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28 Executive Summary — Addendum I
This document is Addendum I to my original two-Part Complaint (see Related Documents).111 
It documents additions and corrections to the original Complaint, and logically forms an ex-
tension of the original Complaint itself.  This addendum “incorporates the original Complaint 
by reference”, including its terminology, Related Documents, numbering scheme, etc.

Hence, hereinafter, the unqualified term “Complaint” includes the original two Parts, plus 
now this Addendum I, unless otherwise specified.  Additional addenda may be published in fu-
ture as circumstances warrant.

28.1 List Of Particulars
■ On July 5, Dan “offered” to “help me with my communication style”, by “vetting” my 

published materials for “inappropriate material”.  I allege this was a hoax, for the 
sole purpose of harassment/abusive-workplace/IIED, with the ultimate purpose 
(which was actually realized) of fabricating false “cause” for dismissal (namely, the 
whole “lazy” scandal).112

■ After I duly/properly submitted my original Complaint, IBM officials refused to re-
spond “promptly” to the submission (not even an acknowledgment of receipt for a 
full week) — and further delay was proposed, based on my STD status.  These de-
lays: (i) constituted hostile work environment, because they violated IBM Law 
promises of “prompt” action to employee problems; (ii) constituted hostile work-
place, because of their basis in knowing the reason for my STD status; (iii) violated 
IBM Law, which guarantees prompt action irrespective of STD status; (iv) constitut-
ed illegal (ADA) disability discrimination (because of STD status).

■ By means of its “BCG Program”, IBM has established “IBM Law” as a contractual 
“condition of employment”.  By all the anti-“IBM Law” actions conducted to date 
(conducted by its agents, named throughout my Complaint), IBM is in breach of 
that contract, and even guilty of unconscionable contract.

29 Typos, Etc.
In this Section, we list various typographical errors (and/or other typographical “infelicities”) 
discovered in the original Complaint since its publication.  None are of substantive conse-
quence; some are merely cosmetic.113

The abbreviations “top/mid/bot” mean “roughly top/middle/bottom of page”; and “fn.” stands 
for “footnote”.

111⋅ The original (two-Part) Complaint document is stable (permanently “frozen”) at its 1.0 version (dated 
August 18, 2011) — it will not be changed or updated.  Instead, any “additions and/or corrections” to the 
original Complaint will be published as Addenda, of which the present document is the first installment. 
This “append-only” practice comports with legal custom (though legal “addenda” are called 
“amendments”).

112⋅ Though, I averted actual dismissal by vigorous prosecution of this Complaint, together with STD leave.
113⋅ Of course, we limit our error-correction to only the body of the Complaint, not the Appendices.
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■ Part I, p. 6 mid: “summarization sentence” should read “ summarization 
sentences”.

■ Part I, p. 9, fn. 14: “leading to Dan” should read “leading Dan”.

■ Part II, p. 7, bot: strike “blacking-out” (that’s not quite synonymous with syncope).

■ Part II, p. 10, fn. 63: “performancs” should read “performance”.

■ Part II, p. 11, fn. 65: “[nzVtCapture.sh]),” should read “(nzVtCapture.sh, Appendix 
O).”.

■ Part II, p. 14, bot: “Appendix R or S” should read “Appendix S or T”.

■ Part II, p. 14, bot: “so I send her a copy” should read “so I sent her a copy”.

■ Part II, p. 25, bot: “didn’t see Blktrace help out” should read “didn’t see how Blk-
trace would help out”.

■ Part II, p. 18, bot: The phrase “that’s not what the thrust of my case was about at 
all” should be italicized.

■ Part II, p. 19, top: In “states no reasons”, “reasons” should be italicized.

■ Part II, p. 24, fn. 91: “way a manager” should be “why a manager”.

■ Part II, p. 26, fn. 97: “Language” would read better as “Circumlocution”.

■ Part II, p. 30 mid: “Appendix AD” should read “Appendix DD”.

30 “Lazy” In Learning SQL
On Saturday, August 20, I just happened to be leafing through a book of mine, Learning SQL 
(first edition, see Related Documents),114 when I noticed it used the word “lazy” in substan-
tively the very same way I did (Appendix Z), i.e.: “If you’re lazy, you can …”.  Appendix GG.a. 
Nothing surprising about that, of course — such wording has never before raised eyebrows in 
the whole history of the world previous to Dan’s “lazy” scandal.

But then, out of due diligence, I wondered: Hmm, my edition is from 2005, that’s a “long 
time” ago in this industry, I wonder if the word “lazy” might have become “disturbing” in the 
technical community in the interim?  So I looked up the second edition (2009) of the same 
book.  The identical passage occurs in both editions.  Appendix GG.b.  If that “lazy” passage 
were so “bad”, you’d think somebody would have complained to the author/publisher, and the 
wording would have been changed/apologized — wouldn’t you?

Oh yes, did I mention that the IBM/Netezza NPS (Network Performance Server), which 
I/Dan/Fritz(/John, etc) all work on, is a “SQL server” (that is, communicates/interacts with the 
world using the SQL language)?  So, the book Learning SQL is directly applicable to this 
Complaint.

Also, did I mention that Learning SQL is a well-known, widespread, standard/elementary in-
troduction the SQL language (not some obscure academic tome that nobody knows about)? 

114⋅ I’d already read it previously, but it’s a life-long (“bookworm”) habit of mine to idly leaf through books 
previously read, just to sort-of “reawaken/solidify/question the knowledge by repetition/revisitation”.
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And that the author, Alan Beaulieu, lives/works in the Greater Boston area — so his use of 
“lazy” isn’t some kind of locality-based idiom, offensive in the Greater Boston area (where 
Netezza’s Marlboro office is located), but not elsewhere.

As if there were ever any question.115

31 Blktrace Finale
A major focal point of Dan’s attack on me throughout has been my work on the Blktrace work 
item I inherited from Sujatha.  Part II, Section 13.

