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                                        North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@aol.com

Home Page: www.naesb.org


TO:
NAESB Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant Customer Processes Subcommittee, Posting for Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
Laura B. Kennedy, NAESB Staff 
RE:
Draft Minutes from the NAESB Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant Customer Processes Subcommittee (CPS) Meeting – Conference Call with Web Conferencing on August 17, 2004
DATE:

August 18, 2004
Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant

Joint Customer Processes Subcommittee Meeting

Conference Call with Web Conferencing on August 17, 2004
Final Minutes
1. Administrative

Mr. Alston opened the meeting and gave the antitrust advice.  
Mr. Alston conducted roll call.
Mr. Coyle moved, seconded by Ms. Edwards to adopt the draft agenda.  The draft agenda was adopted absent objection.
Ms. Kirby told Mr. Alston that from this point forward, someone from the CPS would be able to use the web conferencing feature during CPS meetings and this would be monitored by the NAESB office.
2. Adoption of Draft Minutes from June 16-17; July 9; July 27-28
a.  Changes made to June 16-17 Draft Minutes

Mr. Coyle asked that the draft minutes from the June 16-17 meeting be changed to reflect that he was present in person and not on the telephone.  Ms. Ray asked that the minutes be changed to reflect that she was present at the meeting in person. Ms. Rager (the NAESB office) made these changes at the time the requests were made and the members were able to see the changes as they were made via the Web Conferencing feature.
The subcommittee discussed how they would be able to determine whether the changes they had requested to be made on the minutes from the May 5-6 meeting and the meetings subsequent were in fact changed.  Mr. Alston went over his notes on the minutes of the May 5 and 6 meeting and stated that the only changes that needed to be made were: 1) that Ken Thiry was attending via telephone and needed his quadrant designation changed from RGQ to REQ and 2) Phil Precht needed to be designated as a member of RGQ.  The changes to the minutes of the May 5-6 meeting are reflected in the minutes of the June 16-17 meeting.
The minutes were amended to reflect that the modifications made to the Model Business Practices Draft Formatting Outline are reflected in the document titled Attachment 3-RXQ Customer Information 1st Draft 07/28/04 for the June 16-17 minutes located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_cps072704a3.doc.

Ms. Camp requested that the minutes be changed to reflect each attendee’s quadrant and segment in the attendee list.
Ms. Rager (the NAESB office) made the modifications during the meeting.  
Mr. Wolf made a Motion to Adopt the Minutes from June 16-17 as amended.  This motion was seconded by Ms. Camp.  The minutes were adopted by consent.
b.  Changes made to July 9 Draft Minutes

Ms. Camp requested that the minutes be changed to reflect the attendees’ quadrant and segment in the attendee list.  Members of the retail CPS approved of this method of editing minutes; this method allowed them to view for themselves that the changes had been made.
Ms. Camp made a Motion to Adopt the July 9 Draft Minutes as amended.  The motion was seconded by Ms. McCain, and the minutes were adopted by consent.
c.  Changes made to July 27-28 Draft Minutes
The July 27-28 draft minutes were amended to reflect requested changes to statements within the document.  A column was added to the attendee list to reflect the quadrant and segment of each attendee. 
Mr. Precht made a Motion to Adopt the July 27-28 draft minutes as amended.  This motion was seconded by Ms. Ray, and the draft minutes were adopted by consent.
3.  Elements to be included in minutes going forward

The committee members agreed that draft minutes would be edited via web conferencing, prior to adoption of minutes as final.  Also, a column that reflects the quadrant and segment of each CPS attendee is to be added to the attendee list for all future sets of CPS minutes.  The CPS added that this attendee list was to be sorted via alphabetical order according to last names.  The title of the minutes needs to reflect the type of meeting (conference call, face to face, etc.).  Ms. Ray also requested that for votes, a vote tally list should be included in all future CPS minutes.
4.  Continued discussion of and specific amendments to Model Business Practices found in document titled RXQ Billing and Payment example July 282004-clean.doc 
The version of the document discussed and modified by the CPS at this meeting is “RXQ Billing and Payment and Example,” located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_cps081704w1.doc.  Prior to the discussion and review of the document, Mr. Alston reminded the committee that the text in italics represented text that the CPS had changed or added at the previous meeting.
Overview:  The group discussed changing the word “should” in the following sentence:  “In a business environment where best practices are voluntary, model business practices should be applied within the context of regulatory requirements and agreements between the parties documented in a Billing Services Agreement.”  Mr. Alston postponed the proposed change until the next meeting of the CPS to allow for further consideration by the group.
MBP 2.1.1.5:  The group then discussed the following sentence:  “The transfer of meter reading data will be different for each billing option.”

