STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLI C SERVI CE COW SSI ON

At a session of the Public Service
Comm ssion held in the Gty of
Al bany on Cct ober 24, 2001
COW SS| ONERS PRESENT:
Maur een O Hel ner, Chairnman
Thomas J. Dunl eavy
Janes D. Bennett

Leonard A. Wi ss
Neal N. Gl vin

CASE 98- M 0667 - In the Matter of Electronic Data |nterchange.

ORDER APPROVI NG EDI TEST PLANS AND DATA STANDARDS

(I'ssued and Effective Novenber 8, 2001)

BY THE COW SSI ON:

| NTRODUCTI ON
El ectronic Data Interchange (EDI) is the conputer-to-

conput er exchange of routine business information in a standard
form On July 10, 2001, the New York EDI Coll aborative

(Col | aborative) filed for Comm ssion approval a proposed EDI
account mai ntenance data standard as well as documents
containing the Coll aborative s recormmended procedures regarding
staged EDI testing between nmarket participants. The EDI data
standard and rel ated busi ness processes were described in three
docunents: the Account Change Busi ness Process, the 814 Change
Data Dictionary, and the 814 Change | nplenentation Guide. The
Test Plans for Phase Il (Uility Readi ness) and Phase |1
(ESCO Mar keter Verification) were docunented in the Techni cal
Qperating Profile, Supplenent 1 (or TOP, Supplenent 1). In
addition, the Collaborative also devel oped an EDI d ossary of
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Ternms, defining terns used in the various ED docunents
conpl eted to date.

Comments were solicited on these filings by a notice
published in the State Register on July 11, 2001. Conments were
recei ved from Consol i dat ed Edi son Conpany of New York, Inc. (Con
Edi son), New York State Electric & Gas Corporation (NYSEG,

Ni agara Mohawk Power Corporation (N agara Mhawk), and Rochester
Gas & Electric Corporation (R&E).?

DI SPOSI TI ON. OF COVMENTS
Phase Il & IIl Test Plans
Dat a Transfer Mechani sm (DTM Testing
Con Edi son comments that “although the Coll aborative
Techni cal Operating Profile indicates that the DTMw || be

tested in Phase 1, Supplenment 1 provides no information on this

poi nt and neither the main docunent nor this Suppl enent provides
any real detail of howthe test will be performed or what
docunentation will be required. It is inperative that this
docunent be clarified in these respects in order for testing to
be neani ngful .”

The TOP, Supplenent 1 does not require revision to

address Con Edi son’s concerns. The Technical Operating Profile,
approved in Opinion and Order 01-03 issued on July 23, 2001,

clearly provides DIMtest scripts and procedures that each

conpany nust conplete and affirminternally. Successful testing
of DTIM capability is required as a pre-requisite to entering

Phase Il or IIl testing and the TOP, Supplenent 1 requires the

subm ssion of a pre-test worksheet, where each conpany attests

to its readiness for Phase Il or Ill testing and notes any

! R&E s conments were linmited to a status report on its
I npl ementation efforts and will not be addressed here.
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exceptions. The docunentation already required by the
procedures described in the TOP and its supplenent are
sufficient, and no revisions are necessary at this tine.
Further, the ED Col |l aborative parties are free to neet,

di scuss, and resolve problens that may ari se regarding
connectivity testing and this approach woul d be nore neani ngf ul
t han the unspecified nodifications sought by Con Edison in its
coment s.

Connectivity Testing

Con Edi son comments that “The Suppl enent (at page 8)
is not clear regarding when Connectivity testing will occur.
This should be clarified and added to the sections on Phase |
testing (at page 5) and Phase Ill testing (at page 6) if
appropriate.”

