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This overview and the attached implementation guide propose a consolidation of the California utilities’ current electronic communication practices.  The purposes of this subset of the Utility Industry Group’s (UIG) implementation guideline for Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) transaction set (TS) 814 are to:


Promote consistency in the implementation of EDI throughout California.  Differences in current implementations have resulted from needs to start customer sign-ups before UIG’s 11/97 draft was published, but can be reconciled now that a near-final UIG guideline is available.


Document current usage in California so that market participants can create a single implementation of EDI that will be accepted by each UDC without error (even if the UDC does not use automated processing of all of the information that appears in the guideline).  (All EDI codes used by a California utility have been included in this subset, except as noted in this overview, and therefore a code may appear due to being used by a different UDC.)


Allow market participants to easily identify codes that are not in use in California and therefore do not need to be implemented in their software, and


Provide a means to document future changes in California’s usage, so that market participants can adapt their system before the change becomes required.





Background information on the use of EDI is available in the August 15, 1997, “UDC-ESP Communications Supplement To The July 25, 1997 Workshop Report on Retail Settlements and Information Flows”, and in guidance to ESPs that is provided on the utilities’ Web sites.  Therefore, the remainder of this overview and the attached EDI Implementation Guideline focus on the technical details that will be involved in achieving consistency in the use of EDI.  This proposal has attempted to recognize the current use of EDI by the utilities, but the chance exists that it has not reflected that usage correctly, and suggestions for correcting and improving this proposal are invited.  In particular, a utility may wish to argue against a recommendation made in this proposal, but in this event, agreement should be reached on its desired usage by all affected parties.  (Note that the example at the back of the proposed implementation guide have not yet been updated to reflect the standards stated in the guide.)





Achieving consistency in EDI implementation throughout California, and between California and other states, will involve eliminating several inconsistencies that presently exist between the usage of transaction set 814 by Southern California Edison (SCE) and San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), and the usage that appears in the current UIG guideline.  This proposal’s recommendations are as follows (for further details, this list should be compared to the utilities’ current EDI implementation guidelines):


In the header section’s N1 loop, SDG&E uses a REF segment that is not used by UIG, and this information should be placed instead in data element BGN02.  Similarly, in the header’s N1 loop, SCE uses a DTM segment that should also be put in BGN segment (data elements BGN03 and BGN10).


In header’s N1 segment, element N101, SCE’s use of and requirement for codes 40 and 41 are inconsistent with UIG’s guideline, which instead recommends codes 8S and SJ.


In the LIN loop, ASI segment, element ASI01, SCE’s use of code 6 is inconsistent with UIG’s guideline.  Instead, UIG recommends use of TS 997 for simple acknowledgement that a transmission was received, if such an acknowledgement is needed.  In TS 814, the code value of A4 (“pended”) can be used in data element ASI01 = A4 if a request cannot be accepted or rejected within the allowed timeframe.


In the LIN loop, ASI segment, element ASI01, SDG&E’s use of code 38 (Change Address) is inconsistent with UIG’s guideline.  Instead, a change of address can be reported using the code value of SV in the LIN segment’s data element LIN02, and using code 001 in the LIN segment’s ASI segment, element ASI02.


In the LIN loop, ASI segment, element ASI03 should be deleted from SCE’s usage for the reasons explained in the UIG guide and in SCE’s notes for the ASI segment.


In the LIN loop, DTM segment, SCE’s use of elements DTM02, DTM03, DTM04, and DTM05 is inconsistent with UIG’s guideline, which prefers data element DTM07 instead.  This subset of the UIG guideline includes the optional use of the elements used by SCE in order to minimize immediate needs for changing existing code, but usage should migrate to UIG’s preference.


In the NM1 segment, SCE’s use of code SJ in NM101 is inconsistent with UIG’s guideline and redundant with data contained in the N1 segment, and should be deleted.


In the NM1 loop, REF segment, SCE has reversed REF01 codes 11 and 5B, which should be restored to UIG’s usage.


In 
