DRAFT 1.2

OEB WORKING GROUP

DISCUSSION PAPER

	GLOBAL ITEM #
	747

	ISSUE
	Functional Acknowledgment        Document Reference Issue (Draft)

	DRAFT
	1.3




DOCUMENT VERSION CONTROL
1
Current Status
1
Glossary
1
1.0
Background Issue
2
2.0
Options
3
2.1 Option #1 (Alter DRN)
3
2.2 Option # 2  (‘Pass-Through’ FA)
3
2.3 Option # 3  (Add MP as the Recipient in the FA)
4
2.4 Option # 4  (Do Nothing)
4
3.0
Comment's From MP's
5
3.1Comments from Savage Data Systems:
5
3.2 SPi Feedback to Comments from Savage Data Systems
6
3.3 Savage Data Systems Comments to SPi Comments above
6
3.4 Systrends Comments:
6
4.0
Recommended Change
7


DOCUMENT VERSION CONTROL

	Ver
	Dated
	Author
	Changes

	1.0
	Sept 15 2003
	Darcy H
	Created From GI 747 CR

	1.1
	Sept 25,2003
	Darcy H
	Update with MP's comments.

	1.2
	Oct 2, 2003
	Jay Lee
	Update with working group recommendations

	1.3
	Oct 3, 2003
	Jay Lee
	Update with working group recommendations.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Current Status

After the conference call Sept 25, 2003 it was determined that this GI would be placed on hold based on until further investigation indicates this is still a problem in the Market Place.

Glossary

	Short Name
	Full name

	DRN
	Document Reference Number

	OEB
	Ontario Energy Board

	FA
	Functional Acknowledgement

	MP
	Market Participant

	PIPE
	Participant Interface Process for Energy

	XML
	Extensible Markup Language

	EBT
	Electronic Business Transactions

	
	


1.0 Background Issue

Currently, there exists insufficient information in the FA sent to a Hub to determine the original sender of the document associated with the FA. 
Market participants A and B sends market participant C documents with document reference numbers 123.  The FA returned from MP C will have the following information.

OriginalDocumentReferenceNumber: 123

Sender License: C_OEBLICENSE

Recipient License: Hub_OEBLICENSE

Based on this information, the Hubs cannot determine which FA belongs to the document sent by MP A or B.  The standards indicate that Fas are to be created and sent using FIFO.  SPi could not find in the standards where this is specified.
The suggestion has been raised to so that section 5.7 of the Ontario EBT Standards Document (Page 89) is modified as follows:

Rules

A Functional Acknowledgement will be sent from the Hub within four business hours of receipt of the PIPE Document. A Functional Acknowledgement from the Trading Partner will be sent within one business day from the day of receipt of the original transaction. A Functional Acknowledgement is sent in response to each PIPE Document that is sent between the Trading Partner and the Hub.  The document reference number of the Functional Acknowledgement must be such that the sender of the FA is uniquely identifiable.  For example, prefixing the participant OEB license number in the document reference number would fulfill this requirement. This would limit the Actual payload of the DocumentRefenceNumber to 30 minus the 12 characters of the OEB License Number.  The DocumentRefenceNumber would then only truly be 18 characters, this could be a limiting item for some implementations.
In addition, section EBT DOCUMENT FLOW AND PROCESSING CONSIDERATIONS within Appendix G: Technology Implementation Considerations should be modified to include the following statement:

The document reference number of the EBT Documents must be such that the sender of the document is uniquely identifiable. I disagree, option 3 provides this information. (Savage Data)

Another suggestion has been made is to visit the idea of a 'Pass-Through' FA and / or populating the recipient field in the FA with the MP rather than the HUB id. 

2.0 Options

2.1 Option #1 (Alter DRN)

Alter the DRN to make a document uniquely identifiable by prefixing the DRN with the OEB license number of the originating market participant.

Pros:

· Only those vendors who do not make the DRN uniquely identifiable have to change their system.

Cons:

· The sender must trust the Hubs that their documents reached the recipients successfully.

· Some market participant's still have to make system changes with no added benefit to that party.

· Doesn't solve or begin to solve the issue of end to end delivery of transactions.

· Is contrary to design criteria that XML Validation be performed wherever possible.  The Working Group has demonstrated during its design of the solution to GI 686 that where possible XML Schemas must be used to enforce compliance.  This Kludge does not allow for schema validation.
2.2 Option # 2  (‘Pass-Through’ FA)

The idea of a ‘Pass-Through’ FA is that the FA from the recipient of the document would be sent to the sender of the document via the Hubs.  The Hub can then use the recipient information and the original document reference number in the FA to identify the original document this FA belongs to. Further information regarding the ‘Pass-Through’ FA can be found in GI713.  Below are pros and cons.  Pass through Fas are attractive only because currently the standards are not being followed.  If all hubs notified their customers when FAs were late, this would not be required.
Pros:

· The sender of the document is ensured a means of verifying that documents reached the recipient.

· Provides a more automated solution for all parties, 

· Removes the reliance of MP's and Hub's verifying delivery.

· Removes the manual effort of FA rejects and Partial rejects on MP's.

· Removes the email notification to MP's

· Provided better auditing of transactions.

Cons:

· All vendors must change their systems to send differently formatted FA's.

· All vendors must change their systems to receive and process return FA's from document recipients.

· All Hubs must change to process the differently formatted FA's.

· Solution has not been totally been thought through we would need something similar to a FA to confirm delivery of the FA's.
· Long and complex testing process.