See Appendix U for the status of the published Blktrace wiki page as of June 27.  After I sub-
mitted my original Complaint on August 18, I was finally able to spend some time “finishing” 
the Blktrace work.116  The final product is, of course, excellent work, as all my work has al-
ways been.  Appendix HH.117,118

This totally “puts the lie” to any “(faux) concerns” Dan pretended to have about my technical 
work.

32 Dan: Vetting
(The material in this Section was intended to appear in the original Complaint, Part II, but  
was omitted due to time deadline/pressure.119)

On July 5, at Dan’s “Three Behavior Issues” reconciliation meeting (Section 17), Dan “offered 
to help me with my communication issues”, by “volunteering” to “vet” my written materials 
(principally emails) before I published them.  Of course I didn’t know it at the time, but it 
wasn’t Dan alone who came up with this “vetting” idea — Diane Adams and a lawyer were 
certainly involved, by Dan’s admission (“nor have I ever”, Section 20.1).

115⋅ It would be trivial to exhibit innumerable similar usages of “lazy”, if necessary, by scanning through 
enough books/magazines, doing Google searches, etc.  But that’s not really necessary, is it?  Can we just 
stop pretending now?  “Lazy” (and “lazy”-like) phrases are universal, idiomatic figures-of-speech — not 
trenchant social commentary.  If there were ever a “smoking gun” for abusive/hostile/IIED work-
environment, the “lazy” scandal is obvously it.  Put another way: The “Lazy” scandal is exactly the sort of 
thing that all reasonable people uniformly react to instinctively by thinking/saying, in shocked disbelief: 
“That’s outrageous!”  In fact, this reaction is precisely the informal test for the tort of IIED — also known 
as the “tort of outrage”.

116⋅ Of course, almost any project can potentially be extended ad infinitum.  I’m talking here about “finishing 
Blktrace to the extent the project had been proposed to date, absent chasing down TBD’s, possible future 
extensions, etc.; and anyway Dan ordered me to stop working on it (Appendix II).”  Total effort for the 
delivered Blktrace work was ∼10 days charged to IBM/Netezza (the rest was freely contributed by me, 
from my spare time, during evenings, weekends and STD leave).

117⋅ Note that some of the longer tables in Appendix HH are truncated by the printing/reproduction process, 
but the missing material is only of technical interest .  Enough of the wiki page is properly reproduced to 
convey the “substantive gist” of the work.  (In any case, a complete wiki page is available, in “MHT” 
format, and of course the original exists in the Netezza “Confluence” wiki server.)

118⋅ A simple comparison quickly reveals that my Blktrace work meets, and generally greatly exceeds, the 
standard set by all other work on the Netezza wiki.  Such a comparison (as of August 25) is possible 
during discovery, by the history mechanism of the “Confluence” wiki technology used at Netezza.

119⋅ I was in too much fear/rush at the time to hurry-up and file the original Complaint before I got 
(illicitly/illegally) fired.
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At the time, I didn’t take his suggestion of vetting “seriously” (in the true sense of “serious”, 
as opposed to “Dan’s fabricated faux-serious”), because after all I’d never had any problems 
along these lines in the past.  Nevertheless, just to be sure I was “playing Dan’s ‘game’, ac-
cording to his rules”, I did try (in all seriousness) to search my memory to make sure of my in-
nocence.  The only potential example I came up with was an interaction I’d had with Brian 
Maly, but Dan said that was not a problem.  Appendix Y.

Later, of course, the illicit “vetting” thing became very “faux-serious” indeed, because it pro-
vided Dan the “cover” he wanted/needed for his whole “lazy” scandal.  Appendix Z 
07/11/2011 07:33 AM.

Due to the feverish speed with which Dan “rushed to judgment” (trying to fire me over the 
“lazy” scandal), and the fact that I’d been on leave for over 3 weeks (July 7–31), there was 
only one other example of the “vetting” tactic that can be exhibited.  Appendix JJ.

I also alluded to “vetting” at Appendix KK 08/04/2011 03:54 PM.

Obviously, I allege the whole “vetting” scheme was a fraudulent hoax, not intended for its 
stated purpose of “helping me with my communication style”, but for the sole purpose of ha-
rassment/IIED, with the ultimate goal of fabricating a false “cause” for dismissal — as was ac-
tually accomplished with the “lazy” scandal.

33 Dan’s Public Embarrassment
Since Dan’s demotion of me on June 10 (but never before that date), Dan has made a lot of 
noise about “oversight of my work”, “providing me guidance”, etc.  E.g., Section 13; Appendix 
R; Appendix II.

That is content-free blather (connived with HR, according to Dan’s “nor have I ever”, Section 
20.1) — concocted as a transparent smokescreen for continued harassment, abusive work-
place, seeking-false-reasons-for-dismissal, IIED, etc.  Plain proof has already been given in 
this Complaint, especially involving two where I’ve solved problems Dan himself had tried but 
failed at.120  But in case there is any doubt left, one final example will be presented now.

Appendix KK.  As a result of Dan’s demotion of me, Sujatha had inherited my work on Wahoo, 
and had run into some issues that seemed to indicate “trunk performance regression” (i.e., 
that the NPS code base was becoming infiltrated with code that exhibited unacceptable per-
formance degradation).  Nearly two months after taking over my Wahoo work, Sujatha ap-
proached Dan about this issue.121  Dan double-checked (“reviewed her work-product”) and 
confirmed her conclusion.

So Dan took the extraordinary measure of “going loudly public” with his/Sujatha’s finding, in 
an impressively large high-level email conversation — no doubt in a prideful attempt to en-
hance his/Sujatha’s value in the eyes of the company, and not incidentally to drive home to 
everyone how great a job was being done in Wahoo-land now that he’d removed me from it.

But that scheme backfired.  As the email discussion developed, it turned out that the problem 
was due, not to NPS regression at all, but to Sujatha’s running her tests incorrectly.  The 

120⋅ PerfScore: Section 2.4, footnote #23, Appendix R 06/17/2011 09:27 AM.  nzVtCapture.sh: Section 11, 
footnote #65, Appendix O.

