From: Barbara R. Alexander 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 11:23 AM
To: 'George Behr'
Cc: Kennedy, Laura
Subject: RE: Notice issed re RXQ.3, TEIS--Blling and Paymtns
George:  Thanks for your response below.  I note that nothing is yet posted on the website for this April 28 meeting.   I defer to you and others on whether the materials should be posted in sufficient time to consider a careful review and possible changes.

I am not able to participate in the April 28 meeting and my comments do not reflect any ability to comment on the technical details of this document.  I do have some remaining concerns about the language and statements in the beginning sections.  See below.  Perhaps you can have these comments posted for the meeting materials.

“This section provides high-level standards and themes found in the technical details for the implementation of NAESB Billing and Payment transactions in support of deregulated energy marketplaces.”  Comment:  Our business practices do not use the term “deregulated” and I would suggest that you reword to refer to “…support of energy market models that have adopted retail competition.”
“In all NAESB market models, the Distribution Company assigns the Customer ID to a Customer.”  Comment:  NAESB does not have market models.  States do.  NAESB has recommendations for model business practices.  A suggestion, “In all energy market models supported by NAESB model business practices….”
“NAESB marketplaces provide a vehicle in case a Distribution Company needs to change the Customer ID key for a Customer.”  Comment:  This phrase “NAESB marketplaces” occurs frequently and should be deleted and replaced with something such as “In market models supported by NAESB model business practices….”  
“NAESB transactions require that sending parties explicitly identify the commodity for each Customer. NAESB marketplaces allow only one type of commodity (i.e. electric or gas) in a transaction, except in Payment and Payment Notification transactions which can have multiple commodity service types.”  Comment:  Again, the use of the term “NAESB transactions” [maybe “Transactions supported by NAESB model business practices…”]  and “NAESB marketplaces” (see above) should be corrected.  
“NAESB standards…”   -p.4 and elsewhere.  Comment:  These are “NAESB retail model business practices” and the term “standards” should be replaced throughout the document.  
“Technical specifications often require data elements that define billing model for the defined Customer.”  Comment:  This sentence does not make sense to me.

“NAESB allows…” -p.8 and elsewhere.  Again, NAESB does not “allow” anything.  Maybe something like, “NAESB’s model business practices support….”

“NAESB has adopted…” –p. 8 and elsewhere.  Again, perhaps a more fully reference, such as “NAESB’s model business practices recommend….”

“Should the Billing Party (X12:REF~BLT) data element be marked as business conditional since some jurisdictions require it?

No, NAESB requires it in the Usage.”      Comment:  I don’t understand this answer.  Change “NAESB requires” and give a fuller explanation of what you mean in your answer.

I hope these comments are helpful.  I did not review the entire document to reflect these concerns.

Barbara

Barbara R. Alexander
Consumer Affairs Consultant
