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June 2, 2005
TO:
NAESB Retail Gas Quadrant (RGQ) and Retail Electric Quadrant (REQ) Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) Participants and Interested Parties

FROM:
Todd Oncken, NAESB Deputy Director
RE:
REQ/RGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee Meeting Minutes - June 7, 2005
DATE:
July 5, 2005
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
REQ/RGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee Meeting
June 7, 2005 – 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Eastern

Hosted by Old Dominion Electric Coop - Richmond, VA
Final Minutes
1.
Welcome & Administration  
Mr. Alston called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Alston reviewed the draft agenda and the order of the items was changed.  Approval of the January 6 and May 5 draft minutes was deferred until the next meeting.  Mr. Behr moved, seconded by Ms. Wise, to adopt the agenda as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.  
2. Review IR work done on MBP to date 
Mr. Behr reviewed the current work paper to familiarize participants with the deliverable of the subcommittee, which include:  the technical implementation, sample paper transaction, additional work on the data dictionary, and defining the code value dictionaries.  Mr. Behr noted that the work on Billing and Payments is approximately 90 percent complete, since a significant amount of work was completed by the TEIS before the IR was created.  
3. Review Model Business Practices 
Determine technical portions that require further development:  The IR worked from the Billing and Payment (RXQ BPS 5/24/05) work paper.  Ms. Edwards discussed the changes the RXQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) made to the Billing and Payments MBPs since the last IR meeting, and each change was reviewed to determine whether changes to the technical MBPs should be made.  During discussion on proposed MBP RXQ.3.3.1.10, it was noted that the subcommittee would have to determine how to send a notice of reject when flat files are used, because sending electronic notifications is not a common practice when flat files are used.  
4. Edit and approve to forward to TEIS

Edit and approve to forward to TEIS:  Each section of the draft technical MBPs for Billing and Payments was reviewed.  It was noted that the references to the specific Billing and Payments MBPs should be updated since the MBPs have been renumbered.  Mr. Behr suggested that inclusion of UET in the MBPs should alert the IR that potential development could be required.  Discussion of each section is noted below.
Billing Usage:  It was decided that the term ‘usage’ should be used consistently in the TIBP, instead of ‘load’.  It was also determined that data elements should not be included in the definitions of defined terms.  Mr. Rothfuss and Ms. Wise volunteered to review the sample paper transactions to verify their accuracy.  

In terms of work flow, Mr. Behr stated the RXQ BPS should begin the work on the data dictionary – supplying values for item, number, name, description, and condition.  Next the RXQ IR would build on the RXQ BPS work and apply the X12 mapping.  He added that the RXQ IR should make sure the end result works with the existing markets and should be grouped in logical order.  

It was determined that the value in column one should be deleted and the final data dictionary should be organized alphabetically.  The subcommittee reviewed each of the data elements and made appropriate changes.  Changes are reflected in the attachment to these minutes.  The code values dictionary should be built for each of the areas of the TIBP.  Assignment of work is also noted in the attachment to these minutes.  
Invoice For Cons. Billing Bill-Ready (CBBR):  During discussion Ms. Wise noted the MBPs do not discuss ‘reversals’ and ‘reissues’ of invoices.  After Ms. Wise’s description of reversals and reissues, Mr. Rothfuss suggested that ‘cancels’ and ‘rebills’ could serve the same purpose.  Ms. Wise stated that using cancels/rebills would not work in detail in her state’s market.  There was extensive discussion on the methods in which invoices are currently transmitted.  Ms. Wise will probably submit a Request for Standards to include RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs for reversals/reissues.  There were no changes to the data dictionary.  Mr. Rothfuss and Ms. Wise volunteered to review the sample paper transactions to verify their accuracy.  
Invoice For Cons. Billing Rate Ready (CBRR):  This was discussed in detail and changes were made to the explanatory language.  Mr. Rothfuss and Ms. Wise volunteered to review the sample paper transactions to verify their accuracy.  
Payment:  Mr. Rothfuss and Ms. Wise volunteered to review the sample paper transactions to verify their accuracy.  There were no open items in the data dictionary.  Work will continue on the code values table.  
Termination of Billing Services:  Mr. Rothfuss and Ms. Wise volunteered to review the sample paper transactions to verify their accuracy.  There were no open items in the data dictionary.  Work will continue on the code values table.   

Application Advice:  During discussion it was noted that the MBPs did not provide for an ‘Invoice Success’ transmittal, as indicated in the TIBP, so information related to invoice success was deleted.  Since this would be a valuable practice, it is anticipated that a Request for Standards will be filed on this issue.  Mr. Rothfuss and Ms. Wise volunteered to review the sample paper transactions to verify their accuracy. 
Ms. Edwards, Mr. Dodson and Mr. Behr will complete a final read-through of the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs to verify that the IR has addressed all issues needing attention.  
The subcommittee discussed how to accommodate flat files in the technical implementation of the MBPs.  Mr. Behr noted that there were several approaches for the contents of the flat files, including some cases where usage and invoice data is transmitted together.  After extended discussion it was determined that a more efficient practice would be to post separate files, because presumably there would be fewer costs associated with separate files.  This was just an item for discussion – no vote was taken.  The subcommittee struggled with the format and content of flat files, and their desirability and usefulness.  An additional issue was the treatment of duplicated data elements.  It was noted that the WGQ created its flat file formats by duplicating the EDI standards.  The subcommittee will investigate creating flat files out of the data elements at a future meeting.  
Mr. Behr moved, seconded by Mr. Rothfuss, to forward the IR’s work on RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs to TEIS for further processing.  During discussion it was noted that the work would be done subject to additional editing as noted above.  The motion passed unanimously.  
5. Next Steps/Other Business
The next IR meeting was scheduled for July 11 from 9:00 a.m. to noon Eastern in Richmond, VA (host to be determined.)

6. Adjourn

The meeting adjourn at 2:48 p.m. Eastern.
7.
Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Comments

	Rick Alston
	Old Dominion Electric Coop.
	In Person

	Bill Barkas
	Dominion Retail
	Phone

	George Behr
	Energy Services Group
	In Person

	Bill Brooks
	PEPCO
	In Person

	Greg Dodson
	Dominion
	In Person

	Mary Edwards
	Dominion
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	Phone

	Dan Rothfuss
	Cinergy
	In Person

	Ken Thiry
	Wisconsin Public Service
	Phone

	Barbara Wise
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	In Person

	Richard Zollars
	Dominion Retail
	Phone
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