121⋅ Sujatha shouldn’t be criticized here — she was no doubt following Dan’s orders on how to proceed.
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whole “crisis” was a tempest-in-a-teapot.  By unwarrantedly “crying wolf”, Dan had given 
himself a big black eye in public.

The irony is that it could have been easily avoided.  The right thing for Dan/Sujatha to have 
done was to ask me to take a look (I would have spotted Sujatha’s mistake immediately). 
Dan’s desire to “rub my nose in it” blew up in his face.

So much for Dan’s “oversight and guidance” prowess.

34 Proof Of Employment
On Saturday, August 20, I received an email from HR, informing me that my “move”/reloca-
tion from the Cambridge office to the Marlboro office had been formally completed.  Appen-
dix LL.  I had already been reporting to Marlboro since June 13 (Section 6.1), but this 
formality (employee database updating) had been long-delayed by Dan’s inaction.

What was most interesting about that email was not the information about the move itself, 
but that it confirmed my employment status (as of August 19).  This is interesting for the pur-
poses/“standing” of my Complaint, because it shows me as an “employee-in-good-standing” 
(i.e., I hadn’t been fired yet, so my Complaint was properly filed).122

35 Filing Of Original Complaint
On Thursday, August 18, I formally filed my original Complaint to the IBM Corporate Open 
Door process, as well as the Confidentially Speaking process, by email (pursuant to C&A Sec-
tions 2.5 and 4.3, BCG p. 8, etc.).  Appendix MM.

36 Russell Mandel: Justice Delayed123

For a full week following the submission of my original Complaint, I received no response 
whatsoever from anyone — not even an acknowledgment of receipt-of-filing.  Yet, IBM had 
been fully aware that my submission of the Complaint was immanent (Appendix Q: 
08/02/2011 03:07 PM, 08/02/2011 04:18 PM), and was even aware of the urgency of prompt 
action (Appendix AA.b, especially 8/04/2011 07:13 PM).

This delay was: (i) contrary to the provisions of “IBM Law” (BCG + AYJ + C&A), which consis-
tently guarantees “prompt”124 (“∼couple of days”) response to employee problems.  Hence it 
constituted another act of hostile-workplace.

Therefore I followed-up by email on August 25.  Appendix NN.

122⋅ Admittedly, IBM hasn’t made a “lack-of-standing” argument to date; but it doesn’t hurt to plan ahead. 
As of the date of this Addendum I, my IBM/Netezza network credentials still work (though I’ve noticed 
some irregularities, e.g., some service disruptions when I try CC’ing some emails to my personal [non-
IBM] email account).

123⋅ “Justice delayed is justice denied.”  — Traditional legal maxim.  Attribution in this exact form uncertain, 
but probably originating in the Magna Carta, 1215–97 (various versions), clause 40 (underline emphasis 
added): “We will not sell, nor will we deny or delay, right or justice” (Nulli vendemus, nulli negabimus 
aut differemus rectum aut justiciam).

124⋅ BCG, pp. 7, 8: “IBM will promptly review your report …”
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Finally, Russell Mandel responded later that day (August 25), after his “returning from vaca-
tion”.125  In his response, Russell stated he wouldn’t “discuss [my] concerns directly with 
[me]” until I returned from STD leave.

This further attempt at delay/postponement of investigation/justice126 constituted: (ii) contin-
ued/ongoing illicit hostile-workplace, because he knew127 the very reason I was on STD leave 
was due completely to the very abuse/IIED inflicted upon me by this case.

Furthermore, Russell’s attempted delay was: (iii) contrary to the stated terms of IBM Law, 
which everywhere emphasizes prompt dealings with employee concerns — explicitly includ-
ing employees “on leave”.128  In other words, by his misinterpretation of the “on leave” clause, 
this was now the second time129 Russell exposed himself as corrupt and/or incompetent — be-
cause the “on leave” clause was a term of IBM Law that he, as “C&A SME”, knew or should 
have known.

Finally, Russell’s attempted delay constituted: (iv) discrimination on the basis of (mental 
health) disability.  Hence it was contrary to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) — thus 
illegal.

37 IBM Law: Contractual Nature; Non-Optionality
It is extremely important to point out that “IBM Law” constitutes a binding, enforceable con-
tract — bilaterally (that is, it binds not only the employee, but also IBM).130  That’s because 
IBM Law (the cornerstone of which is the BCG, but the BCG “incorporates by reference” 
many other documents, see BCG p. 31) constitutes a condition of employment at IBM.  Specif-
ically, all IBM employees in general (and I myself in particular; Section 20.2) are required 
(non-optionally) to review and formally certify (“pledge allegiance”) to the BCG — yearly. 
This is called the “BCG Program”.  Appendix OO.

In this (contractual) light, it is very significant to note that my filing-of-[cC]omplaint (both 
small-“c”-complaint and big-“C”-Complaint) was non-optional.  I was actually required (non-
optionally) to file a report — and likewise IBM is required (non-optionally) to investigate my 
report, and to affirmatively (non-optionally) “not tolerate” retaliation — by the very strict, un-
ambiguous and “non-optional” wording131of the BCG itself (p. 8, emphases added):

■ “If you know of, or have good reason to suspect, an unlawful or unethical situation 
or believe you are a victim of prohibited workplace conduct, immediately report the 
matter through any of IBM’s Communications Channels …”

125⋅ I don’t know “on whose behalf” Russell responded: I’d submitted my Complaint to the Corporate Open 
Door and Confidentially Speaking processes, not to his C&A process.

126⋅ For the purposes of C&A investigation, “vacation-time” is not a qualifying condition.  It’s not mentioned 
as such in IBM Law, and it’s certainly not the sort of thing any competent professional operation (as 
IBM’s C&A program claims to be) would fail to plan back-up for.

