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REQ/RGQ Joint BPS Conference call 

May 24, 2006
final Minutes

1.
Administrative







Mr. Jones welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Kennedy gave the anti-trust guidance.  Participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.
Mr. Jones reviewed the draft agenda.  Mr. Precht stated that Item 3 should be modified to state “Discuss Potential Additional MBPs on Billing & Payment, and the Content of those MBPs.” The discussion on the need to submit a request for the additional model business practices was removed because this item was added to the Retail 2006 Annual Plan (See discussion in Item 3 below).  The modified agenda was adopted by consensus.
The subcommittee reviewed the draft minutes from the April 11-12, 2006 meeting.  On page 1, under Agenda Item 2, Mr. Jones suggested that the two instances where the word “order” was used be changed to “transaction.”  The word “clearinghouse” was modified to “Registration Agent”.  The subcommittee modified the next to last sentence on page 1 to state:  “Mr. Behr stated that if NAESB develops business practices for the Registration Agent model and other states decide to adopt them, many regulations that ERCOT provides for might also be necessary for those states to develop.”  On page 3, in the last paragraph of Item 5, an apostrophe was added to the word “Customer”.  On page 4, in Agenda Item 6, the word “Fact was changed to “Face”.  Ms. Edwards moved, seconded by Ms. Eynon, to adopt the minutes as revised.  The motion passed unanimously.  The final minutes from the April 11-12, 2006 meeting are posted on the NAESB website:
http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/retail_bps041106fm.doc.

Mr. Jones noted that the Glossary Subcommittee and Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) would review the minutes from the April 11, 2006 Glossary Subcommittee meeting during the Glossary Subcommittee meeting scheduled on June 20, 2006.

2.
NAESB Retail Update
Mr. Precht summarized the May 10, 2006 Retail Quadrants Executive Committee meeting.  (A work paper regarding the Executive Committee meeting was posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/retail_bps052406w1.doc).  Mr. Precht stated that the formal comment period for Retail 2006 Annual Plan Item 1a expires on June 2, 2006.  He stated that two comments were posted for this recommendation prior to the Executive Committee meeting:  comments from Ameren, and comments from Baltimore Gas & Electric.  After the expiration of the comment period, the TEIS will review the comments and revise the recommendation accordingly and send back to the Executive Committee for discussion.  The TEIS is also scheduled to develop a list of terms that should be defined and submit the list to the Glossary Subcommittee.  It was noted during the Executive Committee meeting that if a term is defined in the data dictionaries, the term does not need to be redefined by the Glossary Subcommittee.
Mr. Precht stated that the Executive Committee determined that a new request was not required to develop the additional model business practices for Billing & Payment identified by the Retail Technical Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee.  The Executive Committee added an item to Annual Plan Item 1 to include the work of the BPS to develop the additional model business practices.  (See further discussion in Item 3 below).
Mr. Precht noted that the Retail Structure Review Committee (RSRC) decided that the Retail Quadrants should continue with their work to draft model business practices and that development of “best practices” would be done on a case by case basis as determined by the Retail Leadership.  Mr. Precht added that if the BPS reaches a point where a policy decision needs to be made, the BPS should develop business practices for the different policies, such as has been done for Retail Billing.

Mr. Precht presented three questions to the Executive Committee on behalf of the BPS.  First, Should a Customer be permitted to call the Distribution Company to Drop service with a Supplier?  The Executive Committee discussed the fact that there are jurisdictions where the customer is permitted to contact a distribution company directly to drop service with a supplier, but the Executive Committee did not require the BPS to change the decision it made that would require only the supplier to communicate the drop to the distribution company.  The Executive Committee noted that if a party would like a model business practice to be developed for customers to communicate the drop to the distribution company, then the party should submit a NAESB Request.  Mr. Precht noted that the term “customer initiated drops” can lead to confusion because the customer can still initiate a drop under the BPS decision.  The model business practices will reflect that a customer cannot contact a utility or distribution company in order to initiate a drop.  In order to initiate the drop, the customer must contact the supplier.  Mr. Jones noted that Ohio and Illinois allow the customer to contact the distribution company.  Mr. Jones suggested that the BPS contemplate whether additional model business practices should be drafted to provide an alternative.
Mr. Precht stated that the Contracts Subcommittee is planning to meet jointly with the BPS and Glossary Subcommittee to review the draft Retail Contract to determine if the terms of the draft contract conflict with the model business practices and if there is a need to define terms.  Ms. McCain, co-chair of the Contracts Subcommittee, stated that the Contracts Subcommittee would be in a position to have the joint meeting in August or September.