Mr. Alston explained that the motivation behind this proposed addition was that in some jurisdictions the distributor is both the meter reading entity and the meter reading party, and such information should be included in the invoice.  After discussion, the group decided to change the sentence to: “The timing and obligation to transfer metering data may be different for each billing option.” 
2.1.2 Datasets:  The group discussed the following proposed introductory sentence:  “In the implementation of the Model Business Practices the data elements referenced below may be considered for transmittal.”

Mr. Jones asked whether the word “may” in the sentence might be interpreted to mean “must.”  After discussion the group changed the sentence to read:  “In the implementation of the Model Business Practices the data elements referenced below are typically considered for transmittal.”  Mr. Alston stated that this sentence should be placed before each dataset within the document.
Mr. Alston began discussion regarding the legend in the datasets.  In previous meetings, the group had created a code abbreviated as “RBC.”  In the datasets, RBC is defined as Regulatory Business Conditional.  The data element is based on current variations in business practices as defined by the Applicable Regulatory Authority.

Mr. Alston told the committee that when he had last spoken with the TEIS, the acronym RBC represented “Retail Business Conditional” instead of “Regulatory Business Conditional.”  Mr. Alston proposed that the datasets be changed to reflect that RBC means “Retail Business Conditional.”  Part of the reasoning behind this proposal was that the word “Regulatory” could be misleading by implying that the Business Conditional is required, when the regulatory authority may not actually require it.  
Other members of the committee did not agree with Mr. Alston’s reasoning on the matter above.   Some of the reasons for not changing the meaning of “R” within the document voiced by the members included having to clarify the meaning of RBC throughout the document because items in the past coded as RBC were regulatory driven.  Mr. Alston stated that the retail market is what drives the inclusion of those actions in the datasets, not a regulatory authority.  Ms. Edwards stated that if the “R” was changed to mean “Retail,” it would lose its meaning and become confusing to those who identified the code to mean “Regulatory.”  Except for Mr. Alston, it was the consensus of the rest of the group to leave the code as “Regulatory Business Conditional.”
Mr. Alston suggested Business Process Data Element System number 32 titled “System Date” should be changed to “Transaction Date,” because the definition of that Business Process Data Element is “the date the transaction was generated.”  The group agreed and any Business Process Data Element with the name “System Date” within the datasets of this document was changed to “Transaction Date.”
MBP 2.3.1.6:  The proposed sentence was:  “The bill may reflect Non-Billing Party customer payment plan information as set forth in the Billing Services Agreement.”
The group discussed the Billing Services Agreement, what it controls, and whether or not Non-Billing Party customer payment-plan information should be included on the bill.  A member of the group mentioned that it is a possibility that the Billing Services Agreement would be silent on this issue.  After discussion, the group decided to reword the sentence as follows:  “Non-Billing Party Customer payment plan information should be reflected on the bill when specified in the Billing Services Agreement.”
MBP 2.4.1.1:  “the applicable” was added to modify “billing information.”

2.4.2 Datasets:  Item numbers 7 and 8 were changed from “Budget Billing Balance” to “Payment Plan Balance.”  It was requested that all “Budget Billing” references be changed to “Payment Plan” throughout the datasets.  The description of item number 8 was also changed.  The new description is:  “Code that identifies payment plan type.”  In the Comments and Code Value column, “Budget or Payment Plan” was added to item number 8.

