Chain email correspondence requested for posting by Bill Newbold as a work paper for Agenda Item #7 – Retail EC Meeting – November 17, 2004.

Dated: 11/16/04

Bill Newbold
Manager, Electric Choice Strategy
Detroit Edison
2000 Second Ave - 309 WCB
Detroit, MI 48226
Office Phone : 313-235-7895
Fax : 313-235-0686
----- Forwarded by William J Newbold Jr/Employees/dteenergy on 11/16/2004 09:28 AM -----
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RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals
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Ruth/MIke:

Shouldn't this striing of e-mails be part of our formatting disccussion tomorrow.?

If we plan on getting into a real discussion of the format, as opposed to assigning some people the taks to come back with a proposal, then I think this string of e-mails is important for the other EC members to see.

If you plan on a substantive discussion tomorrow, then I also ask that you post my formatting proposal as a work paper.

Thanks,


Bill.


The text immediately following is George Behr's response to my e-mail of 11/9--to complete the striing of e-mails

***************************
This proposal represents significant changes from existing WGQ standards. I think our first questions should be:
- Do we want to stay close to existing NAESB standards? I hope we all believe that should be yes.
- If so, then what about the WGQ formats do not work for us? Once we know what problems are, determine the solution that makes the least impact on those existing standards.

I believe that we can adhere to existing NAESB standards without losing the detail we are looking for. This proposal, as well as others I've seen, make significant changes to the WGQ standards. It is my belief that the proposed standards that deviate from WGQ's standards gain us nothing in terms of accurately defining our markets. The negative is that they cost us credibility as an organization.

Rather than detail the concerns I have with this proposal (all having to do with deviating from WGQ existing standards), I'll highlight elements from this proposal and how they would be adapted to the WGQ format:
- Book number. This proposal suggests reusing NAESB book numbers. I am opposed to this. The IETF doesn't reuse RFC numbers, NAESB should not reuse book numbers either. One day we will have a standard that bridges all/multiple quadrants. How do we draw the line then? I am advocating simply continuing sequential assigned numbers for NAESB standards, without any implied logic, and regardless of quadrant. Then NAESB standrd 1.1.2 will always be unique. It will not be hard to say that relevant NAESB standards for WGQ are 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 20, and 21 (when 20 and 21 are invented), or that NAESB standards for REQ are 8, 9, 10, 11 and 20, and that NAESB standards for RGQ are 8, 9, 10, and 11.
- Dataset would be included in the Tab 6 Implementation guide, and would have a x.4.z standards number.
- Model would be included in the Tab 6 TIBP section and would have a x.5.z standards number.
- Contracts would have their own book. WGQ has book 6 for contracts.

To date, the only thing that does not work for us is the z sequential number, which is easily remedied by using Bill's proposed a.aa numbering scheme.




****************************


-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
The information contained in this message is intended only for the personal and
confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this message is not
the intended recipient or an agent responsible for delivering it to the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this document in error and
that any review, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly
prohibited.

If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately,
and delete the original message.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Bill Newbold
Manager, Electric Choice Strategy
Detroit Edison
2000 Second Ave - 309 WCB
Detroit, MI 48226
Office Phone : 313-235-7895
Fax : 313-235-0686
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RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals


[image: image17.png]



[image: image18.png]






MIke,

As often happens I agree with you--sort of.

Enclosed is my attempt to implement what I think George was suggesting. I agree that re-ordering the x,y,z,a as he suggested leads to a cleaner document. All the Model Business Practices (MBP's) are in one place, all the data sets/models are in another, etc. , and the sub-topic numbering allows a reader to align a data set/model with the group of MBP's it implements.

However, I disagree with a couple of parts of the numbering scheme:

I think it is vital that we do NOT number the Definitions. Numbering them will make synchronizing with the Master Glossary impossible. Presenting them in alphabetical order is the easiet way to find them and also simplifies the insertion of new defined terms over time. 

