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

Home Page: www.naesb.org


TO:
REQ/RGQ BPS members,
Posting for Other Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
Todd Oncken, NAESB Deputy Director
RE:
REQ/RGQ Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting Final Minutes - November 1-2, 2005
DATE:

November 9, 2005
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

REQ/RGQ Joint Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) 

Meeting with Web Conferencing
Tuesday, November 1, 2005 (11:30 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. Central)
Wednesday, November 2, 2005 (7:30 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. Central)
Final Minutes

1.
Administrative
Mr. Jones called the meeting to order and thanked Georgia Power for hosting the meeting and Dominion VA Power for hosting the web conferencing.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice and took roll of attendees.  The draft agenda was reviewed and no changes were offered.  Mr. Precht moved, seconded by Ms. Ray, to adopt the draft agenda.  The motion passed unanimously.  

The draft minutes from the September 29, 2005 REQ/RGQ BPS Meeting were reviewed and several edits were offered.  Mr. Behr moved, seconded by Mr. Precht, to approve the draft minutes as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.  

2.
Update Regarding the Activities of the IR and TEIS Subcommittees 
Mr. Behr provided an update on the REQ/RGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) and Technical Electronic Implementation Subcommittee (TEIS).  The next REQ/RGQ IR meeting will be held in the morning of November 3 and the next TEIS will be held in the afternoon of November 3.  Both meetings will be held in Atlanta, GA and hosted by Southern Company.

REQ/RGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee:  Mr. Behr reviewed the interaction and workflow between the three subcommittees, as follows:  1) the BPS develops the model business practices (MBPs) indicating information that should be transmitted via Uniform Electronic Transactions (UET) and noting some key data elements; 2) the IR begins developing the technical implementation into a standard format including an expanded and detailed data dictionary and code values dictionary and submits its work back to the BPS to verify that the IR work satisfies the intent of the MBPs; 3) assuming approval by the BPS, the IR work is forwarded to the TEIS for development of the technical transactions; and then 4) TEIS forwards its work to the IR to verify that the TEIS work satisfies the intent of the data dictionaries and code values dictionaries.  Mr. Behr noted that staffing the IR and TEIS is a challenge, but added that since the IR functions as an intermediary group between the BPS and TEIS, it could draw participation from both of those subcommittees.    
Mr. Behr stated IR is currently working on the RXQ Customer Information MBPs and will review the TEIS work on the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs, as discussed above.  Mr. Behr noted the RXQ BPS could expect to see the data dictionary and code values for the RXQ Customer Information MBPs at its December web conference.  He added that IR work on the Customer Billing and Payment via Uniform Electronic Transaction MBPs would not begin until the RXQ BPS voted the MBPs out of subcommittee.
Mr. Behr reported that the TEIS is focusing on the technical implementation for the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs.  He projected the subcommittee would complete its work by the end of the 2005.  He noted the technical transactions needed to be processed through EDISM software, and Ms. Teel would begin that process for several of the transactions after the November 3 meeting.  
3.
Discussion and Development of Model Business Practices in Response to R05016

Request R05016 – Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. requests the development of standards or model business practices for electronic retail billing transactions and bill payment transactions between customers, suppliers, and utilities.

Workpapers: Draft MBP for Customer Billing and Payment via UET (Document # 1F); Process Flows For Customer Billing and Payment (Document # 2F); Business Data Exchanged via UET (Document # 3F); NAESB Trading Partner Agreement (to be signed by the Billing Party and the Customer) (Document # 4F)

