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TO:

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

FROM: 
Todd Oncken, NAESB Deputy Director 

RE:

REQ/RGQ BPS Conference Call Final Minutes, December 8, 2005
DATE:

December 9, 2005
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

REQ/RGQ Joint Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) 

Conference Call with Web Conferencing
Thursday, December 8, 2005 (9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. Central)
Final Minutes

1.
Administrative







Mr. Jones called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice and took roll of attendees.  The draft agenda was reviewed and a discussion of the November 30 Retail Executive Committee meeting was added.  Mr. Precht moved, seconded by Ms. Ray, to adopt the revised agenda.  The motion passed unanimously.

The draft minutes from the November 1-2, 2005 REQ/RGQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) meeting were reviewed and minor edits were offered.  Mr. Wolf moved, seconded by Ms. Edwards, to adopt the revised draft minutes from November 1-2, 2005.  The motion passed unanimously. 
2.
Retail Executive Committee Update

Mr. Precht provided an update of the November 30 REQ and RGQ Executive Committee meeting.  He reported that the Executive Committees voted to support the transition of the RXQ Customer Information MBPs from the REQ/RGQ BPS to the REQ/RGQ Information Requirements (IR) Subcommittee.  He noted that the Executive Committees were informed of the subcommittee’s work on Request No. R05016.  Mr. Precht also stated that the completion date for the RXQ Customer Enrollment, Switching and Dropping shifted to 3Qtr2006, since the Executive Committees determined it was appropriate to include MBPs for a clearinghouse process (Texas model).  Ms. Alexander clarified that time would be built into the schedule to include development of MBPs for a clearinghouse process, but there was no expectation that MBPs would be developed in that area unless participants familiar with that structure participated in the development efforts.
Ms. Edwards added that the Executive Committees had a lengthy discussion regarding the possibility of combining the RGQ and REQ.  She stated several Executive Committee members questioned the wisdom of moving forward with the proposal.  She noted the NAESB Board will discuss the issue at the December 13, 2005 Board meeting.  Concerned Executive Committee members were encouraged to participate in the Board meeting.  
3.
Report on Customer Participation in the Development of Model Business Practices in Response to R05016 (Mr. Behr and Ms. Teel)
Mr. Precht stated the REQ and RGQ Executive Committees were informed about the lack of participation from end users in this drafting effort, excepting the participation of Mr. Behr and Ms. Teel on behalf of their customers.  Ms. Ray suggested that meetings on this topic should be coordinated with the REQ/RGQ Contracts Subcommittee meetings, since that subcommittee is experiencing healthy end user participation. Since the focus of Request R05016 was receiving customer invoices through EDI, Ms. Edwards suggested participation could increase as the focus of development shifted to technical implementation issues.  
Ms. Teel stated that she provided information on the development effort to Wal-Mart and other customers of her organization.  She noted that one customer, Avista, provided comments on the draft MBP for this meeting.  Ms. Teel indicated that she would continue to make her customers aware of the development efforts.  
Mr. Jones noted that, according to NAESB procedures, any interested industry party is welcomed to submit a NAESB Request for Standards.  He suggested end users could avail themselves of that procedure if they feel modifications to the MBP are warranted after the MBP is ratified by the NAESB membership.  

4.
Discussion and Approval of the Revised Definition for Trading Partner Agreement approved by the Glossary Subcommittee on 11/17/05
Workpaper:  Document #1G – revised definition of Trading Partner Agreement
The following revised definition was adopted by the REQ/RGQ Glossary Subcommittee:  

Trading Partner Agreement:  A legally binding agreement between any two Market Participants, or between a Market Participant and a Customer, defining each party's expectations and responsibilities for doing business with each other using Uniform Electronic Transactions. [new language shown in red]
Mr. Jones explained the REQ/RGQ Glossary Subcommittee revised the definition to permit a Customer to be a counterparty in a Trading Partner Agreement, since a Customer is not included in the definition of a Market Participant.  There were no comments on the proposed revised definition.  The revised definition will be included in the recommendation developed for these MBPs.    