I also dislike the concept of numbering the Principles. Theresa Hess and a number of other "old-time" NAESB (GISB) folks spent a lot of effort beating into me the concept that a Principle was akin to a placeholder. It stood for something you wanted to do, but couldn't quite find the way to operationalize it in a Standard or Model Business Practice. They are not overarching statements of the goodness and righteousness we are trying to bring to chaotic energy markets. Once we are able to put the Princicple into a Standard, the Principle would go away. They have no bearing on rules, processes, or "approved" procedures, so why number them?

Given that context, the "Reserved for future use" comment under "Principles" in the Billing and Payments document is inappropriate. Rick and CPS simply did such a complete job that no Principles were left without MBP's to implement them. I would remove the "Principles" heading and its contents. (When we get to it in the context of an appropriate triaged request, of course) But I digress.

For the reasons mentioned above, I suggest we move the Principles and the Definitions from TAB 4 to TAB 2 and make them part of the Introduction--along with any overview materials. It cleans up the numbering problem and puts some introduction in the Introduction. 

I'm not sure of the purpose/content of the Executive Summary section at this point. (I guess we can figure it out later)

I re-formatted George's version of the Billing and Payments document (I beilieve he was the original perpetrator) to illustrate how my proposed numbering scheme would work. This is not a current document, nor necessarily an accurate one, so ignore the contents--focus only on the formatting.

The first two pages of the attached document are my explanation of my proposed formatting scheme--borrowed liberally from Phil's version in one of the earlier e-mails. The balance is the newly formatted Billing and Payments document so folks can visualize the product.

Please put this e-mail and the attachment in the hopper of stuff for our formatting disucssion at next week's EC meeting.

Thanks,

Bill.

(See attached file: Formatting Proposal.doc)
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I think George's suggestion makes the most sense.

Mike

=======================================

Michael E. Novak
National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation
Asst. General Manager, Federal Regulatory Affairs
6363 Main St., Williamsville, NY 14221-5887
Phone (716) 857-7884;  Fax (716) 857-7254 


>>> George Behr <GBehr@EnergyServicesGroup.net> 11/3/2004 11:58:20 PM
>>>
Another observation I've noticed, though detailed/picky, is as
follows:
- WGQ docs have the BPP with principles (x.1.z), definitions (x.2.z)
and
standards (x.3.z).
- Our docs have similar concepts though we call our 'standards' 'Model
Business practices'.  In CPS's current numbering, a.b.c.d, a '1' in the
'c'
column is essentially the same as the the '3' in WGQ's x.3.z format,
that is
representing the 'standards/MBP' column.

My point is this:  if we adopt WGQ formatting (my hope), then we may be
able
to eliminate one of the a.b.c.d digits, though we will add another
digit for
the 'book'.  The algorithm to convert existing CPS numbers to WGQ
formats
numbers is as follows:

Assume CPS a.b.c.d numbering, 
(a) is always 2, 
(b) identifies a CPS-defined grouping by functionality (e.g. dual
billing),
(c) is 1 for MBP's, 2 for data sets, 3 for models
(d) is a unique sequential number

Assume WGQ x.y.z numbering:
(x) is the book number (I've been using 12 as an example)
(y) is 1 for principles, 2 for definitions, 3 for standards
(z) is a unique sequential number

The new number would be x.y.b.d:
(x) is the book number (I've been using 12 as an example)
(y) is 1 for principles, 2 for definitions, 3 for standards/MBP
(b) identifies a CPS-defined grouping by functionality (e.g. dual
billing),
(d) is a unique sequential number

(a) is no longer needed because it does not significant.  (c) is
similar to
(y).  This x.y.b.d structure would maintain our ability to 'group'
MBP's
inside a single book (billing & payment) , rather than create multiple
books
(usage, billing, payment, etc.)

So ratified 2.1.1.7 MBP would become 12.3.1.7
2.2.1.1 becomes 12.3.2.1

and so on..  this may appear alot of work, but it could be done in 20
minutes, and would align us with existing WGQ conventions.  It will
take
longer for EC to discuss it than it will to actually make the change. 
I
even volunteer to do it while y'all have that discussion in DC on the
17th.

I believe that CPS models would simply become another MBP number, and
that
data sets would go away since they are contained later in the WGQ
format
(x.4.b.d)

Sorry to put on my comp sci professor hat, but wanted to provide some
light
to this issue.

