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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@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

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

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NAESB Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant Customer Processes Subcommittee (CPS) Meeting – Conference Call with Web Conferencing on October 1, 2004

DATE:

October 8, 2004
Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant

Joint Customer Processes Subcommittee Meeting

Conference Call with Web Conferencing on October 1, 2004

Final Minutes

1.
Administrative

Mr. Alston welcomed the participants and gave the anti-trust advice.  Participants on the phone introduced themselves.  Mr. Alston informed the group of what the work paper titles listed in the agenda referred to, and that TIBP was an issue for discussion under the work papers.  Mr. Precht moved to adopt the agenda.  Mr. Jones seconded the motion and the agenda was adopted absent objection.  

The group discussed the method for posting the CPS draft and final minutes.  The group asked to post a redlined version of the draft minutes, along with a clean version of the final minutes.  Ms. Ray asked that the title of the draft minutes denote that it was a web conferencing meeting.  Ms. Kirby’s name was added to the attendance list of the 8/17/04 draft minutes.  To view changes made to the draft minutes, please see “Final Minutes” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps081704fm.doc.  Mr. Rothfuss made a motion to adopt the draft minutes as amended, and Ms. Ray seconded the motion.  The draft minutes were adopted absent objection.  The group discussed posting a redlined version of the draft minutes, and a final clean version of the minutes.


2.
Update on Subcommittee goals and agenda
Mr. Alston explained that the documents posted on the website contain the changes that were agreed to as of August 17, 2004.  

Mr. Alston stated that he had discussed the philosophical change the CPS had made regarding the exclusion of jurisdictional practices in the data dictionary with the Retail Executive Committee at the August 25 meeting.  He added that his redline version of the data dictionary was a proposal to the CPS on how he thought the group should proceed.  Mr. Alston explained that certain alternatives would need to be included, both for gas and electric purposes.  
He stated that the group had decided the proper way to proceed with the Model Business Practices was to define the proper practice with minimal standards for correct functioning.  He added that companies could exceed the minimum standards and build upon the MBPs, but that the MBPs would remain fundamental in nature.  

Mr. Alston said that he had discussed a TIBP type of document with the EC at the August meeting, and that the EC had been supportive of including such a document.  He informed the group that the TEIS had agreed to work with the CPS in creating a volume for the retail book that would incorporate technical elements.  He added that the TEIS would be determining what technical information was needed.  Mr. Alston created a pseudo-TIBP for discussion.  He explained that the WGQ had a TIBP, and that he looked forward to the group’s discussion on whether RXQ should include such a supporting business document.  He added that the CPS could cast aside the example TIBP or keep it for informational purposes, but that the TEIS could also independently develop the TIBP.
Mr. Alston explained that he did not make changes to CPS documents without noting the changes.  He added that the group was free to submit comments on the document, and to let him know if they would like their comments posted on the NAESB website.  He stated that his proposals were done to jumpstart the group, and were not the official documents of the CPS.  He said that the group should always begin with a clean version of the document when working and revising during a meeting.  

Mr. Alston then said that although the MBPs had been ratified, they were still subject to modifications, pursuent to the NAESB process.    
Mr. Behr stated that he would like to follow the WGQ TIBP as a model for the RXQ TIBP.  He added that the WGQ IR, composed of members from the business and technical subcommittees, created the WGQ TIBP.  He explained that the same type of group might be beneficial for the RXQ.  Mr. Alston explained that the TIBP would be a collaborative effort between the CPS and the TEIS, with the CPS determining what documents to send to the TEIS for review.  Mr. Behr explained that he had already revised portions of Mr. Alston’s example TIBP.     
Ms. Ray commented that although she was aware portions of the data dictionary would be changed, she did not think all of the ratified documents should be modified, since they had already undergone the ratification process.  She added that the August EC minutes did not include a discussion of including a TIBP.  Mr. Alston stated that he would review the EC minutes.  

Mr. Newbold proposed that the group immediately start the review and revisions of the example TIBP (“Drafting Implementing the Billing and Payment Process”) provided by Mr. Alston, so that the TEIS could begin their work.  