2.5.2 Datasets:  Item number 11 was changed from “Invoice Due Date” to “Payment Due Date.”  For item number 33 “NBP Account Balance,” the “Use: Invoice CB RR” code was changed from “M” for “Mandatory” to “RBC” for “Regulatory Business Conditional.” Mr. Jones stated that this is a way to reconcile and make sure the records are the same within both systems and can therefore be used as a validation tool.  The code was changed to “RBC” and Mr. Alston requested that this item be marked for consideration and comments to be discussed at the next meeting.
Item number 36’s “Use:  Invoice CB RR” code was changed from “RBC” for “Regulatory Business Conditional” to “M” for “Mandatory.”  This item was also marked for consideration and comments to be discussed at the next meeting.  The discussion centered on whether or not this Usage Code information ought to be required to be transmitted from the billing party to the non-billing party.

2.5.3 Models:  When reviewing the models for “Consolidated Billing – Rate Ready Process Flows,” Ms. Camp asked why the time limits from the corresponding MBP were not indicated in the flow chart boxes.  Ms. Camp stated that when using the flow chart it would be beneficial to be able to reference all relevant materials, including the time limits for certain actions.  Mr. Alston stated that he did not think putting the time limits in the flow charts would serve a purpose.  Ms. Camp stated that she thought the SUIS put time limits in flow charts.  The group agreed to make a note to consider and discuss whether or not time limits should be added to the flow charts at the next meeting.
2.6 Single Retail Supplier Billing:  Mr. Alston reminded the group from a market standpoint, the SRBO model is unique in the industry. He explained that rather than being driven by data exchange, Single Retail Supplier Billing is an actual market process.  Other members commented that Single Retail Supplier Billing is the same as Consolidated Billing Rate Ready, and that they were under the impression at the last meeting that the Single Retail Supplier Billing section was going to be deleted.  Mr. Alston explained that Single Retail Supplier Billing is used in a Texas market where data dictionaries similar to the generic model the CPS is creating are being used.  Mr. Alston said that Single Retail Supplier Billing is different from Consolidated Billing Rate Ready in a market model sense.
Ms. Alexander reminded the committee that the CPS cannot eliminate MBPs that have already been adopted.  She stated that the question should be whether a separate set of Datasets should be crafted for Single Retail Supplier Billing instead of using the Rate Ready Billing Option Model, not whether the CPS should eliminate the Single Retail Supplier Billing MBPs altogether.  Mr. Alston stated that the group decided it proper to use the Rate Ready Billing Option Model datasets for the Single Retail Supplier Billing section.  Ms. Alexander stated that although she understood that this model is only used in Texas she would not support a proposal to repeal these MBP’s through the context of the CPS.

Mr. Jones stated that the CPS has already eliminated several things in this context and that the CPS should figure out what works in the marketplace, not what is in the marketplace.  Ms. Alexander again reminded the group that these MBPs have already been passed and adopted.

Mr. Alston stated that he would review this issue with the EC and ask their advice at the upcoming meeting on August 25, 2004.  He suggested that those who are interested to monitor and participate via phone. Mr. Alston reminded the CPS that the new philosophy of the group was to form and write minimum standards to fit any model.  Ideally, once the standards and datasets are complete, one could combine data dictionaries and come up with new transaction.  Mr. Alston stated that the TEIS will determine how to distribute the information and it is up to the CPS to create data dictionaries to get the information disseminated. 
Mr. Jones stated that “REQ” was located throughout the document, but that RGQ was not.  He then asked if both quadrants were going to utilize this document.  Mr. Alston stated that this issue was briefly discussed at the July meeting and that 3 suggestions were made on how to proceed.  First, there can be two volumes:  one for REQ and one for RGQ that are identical except for the REQ/RGQ abbreviations.  Second, there could be one Retail volume that covers energy.  Third, there could be one Retail Electric Volume and one Retail Gas Volume.  Mr. Alston stated that this is something the Executive Committee needs to consider/decide because NAESB has not been confronted with this issue before.