G
-----Original Message-----
From: Davis, Dale M [mailto:Dale.M.Davis@Williams.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2004 10:41 AM
To: Alston, Rick; Burden, Christopher (WGP); Precht, Phillip R;
Precht,
Phillip R; George Behr; Kiselewich, Ruth C; Mike Novak (E-mail)
Cc: Bill Newbold (E-mail)
Subject: RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals


The implementation manuals are the 'official' manuals of standards /
model
business practices, electronic implementation, etc. The Book 1 of 2 and
2 of
2 were merely created as quick reference material for the main pieces
of
info that people looked at most. Book 1 of 2 contains the principles,
definitions and standards and Book 2 of 2 contains the data
dictionaries and
code values dictionaries. They are extracts from the official manuals. 


Hope this helps.

Dale
-----Original Message-----
From: Alston, Rick [mailto:RAlston@odec.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 31, 2004 4:20 AM
To: Burden, Christopher (WGP); Precht, Phillip R; Precht, Phillip R;
George
Behr; Kiselewich, Ruth C; Mike Novak (E-mail); Davis, Dale M
Cc: Bill Newbold (E-mail)
Subject: RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals


Christopher and all:

I understand the format, but the one thing that escapes me is the
application of the reference materials (Book 1of2 and 2of2 found in my
earlier email). What purpose do they serve? Are we responsible to
create
them as reference materials for our standards?

Rick

-----Original Message-----
From: Burden, Christopher (WGP)
[mailto:Christopher.Burden@williams.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2004 11:56 AM
To: Precht, Phillip R; Precht, Phillip R; George Behr; Alston, Rick;
Kiselewich, Ruth C; Mike Novak (E-mail); Davis, Dale M
Cc: Bill Newbold (E-mail)
Subject: RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals

As far as numbering is concerned.  The WGQ has used a numbering scheme
that
George has, for the most part, correctly outlined.  George is correct
in
describing the x.y.z scheme that WGQ has used.  'X" being the book of
standards related to a particular business topic(Noms, Flowing Gas,
Invoicing, etc).  Within a given book, the 'Y' describes whether or not
it
is a '1' Principle, '2' Definition, '3' Standard, or '4' Data set. 
TheWGQ
'4' Data set itself includes the TIBP, Sample Paper, Data Dictionary,
Code
Values Dictionary and the EDI ANSI X12 mapping and implementation. 
There is
one additional point that I would like to clarify.  For the WGQ
manuals, the
pieces within the '4' Data set sections (ie, TIBP, Sample Paper, etc)
are
not individually numbered as if they are separate standards.  These all
work
together to provide the implementation for the electronic data format
that
supports the business standards that are located in the 'X' book(ie
Noms,
Flowing Gas, etc).  Where EDI ANSI X12 is the currently approved
electronic
data format for the RXQ, additional valid data formats for particular
business topic(s) may be added only after a formal, numbered request
has
been submitted to NAESB and processed through the Triage and standards
development procedures.  You do not need to provide a place holder for
future formats as it will be just another way to communicate the
business
data that must be agreed upon at the EC level.

In case there is any question, the complete implementation manual,
including
all of section 4, are considered WGQ standards.  Hence not requiring
the
need to do numbering of the individual pieces of section '4' Data set.

I hope that this helps, I realize that the RXQ is making a new
manual(s) and
has certain business aspects that may be different than the WGQ. 
However,
in the event that we share standards/MBPs (including data dictionaries)
in
the future, across quadrants, it would be advantageous for us to be
consistent in the structure of the manual(s).  This is my 2
cents..........cb

-----Original Message----- 
From: Precht, Phillip R [mailto:Phillip.R.Precht@Constellation.com] 
Sent: Fri 10/29/2004 9:17 AM 
To: Precht, Phillip R; George Behr; Alston, Rick; Kiselewich, Ruth C;
Mike
Novak (E-mail) 
Cc: Bill Newbold (E-mail); Burden, Christopher (WGP) 
Subject: RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals
Well I have to honestly say that my association with NAESB is a
constant
learning experience.  The exchange of messages between George and Rick
have
been extremely helpful for me.

