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

OPI NI ON NO. 01-03

OPI Nl ON AND ORDER APPROVI NG EDI DATA EXCHANCGE STANDARDS AND
DATA PROTOCOLS AND MODI FYI NG THE NEW YORK UNI FORM BUSI NESS
PRACTI CES FOR EDI | MPLEMENTATI ON

(I'ssued and Effective July 23, 2001)

BY THE COWM SS| ON:

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

conput er exchange of routine business information in a standard
form ED transactions in a retail access environnent include
requests to switch custoners fromone conmodity supplier to

anot her and the transfer of customer’s history, usage or billing
data. The basis for the content and structure of an ED
transaction is a data standard predi cated on the business rules
governing the underlying activity to be transacted.
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When we adopted the current New York Uniform Business
Practicesli—'I (NYUBP), we allowed utilities to enploy any practice,
el ectronic or manual, that acconplished the spirit of the NYUBP
pendi ng our subsequent adoption of, and utilities inplenentation
of, uniform EDI transaction standards and systens. In
April 2000, we issued an order” requiring that all market
participants begin the cutover to EDI in 2001 and directed
jurisdictional utilities to file EDI inplenentation plans which
woul d describe the steps necessary to enable the utility to
reach the readi ness-to-test stage of ED inplenentation by
Decenber 31, 2000. To acconplish these m|estones, we directed
various parties to conplete a nunber of initiatives within six
nont hs.

Parties were directed to file comments on changes in
our Uniform Busi ness Rules (NYUBP) that they believed were

necessary to accommodate inplenentation of EDI. In this manner,
the EDI Col | aborative”® coul d consider these comments in
devel opi ng the data exchange standards. |In addition, we

directed jurisdictional utilities to file their selection of the
data elenents for validation of EDI transactions and to
participate in a Wb Site Design Task Force. W directed the

1 Case 98-M 1343, In the Matter of Retail Access Busi ness Rul es,
Opi nion 99-3, (issued February 16, 1999, and as nodified on
April 15, 1999).

2 Case 98-M 0667, Opinion and Order on | npl enentation of
El ectronic Data |Interchange, issued and effective April 12,
2000.

3 The New York EDI Coll aborative was organi zed in October 1998
for the purpose of evaluating retail access data exchange
practices and devel opi ng statew de exchange standards — either
using EDI or other electronic neans. The Col |l aborative is a
consortiumof individuals representing utilities, gas
mar ket ers, ESCGOs, software and hardware vendors, and nenbers
of various standard setting bodies. The June 30 1999 Report
was the first major product delivered by this group.
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EDI Col | aborative to file a Data Standards Report and to
i npl enent certain recommendations fromthe Col |l aborative’s
June 30, 1999 Report.

In this opinion and order we will consider the
recommendati ons of the Collaborative in its recent filings as
well as parties comments in evaluating 1) various requests for
changes in the EDI tinetable, 2) changes proposed to the NYUBP,
3) a statew de validation schene for ED transactions, 4) the
degree of latitude utilities will be afforded in inplenenting
EDI systens, 5) approval of the EDI data standards 6) the
proposed testing plan and data transfer protocols, 7) the
proposed web site design principles, and 8) nodifications in the
format of the aggregated daily delivery quantity data (ADDQ
provided to gas narketers.

| MPLEMENTATI ON Tl METABLE

Uility I nplenentation Plans

In our April 2000 Order on EDI inplenentation, we
directed utilities to file inplenentation plans, wthin 45 days,
setting forth each utility’ s internal protocols, mlestones and
timeframes for inplenenting EDI. These plans were to be based
on the assunption that EDI testing could begin in the first
quarter of 2001 and that the utilities could begin accepting ED
transactions for |ive processing in the second quarter of 2001.
W expected that other market participants would mgrate to ED
as they becane ready and conpl eted the necessary testing.

Foll owi ng the rel ease of our Order, National Fuel Gas
(NFGQ anﬂ several of its ESCO Marketers (E/Ms) filed a joint
petition® asking for a tenporary waiver fromthe requirenents of
our inplenentation Order. As support for their request, the
petitioners cited the fact that they are involved only in

4 Case 98-M 0667, Joint Petition For Rehearing, Reconsideration
O Wai ver, by National Fuel Gas, Crown Energy Servi ces,
| roquoi s Energy Managenent, Open Fl ow Gas Conpany and TXU
Energy Services, filed on May 12, 2000.
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natural gas, and not electric services, that existing systens
are working well, and the cost of EDI could not be justified
froma cost benefit perspective.

Despite its petition, NFG as well as the other
utilities, filed inplenentation plans that generally satisfied
the EDI requirenents and tinmefranes envisioned at the tinme our
Order was issued. Since these initial plans were filed, Staff
has advi sed us that the Coll aborative and each utility
i ndi vi dual Iy, have conpl eted several mlestones. For the
utilities this work included systens devel opment and i nternal
testing in conjunction with inplenenting the first set of EDI
transacti on standards.

We are now advi sed by KeySpan Energy, National Fuel
Gas (NFG, New York State Electric & Gas (NYSEG, and Rochester
Gas & Electric (RGE) in their comments that, due to the ongoing
nature of the work, the time franmes associated with various
m | estones in their initial plans nust be nodified to coincide
with the Coll aborative s revised tinme table for conpletion of
various tasks.

NFG 1in particular, argues that ongoing work on the
NYUBP and new busi ness practices for conpetitive billing justify
an extension of the cutover date for statew de inplenentation of
EDI and requests that we institute a nore “realistic” tinmefranme
for EDI inplenentation than the Decenber 31, 2001 date adopted
by us in our April 2000 Order. According to NFG a delay in the
EDI inplenentation schedule is warranted because the nunber of
active EMs in its service territory has declined and the
remai ning E/ Ms have not participated in the ED proceedi ng, and
therefore, presumably, will not be ready by Decenber 31, 2001
Further, NFG cites the absence of final decisions in the
conpetitive billing case and the |ack, thereof, of billing data
standards as conpelling support for a del ay.

NYSEG st opped short of requesting a delay in
i npl enentation, stating only that its original inplenentation
plan is no longer valid, and that it will reassess and nodify
its EDI plan once the outstanding EDI deliverabl es have been
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conpl eted and presented to us. NYSEG does however request that
the Comm ssion “align the tineframes for the devel opnent of
consol idated billing business processes and the design of ED

data standards”.
Citing the additional work necessary to devel op ED

i ncluding detail ed test plans, KeySpan states that it wll
continue to coordinate its schedule with the work of the ED
Col | aborative. RG&E offered an updated EDI inpl enentation
schedul e consistent with the current and expected m | estones of
the EDI Col |l aborative. 1In its revised plan, RGE envisions
programm ng and testing for the primary enroll nent transaction
by June 2001, and conplete programm ng and testing for the
remai ni ng transactions, as well as conpetitive billing (should
the data standards be devel oped) by Cctober 2001.

Advant age Energy, in its conmments, argues agai nst
i npl enentation of EDI in New York, stating its belief that the
relative costs of EDI conpared to other data formats are
excessive, particularly for small suppliers. Advantage al so
cites what it characterizes as a | ack of standardizati on anong
states and utilities that have inplenented EDI to support its
belief that EDI should not be adopted in New York.

Staff advises us that the EDI testing originally
projected to start by the end of the first quarter of 2001 has
been del ayed beyond May 2001. Severgl m nor changes in the
techni cal documents originally filed” by the Coll aborative had to
be made before they could be published as final standards.
Accordingly, inplenmenting the standards that supplenent this
order may require sonme fine-tuning of utilities’ ED systens
before conpliance testing can begin. W believe that this delay

® The need to nake these technical revisions was al so cited by

KeySpan and Con Edi son/O&R in their comments on the
Col | aborative filings.
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in the start of testing activities will not require a change in
our overall target date for EDH inplenentation of Decenber 31
2001.

Further NFG s assertion that |ack of business
practices for conpetitive billing warrants a delay in the
overall tinetable for EDI inplenmentation is without nerit. The
devel opnment of EDI data standards is an iterative process; as
busi ness practices for conpetitive nmetering or conpetitive
billing are adopted the Col | aborative will devel op the necessary
data standards to support those business practices. It not
necessary to have every required data standard in place before
exchangi ng data using any EDI transaction standard.

Wth reference to the concerns rai sed by Advant age, we
are not persuaded that we should re-visit our decision to
i npl enent EDI in New York. The national energy industry
novenent to el ectronic comerce and EDI is well founded.
Advantage is correct that, during this transition period, ED
coul d not be expected to be one hundred percent uniform across
all states. However, we expect that inplenentation of EDI wll
result in nore consistency and efficiency across and wthin,
states than woul d be possible in the absence of EDI. As NENA
pointed out in its comments, “if market participants are forced
to divert scarce resources to custom ze billing, back-office and
custoner care facilities and to devel op and nmai ntain non-
standardi zed i nformati on protocols or devel op specialized
know edge of different business rules ip each jurisdiction, it
drives energy prices higher nationwde””. In its view,
“inpl enentation of Uniform Busi ness Practices (UBP) and
St andardi zed I nformation Protocols (SIPs) coupled wth the use
of existing Internet technol ogy hol ds_enornous prom se for

N

i medi ate benefits for all consuners”’.

® National Energy Technol ogy Policy, National Energy Marketers
Associ ation, Novenber 2, 2000, page 5.
" Ibid., page 2.
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We concur and re-affirmour conmtnent to achieve
statewide inplenentation for all market participants by year-end
2001. Nevertheless, we are also sensitive to the cost and
technical resource inplications on small narketers and w ||
require that Staff provide us with an updated report on the
status of inplenentation efforts in Novenber 2001

The petition by NFG and others for reconsideration or
wai ver is denied. The declining nunber of active EEMs in NFG s
service territory has no direct inpact on the work that NFG nust
conplete to inplenent EDI. Further, as EDI inplenentation
progresses throughout 2001, the parties will have a better basis
upon which to evaluate the EDI schedule, particularly for
smal l er E/Ms, such as the petitioners.

