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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 26, 2004

DATE:

November 2, 2004
Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant

Joint Customer Processes Subcommittee Meeting

Conference Call with Web Conferencing on October 26, 2004

Final Minutes

1.
Administrative

Mr. Alston welcomed the participants and gave the anti-trust advice.  Participants on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Camp asked that Southern Company’s comments proceed Cinergy’s comments on the revised draft agenda.  Mr. Novak made a motion to adopt the revised draft agenda as modified, and Ms. Kiselewich seconded the motion.  The revised draft agenda was adopted absent objection.  

The group then reviewed the 10/01/04 draft minutes.  For revisions to the draft minutes, please see the final minutes located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps100104fm.doc
Ms. Edwards asked if anyone had reviewed the August 25th Executive Committee (EC) draft minutes for a discussion of the TIBP document, as requested by Ms. Ray in the 10/01/04 draft minutes.  Mr. Alston responded that he would review the August EC draft minutes before the November 17th EC meeting.  Ms. Kirby and Ms. Rager added the participants’ quadrant and segment to the attendance list.   Ms. Edwards made a motion to adopt the draft minutes as revised, and Ms. Camp seconded the motion.  The revised draft minutes were adopted absent objection.     

2.
Discuss Comments from: Southern Company and Old Dominion
Agenda items 2 and 3 were combined in the following discussion.
Ms. Camp reviewed Southern Company’s comments, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps102604w7.doc.  The comments explained that Southern supported making any additional changes to the TIBP and data dictionary, but changes made to ratified MBPs were not appropriate if they did not proceed through the NAESB process.  Ms. Ray added that Southern was not against modifying the MBPs after the Triage Subcommittee had given the CPS permission to do so.  Ms. Kiselewich explained the reasoning behind the NAESB process, and why modifications to ratified documents should be submitted in request form to the Triage Subcommittee.  She added that such processes are what help ensure ANSI accreditation for NAESB.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that if any changes were needed to MBPs , a request should be submitted to the NAESB office for assignment to the Triage Subcommittee.  
Mr. Jones stated that the MBPs submitted to the EC in August to determine if the CPS was proceeding correctly.  It was never the intention of the CPS that the MBPs be ratified.  He added that the CPS is now developing documents that were not envisioned by the group when the example MBPs were submitted to the EC in August.  He added that Cinergy was willing to submit a request to Triage to modify the MBPs.  
Ms. Edwards asked if the content change to the MBPs being requested by Cinergy was only a change to the MBPs overview statement that the MBPs were voluntary.  

Mr. Behr commented that the ratified MBPs do not specify a uniform transaction for usage.  He added that a single transaction choice for usage would be difficult to process and develop because of differences in models, but that the CPS should consider this if they begin to modify the MBPs.  

Mr. Novak commented that it would be difficult to develop a uniform transaction that all members of the industry would follow.  He added that many issues surrounding the MBPs would be resolved by the market when implemented by the industry.  

Ms. Edwards commented that the correct procedure would be to submit a request to Triage to modify the MBPs, before the CPS began revising the MBPs.  Mr. Novak agreed that the CPS should first submit a request to Triage to modify the MBPs.  Ms. Kiselewich and Mr. Novak stated that they could call a meeting of the Triage subcommittee to review the request from Cinergy.  

3.
Discuss Cinergy’s comments re:


Discussed above.

4.
Survey Report: Is the use of the Service Address in the Bill Ready Invoice a best 

practice?
Mr. Alston said that he had completed a survey of different invoices, as requested at the 10/01/04 conference call meeting of the CPS.  He stated that the service address was not included in the invoices he reviewed.  Therefore, he concluded that the removal of the service address item as a best practice from the bill ready invoice was correct.  
5. Continue reviewing MBP: Data dictionaries for Rate Ready, Payment, etc…
Mr. Alston stated that Mr. Behr and the TEIS had made significant progress in the development of a TIBP.  He added that the CPS would review the draft after the November 17th Retail EC meeting.  
Mr. Behr stated that the TEIS had tried not to change the numbering and content that the CPS had already included in the TIBP.  Mr. Behr then suggested that the TEIS continue to handle other technical documents, including EDI documents and Uniform Electronic Transaction documents.  

Mr. Alston commented that volunteers were needed to complete the work on the 568 and 824 transactions.  Mr. Novak encouraged the division of work between the business and technical subcommittees.  He also encouraged volunteers to assist Mr. Alston in drafting the transactions and added that he would be discussing the topic of volunteers with the Retail EC at the upcoming November meeting.  

The group then reviewed the document “Billing and Payment Business Process 10/01/04” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps102604w2.doc.  For revisions, please see “Attachment Billing and Payment Revised 10/26/04” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps102604a1.doc.  “Billing Party ID” was changed to “Sender ID” in items 3 & 4 under “Dataset 2.1.2”.  Ms. Edwards asked if the terms “Sender” and “Non-Sender” were used in the MBPs.  Mr. Alston answered that the information contained in the data dictionaries was not the exact same information contained in the MBPs, because the data dictionaries were meant to explain how a model business practice could be implemented.  Mr. Behr pointed out that in items 5, 6, & 7 the “Customer Name” is most likely maintained by the meter reading entity.  Mr. Alston stated that there were many details dealing with meter reading entities that needed further review in the future.

The term “Usage Unique ID” was substituted for “Reference Number ID” in items 22 & 28.  Mr. Behr suggested that two additional items be added, “Detail Service Period End Date” and “Detail Service Period Start Date” to correspond with item 30 “Service Period End Date” and 31 “Service Period Start Date”.   He commented that these items should be added because the markets have repeated this information at the detail level.  The data element “Receiver Type” was also added at the suggestion of Mr. Behr.