Mr. Behr informed the group that the MBPs relevant to the TIBP would be included.  Mr. Behr added that he wanted to keep the information contained in the TIBP in only one document for maintenance purposes.  Ms. Alexander stated that she was not in favor of reprocessing the MBPs through creating a TIBP.  She added that the TIBP should not contain rewrites of the MBPs, or state purposes of the MBPs.  Mr. Behr explained that the TEIS would only work with documents the CPS provided, but that after the TIBP was done a few of the standards might need revising.  He added that it was his intention to have a TIBP section in the RXQ book that was a narrative on how to implement the technical side of the standards.  Mr. Behr commented that it would most likely take the TEIS two to three meetings to complete the TIBP.  Mr. Alston clarified that if the CPS decided to develop the TIBP with the TEIS, the CPS would approve the document before sending it the RXQ EC.  

3.
Discuss Work papers


The group began with a discussion over “Draft Implementing the Billing and Payment Process”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps100104w2.doc.  The group discussed deleting the first 8 pages of the document, but decided they were needed for reference and descriptive purposes.  Mr. Behr commented that the TEIS would be eliminating much of the information in the first 8 pages that was not needed in the TIBP.  Mr. Alston reminded the group that the CPS would be reviewing the TEIS revisions to the document at a later date.  
Next, the group discussed the acronym RBC representing the term retail business conditional, instead of regulatory business conditional.  Mr. Precht commented that he was in favor of the change because business conditionals were not all approved by the Commission and therefore not regulations.  Mr. Behr commented that the TEIS had also discussed the RBC code and agreed that it was primarily focused towards regional practices.  He added that because not all RBCs were regulated, they did not refer to them as regulatory business conditionals.  Mr. Alston stated that the CPS was trying to reduce the RBCs included in the documents.  To view revisions made to the document, see “Draft of Implementing Billing and Payment 10/01/04” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps100104a1.doc.     
Section Billing and Payment Business Data Elements. Several lines were deleted by the group from the end of this section, including the list of fundamental business data elements.  Mr. Precht commented that these points should be included in a generic paragraph, and not as a list.  Mr. Behr stated that these elements should be defined at the business, not technical, level.  

Subsection 1) Usage Data Dictionary. The nineteen data elements from this section were also deleted to remain consistent with the example provided by the WGQ TIBP.  Members of the group commented that the first paragraph could be confusing to users, so the last sentence was changed to the following; Data elements that are identified in the Usage Data Dictionary make up the minimum information that is to be communicated between the parties.  Mr. Alston added that the CPS would consider the changes made to this paragraph at the next meeting.
Mr. Behr commented that the subcommittee should consider formatting and grammatical changes at a later date.  He added that relevant MBPs and data elements will be included in the implementation document, but that it would not contain an all inclusive list.

Subsection 2) Invoice Data Dictionary.  The twenty-five data elements in this subsection were deleted to remain consistent with the WGQ example.
Subsection 3) Payment Data Dictionary.  The nineteen data elements were deleted to remain consistent.

Subsection 4) Termination of Billing Service Data Dictionary.  The twelve data elements were deleted to remain consistent.

Mr. Behr then informed the CPS that no formal steps were needed to transfer the revised “Draft Implementing the Billing and Payment process” to the TEIS.

Mr. Jones asked if the implementing document would be accounting for 568 transactions.  Mr. Alston commented that the CPS had not addressed the 568 transactions.  Mr. Behr stated that the TEIS would not work on the item until the CPS had a defined standard.  A comment from the group suggested that MBP 2.8.1.7 covered 568 transactions, but there was no consensus among the members.  Mr. Alston said the group would review the 568 transactions and determine if a MBP was needed.    

Next, the group reviewed the document “Draft Billing and Payment Business Processes and Practices” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps100104w1.doc.  
Mr. Alston reviewed the data dictionary elements under Section 2.1.2 Datasets.  The acronym RBC was changed to retail business conditional.  A suggestion was made to change usage under data element 8 “Document Due Date” to SO for sender’s option.  The group also discussed changing the usage to C for conditional.  After discussion, the group decided to leave the usage as RBC for flexibility and add comments.  Please see “Billing and Payment Business Process 10/01/04” to view revisions, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps100104a2.doc.  