REVI EW OF CURRENT | NI TI ATl VES

In the follow ng section we will briefly summarize the
current status in each area before turning to the parties’

coment s.
Uni form Busi ness Practices Mdifications

In response to our directive in Qpinion 00-05, various
parties proposed, in coments filed on May 26, 2000, that
several changes be nade in the New York Uniform Busi ness
Practices (NYUBP) to accomopdate EDI. . Many of these comments
cited the need to nodify the NYUBP to reflect the appropriate
EDI term nol ogy, to incorporate our resolution of several issues
al ready addressed in Opinion 00-05, and to docunent when ED
shoul d, or should not, be used to satisfy an existing
requi renment in the NYUBP.

Upon review, we note that many of the changes proposed
in the May 2000 comments do not appear to be critical to the
i npl enentation of EDI but rather, are requests to reconsider the
current NYUBP. Accordingly, we will defer consideration of a
nunber of these proposed changes to the ongoi ng proceedi ng on
the NYUBP (Case 98- M 1343) where we expect a conplete review and
update to be conpleted in the near future. For the nost part,
our resolution of the issues raised in the May 2000 NYUBP

-7-
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comments i s docunented in Supplenent B cited in the Appendix to
this order.

At the tine we issued our April 2000 Order, we
expected that the Collaborative would have the benefit of a set
of national uniformbusiness rules to guide themin the
devel opmepnt of the New York EDI business processes and data
standards®. However, we note that the National Report (Uniform
Busi ness Practices for the Retail Energy Market) was not
rel eased until Novenber 22, 2000. Therefore, we acknow edge
that the Col | aborative has been | argely guided by the current
NYUBP in preparing its recomendati ons.

The Cctober 10 and Novenber 21, 2000 Filings

To satisfy the directives contained in Opinion 00-05,
the Col |l aborative filed a nunber of docunments with the Secretary
on Cctober 10 and Novenber 21, 2000. Fornmal comments were
solicited on these filings through notices published in the
State Register, as well as in direct mailings and via electronic
distribution of the Notices. The Data Standards Report,
required by our April Oder, was enconpassed in these filings
and contai ned the Col |l aborative' s recommendati ons on specific
EDI transactions including proposed business process and EDI
data standards for the TS814 Enrol | nent Request & Response, the
TS814 Drop Request, the TS814 Consunption History Request &
Response, the TS867 Consunption History/Gas Profile, the TS867
Mont hly Usage, the TS824 Application Advice (used to reject an
867), and the TS997 Functional Acknow edgenent.

In addition to the May 2000 comments on the NYUBP, the
parties’ comments on the COctober 10 and Novenber 21 filings of
the EDI Col | aborative contained further proposed nodifications
to the NYUBP. In addition, we also have before us at this tine,

& Opinion 00-05, Opinion and Order on | npl ement ation of

El ectronic Data |Interchange, issued and effective April 12,
2000, page 10.
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coments on the National Report on uniform business rulesg]which
were filed on January 22 and February 15, 2001. 1In this order
we w |l consider comments filed on the National UBP Report only
to the extent that we find themto be applicable to the business
process an&ﬁor data standards considered for adoption in this
pr oceedi ng™.

Wth that introduction, we will now review and di spose
of parties’ comments regardi ng busi ness process issues as they
pertain to inplenentation of EDI

Dl SPOSI TI ON OF PARTI ES COMVENTS
Various parties submtted coments at several stages

in this proceedi ng between the rel ease of our April 2000 Order
and the tinmefranme in which we are considering the issues
presented in this order. For purposes of the foll ow ng

di scussion, the various initiatives considered herein have been
categorized as either business process or technical issues.
Wthin these categories, we will discuss each area in the order
of its relative inportance.

Degree of Uniformty Necessary

Several parties filed cooments that reflect divergent
views regarding the degree of uniformty necessary in either

® Notice of our intent to consider adoption, in whole or in

part, of the National UBP Report was published in the State
Regi ster on Decenber 6, 2000 and a Notice Soliciting Conments
was issued by the Secretary on Decenber 28, 2000.

In this regard we find that certain comments on the Nationa
Report filed by the following parties are relevant to the

i ssues to be considered in this proceeding: Consolidated

Edi son of New York and Orange & Rockland Utilities, N agara
Mohawk, Rochester Gas & Electric, Pennsylvania Electric
Conmpany (Penel ec), Consumer Protection Board, Koda Consulting
for Local 1-2, SmartEnergy.Com Inc., PPL Energy Plus, and the
Nat i onal Energy Marketers Associ ation.

10
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busi ness practices and/or data standards. Sone parties propose
to inplenent utility specific practices and/or data standards.
NYSEG in its comrents on the Qctober 10 filing, says that the
NYUBP shoul d be changed to reflect the use of EDI for the
exchange of retail access. It cannot, however, support the

Col | aborative reconmendati on that a non-EDI nechani sm be used to
process requests for special neter reads associated with
enrolling or dropping a customer on a date other than the
custoner’s next regularly schedul ed neter date. NYSEG believes
that these requests could be efficiently handl ed usi ng EDI

In NYSEG s view, “the Comm ssion should recognize that
the EDI data standards and busi ness processes provide the base
for exchanging retail access data via ED” and, as such, these
standards and processes “coul d be devel oped further by a utility
to reflect the circunstances or practices as docunented in that
utility's tariff”.

Inits coments, NYSEG cites two exanpl es of instances
in which it may decide to nodify the standards or processes
proposed in the Coll aborative docunents: “(1) NYSEG nmay
i ncorporate processes for special neter reads associated with
EDI TS814 Enrol |l ment and TS814 Drop; and (2) NYSEG nay not use
the currently defined Drop™ Reason Codes to substantiate
voluntary or involuntary drops, since such Codes may not be
fully consistent with the Conpany's policy that each switch
request will be deened a voluntary switch unless the marketer
and/ or the custoner can provide information to establish an
involuntary switch”. According to NYSEG such circunstances and
practices woul d be docunented and clarified in ED trading

1 An 814-Drop transaction, which is used to termnate a
custoner’s relationship with a cormodity or service provider,
must contain codes indicating the reason for the requested
drop. Since various provisions of the NYUBP differentiate
bet ween voluntary and involuntary “switches”, the codes
proposed for the 814 Drop data standard reflect this
differentiation.

-10-
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partner agreenents that NYSEG i ntends to execute with eligible
ESCO Mar ket er s.

NFG firmy supports the devel opnent of standardized
data sets, but states that, due to the uni queness of each
utility’'s Customer Information Systens (CIS), flexibility
reflected in sone paraneters in the filed standards is
necessary. In its comments on the National UBP Report, Koda
Consul ting, on behalf of Local 1-2, advises that “uniformty of
busi ness practices is generally preferred, [but] it nay be
appropriate to override such preference for uniformty due to
the circunstances of individual utilities regarding enbedded
systens, costs and tine franmes necessary to bring | egacy systens
into uniformty conpliance.” 1In a simlar vein, Penelec’s
comments on the National Report recomrend that the Conm ssion
adopt a set of common practices within the retail access narket
but “the Comm ssion should provide for sonme nechani sm or process
for Uilities or ESCOs to request a waiver or a deviation from
t hese conmon practices”.

RGXE notes that the Conmi ssion's notice (on the
Nati onal Report) solicited cooment on “what differences, if any,
are absolutely necessary” between retail access prograns. In
R&E s view, the right question is not what difference, but what
degree of uniformty, is ‘absolutely necessary’”. RGE believes
the answer to that question is none at all; and nost certainly
none beyond that already mandated by the Comm ssion.”

In its coments, RGXE al so notes that the recomended
nati onal practices would enable the “reinstatenent” of a retai
custonmer with ESCO service, after the recission of an
unaut hori zed enrol | nrent by another ES . In the process
proposed by the NY Col | aborative, a custoner’s recission of an

12 RG&E al so addressed these issues in its extensive comments on
the Col | aborative Cctober 10 filing. The concerns raised
regardi ng the enrol | nent busi ness process proposed by the
Col | aborative are discussed in nore detail bel ow

-11-
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enrollment wth a new EfMcould result in the custoner returning
to utility bundl ed service rather than remaining with their
current EEM Inplenenting the reinstatenent transaction
recommended in the National Report would be one neans of

i nsul ati ng custoners fromthe consequences of slanm ng.

Al t hough RGE woul d not propose that provision for a
reinstatenent transaction be mandated on a generic basis, the
Conpany believes that this particular provision would be useful
inits own retail access prograns, and it is considering the
filing of tariff revisions to inplenent it. RG&E reconmmends
that, before any nandatory adoption of the proposed ED rules,
the Conm ssion should permt the Conpany (and other utilities,
at their option) to inplenent a new “custoner reinstatenent”
transacti on.

NEMA, in its comments on the Cctober 10 filing, urges
the Comm ssion to standardi ze EDI on a “uniform basis with other
states”, particularly the Md-Atlantic States. NEMA cites | ack
of uniformty across states as a major barrier to conpetition
that can be eased through inplenentation of standardized
busi ness practices and EDI. SnartEnergy notes that sone
utilities have suggested that they have business practices
different than other utilities due to their billing or other
internal IT system constraints.

Smart Ener gy, however, would |ike the Comm ssion to
note that ESCOs have I T system constraints, which nmake it
difficult for ESCOs to operate with differing utility systens.
Therefore, the question nust be asked, whose system constraints
need to be addressed? ESCOs will be operating in many utilities
over time, but utilities will always operate in only their own
service territory. For this reason, it is inportant that
busi ness rul es be kept consistent throughout the state.