Mr. Jones added that the same issue was a concern for the SUIS.  Mr. Precht added that he understood two separate books would need to exist.  Ms. Alexander stated that two separate documents split via the quadrant were needed because each quadrant would need to review the document and take separate quadrant votes.
2.11 Termination of Billing Service (formerly Write-Off Process):  The committee wanted to note that the “Termination of Billing Service” (formerly “Write-Off Process”) is in the document as a placeholder and may be removed or modified later.  There was considerable discussion over the write-off process including renaming the process, and placing the process in the enrollment and terminations sections instead of the billing and payment sections.  The group agreed to change the name of the process to “Termination of Billing Service,” and that Mr. Alston would discuss this issue at the next Executive Committee meeting.
MBP 2.11.1.1:  The MBP was changed to:  “The Billing Party should attempt to collect the Non-Billing Party’s charges for a period of time beyond the final bill as defined in the Billing Service Agreement.  The group decided to further discuss this MBP at future meetings.”
The committee used “RXQ Billing and Payment and Example July 21, 2004,” for all modifications and revisions.  This document is located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_cps081704w1.doc.  For revisions made at the August 17th meeting to this document, please see Attachment 1-Draft RXQ-Billing and Payment Volume 8/17/04-Redline   located on the web at:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_cps081704a1.doc,  and Attachment 2-Draft RXQ-Billing and Payment Volume 8/17/04-Clean located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_cps081704a2.doc. 

5. Overview of document titled Draft RXQ Customer Information July 282004.doc
Mr. Alston asked the group to review “Draft RXQ Customer Information July 282004”  Mr. Alston added that the group should consider the time period in which  this information should be disseminated; i.e. distributing the information at pre-enrollment and at the time enrollment takes place.  He asked for comments and added that he would post this document as a work paper for the next CPS conference call.  To view this document, please see RXQ Customer Information 1st Draft 07/28/04 located on the web at: http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_cps081704w2.doc.
6. Next Steps
Mr. Alston stated that he would review all changes made to the documents discussed at this meeting and attach the above referenced documents to the draft minutes.  Mr. Alston stated that the documents (including modifications made by the CPS) would be forwarded to the TEIS for review and comment.  Later, the CPS will need to respond to TEIS comments and make any adjustments the Executive Committee thinks are warranted.  Mr. Alston added that he would propose the volume outline at the Executive Committee meeting on August 25th.
The next CPS meeting was scheduled for September 20th.  This date conflicted with several CPS members’ schedules.  The committee discussed moving the meeting to the week of September 27th.  The next conference call CPS meeting will be Friday, October 1 from 9AM to 3PM EST and 8AM to 2PM CST.
7. Adjournment

Motion to Adjourn was made by Mr. Jones and was seconded by Mr. Zollars.  The meeting was adjourned on August 17, 2004 at 3:00 p.m. (eastern) by consent.
8. Attendees  

	Name
	Company
	Quadrant
	Segment

	Alexander, Barbara
	State of Maine Public Advocate
	REQ
	End User

	Alston, Richard
	Old Dominion
	REQ
	Distributor

	Camp, Yvette
	Southern Company
	REQ
	Distributor

	Coyle, Mike
	PSE&G
	RGQ
	Distributor

	Edwards, Mary
	Dominion Virginia Power
	REQ
	Distributor

	Jones, Dan
	Cinergy
	RGQ
	Distributor

	Kearson, Lamar
	Savannah Electric
	REQ
	Distributor

	Kennedy, Laura
	NAESB
	
	

	Kirby, Dede
	NAESB
	
	

	McCain, Marcy
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	RGQ
	Supplier

	Newbold, Bill
	Detroit Edison
	REQ
	Distributor

	Precht, Phil
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	RGQ
	Distributor

	Rager, Denise
	NAESB
	
	

	Ray, Judy
	Alabama Power Company
	REQ
	Distributor

	Thiry, Ken
	Wisconsin Public Service
	REQ
	Distributor

	Wolf, Bill
	Baltimore Gas & Electric 
	REQ
	Distributor

	Zollars, Richard
	Dominion Retail
	RGQ
	Supplier
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