I'm going to go ahead and put the attached on the table for
consideration.
I have attempted to outline a proposed format that I think combines the
best
parts of both Rick and George's offerings.  A few additional comments:

1.    I have listed as "Books" each of the business processes we have
identified (a total of 12).  I tried to place them in a somewhat
logical
order of how a party would encounter the processes as they worked
through
retail choice.  But I'm not wedded to the order.  If there is
something
better, I'm OK with that.

2.    George seemed to say in his e-mail below that we shouldn't re-use
a
Book number that WGQ has already used (sorry George if I mis-read you).
I
disagree.  Any confusion with Book numbers can be eased by using the
convention WGQ Book 1 and RGQ/REQ Book 1.

3.    I added as Book 1 the Glossary (or Definitions if you prefer). 
This
seems to make sense to me since all definitions would reside in one
place.
It would avoid the problem of having to search each Book if a
definition
changes to make sure it is used the same everywhere.

4.    I like the explanations that Rick provided for each of the
sections.
This is the first I've seen them and they really help me to understand
what
is going on.  So I copied them into the attached.  Any final product
that is
decided by the EC should include them so that future generations
understand
how the MBPs are structured.

5.    My MBP numbering convention is a little different than George's
since
RGQ/REQ has "Models" that I don't think WGQ has.

6.    I also came up with a numbering convention for TAB 6 and Greater
that
uses a "z" to denote implementation documents.  Again, I'm not wedded
to the
"z", but I believe that we should have some sort of numbering system.

7.    Finally, both George and Rick focused on X12 in their proposals. 
I
added XML and Flat Files at the end to indicate that implementation
documents for them should also be eventually developed.


I hope that this helps and doesn't confuse things more.  I think that
RGQ/REQ should, where possible, follow WGQ formatting.  However, where
it
makes sense, we can deviate.  this is the same logic I use when
talking
about RGQ and REQ.  Each Quadrant is unique and differences will occur.
By
the way, what is WEQ doing??? They are probably going off in a
direction
completely on their own.

Well, that's my 2 cents.  Thoughts???

Phil



-----Original Message-----
From: Precht, Phillip R 
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2004 7:27 AM
To: 'George Behr'; 'Alston, Rick'; Kiselewich, Ruth C; 'Mike Novak
(E-mail)'
Cc: 'Bill Newbold (E-mail)'; 'Christopher Burden (E-mail)'
Subject: RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals
Let me add to the madness.  I also have been working on the format
issue and
am in the process of developing my own version - kind of a cross
between
Rick and George's.  I hope to have it ready this afternoon (actually
I'm
still waiting for George's document to come out of my printer - the
watermark really slows it down).  I'll circulate it then for you to
consider, but I won't get my feelings hurt if you tell me to drop it. 
I
guess the basic question is whether RGQ/REQ is going to follow WGQ
exactly,
closely, or not at all.

Phil
-----Original Message-----
From: George Behr [mailto:GBehr@EnergyServicesGroup.net] 
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2004 4:12 PM
To: 'Alston, Rick'; Kiselewich, Ruth C; Mike Novak (E-mail)
Cc: Bill Newbold (E-mail); George Behr; Precht, Phillip R; Christopher
Burden (E-mail)
Subject: RE: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals
The confusion now makes sense to me.  Rick's book 1/2 and 2/2 examples
are
patterned after the WGQ 'Standards Booklet 1 of 2' and 'Standards
Booklet 2
of 2'.  These documents are considered reference materials, not the
actual
standards.  

The actual standards for WGQ are found in books '1-Nominations-Book',
'2-Flowing Gas Book', '3-Invoicing Book', '4-EDM', 5-Capacity Release
Book',
etc.  That is how I've patterned the attached document, assuming that
we are
book number 12.  While this is more similar to Rick's Draft Customer
Book
1of1, there are several key differences, again related to NAESB
standard
schemes.

In the Business Processes and Practices area, under 'B Related
Standards',
Rick has the below example (0 General found at end of email).  This
continues through all the Billing and Payment flavors.  However, NAESB
standards scheme is x.y.z where x=book, y=[1 for principle, 2 for
definition, 3 for standard, 4 for ??, etc], and z=[unique number for
each].
Reading Rick's example, I would assume that Dual billing stuff is in
Book1
(can't be, that is WGQ nominations), that Consolidated billing (3.y.z)
is in
book 3 (can't be, that is WGQ invoicing), etc.