Based on the parties comments, we believe it is
necessary to clarify what the utilities have viewed as the
degree of flexibility needed, and what the E/Ms have
characterized as the degree of uniformty required, in
i npl emrenti ng uni form busi ness practices and EDI transaction
st andar ds.

-12-
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EDI systens are being inplenmented during a transition
period. Uility |legacy systens were developed at a tinme when
t he degree of standardizati on now sought by NEMA was
unnecessary. As Koda Consulting and NFG have pointed out, it
woul d be unrealistic to expect that all utility systens could
nove toward total uniformty w thout a substantial increnenta
i nvestnment. Accordingly, sone degree of flexibility may be
needed when determ ni ng which data el enents nust be exchanged
and how the data elenments will be structured in a data standard,
particularly in view of the fact that both single and nmultiple
retailer nodels exist in New York State. The question is how
much flexibility is appropriate.

In our view, the Collaborative should strive for
statewide uniformty in crafting New York’s EDI data standards.
Accordingly, we expect differences across utilities to be
mnimal. Wth that goal in mnd, we believe flexibility in the
EDI data standards should be limted to permtting a m ni nrum of
data segnents, or data elenents in a segnent, that are not
supported on a statew de basis by all parties. This policy
woul d not preclude the recognition of data el enents that are
uni que based on the underlying commodity type (i.e. electric
versus gas service) or differences in exchange requirenments for

the single versus dual retail er nodels.

The exchange of other data el enents that are unique in
character or format may be necessary initially to support retai
access practice(s) in place at one or nore Utilities or E/ M.
However, such uni que segnents and/or el enents nust be recognized
in an approved, published New York EDI data standard and not
nmerely in bi-lateral agreenents. These segnents/el enents may be
incorporated in a statewide EDI standard to the extent that: 1)
the utilities and/or nmarketers seeking to add such segnents or

-13-
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el enents provide sufficient justification; 2) the contenplated
data exchange conforms to, or is not inconsistent with, the
NYUBP; and 3) the proposed changes are not inconsistent_wth
publ i shed national or regional data exchange standards™.
Uilities are not free to anend the EDI data standards we adopt
here for their own specific purposes apg/or create their own
utility specific transaction standards™.

W are, therefore, concerned about the proposals put
forth by NYSEG and RGXE because we view these proposals as
exanpl es of an unacceptable level of flexibility on the part of
utilities. These conpanies propose to either devel op EDI data
standards for their own use or to ignore a standard or process
i nherent in the statew de standards we adopt here. Although the
conpani es proposed to docunent such differences in agreed upon
bilateral trading partner agreenents, this is not sufficient to
anel i orate concerns over the |ack of standardi zation that NEMA
cites as a barrier to the devel opment of conpetition and the
concerns raised by SmartEnergy on the proliferation of utility
specific practices.

To insure uniformty and efficiency, initiatives such
as those proposed by NYSEG and Rochester nust be undertaken by
the Col | aborative, rather than by an individual utility or EZM
This approach is nore likely to achieve the goal of naxi num
al l owabl e uniformty and thus achi eve the maxi num efficiencies
we sought in inplementing EDI in the first place. ldeally, we

13 W recogni ze that our New York EDI standards cannot be wholly
consistent wth other published EDI standards which generally
do not reflect the data exchange needs coincident with gas
retail access prograns.

W note that the data standards we adopt herein contain

provi sions for segnents and/or elenents that, although not
supported by all utilities, are illustrative of an acceptable
| evel of flexibility. For exanple, Orange & Rockland w ||
provide E/Ms with peak |oad contribution data on electric
accounts and this is a data segnent that is recognized in ED
standards published in various Md-Atlantic states.

14
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expect the New York data standards to be supportive of the goal
of regional EDI standardization espoused by the Md-Atlantic
St at es.

Accordi ngly, the proposal by NYSEG to accommopdat e
requests for special nmeter reads in the data standards for the
Enroll ment and Drop transactions is referred back to the
Col | aborative because this nodification would require
cont enpor aneous changes in the business process and in the
structure of the data standards proposed by the Coll aborative
for adoption herein. Despite Con Edison/ &R s comment that the
use of EDI for special neter reads is problematic, the request
for a special read nay be able to be processed via ED as an
optional service request and this alternative should be pursued.

Wth respect to NYSEG s suggestion that it may choose
to ignore certain codes in Drop transactions received fromE/ M,
we find this level of “flexibility’ to be unacceptable. If its
policy is inconsistent with the EDI data standard adopted by us,
the policy nust be changed or NYSEG nust seek a change in the
data standard. Each Drop Request received froman E/ M shoul d be
processed based on the reason code(s) in the data standard for
this transaction. |If NYSEG seeks additional docunentation to
support the voluntary or involuntary designation of a drop
initiated by the EEM such docunentation nust be ‘after the
fact’ and NYSEG s tariff nust be nodified to indicate clearly
the nature of such docunentation and whether it nust be provided
by the EEMor the custoner. The conpany may not unilaterally
override the E/Ms drop reason code in favor of its policy that
each switch request be deened a voluntary switch. Finally, with
regard to R&&E s proposal to create a reinstatenent transaction,
the Col |l aborative, and not RG&E, nust develop this transaction
for statew de inplenentation based on the guidelines discussed
bel ow regardi ng sl anm ng prevention practices.

Modi fications to Sl amm ng Prevention Practices

In its recomended business processes for Enroll nent,
the Col | aborative indicated that the recission period, or the
anount of tine the custonmer has to cancel a pending enroll nent
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or drop, is not clearly defined in the current NYUBP. 1In

devel oping its proposed EDI data standards, the Coll aborative
interpreted the NYUBP to inply that the recission period was 10
cal endar days. This was based on various requirenments: that
switch notices nust be submtted at |east 10 cal endar days prior
to the requested swtch date (Swtching — A 1.); that utilities
have five cal endar days fromrecei pt of the EfMsw tch request
to send a swtch verification letter to the custonmer (Sl amm ng
Prevention A 2); and that the custoner has five cal endar days to
notify the Utility that he/she does not want to be sw tched

(Sl anm ng Prevention A 3.).

According to the Coll aborative, the current practice,
pre-EDI inplenentation, is to allow a custoner to rescind an
enrollment up to the day before the effective date. Wen a
custoner rescinds a switch request, the prescribed practice in
the NYUBP is that “the switch will not be nmade or will be
reversed”.

Wth this in mnd, the Coll aborative devel oped
recommended busi ness practices to accombdate a custoner’s
reci ssion of a pending enrollnent when: (1) the custoner takes
service fromthe Uility, and (2) when the custoner is already
enrolled wiwth another EEM Under these processes, when the
custonmer rescinds a pending enrollnent, an EDI Drop Request is
sent to the pending EM in effect canceling the switch request.
If this custonmer were a utility bundled service custoner, the
reci ssion of the pending EfMrequest would result in the
custonmer continuing to take service fromthe Utility. If,
however, the custoner had been enrolled with an EEM the effect
of the custoner’s recission would be to return the custoner to
utility bundl ed service. There was no provision for imediately
reinstating the custonmer with their current EEM As proposed,
this custonmer woul d have to contact his/her current E/M and ask
to be re-enrolled on the custoners next schedul ed neter read
date (or first of the nonth for gas). For at |east one-neter
cycle, the custonmer would have to return to the Utility.
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Various parties request clarification and/or
nodi fication of either the NYUBP or those recommendati ons of the
Col | aborative that inpact the slamm ng prevention practices.

In their comments, NEMA raised concerns with the practice of

all owi ng custoners to rescind up to the day before the effective
switch date because it creates unwarranted uncertainty and risk
for conpetitive suppliers. NEMA also requests that the custoner
rescission period be clearly defined to provide conpetitive
suppliers a greater degree of certainty in their business
dealings. NEMA also takes issue with the five-day period for
custonmer notification of a switch. It requests that the NYUBP
be nodified to conformto other states which prescribe a tw to
three day period for custoner notification of a pending swtch.

Con Edi son/ O&R notes that the National Report requires
periods that are shorter than those reflected in the NYUBP and
subsequent |y adopted by the Col | aborative: switch requests nust
be sent a minimumof 8 days prior to the effective date and
custoner notification is in one day. In its coments, Penel ec
reconmmends that custonmers have 10 days to rescind instead of the
m ni rum of 7 days recommended in the National Report.

According to RG&E, in the | anguage regardi ng sl anm ng
prevention practices (i.e.“the swtch will not be nmade or wll
be reversed”) the Comm ssion intended that custoners be afforded
an opportunity to disavow the request and, instead, remain with
its service provider of choice, which would be the ESCO or
utility currently serving the custoner. In R&E s view, this
protective purpose would be substantially frustrated if the
Comm ssion were to adopt, wi thout nodification, the ED rules
proposed in the Col | aborative's October 10 filing. The National
Report woul d enable the “reinstatenent” of a retail custoner
after the recission of an unauthorized enrol |l nent by anot her
ESCO. RG&E recomrends that an EDI Reinstatenent transaction be
i npl emented in New YorKk.

In its view, the NYUBP could be revised to reflect the
followng or simlar |anguage: “In the event that the Custoner
or the new Supplier cancels the Switch before the effective
date, the Utility should send the current Supplier and other
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appropriate parties, if any, via the appropriate Uniform

El ectronic Transaction, notice reinstating the current Suppliers
service unless the current Supplier has submtted a transaction
to termnate service to the Custoner”.