As directed in Opinion and Order 01-03 and specified
in the TOP, all market participants are required to establish
and self-test the New York Data Transfer nmechani smas part of
Phase | testing. |In addition, based on the proposed procedures

outlined in the TOP, Supplenent 1, Phase Il or Ill Connectivity

Tests between each utility and EfMclearly nust be successfully
conpleted prior to engaging in the Enrollnment, Mnthly Usage, or
Special Situations tests. The detailed tinmefranes for the
Connectivity Tests, as well as testing schedules in general, are
expected to vary by each utility based on the pace of their

i npl enentation efforts

Revi si on of EDI standards and related testing requirenents

NYSEG r ai ses several issues regardi ng subsequent
revision in approved NY EDI data standards, testing
requi renents, and EDI “certification” and “re-certification”
First, NYSEG recommends that the Overvi ew section of the TOP,
Suppl enent 1 be nodified to clearly state that subsequent

changes in EDI standards and protocols should not require

-3-



CASE 98- M 0667

“re-certification” of utilities and E/Ms. NYSEG conments t hat
the Overview sections should clearly state that the Change
Control Process is the vehicle to conplete standards revisions
and, further, that the EDI Coll aborative should devel op the
necessary change control processes to acconplish this.

W agree with NYSEG s recommendation that the TOP,
Supplenment 1 be nodified to clearly state that the Change

Control Process, when inplenented, will be the process to handl e
EDI data standard revisions on an ongoi ng basis. However, with
regard to certification, conpanies will beconme Phase I|-certified
t hrough Phase | testing conducted and certified by Staff. In
addi tion, successful Phase Il and Ill testing does not
constitute “certification” by Staff, but rather is conpleted

t hrough trading partner testing and exchange of attestations by
trading partners that all testing was acconplished successfully.
We agree with NYSEG that it nay not be necessary, in general, to
conduct Phase | testing for standards that are subsequently

nodi fied in the future. However, conpanies will still be
required to inplenment new EDI transactions (including al

related testing requirenents) and to maintain conpliance with
New Yor k approved EDI data standards as they are revised and
updated in the Change Control process. All of these concepts

were already clearly articulated in the filed TOP, Supplenent 1

and no further elaboration on this point is necessary.

In addition, in cases where a third party is providing
EDI services on behalf of an EfMor utility? NYSEG argues that a
change in a party’s EDI vendor should require the E£Mor utility

to re-establish successful testing "sign-off" between testing

2 Third party EDI suppliers are conmpani es who offer an
i ncreasingly wide range of EDI services including transaction
cl eari nghouses and outsourcing of EDI systens.
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entities. The TOP, Supplenent 1 docunents the Phase |

certification process but does not specifically address the role
of these third party EDI suppliers. Accordingly, an entity’'s
Phase | certification should be reviewed when it has contracted
with a new EDI third party supplier. In addition, trading
partner testing and attestations should al so be conpleted with

all new conpani es involved. The TOP, Supplenent 1 will be

revised to reflect this requirenent.

Cccurrence of Phase Il Testing

NYSEG seeks nodifications in the | anguage in the

Overview section of the TOP, Supplenent 1, regarding “Phase II

Verification of Utility Readiness” which states: “It is expected
that Phase Il testing will only be necessary for initial

i npl enentation of transaction standards” and “For exanple, the
initial Enrollnment transaction filed in October 2000 will be
Phase Il tested during year 2001 only, unless those transactions
change in the future and the Col |l aborative determ nes that Phase
Il testing is necessary.” NYSEG believes the follow ng | anguage
shoul d be substituted: "Phase Il testing will only be necessary
for initial inplenentation of standards. A utility that has
been Phase Il-certified will not be required to repeat Phase |
testing."

It is inplicit in the description of Phase Il testing
that such testing was designed to ready each utility for initial
i npl enentation of a specific transaction standard and therefore,
it is unlikely, short of a significant structural change in a
specific standard, that Phase Il testing on any transaction
standard wil|l be necessary nore than once. However, it would be
premature to definitively state at this juncture that Phase |
testing will never have to be repeated for any standard.
Accordingly, NYSEG s request for nodification is rejected.