Next, Mr. Precht reviewed #06-2E - P.Precht Work paper on Subcommittee Procedures posted as a work paper for this meeting.  Mr. Precht stated that he would forward the flow chart to Mr. Behr, as co-chair of the Retail Technical Electronic Implementation Subcommittee (TEIS) and Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) so that it could be presented to those subcommittees for review before it is presented to the Executive Committee.
Ms. McCain noted that the BPS should not determine whether there are technical implementation requirements for a particular model business practice.  In the WGQ, the BPS forwards all recommendations to the WGQ IR for the WGQ IR to determine if technical standards are needed.  Mr. Precht stated that he would add a decision diamond on page 2 with the question “Are Technical Information Requirements Necessary?” 
3.
Discuss Potential Additional MBPs on Billing & Payment, and the Content of those MBPs.

Mr. Precht noted that when Baltimore Gas and Electric reviewed the recommendation for Retail 2006 Annual Plan Item 1(a), it identified four additional model business practices to include in the Billing & Payment section in its comments:  Reversal and Reissue (EDI ANSI X-12 810); Transformer Loss Factors; Budget Billing and Payment Plans; and Missed Bill Windows.  Mr. Precht suggested that BPS participants volunteer to draft an outline for each item that would include what would be included in a model business practice.  Ms. Alexander noted that in the past the BPS determined that it would not address Budget Billing and Payment Plans.  Mr. Wolf stated that the TEIS included the EDI transactions that correspond to Budget Billing and Payment Plans in the technical pieces for the Billing & Payment model business practices.  He added that Budget Billing and Payment Plans are required in EDI transactions.  Ms. McCain asked whether the TEIS stepped outside its boundaries by including EDI transactions that were not included in the model business practices.  Mr. Precht stated that the TEIS should not have drafted the extra EDI transactions.
The BPS determined that more research would be needed to determine if additional model business practices should be drafted for the above referenced items.  Mr. Eynon volunteered to research the Budget Billing and Payment Plans and the Missed Bill Window for the Illinois market.  Mr. Jones stated that he would conduct the same research for the Ohio market.  Mr. Precht volunteered to conduct the same research for the Maryland market and Ms. Alexander volunteered for the Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, and New Jersey.
4.
Lunch
5.
Discussion and Development of Model Business Practices for 2006 Annual Plan Item No. 4 – Customer Enrollment, Drop, and Account Maintenance
The subcommittee reviewed work paper #06-3E - Glossary Definitions Approved at April 11 Meeting.  Ms. Alexander noted that the definition of Enrollment, Drop, and Reinstatement includes the phrase “…responsibility for providing energy…”  Ms. Alexander stated that the party responsible for providing energy is typically a wholesale market or scheduling matter.  Enrollment is the process in which the customer selects or enrolls with a market participant.  The transaction is a confirmation of what the customer has done.  The change in provider for service is a change in legal responsibilities, so the definition should be how to communicate the change in legal relationship, and not a designation of who is responsible for providing energy flow.  The subcommittee agreed that the word “flow” should be removed from the definition of Enrollment.
After further discussion, the subcommittee agreed that the Glossary Subcommittee should review the terms included in work paper #06-3E.  The Glossary Subcommittee will meet at the beginning of the time allotted for the June 20 Retail BPS meeting.  Ms. Alexander stated that while she could not participate in the June 20 meeting, she would submit proposed modifications to the terms as a work paper for the meeting.

Next, the subcommittee reviewed work paper #06-4E - Process Flow Diagrams for Enrollment and Drop.  The subcommittee determined that the process flow diagram should be drafted to include first in markets and last in markets.  Mr. Jones asked whether a customer would still receive a letter to indicate that it would be served by the supplier if the supplier submits the enrollment.  Mr. Precht stated that the customer would receive the letter from the supplier.
Ms. Alexander noted that some jurisdictions allow a customer to cancel a transaction within a certain time frame.  The subcommittee agreed to add a decision diamond with the question “Is the customer permitted to rescind the enrollment request?”  If the answer is yes, the process flow will continue to the decision diamond with “Does the Customer want to rescind enrollment?”  If the answer is no, then no further action would be required and the customer would wait for the effective date of the enrollment that was accepted.
On page 5, the subcommittee agreed to include a decision diamond with the question “Is there a pending accepted enrollment request?” between the diamond that states “Transaction contains the correct validation elements” and the next step in the flow diagram.
Mr. Wolf stated that the term “Pending Enrollment” should be defined.  The subcommittee drafted a suggested definition for “Pending Enrollment”:  an Enrollment Request that has been responded to with an enrollment confirmation but has not reached its Enrollment Effective date.  The subcommittee drafted a suggested definition for “Pending Drop”:  a Drop that has been responded to with a Drop confirmation but has not reached its Drop Effective Date.
Ms. McCain asked if the process flow diagrams were intended to be published as part of the model business practices or if the diagrams were drafted as a guide to the subcommittee.  Mr. Jones stated that at this time, it is the intention to include the diagrams as part of the model business practices.
Next, the subcommittee discussed what should be included in the process flow diagram to address Last In transactions.  Mr. Jones stated that the model business practices will include practices for first in and last in.  The subcommittee agreed that on page 1 of the diagram a decision diamond should be inserted with the question:  “First In enrollment process?”  If the answer is “yes” and a Pending Enrollment exists, the Enrollment Request is rejected.  If the answer is “no”, the Enrollment Request can be accepted.  Mr. Precht stated that the flow chart as modified would handle both last in and first transactions.
Mr. Precht stated that he would modify the process flow diagram as discussed during this meeting and present it at the BPS meeting scheduled on June 20, 2006.