Mr. Behr asked that the group delay rewording and grammatical edits.   
The group set aside data element 9 for further revision on whether it should be labeled RBC, or C for conditional.  Data elements 10, 11, and 12 were also revised.  The group agreed that data element 14 “Meter Change Out Date” should be deleted from the document.  As a result, data element 29 “Report Type Code” was revised.  The term “Non-Billing Party” was changed to “Receiving Party” in data element 18, 19, & 20.   The comment was deleted from number 26 “Primary Metering Indicator”.  Comments were added to 37 “Therm Factor” and 38 “Pressure Correction Factor”, and the usage on both was changed to C for conditional.  Data elements 39 “Interval Ending Time” and 40 “Meter type” were added.  The TEIS will review and add description, usage, condition, and comments to data element 40.  The group discussed deleting data elements 23 “Party Calculating Bill” and 24 “Party Sending Bill”, but decided to keep them as they provided relevant information on best practices.  

Then, the group reviewed the bill ready section of the document.  Mr. Alston stated that the numbering may be subject to revision.  Ms. Alexander commented that the numbering had already been approved by the EC.  Mr. Alston added that the organization of the volumes in the book might change, and therefore a change in numbering might be necessary.  

The usage of data element 7 “Payment Plan Balance Prior to Current Charges” was changed to C for conditional.  The group also discussed changing the use of data element 8 “Payment Plan Indicator” to mandatory, but decided to leave the RBC tag for now.   Mr. Behr questioned why data element 14 “Line Item”, under the Section 2.4.2, was described as “Usage”.  The description was changed to “Quantity”, and the element was tagged M for mandatory.    
Data elements “Payment Plan Account Balance” and “Payment Plan Balance as of Last Billing” were added to the set.  The group discussed deleting data element 30 “Service Address”.  Ms. Goss   commented that including the service address on an invoice was not a best practice.  Mr. Behr commented that the MBPs should insure that the correct billing address is being used.  Mr. Alston said he would review how many states actually include the service address in an invoice.  The data element was deleted.

Next, the group discussed the inclusion of payment plan data elements.  A member of the group commented that MBP 2.3.1.6 had not been ratified and was included as a suggestion that payment plan information should be added to the data set.  Mr. Alston stated that MBP 2.3.1.6 will be reviewed at the next meeting, to determine if it should only apply to rate ready billing, or if it should apply to all billing models.  

4.
Next Steps
Mr. Alston informed the group that the next meeting would include discussion of the following topics: revisions made to the subsection “Usage Data Dictionary” of the implementation document; review of MBP 2.3.1.6 and the inclusion of payment plan options; discussion over the appropriateness of a MBP to cover 568 transactions; and considerations of the “Service Address” data element and its inclusion in invoices.  A member of the group asked that an explanation of 568 transactions be provided for the next meeting.  Mr. Alston added that other topics would be discussed and that he would be creating an agenda for the next meeting.
Ms. Camp asked that the NAESB office include both Web conferencing information and conference calling information in one email.  The group discussed a possible face to face meeting, but determined it would be best to wait to schedule such until the beginning of year 2005.  A conference call with web conferencing was scheduled for October 26th, 2004.
5. Adjournment

Mr. Behr made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 2:10 p.m. Central.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Precht and the meeting was adjourned absent objection.


6.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Quadrant, Segment
	Organization:

	Alexander
	Barbara
	REQ, End User
	State of Maine Public Advocate

	Alston
	Rick
	REQ, Distributor
	Old Dominion Electric Coop

	Barkas
	Bill
	REQ, Supplier
	Dominion Retail

	Behr
	George
	RGQ, Services
	ESG

	Camp
	Yvette
	REQ, Distributor
	Southern Company

	Edwards
	Mary
	REQ, Distributor
	Dominion Virginia Power

	Goff
	Diane
	REQ, Distributor
	Conectiv

	Jones
	Dan
	RGQ, Distributor
	Cinergy

	Kirby
	DeDe
	
	NAESB

	Marino
	Annunciata
	RXQ, End User
	Penn. Public Utility Comm.

	Moran
	Terry 
	RGQ, Distributor
	PSE&G

	Newbold
	Bill
	REQ, Distributor
	Detroit Edison

	Precht
	Phil
	RGQ, Distributor
	Baltimore Gas & Elec.

	Rager
	Denise
	
	NAESB

	Ray
	Judy
	REQ, Distributor
	Alabama Power Co.

	Thiry
	Ken
	REQ, Distributor
	Wisconsin Public Serv.

	Walsh
	Bill
	REQ, Distributor
	Exelon Energy

	Wolf
	Bill
	REQ, Distributor
	Baltimore Gas & Elec.
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