In reply comrents, Con Edi son/ Q&R i ndi cates that
R&E s proposed change in the handling of transfers between
energy service conpani es raises technical issues that should be
revi ewed and addressed by the Coll aborative because they may
necessitate substantial systemwork to effectuate. N agara
Mohawk (NMPC) states that reinstatenent is inconsistent wth the
rul es al ready devel oped by the EDI Col | aborative, and shoul d not
be adopted. According to NMPC, the proposed process creates the
potential for an ESCO to be required to provide supply for a
custoner it other wi se thought it had lost. Mreover, in such
circunstances the original supplier can re-enroll the custoner
if it chooses to do so.

W agree with R&E s characterization of our intent in
approvi ng the slamm ng prevention practices. Accordingly, it
W Il be necessary to nodify the business processes proposed by
the EDI Col | aborative and the NYUBP to address the concerns
rai sed by RGE and others. First, in response to NEMA' s request
to shorten the five-cal endar day period for Uility issuance of
the custonmer notification letter, the period will be reduced to
t hree cal endar days coincident with utility inplenentation of
the EDI Enrollnent and Drop transactions.

Second, the NYUBP now calls for a 10 cal endar-day
notice for swtch requests but a 15 cal endar-day notice for an
E/Ms di scontinuance to both the custoner and the Uility
(Di scontinuance A1, B.1). Consistent with the current NYUBP,
the Col |l aborative required that EDI sw tching transactions nust
be sent to the Uility a m ninmum of 10 cal endar days in advance
of the custoner’s next scheduled neter read date, or the first
of the nmonth for gas. In ED, however, we note that the word
‘switch’ could refer to an enrol |l nment transaction (custoner is
being enrolled with an EM, a drop transaction (custoner is
termnating their relationship wwth the EfMand returning to
bundled utility service) or both (custoner is dropping one E/M
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and enrolling with a new EEM. Further, the business processes
as outlined by the Collaborative contenplate that a “Drop”
transaction could be initiated by either the UWility or the E/M
whi | e the NYUBP does not contain a specific notice period for a
di sconti nuance notice issued by the Uility to the EEM

G ven these circunstances, the adoption of the
proposed EDI data standards nay create an inconsistency between
the NYUBP and EDI. To correct this, the NYUBP nust reflect a
consistent ‘notice’ period for the EDI Enrol |l nent and Drop
transactions and nust recogni ze that Drop Request transactions
may be initiated by the Uility. Rather than shorten the notice
period for transmtting a Drop Request transaction to the
Uility from15 to 10 cal endar days, the Enrol |l nent Request
transacti on nmust now be sent a m ni num of 15 cal endar days prior
to the custoners next regularly schedul ed neter read date, a
requested special neter read date or the first of the nonth for
gas. The required discontinuance notice froman EfMto its
custoners is unaffected by this change and will remain at 15
cal endar days. Increasing the pending enrollnent period from 10
to 15 cal endar days nay al so enable resolution of parties
concerns regarding the custonmer’s recission period.

As indicated above, NEMA found the practice of
permtting custoners to rescind an Enrol |l nent Request up to the
day before the effective date of the switch unworkabl e because
mar keters may need nore than a one-day notice to change
arrangenents for supply. The NYUBP should be clarified to
permt custoners to rescind up to three business days prior to
the effective date of a pending enrollnment if they want to
continue taking service fromtheir current supplier after
reci nding an enroll nment request froma new supplier. Uilities
woul d be required to send an 814-Drop request to the pendi ng new
supplier within tw business days of the effective date of the
pendi ng enrol | nent.

We note, however, that this clarification would not
affect the provisions of section B of our Slanmm ng Prevention
rules, i.e. “ESCO Marketers that switch custonmers w thout the
custoners’ authorization will be fully responsible for w ongful
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charges applied to custoners’ bills and for all reasonable costs
incurred by the utilities”. These provisions would continue to
apply irrespective of the date the custoner first contacts the
Uility regardi ng an unaut horized enrol |l nent request — whether
that contact occurs during the pending stage prior to a switch
or after the custonmer has been switched. Recission should be
viewed as an action the custoner may take during the pending
stage for an enroll nent request. The recission period would now
extend fromthe date a valid enroll nent request was received by
the utility up to and including three business days prior to the
effective date for that pending enrollnment. Thus the three-

busi ness day notice requirenent for a custoner to rescind a
pendi ng enrol I nent request would only place limts on a
custoner’s opportunity to remain with their current supplier if
they do not want to, or did not authorize, switching to the new
supplier. Adopting a 15 cal endar-day notice period for
enrol | nrent transactions and reducing the period for issuance of
the custonmer notice fromfive to three days provi des custoners
nore tinme to respond to the notice of a pending enrollnment than
what is currently inplied in the NYUBP. W find this approach
may mnimze differences between the NY and National rules,

whi ch contenpl ated a | onger recission period.

Last, regarding our slamm ng prevention rules,
custoners who are sl amred shoul d be able to continue taking
service fromtheir current marketer when the Utility is notified
that they are rescinding a pending Enroll nent Request froma new
mar keter. Al though RGE s comrents described two ways of
addressing the concerns raised by the Col |l aborative’'s
recommendati ons, we believe that inplenentation of an ED
Rei nst at enent Transaction best fulfills the original intent
expressed in the slanmm ng prevention practices that a switch
request “wll be reversed”.

RG&E s suggested approach, i.e. that devel opnent of
the Reinstatenent transaction should be a condition precedent
for adoption on a mandatory basis of the ED procedures wll not
be adopted. We will go forward with the proposed data standards
for the Enroll ment and Drop transactions rather than del ay
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i npl enent at Lgn pendi ng devel opnment of a Rei nst at enent
transaction™. Acknow edgi ng the comments submtted by Con

Edi son/ O&R and Ni agara Mohawk, we believe that the best approach
is for the Coll aborative to devel op the Rei nstatenent
transaction standard. The proposed Rei nstatenent transaction
should be filed with the Secretary to allow for publication of a
notice soliciting cooments no |ater than October 10, 2001.

Since a Reinstatenent transaction is already in place in the

M d-Atlantic region we expect the effort associated with

devel oping this transaction standard nay be m nim zed since the
Col | aborative may have the benefit of E/Ms participating in that
region in its devel opnment worKk.

Modi fications to Custoner Information Practices

Gas Profil e Data

In its May 2000 coments, Con Edi son/ Q&R proposed t hat
hi storic custonmer data be differentiated between gas and
el ectric. According to Con Edison/Q&R, for gas, narketers
prefer to receive projected gas usage or projected delivery
requi renents instead of actual historic consunption data. Both
Con Edi son/ &R and propose to provide gas narketers with a gas
profile derived fromcustonmer’s actual history data. The
profile provides marketers with weather normalized delivery
guantity projections that reflect |ost and unaccounted for gas.
Since the focus of gas nom nations is delivery quantities, the
gas profile is likely to be nore useful to narketers when
arranging for gas supply for their pool of custoners than
aggregat ed actual usage data. Accordingly, the ED data
standard for history requests we adopt will accombdate requests
for either actual usage history or gas profile data.
Correspondi ng changes to the NYUBP nust be nmade to recogni ze gas

15 A working nodel for the 814 Reinstatenent transaction is
avai l abl e since this transaction is already in place in the
M d-Atlantic States.
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profiles as docunented in the Collaborative’s business process
and data standards docunents.

Met er reads versus consunption data

Inits May 2000 coments, North Anerican Energy’s
coments expressed dissatisfaction with sonme utilities’
interpretation of the business practices regarding current usage
data. According to North Anmerican, sone utilities do not
provi de actual neter dial readings and/ or conpany cal cul ated or
estimated neter readings but only consunption information. In
North American’s view, this refusal to provide neter reads
results in EEMs bills displaying less information than the
utility reports on its own bill. According to North Anerican,
custoners are used to receiving, and expect to continue to
receive, neter information on the EfMs bill

The EDI Col | aborative proposed to transmt only billed
consunption, rather than neter reading data, on the basis that
nmeter reading data is not routinely retained in Custoner
Information Systens and it is these systens which are the
primary interface for EDI. Transm ssion of data about
registers, dials, nmeter multipliers, etc. would likely require
an interface with utilities Meter Data systens and woul d extend
t he devel opnent tinme required for inplenenting the ED 867
transaction for current usage. W wll| adopt the data standards
for the 867 transactions, as subsequently nodified, for an
interimperiod until conpetitive netering data protocols have
been devel oped. At that tinme, we will consider the ED
Col | aborative’s recomrendati ons on nodi fications necessary to
the 867 transactions to support conpetitive netering.

In addition, Con Edison/ Q&R submtted comrents (in My
2000 and again on the National Report) proposing that the anount
of free historical custonmer information available to E£M should
be reduced from 24 nonths (or life of the account) to 12 nonths
consistent with the national rules. W note that there were no
comments in opposition to Con Edi son/O& R s proposal and we wil|
adopt this change. The business process and data standard
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docunents pertaining to the exchange of custoner’s historica
data shoul d be nodified accordingly.
Modi fications to Switching Practices

Bot h NYSEG and Con Edi son/ Q&R fil ed comrents
requesting revisions to the NYUBP regarding the list of data
elements E/Ms are currently required to provide to the Uility
in order to enroll a customer with the EEM The NYUBP requires
the EEMto provide the custoner’s name, service address, mailing

address and account nunber in their ‘switch notice’. These data
el enents are not needed for EDI processing and therefore should
not be sent. The NYUBP should be revised accordingly. 1In

addition, the requirenent that Uilities acknow edge receipt of
a ‘switch notice’ in five calendar days is no |longer relevant in
an EDI environnent where a 997 Functional Acknow edgenent
transaction is automatically generated and sent by the

reci pients system whenever an EDI transaction is received. The
five-day provision for acknow edgenent in the current NYUBP
shoul d be revised accordingly.