127⋅ I had explained my STD situation in the Complaint, Section 26.
128⋅ The “IBM Law” documents I have available to me don’t seem to specify whether or not the term “leave” 

applies to “STD”.  However, that usage is “usual and customary”; therefore I am justified in adopting that 
usage in the context of IBM Law (by the principle of contra proferentem).

129⋅ The first time was documented in Section 22.
130⋅ And the principle of contra proferentem surely applies to the BCG in fullest force.
131⋅ The wording is so clear, contra proferentem need not even be invoked here.
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■ “… these programs allow you to submit your concerns online, by email, regular 
mail, fax or phone.”

■ “IBM will promptly review your report of unlawful or unethical conduct, and will 
not tolerate threats or acts of retaliation against you for making that report.”

My Complaint is replete with alleged (and proven) violations of various terms of the “BCG 
Contract” (especially, but not limited to, clauses involving “unlawful or unethical conduct”, 
“prohibited workplace conduct” and “threats or acts of retaliation … for making that report”), 
by various named, officially appointed agents/employees of IBM.  Hence, all such alleged vio-
lations constitute allegations against IBM of fraudulent breach of contract as well (because, 
IBM agents knew IBM would not enforce certain clauses — the “will-not-tolerate-retaliation” 
clause in particular).

Let’s make this even clearer.  The “non-optional-report-filing” clause of IBM Law has the fol-
lowing consequence.  If any authorized IBM agent were to simultaneously (i) be aware of the 
contractual nature (i.e., BCG certification) of IBM Law (including its non-optional clause re-
quiring me to file the report I filed), yet (ii) was actively engaged in retaliation (against said 
filing of report), then IBM would stand vulnerable to accusation of knowingly perpetrating a 
fraudulent unconscionable contract upon me (and therefore upon all employees).  Diane 
Adams is clearly one such a person (as we know from Dan’s “nor have I ever” admission, Sec-
tion 20.1), and it is equally clear there are many other such people in this saga in various ca-
pacities (for example, Russell Mandel, by way of his self-described “SME” expertise, yet 
“STD/leave-delaying” tactics).  And I do hereby make such an accusation (of unconscionable 
contract) against IBM.
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APPENDICES — Addendum I

GG Learning SQL, “Lazy”
▶Example colloquial use of the phrase “... if you’re lazy, you can ...”, in a technical context — 
without irreparable damage to the reading audience.◀
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GG.a First Edition (2005)
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GG.b Second Edition (2009)
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HH Final Blktrace Wiki Page
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II Email Chain: Stop Working (August 26)

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: Walter Tuvell
Date: 08/26/2011 10:28 AM
Subject: *IBM Confidential: STD

I see by your frequent changes to the wiki page that you are working on the disk 
streaming behavior problem while you are out on Short Term Disability (STD). 
While I understand your desire to continue to make progress on this assignment, 
you should stop working now since you are on STD.  It is more important that you 
focus on getting well and returning to work fully able to participate as a member of 
the Netezza Performance Architecture team.  Also, it is inappropriate for me to give 
you assignments or to interact with you to properly manage the execution of assign-
ments while you are out on STD.  As I'm not able to interact with you as I would 
were you here, it is impossible for me to supervise your work and provide guidance 
that will ensure that this assignment (or any other) is being performed in the way 
that is best for IBM.

Please let me know that you have received this email and please include in your re-
ply one or more phone numbers that I can reliably use to get in touch with you.

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Daniel Feldman
Date: 08/26/2011 10:33 AM
Subject: *IBM Confidential: Re: STD

I will not do any more work on this, or on anything else.

I am not available by phone.  Anything that needs to be said to me can be done via 
Notes.

JJ Email Chain: Email Vetting (August 4)

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Daniel Feldman
Date: 08/04/2011 10:58 AM
Subject: Vet, please

To: Jay Wentworth
Subject: NPS disk partitions?

Hi Jay, I have a question for you.  (Or, if you know of a better person to ask, a refer-
ence pointer.)
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I'm doing a wiki page on the "Blktrace Suite" of tools (search Confluence wiki for 
"blktrace", you want the page entitled "Blktrace, Blkparse, Btt").

The PNG attached to this note is one of the graphics on the wiki.  On the y-axis, it 
shows the "block" (actually, 512-byte disk sectors) numbers for one NPS device, 
during ~14.5 min of a multi-stream (muqry) test run.  The graphs is noticeably 
banded into 4 horizontal bands, which I believe are disk partitions.  Can you tell me 
what those bands are for?  And, what are their typical sizes (this is a TF6 I used for 
this test)?

It's my (shaky) understanding that the disk's outer cylinders correspond to low sec-
tor-numbers (i.e., the bottom band), and it's used for the NPS primary partition.  Is 
that right?  And the inner cylinders (top band) are for mirror secondary, right?  And 
one of the other bands is for nztmp (is that's it's correct designation), but which 
one?  And what about the last band (I think I may have heard about it in some video 
presentation, but I'm not sure)?

Also, do you have any idea what that huge vertical blank-ish region in the middle 
third of the graph (it means there are nearly no writes happening during that time 
range) is doing?

Thanks!

▶Attachment (Rplot.bno_c.png) omitted (irrelevant to this Complaint).◀

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: Walter Tuvell
Date: 08/04/2011 01:34 PM
Subject: Re: Vet, please

This is fine.  If it were me, I'd include a link to the relevant wiki page rather than 
requiring him to search for it.  The principle is: if you're asking someone to do 
something for you, you should make it as easy as possible for them to do it.  Up to 
you, though.

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Jay Wentworth
Date: 08/04/2011 01:44 PM
Subject: NPS Disk partitions?

Hi Jay, I have a question for you.  (Or, if you know of a better person to ask, a refer-
ence pointer.)

I'm doing a wiki page on the "Blktrace Suite" of tools.  (Search Confluence wiki for 
"blktrace", you want the page entitled "Blktrace, Blkparse, Btt".  Alternatively, if 
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you're connected to the Netezza network in such a way that hyperlinks from Notes 
work for you, you can click http://wiki2.netezza.com:8080/display/Perf/Blktrace
%2C+Blkparse%2C+Btt if you wish.)