5.
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:  Document # 2G Customer Billing and Payment via UET MBP– Redlined document at adjournment of November 1-2 meeting; Document # 3G Clean, Reformatted MBP per Nov 1-2 Discussion; Document # 4G Proposed MBP revisions prepared by Ms. Edwards and Mr. Jones.
The subcommittee worked through Document #3G and discussed the comments submitted in the other documents during that discussion.  Each of the proposed revisions was discussed.  The comments that were incorporated in the draft MBP are reflected in the redlined attachment to these minutes.
Discussion and Development of Process Flow Diagrams:  Workpaper Document #5G Process Flow Diagrams prepared by Mr. Behr from discussions at November 1-2 meeting.  
The subcommittee reviewed and discussed the Process Flow Diagrams developed during the last meeting in light of the proposed changes submitted by Mr. Jones.  The Process Flow Diagrams were converted from Visio to PowerPoint so that more participants would have the ability to edit the documents during the review process.  Mr. Precht captured all of the changes to the Process Flow Diagrams, and the revised diagrams are attached to these minutes.
The subcommittee had a lengthy discussion about the purpose of the Process Flow Diagrams and the level of detail they should contain.  The subcommittee referenced the minutes from the previous meeting where the Process Flow Diagrams were discussed.  Mr. Precht explained that the subcommittee, at that time, determined the Process Flow Diagrams should be very high-level depictions of the process and not include specific references to MBPs.  Ms. Ray and Ms. Camp expressed concern that there was not a clear connection between the Process Flow Diagrams and specific sections of the MBPs.  Concern was also expressed that the MBPs did not address all of the steps detailed in the Process Flows Diagrams.  Ms. Ray suggested the Process Flow Diagrams should be used by the subcommittee to determine if all of the appropriate MBPs had been drafted.
The subcommittee reviewed the Process Flow Diagrams to make sure the overall process was captured.  The Process Flow Diagrams were revised to be more specific and corresponding MBP numbers were referenced where available.  The MBPs were reviewed in light of the completed Process Flow Diagrams and additional MBPs were drafted where appropriate.  It was determined that the cancel/rebill procedure should not be included in the Process Flow Diagram.  
Discussion on the applicability of the existing Trading Partner Agreement to R05016:  Workpaper - Document #6G Existing Trading Partner Agreement.  
The subcommittee generally reviewed the NAESB Trading Partner Agreement (NAESB TPA) to determine whether it would be sufficient to address the needs of the counterparties using this MBP.  Mr. Jones noted the language of the NAESB TPA is very general.  Mr. Precht expressed concern with the reference to “EDI”, because EDI is typically a subset of UET.  It was noted that this issue is discussed in the User’s Guide [see item 2] to the NAESB TPA, and “EDI” has been interpreted in this context very broadly.  

Mr. Jones noted several sections of the proposed MBP discuss areas that should be addressed in the TPA.  The subcommittee reviewed each of those requirements and determined the logical place for their inclusion was in NAESB TPA Exhibit, Item 7.  The subcommittee also agreed that Section 4, Models, should specifically reference the NAESB TPA.  

6.
Balanced Vote to submit the Model Business Practices in Response to R05016 to the Information Requirements Subcommittee
There was no vote taken during this meeting.  
7.
Other Business
Assignments for next meeting:  No assignments were made.
Future meeting schedule:  

· January 5, 2006 conference call with web conferencing; 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central.  The RXQ Customer Billing and Payment via Uniform Electronic Transaction MBPs and Process Flows will be discussed.  A vote is scheduled for this meeting. 
· January 17-18, 2006 meeting in Houston, TX hosted by NAESB.

8. Adjourn
The conference call adjourned at 3:05 p.m. Central.
9.
Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Quadrant/Segment

	Barbara Alexander
	Maine OPA
	REQ/End User

	Yvette Camp
	Southern Company
	REQ/Distributor

	Mary Edwards
	Dominion VA Power
	REQ/Distributor

	Dan Jones
	Cinergy
	REQ/Distributor

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	RGQ/Distributor

	Judy Ray
	Alabama Power Company
	REQ/Distributor

	Jennifer Teel
	EC Power
	REQ/Services

	Bill Wolf
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	REQ/Distributor
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