The subcommittee worked through the draft Customer Billing and Payment via Uniform Electronic Transaction MBP (Customer Billing MBPs) (Document # 1F) and made changes where appropriate.  Document 1F was drafted as a strawman based on discussion from the last meeting.  Ms. Edwards explained the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs were the source document for the strawman.  The draft MBPs contain a general section, a billing-specific section, and a payments-specific section.  All changes made to the draft Customer Billing and Payment via UET MBPs are reflected in the attachment to these minutes.
Ms. Alexander raised a question about the scope of the proposed Customer Billing MBPs in light of Mr. Alston’s workpaper from the September 29 meeting.  She summarized Mr. Alston’s point that the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs focus on the data needs to support the content of the bill, but the work under this request proposes a model uniform bill format.  Ms. Edwards noted that this issue was discussed during the September 29 meeting.  Ms. Alexander suggested that Mr. Alston’s point was correct and the subcommittee would be developing MBPs at a different level of detail than it had in the past.  
Ms. Alexander expressed concern that the definition of Customer is too broad and suggested that the Customer Billing MBPs should be limited to non-residential customers, since the purpose of the MBPs is to meet the needs of larger national accounts customers.  Ms. Edwards expressed concern with limiting the definition to non-residential customers, and offered an example where a large apartment complex might wish to receive UET bills but be billed as a commercial customer on residential rates.  Mr. Precht agreed with Ms. Edwards’ concern and offered another example – a retirement home with thousands of individual units.  Mr. Behr stated the definition has to be broad enough so that the MBPs would cover both standard-offer customers and choice customers.  Ms. Alexander stated the MBPs should be clear to the reader that a national, uniform method for billing residential customers is not being suggested.  
The subcommittee discussed whether a principle should be added that billing via UET should be made available for customer transactions.  Ms. Teel stated that the purpose of the request was that a published protocol would be available for utilities to use as they either implement customer invoices through EDI or upgrade their EDI systems.  She added that it was not an expectation that all utilities would make EDI billing available.  A principle was developed on this topic.  A principle was also developed that captures the concept that the EDI bill and a paper bill might not contain the same level of detail. 

It was noted that the definition of Trading Partner Agreement does not capture the thought that a customer could execute the agreement.  The subcommittee determined that the definition of Trading Partner Agreement should be modified so that it would apply to both Market Participants and Customers.  [The Retail Glossary Subcommittee will hold a conference call on November 17, 2005 to address this topic.]
The subcommittee discussed the cancel/rebill scenario at length, and whether there should be one invoice correcting all of the incorrect invoices or a corrected invoice for each incorrect invoice.  The subcommittee did not have a strong preference either way.  It was noted that the current practice is one corrected invoice for each incorrect invoice.  Mr. Ledford suggested that since cancel/rebill in this MBP related to revenue instead of canceling usage, a single transaction could be permissible.    
Ms. Alexander suggested the MBPs should include a general statement about the timeliness of an invoice.  Mr. Behr said a statement on the timeliness of an invoice was not needed, because it is in the utility’s best interest to issue the bill quickly.  Mr. Precht expressed concern with including a general statement that includes a specific timeline, noting that some utilities might not be able to comply due to specific situations with Customers.  As an example, he stated that some larger customers might be daily metered, which would have the effect of daily billing through a monthly invoice, and reconciling the daily metering can take several days to complete.  
The subcommittee discussed the information to be included in the UET invoice, and the level of detail at which the information should be provided.  Mr. Behr suggested including an indicator of billing method (e.g., standard offer, consolidated billing, etc.) to alert customers to a change in billing method.  Mr. Ledford stated that a change in billing type is usually noticed through a letter to the customer.  Mr. Ledford expressed concern that including any adjustments in the current period charges would imply “net” charges.  He suggested any adjustments should be listed separately.  Mr. Holladay stated that current EDI invoices do not list current charges and adjustments separately.  Mr. Behr added that this could be accomplished through multiple loops containing the detail of the specific charges.  Mr. Ledford also expressed concern that information on taxes would be included separately, since taxes are bundled into the rate in his organization’s service territory.  
Ms. Alexander suggested that real-time meter information should be included so that Customers can appropriately respond when participating in demand response programs.  She noted that several RTOs and states are supporting demand response programs.  Mr. Ledford stated that information was available from other sources (ex. the PJM website).  Mr. Behr agreed and added that the Customer invoice should contain the amount owed, not the specific details of how that value was calculated.    
The subcommittee discussed whether there should be a timeline for payment included in the MBPs.  Mr. Behr suggested it would be appropriate to suggest that payments for UET invoices should be made within 15 days.  Mr. Ledford opposed including a suggestion of payment within 15 days, because the length of payment days is rate-case driven and would affect a company’s revenue.  The subcommittee settled on language indicating that payment could be required on an accelerated schedule if UET invoicing is used, as specified in the Trading Partner Agreement.  