This is not how the NAESB WGQ books are layed out.  Rather, they have
in the
BPP section all the principles (x.1.z), then all the definitions
(x.2.z),
and all the standards (x.3.z) for the book.  That means that standards
for
dual, consolidated, etc are found in x.3.z section of the BPP.  In my
attached example, I adapted the ratified document to adhere to that
model.  

That means that:
- Definitions are numbered with x.2.z, instead of no numbering
- MBP's are numbered with x.3.z.a.b, instead 2.z.a.b.  I kept the
numbers
after the first 2 the same.
- Data sets are found in x.4.z, so the 'Datasets tab' (in there now)
would
be removed.  If removed, Models would become x.3.z.2

The only deviation I made from WGQ stuff was that in Internet ET I
believe
we thought it made more sense to have Exec Summary first.

It sounds like gibberish, but there is a method to the madness, and
from my
experience WGQ stuck pretty close to this (to the method, not the
madness)..

G

Rick's example:

0 General
Standards
 0.3.1
Models
 0.5.1 

1 Dual Billing
Standards
 1.3.1
Models
 1.5.1
-----Original Message-----
From: Alston, Rick [mailto:RAlston@odec.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2004 2:47 PM
To: Ruth Kiselewich (E-mail); Mike Novak (E-mail)
Cc: Bill Newbold (E-mail); George Behr (E-mail); Phil Precht (E-mail)
Subject: NAESB CPS Book formatting proposals
Ruth and Mike:
Attached are two files 1) Draft Customer Processes Book 1of2 and
2of2.doc
and 2) Draft Customer Processes Book 1of1.doc.
I prepared these to help us work through the formatting issues that
have
entered the picture. I must admit, there is confusion over what format
to
use, and it might have been caused by the fact that WGQ has two formats
that
have been referred to by me at different times and with different
people.
So, I modeled both formats; one style is found in each of the
documents.
Look to the header for an indication of the WGQ standard that I used
to
prepare each document. I don't know which is the correct one to use
although
we seam to leaning towards Draft Customer Processes Book 1of1.doc. You
will
notice that I included an extra column having some WGQ material in
Draft
Customer Processes Book 1of2 and 2of2.doc for comparison purposes.
If you'd like me to explain this "stuff" I'd be glad to. Maybe we could
even
use some of this as a work paper for the EC meeting in Washington.
I remain at your service,
Rick Alston
Manager, Member Retail Services
Old Dominion Electric Cooperative
4201 Dominion Boulevard
Glen Allen, VA 23060
(804) 968-4051
<<Draft Customer Processes Book 1of2 and 2of2.doc>> <<Draft Customer
Processess Book 1of1.doc>> 


****************************************************************************
*******
All information in this Communication, including attachments, is
strictly
confidential and intended solely for delivery to and authorized use by
the
addressee(s) identified above, and may contain privileged,
confidential,
proprietary and/or trade secret information entitled to protection
and/or
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the
intended
recipient, please take notice that any use, distribution or coping of
this
Communication, and/ or any action taken or omitted to be taken in
reliance
upon it, is unauthorized and may be unlawful. If you have received
this
Communication in error, please notify the sender and delete this
Communication from your computer.
****************************************************************************
*******



>>> The information contained in this e-mail transmission is
privileged
and/or confidential intended solely for the exclusive use of the
individual
addressee. If you are not the intended addressee you are hereby
notified
that any retention, disclosure or other use is strictly prohibited. If
you
have received this notification in error, please immediately contact
the
sender and delete the material.


***********************************************************************************
All information in this Communication, including attachments, is
strictly confidential and intended solely for delivery to and authorized
use by the addressee(s) identified above, and may contain privileged,
confidential, proprietary and/or trade secret information entitled to
protection and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you
are not the intended recipient, please take notice that any use,
distribution or coping of this Communication, and/ or any action taken
or omitted to be taken in reliance upon it, is unauthorized and may be
unlawful. If you have received this Communication in error, please
notify the sender and delete this Communication from your computer.
***********************************************************************************