Item 40 was changed to “Usage Type” and “Interval, Monthly” was added to the comments section for further explanation.  Mr. Behr commented that he would review the possible addition of an interval type to item 40.  

Next, the group reviewed “Dataset 2.4.2”.  “Charge Allowance” was shortened to “Chg/Allow” throughout the dataset.  Mr. Behr suggested that item 39 “Usage Code” be deleted because the group was not including usage information in this invoice.  “Cross Reference ID” was changed to “Unique ID” in item 38.  

Mr. Behr then commented that if the draft MBP 2.3.1.6 completed the NAESB process and was ratified, the TEIS would review for it inclusion in the technical documents.   Mr. Alston commented that the CPS would continue their review and discussion of draft MBP 2.3.1.6 to determine if it is a best practice.  
The group then reviewed “Dataset 2.5.2”, the Rate Ready data dictionary.  “Charge Allowance” was shortened to “Chg/Allow” throughout the data set.  “Reference Number ID” was changed to “Invoice ID” in items 24 and 26.  Item 36 “Usage Code” was deleted from the data dictionary because the group was not including usage information in this invoice.  Data elements concerning payment plans were struck from the data set until a MBP was ratified concerning payment plans.  The deleted items include 8, 9, and 32.  Mr. Behr commented that the items could be added back in if a payment plan MBP was ratified.  

Next, the group reviewed and revised “Dataset 2.7.2”, the Payment data dictionary.  Mr. Behr questioned if item 18 “Service Type” was a necessary data element.  After discussion, the group decided to delete item 18.  “Reference Number ID” was changed to “Payment ID” in item 17.

The group reviewed “Dataset 2.11.2” under section 2.11 “Termination of Billing Service.” The data element “Customer Name” was added and the element “Service Type” was deleted.  The group also discussed the addition of a data element for phone number, but agreed that it was not a mandatory item and therefore should be left out.  

Mr. Behr suggested that a log be kept that identified all changes made to the “Billing and Payment” document.  He added that the TEIS would continue working on the document on November 10.  Mr. Alston commented that from this meeting forward the TEIS would take control of the document and log all changes made to it.  Ms. Ray asked if the CPS would vote on whether the data dictionaries were ready to be sent to the EC.  Mr. Alston stated that he would review this issue with the EC at the upcoming meeting.  He added that the CPS could choose to only vote out the parts of the document that were not technical, or the CPS could choose to vote out the entire document.  Mr. Behr added that the data dictionaries are still the responsibility of the CPS and ultimately the CPS would vote on whether to send them to the EC.  Mr. Behr asked that the CPS send him a document containing only the ratified MBPs.  

Ms. Edwards asked that the request submitted by Mr. Jones be general enough to cover all the modifications the CPS would like to make to the MBPs.  Mr. Rothfuss added that he would inform Mr. Jones of Ms. Edward’s request.  

6. Discuss the 568 Transaction-Contract Payment Management
Mr. Alston commented that he had submitted a rough draft “568 – Contract Payment Management Report” located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/req_rgq_cps102604w3.doc, to jumpstart work on the 568 transaction document.   Mr. Alston requested volunteers to assist Mr. Behr with the development of the document.  No participant volunteered and Mr. Alston told the group that he would continue to work on the 568 transaction, but that volunteer help was needed and would be appreciated.

7.
Discuss the 824 Transaction-Application Advice

Ms. Edwards volunteered to assist Mr. Behr in the drafting of the 824 transaction.  Mr. Alston added that the 568 and 824 transaction should include draft MBPs, data dictionaries, and model flows.  


8.
Next Steps

The group scheduled a conference call and web conference meeting on December 6th from 9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. Eastern.  Mr. Alston added that the group would review decisions from the November 17 Retail EC meeting, review the 568 and 824 transactions, and discuss formatting of the documents.  He added that depending on whether the Triage Subcommittee had met and decided upon the request from Mr. Jones, the CPS might also add this item to the agenda for December 6th.  


9.
Adjournment

Ms. Edwards made a motion to adjourn, which Mr. Rothfuss seconded.  The meeting was adjourned absent objection at 1:29 p.m. Central time.  

10.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	Quadrant/Segment

	Alston
	Rick
	Old Dominion Electric Coop
	REQ, Distributor

	Barkas
	Bill
	Dominion Retail
	REQ, Supplier

	Behr
	George
	ESG
	RGQ, Services

	Camp
	Yvette
	Southern Company
	REQ, Distributor

	Davis
	Dorman
	Mississippi Power
	REQ Distributor

	Edwards
	Mary
	Dominion Virginia Power
	REQ, Distributor

	Eichenlaub
	David
	VA State Corp. Commission
	End User

	Jones
	Dan
	Cinergy
	RGQ, Distributor

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	

	Kiselewich
	Ruth
	Baltimore Gas & Elec.
	REQ, Distributor

	Marino
	Annunciata
	Penn. Public Utility Comm.
	End User

	Novak
	Mike
	National Fuel
	RGQ, Distributor

	Precht
	Phil
	Baltimore Gas & Elec.
	RGQ, Distributor

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	

	Ray
	Judy
	Alabama Power
	REQ, Distributor

	Rothfuss
	Dan
	Cinergy
	REQ, Distributor

	Wolf
	Bill
	Baltimore Gas & Elec.
	REQ, Distributor

	Zollars
	Richard
	Dominion Retail
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