The PNG attached to this note is one of the graphics on the wiki.  On the y-axis, it 
shows the "block" (actually, 512-byte disk sector) numbers for one NPS device, dur-
ing ~14.5 min of a multi-stream (muqry) test run.  The graph is noticeably banded 
into 4 horizontal bands, which I believe are disk partitions.  Can you tell me what 
those bands are for?  And, what are their typical sizes (this is a TF6 I used for this 
test)?

It's my (shaky) understanding that the disk's outer cylinders correspond to low sec-
tor-numbers (i.e., the bottom band), and it's used for the NPS primary partition.  Is 
that right?  And the inner cylinders (top band) are for mirror secondary, right?  And 
one of the other bands is for nztmp (is that it's correct designation), but which one? 
And what about the last band (I think I may have heard about it in some video pre-
sentation, but I'm not sure)?

Also, do you have any idea what that huge vertical blank-ish region in the middle 
third of the graph (it means there are nearly no writes happening during that time 
range) is doing?

Thanks!

▶Attachment (Rplot.bno_c.png) omitted (irrelevant to this Complaint).◀

KK Email Chain: Dan’s Public Embarrassment

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: Steve McAfee, Gordon Booman, Jay Wentworth, Fritz Knabe
Cc: netezza-perf-arch, John Metzger
Date: 08/04/2011 11:43 AM
Subject: Trunk performance regressions
Folks,

Pursuant to an ongoing effort to calibrate the performance of the Wahoo prototype, 
Sujatha Mizar has been running a number of performance tests on that platform 
and on a Skimmer.  It became clear early last week that we needed to try to dis-
criminate among the possible sources for unexpected (slow) performance seen dur-
ing some of these tests.  So, she ran the Atomics and TPC-DS subsets of the perfbar 
suite against a release 6 build (/nfs/production/builds/rel-6.0/110505-17071rel-6.0/) 
and int-trunk (a turbo build off of int-trunk stream with a time basis of Jul 26, 2011 
10:46:57 AM).  The database is a 100GB TPC-DS database.

The attached spreadsheet shows that we have significant regressions in substantial 
numbers of tests from both suites.  Overall, the Atomics suite shows about a 19% 
slow down while the TPC-DS suite shows about a 52% slowdown. 
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The spreadsheet is divided into two sections, one for Atomics and one for TPC-DS. 
In each section, the test cases are itemized along with the elapsed time (ET) for 
each of the two builds tested and the ratio of the int-trunk build's elapsed time to 
the release 6.0 build's elapsed time.  The ratio is identified as the ETR.  The last 
cell in each of the two ETR columns has the geometric mean of the ratios; this is 
where the 19% and 52% numbers come from.

Sujatha made the following notes on these results:

1) The Rollback test no longer works on the trunk. If anyone from dev would like to 
take a look at this please let me know and I can point you to the failure. It is easily 
reproducible by doing "nzsql -d tpcds100 -f /nz/Bar5.1/sql/atomics/rollback.sql" . 
S1-8 is currently pointing to the kit I used when I observed this. 

2) The following Atomics queries seem to have regressed considerably: 
THREE_WAY_JOIN , NESTED_LOOPS , MERGE_JOIN ,LEFT_JOIN ,SUB_SELECT 
,JOIN_MULTI_HASH ,RIGHT_JOIN  and JOIN_BROADCAST 

3) TPC-DS queries seem to have regressed more than the Atomics queries. The 
TPC-DS queries of interest here are QUERY072, QUERY072V, QUERY091 
,QUERY013 ,QUERY082 ,QUERY017  and QUERY084. There are a whole bunch of 
queries that have ETRs higher than 1 but these are at least 5x times slower.

I will ask Sujatha to open one or more defects corresponding to these findings. 
Would you like one for the whole kit and kaboodle?  One for each suite?  One for 
each test case?  Someting else?

▶Attachment (spreadsheet) omitted (irrelevant to this Complaint).◀

■ From: Gordon Booman
To: Daniel Feldman
Cc: Fritz Knabe, Jay Wentworth, John Metzger, netezza-perf-arch, Steve McAfee
Date: 08/04/2011 12:03 PM
Subject: Re: Trunk performance regressions

As part of the int-genesis testing, we've been looking at some long standing perfor-
mance issues in int-trunk and int-genesis. In particular, Larry noticed a 30% degra-
dation a while ago (SWS-68205). Have Larry and Sujatha compared results? Is this 
different, in addition, or...?

■ From: Larry Lutz
To: Gordon Booman
Cc: Daniel Feldman, Fritz Knabe, Jay Wentworth, John Metzger, netezza-perf-arch, 
Steve McAfee
Date: 08/04/2011 12:40 PM
Subject: Re: Trunk performance regressions
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I have opened three main bugs for the regressions against int-trunk/int-genesis. 
These three issue seemed categorically different, which is why I logged them as 
three issues.  I didn't bother looking at the rest of the regressions (mainly atomics, 
tpc-ds & tpc-h) because most (if not all) would likely be traced back to the scan 
speed bug.  It would be a significant effort that seems better left till after the scan 
bug is fixed.

For my case with the TF12 (M3 &HS22) the scan speed bug is obvious.  I think Ot-
tavio tried to repro on a P50 of old vintage, but couldn't repro there.  Sujatha is on 
a P50 too I believe, so she may or may not be experiencing the same issue.  I would 
suggest debugging the scan speeds on that system to verify whether or not it has 
the same issue.

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: Larry Lutz
Cc: Gordon Booman, Fritz Knabe, Jay Wentworth, John Metzger, netezza-perf-arch, 
Steve McAfee
Date: 08/04/2011 01:13 PM
Subject: Re: Trunk performance regressions

This testing was done on a small database (100GB) on a Skimmer.