O her UBP Modifications

EDI Testing Requirenents

NYSEG bel i eves that the UBP nust recogni ze successful
EDI testing as an EfMeligibility criterion. W concur.
Simlar to the Report on National business practices, our
preference is to add a new section to the NYUBP to enconpass al
of New York’s EfMeligibility and oversight provisions. NYSEG s
proposal to incorporate EDI testing as an eligibility criterion,
anong ot hers, should be reflected in this new section.

M scel | aneous

Wth regard to the need to revise the NYUBP for EDI
ot her m nor nodifications not addressed above are inplicit in
t he proposed data standards filed by the Col | aborative. W note
that these changes are basically housekeepi ng changes necessary

to avoi d confusi on between the docunents proposed here for
Comm ssion action and the current NYUBP. Further, such changes
wer e uncontested in various rounds of coments filed by the
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parties. Accordingly, we will adopt these nodifications as
docunented i n Suppl enment B
Techni cal Comment s/ | ssues

Val i dati on El enents

Data validation is the process used to ensure that an
incom ng EDI transaction is processed for the correct custoner
account. Since EDI transactions may be processed seamnl essly
wi t hout human intervention, nmatching one or nore data el enents
in an incomng transaction to the sane elenents in the
reci pients conputer systemvalidates transactions. |If there is
a ‘match’ the transaction is considered valid and will be
processed; if the elenents do not nmatch, the transaction is
rejected. Staff advises us that it is comon practice to use
the custoner’s utility account nunber as a validation el enent.
However, parties di sagree about whether a second el enent should
be required for validation, and, if so, which one.

The utilities in this proceeding initially proposed
four different approaches to validating EDI transactionsﬂq In
Opi ni on 00-05 we determned that all ED transactions shoul d be
val i dat ed based on the sanme data protocol statew de thus
achi eving both consistency and consuner protection. Two data
el enents woul d be designated for initial EDI transactions, and
one data el enent woul d be designated for subsequent
transacti ons.

The EDI Col | aborative was directed to file with the
Secretary their selection of the data elenents to be used to
validate initial, and subsequent, EDH transactions. On May 31,
2000 the Coll aborative filed a letter (Supplenment A) with the

18 1 n the June 30, 1999 Report of the EDI Coll aborative.
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Secretary containing the Utilities recormmended nethod for

val i dati on

“For purposes of validating initial
and subsequent transactions, the E/ M
wi |l provide the custoner account
nunber (with check digit, if included)
and neter nunber (when avail able), as
appearing on the custonmer bill”.

Under this scheme, a neter nunmber woul d be considered to be
“avail able” only with respect to nmetered service and only if the
utility bill displayed the neter nunber. Rather than require
that these two el enents be sent only on the initial ED
transaction for a custoner, the Collaborative reconmended that,
due to potential progranm ng conplications, it would be
necessary to use the two data el enents identified above for
initial and subsequent transactions. Accordingly, the business
process docunents and correspondi ng EDI data standards proposed
by the Collaborative in its filings reflect the above validation

schene.
The data standards proposed by the New York

Col | aborative required two data el enents for validation: the
custonmer’s utility account nunber (wWth check digit, if
i ncl uded) and neter nunber (when avail able), as they appear on
the custonmer’s bill. A neter nunmber would be consi dered
“avail able” only with respect to netered service and only when
the neter nunber appears on the bill. \Were there are multiple
meters on an account, the EEMwould be required to include only
one of the valid neter nunbers. \Wien no neter nunber is
avail abl e, the transaction would contain the literal "ALL";
where the only service on an account is unnetered, the
transaction would contain the literal “UNVETERED'. When a
meter nunber is “available” and is not sent, the transaction
woul d be rejected.

Vol um nous comrents were subsequently filed requesting

reconsi deration of the validation scheme for incom ng ED
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transactions that we adopted in Opinion 00-05. At issue is

whet her one data el ement or two should be used to validate
transactions received by the UWility. Wen the utility relies
on a single data elenment, there is a risk that an ED
transaction could be processed for the wong account. However,
when the utility uses two data el enments a hi gher nunber of
transactions could be rejected. Further, utilities nust
consider the increase in programm ng costs when two data

el enents, rather than one, are used for validation.

W note that nost E/Ms use only the custoner’s utility
account nunber to validate transactions and that the National
Report on Uni form Busi ness Rul es concluded that “a sinple
val i dation systemis needed to catch clerical errors, such as
transposed account nunbers, before utilities and suppliers spend
time trying to process Switch requests with errors. According
to the National Report released in Novenber 2000, the m ni num
Switch validation elenments should be the utility custoner
Account Nunmber and one of the secondary validation el ements

bel ow:
1. Five—-digit zip code of service address; or
2. First four (4) characters of the Custoner or conpany

nane on the account, e.g., Henderson or Wal-Mart; or
3. O her field as determ ned by the Applicable Regul atory
Aut hority.”

In its comrents, Niagara Mohawk indicates that it wll
now val i date transacti ons on the account nunber since “neter
nunbers appear on custoner’s bills for only certain rate
cl asses”. Since N agara Mhawk tracks all custonmers by unique
account nunbers and does not uniformy include neter nunbers on
its bills, the Conpany does not plan to validate enrollnments
based on neter nunbers. N agara Mohawk points out that when the
literal “ALL” is provided on a transaction, no validation is
possi bl e either.
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Bot h Keyspan Delivery (the utility) and Keyspan Energy
Services (the EfM believe that the risks of erroneously
swi tching the wong account, when only the utility account
nunber is used for validation, are sufficiently mtigated by the
NYUBP requirenment that custoners receive a confirmation letter
advi sing them of the pending enrollnment wwth an EEM This
notification affords the custoner an adequate opportunity to
rescind the switch by contacting the utility.

According to Keyspan Delivery, this practice nakes
i mposition of additional data el enents unnecessary. Using the
met er nunber as an additional data el enment may hinder further
devel opment of the conpetitive market since custoners would have
to provide additional nuneric data to the EEM If a greater
guantity of nuneric data is required, the chance of errors in
transm ssion of that data is higher. This would into nore
erroneous rejections of customers’ requests to switch to
conpetitive conmmodity service.

Keyspan Energy Services strongly objects to the use
of two validation fields and requiring the addition of the neter
nunber for enrollnment and drops. They find no conpelling reason
to change the current practice of using only the custoner’s
account nunber, which custoners can generally easily identify
and provide. Use of neter nunbers is inpractical, as custoners
are generally unfamliar with neter nunbers even when they
appear on their bills. Further, requiring a neter nunber wll
result in higher operational costs for E/Ms and delays in the
enrol |l mrent and drop process, which, in turn, will result in
di ssatisfied custonmers and have a chilling effect on retai
conpetition.

Nat i onal Energy Marketers (NEMA) finds that the
proposal of the EDI Col | aborative to use the custoner account
nunber and neter nunber as the validation points is problematic.
According to NEMA, “it is bad enough that the current practice
requi res the use of a "custoner account nunber" that custoners
do not readily renenber. The requirenent of the use of two
val idation points will inpose an unnecessary burden on the
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swi tching process. Inasnmuch as the neter nunber is not
generally known by custoners, and is not always stated on
custoner bills, requiring this data will be a barrier to
custoners who wi sh to choose an alternative supplier”. NEVA
recommends that a neter nunber not be required and points out
that “other Md-Atlantic States do not use the nmeter nunber as a
validation point. As a result, ED providers will have to nake
separate accommodati ons for New York's inplenmentation and that
W Il increase the costs of doing business”.

Con Edison/O&R in their reply comrents on the Cctober
10 filing support the use of a single data el enent for
validation finding that “the inclusion of nmeter nunber is an
unnecessary conplication for identification of their custoners”.
Since the NYUBP requires that “all custoners [be] notified of
swi tches between suppliers, whether fromthe utility to an EEM
between E/Ms, or on return to the utility, and given a
opportunity to restore the status quo ante. They concl ude that
the second data el enent is not necessary for validation.”

Al ternatively, NYSEG supports the recomendati on of
the EDI Col | aborative that two data elenments (i.e., the
custoner's utility account nunber and neter nunber) be used to
validate all ED transactions sent to the utilities by E/ M.
According to NYSEG the use of two data elenents in a validation
process is a common business practice and ensures, to the extent
possi ble, that transactions wll not be incorrectly processed
and custoners will not be incorrectly transferred to anot her
provider. Accordingly, the Comm ssion shoul d adopt the
recommendati on of the EDI Col | aborative that both the customer's
utility account nunber and neter nunber should be used to
validate all initial and subsequent transactions.

NFG conment s support the use of two validation
paraneters, utility account nunber and neter nunber (if
avai l able on the custoners bill), on all EDI transactions. NFG
currently provides either the actual neter nunber, or a virtual

meter nunber, on every custonmer’s bill. They believe that
requiring EfMs to obtain the second el enment froma custoner’s
bill is not a cost prohibitive practice.
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Smart Energy, commenting on the validation schene
proposed in the National UBP Report, supported a sinple standard
swi tching validation system but noted “care nust be exercised
when i npl enmenting such rules”. SmartEnergy supports two-field
switch validations: the zip code and the utility account nunber.
Alternatively, in its comments on the National UBP Report,
Penel ec supported the adoption of the utility custoner account
nunber as the only validation element finding that “this
val i dati on el ement has generally been sufficient to prevent any
problenms with accidental slamm ng of custonmers”. In its view,
“the use of additional elenents is not necessary, and may in
fact, cause nore enrollnents to be rejected unnecessarily.”

