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TO:
NAESB REQ/RGQ TEIS Participants and Interested Parties
FROM:
Laura B. Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
REQ/RGQ TEIS Conference Call Final Minutes – April 28, 2006
DATE:
July 20, 2006
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
REQ/RGQ TEIS CONFERENCE CALL
April 28, 2006; 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Central
FINAL MINUTES
1.
Welcome & Administration

Mr. Behr called the meeting to order.  Ms. Kennedy gave the antitrust advice.  Mr. Rothfuss moved, seconded by Ms. Wise to adopt the agenda.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Technical Implementation including the EDISIM results for the RXQ Billing and Payments Transactions
Mr. Behr stated that Ms. Alexander had submitted comments on the recommendation for Retail 2006 Annual Plan Item 1A.  The comments were posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/req_rgq_teis_ir042806w3.doc.  The subcommittee reviewed the comments and agreed to make modifications to the recommendation in response to the comments.
Comment 1
:  “This section provides high-level standards and themes found in the technical details for the implementation of NAESB Billing and Payment transactions in support of deregulated energy marketplaces.”  Comment:  Our business practices do not use the term “deregulated” and I would suggest that you reword to refer to “…support of energy market models that have adopted retail competition.”

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 1.
Comment 2:  “In all NAESB market models, the Distribution Company assigns the Customer ID to a Customer.”  Comment:  NAESB does not have market models.  States do.  NAESB has recommendations for model business practices.  A suggestion, “In all energy market models supported by NAESB model business practices….”

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 2.
Comment 3:  “NAESB marketplaces provide a vehicle in case a Distribution Company needs to change the Customer ID key for a Customer.”  Comment:  This phrase “NAESB marketplaces” occurs frequently and should be deleted and replaced with something such as “In market models supported by NAESB model business practices….”  

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 3.
Comment 4:  “NAESB transactions require that sending parties explicitly identify the commodity for each Customer. NAESB marketplaces allow only one type of commodity (i.e. electric or gas) in a transaction, except in Payment and Payment Notification transactions which can have multiple commodity service types.”  Comment:  Again, the use of the term “NAESB transactions” [maybe “Transactions supported by NAESB model business practices…”]  and “NAESB marketplaces” (see above) should be corrected.  

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 4.
Comment 5:  “NAESB standards…”   -p.4 and elsewhere.  Comment:  These are “NAESB retail model business practices” and the term “standards” should be replaced throughout the document.  

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 5.
Comment 6:  “Technical specifications often require data elements that define billing model for the defined Customer.”  Comment:  This sentence does not make sense to me.

Response:  Ms. Wise stated that the sentence would be used to determine the type of billing model:  LDC, Dual, etc.  Mr. Behr stated he would re-word this sentence.
Comment 7:  “NAESB allows…” -p.8 and elsewhere.  Again, NAESB does not “allow” anything.  Maybe something like, “NAESB’s model business practices support….”

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 7.
Comment 8:  “NAESB has adopted…” –p. 8 and elsewhere.  Again, perhaps a more fully reference, such as “NAESB’s model business practices recommend….”

Response:  The subcommittee supported modifying the recommendation as suggested by Ms. Alexander in Comment 8.
Mr. Behr stated he would modify the recommendation to include the changes discussed above.  Ms. Wise moved, seconded by Mr. Rothfuss, to forward the recommendation with the revisions noted to the Retail Executive Committees for adoption.  The recommendation will be posted for the formal thirty day comment period.
“Should the Billing Party (X12:REF~BLT) data element be marked as business conditional since some jurisdictions require it?

No, NAESB requires it in the Usage.”      Comment:  I don’t understand this answer.  Change “NAESB requires” and give a fuller explanation of what you mean in your answer.
3. Technical Implementation of the Customer Information model business practices 
currently under development
Mr. Behr stated that the technical implementation for the Customer Information model business practices would include a request for historical usage, response reject, and response accept.  Mr. Behr presented the draft he created for the technical standards for this item.  He stated that he has been debating on whether to include separate sections for the different responses or if they should all be included in the same section.  He noted that in Texas the responses are split into separate documents.  Mr. Behr supported separate sections.  Mr. Rothfuss supported a single document.  Mr. Rothfuss added that once the technical implementation standards are complete, customers will expect the NAESB business practice to be followed throughout the country.  Ms. Wise stated separate sections would make it easier for those who are in the process of learning the transactions.  After further discussion, the subcommittee supported separate documents for each response.
Mr. Behr will continue to develop the technical implementation documents based on the discussion set forth above.

4. Technical Implementation of the Customer Invoice model business practices currently 
under development

Mr. Behr reviewed the draft technical implementation of the Customer Invoice model business practices.  He noted that the technical pieces include the invoice transactions and the payment transactions from the billing party to the customer.  Mr. Behr stated that he wanted to complete this recommendation by the end of the second quarter so that the Retail Executive Committees can review at the August 2006 Executive Committee meeting.
5. Next Steps/Other Business

Mr. Behr stated that he would work with the NAESB office to schedule a conference call in May.
6. Adjourn 
Mr. Rothfuss moved, seconded by Ms. Wise, to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 10:06 AM Central.
6.
Attendance
	Name
	Organization

	George Behr
	Energy Services Group

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB

	Dan Rothfuss
	Duke Energy

	Barbara Wise
	Baltimore Gas and Electric


� The comments have been numbered for reference purposes.
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