiring parties
· Craig – post performance metrics to meeting page

· Dave – verify stabilization period dates

· Group – start discussing phase 3 and how to do upgrades, testing, etc.

· Tammy/Dave – double-check with Gene regarding testing of bulk insert and how will work

· Chairs – edit final scripting doc to remove scripts that have been removed

· Tammy – edit testing document to add explanations as to what is being removed due to being worked in other scripts (details)

· Chairs – email Gene with final modified scripts

· Dave – provide update next meeting regarding providing ESIIDs to market for testing

· Dave – inquiry the necessary steps to produce a parallel (2nd/3rd) testing environment at ERCOT to test multiple market projects.  This was part of lessons learned from MarkeTrak Phases I and II.


