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	Event Description:  TDTWG     
Web Ex  10:00 to 15:00
	Date:  September 12,  2012
	Completed by:  Jim Rudd 

	Attendees:  
Isabelle Durham – CNP (Chair), Gricelda Calzada – AEP (Vice Chair), Carolyn Reed – CNP, Debbie McKeever – Oncor, Kyle Patrick - Reliant
Dave Farley – ERCOT, Dave Pagliai – ERCOT, Mick Hanna – ERCOT, James Allen – ERCOT, Trey Felton – ERCOT, Susan Munson – ERCOT, Gene Cervenka – ERCOT, Paul Yockey – ERCOT, Jim Rudd – ERCOT

Web Ex Attendees: 
Monica Jones – Reliant
Mike McCarty  – ERCOT
Ted Hailu - ERCOT



	Summary of Event:

	· Isabelle D.: Introductions, Review of Agenda, Antitrust Statement
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, copies are available at the Client Relations desk. Please remember your ongoing obligation to comply with all applicable laws, including the antitrust laws. 

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. 
· Trey – ERCOT System Instances (Outages and Failures) - review
See key documents.

August 4 - 377 minute MarkeTrak outage.

     SLA doesn’t start until 08:00. Therefore, reported down time is less.
     Caused by a “bug”. Ticket opened with vendor.

     Fix in place, but long term resolution not yet implemented.

Monthly release in August. Moved start time to 14:00 per market request.

Retail processing outage that impacted 814_20S. Root cause was disk space issue.
September 2, a 112 minute outage. No protocol impact as it was out of protocol hours.

No questions from group.
· Trey – Review MarkeTrak Performance

See key documents.

API query detail and API update didn’t meet target.
Looks like TX SET 4.0 has put pressure on components.

Dave P – TX SET 4.0 added load to servers.

     Team will look at additional server resources and spreading applications to additional servers.

     Within a few weeks should have something in place and to meet the targets.
Carolyn – will Serena upgrade have an impact? Will help?

Dave – no.

Debbie – Last month, weren’t the problems the opposite?

Dave P. – there was a question which should take longer.

     Displayed on the targets (in the document).

Debbie – GUI takes longer?

Dave P. – yes, always takes longer.

Dave F – Next TDTWG there will be a presentation to explain how MarkeTrak works.

     Will explain what takes longer, what should take longer, etc.

Debbie – will be good to see an explanation to see what should happen.

Dave F – Dave P will spread out components based on the new work loads.
No other questions or comments.

· Trey – Review Retail SLA

See key documents.

Draft of the actual document to be presented next month.

Discussed proposed changes.

Move start time of release weekends from 12:00 to 14:00.

Debbie – can we have that as part of the SLA? The fact that you can take every month, but are only planning 6 in 2013.

Who said 14:00?

Trey – TDSPs requested later.
Debbie – we want later than 14:00.

Gricelda – should be 19:00.

Debbie – do you want us to bring statistics from the TDSP side?

Trey – that would help. Will discuss with group regarding 19:00 start time.

Dave F – need to know what happens between 12:00 and 19:00 to have good start time.

Debbie – Heard different start times (17:00, etc).

     Rules state shouldn’t start until 19:00. 

     Expects her folks at Oncor to say 19:00, which is the rule.

Trey – Market notices remain the same (30, 10, 1 day).

Debbie – may also be a good idea to discuss order of releases.

     Maybe have 19:00 start time, and if more time needed, request it.

Ted – to Debbie – rule regarding AMS?

Debbie – yes. Do you need the rule number?

Gricelda – the rule is 38674.

Trey – is there anything else the market wants in the SLA for 2013?
Debbie – can you state what you’re doing in the releases/outages?

     Be specific with what’s being done on the weekend?

Trey – we are working on being more specific.

Debbie – that would help us so we know if something is a problem on our end or as a result of the outage.

· All – NAESB Upgrade

See key documents.

Discussion about NAESB upgrade.

Debbie – asked the NAESB office for documents. Believes Susan has them.

Susan – yes. Discussion regarding upgrade.

     Got the latest implementation guide.

     ERCOT’s guide is a combination of documents.

     Current latest version of NAESB is 2.0.

     Sent latest documents to Dave.

Dave F – got the documents and we have been reviewing to see what’s different between 1.9 and 2.0.

     There are some changes between 1.6 and 1.9.

     Discussed some of the changes.

     Discussed time limits on responses. 1.6 doesn’t have a limit, 1.9 has a 1 hour limit.

Susan – did ask NAESB if support for old versions would expire. It will not.

     Stated Dave asked what version other markets are using to see benefit for us.

     Other providers have stated not a big deal, but MPs state it is a big deal.

     Talked to Dave as to what TDTWG needed from NAESB.  
     Got the latest implementation guide. Our posted guide is a version of two different NAESB guides.  
     Lots of push back on it because of changes to ANSI standards.

Dave F – stated that he believes NAESB would support their software indefinitely.  
     If a version is deemed to be prone to being hacked, things may change.  
     The standard will be depreciated if the standard is found to be vulnerable.  
     We will do an assessment and look at it. Bring it back here.  
     Would like to have the original Tran ID put back into the market.

     Multi-thread processing eliminates unique timestamps.

     If coded to the currents standards, could be an issue.

     Encryption changes can make it unusable.

    Would like to have the new original Tran ID included.

          Would be nice to know how many errors and resends we’re doing.

     If we’re doing software upgrades anyway, would be a good time to do it. Combine efforts.

     The last NAESB upgrade was outstanding. This is a good time to look at that.

     Then again, if change isn’t needed, and being budget sensitive, may not need it.