Next, the subcommittee reviewed work paper #06-5E - Clean MBPs from March 8 Conference Call, which is the draft of the Customer Enrollment model business practices.  The following modifications were made to the document:

The subcommittee agreed to delete RXQ.8.3.1.3.
Section 8.3.2.1 was modified as follows:  Suppliers should obtain authorization from Customers prior to Enrollment, as specified by the Applicable Regulatory Authority.

Section 8.3.2.2 was modified as follows:  The Supplier should send an Enrollment Request to the Distribution Company via Uniform Electronic Transaction within the required timeframe prior to of the desired Enrollment Effective Date.

Section 8.3.2.3 was modified as follows:  


To enable the Distribution Company to confirm the identity of the Customer, an Enrollment Request should contain the Distribution Company account number.  In addition, one or more of the following elements may also be required:

· Customer name;

· Five digit zip code of service address;

· Or others as determined by the Applicable Regulatory Authority.
Section 8.3.2.4 was modified as follows:  



An Enrollment Request should contain the data elements found in RXQ.8.6.x.x.  At a minimum, the following Customer account information should be included:

· Customer name (if not provided in compliance with RXQ.8.3.2.3)

· Type of request

· Type of Service (gas or electric) 

· Supplier account number

· Distribution Company account number

· Type of billing (Consolidated, Dual, Rate-Ready, Bill-Ready, etc.)

· Supplier Rate Code

· Date and Time Customer Contract Signed

· Distribution Company Rate Code

· Tax exemption percent

· Beginning of meter loop for Rate Ready
Section 8.3.2.6 was modified as follows:



An Enrollment Rejection should contain the data elements found in RXQ.8.6.x.x. At a minimum, the following Customer account information should be included.

· Customer name

· Rejection indicator

· Rejection reason code

· Supplier account number

· Distribution Company account number

6.
Next Steps
The Retail Glossary Subcommittee will meet via conference call on June 20, 2006 from 9:00 AM to 10:00 AM Central.  During this meeting, the Glossary Subcommittee will review the suggested definitions of “Pending Drop” and “Pending Enrollment” as well as the proposed modifications to the definitions drafted for the Customer Enrollment, Drop, and Account Maintenance model business practices.  Ms. Alexander will submit a work paper with proposed modifications to these terms.

The next meeting of the Retail BPS is scheduled on June 20, 2006 as a conference call with web conferencing from 10:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central.  During this meeting, the BPS will review the modifications to the process flow diagrams for the work of the Retail Quadrants and discuss the research on the additional model business practices to be included in the Billing and Payment model business practices, and review the modifications to the process flow diagram for the Customer Enrollment model business practices.
The subcommittee confirmed that the next meeting after the June 20 meeting would be on August 1-2, 2006 at NAESB’s offices in Houston, Texas.  The meeting will be from 12:30 PM to 4:00 PM on August 1, and from 8:30 AM to 3:00 PM on August 2.
7.
Adjourn

Mr. Precht moved, seconded by Ms. Ray, to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 3:08 PM Central.
8.
Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Quadrant/Segment

	Barbara Alexander
	State of Maine Public Advocate
	REQ/End User

	Yvette Camp
	Southern Company
	REQ/Dist.

	Mary Edwards
	Dominion Virginia Power
	REQ/Dist.

	Patrick Eynon
	Ameren Services
	REQ/Dist.

	Karen Geyer
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	RGQ/Dist.

	Dan Jones
	Cinergy
	REQ/Dist.

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	

	Heidi Mahnken
	SoCal Edison
	

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	RGQ/Supp.

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	RGQ/Dist.

	Judy Ray
	Alabama Power Company
	REQ/Dist.

	Bill Wolf
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	REQ/Dist.
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