I think it is important to get them all logged; if it turns out that the scan speed is-
sue, once resolved, results in may bugs being closed, that seems ok to me.  My 
question in the original mail is more about how to log them than whether or not to. 
Perhaps someone on the core engineering team can weigh in on this?

Also, the combination of the problems Larry already identified and the (perhaps the 
same, perhaps not) problems that Sujatha is finding, when combined with the diffi-
culty of diagnosing the problem suggests that we're missing something in the regu-
lar build bag-of-tricks.  It seems that we should have some kind of regularly 
executed (say, nightly) mechanism that will flag (at least some) performance prob-
lems.  I imagine this has been considered in the past and I'm curious why it doesn't 
seem to be in place.  Can anyone educate me on this?

■ From: Gordon Booman
To: Daniel Feldman
Cc: Larry Lutz, Fritz Knabe, Jay Wentworth, John Metzger, netezza-perf-arch, Steve 
McAfee
Date: 08/04/2011 01:38 PM
Subject: Re: Trunk performance regressions

You can log bugs by symptom, or by cause. As a developer, I prefer cause. Which is 
why I am suggesting some more investigation to narrow it down. There are good 
reasons for symptom, but it leads to way too many tickets.
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I think the regression test you describe is Amal's raison d'etre...No?

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: Goordon Booman
Cc: Larry Lutz, Fritz Knabe, Jay Wentworth, John Metzger, netezza-perf-arch, Steve 
McAfee
Date: 08/04/2011 02:36 PM
Subject: Re: Trunk performance regressions

Adding Amal as his name has come up a couple of time.

Well, I think the formal regression testing associated with a release, change in 
hardware, etc, is the original motivation for Amal's group.  I think there's a slightly 
different question about automating some basic perf sanity checking at or near 
check-in time.

The symptom v. cause question is interesting.  I'm ok with the idea of spending a 
little more time on the first level of diagnosis.

■ From: Larry Lutz
To: Gordon Booman
Date: 08/04/2011 03:39 PM
Cc: Daniel Feldman, Fritz Knabe, Jay Wentworth, John Metzger, netezza-perf-arch, 
Steve McAfee
Subject: Re: Trunk performance regressions

I looked at the SUT with Sujatha.  The test framework is not PerfBar, it is some-
thing else.  In PerfBar we check database statistics prior to running and re-compute 
as necessary.  On this system the stats are stale.  Worse yet, as I understand it, JIT 
stats are turned off, so the planner would be full dependent on existing statistics.  I 
don't know if it makes sense to log bugs with JIT stats off as this is not a deliverable 
configuration.  And since stats are invalid, I think all tests would need to be re-run 
from scratch to get valid measurements.  As it is, I would expect many plans would 
differ.

The scan speed on this system is fine as Sujatha verified.

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Daniel Feldman
Date: 08/04/2011 03:54 PM
Subject: Fw: Trunk performance regressions

/* This just to you, I have no intention of getting involved in the public discussion, 
so this is not a request for vetting. */
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It sounds like what Sujatha may have done is run WaltBar on Skimmer, but using 
Wahoo settings (instead of Skimmer settings) for NPS.  If so, then she's done some-
thing I explicitly warned her to be aware of, and avoid doing, and her results would 
of course be bogus.  (I never did such a thing, but I was aware of the potential 
when I briefed her on how to do Wahoo testing, so I was very careful to emphasize 
it [the difference of Wahoo settings and Skimmer settings].)

(This in no way involves an "ad hominem" attack on anybody, just impartial obser-
vations of a technical and procedural nature.)

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: Walter Tuvell
Date: 08/04/2011 04:03 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Trunk performance regressions

OK.

■ From: Daniel Feldman
To: netezza-perf-arch, Fritz Knabe
Date: 08/05/2011 09:58 AM
Subject: The controversial perfbar runs

Folks,

Here is my understanding of what was run that prompted my email yesterday ask-
ing about opening performance defects:

Three different builds were run on the Skimmer platform.  They were:

production 6.0
int-trunk as of 7/26
dev_wahoo (-Dnowahoo (or whatever the actual switch name is))

All were run with the following parameters/configuration/process:

Jit stats were off
2phase planner was off
genstats was not executed - but, all were performed on newly instantiated 100GB 
non ballooned TPC-DS databases using the same initialization and load processes

These appear to me (unless I've forgotten to ask about something) to be identical in 
all regards except the build, which is exactly what we wanted to control for.

The differences in performance were documented yesterday.
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It was asserted that not running jitstats and 2pp is non-standard/non-
production/not-supported - something like that.  I know that customers do choose to 
turn off both the 2pp and jit stats and that they do so causes consternation but not 
a withdrawal of support.  Maybe I misunderstood the point, if so, a clarification is 
welcome.

Not running genstats is likely to result in sub-optimal (if not actually pessimal) 
plans.

An investigation of two specific TPC-DS queries (I don't know which ones) showed 
that the prod 6.0 and the int-trunk builds generated different plans.  The plans gen-
erated by the dev-wahoo build for those two queries  weren't examined.

The scan speed issue that is plaguing int-genesis was not found in this test.

It seems to me, naively perhaps, that the two builds that produced different plans 
should have produced the same plans.  Can someone explain to me why this 
wouldn't be the case and why we would not consider this a regression between 
prod 6.0 and int-trunk?

■ From: Larry Lutz
To: Daniel Feldman
Cc: Fritz Knabe, netezza-perf-arch
Date: 08/05/2011 10:33 PM
Subject: Re: The controversial perfbar runs

Here is the issue.  The planner needs stats to make decisions, otherwise it is flying 
blind.  Who knows what dumb decisions it will make.  The planner normally gets 
stats from JIT.  However, if that is off, then it must go to the stored stats.  If those 
are not there, then it has nothing to work from.  If a customer has JIT off (as was 
pre-JIT) and they call in to complain about query performance, the first thing we 
tell them to do is generate updated statistics and see if the issue still exists.  In this 
case we are not doing that.  Also note that to get the full stats needed, we have to 
start an nzsql session, turn off JIT stats, then run gen stats.  If we do not turn off JIT 
before running gen stats, then we will only get express stats that still rely on JIT for 
the big tables.  The database creation process does not gen full stats for any data-
base; it normally only creates the default express stats which rely on JIT.