After considering the parties comments, we concl ude
that the relative risk of switching the wong account when
relying solely on the utility account nunber for validation may
not be the sanme for all utilities since the underlying system
infrastructure is different. For those utilities that believe
only one elenent is necessary we are concerned about the
i ncrenental progranm ng costs associated with validating on two
el emrents instead of one. This is especially true in those
service territories where a neter nunber may only be displayed
on a small nunber of custoners’ bills.

Further, we acknow edge the argunents raised by
several parties that existing slamm ng prevention practices
m ght be sufficient to mtigate the risks of relying on a single
val i dation element. Referencing the cormments nmade by NEMA and
Penel ec regarding the validation schene used in the Md-Atlantic
States, we note that these states support an EDI Rei nstatenent
transaction so custoners may ‘return’ to their current EEMwth
no interruption in service when they rescind a new enrol | nent
request. Accordingly, attenpts to slam custoners, either
intentional or unintentional, may be i mredi ately redressed and
this tends to mnimze the inportance of having an effective
val i dati on schene.

Accordingly, we believe that the validation schene
presented by the Collaborative in its May 2000 |letter
(Suppl enent A), and subsequently reflected in the data standards
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filed by the Collaborative, should be nodified such that
transactions wll be validated based solely on the custoner’s
utility account nunber. The data standards and busi ness process
docunents are nodified herein to reflect this validation schene.
W find that the comments of parties who have sone experience in
EDI processing in other states are persuasive. W also believe
our existing Slamm ng Prevention requirements taken in
conjunction with the inplenentation of a Reinstatenent
transaction sufficiently mtigate the risk that custonmers could
be switched erroneously when a single data elenent is used for

validation. W wll, however, revisit this decision, if
necessary, after the Utilities have had sufficient practical
experience in processing ‘live’ ED transactions.

Wth respect to SnmartEnergy’ s conments regarding the
use of zip code as the second validation elenent, this el enent
was considered early on in the EDI devel opnent process and
rejected since it may not be sufficiently discreet to
differentiate between custoner accounts particularly in densely
popul at ed areas.

Test Pl an Overvi ew

Anmong t he docunents submtted in the COctober 10, 2000
filing was a New York EDI Test Plan Overvi ew which envisioned a
phased approach to EDI testing that is simlar to, and based in
part, proven EDI test plan uccessfully used by ot her
states*’. By January 30, 2001*° the Coll aborative had further
refined this Test Plan Overview and al so conpl et ed devel opnent
on Phase | of the test plan (including a set of rigorous test
scenari os). This expanded test plan was then incorporated in a

7 california, Pennsylvania, etc.

8 The Technical Operating Profile also contains technical
specifications for the EDI infrastructure to be inplenmented in
New York such as the Internet delivery mechani sm (Data
Transfer Mechanism or DIM, and related transaction and
envel opi ng rul es and gui del i nes.
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| arger docunent entitled the Technical Operating Profile.

Notice of the recomrendations contained in this Profile docunent
was published in the State Register on January 31, 2001 and
comments were filed on March 15, 2001.

As subsequently revised in the Profile docunent, Phase
| testing would involve (1) a denonstration that the market
participant has the ability to create EDI transactions that
conply with the New York EDI data standards for each transaction
and (2) a denonstration that the participant is capabl e of
sendi ng and receiving ED transactions over the Internet using
the prescribed data transfer protocols. The testing plan
envi sioned that all market participants would be required to
successfully denonstrate that they have net the Phase | EDI test
requi renents prior to advancing to Phase |l and/or Phase ||
testing.

The proposed Phase Il testing is a verification of
utility readiness to engage in full EDI processing. Wile Phase
| is applicable to all market participants, Phase Il is limted
to the New York utility participants and a small group of
experienced EDI conpliant E/Ms. These participants would fully
test the utility EDI systens interactively to prepare for “live”
EDI processing. Phase Il will include conplete testing of the
busi ness process logic inplicit in the EDI data standards using
all required functionality, including data exchange over the
Internet using the NY data transfer protocols.

Once a utility successfully conpl etes Phase |

testing, they will be ready to conduct Phase Il testing for
mar keters who are, or will, participate in their service
territory. Phase IIl would focus on the degree to which

participating Ef Ms can exchange specific EDI transactions with a
specific utility and is designed to ensure that each EfMis
fully prepared for an EDI production environment. Simlar to
Phase Il testing, each EEMw Il test their ED systens for full
functionality using the EDI Internet data transfer mechani sm

In the Test Plan Overview filed on Cctober 10, 2000,
the Col |l aborative contenplated that an unbi ased Test Moder at or
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woul d be selected to conduct the necessary Phase | ED
certification for all participants. However, parties’ comments
reflected concerns regarding this approach. The parties believe
that it is critical that the Test Mderator be an unbi ased
entity with no direct involvenent in New York’s retail energy
markets. | n response to these concerns the designation of the
Test Moderator was changed in the expanded Techni cal Operating
Profile froman unbiased third party to Conm ssion Staff.

As currently proposed, Staff’s function as Test
Moder at or woul d invol ve determ ning the test scenarios that are
applicable to each test candi date (based on the services and
commodities each will be engaged in), receiving the actual test
files fromeach candi date, and verifying that each test file is
syntactically correct based on the New York EDI standards.

R&E, in its comments of March 15, 2001, requests
clarification regarding the expectation that activities
conducted in Phase | could satisfy the requirenent to
denonstrate data transfer nmechani smcapability. The intent in
Phase | is that each party could establish internally that its
DTM nmechani smis workabl e by successfully performng the
prescri bed Phase | DIMinternal test scripts (described in
Suppl enent E). Interactive testing of the DTMw th trading
partners woul d then occur in Phase Il and/or |1l testing, for
whi ch detailed test plans are currently being devel oped by the

Col | abor ati ve.
Wth regard to the E£Ms involved in Phase |1, Keyspan

Energy Delivery recomends that only EfMs currently operating in
each utility’'s service territory be considered for this role.
Some of New York’s current E/Ms may have sufficient EDI

experience but adopting KeySpan’s reconmendati on coul d

potentially underm ne the objective of the Phase Il testing
process. Phase Il testing should not be limted to i ncunbent New
York E/ Ms.

Al t hough no other specific cooments were filed on the
Techni cal Operating Profile, Staff advises us that several
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changes to the Phase Il test plan approach are now warrant ed.

In particular, the Technical Operating Profile states that the
exit criterion for conpleting Phase Il should be PSC
certification of each E/ M based upon successful consumation of
a trading partner agreenent between the EfMand utility. This
approach is problematic for two reasons. Staff will not be
directly involved in Phase Ill testing and we have not yet
consi dered whet her tradi ng partner agreenents should be required
and if so, in what form

Al t hough we expect Staff to facilitate resol ution of
di sputes regarding testing between a specific utility and a
specific EEM we do not find it necessary, nor advantageous,
that the Departnment ‘certify’ that an E/M has successfully
conpleted Phase Il testing. However, it is reasonable that the
parties be required to docunent successful Phase Il performnce
and readiness to nove into EDI production to each other. The
requi renent for Commi ssion certification of E/Ms should be
removed fromthe description of Phase Ill testing activities. In
lieu of this, upon successful conpletion of Phase Il testing,
each E/ M shoul d be provided with a confirmation, in witing,
fromthe utility, stating the date the E/ M has conpl et ed Phase
1l testing and is ready for production. |In addition, the
Uilities and E/Ms nmust retain the docunmentation supporting

successful denonstration of Phase Il testing.

Wth the nodifications noted above, we will approve
the EDI testing plan as described in the Technical Operating
Profil e docunent (Supplenent E) but we expect the Phase Il and
1l test protocols to be presented to us for approval no |ater
t han Sept enmber 25, 2001.

Dat a Transfer Mechani sm Protocol s

A Data Transfer Mechanism (DTM is the nediumused to
send and receive EDI transactions between market participants.
Typically a data transfer nechanismis conprised of conputer

- 33-



CASE 98- M 0667

har dware, software and a set of established protocols and
procedures to ensure that data transfer is consistent across al
mar ket participants systens. In Opinion 00-05 we directed the
parties to devel op consensus | nternet-based DIM protocols. In
response, the Col |l aborative devel oped a consensus approach based
on the hypertext transfer protocol (the HTTP Internet standard)
and the Gas I ndustry Standards Board s El ectronic Data Mechani sm
(the A SB standard). Simlar to the Test Plan Overview, these
reconmmendations were originally published for cooment as part of
the Col | aborative’s Cctober 10, 2000 filing, and subsequently
incorporated into the Technical Operating Profile docunent. No
coments were filed with respect to the DTM recomrendati ons and
they are adopted as described in the appended Techni cal
Qperating Profile (Suppl enent E)

Techni cal Operating Profile

A limted nunber of coments were filed regarding
ot her aspects of the Technical QOperating Profile docunent. RGSE,
inits March 15, 2001 comments, ask for clarification and
nodi fication to the technical assunptions contained in this
docunent. RG&&E requests clarification on General Techni cal
Assunption 4, which stated that a recipient is responsible to
ensure it receives any incomng transactions, and that if it
cannot, it has the responsibility to request re-transm ssion.
R&E reconmmends Assunption 4 be re-worded to capture the notion
that the receiver nust first be aware of the existence of any
i ncom ng transactions. Since this principle is clearly inplicit

in the statenent, no change is warranted.
NYSEG r equest ed consi deration of several m nor

technical clarifications to section VI.A of this docunent
related to the responsibilities of the various parties in the
event of a communications fail-over. In particular, NYSEG
recommends | anguage that solidifies the parties’ intent to
clearly distinguish between “protocol” failures and “exchange”
failures and the subsequent activities associated with each
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| evel of failure. The docunent is nodified herein to reflect the

clarifications sought by NYSEG

Inits comments on the Profile docunent, RG&E notes
that the 820 transaction, listed in the Technical Operating
Profile’ s Transacti on Response matri x, has not been the subject
of any Col | aborative activity and asks for clarification as to
the reason for its inclusion. Staff advises us that the
Col | aborative included the 820-rem ttance transaction in the
Techni cal Operating Procedures since it will eventually be
necessary to support the conpetitive billing initiatives. As
such it is sinply a placehol der.