                     We have gone over the documents to see what the difference is b/t 1.9 and 2.0.  
                     The difference is they added a few optional elements.  
                          One change was changing the timeline for the handshake so that it would not time out.  
                         We will bring our findings back after reviewing 2.0 and do a presentation at the next TDTWG.  
                         The wholesale gas has the most impact of the change.

Debbie – X12 would be market-wide change.

     ERCOT might want to make the change, but it can be voluntary.

     MPs would have to make the change, right…since backward compatible?

Dave F – in theory, yes. The EDM header tells the software what version it’s on.

     All of the standards are available in ERCOT systems.

     Still have the old EB XML out there as well. It’s old, need to get rid of it.

          Everything is on NAESB now.

     May require one of the MPs to upgrade to 2.0 and test with other MPs on 1.6.

     In theory, we could upgrade one MP at a time.

Debbie – problems in 2005 to comply with guidelines.
Dave F – the issue was because ERCOT was on a different version. 

     Now everyone is on the same version.

Debbie – at next face-to-face can go over this in further detail.

     Need to look at whether it needs to be market-wide or one at a time.

     Need to see if off the shelf packages are compatible.

Dave F – all of the major products are okay. It’s self-made ones that could be the issue.

Debbie – ERCOT would have to do a “deep dive” on this.

Dave – Looks like an SCR.

Debbie – would be a lot of work.

    Through the process, decommission EB XML?

Dave F – that and FTP.

Carolyn – to recap, at face-to-face, we’ll recap with more detail.

Dave F – yes.

Jim R – asked if flight testing is needed, as we discussed this last time.

Dave F – don’t believe it would require full blown test.

     Will have to review that.

Debbie – last time did a full blown flight test.

Dave F – that’s because ERCOT was on FTP and not NAESB.

Debbie – Moved ERCOT to GISB 1.4, then everyone to NAESB 1.6.

     TDTWG coordinated it.

     Didn’t take very long.

     Not sure it would be a flight test, but would be voluntary.

Dave F – with new business rules and software, may run into issues.

     Doesn’t see this as being a major issue requiring flight testing.

     Will really have to do an assessment of what the impact will be.

     The actual mechanism of EB XML shouldn’t be difficult.

· All – Review ERCOT Protocol 16.12
See key docs.

Dave F explained to Nathan Bigbee (filling in for Chad Seely) the reason for this discussion.
Question surrounding the foreign corruption practices act.

Would there be an issue removing this part altogether?
Should we have a rule asking for evidence they’re specifically following the rule?
Debbie – it’s been discussed multiple times.

     We took it from another document.
     Specifically what does the FCPA mean? Seems like it is high level and providing no value.

     Should be able to take it out without reducing value of the protocol.

     Chad stated we could put clarity around it. Would that help?

Nathan – what document did this come from?

Debbie – don’t remember. It was 10 years ago.

Nathan – suspicion is there was ability to use certificate to get trade secrets.

     Could use the value of the certificate for doing bad things.

     If we remove it wholesale, there could be opposition from the board.

Debbie – Chad stated that as well.

Nathan – there isn’t any similar provision with other ISOs.

     Would TDTWG be opposed to requiring certificate holder as a thing of value?

Debbie – no one knew what this was referring to.

     Stated it should be on MIS, but not able to find it.

Sandra – it is on ercot.com. In the Data Transport Guide.

     Market Rules/Data Transport Guides, then bottom of the page.

Dave F – the federal government, on youtube, has lawyers explaining the law.

     Encourages people to look at the videos.

     Understands you can’t use software as a tool to commit fraud.

     Question is how do we monitor that?

     Realistically, it’s the responsibility of the certificate holder.

     Just having cert is meaningless. It’s the roles and functions that matter.

     No one can create blanket certificates.

     What was the vulnerability we tried to solve?

     If a company attests they’re following it, but it there a process to follow the act?
Debbie – the rest of the protocol is specific, but this isn’t.

     Thinks Nathan’s approach is good.

Debbie – it’s a process laid out for USAs.

Dave F – states it’s for this particular user for these roles, and includes timing to delete it

     If an employee leaves, etc.

     Is there a reason for keeping this?

Nathan – if there is vulnerability abroad, why not vulnerability here?

Dave F – can’t solve the problem of American stuff found abroad.

Nathan – there was a purpose there, and a vulnerability that needed to be addressed.

     Open to revising the language.

     Is it an ERCOT sponsored change or market driven?

Debbie – at next face-to face see what we can come up with.

Dave F – look at it independently, then come back with ideas.

Sandra – can be a TDTWG sponsored change.

Nathan – will look it over, then we can compare notes in November.

Dave F – originally because of using products and services as favors.
     Not sure if it was related to call centers being elsewhere.

Debbie – are there call centers abroad?

Group - Yes, there are.

Debbie – can be redlined and blended in to the rest of the protocol.

Sandra – want this in place before next October?

Debbie – before next audit, yes.

Isabelle – by next September to meet October 1, 2013 deadline.

· Additional Ad Hoc Items.

Isabelle – no additional items. Does anyone else have any?

No other items brought up.

· Isabelle – RMS Update.

Isabelle to work offline.
· Meeting adjourned. 


	Action Items / Next Steps:

	Action Items:  

· Protocol 16.12 redlines.
· Trey - SLA.

· Dave P – document how MarkeTrak works.

· NAESB Review

Future Agenda Topics:     
· NAESB upgrade
· Protocol 16.12
· MarkeTrak – how it works
· Retail SLA
2012 Meeting Dates:
· October 3, 2012          WebEx/ Conference Call
· November 7, 2012      Face-to-Face MET Center

· December 5, 2012      WebEx/ Conference Call



	Hot topics or ‘At Risk’ Items:

	·  NAESB