Cccurrence of Phase 111 Testing
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NYSEG r ecommends nodi fying the | anguage in the

Overvi ew section of the TOP, Supplenent 1, under the sub-section

titled “Phase I11: EfM Verification Process”, to state "An EZM
that is Phase Il certified will not be required to repeat Phase
1l testing". W believe this was the expectation of the

Col | aborative parties in devel oping the Phase 111 procedures.
NYSEG however, is correct that, unlike Phase Il testing, no

statenent to this effect was included in the TOP, Suppl enent 1.

Therefore, the TOP, Supplenent 1 will be revised to state that

“E/Ms will generally not be required to repeat successful Phase
1l testing, except, as noted above, in situations when there

has been a change in third party ED supplier”

Phase 111 Test Procedures
In Section IV, “Phase IIl Testing Procedures” (page 6)
the specific transactions to be tested during Phase Il are

listed. NYSEG recommends addi ng | anguage that woul d expand the
scope to include: ".and any additional transactions ordered by
the PSC and identified as required for inclusion in Phase II
testing by Change Control." The fact that additional approved
transacti ons woul d necessitate additional Phase IIl testing is
al ready sufficiently docunented in the Overview section, and no
revision is necessary on this issue.

Test Schedul i ng

In Section V, “Test Scheduling”, procedures and
gui delines for coordination and scheduling of testing activities
are described. NYSEG believes the follow ng text should be
nodi fied - “Except for the initial inplenmentation period, and
periods in which new transactions are being introduced,
Utilities are expected to begin testing within 60 cal endar days
of an EfMs request” — by renoving references to initial
i npl enentati on and new transactions. NYSEG proposed new text -
"Utilities are expected to begin testing within 60 days of an
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E/ Ms request” — and al so recomrends deleting the rel ated
footnote (“Initial inplementation is considered the period of
time when the first group of transactions is inplenented..new
transactions..my al so warrant flexible test schedul es when
initially inplemented.”). NYSEG argues this footnote is not
necessary because “new transactions shoul d be perfornmed through
t he change control process.” Finally, NYSEG recommends del eting
the followi ng text altogether: "During the initial
i npl enentation period and periods in which new transactions are
bei ng i ntroduced, sone flexibility in scheduling Phase II
testing is needed in order to ensure that testing with each
trading partner is conpleted in a rigorous and planned manner
and that no party is unduly burdened."”

The revisions sought by NYSEG are unwarranted. Wth
regard to initial inplenentation and new transactions, the
Col | aborative’'s intent is clear that flexibility in testing and
i npl enentation will be needed and the existing text states this
fact clearly. Al though change control will be the process for
nodi fyi ng exi sting EDI standards, references to testing new

transactions should remain in the TOP and TOP, Supplenent 1 as

t hese docunents are the primary technical and testing docunents
for EDI in New York.
Type of E/Ms eligible to participate in Phase Il Testing

In its comments, NYSEG voiced concern with the use of
the phrase “do business in that Utility' s service territory” in
defining the E£Ms who will be required to conduct Phase I
testing. Inits view, the phraseol ogy is anbi guous and shoul d
be clarified. NYSEG suggests that the text in this section
shoul d reflect the concept that testing is required only for
E/ Ms approved to participate in the particular utility's gas or
electric retail access prograns.
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We agree with NYSEG and this revision shall be nmade to
the TOP, Suppl enent 1.
Tradi ng Partner Notification and use of Tradi ng Partner
Agr eenents ( TPAS)
NYSEG r ecommends that TPAs woul d be a "good vehicle to

ensure that trading partners have satisfied Phase Il test

requi renents and to govern notifications” between utilities and
E/ Ms upon the successful conpletion of those requirenents. W
will rmake no revision at this time as the use of Trading Partner
Agreenents is still under consideration.
814 Change Transacti on Standard

Budget Bill Status

Con Edi son comments that the business processes

regardi ng budget billing require clarification to indicate that
budget billing status information is not required to be sent
when the billing party does not offer such special billing
arrangenents. Con Edison is correct that the billing party is
not obligated to offer special billing arrangenents such as
budget billing. W agree clarification is necessary in |ight of
the Uni form Business Rules for Billing & Paynment Processing
adopted on May 18, 2001, and the docunents have been revised
accordingly.