Envel opi ng St andar ds

In the Transaction Processing Architecture docunent
filed on Cctober 10, 2000, rules were recomended for how EDI
transactions were to be assenbl ed, or “envel oped”, and then

transmtted. In terns of assenbling the transaction one of the
rules listed was that “only one functional group (GS) wll be
used within an envelope (ISA).” This is currently the industry

st andard nethog;of assenbling EDI transactions at the | SA
envel ope | ayer In their comrents on the October 10, 2000
filing, Con Edison/ Q&R argue that this rule is overly
restrictive and they reconmend that the rule be reconsidered to
allow parties the option of sending nultiple groups per |SA
envel ope.

When the Col | aborative rel eased the Techni cal
Qperating Profile in January, it reiterated the reconmmended
envel opi ng policy contained in the October 10 filing, i.e. “one
envel ope per session”, as the New York standard. The Profile

19 The Transacti on Processing Architecture document describes
several levels, or “layers” within a typical ED transaction
The 1 SA | ayer is generally considered the uppernost |ayer of
an EDI transaction.
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docunent, however, addressed Con Edi son/ Q&R s comrents by
clarifying that parties would be allowed, by nutual bilateral
agreenent, to vary fromthe envel opi ng rules.

R&E, inits March 15, 2001 conments, requests
clarification of the fourth and final transaction assenbly rule
which states that “..mmultiple transactions (ST) of the sane type
will be allowed within a functional group (GS). W are advi sed
by Staff that the intent of this rule was that transactions
coul d be grouped by their type (i.e. enrollnments are grouped
together, drops are grouped together, etc.). The Profile
docunent has been anended to now include this clarification.

Tracki ng Mechani sns

In the Transacti on Processing Architecture and
Techni cal Operating Profile docunents, nethods to uniquely
identify and track EDI transactions were proposed using various
technical identifiers and paraneters inherent in the ED
structure. For exanple, “Transaction set control nunbers” are
used as a primary identifier within each ED transaction to
uni quel y nunber and track each transaction. In its coments,
NMPC recomends that senders of transactions include their DUNS
nunber within the transaction set control nunber, thereby, in
NVPC s judgenent, ensuring that each control nunber is truly
uni que.

We believe this alternative requires nore discussion
anongst the Col |l aborative. At this tinme, we will adopt the
tracki ng nmechanismrules as prescribed in the Techni cal
perating Profile. The nodification proposed by NVMPC woul d
i npose a requirenent on all parties and woul d necessitate
changes in every data standard proposed for adoption. The
Col | aborative parties should evaluate NMWPC s suggestion in |ight
of the EDI experience gained in other states and propose
subsequent nodifications as necessary.

Ar chi ving and Auditing

The Transaction Processing Architecture and Techni cal
Qperating Profile prescribe that all conpanies neet any and all
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current archival requirenments. The Collaborative parties did
not specify, however, to what extent archival requirenents apply
to the actual EDI transactions thenselves. Con Edison/Q&R, in
their coments on the Cctober 10, 2000 filing, assert that the
archival requirenents necessarily apply to the underlying data
contained in the electronic transactions and that it is both
unnecessary and burdensone to apply archival requirenents to the
actual EDI transactions. Con Edi son/ Q&R recommend that the
docunents be revised to state that “this issue should be
nonitored and the decision reviewed periodically to consider the
i npacts and whet her any changes are appropriate.”

W believe it nay be premature to determ ne the
appropriate retention requirenents for EDI transactions at this
tinme, since the systens have not been inplenented in any
conpany. Accordingly, the appropriate archival policy should be
considered after all utilities have reached the production stage

of EDI inplenentation.

Drop Response

On page 22 of the Technical Operating Profile a
Transacti on Response Matrix is provided which lists each
conpleted EDI transaction to be used in New York and the
requi red responses. Wth respect to a drop transaction that is
initiated by an EEM the matrix specifies that a utility
receiving this response nmust provide an EDI drop response,

W thin two busi ness days, whether the EfMinitiated drop is
accepted or rejected. The Drop Response transaction would be in
addition to an EDI functional acknow edgenent transaction that
is sent perfunctorily in response to every EDI transaction
transmtted.

In developing the matrix, E/ Ms argued, and the
Col | aborative parties generally agreed, that nore than a
functi onal acknow edgenent is required since supply arrangenents
and ultimately settlenent is dependent upon both parties
processi ng drops. Con Edi son/ O&%R di sagree, arguing that the
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Col | aborative provides no conpelling argunent for this approach,
whi ch woul d reverse the Conmission’s policy (April 12, 2000
Order) of not requiring the positive drop response.

In the Drop Business Processes proposed by the
Col | aborative in its October 10, 2000 filing, the recommended
practice is for the Uility to determne the effective date of a
drop, irrespective of whether the Drop Request transaction is
initiated by the Utility or the EEM since all swtching
activity is coincident with custonmers’ neter readi ng dates.
Accordingly, the Drop data standard requires that the Uility
respond to a Drop Request and that the response transaction
contain a segnent for the effective date. In this order, we
wi |l adopt the nore recent recomrendati on of the Coll aborative
and require that the Uility respond to Drop Request
transactions received by EfMs. Wth these nodifications, the
Techni cal Operating Profile docunent is approved.

Web Sites Design Principles

In Opinion 00-05, the we directed the Col | aborative
parties to work further to devel op policies for nmeking retai
access data available in a nore consistent manner from each
utility’s web site. In response to this directive the utility
nmenbers of the Coll aborative devel oped and filed for fornal
comment, a docunent entitled Retail Access Wb Sites Design
Principles (or Design Principles), as part of the COctober 10
filing made by the Coll aborative. The Design Principles (see
Suppl enent G contains 20 recommendati ons which, if adopted,
woul d ensure that certain information is presented in a standard
format and is easily accessible to both current and prospective
E/ Ms. The objective of these Guidelines was to strike the proper
bal ance between the need for standardization in data content and
each utility' s desire to retain the “look and feel” of its own
particular web site design

Keyspan Energy Delivery and NYSEG in their comrents,
each generally agree with the Design Quidelines data content
requirenents but reiterate the desire for each utility to retain
the individuality of its web site format. Con Edison/O&R, in
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their comments, took issue with several of the recommendati ons
in this docunent. For exanple, the Collaborative recomended the
use of an unsecured web site for certain paraneters whereas Con
Edi son/ O&R currently uses a secured web site for data transfers
to E£Ms. They point out that “the time and expense of devel oping
an unsecured site should be considered in establishing either a
requi renent for an unsecured site or determ ning when it should
be avail able.”

We acknowl edge that additional work may be required of
the Uilities to conply with the Design Principles, but the
obj ective was to provide both prospective and current E/ Ms
access to information in a consistent manner across all utility
web sites. W are concerned about the inference in Con
Edi son/ O&R coments that prospective E/Ms nay have to request
access to a secured area to obtain basic information regarding
that conpany’ s retail access program The Design Quidelines
wer e devel oped with the objective that the sane content could be
found on all utility sites and, in addition, specific types of
data could be found in the same place. The logical inplication
of adopting Con Edi son/ O&Rs recommendati on woul d be
i nconsi stency across utility web sites, which would be
unresponsive to the recommendati ons nade in the Coll aborative’'s
June 30 Report. In this regard, we adopt the Design Principles
specifications regarding the placenent of specific data in
unsecured and secured areas since this best achi eves the maxi num
standardi zation and security across each utility's web site.

Recomendati on 14 of the Design Guidelines required
posting of notices on the unsecured site for any schedul ed web
site interruptions. Con Edison/O&R currently provides this
information through emails and its secured site and asserts that
a “requirenent for a notice facility on the unsecured site adds
conplexity and cost to the web site design w thout substantively
i nprovi ng communi cations with parties that need to know.” In
this instance, scheduled web site interruptions is information
that is nore critical to EfMs already established in Con
Edi son/ O8R service territories. Accordingly, the practice of
advi sing marketers via email of such interruptions may be nore
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effective than nerely posting notices on the unsecured web site.
Con Edison/Q&R is directed to provide nore detail regarding its
statenents that this requirenent “adds conplexity and cost to
web site design” and clarify specifically how the alternative
practice of individual email nessages is docunented and

ret ai ned.
The Principles contain guidance for comuni cating gas

notices, including notices for “curtailnments.” Con Edi son/ O&R
reconmend that any notice regarding a period in which gas supply
is unavail able for delivery or gas transportation be descri bed
with the term®“interruption.” Con Edi son/ Q&R asserts that “there
are many causes for gas to be unavail able, nobst outside the
utility's control. The notion of “curtailnment” is that the
utility is responsible for precluding a custonmer from obtaining
gas.” Con Edi son/ &R recommend, therefore, that the word
“curtailment” not be used in this context. W agree and the
Design Cui delines should be nodified accordingly.

Lastly, Con Edi son/ O&R argue that because they
currently have workabl e (and redundant) notification systens in
pl ace for their “interruptible gas” service classifications,
that they not be required to inplement a substitute or
addi ti onal web-based notification system citing |ack of
efficiency and cost saving factors. As we have indicated above,
the overriding purpose of the Design Cuidelines was to ensure
uni form access to specific data content by all E/Ms. Ganting
wai vers such as Con Edi son/ O&R seeks woul d underm ne this

obj ecti ve.