2.3 Option # 3  (Add MP as the Recipient in the FA)

Change the FA to include the Recipient of the FA to be the TRUE recipient.

Pros:

· Hub would know whom the FA was intended for.

· Provides more Market participant auditing rather then relying on HUB venders.

· No change to the XML schema's

· Moves to a more robust EBT solution.

· Allows auditing by all MP's not just Hubs

Cons:

· Change to all Market participants systems. This change is quite simple
2.4 Option # 4  (Do Nothing)
No changes to EBT Standards use existing data to comply with FA timelines.
3.0 Comment's From MP's

3.1 Comments from Savage Data Systems:
The purpose of FA's is to ensure that Market Participants are notified and made aware when PIPEDocument are not acknowledged within timelines identified in the standards. This system currently works well except under the following circumstance.  When the SPi hub has multiple unacknowledged documents from one Market Participant that have the same reference number they are not able to provide the notification required under the standards.  The Savage Data Hub follows the flow detailed below.
	Event
	Action
	Contents of FA Action Table

	MP1 Downloads a document with DRN of 123 on Sep 15 03 at 11:58
	Load Table, MP1 DRN 123 Time Date stamp
	MP1   123   20030915-115800

	MP1 Downloads a document with DRN of 234 on Sep 15 03 at 12:05
	Load Table, MP1 DRN 234 Time Date stamp
	MP1   123   20030915-115800

MP1   234   20030915-120500

	MP1 Downloads a document with DRN of 123 on Sep 15 03 at 13:50
	Load Table, MP1 DRN 123 Time Date stamp
	MP1   123   20030915-115800

MP1   234   20030915-120500

MP1   123   20030915-135000

	MP1 Uploads FA for DRN 123
	Update Table using FIFO
	MP1   234   20030915-120500

MP1   123   20030915-135000

	MP1 Downloads a document with DRN of 345 on Sep 16 03 at 8:00
	Load Table, MP1 DRN 345 Time Date stamp
	MP1   234   20030915-120500

MP1   123   20030915-135000

MPI    345   20030916-080000

	MP1 Uploads FA for DRN 234
	Update Table using FIFO
	MP1   123   20030915-135000

MPI    345   20030916-080000

	At 14:00:00 on Sep 16 2003 the FA Monitor process detects that entry 

MP1   123   20030915-135000

Is past due


	Email is sent to MP1 re: Missing FA

CC is sent to hubadmin
	MP1   123   20030915-135000

MPI    345   20030916-080000


The above process provides notification of Market Participants when FA's are not returned and meets the standards as currently defined. Although this is a simplified flow, it does illustrate that the data on hand is suitable for the task. If we were going to make a change, I would support option 3 as it requires little effort, solves SPi’s problem and provides more information in a manner consistent with the design.  
Currently, there exists insufficient information in the FA sent to a Hub to determine the original sender of the document associated with the FA.  A hub does not require this information to fulfill its duties. 
3.2 SPi Feedback to Comments from Savage Data Systems

First of all, SPi believes Option 2 is the right direction to take going forward.  If the choice is between Option 1 and Option 3, SPi would support Option 1.  Both Options 1 and 3 accomplish the same goal, but Option 3 would prevent those already using global DRN from changing their systems.

Regarding the comments from Savage Data Systems, consider the scenario above if the senders of DRN 123 are different, say sender A and sender B.  If for whatever reason, the recipient of the docs sent a FA for the document from sender B, then the Hub has eliminated the wrong information from the queue.  For this reason, SPi does not support Option 4.
3.3 Savage Data Systems Comments to SPi Comments above

The Standards do indicate that documents are to be FA'd using FIFO.  But even if that does not occur, you will still be able to successfully notify your customer that they have missed a FA deadline for a document with a DRN of 123.  Once the manual process is kicked off you can work out with your customer which document got lost.
 

You are correct that there is ambiguity as to which document is the issue, but that should not stop you from notifying your customer whenever they miss an FA deadline and getting the issue resolved before it has any impact.
3.4 Systrends Comments:

· I believe the ultimate solution will be option 2, pass through s.  This will be a bit hit with the MP's and will solve more problems and will be worth the effort. 

· I may be wrong, but I get the impression that SPi is the only one having an issue with the existing setup.  If so, then SPi can modify their spoke product to use the OEB number in the DRN to resolve this issue or come up with another way to create universally unique DRN's.  Systrends spokes and hub use universally unique DRN's and I believe Savage Data does as well.  Again, please correct me here if I am wrong. 

· Option 3 may resolve the current issue but it is not as simple for us to do as it is for Savage Data.  I think it would be better to spend the effort and implement the pass through FA's instead.

4.0 Recommended Change

A CIS vendor currently operating in the market has decided to release a new version of their software that will append the OEB license number to the DRN.  Release of this new software will significantly reduce the chances of a market participant receiving multiple documents from multiple senders with the same DRN within a 24-hour timeframe.  However, if new participants entering the market do not use a market-wide unique DRN, the chances of this issue occurring could increase.  Therefore, it is recommended that the following changes to the EBT standards document be made, with a clause that excludes current market participants from having to make changes to conform.  

It is a requirement that participants entering the Ontario Electricity Market as of October 1, 2003 are required to use a document reference number such that the sender of the document is uniquely identifiable.  One possible method that could be used to achieve this requirement is to append the OEB License Number in the document reference number.

Note: The working group understands that the FA protocol in general could be improved.  Options on how to improve this protocol will be discussed in GI 713.  The above requirement is in place to mitigate the issues identified in this GI until such time an improved FA protocol (that will also deal with the issues) can be implemented.
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