In its coments, Niagara Mohawk seeks confirmation of
its understanding that a request to change a custoner’s budget
bill status affects only the treatnment of the senders, and not

the recipients, charges. The 814 Change | nplenentati on Gui de on

page 27 nmakes it clear that a change in budget bill status
applies only to the senders charges, and no change i s necessary
on this point.
Limtations on the use of Effective Date of Change
Con Edi son notes that the 814 Change data standard

limts the use of the Effective Date of Change paraneter to
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either utility requests or responses or EfMinitiated requests
under the Single Retailer Mddel. In Con Edison’s view, the E/ M
shoul d be allowed to establish the effective date in Miultiple
Ret ai l er situations when the change requested is a change in the
E/Ms price or rate code and the applicable utility is willing to
process such changes between bill cycle dates.

Con Edi son’s suggestion is reasonable and can be
accompdat ed as long as the structure of the 814 Change data
standard provides a nmeans for utilities who render rate ready
consolidated bills but are not capable of processing interim
price/rate changes to reject a Ef Mrequest. Were such change
requests will be accepted but the effective date requested by
t he E/ M cannot be acconmodated, the effective date sent on the
utility response transaction should be the controlling date for

i npl enenting the requested change. Both the 814 Change Data

Di ctionary and 814 Change |Inplenentation Guide will be revised

to docunent this concept.

Use of Reason for Change Code

Con Edi son argues that the code for “Change in

Ef fective Date” (page 17 of the 814 Change | nplenentation CGuide)

shoul d be deleted fromthe standard because it is not a valid
“reason for change.” The “Change in Effective Date” code was
included initially as a “reason for change” to enable parties to
communi cate a new effective date for a change that had

previ ously been sent and had al ready been processed by the

reci pient. However, this approach presunes that both the sender
and receiver are capable of linking the first change
transaction, which contained the data to be changed, with the
second change transaction, which contains the new effective

date. The Account Change Busi ness Process docunent does not

contain sufficient detail to determ ne how changes in effective
dates shoul d be handl ed, and until the Collaborative clarifies
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t he busi ness process regarding this data paraneter, no changes
on this point should be reflected in the approved docunents.
Use of Meter Number
Notes in the 814 Change | npl enentati on Qui de indicate

that new and ol d neter nunbers nust be provided when neters are
bei ng exchanged. Con Edi son conments that it is currently
reviewing its process and custoner information systemwth
respect to this requirenment and asserts that the changes
required to inplenent this requirenent will be significant. Con
Edi son requests the opportunity to object to this requirenent.

Wth regard to the exchange of usage data
measurenents, the structure of all EDH transactions requires
that a “label” or 1D elenment be established for each netered (or
col l ectively unnetered service) in order to provide a structure
to report subsequent changes regarding the neter or the manner
in which consunption is nmeasured on an account. These
identifying |labels are typically either a neter nunber, a
service delivery point ID, or use of the text l|abel “ALL”. The
| abel is the means used to descri be changes in how usage will be
neasured and is fundanental to the transactions.

Wth regard to a neter exchange on an account, when a
nmeter is subsequently replaced with a new neter but the usage
measurenent data will not change it may not be necessary in the
short termto report this nmeter exchange to the EEM |If
however, the usage neasurenents for the new neter will be
different than the old neter, the Change transaction nust have a
“l abel” for the new meter in order to provide a description of

t he new usage neasurenents. |In the short term that |abel does

not have to be the actual neter nunber of the new neter but may
be a generated service delivery point ID (or sonme other suitable
alternative) as long as there is a systemlink between the
identifying paraneter that is generated and the actual neter
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nunber. Eventually, however, a consistent |ink between a
utility’s Customer Information System (CI'S) and neter data
systens will be necessary in order to accommpbdate conpetitive
nmeter providers. Therefore, while no specific revisions are
necessary at this tine, we have provided clarification as
di scussed above, stressing the need in the long termfor
utilities to build consistent |inks between their CI'S and neters
data systens.