Data Format for Aggregated Daily Delivery Quantities

In the April 2000 order, we approved a non- EDI
standardi zed file format for exchange of gas delivery data (al so
commonly referred to as Aggregated Daily Delivery Quantities or
ADDQ . This format was considered to be consistent with the
effort of the gas utilities in Case 97-G 1380, Future of the
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Natural Gas Industry, to develop uniformstandards to facilitate
mar keter entry. Each gas utility was directed to include the
format, with some m nor agreed upon changes, in their Gas
Transportation Operating Procedures Mnual s.

Since April 2000, the Coll aborative parties further
refined the gas delivery format and filed a revision for our
approval in their October 10 filing. The proposed revision
prescribes a nore detailed format and directs each gas utility
to make delivery data available to gas marketers in an ASCl |
flat file, comma separated, or otherw se delimted format.

Con Edi son/ O&R comrented that the ADDQ Fil e Format
| eaves “open to the Utilities the right to select the

appropriate file format.” Keyspan Energy Delivery conments
that Uilities should be allowed to inplenent the ADDQ fil e
format using an Excel spreadsheet format. They argue that

Excel is superior to a comma-delimted fornmat because Excel is
“easier to read, easier to manipulate data within the file, and
nore user friendly to ESCOs and marketers who nmay not have nore
advanced el ectronic capability.” UWilities are permtted sone
discretion in the format used to provide ADDQ data provided it
isinadelimted format and E/Ms agree that Excel is an
acceptable file format.

NYSEG in its comrents, requests exenption fromthe
gas ADDQ file format for non-daily netered custonmers. NYSEG
states that exchange of ADDQ information is not required inits
service territory. NYSEG communicates to its E/Ms, on a daily
basis, the actual anount of gas to be delivered for the next gas
day, rather than the ADDQ anount (the average to be delivered
each day of the nonth). NYSEGis granted this exenption.

Housekeepi ng Changes

More than one party comented on the need to nake
m nor housekeepi ng changes in the various technical docunents to
correct typographical errors, to renbve inconsistencies between
an I nplenentation Guide and its correspondi ng data dictionary,
to update the choice of certain codes to reflect consistency
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with EDI standards published by the Uility Industry G oup and

to provide nore illustrative exanples for segnments and/ or
transactions. The data standards and busi ness process docunents

adopted herein reflect these m nor nodifications.

NEW | NI TI ATl VES
In addition to the various m |l estones already

di scussed herein, it is necessary to set forth our expectations
regarding the tinetable for additional deliverables fromthe
Col | aborati ve.

EDI Change Transaction

The 814 Change Transaction is a standard industry ED
transaction used by utilities and EfMs to exchange data
regardi ng changes in a custoner’s account information. Per our
April 2000 order, this data standard shoul d have been i ncl uded
in the Coll aborative' s October or Novenber filings. A proposed
814 Change standard was filed with the Secretary on June 27,
2001 and we will consider adoption follow ng expiration of the

formal comment peri od.

EDI 810 Billing Transaction
Simlar to the 814 Change transaction, the 810 Billing

transaction and rel ated transacti ons were to have been incl uded
in the recent filings of the Collaborative. However, our
current NYUBP does not contain uniformpractices for
consolidated billing. Wthout a franework of business rules in
pl ace, the Coll aborative was unable to devel op the necessary
billing transactions. Qur order on uniformpractices for
billing and paynment processing was issued May 18, 2001.
Accordingly, given the time frame for ED testing for the data
standards we are adopting herein, we will expect the

Col | aborative to develop and file standards necessary to support
our billing and paynent practices within 120 days of the date of

our order in this proceeding.

-42-



CASE 98- M 0667
Change Contr ol

Change Control is the process used to ensure that ED
data standards are kept current. Once a data standard is adopted
by the Conm ssion, the standard will remain in place until there
is arequest to nodify the standard to support a new initiative
or resolve processing concerns raised by market participants. In
our April 12, 2000 Order, we deferred action on prelimnary
Change Control recomendations included in the Collaborative’s
June 30, 1999 report. Once we have adopted the standards
herein, the need for a Change Control process becones nore
critical. W expect the parties to recommend a refined Change
Control process for our approval, in coordination with other
i npl enentation activities, no later than Septenber 15, 2001. W
expect the Coll aborative s recommendati ons regardi ng an ED
Change Control Process for New York to reflect our intent of
achieving maxi mumuniformty statewide in the long term and
consi stency with other EDI published standards in the short
term

Tradi ng Partner Agreenents

We reserved decision regarding the use of trading
partner agreenents to govern the transm ssion and recei pt of EDI
transactions in our April, 12, 2000 Order and antici pated that
we woul d reconsider this issue when the utilities reach the
readi ness-to-test stage of EDI. The Col | aborative parties have
continued to deliberate proposed tradi ng partner agreenent
i ssues and are expected to report their findings and
recommendations in the near future, in coordination with the
begi nning of formal testing activities. W wll| defer any
i mredi at e consi deration of trading partner agreenments until
Staff has advised us that the majority of utilities have
conpl eted Phase Il testing requirenents.

CONCLUSI ON
For the reasons cited above we reaffirmour conmm t ment

to achi eve statew de inplenentation of EDI for all market
participants by year-end 2001. Further, based on the discussion
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herein, as well as the standards docunents appended to this

order,

The Comm ssion orders:

1.

The petition of National Fuel Gas, Crown Energy
Servi ces, |roquois Energy Managenent, Open Fl ow Gas
Conmpany and TXU Energy Services, Inc. for
rehearing, reconsideration or waiver is denied.

Revi sions to the NYUBP as di scussed herei n and/ or
docunented in Suppl enent B are adopt ed.

Followi ng EDI testing, all market participants are
expected to conply with the published ED data
standards contained in the supplenments to this
Opi ni on pendi ng our subsequent adoption of a Change
Control Process.

The Col | aborative shoul d consider, and report back
to us, nodifications to the Enroll nment and Drop
transactions to support requests for a specia
nmeter read to effect an off cycle enroll nent or
drop as proposed by NYSEG

The various data standards docunents as nodified
herein and contained in various suppl enents are
adopted as follows: TS814 Enrol |l nent Request and
Response (Supplenment F), the TS814 Consunption

H story Request and Response, (Supplenent H), the
TS814 Drop Request & Response (Supplenent G, the
TS867 Consunption H story/ Gas Profile (Supplenent
), the TS867 Monthly Usage (Suppl enent J), the
TS824 Application Advice (Supplenent K), and the
TS997 Functional Acknow edgenent (Supplenent L).

The Col | aborative shoul d devel op the alternative
busi ness process and rel ated data standards
necessary to support an 814 Rei nst at enent
transaction and report the status of these efforts
to us COctober 10, 2001.

The various business and technical issues raised in
parties coments, that are not specifically
addressed in the supplenents, are resolved as
descri bed herein.
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8. The validation schene presented by the
Col | aborative in its May 2000 letter (Supplenment A)
is approved as nodified herein.

9. The use of the New York Internet Data Transfer
Mechani sm protocols, the ED testing plan, and the
ot her practices contained in the Technica
Qperating Profile docunment in Supplenent E, as
nodi fi ed herein, are approved.

10. The Web Sites Design Principles contained in
Suppl enent C are adopted as proposed.

11. The Col | aborative shoul d devel op the data standards
for the ED transactions necessary to support our
retail access billing and paynent practices, as
described in our order in Case 98-M 1343, issued
and effective May 18, 2001. These transaction
standards should be filed with the Secretary no
| ater than 120 days of the effective date of this
order.

12. The Col | aborative should file a refined Change
Control process for our approval in coordination
with other inplenmentation activities no later than
Cct ober 10, 2001.

13. The jurisdictional utilities are directed to
conti nue, and ESCO Marketers are encouraged, to
participate in the NY ED Col |l aborative and conply
with the requirenments set forth in the ED Test
Pl an.

14. This proceeding is continued.

By the Conmi ssion,

( SI GNED) JANET HAND DEI XLER
Secretary
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APPENDI X

Not e: The follow ng docunents are avail able electronically fromthe

Commi ssion’s web site at pttp://ww.dps. state. ny. us/98n0667. ht m|

Suppl enent

Description

SUPPLEMENT A

May 31, 2000 Letter on Validation Elenents from
the Chairman of the NY EDI Col | aborative

SUPPLEMENT « Sunmary of Parties Comments on, and Approved
Modi fications to, the New York Uniform Busi ness
Rul es
SUPPLEMENT + Retail Access Wb Sites Design Principles
SUPPLEMENT « Alternate Comma Delimted File Format
For Exchange of Aggregated Daily Delivery
Quantities
SUPPLEMENT + Technical Operating Profile For Electronic Data
I nt erchange I n New York
SUPPLEMENT «+ New York EDI transaction standard for the TS814
Enrol | ment Request & Response,
« TS814 Enrollnment Data Dictionary
« Enrollment Business Process
SUPPLEMENT « New York EDI transaction standard for the TS814
Drop Request & Response
« TS814 Drop Data Dictionary
« Drop Business Process
SUPPLEMENT « New York EDI transaction standard for the TS814
Consunption Hi story Request & Response
«+ TS 814 Consunption H story Data Dictionary
+ Usage Busi ness Processes — Historical
SUPPLEMENT «+ New York EDI transaction standard for the TS867
Consunption History/Gas Profile
+ TS867 Consunption History Data Dictionary
SUPPLEMENT + New York EDI transaction standard for the TS867
Mont hly Usage
« TS867 Current Usage Data Dictionary
« Usage Busi ness Processes — Mnthly
SUPPLEMENT « New York EDI transaction standard for the TS824
Application Advice
SUPPLEMENT « New York EDI transaction standard for the TS997
Functi onal Acknow edgenent
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