During general discussion on the payments section, the information that should be included in the payment transaction was discussed and it was noted that the information required to process a payment did not parallel the information included on the invoice.  Additionally, several parties opposed providing Customers the ability to transfer credits among accounts through UET payment, because allocating a single payment is difficult when multiple accounts exist.  Methods to address negative payments (or returned checks) were also discussed, and it was determined that the MBPs do not need to address this issue because EDI payments are not transmitted when funds are not available.  
Mr. Behr reminded participants that IR would use its discretion in creating the data dictionary based on the information requirements contained in the MBPs, unless the BPS provided specific guidance on how it should proceed.  He added that the IR could add data elements that were not contemplated by the BPS to make the process discussed in the MBP work.    

The draft process flows, which will be included under the models section, were reviewed.  The purpose of the process flows is to graphically illustrate the MBPs and help the subcommittee identify areas where MBPs need to be developed to create a complete process.  It was noted that the process flows should provide a high-level representation, but not include the detail of every aspect of the process.  Mr. Behr incorporated suggested changes into the process flows, and the revised process flows are attached to these minutes.  In addition to wording changes, the process flows were reformatted to be consistent with the format used in the other MBPs.  Participants should be prepared to discuss any additional changes to the text of the flow diagrams at the next conference call.  It was noted that final editing will need to be done to the process flows after the MBPs have been finalized.
Balanced Vote to submit the Customer Billing and Payment via UET MBP to the Information Requirements Subcommittee:  A vote on the Customer Billing MBPs was not taken during this meeting.
4.
If discussion/voting is completed on R05016, Continue discussion on Enrollment, Switching, and Dropping - Annual Plan Item #4
This item was not discussed.
5.
Next Steps
Assignments for the next meeting:
Mr. Behr will revise the flow diagrams consistent with the discussion at today’s meeting.  Additional changes will be made for consistency after the Customer Invoice MBPs have been finalized.  
All participants will review the current draft Customer Invoice MBPs prior to the next meeting.

Ms. Edwards, Mr. Precht and Mr. Jones will clean-up and reformat the draft Customer Invoice MBPs.  Several sections need to be re-ordered and a competitive section should be created.  This document will be used as the primary workpaper for the December 7 conference call. 
Mr. Behr and Ms. Teel will confer with their customers on the business data referenced in the current draft Customer Invoice MBPs to determine whether it is sufficient to meet their expectations. 
Mr. Precht will begin drafting the first phase of the RXQ Customer Information recommendation.  Each subcommittee will complete its portion of the recommendation prior to  forwarding it to the other subcommittees for further processing.  
All workpapers for the December 7 conference call should be posted by November 21, 2005.

A possible vote on the RXQ Customer Invoice MBPs was scheduled for the December 7 conference call.

Future meeting schedule:  
December 7, 2005, conference call with web; 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central.  

January 17-18, 2006, meeting in the NAESB Office (with web); 12:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Central (Day 1) and 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central.

March 1, 2006, conference call with web; 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central. 
April 11-12, 2006, meeting in the NAESB Office (with web); 12:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Central (Day 1) and 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central.

May 24, 2006, conference call with web; 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central. 
6.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned on day 2 at 2:00 p.m. Eastern.
7.
Participation

	Name
	Organization
	Q/S
	Day 1
	Day 2

	Barbara  Alexander
	Maine OPA
	REQ/E
	In Person
	In Person

	George Behr
	Energy Services Group
	REQ/S
	In Person
	In Person

	Yvette Camp
	Southern Company
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Mary Edwards
	Dominion VA Power
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Patrick Eynon
	Ameren Services
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Holladay
	Southern Company
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	John Jackson
	Southern Company
	REQ/D
	In Person
	

	Dan Jones
	Cinergy
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Calvin Ledford
	PSEG
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	RGQ/Su
	Phone
	Phone

	Pat McMahon
	National Grid
	REQ/D
	Phone
	Phone

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	
	Phone
	Phone

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	RGQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Judy Ray
	Alabama Power
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person

	Jennifer Teel
	EC Power
	REQ/S
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Wolf
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	REQ/D
	In Person
	In Person
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