Regarding regression, I really don't know how the system should behave in this sce-
nario as it is not a config we have ever tested (at least not intentionally).  Perhaps 
Jay or Babu could provide input as to whether or not it makes sense to file a bug.  If 
they are going to write the tickets off as invalid (and therefore never look at the 
them), then I don't see the point.
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LL Email: Notice Of Relocation (August 20)

■ From: hrprofil
To: Walter Tuvell
Date: 08/20/2011 11:02 AM
Subject: (A) HR Employee Record Change Confirmation for: Tuvell

...............................IBM CONFIDENTIAL................................
 
 HR EMPLOYEE RECORD CHANGE CONFIRMATION
 
*-----------------------------------------------------------------------------*
*  Warning: Please DO NOT reply to the HRPROFIL userid, it is only a service  *
*           machine. Many personal updates can be made using About You via    *
*           w3.ibm.com/hr..............THANK YOU                              *
*-----------------------------------------------------------------------------*
 
HR Data as of: 08/19/11  ( * indicates HR Employee record change )
 
DEPT: Z1-CMOA (Netezza)
 
ADDRESS INFORMATION
  Last Name. . . . . : Tuvell
  First Name . . . . : Walter
  Middle Name. . . . :
  Initials . . . . . : W
  Serial . . . . . . : 0G3821
  Address. . . . . . : 836 Main Street
  Address (2nd line) :
  City and State . . : Reading, MA
  Zip Code . . . . . : 01867
  Country. . . . . . : UNITED STATES
  Phone Number (Type): 781-944-3621 (REGULAR)
 
TAX / LOCATION INFORMATION
  Tax Jurisdiction Code (TJC): MAA
* IBM Work Location (WKL). . : HC5
    Address. . . . . .: 26 FOREST ST
    Address (2nd line):
    City and State  . : MARLBOROUGH, MA
    Zip Code. . . . . : 01752
* Actual Work Location (AWL) : HC5
    Address. . . . . .: 26 FOREST ST
    Address (2nd line):
    City and State  . : MARLBOROUGH, MA
    Zip Code. . . . . : 01752
  Work Place Indicator (WPI) : TRADITIONAL OFFICE
 

© 2011 Walter Tuvell  Addendum I — Page 65 of 71 IBM Non-Confidential



NETEZZA
Complaint

EMPLOYEE STATUS
  Current Status . . . . . . : REGULAR FULL-TIME EMPLOYEE
                               ACTIVE
  Supplemental Type  . . . . :
 
PERSONAL INFORMATION
  Service Reference Date . . : 01/01/2011
  Hire Effective Date  . . . : 01/01/2011
  Date of Birth. . . . . . . : xx/xx/xxxx   (Go to About You to view this data)
  Social Security Number . . : xxx-xx-xxxx  (Go to About You to view this data)
 
EMERGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION
  Emergency Contact (1)  . . : LINDA KING
  Relationship . . . . . . . : WIFE
  Phone Number (Type). . . . : 781-944-3617 (REGULAR)
  Emergency Contact (2)  . . : SUSAN TUVELL
  Relationship . . . . . . . : DAUGHTER
  Phone Number (Type). . . . : 781-944-3617 (REGULAR)
 
ETHNICITY INFORMATION
  Hispanic/Latino. . . . . . : N
 
RACE INFORMATION
  White. . . . . . . . . . . : Y
  Black. . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Asian. . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Amer Indian/Alaska Native. : N
  Native Hawaiian/Pacific Isl: N
 
VETERAN MILITARY DISCHARGE DATE         - LAST UPDATED : 12/08/2010
 
  Veteran Military Discharge Date  . . . . . . . . . . . . :
 
CURRENT VETERAN INFORMATION             - LAST UPDATED : 12/08/2010
 
  Armed Forces Service Medal Veteran . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Recently Separated Veteran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Disabled Veteran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Other Covered Veteran  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Newly Separated Veteran  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Veteran of the Vietnam Era . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Special Disabled Veteran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : N
  Veteran Not Included under existing Category definitions : N
 
Please direct any questions to the Employee Services Center (1-800-796-9876)
Access About You at http://w3.ibm.com/hr/aboutyou/
 
...............................IBM CONFIDENTIAL................................
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MM Email: Original Complaint Filing (August 18)

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Sam Palmisano, Randy MacDonald, Steve Mills, Robert Weber, Lynea St. Pier
Cc: Arvind Krishna, Prat Mogue, David Flaxman, Russell Mandel
Date: 08/18/2011 01:06 PM
Subject: Corporate Open Door filing

To Sam and selected members of executive staff, and Lynea St. Pier:

It pains me greatly to take this action, but:

Pursuant to the "Corporate Open Door" clause of the IBM Concerns and Appeals 
Program (section 2.4 of document number USHR102, dated May 19, 2008), as well 
as the Confidentiality Speaking clause, I hereby formally submit the attached (two-
part) Complaint for your consideration and action.

Please read it carefully, and take it seriously, as I do.  When you read it, you will 
see why there is no more appropriate action I can be taking, regretfully.  (You may 
have seen a preliminary draft I sent two weeks ago; this is the final version.)

I pledge to cooperate with, and I am available to communicate/meet with, anyone, 
anywhere, anytime.  Initially though, I can be reached by Lotus Notes only, because 
I prefer to have a written record at this time (I'm sure you understand).

I look forward to your response.

Thank you.