Assi gned Service End Date

In its coments, Con Edi son seeks a change in the

busi ness process rule governing the process for notifying an E/ M
of the date on which responsibility for the custoner’s commodity
supply will shift fromone supplier to another (known as the
service end date).

The Assigned Service End Date, with certain
exceptions, is the custonmer’s next regularly schedul ed neter
read date. It is common for the actual neter read date on an
account to vary fromone to three days fromthe schedul ed date
and the business rule, as presently proposed in the 814 Change

| mpl enent ati on Gui de, does not require changes in service end

dates to be conmuni cated unl ess the new date varies by nore than
3 days fromthe original date provided. This rule would

m nim ze the nunber of change transactions that woul d need to be
gener at ed.

Con Edi son believes that any change in the original
service end date for a customer should be sent to the EEM The
current rule as proposed does not preclude a specific utility
fromnotifying an E/ M of any change in the Assigned Service End

Date and therefore the text of the 814 Change | npl enentation

Qui de does not require nodification. The docunents presented by
the Col | aborative are, however, silent regarding the treatnent
of differences in the service end date originally provided to
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the EfM (sent in the 814 Drop transaction) and the actual
service end date with regard to settlenent and bal anci ng
activities.

A key issue is which entity (utility, current E/M or
new E/M is responsible for cormodity supply for the custoner
for the nunber of days between the assigned service end date
originally communicated to the E£M and the actual service end
date. The Col | aborative shall provide clarification of the

busi ness process in the comments section of its Account Change

Busi ness Process docunent for process AC 1.0 (“Change in

Service Start/End Date”) and file the revised docunent with the
Secretary for posting on the Comm ssion's web site.

Uni f orm Busi ness Practices (UBP) Modifications

NYSEG comments that the Account Change busi ness
processes should be nodified to take into account the
Comm ssion’s order adopting Uniform Business Rules for Billing
and Paynment Processing Practices issued May 18, 2001. NYSEG
requests that the Conm ssion authorize the EDI Col | aborative to
revi se the Business Processes accordingly.

The Account Change Busi nhess Process docunent shall be

updated to reflect the Billing and Paynent Processing Rul es
applicable to EDI. The docunent is revised to reflect the
recently adopted rules regarding billing and paynment processing.

The nodified docunent is adopted with the understanding that, as
NYSEG has i ndicated, further revisions may be necessary once the
data standards to support the billing and paynent processing

rul es have been devel oped.

Mai | i ng Address Changes

Con Edi son comments that mailing address paraneters
should not be limted to consolidated billing scenarios, and
t hat the docunments should be nodified to indicate these
paraneters may be sent whenever a change occurs. The docunents
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as proposed do not preclude either party fromsending a change
in mailing address when the custoner is not receiving a
consolidated bill, hence Con Edison’s request may be
accomobdat ed with no change in the technical docunents.

Use of Multiple Account Nunbers in a Change Transaction

Con Edi son comments that “since the validation account
nunber appears in the LIN® loop, it is possible that nore than
one account nunber may appear in the transaction. Since the
process rules indicate that changes for only one account can be
contained in one transaction, an error nessage should be

i ncluded for this possible event.” Con Edi son recomends an

error nmessage should be added to the standard reading “Miltiple
accounts included in transaction.”

No revision is necessary. As presently structured, an
814 Change Request transaction may appropriately contain several
utility account nunbers since, as Con Edi son points out, each
change request nust be sent in a separate LIN | oop, with each
| oop identified by account nunber. Therefore it would be
i nappropriate to reject a Request transaction because it
contains “nmultiple account nunbers”. |If a specific account
nunber in a Request transaction is in error, that individual
request may be rejected and the list of reject reason codes is
al ready adequate to accommobdate this circunstance.

Tax Paraneter Specificity

Con Edi son comments that the tax exenption paraneter
in the proposed Change transaction is not adequate to provide
all of the tax data necessary for the utility to calculate the
E/ M charges in a consolidated billing scenario. For exanple,

certain custonmers in the residential service class nmay be exenpt

S ALINloop is a standard, fundanmental EDI progranm ng
structure.
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fromstate sal es taxes but may not be exenpt from|local sales
taxes. Con Edi son requests that the paraneter be revised, or an
addi ti onal segnent added, to provide nore flexibility.

To avoid confusion, the Account Change | npl enentation

@ui de and Account Change Data Dictionary shall be clarified to

state that the tax exenption status pertains to state sales
taxes and that it nust be sent when the utility is the bill
cal cul at or.

Wth regard to | ocal sales or other taxes, if
commodity charges are subject to certain |ocal taxes,
irrespective of whether the utility or the EfMis providing
supply, then there is no need for the ED transaction to contain
additional tax data on these |ocal taxes. However, if there are
differences in applicable |ocal taxes based on who is providing
the supply, then Con Edison is correct that additional data
paranmeters would need to be added to convey this information.
Further, these paranmeters would al so need to be added to the 814
Enrol | ment Request transaction standard. Therefore, revisions
to the Enroll ment and Change standards to accompdate nore
conplexity in the tax data shall be deferred pending the
devel opnent of the transaction standards necessary to support
consolidated billing scenarios reflected in the Uniform Busi ness
Rul es on Billing and Paynent Processing.

E/M Price Paraneters

Con Edi son comments that two parameters, E/M
Commodity Price and E/M Fi xed Charge shoul d be conditional on
the utility response to allow, but not require, the utility to
confirmprice information. In the revised docunents the use of
t hese paraneters will be changed to optional to permt a utility

to return and confirmthis data on its response transacti on.
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M scel | aneous Housekeepi hg Changes to Filed Docunents

Housekeepi ng changes are required and will be nade on
t he docunents to achi eve consi stency between the docunents
approved herein and New York data standards previously adopted
by the Conm ssion, national ED data standards published by the
Uility Industry Goup (UG, and regional standards in place in
the Md-Atlantic states.

CONCLUSI ON
The Technical Operating Profile, Supplenent 1, the
Account Change Busi ness Process, the 814 Change Data Dictionary,
the 814 Change I nplenentation Guide, and the EDI G ossary O

Ternms, are approved as di scussed above.

The Conm ssion orders:

1. Al affected parties are directed to conply with
the Phase Il and Il testing procedures as outlined in
Suppl emrent 1 of the Technical Operating Profile docunent.

2. The Col | aborative shall file Phase I, Il, and I
test scenarios for the 814 Change Transaction within 30 days of
i ssuance of this Oder.

3. The Col | aborative is directed to further detai
the process to be used by the parties to conmuni cate a change an
effective date.

4. The Col | aborative shall provide clarification of
t he busi ness process, as discussed herein, in the conments
section of its Account Change Busi ness Process document for
process AC 1.0 Change in Service Start/End Date and file the

revi sed docunent with the Secretary for posting on Conm ssion
web site.

5. Al affected parties are directed to be ready to
begin Phase | testing on the 814 Account Change data standard

-15-



CASE 98- M 0667

wi thin 60 days of the date the test scenarios for this data
standard are approved.
6. This proceeding i s continued.

By the Comm ssion

( SI GNED) JANET HAND DElI XLER
Secretary
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Note: The following documents are available
electronically from the Commission®s web site at
http://ww. dps. state. ny. us/ 98nD667. ht m

Suppl enent Descri ption
SUPPLEMENT A . Technical Operating Profile for Electronic
Data | nterchange in New York, Supplenment 1
SUPPLEMENT B - New York El ectronic Data |nterchange,
d ossary of Terns
SUPPLEMENT C - New York EDI Transaction Standard for TS814
Change Request & Response
TS814 Change Data Dictionary
Change Busi ness Process