▶Attachments (omitted here): IbmComplaint-I.pdf, IbmComplaint-II.pdf (versions  
1.0).◀

NN Email Chain: Delayed Investigation (August 
25)

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Sam Palmisano, Randy MacDonald, Robert Weber, Steve Mills, Lynea St Pier 
▶Also forwarded separately to Carolyn Austin, assistant to Lynea St. Pier.◀
Date: 08/25/2011 08:06 AM
Subject: Re: Corporate Open Door filing

Gentlemen and Lady -

It was a week ago today that I formally filed my Complaint with Corporate Open 
Door, and with Confidentially Speaking.  I know you received it (because Lotus 
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Notes is IBM's official/trusted communications medium, and Notes notified me of 
no email failures).

Yet to date, I have not heard back from anyone.  I have not even received acknowl-
edgement of receipt of my filing.

This is contrary to what the programs themselves promise.  In the Concerns and 
Appeals employee handbook, COD promises initial contact "normally within two 
business days", and assignment of a case worker within that timeframe.  And while 
CS doesn't appear to promise a specified timeframe for initial contact (it only 
speaks of "generally within 20 days" for completion of the process), it does claim to 
be "a tangible example of our values in practice", hence "prompt initial contact" is a 
reasonable expectation.  A week is not "prompt".

If I have submitted my Complaint improperly in any way, please advise me what I 
should do, and I will promptly make the appropriate correction.

Absent such an error on my part, it is reasonable for me to expect some sort of con-
tact from both COD and CS by the end of this week.  If I do not receive such con-
tact, I will be justified in interpreting IBM's silence to mean that IBM, at all levels, 
implicitly supports what happened to me as "OK" (i.e., my Complaint has "no 
merit").  At that point I will therefore have no alternative but to seek relief else-
where (as Randall Mandel already told me I am free to do at anytime anyway).

- Walt Tuvell

PS. As mentioned previously, I am available only by Lotus Notes at this time (other 
communications arrangements can be made via Notes).

■ From: Russell Mandel
To: Walter Tuvell
Date: 08/25/2011 03:43 PM
Subject: Re: Corporate Open Door filing

I will begin investigating your issue(s) now that I have returned from vacation. I do 
not plan on discussing your concerns directly with you until you return from Short 
Term Disability, so you may concentrate on your health improving.

■ From: Walter Tuvell
To: Russell Mandel
Cc: Sam Palmisano, Randy MacDonald, Robert Weber, Steve Mills, Lynea St Pier
Date: 08/25/2011 05:19 PM
Subject: Re: Corporate Open Door filing

Russell -
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This is ABSOLUTELY UNACCEPTABLE.  The very REASON I'm on STD leave, and 
will continue to remain so, is due DIRECTLY AND SOLELY to the psychological 
abuse (IIED) that is being heaped upon me by Dan Feldman, and yourself, and ev-
erybody else who has touched this case to date.  And you know it.  The ONLY way 
for me to recover sufficiently to return to work from STD is to settle this case. 
Properly and correctly.

The ONLY reason for you/IBM to delay at this point is that IBM must be hoping I'll 
stumble into some idiotic trap (such as the "Lazy" scandal) so you'll have false rea-
son to fire me, thereby avoiding the necessity for IBM to actually deal 
forthrightly/honestly/ethically with my case.  You cannot point to any policy that 
prevents IBM from working with me on my case NOW.  Nothing in "IBM Law" (as 
expressed in the "employee handbook": BCG, AYJ, C&A) says anything to the effect 
of "STD disqualification".  (To do so would run afoul of the ADA.)  To the contrary, 
IBM Law guarantees me certain rights, in enforceable writing, prominent among 
which is "prompt" dealing with wrongdoing.  I hereby INSIST upon being afforded 
that "promptness" right IMMEDIATELY.

Furthermore, as is well-known for all investigative proceedings of this sort ("Rules 
of Procedure"), the Complaint I have filed MUST BE CONSIDERED FACTUALLY 
TRUE at this pleading stage.  Therefore, the people you need to contact now are 
those I have accused of wrongdoing, NOT ME.  Justice demands that they must now 
be given the opportunity to formally respond to my charges, IN WRITING (no more 
"secret, behind-doors whispering").  Their responses must then be forwarded to me 
for my response.  The people you need to get "affidavits" from at this point are: 
Fritz Knabe, Dan Feldman, John Metzger, Diane Adams, Lisa Due, Russell Mandel, 
Arvind Krishna (because of his comment that he "doesn't care about IBM Law").  If 
you don't know what I'm talking about, just check with your nearest lawyer.

To repeat what's in my Complaint: You are not a "competent authority" to hear my 
case, for reasons set forth in my Complaint (specifically, you are a named party to 
the wrongdoing -- in fact you STILL haven't responded to my properly-filed "third-
party complaint").    Therefore, it is IMPERATIVE that you/IBM turn this investiga-
tion over to a "trusted higher authority" -- an INDEPENDENT BODY -- for further 
prosecution.  If that independent body isn't named by IBM's Board of Directors (or 
better, a committee-to-name-the-independent-investigative-body should be appoint-
ed by the BoD), there will be obvious and insurmountable CONFLICT-OF-INTER-
EST (bias) questions to be overcome, and any conclusions made that are contrary 
to my interests would be too-obviously-suspect.

I DEMAND that substantive investigation into my case begin the first thing next 
week (9:00 AM EDT, Monday, August 29).  What must happen at that time is that 
the above-named defendants must be forwarded my Complaint, for formal re-
sponse.  Due to reasons of continuing all-too-obvious mishandling of my case, I EX-
PECT to be UPDATED DAILY about the progress of this case.  By Lotus Notes 
email, so it's on-the-record.  I consider anything less than meeting these these de-
mands (which are reasonable, and even required by IBM Law) to be CONTINUED 
CAPRICIOUS ABUSIVE-OF-POWER AND INTENTIONAL-IIED/HOSTILE-WORK-
PLACE.
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If anything I've written here is unclear, contact me IMMEDIATELY, and I will 
"promptly" clarify to the extent required to satisfy any "reasonable-person" stan-
dard.
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